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Under what conditions will voters support oppositiparties in the dominant party
systems of sub-Saharan Africa? Scholars genergligeathat most of the region’s ruling
parties manage to win re-election by relying onea of by now familiar strategies —
distributing patronage, exploiting ethnic cleavagesd employing violence (van de Walle
2003; Adejumobi 2000; Diamond and Plattner 199%epb 1997). While the incumbent’s
deliberate manipulation of the electoral arena &l wstablished in the Africanist literature
(Takougang 2003; Makumbe 2002; Crook 1997), wé ktdk a clear conception of the
factors which enable opposition parties to buildpydar support in countries where
democracy has yet to be consolidated. We have eguate explanation for why some
constituencies are more willing to take a risk ptilng for an opposition party’s candidate
over the ruling party’s even when it is clear ttie government has no intention of leaving
office.

Political scientists who examine African electidrae ignored such questions mainly
for two reasons. First, many regimes across thimmefgil to meet internationally accepted
standards for free and fair elections (Bratton Bodner 1999), so it is assumed that not much
insight can be gained from examining the returnsfthese flawed processes. Second, data
at the regional or local level are often unavadalsl African countries, so the social and
economic factors which may account for variatiopanty support across a country cannot be
easily identified. Indeed, it is only when an ait#ion in power occurs, as in Senegal in 2000
or Kenya in 2002, that attention is focused on aixjshg what led voters to back the
opposition. The problem with such belated attentsotihat support for the opposition is then
treated as a sudden national phenomenon rathethkamsult of social or economic trends
which may have emerged over time to convince, @bkn voters to switch their support
from one party to another.

Ethiopia’s 2005 parliamentary elections present mique opportunity for
understanding the factors which lead voters to supine opposition in African countries
still undergoing the transition to democracy. Nelections for a national parliament have
been held in Ethiopia under three different regimsiese 1957, but the 2005 elections mark
the first time that voters have witnessed what exiprates multiparty competitioh.
Although the opposition Coalition for Unity and Deanacy (CUD) has refused to accept the
final election results — and the ruling Ethiopia@ople’s Revolutionary Democratic Front
(EPRDF) has responded with repressive measures reslts themselves reveal significant
patterns of variation that bring into question agrtaspects of the conventional wisdom
regarding contemporary Ethiopian politics. Whilehret grievances or urban-rural
differences are readily cited to account for patesf opposition to the EPRDF, the results
presented in this article show that other factstgh as religious identity and economic
conditions, also have a considerable impact orepattof party support.

| examine in this article how the share of votesereed by the major parties at the
constituency level were affected by ethno-regiadehtity as well as economic and socio-
demographic variables. Multivariate analyses caomfithe importance of ethno-regional
identity in determining opposition support, andytte@so indicate that economic variables
play a key role in shaping the opposition’s votarsh In constituencies contested by the
EPRDF and the CUD, the opposition not only did welurban areas, but they also made

! Haile Selassie held non-party elections for the ChamibBeputies in 1957, 1961, 1965, 1969, and 1973.
Single-party elections under Mengistu’s Workers’ Party of fpihiavere organized for the Shengo in 1987. The
EPRDF held national elections for a Constituent Assgiimbl 994 and for the House of Peoples’
Representatives in 1995 and 2000.



gains in rural areas where farmers use fertilizeranintensely and where khat is intensively
cultivated as a cash crop. The EPRDF was favorecbistituencies with higher rates of
dependence on food aid and predominately Muslirasaoé Oromia. The results further show
that in constituencies where the EPRDF and CUD @&tetpwith the other major opposition
coalition, the United Ethiopian Democratic Forcel&DF), ethno-regional variables are still
decisive; however, urbanization, the prevalencepoverty, and the levels of food aid
dependence are also needed to provide a full atéoutihe variation in party support.

| proceed in this article by first outlining majolnanges in the Ethiopian party system
between the 2000 and 2005 parliamentary electibti®en describe the data and methods
used to examine two types of constituencies ir20@5 elections: two-party races contested
by the EPRDF and CUD and three-party races coutdstehe EPRDF, CUD, and UEDF. |
move on to discuss the results from the multivariggression analyses and offer different
simulated scenarios to show how changes in socidl economic variables could affect
electoral outcomes at the constituency level. kctae with a discussion of implications for
Ethiopia’s development of party politics and itgjoimg political liberalization.

PoLiTicaL DEVELOPMENTS SINCE 2000

Ethiopia’s current party system began to take fafter the current government led
by the EPRDF came to power in 1991, but for sevemasons the EPRDF and its affiliates
faced little to no competition in the parliamentatgctions held since thérMost opposition
parties boycotted the first parliamentary election4995. In the 2000 elections, opposition
candidates competed in only about half of the agisitconstituencies, enabling the ten
EPRDF parties to claim 516 of 547 seats (94 peycamtthe House of Peoples’
Representative%.EIeven opposition parties shared 18 seats; 12rotheere won by
independent parliamentarians who tended to vote thi¢ oppositio.

Opposition members have long complained that gowent harassment, including
imprisonment and killings, have prevented them froampeting effectively against the
EPRDF. The National Electoral Board of Ethiopia @8, which is responsible for
organizing elections and registering parties, fenlrepeatedly accused by the opposition of

2 A multiparty system was introduced for the first timetie country’s history by Article 1 of the Charter of the
Transitional Government of Ethiopia, which guaranteed cisizka right to participate in political activities and
to organize political parties (Transitional Governmenttbii&ia 1991). The Transitional Government of
Ethiopia formalized the legal status of parties througfiitieal Parties Registration Proclamation No.
46/1993,” later amended by “Political Parties RegistraAmendment Proclamation No. 82/1994.” Political
parties can operate and compete in elections only ifgaheyegistered with the NEBE. Proclamation No.
46/1993 sets out the legal definition of a political partywab as the requirements for registering with the
NEBE.

® The EPRDF is a coalition of ethno-regional parties fissned as Prime Minister Meles Zenawi's Tigray
People’s Liberation Front (TPLF) was preparing to take paw&991. Along with the TPLF, the main partners
in the EPRDF represent Ethiopia’s largest regionsAtnbara National Democratic Movement (ANDM), the
Oromo People’s Democratic Organization (OPDO), and theh®m Ethiopia Peoples’ Democratic Movement
(SEPDM). Together, these four EPRDF parties controlledsé@®s in the House of Peoples’ Representatives
elected in 2000. Six other EPRDF-affiliated parties giedian additional 37 seats to the majority in the HPR,
forming part of the government at the federal level aimdiaistering their respective regions. These affiliates
are the Afar National Democratic Party (ANDP), Argdtetionality Democratic Organization (ANDO),
Benshangul Gumuz People's Democratic Unity Front (BGPDG&Mbella People’s Democratic Movement
(GPDM), Harari National League (HNL), and Somali Peddlesnocratic Party (SPDP).

