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ABSTRACT 
Conflict immediately following elections is a phenomenon rarely studied in its own 
light. The timing, motivation, and dynamics of post-election conflict is often very 
different to that in other periods of the electoral cycle. This study seeks to identify 
how certain constitutional features influence the likelihood of post-election 
conflict. Based on an adaptation of the ‘credible commitment problem’, I argue that 
by reducing the stakes of elections through careful constitutional design, political 
actors can overcome the deep mistrust and uncertainty associated with electoral 
periods. The threat of post-election conflict can therefore be mitigated by 
tempering the rewards for ‘winners’, and consequently softening the blow for 
‘losers’. By creating a global post-election conflict dataset of national elections 
between 1989-2012, a series of binary logistic regressions show that proportional 
electoral systems decrease the likelihood of post-election riots and protests, whilst 
greater decentralisation and the direct-election of a head of state increase the 
likelihood of post-election violence. 
 
Keywords: post-election conflict; electoral commitment problem; constitutional 
features; electoral engineering; electoral stakes  
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



1  

I. INTRODUCTION 
In the period immediately following elections, the political environment is often fraught with 
instability. Elections are flashpoints in the democratic political process (Flores and Nooruddin 
2012:558). The potential exchanging of power from one group to another is often highly 
concentrated into a period of intense political competition. Following the ‘third wave’ of 
democratisation, the dynamics of electoral process have come increasingly under the 
microscope of academics and policy-makers alike (Huntington 1991). Electoral violence has 
until recently been largely neglected as a social phenomenon distinct from other forms of 
intrastate conflict. Electoral violence is distinct in both its timing and motive from other forms 
of political violence (Höglund 2009:415). Moreover, the reasons for why political contestants 
and their followers engage in violence after the ballots are closed have been largely 
understudied. Post-election conflict can be initiated by incumbents and their opponents; the 
winners and losers of elections. It can be precautionary or reactionary.  
The institutional arrangements within which elections are held can have a dramatic effect on 
the characteristics and consequences of those polls. Constitutional and political institutional 
design has garnered a growing interest in recent decades, as policy-makers attempt to find a 
way to traverse these tricky phases of intense political competition. Whilst the avoidance of 
post-election conflict is not and should not be the sole purpose of constitutional design, it 
ultimately has value in enabling the various stages of democratic governance to take place and 
flourish with legitimacy and blood-free hands. Previous research investigating the dynamics of 
post-election peace and conflict is sparse, most of which tending to focus on patronage-related 
corruption and the actions of political elites more generally (e.g. Arriola and Johnson 2012, 
Fjelde and Höglund 2014). However, very little work has been done to investigate how features 
of constitutional design can impact upon the political environment immediately after elections. 
Indeed, the institutional school is one of the most popular approaches to explaining electoral 
violence. However, the clearly distinct dynamics of post-election conflict need to be explained 
in their own right.  
Democracy places a prize at the end of the electoral process: victory. Elections are inevitably 
high stakes contests (Reynolds 2011:73). Some elections are marred by reactionary violence 
and conflict whereas others are not. Constitutional design, it is argued, can have a profound 
effect on how the politics within is conducted – especially electoral contestation (Horowitz 
1991, Lijphart 1991). Accordingly, this study seeks to answer the research question of:  
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How do some constitutional features affect the risk of post-election conflict? 
Elections create winners and losers. In explaining the rationale of election losers, Adam 
Przeworski (1991) claimed that this ‘puzzle’ could be overcome by strong and legitimate 
institutions reassuring the losing side that a chance of victory will remain in the subsequent 
election. Institutional strength, it is claimed, is the main reason why consolidated democracies 
are less prone to internal conflict than those emerging from conflict. Within this institutional 
framework, there are many variables that can play a role. Debates over constitutional design in 
divided societies has often fallen down two lines of thought: the consociationalist approach of 
Arend Lijphart (1977, 2004) – which advocates inclusivity based on a rigid identity-based 
political system – and the centripetalism of Donald Horowitz (1985, 2003) which attempts to 
‘depoliticise’ ethnicity by incentivising the formation of multi-ethnic parties and coalitions. 
There is a growing field of studies advocating the use of proportional voting systems as a means 
of conflict management (Fjelde and Hoglund 2014, Cohen 1997, Norris 1997). Other studies 
have also found the values of power-sharing, decentralisation, economic growth, and the 
postponement of elections as ways of mitigating the risks of electoral violence (Brancati and 
Snyder 2011, Brancati 2006, Arriola and Johnson 2012, Collier 1999, Flores and Nooruddin 
2012). Whilst these studies have alluded to the impact of institutional factors on the onset of 
intrastate conflict, little has been done to assess the specific dynamics of conflict in the post-
election period. Moreover, many previous studies have limited their research to Africa and 
Sub-Saharan Africa in particular (e.g. Goldsmith 2010, Salehyan and Linebarger 2014, Fjelde 
and Höglund 2014). Although growing, research on electoral violence has been largely case-
specific (e.g. Standish 1996, Rumsey 1999, Dinnen 2006, Klopp and Zuern 2007). 
This study offers a globally-sourced insight into the implications of some constitutional 
features on the likelihood of post-election violence. Through the process of careful 
constitutional design, these stakes can be lowered to reduce the probability of the occurrence 
of post-election conflict. Influence is taken from Walter’s (1997, 1999) theory that civil war 
settlements often fail due to the inability of actors to credibly commit to peace. I propose that 
this rationale can also be applied to elections. Proportional electoral systems, increased 
decentralisation and the indirect appointment of the head of state, it is argued, can reduce what 
is at stake on election day, thus reducing the tension and uncertainty often associated with the 
electoral period. By providing alternative avenues through which to influence policy, losers are 
not losers to the extent that they would be under ‘winner-takes-all’ rules.  
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Through the adaptation of the Uppsala Conflict Data Programme’s geo-referenced event data 
into election units of three months following the election, a post-election conflict dataset was 
created to test the hypothesised relationships. This dataset is the first of its kind to assess post-
election violence independently from other forms of electoral violence on a global scale. 1,313 
election periods are observed between 1989-2012 in 156 countries across the world. Binary 
logit regressions are then run to test the effects of the electoral system, the direct-election of 
the head of state, and levels of decentralisation on the likelihood of post-election violence and 
post-election riots and protests. Of the constitutional features assessed, support was found for 
the effectiveness of proportional electoral systems in managing conflict – particularly post-
election riots and protests. However, findings in this study produce considerably more 
questions than answers. When assessing post-election violence, assessments of decentralisation 
and the direct election of heads of state produced findings counter to those hypothesised. The 
direct election of the head of state is found to decrease the probability of post-election violence, 
whereas increased levels of decentralisation are found to increase the likelihood. While the 
stakes of national elections can be lowered by proportional electoral systems, they may in 
actual fact be raised by decentralisation. These findings suggest that emotional stakes may have 
as much of a role to play as the stakes of power, especially in countries with strong regional 
identities. 
This study begins by assessing the existing literature on electoral violence and constitutional 
design. Drawing upon the resemblance of civil war settlements and electoral periods, a theory 
of electoral commitment problems is presented that seeks to transcend the divergence in 
research between constitutional design and electoral violence. Following a discussion of the 
methodological approach of this study, the results of a series of binary logit regressions are 
presented with subsequent discussion of the results and the limitations of this study. I then 
conclude with a discussion of each hypothesised relationship and their corresponding result. 
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II. LITERATURE REVIEW 
Electoral Violence 
The violence that followed Kenya’s 2007 presidential election sent shockwaves through the 
international community. While Kenya has experienced post-election conflict of one form or 
another since the introduction of multi-party politics (both the 1992 and 1997 elections were 
also marred by clashes), the extent and lethality of the 2007 conflict brought electoral violence 
to the fore of the minds of many policy-makers and academics. How could a process of 
democratic expression produce such angst and ferocity, and plunge a nation into intense 
conflict that lasted more than a year? The death toll of Kenyan election-related violence 
between 2007-08 is estimated to be at least 1,200, with a further 350,000 displaced.1 
Elections have emerged as a key indicator of a country’s ability to employ working democracy 
and, moreover, of that country’s internal stability. Elections have been identified as ‘flash 
points’ in the political process for newly democratising states – a visible and tangible portrayal 
of democratic procedure and competence (Flores and Nooruddin 2012: 558). In recent times, 
elections have come increasingly under the microscope of the international community. 
Elections have also become integral elements of peace settlements (Kumar 1998, Hartzell and 
Hoddie 2003, Carothers 2007). This doctrine has fed into the dogma of regular elections and 
democracy more generally as a way of reducing the risk of civil conflict (Hegre et al. 2001). 
Considerable focus has been on the electoral process as an end in itself. However, the 
consideration of elections as an indicator of democratic process fails to meet the necessary 
intricacies of the form elections take. Studies have regularly alluded to and tested the effect of 
elections on political conflict (Collier 2009, Brancati and Snyder 2011, Flores and Nooruddin 
2012, Cederman et al. 2013, Salehyan and Linebarger 2014). While the study of elections in 
and of themselves serves to reveal some extent of the societal dynamics at play in electoral 
periods, this general focus often only tells half of the story. Greater elaboration is required as 
different types and forms of elections can create completely different institutional and political 
contexts. Indeed, elections do not occur in a vacuum. Nor is any one election the same as any 
other. 

                                                             
1 Estimations taken from DFID, available at 
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/67654/elections-ke-2007.pdf 
(accessed 12 May 2016) 
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The type of political conflict that elections encounter is also necessarily sui generis. As Ted 
Gurr (1970) observed, political conflict can vary in magnitude from mild forms of social unrest 
to civil war. The literature field on political violence is an evolving one, yet the vast majority 
of scholarly studies have focused on the most extreme variety of political conflict – civil war 
(Salehyan and Linebarger 2014). In recent decades, however, the observation of election 
violence as a distinct social phenomenon has grown incrementally. As rightly observed by 
Kristine Höglund, acts of violence and social conflict that occur within electoral periods is 
distinct to the extent that this phenomenon should be viewed separately to other forms of 
intrastate conflict. Electoral violence, it is suggested, is distinct in both its timing and motive 
(Höglund 2009:415).  
Within this developing field, various theoretical models have sought to explain the occurrence 
of conflict in electoral periods. The economic approach holds that less wealth and poorer rates 
of growth should increase the chances of electoral violence occurrence. At the heart of this 
approach is the view that poverty and resource scarcity destabilises the economy and political 
structure of a state, resulting in a greater deal of political violence (Londregan and Poole 1990, 
Collier and Hoeffler 1998). Arriola and Johnson (2012), for example, make the argument that 
this destabilisation is not only caused by a lack of tax revenue. Rather, resource scarcity 
increases the ability of political and economic elites to manipulate perceptions of the populace 
to further the view of zero-sum politics.  
A second structural approach claims that it is the structure of society, rather than the economy 
that has the most influence on political stability during elections. Ethnic diversity and 
fractionalisation creates incentives for political elites to mobilise support along ethnic lines and 
engage in “ethnic outbidding” against one another (Rabushka and Shepsle 1972). With 
incentives to conduct election campaigns along ethnic lines, elites are in the influential position 
to manipulate communal grievances between groups and in doing so polarise society (Horowitz 
1985, Guelke 2001). With groups already mobilised along ethnic lines, the risk of electoral 
violence becomes much greater. Ethnic fractionalisation and the type of politics it produces 
heightens the risk of electoral violence, it is argued, by providing political elites with the tools 
of mobilisation and a rhetoric to preach (Horowitz 1985). This could be highly dependent on 
the political system in use, however, and scholarly opinions on the effect of ethnic politics are 
mixed at best, with some showing that ethnic parties can actually play a stabilising role 
(Chandra 2004, Birnir 2007). 
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Sharing this focus on the actions of elites in electoral politics, Arriola and Johnson (2012) argue 
that it is the strategies that elites utilise to maintain power that impact most of all on the 
likelihood of electoral violence. By taking advantage of the structural weaknesses of 
unconsolidated democracies, they argue that elites can use patronage-related corruption to 
reduce the uncertainty of elections, and as such reduce the likelihood of electoral violence. In 
this sense, Arriola and Johnson propose a model that suggests political elites use corruption as 
a way of navigating and even manipulating the weakness of political and electoral institutions. 
Although their study is not extended to include a contrast with consolidated democracies, the 
presumption is that institutional strength would render patronage-related corruption 
unnecessary as a means of reducing the likelihood of electoral violence.  
Institutional weakness is also at the heart of one of the most prominent lines of argument for 
the explanation of electoral violence. With regard to election timing, some recommend that 
elections be delayed to a point where the institutional framework surrounding them is 
developed enough to cope with the strain elections bring (Paris 1997, Brancati and Snyder 
2011, Flores and Nooruddin 2012, Cederman et al. 2013). Brancati and Snyder (2011), for 
example, show that early elections increase the likelihood of a renewed civil war. This finding 
by and large flies in the face of previous common theoretical and policy rhetoric, which 
contended that early elections instil the routines of democratic participation into the thought 
processes of former combatants (Lindberg 2003, Carothers 2007, Berman 2007). Without a 
peaceful means of influencing politics, former combatants are more likely to resort to violence. 
Thus, holding early elections can aid to consolidate democracy by strengthening the legitimacy 
of those who emerge victorious. This was a policy position regularly adopted in the foreign 
policy of the USA throughout the 1990s and 2000s, particularly in the Clinton and Bush 
administrations (Brancati and Snyder 2012:822).  
Broadly speaking, institutional approaches to democratisation have acquired a great deal of 
scholarly support, especially concerning states emerging from autocracy or civil conflict. 
Flores and Nooruddin (2012) argue that the institutions of democracy – which include security 
institutions, electoral infrastructure, and executive constraints – need time to develop before 
successful and stable elections can take place. Accordingly, they prescribe a delay of two years 
for ‘new democracies’ and one year for ‘more established democracies’ before elections. 
Likewise, Paul Collier (2009) refers to the ‘essential infrastructure’ (i.e. established democratic 
institutions) that is necessary to constrain the actions of politicians. More mature democratic 
institutions also lead to a greater degree of political integrity and the promises of politicians 
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are deemed more credible by the electorate (Schultz 1998). The strain electoral periods produce 
can therefore be ameliorated in institutional contexts that serve to soften the blow that elections 
create. If these institutions are weak, however, incumbents as well as their opponents are 
incentivised to mobilise toward violence due to the uncertainty of political offices and the 
institutions that hold them (Schedler 2006, Lust-Okar 2009). 
Ultimately, previous literature has tended to focus on elections and electoral violence either in 
nations emerging from civil war, or with reference to a return to civil war. This growing 
research field has begun to assess electoral violence in its own right, however (e.g. Höglund 
2009, Goldsmith 2010, 2012, Cederman et al. 2013). Electoral violence need not extend to 
large scale intrastate conflict. Electoral violence is often used as an extension of electoral tactics 
used by political actors as a substitute or complementary tactic for electoral campaigns 
(Dunning 2011). I argue that the distinction between electoral violence and other forms of 
intrastate conflict is a valuable and necessary one, but that this process needs to be taken one 
step further.  
Just as the dynamics and characteristics of electoral violence are different to those of other 
forms of civil conflict, the motivation, timing, and purpose of political violence before the 
election date shares little resemblance with political violence after the election. Post-election 
conflict may be motivated by a dissatisfaction with the electoral result or process; it may even 
be an extension of political protest. Additionally, post-election violence could be a strategy 
used by electoral victors to consolidate newly-acquired power. This differs greatly from 
violence conducted prior to- or on the election day, which typically is intended to affect voter 
turnout and behaviour (Klopp and Zuern 2007, Straus and Taylor 2012, Hafner-Burton, Hyde 
and Jablonski 2013). Previous literature has generally failed to address this considerable 
difference, with only a few recent exceptions (Straus and Taylor 2012, Arriola and Johnson 
2012, Borzykowski 2013). Within this field only three statistical studies have been carried out 
on post-election violence specifically, which have found support for the influence of fraud, pre-
election violence, opposition boycotts, international presence, and negative international 
observation reports (Arriola and Johnson 2012, Daxecker 2012, Borzykowski 2013). One can 
therefore identify a gap in the existing literature regarding the prominent institutionalist 
explanations of electoral violence generally, and the specificity of the dynamics of post-
election violence.  
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The form and condition of political institutions undoubtedly has an effect on the strategies of 
political actors in the run-up to elections. The electoral and party system, for example, will 
inevitably dictate the strategy of electoral campaigns (Horowitz 1991, Lijphart 1991). The 
effect of institutional design on the psychology and consequent actions of political actors and 
their audiences once the votes have been cast and counted, however, is still largely 
understudied. This study intends to go some way toward bringing this debate to the fore. 
Democracy produces winners and losers. Why, then, would losers comply with the results of 
elections if they are shut out of power? Przeworski (1991) reasoned that if the institutional 
framework of state infrastructure is strong, political actors are more compliant with results 
because they believe they will have an opportunity to legitimately overturn results in the future. 
This paper argues that the design of these institutions – the constitutional features – can also 
aid to solve this puzzle.  
 
