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Abstract: Building on insights about increasingly secular politics and the continued political influence of religion on elections (Broughton and Napel, 2000), this paper addresses commitment problems nominally secular parties with religious constituencies face in legislatures.  We suggest two alternative ways constituency religion contributes to party commitment problems.  The first is degree of religiosity or fundamentalism as discussed by Almond et al. (2003).  The second, taking a cue from the conflict literature, is of difference in kind between religious creeds and denominations.  To test our propositions we merge data about minority access to legislative coalitions in democracies worldwide with original data on fundamentalism of majorities and minorities and data on majority-minority combinations of creed and denomination.

INTRODUCTION
What is the role of religion in determining legislative access in democracies worldwide?  Do politicians representing more secular constituencies eschew or appeal strategically to politicians representing more religious constituencies?  Do politicians representing religious constituencies in legislatures seek conflict or cooperation across religious affiliations and with more secular political actors?  These are only a few of the questions pertaining to the role of religion in politics that remain to be answered because "[a]part from economics and geography, it is hard to find a social science that has given less attention to religion than political science."  (Wald and Wilcox, 2006: 523).  

Wald and Wilcox (2006) explain that the absence of religion is particularly notable in empirical analysis though the subject has experienced some upsurge in interest since the 1980s.
  At the same time the importance of religion in daily politics worldwide is exemplified through incidents such as the controversial election of the Justice and Development Party to lead the Turkish government in 2002.  Similarly, recent uproar in the United States over Republican National Committee Chairman Michael Steele’s characterization of abortion as “individual choice” and saying that gay-marriage decisions should rest with the states demonstrates the importance of religion to the constituency of a purportedly secular party. 

By and large the electoral literature supports the notion that while industrialized and post-industrialized countries may have undergone considerable political secularization, religion is still a very important determinant of people’s electoral behavior (Broughton and Napel 2000; Norris and Inglehart, 2004).  Importantly, as pointed out by Wittenberg (2006), this effect does not necessarily occur through religious parties but may be expressed as consistent support for secular parties that are aligned with the religious establishment.  Indeed, the lack of empirical investigation into legislative behavior of politicians representing religious constituencies is possibly in part caused by the apparent decline in religious parties in recent years.  At the same time, constituency behavior still demonstrates the effect of religion indirectly in electoral politics (Broughton and Napel, 2000).

Beginning to address this void in the literature this paper asks what the effect is of constituency religion on overtly non-religious parties’ legislative politics.  Along the lines of Kalyvas (2000) who posited that religious parties face a commitment problem in their legislative cooperation with secular parties, we ask whether parties representing religious constituencies, albeit through nominally secular parties, face difficulties in securing collaboration with parties that represent more secular constituencies.  Alternatively, drawing on the literature about religious conflict in politics more generally, we ask if the substance of religion is more important than degree of constituency religiosity in securing legislative cooperation.   

We argue that for commitment to cooperation in democratic legislatures practice matters more than doctrine.  Thus, we posit that groups that contain or foster religious elements, which aim to make their particular worldview predominate (Almond et. al. 2003), are less likely to successfully engage in democratic bargaining with other political forces.  We juxtapose this notion, that practice determines the commitment problem, with the ideas from the transnational conflict literature that differences in religious worldview are one source of political conflict (Huntington, 1996; Seul, 1999; Stark, 2001; Fox, 2000, 2002; Juergensmeyer, 2003).
  Alternatively, we consider the intra-state conflict literature stance that the content of religion is not the root cause of political conflict (Henderson and Singer, 2000; Chiozza, 2002; Russett et al., 2000; Petito and Hatzopolous, 2003; Varshney 2002; Wilkinson 2002).

We test the implications of our theory on religious minority access to legislative coalitions across democracies worldwide since 1945.  In sum, our empirical results indicate that for access to executive coalitions minority constituencies whose religion includes a fundamentalist faction address their commitment problems by seeking representation through non-minority parties and are, indeed, advantaged in representation through non-minority parties when compared to non-fundamentalist minorities.  Whether this strategy is necessary remains open for debate, however, because we also find that fundamentalist, minorities are not at a disadvantage in terms of access to governing coalitions through minority parties.   Interestingly, our results also show that majority parties whose constituency religions include fundamentalist elements are less likely to invite any minorities (religious and secular) to join their executive coalitions.  Finally, we find that minorities, whose religious creed differs from the majority, have an advantage for gaining access through minority parties but are at a disadvantage with respect to access through non-minority parties.  Broadly speaking, therefore, in legislative politics in democracies it appears that fundamentalist minority’s theorized commitment problem is ameliorated with access through non-minority parties.  In contrast, fundamentalist majority unwillingness to commit to legislative cooperation with any minority is a source of minority exclusion.  Furthermore, our results suggest that rather than downplay their religious identity, minorities should embrace it politically when it differs from the majority because the identity difference may make the minority strategically more compatible with the majority.  We conclude by suggesting that while this paper singles out coalition politics, other interesting implications of the theory concern the role of religion in politics more generally. 