* Opposition parties claimed to be reluctant participamtee 2000 elections. Article 38 of the “Political Pesti
Registration Proclamation No. 46/1993" stipulates that atergid party which fails to participate in two
national or regional elections can lose its legal status.



lacking the necessary neutrality for its missiomu$ewang, Tronvoll, and Aalen 2002).
Moreover, the weakness of opposition parties thémseprevented them from posing an
electoral threat to the ruling party. Divided owgrestions of ideology and strategy, these
parties failed for most of the last 14 years tacalate clear alternatives to EPRDF policies or
to reach out to voters in an organized way.

Political developments since the 2000 electionsydwer, indicate that Ethiopia’s
party system is becoming more coherent as wellas wompetitive. First, opposition parties
achieved an unprecedented level coordination throtheir coalition-building efforts.
Second, the EPRDF agreed to relatively minor chaungéhe electoral code which ultimately
opened the door to opposition candidates acrossdbetry. Ethiopian voters thus enjoyed
more choice at the constituency level in the 2066t®ns than ever before.

The Emergence of Opposition Coalitions

The formation of two major opposition coalitionghe United Ethiopian Democratic
Forces (UEDF) and the Coalition for Unity and Demamy (CUD) — in the year leading up to
the 2005 elections marked a significant shift ie thature of Ethiopian party politics.
Opposition parties unsuccessfully attempted toddsgpad-based coalitions on at least four
different occasions since 19893The UEDF was established as an opposition coaliiio
August 2003 after two years of consultations culited in an all-party conference held in
Rockville, Maryland. Fifteen parties, five basedEthiopia and ten based overseas, came
together under the UEDF umbrella for the purposel@llenging the EPRDF in the 2005
elections. The five Ethiopia-based parties in tlEDB were the Southern Ethiopia Peoples’
Democratic Coalition (SEPDC), Council of Alternai¥orces for Peace and Democracy in
Ethiopia (CAFPDE), Oromo National Congress (ONC), Bthiopia Unity Party (AEUP),
and the United Ethiopian Democratic Party (UEBFhe UEDF, however, was also an odd
alliance, bringing together parties which hold cadictory positions on the questions of land
and ethnicity — the perennial controversies in nmodEthiopian politics. Disputes over
leadership, ideology, and strategy eventually kedAEUP and UEDP to withdraw from the
coalition a year after it was formed.

The UEDF was led into the elections by two vetespposition leaders. Its chairman
was Merera Gudina, leader of the Oromo Nationalgtess (ONC), and its deputy chairman
was Beyene Petros, leader of the Council of AlteveaForces for Peace and Democracy in
Ethiopia (CAFPDE). For the 2005 campaign, the UFfaRies adopted a common political
program and fielded a joint candidate in parliaragntonstituencies. UEDF representatives
appeared to have few policy differences with thdRBP, for they did not openly oppose
either the ethnically-based federal system or tkistiag policy of state-owned land.
Critigues from UEDF leaders mainly suggested that EPRDF’'s political monopoly had

® The Coalition of Alternative Forces for Peace and Dmpelent in Ethiopia (CAFPDE) was formed in
December 1993 after two Peace and Reconciliation Conferevere held in Paris and Addis Ababa. The
Coalition of Ethiopian Opposition Political Organizatio@EQOPO) was established at a September 1998
conference held in Paris. In September 1999, the Ethidfational Congress (ENC) sponsored its own plan for
a united front at a Washington, DC, conference. The Aaition for Democracy in Ethiopia (JADE) was
announced by the AEUP, CAFPDE, and ONC in July 2003 in Adldéba.

® The ten overseas-based parties allied with the UEDF insluctegroups as the Ethiopian People’s
Revolutionary Party (EPRP), the All Ethiopian Socialist Eiment (MEISON), and the Tigray Alliance for
Democracy (TAND), none of which are permitted to jogsate in Ethiopian elections because, according to the
EPRDF government, they have not officially renounced amtreggle. UEDF leaders have countered,
however, that these parties never declared war on thengxistjime, and they have lobbied the EPRDF
government to permit these parties to return to Ethiopia andyoparticipate in electoral politics.



corrupted policy implementation in these areas. UiDF supported the existing federal
structure, coming out in favor of regional selfeulvhile opposing the idea of secession.
UEDF leaders further promised to put in place aditéoonal government for two years and
invite all parties, including the EPRDF, to joineth. The purpose of this transitional
government would be to promote national reconaiatwhile laying the foundation for a
new democratic system.

The CUD was established as a second oppositiort firoNlovember 2004 by four
parties, including two former members of the UEDRe CUD comprised the AEUP, UEDP-
Medhin, Ethiopian Democratic League (EDL), and Rain Ethiopia — Movement for
Democracy and Social Justice. Led by Hailu Shathel AEUP chairman, the CUD brought
together a set of ideologically compatible partigth similar views on major issues. The
CUD'’s principal members, the AEUP and UEDP-Mediere among Ethiopia’s largest and
best organized opposition partieShe AEUP claimed to have nearly 900,000 members
across the country, though mainly concentratedhi regions of Amhara and Southern
Nations. The UEDP-Medhin claimed to have party cgf§i in many of Ethiopia’s major
towns, though 60 percent of their members came fAadis Ababa alone. The UEDP-
Medhin enjoys particularly strong support amongaarigouth.

While most Ethiopian parties represent ethnic comtres, the CUD sought to
distinguish itself in the 2005 elections by claigito group parties that are multi-ethnic in
membership and orientation. Critics from the EPRiE other opposition parties alleged,
however, that the CUD merely sought to return tbantry to a system that served the
interests of the Amhara, Ethiopia’s historicallyntioant ethnic group. Others found fault in
the fact that some CUD leaders had served asalffio the Derg regime.