Constitutional Design 
Beyond introducing democratic governance to newly liberal states, the question of how this 
should be done has emerged in recent academic discourse. The discipline of ‘constitution-
building’ has gained considerable momentum in both academic and policy-making circles in 
the last two decades particularly. The ‘third wave’ of democratisation ushered in a threefold 
increase in the number of democracies in the world (Huntington 1991).2 Policy-makers have 
faced new and more nuanced questions about what form democracy should take in newly 
democratising states. Moreover, consolidated democracies also wrangle with the issues of 
constitutional reform in a bid to streamline democratic process and prevent political conflict 
from occurring in the first place. Such a sharp shift in the political landscape of world politics 
has provided policy-makers and academics alike with the remit to investigate the impact of 
various constitutional features on a great variety of states.  
Debates within this context vary greatly to include every aspect of constitutional design. 
Considerable attention has been given to electoral systems – particularly the majoritarian 
versus proportional debate (e.g. Lijphart 1977, 2004, Lardeyret 1991, Cohen 1997, Norris 1997 
Cho 2010). Scholarly discourse has also extended to assess the virtues of reserved seats and 
powersharing, parliamentarism, federalism, and the number of legislators elected from each 
                                                             
2 The ‘third wave’ of democratisation ranges from the mid-1970s until the end of the Cold War (Huntington 
1991). 
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district (Reynolds 2005, Brancati and Synder 2009, Lijphart 1977, Brancati 2006, Fjelde and 
Höglund 2014). Constitutional engineering is not merely limited to transitional states, however, 
as the fluid nature of power politics has led many states to seek to adjust and tweak their 
constitutions in a constant search for the correct ‘formula’ for them. For example, the likes of 
Fiji, Nepal and Bulgaria have made several amendments to their constitutional processes over 
the past two decades, including electoral processes, the form and role of the legislative and 
executive bodies, and the electoral districts which constitute the system infrastructure. The 
complementarity of constitutional features is a key concern for those designing and adapting 
constitutions. Whether the intention is to prevent an outbreak of conflict or to increase 
democratic efficacy, elements of constitutional design have an immense impact on the political 
environment it produces (Horowitz 1991, Lijphart 1991, Sisk 1993). 
The vast and intricate construction of a political system is inherently and inextricably connected 
from pillar to pillar. Selecting the form of executive naturally impacts on the legislature and 
vice versa. Likewise, the electoral system employed will have profound effects on the party 
system that it produces. Electoral and party systems both dictate and are dictated by the 
attitudes of politicians towards them. Giovanni Sartori’s assertions that political parties both 
“presuppose” and “produce” rings true here in demonstrating the resonance of many aspects of 
the political system (Sartori 1976). It is therefore no surprise that considerable attention is given 
to the design of democratic structures at the institutional level. Although it would be an 
exaggeration to say that the institutional infrastructure of a political system absolutely dictates 
the politics that are conducted within, it certainly plays a considerably influential role. Sisk 
writes that institutional choices “have a profound impact on the nature of political parties and 
the general character of democracy” (Sisk 1993:79). 
Previously, scholars have sought to identify the conditions in which democratic process can be 
most fruitful. Przeworski, for example, heralds the importance of democratic institutions in 
ensuring that the ‘losers’ of democratic contest respect the results and commit to peace 
(Przeworski 1991). With strong democratic institutions, political actors are given a “long time 
horizon . . . They allow them to think about the future rather than being concerned exclusively 
with present outcomes” (ibid:19). Institutional strength is also at the heart of the prescription 
of a delay for elections in nations emerging from civil war (Brancati and Snyder 2011, Flores 
and Nooruddin 2012). It would therefore seem that institutional strength is as much about 
efficacy as it is about the perception thereof and the level of trust that is placed in those 
institutions.  
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Given the profound implications that electoral and party systems have on the entire political 
landscape, two primary approaches to democratic design in divided societies have emerged: 
structured consociationalism and the more incentive-based centripetalism. Based on his study 
of 20th century European nations, Arend Lijphart developed his theory of consociational 
democracy for divided societies (Lijphart 1977). Lijphart’s theory rests on four primary 
characteristics that go towards the classification of a consociational democracy. First is the 
presence of grand coalitions. In consociational systems, governments tend to consist of all 
major parties in the system. Many democratic systems necessitate the forging of alliances and 
coalitions in order to gain a legislative majority and the formation of government. A grand 
coalition differs from this, however, by assuring the representation of all major parties in the 
executive branch. Secondly, consociational systems tend to include mutual veto rights for all 
significant parties included in government to safeguard their interests. One such example of 
this mechanism is the ‘Petition of Concern’ in the Northern Ireland Assembly which allows 
loyalist and nationalist parties to block legislation which they interpret to be a threat to their 
interests or identity. Third, highly proportional voting systems – such as closed list proportional 
representation (PR) – ensure a broad representation of parties and interests at the parliamentary 
level by electing several representatives per constituency. Finally, consociational systems 
typically allow for significant regional autonomy or a system of federalism. This continues the 
theme of minority influence by allowing regions in which a minority is highly concentrated to 
effectively govern themselves (Lijphart 1994).  
Consociationalism is rooted in the idea of “making plural societies truly plural” (Lijphart 
1977:42). Lijphart references examples such as the Swiss ‘magical formula’ as well as other 
European nations such as Belgium and Austria as good examples of a successful consociational 
system. Ultimately, consociational systems seek to move power to the very top of the political 
system. By moving power almost entirely into the hand of political elites, it is argued that a 
greater space for negotiation and bargaining is created, removing the need for politicians to 
pander to the reactionary interests of the electorate. 
In contrast to this approach of enshrining social cleavages in the political system, Donald 
Horowitz provides an alternative model of depoliticising ethnicity (1985, 1991). Horowitz’s 
approach, later termed centripetalism by Timothy Sisk (1996), is based on a process overtly 
designing the political system to incentivise moderation in order to draw political discourse 
and process towards the ideological centre and away from ethnically-rooted extremism. Ben 
Reilly presents three ‘facilitating components’ of centripetal systems. Initially, centripetal 
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systems provide electoral incentives for political actors to “reach out to and attract votes from 
a range of ethnic groups other than their own” (2001:11). Preferential voting systems such as 
the alternative vote (AV) require voters to rank candidate in their order of preference – 
encouraging politicians to appeal to groups other than their core ethnic base, for example. 
Secondly, multi-ethnic areas of bargaining such as executive and parliamentary forums provide 
parties with incentives to negotiate policy issues and establish a working relationship. Finally, 
centripetal systems also tend to nurture the development of moderate, often multi-ethnic parties 
or coalitions that make cross-ethnic appeals to the electorate – effectively reducing the 
prominence of ethnicity as a policy concern (ibid). This dynamic is exemplified in the case of 
Australian politics where and institutional manipulation of the preferential voting system (AV) 
has led to a process of frequent negotiation and bargaining between larger political parties and 
their smaller counterparts. This process has been termed as ‘preference-swapping’ and is 
particularly pertinent in the STV electoral system for the Australian Senate (Reilly 2001:45).  
Although it would be overly simplistic to reduce the differences between these theories down 
to merely a question of electoral system, it undoubtedly has profound effects on the other 
aspects of the political system. The multi-ethnic, crosscutting approach of centripetalism tends 
to offer itself to a more majoritarian or preferential voting system whereas one of the key 
principles of consociationalism is proportionality. Centripetalism incentivises moderation from 
political elites, encouraging them to appeal to identity groups other than their own. Presidential 
systems tend to be more prevalent in centripetal systems (via the alternative vote particularly), 
although both systems endorse federalism to mitigate the risk of ‘winner-takes-all’ exclusion 
at the national level (Reynolds 2011: 21). These opposing schools of thought do share 
similarities, the difference being a matter of technique rather than ideology. Coalition-building 
lies at the heart of both approaches – with fluctuation only in how these coalitions should come 
into being – before or after the election. It can therefore be argued that these approaches need 
to be transcended if. In an attempt to disentangle the convoluted implications of constitutional 
design, certain constitutional and institutional features need to be assessed individually, as far 
as possible.   
Firmly rooted in each of these theoretical approaches is the shared belief that constitutions can 
be engineered to mitigate the risks of conflict in society. Moreover, the profound effects that 
the electoral system can have on the form politics takes are evidently stressed in each case. The 
debate regarding electoral systems has rested firmly on this dichotomy in recent discourse. 
With specific reference to ethnic conflict management, many scholars have heralded the values 
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of proportional institutions (Schneider and Wiesehomeier: 2008, Brancati and Snyder 2009, 
2011). Cohen (1997), for example, claims that the attempt of majoritarian systems to “crosscut 
deep ethnic cleavages can constitute implicit ethnic repression.” Likewise, Fjelde and Höglund 
(2014) find an increased risk of electoral violence when majoritarian electoral rules are used 
and fewer representatives are elected from each constituency.  
The proportional voting approach is not without its critics, however, with the main reproach 
being the tendency of such systems to produce a high level of party fragmentation, effectively 
enshrining voter behaviour along ethnic lines (Lardeyret 1991). Indeed, majoritarian systems 
tend to produce more effective governments with a stronger ideological foundation, increased 
accountability at the local level, and a stronger legislative opposition. There is significant 
evidence to suggest that when choosing a majoritarian or proportional electoral system, the 
ethnic diversity of the populace should be a prime consideration. Cho (2010) finds that external 
government ‘efficacy’ is largely dependent on this variable; at high levels of ethnic diversity, 
proportional systems are more suitable whereas at low levels, majoritarian systems preside. 
These findings build on previous research which shows that proportional systems generally 
produce more successful democracies (e.g. Norris 2008, Reynolds 2011).   
Constitutional design does not only come down to a selection of electoral and party systems, 
however, even if these macro institutions form the foundation of governance. Andrew 
Reynolds (2011) details various other “medicines” that can be used to treat and ailing 
democracy. Generally, these include the role and form of the legislature as well as the 
executive, the horizontal and vertical distributions of political power, and whether there are 
any particular provisions for specific regions or minority groups. A political system in which 
the power of the central executive is structurally limited through a more even vertical 
distribution of power should dampen the potential risks of post-election conflict. If national 
elections (be them to the executive or the legislature) are engineered to have a reduced impact 
on the political scene over the forthcoming years, then there will still be other avenues through 
which political actors can pursue their interests. Decentralisation, it is claimed, is a way of 
lowering the risk of conflict due to a greater likelihood of political inclusivity and resource 
allocation (Brancati 2006, Lijphart 1977). Increased stakes in the form of a highly competitive 
all-or-nothing electoral contest for indivisible positions would conceivably increase the risk of 
post-election violence. Presidential contests, for example, culminate in the election of a single 
victor, creating dangerously high costs for losers (Linz 1990). According to some, this is the 
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same ‘high stakes’ mechanism at play in majoritarian electoral systems (Sisk 1998, Bermeo 
2003). 
One of the most significant effects of constitutional design is the impact it has on the thoughts 
and subsequent actions of political actors operating within it. Elite behaviour and influence lies 
at the heart of consociationalist and centripetalist theory, as well as the vast majority of research 
on electoral violence (Lijphart 1977, Horowitz 1985, Arriola and Johnson 2012, Hafner-
Burton, Hyde and Jablonski 2014). The prospective power in the hands of political actors 
within the context of elections is crucial to managing conflict in electoral periods. Elections 
provide political elites with the legitimate access to political mobilisation around often 
contentious affairs. Electoral periods are the battleground on which democratic political 
contests are fought. Electoral engineers must therefore be cognisant of this when developing 
the apparatus of political competition. Previous research has shown the potentially detrimental 
effects of placing too much at stake in electoral contests. Political actors find themselves with 
a choice to make following elections: to accept the results or to reject them. Previous literature 
suggests that what is at stake will go a long way toward determining that choice (Reynolds 
2011, Fjelde and Höglund 2014).  
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III. THEORY 
The Electoral Commitment Problem 
The nexus between post-election violence and the structural conditions which surround its 
occurrence is one that has not been theorised about to any great extent. The following section 
will propose an explanation of post-election violence based upon Barbara Walter’s (1997) 
‘credible commitment problem’ theory of civil war settlements. From a rationalist perspective, 
it is argued that reduced stakes at elections create bargaining room for political parties, 
enhancing the likelihood that they are able to overcome the electoral commitment problem of 
uncertainty and mistrust in a brief time period. 
If there is more to be gained or lost in an election, actors may be more willing to use extreme 
tactics in the pursuit of victory. Likewise, severe discontent may flare up in the wake of an 
election result that leaves an actor with little or no influence in the political landscape that 
follows. Post-conflict violence is not only committed by the losers, however.3 A decisive 
victory when the stakes are high may also encourage electoral victors to seek to consolidate 
comprehensive new powers through repressive means. While this line of thought does not limit 
violence and social conflict to the post-election stage, it can be argued that there are distinctive 
mechanisms at play in these cases. Pre, peri, and post-election violence may indeed be linked 
to one another, but post-election violence is motivated in a more reactionary manner, either 
capitalising on results or seeking to overturn them (Klopp and Zuern 2007, Straus and Taylor 
2012). 
This paper argues that this reactionary behaviour is significantly influenced by the type of 
electoral system and constitutional features that are employed in a given nation. The decision 
of whether or not to protest or fight in the wake of elections is dependent on whether space is 
created to do so by constitutional design features. If the stakes are high, the decision by those 
who lost to fight is a rational one, especially if they do not trust the victorious opposition to 
respect democratic norms and procedure. The losers may rationally perceive a threat to their 
livelihood as an ethno-social group, for example, in the case of defeat. They may anticipate a 
greater chance of survival – and ultimately victory – if they were to take up arms rather than 
wait for the next election. Likewise, the election victors may distrust one – or several – of the 