THEORY

The electoral literature suggests that throughout the development of democracies religion has been instrumental in politics and religious public-policy agendas are promoted through party politics (Safran, 2003).  According to Kalyvas (1996) the politicization of religion initially “[integrated] the newly enfranchised masses and turned [the Church] from opponents into supporters of parliamentary democracy” (p. 25).  More recently, Norris and Inglehart (2004) argue that while industrialized and post-industrialized countries may have undergone considerable political secularization, religion is still a very important determinant of people’s voting behavior in the rest of the world.  Furthermore, Norris and Inglehart (2004), Norris (2004) and Birnir (2007) show that religion is a significant stabilizer of vote behavior in maturing democracies.  Importantly, as pointed out by Wittenberg (2006), this effect does not necessarily occur through religious parties but may be expressed as consistent support for secular parties that are aligned with the religious establishment.  This overall view is substantiated by Broughton and Napel, who in summarizing the effect of religion from a number of case studies of European electoral behavior, point out that in empirical analysis of European electorates “religious effects on voting, even if weakening over time and affecting fewer people that in the past, remain apparent after various statistical controls for other variables have been carried out.”(2000:203).  Moreover, Broughton and Napel highlight the fact that in Germany and France, for example, differences in political preference depend to some degree on the extent to which a voter is “integrated into their church” rather than on the “purely denominational division between Protestants and Catholics” (2000:203).

While the above literature examines the effect of religion on development of democratic political systems over time and general voter behavior in elections, very little is written specifically about the effect of religion on access to the government.  This is a serious omission because as pointed out by Cox
 (1997: 227) voters who, through representation in the legislature but out of government, “have their views advocated but never acted upon may not feel very well represented.”  Enactment occurs in government following political bargaining that determines who gets access to the government.  Presumably, therefore, enactment requires that the party have access to government or be able to leverage other attributes such as legislative size into influence over the government.  In or aligned with the government, groups can bargain over policy proposed by their coalition partners and get some of their own policy objectives passed.
  Consequently, it is fair to assume that in democracies politically organized constituencies generally aim to access the executive. Furthermore, grievances, including grievances centering on religion, are presumably addressed in governing coalitions.  


Absent the focus on religion, we do know quite a bit about the general workings of coalition formation in the legislature.  For example, we know that when a coalition forms in a decision-making body, the winning coalition will tend to be as small as possible (Riker, 1962; Dodd, 1976). Riker assumes that parties are “pure office seekers” and do not care about the policy content of their coalition partners.  Setting policy aside, the most appropriate alliance party for the coalition-building party, in terms of size, for a minimum coalition is, therefore, just as likely to be a party that represents minority religious objectives as any other party.
  Furthermore, according to Kalyvas (1996) and Norris and Inglehart (2004) religious constituencies are particularly stable and easily mobilized.  Therefore, we conjecture that if a politician’s strategic objective is to attract new constituencies (for public support of legislation or even votes in future elections) through a demonstration of compatibility in legislative coalition, the stable nature of religious constituency should make minorities of any religion attractive coalition partners.  Assuming the cooperation between the political leaders of the minority and the majority party works well, the politician of the majority party who offers a minority party access to the coalition likely ingratiates herself to a stable and easily mobilized constituency.

The question then becomes when might the religious disposition of the constituency create a commitment problem for a minority party in the legislature?  Religious party programs are inherently transformative when compared to more secular incumbents who, as pointed out by Kalyvas (2000), seek to protect their own material interests and future access to power.  Furthermore, access to the government by religious parties presupposes incumbents’ acquiescence.  Therefore, “rational [religious] challengers will have an incentive to signal that, once in power, they will behave moderately…[whereas] rational [secular] incumbents will distrust such signals and view the challengers as a Trojan horse.” (2000: 380). To be clear, Kalyvas focuses on transitional democracies and the likelihood that transfers of power occur peacefully.  In contrast, this paper examines the probability that parties representing religious constituencies in all democracies are included in governing coalitions.  Despite the differences in setting, we argue that the same logic applies.  Parties representing religious constituencies and attempting to access coalitions in legislatures likely need to convince their more secular partners that their agenda is moderate and not transformative.

Furthermore, we suggest that parties do not have to be overtly religious to face the legislative commitment problems posed by Kalyvas.  Indeed, “religious parties (like Communist and Fascist parties) have rarely won mandates.”(Kalyvas, 2000:380).  Instead, we propose that constituency religious preferences influence the level of commitment problems a party representing that constituency faces in legislative collaboration.  The reason, we argue, is that a minority party is likely strongly associated with the predominant religious view espoused by the minority group even if the minority party itself does not publicly advocate that particular view.  It is possible that some minority parties successfully distance themselves from the religious base of their adherents but we believe that it is more common that the majorities’ view of minorities does not distinguish the minority party position from the overall religious position of the group it represents.  Consequently, the majority likely attributes (rightly or wrongly) certain religious views to the minority party when time comes to choose collaborators in the legislature.   