The CUD parties fielded joint candidates choseralmommittee that reviewed their
educational background, gender, place of originjitipal activities, and leadership
experience related to politics. The CUD platformegented in its election manifesto issued in
April 2005, stressed the coalition’s policy diffeces with the EPRDF. The manifesto
offered a series of proposed constitutional amemisnehich CUD leaders claimed would
enhance individual rights and democratic practiceduding limiting the prime minister to
two terms, repealing the House of Federation’s peveé constitutional interpretation, and
changing the electoral system to proportional regméation. The CUD specifically promised
to amend Article 40 of the 1995 Constitution in@rdo allow for the privatization of rural
and urban lands and a mixed system of ownershgastoral areas. The CUD also proposed
amending Article 39, which provides for the rigtitpeoples, nations, and nationalities to
self-determination, including secession. CUD leadezpeatedly criticized ethnic-based
federalism throughout the campaign, claiming iegiens the unity of the Ethiopian state.
The coalition supports decentralization and rediogmiof ethnic diversity, but stated its
intention to change the regional administrativerfuaries drawn by the EPRDF in order to
conform with community preferences, historical @tfes, language and settlement patterns,
and geography.

The Number of Parties

At the time of the 2000 elections, 79 parties wegistered with the NEBE, and only
nine were national parties. In the months leadipghe 2005 elections, 76 political parties
were registered with the NEBE, and 18 of theseigmmvere national parties. While these
figures suggest some stability in the total numbkregistered parties between the two

” Prior to the CUD’s formation, these two parties had retonclusive merger negotiations.



election periods, they mask considerable changegalthe creation, dissolution, and merger
of parties over the past five years. About 27 parthave been removed from the NEBE
register and another 23 parties have been addeel tsia 2000 elections.

Some of these changes involved the reorganizattomerging of EPRDF-related
parties. In 2003, after the ethnic clashes in Gdimb¢he EPRDF-affiliated Gambella
People’s Democratic Front (GPDF) was disbandedrapthced by the Gambella People’s
Democratic Movement (GPDM), which is itself a ctah at the regional level made up of
the newly-established Anywaa People’s Democratiga@ization, Mezenger People’s
Democratic Organization, and Nuer People’s Demacfatganization. Also in 2003, the 20
ethnically-based parties which made up the Soutlighmopia People’s Democratic Front
(SEPDF), an EPRDF member, were formally merged mtsingle party, the Southern
Ethiopia People’s Democratic Movement (SEPDM).

Among the opposition parties, the All Amhara Petplérganization (AAPO) split
over whether to remain an ethnically-based par8002, leading one faction to rename itself
the All Ethiopian Unity Party (AEUP) and anothectian to establish a new party under the
AAPO namé® A series of mergers among another group of partiethe Ethiopian
Democratic Party, the Ethiopian Democratic Actioro, the Ethiopian Democratic Unity,
and the Ethiopian Medhin Democratic Party — evdhtuaroduced the United Ethiopia
Democratic Party-Medhin (UEDP-Medhin).

Among the 76 parties registered with the NEBE, 8Bpeted in the 2005 elections
for the House of People’s Representatives. Thieaggpto be an overall decline in the
number of competing parties when compared to thega®ies that participated in 2000.
However, the figure for the 2000 elections can éésed to 34 parties if members of the
Southern Ethiopia People’s Democratic Front (SEP&E)counted as a single party in 2000.
As Table 1 shows, there is significant variationoagnthe regions in terms of the number of
parties competing for seats in the House of Pesepresentatives. Their number increased
somewhat in most regions, including Addis Ababa, hana, Harari, and Oromia. The
increase was particularly significant in the regiaf Afar, Benshangul, and Tigray, where no
opposition parties competed in 2000.

Table 1: Parties Competing for House of People’s Reesentatives
Number of Parties

2000 2005
Addis Ababa 11 13
Afar 1 5
Amhara 5 6
Benshangul 1 2
Dire Dawa 4 3
Gambella 2 1
Harari 3 6
Oromia 8 10
Southern* 12 12
Tigray 1 3

*The EPRDF affiliates in Southern are counted amgle party in 2000.

Table 1 hints at the fact that most parties tendampete in only one region of the
country. In the 2005 elections, 23 of the 35 partiempeted in a single region. Seven parties

® The AAPO was founded in 1991 by Asrat Woldeyes tortefemhara interests in the ethnic-based political
system created by the EPRDF. Many of the leaderstimthe AEUP and UEDP-Medhin first became involved
in post-1991 politics through the AAPO.



competed in two regions; six of these seven pafided candidates in Addis Ababa plus
one other region. Only the EPRDF — through its memdnd affiliated parties — fielded

candidates in all regions of the country. Among dpgosition parties, the CUD managed to
contest parliamentary seats in nine regions; itradandidates in Gambella. The opposition
UEDF competed in six regions, but had none in ABamshangul, Gambella, and Dire Dawa.

The Number of Party Candidates

While the number of parties competing for the HoosBeople’'s Representatives has
increased only slightly between the 2000 and 208&tiens, the number of party-nominated
candidates more than doubled across the courtte/increase is mainly due to the improved
participation by opposition parties and the abildy the two opposition coalitions in
particular, UEDF and CUD, to field candidates inamg 84 percent of the country’s
constituencies. In contrast to the 2000 electionghich EPRDF candidates ran unopposed
in nearly half of the country’s constituencies erthwere no opposition party candidates in
Afar, Benshangul, or Tigray — the number of constiicies with unopposed EPRDF
candidates dropped to about 11 percent of all @oescies.

Table 2 below shows that the greatest increaseseas in Afar, where the number of
candidates more than tripled from eight in the 28[&gtions to 27 in 2005. Party candidates
also more than doubled in the three most populeg®ns — Oromia, Amhara, and Southern
Nations. In Amhara, for example, EPRDF candidadéegd an opposition party candidate in
fewer than 10 percent of the region’s constituentie the 2000 elections. The situation was
reversed in the 2005 elections: only about 5 peéroénhe region’s constituencies had an
unopposed EPRDF candidate.

Table 2: Party Candidates for House of People’s Repsentatives*

Number of Number of Party Candidates

Seats 2000 2005 % Change
Addis Ababa 23 80 145 81
Afar 8 8 27 238
Amhara 138 146 331 127
Benshangul 9 9 15 67
Dire Dawa 2 6 4 -33
Gambella 3 3 3 0
Harari 2 5 7 40
Oromia 178 218 490 125
Southern 123 184 398 116
Tigray 38 38 73 92
Total 524 697 1493 114

*Note: Data for the 23 seats for Somali regionroincluded.