                                                             
3 For example, Hafner-Burton, Hyde and Jablonski (2014) argue that an incumbent’s fear of losing the election, 
as well as institutional constraints (or a lack thereof) go a long way in determining their decision to use violence 
during electoral periods. 
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losing parties to respect the results, and pre-emptively seek to capitalise on their newly 
established legitimate power. Ultimately, at the heart of this dynamic is mistrust among actors.  
Papua New Guinea, for example, shows the extent of the influence that electoral systems can 
have.4 Inheriting the system from Australian administration in the mid-twentieth century, 
Papua initially employed AV before moving to FPTP in 1975 after gaining independence.5 In 
the 1992 elections, Papua New Guinea experienced considerable election violence before, 
during and after the election. The occurrence of post-election violence in this case was 
particularly pertinent in rural highland areas such as Enga and Chimbu where there was a far 
vaster field of candidates due to presence of various and segregated clans in the regions. The 
FPTP system in this case increased the stakes of the elections as a greater amount of candidates 
per electorate, combined with a trend of clan voting, led to ‘gunpoint democracy’ (Saffu, 
1996a:41, Standish 1996:277-322, Dinnen 1996:918). Had a proportional or even preferential 
voting system been used in this case, such violence may have been avoided (Rumsey, 1999). 
Post-election conflict continued in many communal areas after the election as political actors 
and their followers sought to protest the election result. These actors were, in effect, unable to 
credibly commit to the resulting power structure due to the all-or-nothing nature of the election 
results. 
Building upon previous discussion of credible commitments, Barbara Walter convincingly 
applies this theory to civil war settlements (Fearon, 1995, Lake and Rothchild 1996, Walter 
1997). In answering why so few intrastate wars are concluded peacefully, Walter (1997, 1999) 
argues that the ‘problem’ of opposing sides being unable to credibly commit to the outcomes 
of negotiations impedes peaceful resolution and propels sides toward continued conflict. 
Interstate peace negotiations can be assisted and made more “binding” through reciprocal trade 
agreements and side-payments, withholding specific resources, or economic coercion 
(1997:338). Likewise, each side can feel more secure by withdrawing behind their own borders, 
setting up buffer-zones, and making external alliances. These options are not viable in intrastate 
negotiations, however, where any lasting peaceful settlement requires at least one side to 
completely disarm and demobilise. In Walter’s poignant words, “negotiations fail because civil 
war opponents are asked to do what they consider unthinkable” (ibid:335). In order for peaceful 

                                                             
4 Eckstein (1992: 117-176) refers to Papua New Guinea as a ‘crucial case study’ of centripetalism. 
5 Papua New Guinea was one of the founding members of Samuel Huntington’s ‘third wave’ democracies 
(Huntington, 1991:24, Reilly, 2001:60). 
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settlement to be achieved, at least one side must leave themselves in a period of extreme 
vulnerability.  
The logic is therefore similar to that of the prisoner’s dilemma – in which both sides would 
benefit from cooperation but one would lose out considerably if the other chose to exploit their 
trust. 6 Opponents in civil war are often unable to credibly commit to peaceful settlements due 
to the necessity of mutual disarmament. By giving up their arms, an anarchical environment 
emerges which exposes one or both sides greatly. Actors will therefore be reluctant to leave 
themselves exposed to the possibility of persecution or worse if their opponents choose to 
renege on the agreement, and are therefore likely to withhold from a commitment themselves 
for their own security.  
I argue that the same mechanisms can be applied to post-election violence. Elections are the 
democratic manifestation of political competition. Walter’s credible commitment problem is 
concerned with the ending of civil wars. In this sense, the resistance to give up arms with which 
to defend oneself is the biggest obstacle or the ‘problem’. In the case of elections and 
democracy, demilitarisation can be substituted for a commitment to the democratic process – 
to concede to the risk of not governing. However, the stakes are much greater in some cases 
than others. For example, in a complete majoritarian or plurality system, there is no possibility 
for compromise or a ‘peace agreement’ to use the civil war cases as an example, as adhering 
to democratic process and losing the election is arguably the equivalent to outright military 
defeat – the only respite being the chance to contest the next election.  
In proportional systems – or those that diffuse the stakes of power – space is created for this 
compromise or negotiation to take place, thus resembling the dynamics of a peace agreement. 
Although diffused, a credible commitment problem persists due to the relative anarchy of the 
election period in which there is a temporary void of legitimate authority capable of enforcing 
contracts (Flores and Nooruddin 2012). The same logic applies to other constitutional features 
that concentrates political power in the hands of a particular position of governance. 
Presidential systems typically place a great deal of power in the hands of one individual within 
the executive. The same also applies to the amount of power that is distributed across various 
political institutions of a state. If there is a greater distribution and separation of powers – 

                                                             
6 See Jervis (1976, 1978), Posen (1993) for more on prisoner’s dilemma dynamics in international relations. 
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through, for example, decentralisation of regional autonomy – then the credible commitment 
problem will presumably be diffused and more easily ameliorated.  
Rationalist approaches to civil conflict would hold that domestic stakes are inherently more 
difficult to divide than international stakes (Fearon and Laitin 2001). This is primarily due to 
the fact that without some form of power sharing institutions, there can only be one legitimate 
military and police body in a given state, leaving one or more actors vulnerable in any post-
agreement environment (Walter 1997, Flores and Nooruddin 2012). Stakes are therefore 
ultimately higher in domestic cases. The same rationale holds for national elections. Assuming 
that all election contestants are rational actors, each will assess the predicted costs and benefits 
of campaigning for electoral victory as opposed to seeking political power and influence 
through more subversive means. If the election is deemed a genuine contest of popular support, 
the potential rewards are greater and consequently the actor is more likely to abide by 
democratic means to garner support and attempt to attain victory. In the case of electoral defeat, 
however, an actor may deem the potential costs of having no influence whatsoever in the 
resulting government as so costly that it would be a more efficient use of resources to attempt 
to overturn the election result. Groups will therefore only settle for electoral defeat if they 
believe they will remain safe and stand a good chance of winning the next election (Przeworski 
1991). Likewise, an electoral victor will abide by the election results in a peaceful manner if 
the benefits are doing so are in their favour. Seeking to consolidate power through subversive 
means may be a rational choice for victors if the costs of not doing so (violent loser reaction) 
are high enough to impede their chances of continued rule through to the next election. This 
rationale on both sides is likely to be heavily influenced by the degree of trust that one has in 
the other, as well as the impartial institutional infrastructure, as perceived costs of defeat are 
far greater when the loser believes that they may be shut out of power entirely.  
While civil war and electoral violence should necessarily be assessed distinctly, similar 
mechanisms can be identified in each phenomenon – such as the credible commitment problem. 
This is a concept that can be identified not only in reference to civil war conclusion, but also 
the anarchic international system and more locally within states (Flores and Nooruddin 2012). 
The credible commitment problem is a social phenomenon that can occur in a great many 
contexts, not least political science.7 Walter (1997) advocates the inclusion of third party 
guarantees in civil war settlements as a way of ameliorating the credible commitment problem. 

                                                             
7 See Fearon 1993, North 1993, Lake and Rothchild 1996, Boettke 2011 
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Within the context of post-election violence, I argue that institutional architecture can mould 
society and patterns of social interaction between competing groups. Election campaigns can 
reflect the dynamics of negotiations in peace settlements and serve as a basis for interaction 
and compromise, given the appropriate constitutional design. Cooperation and moderation can 
be incentivised in order to reduce the stakes of political competition. Likewise, power can be 
spread thinly either horizontally or vertically. Thus, the credible commitment problem of 
pledging to the democratic process can be ameliorated by diffusing the impact of elections and 
creating space for compromise. Just as with civil war settlements, the question of who governs 
and how does not need to be a case of ‘the winner-takes-all’. By careful systematic design, it 
is argued, the electoral commitment problem can be overcome by reducing the stakes of 
national elections. 
 