The growth in the number of opposition party caatéd was not produced by any
dramatic legal or constitutional reforms. UEDF leesd had begun negotiating with the
EPRDF in November 2004 over conditions necessarpdtding free and fair elections, but
the EPRDF-controlled House of Peoples’ Represemmteventually adopted a watered-
down version of their proposals in an amended etettaw on 18 January 208%lthough

° UEDF leaders focused on proposals in three main af@as they argued for the establishment of an
independent election commission to replace the existing NEBEasing the number of members from seven
to 11 and limiting their tenure to five years. Second, preposed amending the existing electoral law by
removing the article requiring party candidates to produitst of 500 endorsement signatures in order to
register for the election. Opposition parties had longptamed that kebele officials used this list to intimedat



the opposition criticized the changes as beingffitsent, the amended electoral law did
repeal the provision requiring endorsement sigestfor party candidates. Opposition parties
had long complained that local officials used tlgnature list to harass their supporters, or
that they simply disqualified enough signaturesiéclare opposition candidates ineligible.
The amended electoral law also gave oppositiorigsattie right to call meetings and stage
demonstrations during an election period withouguesting the permission from local
authorities beforehand. Taken together, these dsaeffectively removed the power of local
authorities to control the opposition’s accessiHallot or to the publit’

The enhanced appeal of being an opposition pargidate may also be reflected in
changes seen in the number of independents comgpétin the House of People’s
Representatives, which decreased nationally byréepe from 2000 to 2005. Independents
represented 35 percent of all candidates for ttieréd parliament in the 2000 elections. This
share fell to 19 percent in the 2005 elections.l@&bshows that although the number of
independent candidates increased in eight of tgiome, this was more than offset by the
decrease in Oromia. In the 2000 elections, 49 perokall independent candidates in the
country were competing in Oromia constituenciesydner, in 2005, the region’s proportion
of independents fell to 27 percent of the natidotll.

Table 3: Independent Candidates for House of PeopleRepresentatives*
Number of Independent Candidates

2000 2005 % Change
Addis Ababa 81 92 14
Afar 2 1 -50
Amhara 49 75 53
Benshangul 9 26 189
Dire Dawa 10 11 10
Gambella 0 1
Harari 2 4 100
Oromia 185 97 -48
Southern 34 35 3
Tigray 4 11 175
Total 376 353 -6

*Note: Candidates for Somali region are not inctlitethese calculations.
The Election Results

The final election results, which are still conégsby the major opposition parties as
of this writing, gave Prime Minister Meles ZenawkE®RDF and its affiliates a total of 372
seats in the 547-member parliament, providing tlnéth more than enough seats to form a
government for the next five-year term. The foulRERF parties won 327 seats. Another 45
seats were contributed to the EPRDF majority bysits affiliates: ANDP 8, ANDO 1,
BGPDUF 8, GPDM 3, HNL 1, and SPDP 24.

Opposition forces won a combined 174 seats. Tisiglrés an impressive gain for the
opposition, which held 30 seats in the outgoindigaent. Of the opposition total, the CUD

or harass their supporters. Third, the UEDF proposed changiruptimtry’s electoral formula from a first-past-
the-post system to proportional representation, claimiagjitstly denied representation to large segments of
the population. CUD leaders refused to join the UEDReigotiating with the EPRDF over conditions for the
2005 elections.

1% The requirement of 1,000 endorsement signatures for indepecandidates was left unchanged. The
residency requirement for candidates was reduced from fitveotgears, and the residency requirement for
voters was reduced from two years to six months.



took 109 seats and the UEDF 52 seats. Eleven dgposeats were claimed by the Oromo
Federalist Democratic Movement (OFDM), one seath®y Sheko and Mezenger People’s
Democratic Democratic Unity Party (SMPDUOQO), and eeat by an independent candidate,
former President Negasso Gidada.

Table 4: Seats Won by Major Parties

EPRDF CuD UEDF Others
Addis Ababa 23
Afar 8
Ambhara 88 50
Benshangul 8 1
Dire Dawa 1 1
Gambella 3
Harari 2
Oromia* 109 16 41 11
Somali 23
Southern 92 18 12 1
Tigray 38
National 372 109 52 12

*Arsi Negele's seat goes unfilled due to the kiliof the UEDF parliamentarian-elect. A by-
election is scheduled.

The summary results shown in Table 4 clearly réftee patterns of ethno-regional
support for the major opposition parties. Each @élition has an obvious ethno-regional
base: Amhara and Addis Ababa together provided GtéD with 67 percent of its
parliamentary seats, while Oromia accounted fopé@ent of UEDF parliamentary seats. By
contrast, the opposition parties won only one ef 48 seats in the four outlying regions of
Afar, Benshangul, Gambella, and Somali.

The nature of party competition differs from ongiom to the next. Parliamentary
races in Amhara were essentially two-party contéstsveen the EPRDF and the CUD,
setting aside the participation of independent wmatds. Among Amhara’s 138
constituencies, the EPRDF and CUD went head-to-he@dl or 59 percent of constituencies.
And in the 52 constituencies in which the EPRDF @D were joined by the UEDF, the
UEDF candidate on average gained only 3.7 perdettieovote. All 50 opposition seats won
in Amhara were claimed by the CUD, which provideme evidence for assertions made by
Hailu Shawel's AEUP regarding the development alual network of supporters in that
region well ahead of the 2005 elections.

Parliamentary races in Oromia were not only coetesly a larger number of parties
than in Amhara, but opposition support in the ragatso appears to be more fragmented.
With 41 of 177 seats, the UEDF won 23 percent ofstituencies in this region, the largest
share among opposition parties. The CUD won 16sseate percent of all constituencies,
and the OFDM took another 11 seats, six percemtlofonstituencies. The OFDM, which
fielded parliamentary candidates in Addis Ababa @mdmia on a platform emphasizing a
defense of Oromo culture and language, became rilyeopposition party outside the two
main coalitions to gain a significant share of se@fithin Oromia, OFDM'’s base of support
was concentrated in party leader Bulcha Demeksaig:zsix of its 11 seats come from West
Wellega®!

It remains an open question why opposition parties repiirgehe Oromo remained divided in the period
leading up to the 2005 elections. While some segment ofribra@elite remain sympathetic to the Oromo
Liberation Front (OLF), no other Oromo party has yettt@aet the same kind of support across the region. The
most prominent, the Oromo National Congress (ONC), hagglrd to gain a following beyond its founder



The CUD and UEDF essentially split opposition supjo Southern Nations, partly
reflecting the ethnic bases of party leadershig TD took 18 seats, 15 percent of the 123
constituencies in the region. Ten of these seatedaom Gurage zone, home to the ethnic
kin of Berhanu Nega, the chairman of the CUD etecttampaign. The CUD gained four
seats in Gamo Gofa, two in Welayita, and one eadhddeo and Awasa. The UEDF won in
12 constituencies or about 10 percent of all s&ssen of these victories came from Hadiya
zone, which the region of Beyene Petros, the UE§puty chairman. The UEDF’s five other
seats came from Kembata Tembaro zone.