Reducing the Stakes 
Political institutions that promote inclusivity, incentivise negotiation and cooperation, and 
balance power sufficiently can reduce what is at stake at national elections, thereby reducing 
the intensity of these ‘flash-points’ (Flores and Nooruddin 2012:558). If political actors can vie 
for power on multiple fronts (e.g. regional elections, coalition-building, parliamentary 
committees), national elections will not be seen as the holy grail of the political competition in 
democratic contexts and will produce significantly less strain on socio-political infrastructure 
during election periods. If political actors are conscious of the fact that there are alternative 
routes to political power and influence, reactions are less likely to be severe.  
It can be reasonably assumed that proportional electoral systems will reduce the likelihood of 
internal conflict by incentivising moderation and cooperation among potential political foes – 
converting opponents into potential allies in the post-election environment. Moreover, the 
impact of electoral victory or defeat is eased by creating space for further negotiation – or 
compromise – after the votes have been counted. Thus, the stakes are reduced in proportional 
systems in two main ways. First, coalitions for central government formation mean that even 
if a party has not attained a significant portion of the vote, the possibility remains of forming a 
government in collaboration with other parties. Another consolation of not winning a majority 
in proportional systems is that there may be several opportunities throughout the electoral term 
to shape policy by forming opposition coalitions to block unwanted policy, as well as 
constructing temporary allegiances to support certain policies. Proportional systems therefore 
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provide the opportunity to maintain an influence on policy-making even when a party is not 
part of the executive. Secondly, proportional systems also reduce stakes by electing several 
legislators from each electoral district. Unlike in majoritarian or plurality systems, proportional 
systems generally elect multiple members from each constituency which can reduce the 
likelihood of electoral violence (Fjelde and Höglund 2014).  
Conversely, majoritarian electoral systems have the propensity to produce a highly 
disproportionate seat distribution and tend to only elect one legislator from each electoral 
district. The stakes of the election are therefore increased – especially in the case of FPTP – by 
reducing representation to a ‘winner-takes-all’ contest, of which ethnic minorities and fringe 
groups are often excluded (Reynolds 2011:82). Mixed electoral systems combine these 
methods often through retrospective seat allocations to even-out disproportionality. Whilst the 
stakes will also be reduced in mixed systems, the extent of this is less as mixed systems also 
often include single-member constituencies. Thus, proportional electoral systems reduce the 
stakes of elections both nationally and locally, providing opportunities even for election 
‘losers’ to have a continued influence. The following hypothesis has been formulated to reflect 
this reasoning: 
Hypothesis 1: Proportional electoral systems will decrease the likelihood of post-election 
conflict. 
Developing upon the example of single-member constituencies, the stakes of an electoral 
contest are generally heightened when the proposed position is indivisible. The highest profile 
case of this mechanism at work can be identified as presidential elections. Electoral systems in 
many new democracies tend to elect presidents directly in what can be likened to a highly 
personalised popularity contest. Moreover, presidential candidates tend to appeal to a particular 
socio-political and/or ethnic group in a bid to win support (Linz 1990). The extent of the power 
that the head of state wields may therefore be less influential as mobilisation will take place 
regardless of this fact. Ultimately, presidential elections heighten stakes to such a degree that 
they are seen as ‘winner-takes-all’ contests which shut out losing candidates entirely. If the 
head of state is elected by a constitutional assembly or is not a feature of the constitution at all, 
however, stakes are reduced by removing this contest from the occasion.  
The increased profile of presidential contests, the influence that political elites can have over a 
zealous electorate, as well as the indivisible position for which candidates contend all 
contribute to higher stakes in direct presidential elections. Losers of presidential elections find 
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themselves in a unique position of still possessing significant support among the populace who 
may have further grievances due to the election result. Likewise, presidential victors have 
similar access to popular support and may determine that the losing opposition are not 
trustworthy enough to concede defeat. A second hypothesis therefore contends that: 
Hypothesis 2: Systems in which the head of state is directly-elected are more likely to 
experience post-election conflict. 
Political decentralisation – a system in which power is divided vertically to multiple levels of 
decision-making government – is also thought to reduce the stakes in national elections. In 
their seminal quantitative study on electoral violence, Arriola and Johnson (2012) found a 
significant relationship between decentralisation and post-election violence. Moreover, this 
finding was the most significant of all institutional measures that were taken into consideration. 
Decentralised governments are one of the primary institutional features that can lessen the 
impact of elections on society through “greater political inclusivity, providing minority and 
opposition groups a voice in political decision-making and resource allocation.” (2012:5) This 
line of thought develops upon Dawn Brancati’s previous work which heralded the importance 
of decentralisation in states which have encountered ethnic conflict. In the short term, Brancati 
argues, decentralisation “may decrease ethnic conflict and secessionism directly by bringing 
the government closer to the people and increasing opportunities to participate in government” 
(2006:651). Although Brancati goes on to warn of the long-term challenges of decentralisation, 
she demonstrates how it can dampen the effect of elections on society.  
Much like proportional voting systems, decentralisation provides an alternative route (to 
outright victory) through which to influence policy-making. The effect of electoral defeat is 
therefore tempered by removing the zero-sum nature of majoritarian national elections, for 
example. With a greater degree of decentralisation, the resources of power are more thinly 
distributed throughout the political infrastructure of the state, increasing the possibility of 
access to this power. Reduced stakes reaffirm the fact that all is not lost in the case of electoral 
defeat. Thus, a third hypothesis is formulated as follows: 
Hypothesis 3: Systems in which there is a greater degree of political decentralisation will be 
less likely to experience post-election conflict. 
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IV. RESEARCH DESIGN 
The following section will outline how I intend to assess the validity of the three previously 
stated hypotheses. Initially, I will outline the methodological approach of the research, 
subsequently discussing the independent and dependent variables that will be used to indicate 
the concepts with which the study deals. Following this, I will disclose the statistical method 
of analysis and also provide justification for the inclusion of several control variables. 
Methodological Approach 
To statistically examine the aforementioned predictions, this study draws upon global data from 
the period 1989-2012. Besides the convenience of data availability, this time period is of 
interest to the topic due to the great influx of democracies following the ‘third wave’ of 
democratisation (Huntington 1991). The sample available within this period is rich in that it 
will include elections in both new and consolidated democracies, befitting the aim of this study 
to uncover structural conditions in which post-election violence is more or less likely (Roeder 
and Rothchild 2005).  
The majority of previous research has been regionally-focused, typically on Africa and sub-
Saharan Africa particularly (e.g. Salehyan and Linebarger 2014, Fjelde and Höglund 2014). 
Whilst this approach is suitable to previous studies due to their specific focus on new 
democracies, global data sampling is more appropriate for this research. The aim of this study 
is to attempt to uncover particular constitutional features that encourage or deter post-election 
violence. As such, the indiscriminate inclusion of global cases strengthens the potential 
inference of any conclusions that can be drawn. Quantitative research methods enable the 
researcher to include a greater number of cases, thus reducing the risks of selection bias. 
Additionally, the findings produced by Large-N quantitative studies are more generalisable to 
the larger population. This is particularly the case when statistically significant findings are 
produced from global data. The vast scale of these cases, it is hoped, will contribute to a more 
universal understanding of electoral features attributed to more or less conflict in their 
aftermath. 
The unit of analysis for this study will be election rounds, as taken from National Elections 
across Democracy and Autocracy (NELDA) dataset (Hyde and Marinov 2012). Observations 
will not be limited to the elections themselves; they will include the three months that follow 
the election in order to assess the occurrence of post-election violence. This time period is 
deemed as an accurate window in which to observe events that can be classified as related to 
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the election. However, previous studies of electoral violence have varied with regard to this 
temporal window. Arriola and Johnson’s (2012) operationalisation of 25 physical injuries or 
deaths reported in the 12 months after the elections varies greatly from Borzykowski’s (2013) 
measurement of intensity in the 3 months following an election. Although it is difficult and 
somewhat arbitrary to assign a time period to what could be considered an adequate scope in 
which ‘post-election’ conflict could occur, inspiration is taken from Borzykowski (2013) and 
Straus and Taylor’s (2012) estimation of three months. In a recent publication, Fjelde and 
Höglund (2014) suggest two main weaknesses of identifying electoral violence by time frame 
rather than issue: the fact that electoral violence can occur at any point during the electoral 
cycle, and the creation of potentially heterogeneous forms of political violence being included 
in the observations. By distinguishing post-election violence as separate in character and timing 
from other forms of electoral violence, this study hopes to negotiate the first of these problems. 
However, due to time and data restrictions, combined with the global scale of this project, this 
study is not able to rule out the possibility of heterogeneity in the data. This is only relevant to 
the second dependent variable (post-election violence), however.   
Elections are included as observations if they are national contests rather than sub-national – 
both legislative and presidential elections are included. Whilst these different types of elections 
may speak more specifically to certain hypotheses (e.g. legislative elections to electoral 
systems in Hypothesis I, presidential elections to heads of state in Hypothesis II), including 
both election types in the analysis of all three hypotheses resonates with the aim of the study. 
It is not this intention to measure the impact of legislative electoral systems on legislative 
elections, or the effect of a directly elected head of state on presidential election. Rather, the 
purpose of this study it to see whether certain constitutional features reduce the stakes of 
national electoral contests generally, thus reducing the probability of post-election conflict. It 
is therefore imperative for the purpose of this research to include constitutional features that 
may or may not be directly connected to the election itself as proxies. The same rationale holds 
for the assessment of the level of decentralisation; regional elections are not included as 
observations because the study hypothesises that higher decentralisation reduces the stakes of 
national electoral contests. A greater distribution of power will reduce the blow of losing a 
national election. Accordingly, regional elections do not fall under the scope of this study. 
In the case of multiple election rounds, the observations will be collapsed into a single electoral 
period, which takes the final round of elections and the three months following the final date 
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of polling.8 Countries that hold presidential and legislative elections in the same year are 
maintained as separate elections, however, and assessed as separate units of observation. These 
units are observed as separate electoral events because they generally do not overlap in terms 
of the time frame to be assessed, and as such show independent value as units of observation. 
 
Regression Model 
Following data collection, two initial models of binary logistic regression will be run to 
separately assess relationships with each of the dependent variables: post-election violence and 
riots protests. Due to the lack of continuity and scalability in the data of the independent 
variables, a binary logistic model is best suited to create predictions of the output variables 
according to probability. Further, two of the three independent variables (electoral systems and 
whether the head of state is directly elected) are categorical which necessitates the utilisation 
of a logistical methodology over a linear probability model. 
Logistic regression allows the binary value of the dependent variable to be viewed as a 
continuous variable by predicting the likelihood (or probability) of a given combination of 
independent variables resulting in post-election violence and/or riots and protests. Results are 
therefore possible to interpret as predictions that a given case will result in post-election riots 
and protests or post-election violence (the two dependent variables will be run separately), 
when values of the relevant variables are inserted.    
 
Dependent Variables 
This study takes influence from previous scholars in its definition of post-election conflict. 
Post-election conflict as an outcome will therefore be measured in two stages; post-election 
violence and post-election social conflict. As previously discussed, previous research has 
tended to focus on violent acts as an outcome of electoral and democratisation dynamics. For 
the most part, civil war occurrence/recurrence has been the indicator of choice in determining 
whether elections are disruptive to society or not. Otherwise and more recently, electoral and 
post-election violence has been the phenomenon of choice. This study, however, takes 
inspiration from Salehyan and Linebarger (2014) and Gurr (1970) in pointing out that including 

                                                             
8 Inken von Borzykowski (2013) has used a similar technique to avoid potential overlap in units of observation. 
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social unrest is a far more extensive indicator and provides a greater insight into how society 
is being affected. Political violence, it is argued, is but one manifestation of this.  
Post-election conflict in this study will be assessed according to the presence of riots and 
protests in the aftermath of the election, as well as whether or not there were violent conflicts 
in a period of up to three months after the election date. These variables will hopefully shed 
light on the degree of post-election conflict, should it occur. Previous studies have largely 
neglected a less lethal form of electoral retaliation such as riots and protests. It is political 
conflict nonetheless, however. It is therefore hoped that by measuring both of these aspects of 
civil unrest, some valuable cases will not be neglected in the data as may well have been the 
case if the study were to concentrate solely on violence.  
Data for the occurrence of riots and protests after the election will be taken from the NELDA 
dataset. This variable produces a dichotomous determination of “Yes” or “No” as to whether 
riots and protests occurred in the aftermath of an election, which will be translated into values 
of “1” and “0” for data analysis (“1” if there has been riots and protests, “0” if not.) Although 
there is no fixed time period associated with this variable, “the riots and protests should at least 
somewhat be related to the handling or outcome of the election” (Hyde and Marinov 2012). It 
can therefore be credibly presumed that the riots and protests are directly linked to the election 
itself and take place in the aftermath of the election, which serves the same purpose as imposing 
a time period in which to assess incidences.   
Data for the second outcome variable – post-election violence – will be initially taken from the 
Uppsala Conflict Data Program (UCDP) Event Georeferenced Dataset and cross-referenced 
with global national election dates from 1989-2014 (UCDP 2015, Hyde and Marinov 2012). 
‘Conflict events’ which occur within 3 months following an election date in a given country 
will be extracted in the formation of a new post-election violence dataset created for the 
purposes of this study. As there is no post-election violence dataset available on a global scale, 
using UCDP Event Data enables the possibility to gain temporally and geographically 
appropriate data for the study. Despite this, some data is missing from the UCDP Event 
Georeferenced Dataset. Conflict event data is only available for countries in Europe and the 
Americas from 2005-2012, and as such, observations of these country-elections prior to 2005 
do not produce a value for the variable ‘post-election violence’. The sample size is therefore 
somewhat restricted for this variable. The UCDP dataset does allow for the disaggregation of 
conflict events into ‘state-based conflict’, ‘non-state conflict’, and ‘one-sided violence’, 
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however, for the purposes of this study all varieties of conflict will be included. This is in 
keeping with the aim of this study which is to uncover whether certain electoral features and 
conditions create the space for conflict to occur. From this post-election violence dataset, it 
will be determined whether or not ‘conflict events’ have occurred in the three-month time 
period following an election. Binary grades of “1” will be given if there has indeed been a 
conflict event in this period and “0” if there has not.  
One limitation of using UCDP Event Data in this study is that it is recorded on the condition 
that a minimum of 25 battle-related fatalities occur within a given calendar year. As such, some 
post-election conflict events may be inadvertently lost from the new dataset if the total number 
of fatalities for that calendar year does not cross the threshold of 25. It is hoped, however, that 
the impact of this is limited, especially considering the inclusion of the other dependent variable 
which should account for low-level social conflict. 
The NELDA dataset utilises ‘election round’ as their unit of analysis and provides a 
comprehensive collection of elections across the world from 1945-2012. The same structure 
will be applied in this study, although within the limits of each dataset. The temporal range 
covered by this study will therefore be from 1989-2012. Whilst this time period is limited 
primarily due to data availability, the end of the Cold War also brought with it an influx in 
elections across the world, providing greater opportunity for the assessment of these 
phenomena. 
 