A CONSTITUENCY -L EVEL ANALYSIS
Data and Methods

Are ethnicity and region enough to explain pateai opposition support across
Ethiopian constituencies? What other factors a#f@édhe share of votes received by the
major parties? | attempt to provide answers todlpgestions by estimating linear regression
models of party support at the constituency leiake a unique dataset which includes data
for a sample of 323 out of Ethiopia’s 547 parliataey constituencies. The data are based on
publicly available information from the Nationale€loral Board of Ethiopia, the Central
Statistical Authority, the Central Agricultural Cars Commission, and the Disaster
Prevention and Preparedness Commission (Federab®atit Republic of Ethiopia 2004;
2003; 1998Y?

The dependent variable is the percentage of tie nexeived by each of the major
parties at the constituency leV&IConstituencies are divided into two groups andyaed
independently. The first group of 155 constitues@ee those in which the EPRDF and CUD
were the only major contestants. The second gréuB® constituencies were contested by
all three coalitions — the EPRDF, CUD, and UEDFcHeparty’s vote share is then estimated
separately in order to allow for the possibilitatitertain variables may have different effects
on the individual parties.

The explanatory variables used in this analysiscaged at the constituency level.
The socio-demographic variables are the constigisrregion, ethnic fractionalization as a
measure of local diversity, the percentage of Musliand the percentage of the urban
population. | also add an interactive variabledatool for the possibility that party support is
partially determined by the overlay of Muslim antb@o identities. The economic variables
are the percentage of population living below thevgoty line, the percentage of the
population receiving food aid, the average amountedilizer used per hectare by local
farmers, and whether the locality is a khat or @®fproducer. Other variables include voter
turnout and the average number of voters per pmplbtation. Tables 5 and 6 report
descriptive statistics for the two samples.

As Table 5 shows for the sample of two-party castestween the EPRDF and CUD,
26 percent of the constituencies are located inmta@nd another 17 percent are located in

Merera Gudina’s West Shoa zone. And since the 2000 eledtien®NC has been more active in working with
parties outside Oromia than in building links with other Orqradies.

12 Election results are available at the NEBE websiti://www.electionsethiopia.org.

13 Vote shares for the major parties are obtained after stingamnulled votes and votes for independent and
minor party candidates from the total vote count in eadltéaency. Independent and minor party candidates
generally represented a small fraction of the total Vaitendependent candidates combined, on average,
received about two percent of the total vote in constitesn&imilarly, minor party candidates received, on
average, a combined four percent of the total vote in coastites.



Southern Nations. Muslims represent, on averag€92percent of a constituency’s total
population; this figure ranges from zero percentsome constituencies to nearly 98.68
percent in others. The urban population in a ctresticy is about 11.95 percent on average.
The percentage of individuals living below the pydine is 42.93 percent on average. Food
aid recipients account, on average, for 9.59 peroéra constituency’s total population.
Among all constituencies in this sample, 21 percam khat producers and another 33
percent are coffee producers. Farmers use an averq@.77 quintals per hectare; this
number ranges from zero to 2.04 quintals per hecdoter turnout in these constituencies
was 83.46 percent on average. The average numbestefs per polling station in these
constituencies was 868, ranging from 178 to 127%8rgo

Table 5. Descriptive Statistics for EPRDF-CUD Contsts (N=155)

Variables Mean SD Min Max
Constituency located in Oromia 0.26

Constituency located in Southern Nations 0.17

Ethnic Fractionalization 0.20 0.21 0 0.80
Muslim Population (% total) 28.99 34.00 0 98.68
Urban Population (% total) 11.95 18.00 0 100.00
Population Below Poverty Line (% total) 42.93 8.07 31.38 65.28
Population Receiving Food Aid (% total) 9.59 14.36 0 100.00
Fertilizer Use (quintals/hectare) 0.77 0.48 0 2.04
Khat-producing Constituency 0.21

Coffee-producing Constituency 0.33

Voter Turnout (% registered voters) 83.46 8.04 55 99
Registered Voters per Polling Station 867.58 205.16 178.16 1273.92

Table 6 shows that the sample used in the anabys<PRDF-CUD-UEDF contests differs

somewhat from the EPRDF-CUD contests: more comstdies are located in Southern
Nations, the average Muslim population smaller, #m average urban population larger.
The average percentage of food aid recipientsugeraas is the average use fertilizer by
farmers. There are proportionally fewer khat-pradgcconstituencies but more coffee-
producing constituencies. Voter turnout is alsghgly lower in these three-party races, and
the average number of voters per polling statiogela
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Table 6. Descriptive Statistics for EPRDF-CUD-UEDRContests (N=168)

Variables Mean SD Min Max
Constituency located in Oromia 0.22

Constituency located in Southern Nations 0.37

Ethnic Fractionalization 0.27 0.25 0 0.82
Muslim Population (% total) 20.48 31.54 0.42 98.39
Urban Population (% total) 23.79 33.16 0 100.00
Population Below Poverty Line (% total) 44.69 11.14 14.9 65.77
Population Receiving Food Aid (% total) 6.48 9.74 0 53.88
Fertilizer Use (quintals/hectare) 0.55 0.49 0 1.85
Khat-producing Constituency 0.14

Coffee-producing Constituency 0.40

Voter Turnout (% registered voters) 79.68 9.87 48 99
Registered Voters per Polling Station 941.48 277.70 78.48 2938.05

Before moving on to a discussion of the linear esgion models, three caveats are in
order. First, the explanatory power of this analyisi limited by the very fact that these
multiparty elections were Ethiopia’s first. Compale studies of elections in developed
countries attain much of their explanatory powercowtrolling for a party’s vote share in
previous elections; that is, Democrats will tenddm well in constituencies where they
already performed well in the past. Second, dudata limitations, the variables used here
help to explain how conditions in Ethiopian consditcies at a fixed moment in time may
affect party support. They show, for example, hartysupport changes as the percentage of
people living under the poverty line varies acrossstituencies. They cannot show how
party support is affected by economic changes wihtonstituency over the past five years.