Independent Variables 
Each hypothesis developed upon earlier makes predictions as to particular features of 
constitutions and their consequential effects on the likelihood of post-election conflict. The 
first of these – predicting decreased probability of post-election conflict in proportional 
electoral systems – is perhaps the most general, and develops upon previous research 
concerning electoral systems and conflict management (e.g. Norris 2008, Fjelde and Höglund 
2014). Due to its global reach and recent release, the Variates of Democracy (V-Dem) dataset 
and indicators therefrom will be utilised for each independent variable (V-Dem 2015). Taking 
several indicators from the same dataset enhances the reliability of results due to consistency 
in assessment between cases. The Varieties of Democracy dataset uses country-years as its unit 
of observation. As the unit of analysis of this study will be the election period (often consisting 
of multiple election periods in a given year), the data of some country-years will be replicated. 
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A considerable number of V-Dem observations will also be omitted from the dataset – those 
country-years in which no elections took place. 
Proportional electoral systems will be distinguished from majoritarian and mixed systems in 
accordance with the V-Dem (2015) indicator which assesses the electoral system “for the lower 
or unicameral chamber of the legislature.”  V-Dem have two similar indicators to depict this; 
one which assigns all electoral systems into groupings of “majoritarian”, “proportional”, and 
“mixed” and a second which disaggregates these further into twelve categories. Although this 
indicator would provide greater detail into the particular electoral systems employed by 
countries, the former of these is suitable in that it measures the trend that is the subject of 
Hypothesis 1 – proportionality. In the V-Dem dataset, the answers are assigned a numeric value 
of “0” for majoritarian systems, “1” for proportional systems, and “2” for mixed systems. These 
values are not scaled or continuous, however, and so will remain separate categories in the 
analysis stage. 
Majoritarian electoral systems as classified as such if they require the electoral victor to win 
either a plurality of votes (more than any other candidate) or an absolute majority (over 50 per 
cent of the vote). Conversely, proportional electoral systems place emphasis on the 
representation of those who have accumulated votes. Parliamentary seats are therefore 
distributed in proportional manner in accordance with how many votes each candidate has 
received. As follows, mixed electoral systems are classified as such if the system employs some 
sort of combination of majoritarian and proportional rules. For example, Germany employs a 
system in which the electorate has two votes to cast – which correspond to both single-member 
and party list ballots. Seats may be redistributed retrospectively in order to ‘even out’ the 
disproportionality of the single-member ballots. 
For the second hypothesis, the V-Dem indicator of whether the head of state (HoS) is directly 
elected will be used (V-Dem 2015). This indicator produces a simple dichotomous response of 
“yes” and “no” and as such will only need to be attributed the numeric values of “0” if the HoS 
is not directly elected and “1” if the HoS is directly elected.  
The degree of decentralisation will be determined by the V-Dem regional government index 
which indicates whether government offices are elected at the regional level, and if so, to what 
extent can they operate without interference from unelected bodies (V-Dem 2015). Without an 
absolute statistical measurement of decentralisation, regional-level power is selected as an 
indicator over local-level power, for example. This variable gives a decentralisation rating to 
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each country ranging between 0-1 for a given year. This data will be corroborated with the unit 
of observation in this study by duplicating readings for countries in which there were two 
elections in a given year, and observations will be omitted if no election took place in a given 
country-year. The strength of regional governments is used as a proxy for decentralisation in 
the absence of a comprehensive measurement of decentralisation per se. This operationalisation 
of decentralisation develops upon previous works that have deemed regional autonomy as a 
suitable proxy (e.g. Brancati 2006, Arriola and Johnson 2012). 
 
Control Variables 
Civil war occurrence in a country will undoubtedly have a considerable effect on the results 
produced by these methods. When assessing the second dependent variable – post-election 
violence – specifically, the likelihood of a conflict event occurring in any given period of three 
months within that year is substantially higher. The potential risk of heterogeneity in the post-
election violence data is therefore far greater in countries experiencing intra-state conflict. As 
such, the presence of civil conflict in a given country-year will be controlled for in the second 
stages of each regression model. By controlling for country-years in which a civil war is taking 
place, heterogeneity in the data will be lessened and more valid findings will be produced. This 
variable grades a given country-year in a binary fashion – “1” if an intra-state conflict 
supersedes 1,000 battle deaths, and “0” otherwise (Haber & Menaldo 2011). 
Additionally, other contextual variables that may impact on both independent and dependent 
variables will also be taken into consideration. The level of democracy in a given nation, for 
example, could plausibly have a significant effect on the likelihood of post-election conflict. A 
greater deal of democratic consolidation could incentivise the dissatisfaction with election 
results to be demonstrated through institutional means. The degree to which the democracy is 
classified as ‘institutionalised’ is therefore taken into consideration. This variable is taken from 
the Polity IV dataset and numerically grades the extent to which a state can be considered an 
institutionalised democracy in an additive eleven-point scale (0-10) (Marshall and Jaggers 
2013). Likewise, previous literature has indicated the impact of ethnic fractionalisation on both 
intra-state conflict and the selection of electoral systems and constitutional features such as 
regional autonomy (e.g. Horowitz 1985, Fearon 2003, Guelke 2001). Accordingly, this variable 
is also controlled for in the secondary stages of the regression analysis. Data for ethnic 
fractionalisation is taken from the Ethnic Power Relations (EPR) Index and data is graded on 
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a scale from 0 (least fractionalisation) to 1 (most fractionalisation) (Cederman, Min and 
Wimmer 2010). As data from this index was only available up to 2010 and is largely static 
from year to year, the data was stretched to 2012 under the assumption that the levels of ethnic 
fractionalisation have not changed drastically in that time.   
It is also plausible to suggest that some constitutional features will be more easily manipulated 
by individuals in a corrupt and fraudulent way. Corruption also plays a significant role in the 
way that political actors behave in the run up to elections, having a significant effect on the 
perception of that election in the eyes of the electorate. By controlling for corruption, it is hoped 
that the findings produced will reveal the structural consequences of constitutional design on 
electoral violence. The variable utilised is taken from the V-Dem dataset and answers the 
question “How pervasive is political corruption?”, and runs continuously from 0-1 (1 = most 
corrupt) (V-Dem 2015). 
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V. FINDINGS 
Data collection produced 1,313 election periods for observation in 156 countries between 1989 
and 2012. Within these observations, 221 election periods encountered violent conflict events 
(24.9% of the sample for which data was available), whilst 215 were followed by riots and 
protests (16.4% of the appropriate sample). Figure 1 below presents this data broken down by 
year in the time period of interest.  
Figure 1 demonstrates the separation between the two dependent variables – post-election 
violence and post-election riots and protests. In many cases, the number of conflict events is 
higher than that of riots and protests, and vice versa. The occurrence of one does not necessarily 
lead to the other. Just as riots and protests do not always lead to conflict events, conflict events 
do not require the precursor of riots and protests to occur. Figure 1 also demonstrates the 
general continuation of these events over time to a consistent degree. There is no considerable 
rise or fall in post-election conflict in the 23 years observed. In the time period of interest, there 
has been an average of 54.71 election periods per year, 9.21 post-election conflict events, and 
8.96 post-election riots and/or protests. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Within the 1,313 election periods observed, 467 took place under majoritarian rules, 559 under 
proportional rules and 207 under mixed rules. Further, 868 of the observations employed 
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systems in which the head of state was directly elected, with the remaining 445 indirectly 
appointing the HoS. The mean value of decentralisation from the 1,288 observations with 
available data is 0.499, with a standard deviation from the mean of 0.374. 
 
Post-Election Riots and Protests 
A series of binary logit regressions presented below assess the hypothesised relationships. 
Initially, Tables 1 and 2 present the log odd units of the impact of the electoral system, directly-
elected heads of state, and decentralisation on the likelihood of post-election riots and protests 
– an indicator of low level conflict after elections. For each dependent variable, simplified 
regressions will initially be run without control variables being taken into consideration, as 
well as one model in which all independent variables of interest will be included at the same 
time. This approach has been selected to see if there is any degree of interplay between the 
independent variables which may alter the interpretation of each variable independently. This 
approach is used at each stage of the regression series – in Models 4, 8, 12, and 16. Control 
variables are introduced in Tables 2 and 4 to show the suggested effect that these variables 
have on the hypothesised relationships. 
Table 1 presents the results of the initial binary logistic regression run without control variables 
with log-odds portraying the relationship between the independent variables and post-election 
riots and protests. In congruence with Hypothesis I, Table 1 demonstrates a negative and 
statistically significant relationship between proportional electoral systems and post-election 
riots and protests.9 This negative relationship is statistically significant to the 99 per cent level 
when control variables are not taken into consideration. As these results are presented in log-
odds units, however, further analysis is required to substantively interpret the relationship. 
Model 1 predicts a 12.1 percentage point decrease in the probability of riots and protests 
occurring in the wake of elections when the electoral system is proportional rather than 
majoritarian.10 The model finds the relationship between mixed electoral systems and post-
election riots and protests not to be statistically significant. The pseudo R₂ value of Model 1 

                                                             
9 For all models containing results for electoral systems, majoritarian systems are used as the reference category. 
Thus, all interpretations of the effect of proportional and mixed systems must bear in mind that the effect is in 
comparison to majoritarian systems. 
10 Substantive interpretations were calculated using Clarify software (Tomz, Wittenberg and King 2003). 
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indicates that the explanatory power of variation in the electoral system is considerably higher 
than that of either the direct-election of the HoS or decentralisation. 
Despite suggesting a positive relationship between post-election riots and protests and states 
which directly elect the HoS, this relationship in Model 2 is not statistically significant at any 
level when contextual variables are not taken into consideration.  
Model 3 provides support for Hypothesis III at the 95 per cent confidence level; a greater deal 
of decentralisation reduces the likelihood of post-election riots and protests when contextual 
variables are not taken into consideration. By establishing the mean value of decentralisation 
in the dataset, it is possible to predict a 4.5 percentage point reduction in the probability of riots 
and protests taking place after the election when a state is decentralised to the highest degree 
in comparison to the mean value. Further, in the case of a unitary state with no decentralisation 
whatsoever, the probability of post-election riots and protests taking place increases by 6.2 
percentage points compared to the mean. Accordingly, this model predicts that riots and 
protests are 10.7 percentage points more likely to occur in unitary states than those fully 
decentralised, when contextual factors are not taken into consideration.  
 
Table 1: Constitutional Features and Post-Election Riots and Protests (1) 
     (1)  (2)  (3)  (4) 
Proportional System   -0.930      -0.976 
     (0.268)***     (0.295)*** 
Mixed System    -0.235      -0.176 
     (0.332)      (0.330) 
Directly Elected Head of State   0.302    0.310 
       (0.237)    (0.253) 
Decentralisation       -0.802  -0.447 
         (0.334)** (0.365) 
Constant    -1.257  -1.832  -1.266  -1.277 
     (0.159)*** (0.189)*** (0.159)*** (0.229)*** 
Observations    1227  1307  1282  1203 
Pseudo R₂    .027  .003  .013  .039 
Notes: Robust standard errors, clustered by country in parentheses.11 *p<0.1, **p<0.05, ***p<0.01 

                                                             
11 Clustering robust standard errors by country lessens the threat of country-specific biases in the data. Some 
states in the sample contributed many more elections than others due to systematic difference, for example.  
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Model 4 in Table 1 runs each variable of interest simultaneously, with only proportional 
systems remaining statistically significant, and to the 99 percent confidence level. In a state 
which does not directly elect its HoS and has a mean level of decentralisation, employing a 
proportional rather than majoritarian electoral system reduces the likelihood of post-election 
riots and protests from 18.4% to 7.6% - a difference of 10.8 percentage points. Likewise, if the 
HoS was directly elected in the same country, the reduction in probability would be 13.2 
percentage points (from 23.5% to 10.3%). There is therefore a consistent negative effect upon 
the likelihood of riots and protests when moving from majoritarian to proportional systems in 
these models. The previous statistical significance of decentralisation does disappear once the 
other variables of interest are introduced, however, suggesting a possible relationship between 
the proportionality of the electoral system and the level of decentralisation when other variables 
are not taken into consideration. 
 
Table 2: Constitutional Features and Post-Election Riots and Protests (2) 
     (5)  (6)  (7)  (8) 
Proportional System   -1.110      -1.213 
     (0.357)***     (0.367)*** 
Mixed System    -0.406      -0.421 
     (0.366)      (0.354) 
Directly Elected Head of State   0.062    0.133 
       (0.267)    (0.274) 
Decentralisation       0.241  0.320 
         (0.455)  (0.440) 
Civil War    0.280  -0.033  -0.047  0.271 
     (0.417)  (0.414)  (0.405)  (0.420) 
Corruption    3.032  2.811  2.871  2.955 
     (0.676)*** (0.733)*** (0.749)*** (0.765)*** 
Ethnic Fractionalisation  -0.083  0.077  0.127  0.028 
     (0.461)  (0.508)  (0.510)  (0.462) 
Democracy Index   0.047  -0.024  -0.034  0.034 
      (0.054)  (0.046)  (0.044)  (0.052) 
Constant    -3.348  -3.363  -3.442  -3.508 
     (0.632)*** (0.590)*** (0.696)*** (0.695)*** 
Observations    1082  1151  1136  1067 
Pseudo R₂    0.104  0.080  0.080  0.109 
Notes: Robust standard errors, clustered by country in parentheses. *p<0.1, **p<0.05, ***p<0.01 
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Table 2 presents the results of models 5-8 in which the contextual variables of the occurrence 
of civil war in a given country-year, a corruption index, the level of ethnic fractionalisation in 
a given country, and the level of democracy are all controlled for. With these background 
variables held constant, a similar trend emerges to the previous models.  
In relation to majoritarian electoral systems, the relationship between proportional systems and 
post-election riots and protests remains negative and statistically significant at the 99 percent 
confidence level. Model 5, for instance, demonstrates a 6.8% likelihood of post-election riots 
and protests in a country with a proportional rather than majoritarian system, not experiencing 
a civil war, holding all other continuous contextual variables at their mean value.12 This is in 
contrast to a likelihood of 18% if the electoral system in the same country-election was 
majoritarian. We can therefore surmise that in this hypothetical election with no civil war 
ongoing, the probability of post-election riots and protests occurring are 11.2 percentage points 
lower if the electoral system is proportional rather than majoritarian, holding contextual 
variables at their mean value. The model also shows mixed electoral systems to be less prone 
to riots and protests than majoritarian systems, although this result lacks statistical significance. 
Controlling for levels of corruption seems to have a very strong effect on Model 5. If the same 
hypothetical election is taken, the probability of riots and protests after the election decreases 
only from 4.7% to 1.6% when moving from majoritarian to proportional systems if there is no 
corruption present. Further, if corruption levels are at the highest possible, the probability of 
post-election riots and protests in proportional electoral systems rather than majoritarian 
systems is 24.5% rather than 48.8% - a difference of 24.3 percentage points. The impact that 
proportional electoral systems have on the likelihood of riots and protests following elections 
is therefore highly contingent on levels of corruption in that country, at least in terms of extent. 
Even when controlling for corruption, however, the 99% statistical significance of the 
relationship between employing a proportional rather than majoritarian system and post-
election riots and protests remains.  
The significant effect of corruption remains constant throughout all models in Table 2, even to 
the extent that the relationship between decentralisation and riots and protests loses statistical 
significance and reverses when compared to Model 3 in Table 1. 
                                                             