The third caveat involves the reasonable doubt emiieg the validity of the final
election results issued by the NEBE. The princgalirce of controversy stems from the
manner in which the complaints investigation precesas handled by the NEBE.
Complaints were filed in 299 of 523 constituencidmst is, 57 percent of all constituencies
contested in the May elections. The manner in whieh NEBE handled the investigation

4 Another source of uncertainty is due to the high pergentéinvalid votes. Nationally, approximately 14
percent of all votes cast were annulled by electioniaficmeaning they were not allocated to any candidate
for various reasons — e.g., a voter's mark did not lgléadicate which candidate she supported. Ethiopia’s
percentage of invalid votes ranks it among the worst padis in Africa. Data from 42 parliamentary elections
held since 1990 indicate that the average level for invalielsvacross Africa is 3.6 percent. The significance of
these invalid votes is linked to their potential impacthendistribution of parliamentary seats among the
parties. Of the 523 seats distributed through the May 2@@fi@hs, the number of invalid votes was greater
than the number of votes separating the first and secawd-phndidates in 93 constituencies. The EPRDF
claimed 57 of the 93 seats. The rest were divided grtftnmain opposition parties: CUD 22 seats, UEDF 11
seats, and OFDM 3 seats.
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process remains was critigued by the oppositiotiggaand foreign observers, especially
since 18 seats won by the opposition in the fiestteon were awarded to the EPRDF through
re-run elections held entirely or partially in 3dnstituencies. Nevertheless, the Carter Center
observation mission concluded that the “majoritytloé constituency results based on the
May 15 polling and tabulation are credible andeeflcompetitive conditions” (The Carter
Center 2005).

Analysis of EPRDF-CUD Contests

| begin the analysis of two-party contests betwierEPRDF and CUD by estimating
how the socio-demographic and economic variabliestthe CUD’s vote share. As shown
in Table 7, | build up to a complete model by pesgively adding variables and then
removing those which are shown to be statistica$ygnificant. The results discussed here
are based on the coefficient estimates from coldnthe complete model.

The results in Table 7 indicate that, as is corigeatly assumed, support for the
CUD was strongly affected by ethno-regional idésdit Constituencies in Southern Nations
voted for the CUD at lower rates than the reshefd¢ountry. The same is true of Oromia, but
not as a whole. It was in mostly Muslim constituescof Oromia that the CUD fared
especially poorly. For example, a CUD candidatenimigy against an EPRDF candidate in
Oromia could expect to lose 3.1 percent of the wath a 10 percent increase in the local
Muslim population, holding all other variables ctarg. It would seem that efforts by the
EPRDF and other opposition parties to depict thddGld an Orthodox, Amhara party did
resonate with Muslim voters in Oromia.

Less understood is the degree to which economi@hias shaped CUD support.
With the exception of the indicator variable forffee-growing constituencies, all economic
variables in Table 7 are statistically significaad they substantially improve the model’s
explanatory power. What is more, these economi@bbes help to tease out the complex
relationship between the government and Ethiopoanesy under persistent economic crisis.
On the one hand, a 10 percent increase in the nubilpeople living below the poverty line
in a constituency is associated with a 5.9 percemease in support for the CUD, holding all
other variables constant. It would seem that fochswoters, the 2005 election was a
referendum on the EPRDF’s economic record. Buherother hand, a 10 percent increase in
the number of people receiving food aid in a causticy is associated with a 4.9 percent
decrease in support for the CUD, ceteris paribtisogians who depend on the state for their
basic food requirements are evidently voting fa thling party, but the motivation is not
clear: they may do so out of their own belief thalty the EPRDF can ensure the continuation
of such assistance, or local officials may havegested that aid would be withdrawn unless
they vote for the EPRDF.

The rural-urban split is typically thought to digguish the EPRDF and CUD’s
respective bases of support. The CUD sweep of Adtaba, in particular, dramatized the
extent of urban support enjoyed by the CUD, and thireflected in the linear regression
model. Historically, the extension of the Ethiopiatate has also meant that most urban
centers in the country, even in the southern halthe country, will have a significant
concentration of ethnic Amharas, which tend to fabhe CUD. However, | also find greater
variation among rural constituencies in their wijness to vote for the opposition.
Constituencies with higher average levels of fedil tend to favor the CUD over the
EPRDF. This finding contradicts claims repeatedigeated by opposition leaders regarding
the ability of local officials to threaten votersthvthe withdrawal of fertilizer or the recall of
loans for past fertilizer purchases. Farmers witihér levels of fertilizer dependence would
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be expected to vote for the EPRDF at higher rdtesah threats were being made and were
credible, but the results here point in the oppoditection. Similarly, khat cultivators are
opting for the CUD over the EPRDF. Khat is a lue@tcash crop which has grown in
popularity in recent years, but for these very oeasthe crop has been increasingly taxed by
the government. The preference of khat cultivatorshe CUD may be a response to these
actions.

Higher levels of voter turnout favor the EPRDF. A percent increase in a
constituency’s voter turnout is associated withZapercent decrease in the CUD vote share,
holding all else equal. It is not apparent whethes relationship indicates the use of coercive
measures by local officials in getting out the yvaie some opposition members claim, or
whether it simply reflects the mobilization of seme EPRDF supporters who feared their
party would be voted out of office.
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Table 7. Estimated Coefficients of Linear RegressioModels of CUD Vote Share

Variables 1 2 3 4
Constituency located in Oromia 8.76
(6.47)
Constituency located in Southern Nations -3.62 -10.87** -16.62** -15.85%**
(4.33) (5.25) (5.25) (4.80)
Ethnic Fractionalization 20.84***  -11.07 -8.27
(7.81) (8.86) (8.78)
Muslim Population (% total) -0.00
(0.07)
Muslim Population (% total) in Oromia -0.50%** -0.39%** -0.30*** -0.31%**
(0.11) (0.06) (0.06) (0.06)
Urban Population (% total) 0.47*** 0.49%** 0.45%**
(0.10) (0.09) (0.08)
Population Below Poverty Line (% total) 0.58*** 0.54x** 0.59%**
(0.20) (0.19) (0.18)
Population Receiving Food Aid (% total) -0.56*** -0.49%** -0.49%**
(0.11) (0.11) (0.09)
Fertilizer Use (quintals/hectare) 7.53** 7.29** 8.59***
(3.17) (3.14) (3.03)
Khat-producing Constituency 12.48* 11.13* 9.90**
(5.06) (4.89) (4.61)
Coffee-producing Constituency -0.08 0.31
(3.32) (3.20)
Voter Turnout (% registered voters) -0.85%*** -0.72%**
(0.22) (0.20)
Registered Voters per Polling Station -0.01*
(0.01)
Intercept 42.86**  17.44* 100.18***  73.86***
(2.55) (9.34) (24.76) (17.84)
R? 31 49 54 53

Note: N=155. Standard errors are in parentheses. Sigriidavels: * p<.10, ** p<.05, *** p<.01.