12 Substantive interpretations are simulated in hypothetical elections generally not experiencing civil war. This 
was done primarily due to the fact that the results would produce the most theoretically interesting findings. 
Civil war would undoubtedly have a large effect on post-election conflict, given the operationalisation in this 
study of post-election violence in particular. Civil war was therefore set to ‘0’ in these simulations in order to 
enhance the explanatory power of the independent variables. 
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Further to the findings in Model 2, Model 6 indicates that there is no statistical significance in 
the relationship between post-election riots and protests and whether or not the HoS is directly 
elected. This finding remains to be the case whether contextual variables are controlled for or 
not. As such, these statistical models do not provide evidence to suggest that the null hypothesis 
(HII) can be rejected with regard to post-election riots and protests. The same can be said for 
decentralisation and Hypothesis III given that the relationship seems to lose all statistical 
significance once controls are introduced. In contrast, proportional electoral systems achieve 
statistical significance across all models and as such the null hypothesis (HI) in this case can 
be rejected, at least in reference to the first outcome variable – post-election riots and protests. 
Mixed electoral systems also showed a decreased likelihood of riots and protests when 
compared to majoritarian systems. This finding, however, consistently failed to find statistical 
significance at any level.  
 
Post-Election Violence 
Tables 3 and 4 show the estimated relationships between the constitutional features of interest 
and the likelihood of the second dependent variable which this study looks to address: post-
election violence. Table 3 shows these estimated relationships without taking control variables 
into consideration. Without control variables taken into consideration, a directly elected head 
of state does not have a statistically significant effect on the likelihood of post-election 
violence. This finding is also emulated in Model 12 when the other independent variables of 
interest are also included. Likewise, decentralisation fails to produce statistically significant 
results in Models 11 and 12. The only exception to this is the effect of a proportional electoral 
system as opposed to a majoritarian system on post-election violence presented in Model 9. 
Similar to Model 5, this model shows that employing a proportional system rather than a 
majoritarian system will reduce the likelihood of post-election violence. Substantively, without 
taking control variables into consideration, employing a proportional electoral system rather 
than a majoritarian system will reduce the likelihood of post-election violence by 11.3 
percentage points (from a likelihood of 30.6% to 19.3%). This finding is statistically significant 
at the 90 per cent level. Whilst Models 10 and 11 find negative relationships between the direct 
election of the HoS and decentralisation and the outcome variable of post-election violence, 
these findings are not statistically significant at any level. Mixed electoral systems also seem 
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to dampen the likelihood of post-election violence when compared to majoritarian systems in 
Models 9 and 12, but yet again these results are not statistically significant.  
 
Table 3: Constitutional Features and Post-Election Violence (1) 
     (9)  (10)  (11)  (12) 
Proportional System   -0.614      -0.558 

    (0.349)*     (0.374) 
Mixed System    -0.261      -0.218 

    (0.454)      (0.449) 
Directly Elected Head of State   -0.314    -0.206 

      (0.289)    (0.306) 
Decentralisation       -0.152  -0.031 

        (0.411)  (0.451) 
Constant    -0.827  -0.905  -1.022  -0.699 
     (0.220)*** (0.231)*** (0.231)*** (0.321)** 
Observations    821  886  880  815 
Pseudo R₂    0.013  0.004  0.001  0.013 
Notes: Robust standard errors, clustered by country in parentheses. *p<0.1, **p<0.05, ***p<0.01 
 
In Table 4, however, once contextual variables are controlled for in each of the replicated 
models, both proportional and mixed electoral system fail to attain statistical significance. In 
terms of post-election violence, it is therefore impossible to reject the null hypothesis of 
Hypothesis I once background variables are controlled for. Despite proportional systems 
appearing to be less prone to post-election violence than majoritarian systems across Models 
9, 12, 13 and 16, the robust clustered standard errors are such that no consistently statistically 
significant results can be found. Contextual factors such as the occurrence of civil war and high 
levels of corruption once again have a statistically significant effect on the relationship between 
electoral systems and post-election violence likelihood.  
Model 14, however, suggests a negative effect between a directly elected HoS and post-election 
violence. According to Model 14, with levels of democracy, ethnic fractionalisation and 
corruption held at their mean values, a country not involved in civil war that does elect its head 
of state directly is 11.2 percentage points less likely to experience post-election violence in a 
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given election – with the probability decreasing from 27.7% to 16.5%. The effects of corruption 
are once again statistically significant to the 99 per cent degree here, as is the presence of civil 
war. In the same hypothetical election when the level of corruption is at its maximum rather 
than mean and the head of state is not directly elected, the probability of post-election violence 
rises to 64.6% compared to 49.2% when the head of state is directly elected – a difference of 
15.4 percentage points. If the level of corruption is at the lowest possible, however, then there 
is a 5.3% likelihood of post-election violence occurring in the wake of the same election if the 
HoS is not directly elected, as opposed to 2.9% if the HoS is directly elected. Nevertheless, this 
relationship is statistically significant at the 95 per cent level and suggests a relationship 
contrary to the predictions made in Hypothesis II. 
 
Table 4: Constitutional Features and Post-Election Violence (2) 
     (13)  (14)  (15)  (16) 
Proportional System   -0.540      -0.418 
     (0.414)      (0.393) 
Mixed System    0.074      0.121 
     (0.485)      (0.458) 
Directly Elected Head of State   -0.684    -0.678 
       (0.320)**   (0.329)** 
Decentralisation       1.275  1.386 
         (0.624)** (0.620)** 
Civil War    2.589  2.526  2.502  2.496 
     (0.801)*** (0.797)*** (0.899)*** (0.828)*** 
Corruption    3.145  3.646  3.720  4.304 
     (0.885)*** (0.862)*** (0.954)*** (0.958)*** 
Ethnic Fractionalisation  0.996  0.929  0.985  0.857 
     (0.577)* (0.576)  (0.569)* (0.559) 
Democracy Index   0.073  0.073  0.011  0.027 
      (0.061)  (0.056)  (0.060)  (0.063) 
Constant    -3.788  -3.809  -4.591  -4.436 
     (0.813)*** (0.772)*** (0.901)*** (0.934)*** 
Observations    714  770  768  712 
Pseuso R₂    0.154  0.160  0.163  0.181 
Notes: Robust standard errors, clustered by country in parentheses. *p<0.1, **p<0.05, ***p<0.01 
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Model 15 also produces findings contrary to predictions made based on theoretical grounding. 
When controlling for background variables, Model 15 presents a statistically significant and 
positive relationship between decentralisation and post-election violence. The model estimates 
that the probability of post-election violence occurring after an election in a country that is not 
experiencing a civil war, with levels of corruption, ethnic fractionalisation and democracy all 
held at their mean values, is 19.7% when decentralisation is held at its mean value. Conversely, 
if decentralisation is at its lowest level, the probability of post-election violence decreases by 
7.6 percentage points to 12.1%. If a state is fully decentralised, however, the probability rises 
to 33.3% - a 13.6 percentage point increase. 
Similar substantial findings are produced in Model 16, which shows the continued statistical 
significance of the relationships between the direct election of the HoS and decentralisation 
and the likelihood of post-election violence. Along with the presence of civil war in a given 
nation, the most influential contextual variable is levels of corruption. 
 It is also worth noting the variation in the explanatory power of the models in Tables 3 and 4. 
Once the statistically significant control variables of civil war, corruption, and ethnic 
fractionalisation are introduced, the pseudo R₂ values in Table 4 jump significantly. There is a 
particularly high fluctuation in the explanatory power of models 10 and 14, regarding the 
direct-election of a HoS. Additionally, Model 16 has a pseudo R₂ value of 0.181 – the highest 
across all models in this study.  
 
Robustness Tests 
A series of robustness checks were carried out to test these findings more thoroughly. These 
tests showed the resilience of the relationship between proportional electoral systems and post-
election riots and protests, and post-election conflict more generally. Although this study 
focuses on national elections generally, including both legislative and executive elections, 
regression models were altered to decipher if there was deviation in results when assessing 
these types of elections separately. The effect of the electoral system on each dependent 
variable was assessed in only legislative elections and there was no alteration in the substantive 
interpretation of the results. Likewise, the effect of a directly-elected head of state was assessed 
only in executive elections for each dependent variable. Interestingly, in a replication of model 
14 – when only assessing executive elections – statistical significance was lost in the negative 
relationship between a directly-elected head of state and post-election violence. Statistical 
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significance was also lost when replicating model 16 with only executive election observations. 
The standard errors in these results grew significantly, although this may be due to a severely 
reduced sample (from 770 and 712 to 263 and 237, respectively.) There was no alteration in 
the substantive interpretation of the decentralisation variable in these robustness tests, however.  
Secondly, the operationalisation of the independent variable ‘electoral system’ was altered to 
collapse majoritarian and mixed electoral systems into a single score. Proportional systems 
were still used as a contrasting variable in order to assess the hypothesis of whether or not 
proportionality will decrease the likelihood of post-election conflict. Regressions were run with 
this alternative operationalisation against each dependent variable separately. There was no 
substantive difference in the interpretation for findings concerning replications of models 5 and 
8 for post-election riots and protests, nor was there any difference in models 13 and 16 
regarding post-election violence.  
Replications of models 7, 8, 15, and 16 were also run substituting the decentralisation indicator 
with a dichotomous variable which splits systems into either ‘unitary’ or ‘federalist’ 
classifications.13 When using this somewhat limited variable, statistical significance was lost 
for decentralisation in all models that included control variables. Although findings regarding 
decentralisation are therefore not robust in this sense, the original variable – a decentralisation 
index – provides much more insight into the relationship between post-election conflict and 
the degree of decentralisation. The statistical significance of findings regarding other 
independent variables of interest did not alter with this substitution of the decentralisation 
variable, however. 
Tests were also carried out which included additional control variables that could have 
provided alternative explanations for these findings. In a replication of Table 2 with six 
additional control variables (first multi-party elections, party system institutionalisation, GDP 
per capita, pre-election concerns, opposition boycott, and international observation) there was 
no alteration in the substantive interpretation of the effect of moving from majoritarian electoral 
systems to proportional systems. These results remained statistically significant to the 99 
percent level of confidence in each model they were included in. Table 4 (assessing post-
election violence as the outcome variable) was also replicated with these additional control 
variables. A replication of model 16 saw a decrease in the significance of a directly-elected 
                                                             
13 This variable also included a third classification – confederacy – but no systems within the time period of 
interest were assigned this classification. As such, this variable was removed and the variable was converted 
into a binary indicator (‘1’ for federal and ‘0’ for unitary states.) 
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HoS from 95 percent to the 90 percent level. However, these additional controls also removed 
the statistical significance of the positive relationship between decentralisation and post-
election violence completely. Despite the magnitude of the effect remaining high, statistical 
significance was erased entirely from the 95 percent confidence level. The impact of pre-
election concerns was significant in this deviation. This raises doubts about the robustness of 
this finding.  
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VI. ANALYSIS 
Electoral Systems 
In support of Hypothesis I, this study finds that proportional voting systems significantly 
reduce the likelihood of post-election social conflict when compared to majoritarian systems. 
This finding is consistent through a variety of models and robustness tests to the extent that it 
is possible to confidently state that a states which use a proportional system of voting will be 
less associated with low-level electoral conflict after the votes have been cast. This paper has 
put forth the argument that this is because the electoral stakes are lowered in countries 
employing this system. In contrast to majoritarian systems, proportional electoral systems 
typically elect several legislators per electoral district, in proportion to the votes cast. The 
composition of government is not a foregone conclusion with coalition formation typically 
necessary due to higher party and vote fragmentation – enabling parties that are not outright 
winners to still play a role in political discourse. In this sense, proportional systems are more 
suited than majoritarian systems to overcoming the electoral commitment problem by leaving 
the door open for the ‘losers’ of elections to still play a role in governance, rather than being 
shut out entirely.  
Such findings were not replicated with the assessment of the second dependent variable – post-
election violence – however. Despite finding statistical significance in one logistic regression 
model (model 9), controlling for factors such as civil war and levels of corruption rendered 
results linking proportional systems to reduced post-election violence insignificant. One 
possible reason for this drop in statistical significance is methodological difficulties. 
Particularly, in operationalising post-election violence by establishing whether or not a conflict 
event occurring in a given nation up to three months following an election, the sample would 
undoubtedly inadvertently include conflict events that are not necessarily related to the election 
or its result. This could potentially produce a more sporadic dataset, at least in terms of the 
validity of the dependent variable data. The sample number was also significantly reduced 
(from 1,313 to 886) when assessing post-election violence due to data availability in Europe 
and the Americas. Due to the lack of statistical significance in tables 3 and 4, it is only possible 
to confirm Hypothesis I for one dependent variable – post-election riots and protests. 
Hypothesis I therefore remains partially inconclusive in that the findings cannot confidently be 
applied to both dependent variables. Support for proportional systems helping to overcome the 
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electoral commitment problem seemingly extends to low level political conflict such as riots 
and protests but it cannot be confidently extended to post-election violence.14 
Mixed electoral systems, on the other hand, did not produce any statistically significant results 
in any model. It is therefore not possible to make any concrete conclusion regarding 
commitment problems of political actors in mixed electoral systems. Whilst this is true, the 
lack of statistical significance of these findings may be largely down to data limitations. In the 
1,313 observations made, only 207 elections were carried out in with mixed electoral rules. 
Despite the lack of statistical significance, negative relationships were suggested in the analysis 
of post-election riots and protests. Furthermore, in regressions run without clustering standard 
errors by country, mixed systems did attain statistical significance suggesting a relationship 
(albeit of less magnitude) not dissimilar to that of proportional systems. Other methodological 
approaches could potentially reveal more about this possible relationship which could suggest 
a linear relationship between proportionality and riots and protests.   
 