The results reported in Table 7 indicate that,fenwhole, CUD support in two-party
races is the product of both ethno-regional ancheauc factors. The simulated scenarios in
Table 8 illustrate how changes in these variab#es iofluence the CUD’s vote share in a
constituency? Consider a hypothetical constituency in Oromieegion in which neither the
CUD or EPRDF is thought to have an advantage, waithvariables set to the regional
average: Muslims represent 42.7 percent of the lptipn, 13.6 percent of the population is
urban, 39.4 percent of the population lives belbe poverty line, and 5.69 percent of the
local population receives food aid. This is nothatkproducing constituency. Farmers use
nearly a quintal of fertilizer per hectare. Votertout is 88.1 percent. Under such conditions,
the CUD could expect to win, on average, about p&réent of the vote in that constituency.

Now consider the changes made to some of the kegblas, as shown in Table 8,
while holding all other variables at their meanues. If this hypothetical constituency’s
Muslim population is lowered to the regional minimwf zero percent, then the CUD vote
share rises to 45.18 percent; if the Muslim popaitais increased to the regional maximum
of 97.34 percent, the CUD vote share plummets té6lpercent. In a constituency where
khat is not extensively cultivated as a cash ctiop,CUD vote share is expected to be about
31.71 percent. If khat were to be cultivated irs tbonstituency, the CUD would then win
41.6 percent of the vote.

Table 8. Simulated CUD Vote Shares for an Average
Constituency in Oromia

Party Vote (%)

CuUD

Muslim Population (% total)

Minimum (0.0) 45.18

Maximum (97.34) 14.56
Urban Population (% total)

Minimum (0.0) 25.68

Maximum (100.0) 70.97
Population Below Poverty Line (% total)

Minimum (31.38) 27.04

Maximum (65.28) 46.87
Fertilizer Use (quintals/hectare)

Minimum (0.0) 23.82

Maximum (2.04) 41.60
Khat-producing Constituency

Non-producer 31.71

Producer 41.60

!5 The simulated values were generated with CLARIFYgfengre used to draw 1,000 values for each
parameter and provide confidence intervals for point estar{aemz, Wittenberg, and King 2001).
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Analysis of EPRDF-CUD-UEDF Contests

| now turn to examining constituencies which wemntested by all three major
parties — the EPRDF, CUD, and UEDF. The variabtesiun the previous analysis are again
used here. An indicator variable for constituendtested in Oromia is also added. Unlike
the two-party races between the EPRDF and CUDeets that the Oromo ethno-regional
identity does come into play when the UEDF joins garliamentary race in a constituency.
More generally, as shown in Table 8, a variable bave very different effects on voter
support for the individual parties, even when cdeshng only the two opposition coalitions.

As in the earlier analysis, the ethno-regional alsles account for much of the
variation in party support. Among constituencieshwhree-party contests, those located in
Oromia and Southern Nations voted for the CUD wafelorates than the rest of the country.
The opposite is true for the UEDF. The impact oe tBPRDF is mixed: Oromia
constituencies voted for the ruling party at lowages, but constituencies in Southern Nations
did so at higher rates. Again, the CUD is partidylg@enalized in Muslim constituencies in
Oromia, though the UEDF suffers no such effect.ddwytrast, the EPRDF gets a bonus in
Muslim areas of Oromia. This may partly be dueh® social profile of the leaders in the
Oromo People’s Democratic Organization (OPDO), lteal EPRDF party. Many of the
EPRDF’s high-profile Oromo members come from trggae’'s Muslim areas.

Not all opposition parties do well in urban aréathile CUD support increases along
with levels of urbanization, the UEDF enjoys no fsuelationship. The EPRDF loses
approximately four percent of the vote with a 1@cpet increase in the urban population, all
else equal.

Regarding the impact of economic variables, thetnmsresting pattern shown in
Table 8 is that they have opposite implicationsGD and UEDF voter support. The CUD
continues to gain in areas where a relatively lapgyeportion of the population lives under
the poverty line. The UEDF, by contrast, loses alfour percent of the vote with each 10
percent increase in the proportion of the popufatising below the poverty line. And the
same relationship holds true for the EPRDF. Thigyests that Ethiopian voters may not only
be treating the election as a referendum on theDEPReconomic record, but that they may
also be able to distinguish between the econonugrams offered by the opposition parties.
In party debates broadcast on television and ralliong the election campaign, CUD
representatives drew sharp distinctions betweein ¢tven economic proposals and those of
the EPRDF, while UEDF leaders seemed to be clastdret EPRDF in their approach to the
land tenure and economic development.

Higher levels of food aid dependence favor the EPRDthree-way contests. This
time, however, it is the UEDF that pays the biggdsttoral cost. A 10 percent increase in
the number of people receiving food aid is assediatith a three percent decrease in the
UEDF vote share. The impact of this variable on @&D appears to be statistically
insignificant in three-way races.

Conversely, it is now the UEDF that appears to glatnsupport of khat cultivators at
the expense of the EPRDF, which loses nearly 16ep¢iof the vote in such constituencies,
holding other variables constant. The effect onGhi is statistically indistinguishable from
zero. Why would khat cultivators, who seem to beststently voting against the EPRDF in
both two-party and three-party contests, shiftrtheies from the CUD to the UEDF? The
bulk of khat production takes place in Oromia, amdwo-way races, khat cultivators may
simply have been giving their vote to the CUD intpst. But they may prefer to go with the
“local” party when a UEDF candidate is an option.
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Table 9. Estimated Coefficients of Linear Regressio Models of EPRDF-CUD-UEDF
Vote Shares

Variables CuUD UEDF EPRDF

Constituency located in Oromia -24.11%* 42 40%*  -18.29***
(4.28) (4.73) (4.82)

Constituency located in Southern Nations ~ -32.22**  19.85**  12.37***
(3.66) (4.06) (4.14)

Muslim Population (% total) in Oromia -0.20** -0.04 0.24%**
(0.08) (0.09) (0.09)
Urban Population (% total) 0.48*** -0.04 -0.44%**
(0.05) (0.05) (0.05)
Population Below Poverty Line (% total) 0.77*** -0.41** -0.37**
(0.15) (0.17) (0.17)
Population Receiving Food Aid (% total) 0.05 -0.33** 0.28*
(0.15) (0.17) (0.17)
Khat-producing Constituency 2.28 7.69* -9.97**
(3.91) (4.32) (4.41)
Voter Turnout (% registered voters) -0.03 -0.56*** 0.59%**
(0.15) (0.16) (0.16)
Intercept 11.05 67.12%*  21.83

(13.74)  (15.20)  (15.50)

R? .69 50 45

Note: N=168. Standard errors are in parentheses. Signde levels: * p<.10, ** p<.05,
*k%k
p<.01.

The effects of these variables are best illustraéitedugh simulated scenarios. This
time | focus on a hypothetical constituency in $euh Nations, where the EPRDF was
generally much stronger than either the CUD or UEDIth all relevant variables set to the
regional average: 8.5 percent of the populatiourlisgn, 51.5 percent of the population lives
below the poverty line, and 8.67 percent of thel@opulation receives food aid. This is not
a khat-producing constituency. Voter turnout is27percent. Under these conditions, the
CUD could expect to win, on average, about 21.0&qre of the vote, the UEDF 19.83
percent, and the EPRDF 59.47 percent.

Table 10 shows how the party vote shares wouldgavith different values on the
key explanatory variables. By increasing the urbaopulation in the hypothetical
constituency sketched above to the regional maxirofi80.8 percent, the EPRDF vote share
falls below 50 percent, much of which is transfdrte the CUD. The UEDF experiences a
negligible drop in its vote share. If the numberpefople living below the poverty line is
raised to the regional maximum of 65.8 percent,niegain in votes goes to the CUD at the
expense of both other parties, though the EPROFnséinages to hold onto its majority.
When the percentage of people receiving food aiddseased to the regional maximum of
48.2 percent, the EPRDF expands its winning margost of which it takes from the UEDF.
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Table 10. Simulated Party Vote Shares for an AveragConstituency
in Southern Nations

Party Vote (%)

CuUD UEDF EPRDF

Urban Population (% total)

Minimum (0.0) 17.03 19.93 63.08

Maximum (30.8) 31.75 18.74 49.68
Population Below Poverty Line (% total)

Minimum (34.6) 3.96 26.99 69.41

Maximum (65.8) 27.95 14.30 57.93
Population Receiving Food Aid (% total)

Minimum (0.0) 20.66 22.45 56.83

Maximum (48.2) 23.13 6.57 70.81
Khat-producing Constituency

Non-producer 21.09 19.83 59.47

Producer 19.20 27.89 53.26

CONCLUSION

The May 2005 elections mark a significant evolution Ethiopia’s political
development. The EPRDF-led government made smalintportant changes to the electoral
law which enabled opposition parties to field marendidates than they might have
otherwise. And not only were opposition partiesiaesly participating in the electoral
process for the first time, but they also achieaatégree of cohesion through their coalition-
building efforts that made them a viable choicerf@ny voters, as indicated by the election
results. In a country with no history of democratmmpetition or peaceful alternation in
power, it is no small feat that nearly a third ohstituencies, if election results are accepted
as they are, opted for the opposition over the EPRD

This article has sought to underscore that ethgmnal factors alone cannot fully
account for the variation in party support acrofisidpia’s constituencies. Without survey
data on voters, it cannot be known at this poinétivar individuals were casting votes based
on policy alternatives represented by the partieseeking to punish the incumbent party for
its economic record. Nevertheless, the resultsepted in this article indicate that opposition
support in Ethiopia is not merely an ethnic or arpaenomenon. Economic and other socio-
demographic factors played a part in determinimypzhoice at the constituency level.

The finding that economic differences across ctestcies influenced patterns of
party support provides new insights into the pdditof post-Derg Ethiopia. Rather than
assuming opposition support solely depends on uaipdrethnic bases, students of Ethiopian
politics — as well as the parties themselves — mast turn to understanding how economic
change is affecting the traditional composition paflitical coalitions. What should be
particularly interesting in the Ethiopian contex this paper’s finding that economic
cleavages within the rural electorate — definece ey the type of cash crop grown or the
level of dependence on chemical fertilizers — eixhdifferent patterns of party support and
could be further exploited in the future.

18



References

Adejumobi, Said. 2000. Elections in Africa: A FagliShadow of Democracy?ternational
Political Science Review 21 (1):59-73.

Bratton, Michael, and Daniel N. Posner. 1999. Asfirook at Second Elections in Africa,
with lllustrations from Zambia. I&ate, Conflict, and Democracy in Africa, edited by
R. Joseph. Boulder: Lynne Rienner.

Crook, Richard C. 1997. Winning Coalitions and Etfitegional Politics: The Failure of the
Opposition in the 1990 and 1995 Elections in Cokeotdte. African Affairs 96:215-
242.

Diamond, Larry, and Marc Plattner, eds. 19B@mocratization in Africa. Baltimore: The
Johns Hopkins University Press.

Federal Democratic Republic of Ethiopia. 1998e 1994 Population and Housing Census of
Ethiopia. Addis Ababa: Office of Population and Housing e Commission.

Federal Democratic Republic of Ethiopia. 208#iopia Agricultural Sample Enumeration,
2001/02. Addis Ababa: Central Agricultural Census Comnassi

Federal Democratic Republic of Ethiopia. 2004. Afézl Population and Food Aid
Requirement in 2004 By Woreda. Addis Ababa: DigasRrevention and
Preparedness Commission.

Joseph, Richard. 1997. Democratization in Africeeral989: Comparative and Theoretical
PerspectivesComparative Politics 29 (3):363-382.

Makumbe, John. 2002. Zimbabwe's Hijacked Electioarnal of Democracy 13 (4):87-101.

Pausewang, Siegfried, Kjetil Tronvoll, and Lovidalen, eds. 2002Ethiopia Snce the
Derg: A Decade of Democratic Pretension and Performance. London: Zed Books.

Takougang, Joseph. 2003. The 2002 Legislative iglech CameroonJournal of Modern
African Sudies 41 (3):421-435.

The Carter Center. 2005. Final Statement on Thée€&enter Observation of the Ethiopia
2005 National Elections. Atlanta, GA.

Tomz, Michael, Jason Wittenberg, and Gary King. ROCLARIFY: Software for
Interpreting and Presenting Statistical Resultsn@adge, MA: Harvard University.
http://gking.harvard.edu

Transitional Government of Ethiopia. 1991. TrawsitiCharter, Proclamation No. 1. Addis
Ababa, Ethiopia.

van de Walle, Nicolas. 2003. Presidentialism angr@lism in Africa's Emerging Party
SystemsJournal of Modern African Studies 41 (2):297-321.

19