Heads of State 
In stark contrast to electoral systems, no statistically significant findings were produced linking 
the impact of a directly-elected head of state and the probability of post-election riots and 
protests. This study therefore produces inconclusive results with regard to Hypothesis II and 
low level political conflict following elections. 
However, counter-intuitively, a directly-elected head of state was found to decrease the 
likelihood of post-election violence, as portrayed in Tables 3 and 4. This surprising result does 
not support the theory of reduced stakes lessening the risk of post-election violence, rather, this 
finding suggests the opposite. Within this finding, statistical significance was only revealed 
once control variables were taken into consideration. This may be because of the impact of the 
‘presence of civil war’ variable. Without this being controlled for, results are too sporadic for 
statically significant results to be found.  
Whilst a great deal of media attention has focused on election violence in high profile 
presidential contests such as that in Kenya in 2007 or Nigeria in 2011, this is by no means the 
extent of election violence considered in this study. The operationalisation of post-election 
                                                             
14 Despite this, when the dependent variables were combined into a single variable to an election period being 
coded as “1” if either a conflict event or riots and protests occurred, proportional systems produced a similar 
reading to the 99% confidence level. See appendix, Table 14. 
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violence in this study deems it as such if a conflict of any intensity occurred in the three months 
following the election date. It may well be the case that the violence generated by presidential 
elections particularly is more intense and causes more casualties than other types of elections. 
The data may therefore be distorted in that elections in which the head of state is not directly 
elected produce a greater quantity of post-election conflict events. At the same time, it may 
also be true that the conflict events that are produced in presidential systems (for example) are 
much more violent in nature. Further research must therefore be undertaken in this area to 
establish the intensity of post-election conflict that is produced by these constitutional features, 
with specific reference to directly-elected heads of state and, moreover, presidential elections.15 
Thus, this study is limited in that it is only able to indicate which constitutional features make 
conflict events of any kind more likely to occur in the wake of elections. The extent and 
intensity of the violence therein, however, is lacking from this operationalisation.16  
This aim of this study is to initially discover certain institutional conditions that either 
encourage or discourage the occurrence of post-election conflict. It is argued that specific 
constitutional features can inadvertently create the space for post-election conflict to occur. 
Whilst some findings may not emulate the theoretical foundations on which the study is based, 
statistical significance was found in several models indicating a clear relationship between 
constitutional infrastructure and the likely occurrence of post-election conflict. 
 
Decentralisation 
One interesting finding produced by this study is the divergence of the effect of decentralisation 
when each dependent variable is assessed independently. It was hypothesised that a greater 
degree of decentralisation would decrease the likelihood of post-election conflict. In line with 
the theory of overcoming an electoral commitment problem, decentralisation was argued to 
reduce the stakes of national elections because of greater vertical distribution of power. If there 
is less to be won in national elections, there is also less to be lost. This theoretical argumentation 
finds support in Model 3 of the study, where decentralisation was found to decrease the 
likelihood of low-level political violence in the form of riots and protests after elections.  

                                                             
15 In her measurement of post-election violence, Borzykowski used an ordered variable approach “to capture the 
variation in the intensity of violence” (2013:18). 
16 The UCDP conflict event dataset does provide detailed information on each conflict event (such as estimated 
fatalities) so this alternative operationalisation is not out of reach for future research to take advantage of. 
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However, once the other independent variables of interest are introduced to the same model, 
this finding loses statistical significance and the magnitude of the effect is significantly 
reduced. One possible reason for this divergence is the introduction of proportional systems 
into the model. Model 4 can also be interpreted as suggesting that when the electoral system 
and whether or not the head of state is directly elected is taken into consideration, 
decentralisation no longer has a statistically significant effect on the likelihood of post-election 
riots and protests. 
An even more startling fluctuation is encountered when the impact of decentralisation on the 
likelihood of post-election violence is observed, however. While Model 3 was able to offer 
limited support to Hypothesis III, Models 15 and 16 show a completely different relationship 
between decentralisation and post-election conflict. These models show a clear and decisive 
dichotomy between the effects of decentralisation and different forms of post-election political 
conflict. Models 15 and 16 suggest a significant and positive relationship between 
decentralisation and post-election violence. In clear opposition to the theory proposed, 
decentralisation actually heightens the likelihood of post-election conflict occurrence.  
There are several possible alternative explanations of this finding, stemming from both 
methodological approach and theoretical difference. This study takes election periods and the 
three following months as the unit of observation. One factor that is not taken into consideration 
with this methodological approach is the size of the electorate voting in any given election. 
Moreover, the physical size of the country is also neglected. It is reasonable to assume that 
countries greater in size will be more likely to be decentralised in order to effectively manage 
resources. Thus, it could be argued that the size of a country can directly or indirectly influence 
the independent variable (decentralisation) and the dependent variable in this case (post-
election violence).17 Additionally, as previously mentioned, operationalisation limitations with 
the ‘post-election violence’ variable leave the data in this study prone to including conflict 
events that are unrelated to elections, having merely fallen within the observed time period.  
Secondly, advocates of decentralisation as a tool of conflict prevention often neglect the causes 
of decentralisation and federalism in the first place. This study suggests the need to study 
decentralisation further in order to determine its merits as a tool of conflict prevention or 
conflict management. Decentralisation is found to increase the likelihood of post-election 
                                                             
17 A subsequent regression was run to find the impact of country size. When country size was included as a 
control variable to previous models, the statistical significance of decentralisation remained. See Appendix, 
Table 15. 
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violence. It could be argued, however, that policies to increase decentralisation are often made 
to pacify fervent regional or separatist movements. If this is the case, political actors may 
already be mobilised along regional (or nationalist) lines, thereby increasing a propensity to 
conflict based on past grievances. In the same light, it could be argued that a greater deal of 
decentralisation in fact increases the stakes for strong regional political parties or actors. 
National elections could be identified as a “them against us” contest which may lead to policy 
disputes on the national and sub-national levels. National elections could also be used as a 
platform in which to demonstrate opposition to the ‘centre’ of some countries. Although 
decentralisation generally can be seen as diffusing the stakes of power in a more material sense, 
the emotional stakes surrounding national elections could in fact be increased by 
decentralisation, particularly when there is a strong regionalist rhetoric present. If this is true, 
however, the finding to the contrary when assessing post-election riots and protests is 
troublesome. 
To further investigate this dynamic, future research should look into the contrast in post-
election violence patterns in national and sub-national elections, as well as the specific location 
of conflict events. One of the main limitations of this study is its inability to confidently 
distinguish which acts of post-election violence are indeed caused by the election. Data 
limitations necessitated the creation of a post-conflict event dataset based on a largely arbitrary 
time period. Future research, however, should seek to broaden this research field and improve 
the extent and validity of post-election conflict data. 
 
Theoretical Implications 
This study finds support for the hypothesised negative relationship between the proportionality 
of electoral systems and post-election conflict. Whilst this finding failed to stretch in statistical 
significance in post-election violence, the theory that proportional systems seem to reduce the 
stakes of elections is largely corroborated here. This study therefore supports previous findings 
of the likes of Fjelde and Höglund (2014), Brancati and Snyder (2009, 2011) and Arend 
Lijphart (1977, 1994) among others in suggesting that proportional electoral systems (one of 
the key components of consociational powersharing) decrease the likelihood of conflict. This 
trend can therefore be extended from civil war recurrence and electoral violence to post-
election conflict. Furthermore, by testing this relationship without regional or case specificity 
it is possible to infer these estimations on a global level. Most criticisms of proportional 
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electoral systems have tended to refer to a lack of government efficacy and the entrenchment 
of ethnic identities in political discourse in the mid- to long-term (Lardeyret 1991). As far as 
the immediate post-election period is concerned, however, proportional electoral systems seem 
to be the best choice to avert conflict and ameliorate the electoral commitment problem.  
Two findings from this study raise questions of methodological validity, particularly in the 
operationalisation of post-election violence. Counter to Hypothesis II, the direct election of a 
head of state was found to reduce the likelihood of post-election violence. This finding bears 
resemblance to that of Arriola and Johnson (2012) in being counter to that of the hypothesised 
direction. In their assessment of pre-election violence, parliamentarism was surprisingly found 
to increase the likelihood of conflict, as opposed to presidentialism. Much like this study, 
however, operational issues in the measurement of electoral violence occurrence rather than 
intensity could well have distorted findings. This finding also questions the Cho’s (2010) 
warning that presidential contests create dangerously high stakes. Alternatively, patterns of 
patrimonialism in Kenyan politics led to Southall’s (2009) conceptualisation of “big men” 
politics in which considerable emphasis – an even dependence – was placed on particular 
political personalities. A reliance on this form of politics more generally could contribute to 
the increased likelihood of violence incidence, potentially adding to levels of uncertainty 
experienced in electoral periods. 
Counter-intuitive results were also found in reference to Hypothesis III; greater decentralisation 
is actually found to increase the likelihood of post-election violence. Dawn Brancati (2006) 
argued that decentralisation has both direct and indirect effects on ethnic conflict and 
secessionism – decreasing its likelihood by bringing politics closer to the people and increasing 
it be reinforcing ethnic identities and partisanship through political parties. With regard to post-
election conflict, this study seems to support the second of these effects. Decentralisation seems 
to increase the likelihood of post-election conflict.18 This is not to necessarily suggest that the 
introduction of policies to decentralise power heighten the risk of post-election conflict, 
however. Rather, I argue that policies of decentralisation are more likely to be introduced in 
countries that already have an increased propensity to region-based conflict and mobilisation. 
In this sense, contrary to the proposed theory, decentralisation can increase the stakes of 
elections by producing a platform upon which regional interests and national interests are in 

                                                             
18 Scholars such as Kymlicka (1998) and Dikshit (1975) have argued that decentralisation actually intensifies 
conflict by reinforcing regional ethnic identities. 
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direct opposition to one another. Stakes are increased by decentralisation emotionally rather 
than superficially. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

VII. CONCLUSIONS 
Developing upon previous literature’s necessary distinction between electoral violence and 
other forms of intrastate conflict, this study has sought to deepen the field which assesses the 
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particular dynamics of post-election conflict. The logic and cause of post-election conflict is 
far removed from that of pre and peri-election conflict. Whilst this study is successful in 
creating a global statistical dataset for the occurrence of post-election violence, time and 
resource limitations have tempered its ability to probe further into this fruitful and yet relatively 
untouched research field.  
The findings presented here necessarily beg the question of how intense these conflict events 
are, especially when one considers practical policy implications. Whilst there is undoubted 
value in deciphering the institutional and constitutional conditions under which post-election 
conflict can be avoided, there is added value in being able reduce rather than eliminate post-
election conflict – especially in nations with a tortuous past relationship with elections and 
political competition more generally. For some, electoral conflict is almost unavoidable in 
nations with high levels of corruption, weak or unconsolidated institutional structures and no 
state monopoly of power. Indeed, riots and protests particularly may even be considered a 
healthy demonstration of democratic fervour. Further research into the post-election phase of 
the political environment, I argue, is a theoretical ‘black box’ that needs to be brought to the 
fore.  
This study has presented a theoretical framework which proposes the emergence of a vacuum 
of anarchy in election periods. In this brief vacuum, institutional structure and the processes 
through which power is attained is of paramount importance. Decreasing the stakes of elections 
can help political actors to overcome the electoral commitment problem and commit to the 
peaceful process of elections and democratic discourse. The post-election period is vulnerable 
to vast fluctuations in the balance of power within states. By limiting the extent of these 
fluctuations, I argue, these flash-points can be dimmed.  
 
 
 
 
Appendix 
Table 5: Robustness test. Constitutional features and post-election riots and protests in 
legislative and executive elections. 
     (1leg)  (2exec) (3leg)  (4exec) 
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Proportional System   -1.273    -1.363  -0.999 
     (0.382)***   (0.395)*** (0.507)** 
Mixed System    -0.663    -0.681  -0.029 
     (0.373)*   (0.352)* (0.492) 
Directly Elected Head of State   0.307  0.019  0.297 
       (0.426)  (0.315)  (0.467) 
Decentralisation       0.533  0.049 
         (0.471)  (0.566) 
Civil War    0.527  -0.483  0.505  -0.114 
     (0.404)  (0.559)  (0.397)  (0.640) 
Corruption    3.301  2.163  3.381  2.221 
     (0.732)*** (0.989)** (0.843)*** (1.006)** 
Ethnic Fractionalisation  -0.473  0.528  -0.416  0.594 
     (0.524)  (0.620)  (0.521)  (0.610) 
Democracy Index   0.080  -0.064  0.059  -0.015 
      (0.061)  (0.053)  (0.058)  (0.068) 
Constant    -3.556  -3.052  -3.755  -3.052 
     (0.706)*** (0.802)*** (0.784)*** (0.892)*** 
Observations    717  397  710  357 
Pseudo R₂    0.114  0.071  0.119  0.101 
Notes: Robust standard errors, clustered by country in parentheses. *p<0.1, **p<0.05, ***p<0.01 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Table 6: Robustness test. Constitutional features and post-election violence in legislative and 
executive elections. 
     (5leg)  (6exec) (7leg)  (8exec) 
Proportional System   -0.510    -0.411  -0.410 
     (0.424)    (0.407)  (0.494) 
Mixed System    0.200    0.305  -0.263 
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     (0.458)    (0.425)  (0.669) 
Directly Elected Head of State   -0.625  -0.654  -0.516 
       (0.422)  (0.366)* (0.542) 
Decentralisation       1.287  1.629 
         (0.628)** (0.798)** 
Civil War    2.664  2.521  2.645  2.130 
     (0.704)*** (1.056)** (0.739)*** (1.097)* 
Corruption    3.405  2.878  4.493  3.881 
     (0.820)*** (1.270)** (0.975)*** (1.425)*** 
Ethnic Fractionalisation  1.209  0.788  1.049  0.596 
     (0.577)** (0.723)  (0.574)* (0.686) 
Democracy Index   0.105  0.019  0.053  -0.037 
      (0.062)* (0.069)  (0.061)  (0.083) 
Constant    -4.160  -3.136  -4.750  -3.975 
     (0.778)*** (1.132)*** (0.917)*** (1.436)*** 
Observations    476  263  475  237 
Pseuso R₂    0.169  0.139  0.194  0.166 
Notes: Robust standard errors, clustered by country in parentheses. *p<0.1, **p<0.05, ***p<0.01 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Table 7: Robustness test. Constitutional features and electoral violence. 
     (1)  (2)  (3)  (4) 
Proportional System   -0.555      -0.601 
     (0.372)      (0.373) 
Mixed System    -0.496      -0.497 
     (0.410)      (0.367) 
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Directly Elected Head of State   -0.649    -0.661 
       (0.277)**   (0.287)** 
Decentralisation       0.580  0.744 
         (0.504)  (0.533) 
Civil War    1.598  1.365  1.384  1.600 
     (0.386)*** (0.370)*** (0.350)*** (0.404)*** 
Corruption    3.978  4.417  4.011  4.579 
     (0.758)*** (0.753)*** (0.754)*** (0.833)*** 
Ethnic Fractionalisation  0.119  0.265  0.593  0.217 
     (0.539)  (0.549)  (0.545)  (0.506) 
Democracy Index   0.065  0.048  0.013  0.048 
      (0.056)  (0.051)  (0.051)  (0.057) 
Constant    -3.963  -4.062  -4.523  -4.214 
     (0.724)*** (0.690)*** (0.767)*** (0.797)*** 
Observations    1081  1150  1135  1066 
Pseudo R₂    0.152  0.153  0.147  0.171 
Notes: Robust standard errors, clustered by country in parentheses. *p<0.1, **p<0.05, ***p<0.01 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Table 8: Robustness test. Constitutional features and post-election riots and protests. 
Majoritarian and mixed electoral systems (combined) as reference category. 
     (1)  (2)   
Proportional System   -0.862  -0.952 
     (0.324)*** (0.330)*** 
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Directly Elected Head of State   0.083 
       (0.279) 
Decentralisation     0.293 
       (0.452) 
Civil War    0.228  0.218 
     (0.439)  (0.441) 
Corruption    2.911  2.846 
     (0.689)*** (0.786)*** 
Ethnic Fractionalisation  0.043  0.152 
     (0.492)  (0.493) 
Democracy Index   0.026  0.013 
      (0.052)  (0.051) 
Constant    -3.368  -3.493 
     (0.636)*** (0.702)*** 
Observations    1082  1067 
Pseudo R₂    0.098  0.102 
Notes: Robust standard errors, clustered by country in parentheses. *p<0.1, **p<0.05, ***p<0.01 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Table 9: Robustness test. Constitutional features and post-election violence. Majoritarian and 
mixed electoral systems (combined) as reference category. 
     (3)  (4)  
Proportional System   -0.561  -0.453     
     (0.398)  (0.380)  
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Directly Elected Head of State   -0.663  
       (0.332)** 
Decentralisation     1.397  
       (0.626)** 
Civil War    2.587  2.495  
     (0.803)*** (0.833)*** 
Corruption    3.148  4.304  
     (0.885)*** (0.957)*** 
Ethnic Fractionalisation  0.977  0.830  
     (0.582)* (0.557)  
Democracy Index   0.075  0.030  
      (0.062)  (0.064)  
Constant    -3.773  -4.421  
     (0.801)*** (0.924)*** 
Observations    714  712  
Pseudo R₂    0.154  0.181  
Notes: Robust standard errors, clustered by country in parentheses. *p<0.1, **p<0.05, ***p<0.01 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Table 10: Robustness test. Additional variables. Constitutional features and post-election riots 
and protests.19  
     (1)  (2)  (3)  (4) 
                                                             
19 With the exception of the Party System Institutionalisation variable (V-Dem 2015), all additions control 
variables are taken from the NELDA dataset (Hyde and Marinov 2012). 
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Proportional System   -1.129      -1.248 
     (0.411)***     (0.429)*** 
Mixed System    -0.370      -0.345 
     (0.375)      (0.355) 
Directly Elected Head of State   -0.067    -0.058 
       (0.289)    (0.292) 
Decentralisation       0.504  0.587 
         (0.487)  (0.501) 
Civil War    0.306  -0.104  -0.154  0.236 
     (0.432)  (0.439)  (0.436)  (0.456) 
Corruption    1.085  0.916  0.807  0.935 
     (0.834)  (0.873)  (0.879)  (0.861) 
Ethnic Fractionalisation  -0.545  -0.366  -0.246  -0.434 
     (0.496)  (0.512)  (0.512)  (0.472) 
Democracy Index   0.049  0.017  -0.0001 0.031 
      (0.061)  (0.059)  (0.056)  (0.058) 
First Multi-Party Elections  -1.117  -1.182  -1.107  -1.054 
      (0.511)** (0.495)** (0.510)** (0.517)** 
Party Sys Institutionalisation  -0.048  -0.669  -0.998  -0.403 
      (1.187)  (1.099)  (1.143)  (1.272) 
GDP per Capita   -0.0001 -0.0001 -0.0001 -0.0001 
      (0.0001)* (0.0001) (0.0001) (0.0001)* 
Pre-Election Concerns  0.797  0.923  0.992  0.868 
      (0.316)** (0.288)*** (0.304)*** (0.337)** 
Opposition Boycott   0.364  0.371  0.392  0.390 
      (0.375)  (0.328)  (0.331)  (0.390) 
International Observation  0.321  0.272  0.273  0.339 
      (0.365)  (0.372)  (0.358)  (0.348) 
Constant    -2.271  -2.060  -2.116  -2.218 
     (1.054)** (0.938)** (0.937)** (1.017)** 
Observations    915  966  952  901 
Pseudo R₂    0.150  0.129  0.134  0.162 
Notes: Robust standard errors, clustered by country in parentheses. *p<0.1, **p<0.05, ***p<0.01 
 
Table 11: Robustness test. Additional variables. Constitutional features and post-election 
violence.  
     (5)  (6)  (7)  (8) 
Proportional System   -0.492      -0.381 
     (0.410)      (0.410) 
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Mixed System    0.089      0.195 
     (0.611)      (0.575) 
Directly Elected Head of State   -0.737    -0.687 
       (0.355)**   (0.360)* 
Decentralisation       0.888  1.099 
         (0.686)  (0.695) 
Civil War    2.622  2.581  2.515  2.521 
     (0.692)*** (0.697)*** (0.774)*** (0.703)*** 
Corruption    2.894  3.227  3.156  3.484 
     (1.206)** (1.129)*** (1.200)** (1.226)*** 
Ethnic Fractionalisation  1.437  1.266  1.363  1.200 
     (0.676)** (0.687)* (0.696) ** (0.667)* 
Democracy Index   0.114  0.107  0.068  0.075 
      (0.073)  (0.077)  (0.070)  (0.071) 
First Multi-Party Elections  -0.177  -0.358  -0.226  -0.216 
      (0.415)  (0.443)  (0.405)  (0.433) 
Party System Institutionalisation 2.234  2.178  1.696  1.754 
      (1.520)  (1.406)  (1.507)  (1.522) 
GDP per Capita   -0.0001 -0.0001 -0.0001 -0.0001 
      (0.0001) (0.0001) (0.0001) (0.0001) 
Pre-Election Concerns  0.576  0.595  0.592  0.631 
      (0.320)* (0.307)* (0.298)** (0.322)** 
Opposition Boycott   0.286  0.334  0.336  0.339 
      (0.410)  (0.389)  (0.380)  (0.403) 
International Observation  -0.104  -0.073  -0.033  0.024 
      (0.432)  (0.437)  (0.402)  (0.404) 
Constant    -5.337  -5.079  -5.581  -5.301 
     (1.637)*** (1.500)*** (1.552)*** (1.586)*** 
Observations    570  608  606  568 
Pseudo R₂    0.204  0.210  0.202  0.223 
Notes: Robust standard errors, clustered by country in parentheses. *p<0.1, **p<0.05, ***p<0.01 
 
 
 
Table 12: Robustness test. Constitutional features and post-election riots and protests. 
Alternative operationalisation of decentralisation.  
     (1)  (2)  
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Proportional System     -1.140     
       (0.355)*** 
Mixed System      -0.437 
        (0.359)  
Directly Elected Head of State   0.182  
       (0.262) 
Decentralisation    -0.087  0.039  
     (0.279)  (0.267) 
Civil War    -0.034  0.288  
     (0.414)  (0.422) 
Corruption    2.859  2.930  
     (0.676)*** (0.712)*** 
Ethnic Fractionalisation  0.067  -0.061  
     (0.506)  (0.460)  
Democracy Index   -0.020  0.045  
      (0.046)  (0.054)  
Constant    -3.335  -3.415  
     (0.606)*** (0.629)*** 
Observations    1151  1082  
Pseudo R₂    0.080  0.105  
Notes: Robust standard errors, clustered by country in parentheses. *p<0.1, **p<0.05, ***p<0.01 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Table 13: Robustness test. Constitutional features and post-election violence. Alternative 
operationalisation of decentralisation.  
     (1)  (2)  
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Proportional System     -0.458     
       (0.416) 
Mixed System      0.216 
        (0.486)  
Directly Elected Head of State   -0.587  
       (0.329)* 
Decentralisation    -0.017  0.022  
     (0.359)  (0.374) 
Civil War    2.547  2.580  
     (0.825)*** (0.774)*** 
Corruption    3.100  3.565  
     (0.865)*** (0.886)*** 
Ethnic Fractionalisation  1.019  0.937  
     (0.583)* (0.571)  
Democracy Index   0.060  0.077  
      (0.057)  (0.059)  
Constant    -3.891  -3.710  
     (0.779)*** (0.839)*** 
Observations    770  714  
Pseudo R₂    0.147  0.163  
Notes: Robust standard errors, clustered by country in parentheses. *p<0.1, **p<0.05, ***p<0.01 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Table 14: Robustness test. Constitutional features and post-election conflict. Alternative 
operationalisation of dependent variable. Post-election riots and protests and post-election 
violence combined into a single score – the probability of either.  
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     (1)  (2)  (3)  (4) 
Proportional System   -1.006      -1.018 
     (0.317)***     (0.315)*** 
Mixed System    -0.504      -0.511 
     (0.390)      (0.376) 
Directly Elected Head of State   -0.366    -0.316 
       (0.266)    (0.259) 
Decentralisation       0.725  0.933 
         (0.472)  (0.464)** 
Civil War    1.317  0.984  0.952  1.261 
     (0.530)** (0.499)** (0.552)* (0.552)** 
Corruption    2.962  2.953  2.931  3.489 
     (0.637)*** (0.668)*** (0.664)*** (0.691)*** 
Ethnic Fractionalisation  0.925  1.046  1.173  0.970 
     (0.463)** (0.468)** (0.476)** (0.462)** 
Democracy Index   0.035  -0.021  -0.056  0.005 
      (0.048)  (0.043)  (0.045)  (0.052) 
Constant    -2.968  -2.902  -3.343  -3.359 
     (0.586)*** (0.546)*** (0.619)*** (0.648)*** 
Observations    1087  1156  1141  1072 
Pseudo R₂    0.160  0.136  0.140  0.173 
Notes: Robust standard errors, clustered by country in parentheses. *p<0.1, **p<0.05, ***p<0.01 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Table 15: Robustness test. Constitutional features and post-election violence. Additional 
Control (country size). 
     (1)  (2)   
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Proportional System     -0.438 
       (0.389) 
Mixed System      0.317 
        (0.474) 
Directly Elected Head of State   -0.727 
       (0.333)** 
Decentralisation   1.193  1.272 
     (0.643)* (0.648)** 
Civil War    2.473  2.518 
     (0.895)*** (0.824)*** 
Corruption    3.749  4.400 
     (0.930)*** (0.935)*** 
Ethnic Fractionalisation  0.937  0.850 
     (0.571)  (0.569) 
Democracy Index   0.011  0.024 
      (0.059)  (0.063) 
Country Size (km₂)   1.440  1.720 
      (0.682)** (0.697)** 
Constant    -4.671  -4.576 
     (0.875)*** (0.908)*** 
Observations    755  700 
Pseudo R₂    0.169  0.193 
Notes: Robust standard errors, clustered by country in parentheses. *p<0.1, **p<0.05, ***p<0.01 
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