Thus, we propose that for purposes of legislative collaboration minority party credibility is undermined by the constituency “reputation for ‘pious passions, strong beliefs, and inflexible values” (Kalyvas, 2000:380.)  We supplement this generalizable mechanism for how religion contributes to commitment problems in legislative collaboration with insights from Almond et al.’s book (2003) Strong Religion, based on the “Fundamentalism Project.” The Fundamentalist Project is a 5-volume study including case studies of world religious fundamentalism by various country experts, carried out in the 1990s and directed by Scott Appleby and Martin Marty. In the project and the subsequent book, Almond et al. define fundamentalism as a “discernible pattern of religious militancy by which self-styled ‘true believers’ attempt to arrest the erosion of religious identity, fortify the borders of the religious community, and create viable alternatives to secular institutions and behaviors” (Almond et al., 2003: 17).  According to the scholars participating in the project, in democracies “fundamentalist strategy is ... designed first in order to create a ‘defensive perimeter’ and later as a mode of enlarging the hold over civil society, with the hope of achieving hegemony there.”  They argue that the fundamentalist group enters politics mostly for defensive reasons – at the local or state rather than national level, and when the possibility arises of becoming a power broker within a governing political party.  With respect to political and other conflicts, Almond et al. suggest that the source of political conflict is first the fundamentalist minority’s fight for survival and second the secular majority fear of loss of hegemony.
The implication of this argument for democratic politics is quite significant.  Most importantly, parties representing particular religious constituencies are not more or less likely to eschew or be eschewed by any other parties even if they represent creeds that differ from the majority.  Rather, the answer to our question of how religion affects legislative politics comes down to the probability of cooperation.  Is the potential coalition partner likely to work within the hegemonic worldview or does the minority group have the objective of changing the hegemonic status quo?  If the perceived objective of the religious minority party is to change the dominant worldview, a party representative of the hegemony is unlikely to seek a political relationship with that minority group.  Similarly, if the hegemon includes a fundamentalist faction, any divergent minority worldview – fundamentalist or not – is less likely to incur a favorable treatment because an absolutist hegemon will not moderate its stance to accommodate.  Conversely, if a minority group religion does not have a fundamentalist faction there is every reason to expect that the party representing this minority makes for at least as desireable a political partner as any other party.  
Notably, and contrary to the current popular debates (Rashid, 2002; Emerson, 2002; Pipes, 2003) this implies that in legislative politics the worldview of Muslims, for example, is not particularly incompatible with that of Christians, Hindus or Jews.  This notion has broad implications for politics in general.  First and foremost, it redirects the current focus on particular religions as the source of political conflict to the religious practice of all groups.  If the group does not espouse fundamentalist views, there is no reason to believe that its inclusion in politics is any more problematic than that of any other non-fundamentalist creed.  If, however, the religious practices of the minority group, were it Christian, Jewish, Hindu or Muslim are fundamentalist in nature, we should expect less political collaboration with that group.  

This approach potentially provides an answer to the puzzle of the uproar over the election of the Justice and Development Party (JDP) in Turkey.  Anecdotally at least, a close read of the concerns voiced confirms that, indeed, many opponents feared a return to fundamentalist religious directives and practices before and after JDP got elected.
 Most party members and its founders were from the Welfare Party (WP) tradition, which was banned in 1998 for being the focus of non-secular practices in Turkey “that threatened democracy in the country.” The JDP also was tried for similar concerns but it was not banned.
 Interestingly, the appeal of the WP to the European Court of Human Rights was rejected in 2001, and the Court supported Turkey’s decision to ban the Islamist party because it had violated the country’s secular principles.
 This suggests that the presence of a fundamentalist religious group in democratic politics faces significant resistance both in Turkey and in Europe.

Almond and co-authors (2003) do not discuss a fundamentalist groups’ access to governing coalitions other than to note that on occasion governing authorities may award these groups’ concessions in the hope of winning the allegiance of their religious constituency.  If, however, fundamentalist practice of the party’s religious constituency is the source of the commitment problem articulated by Kalyvas (2000), a government forming politician can be expected to worry that her constituents would object to and punish her for seeking alliance with a party representing a minority group that is known to have a fundamentalist faction.  Thus, we expect that: 
 H1. Parties representing minority groups whose religions support or contain a known fundamentalist faction are less likely to gain access to executive coalitions than parties representing minority groups whose religions do not support or contain a known fundamentalist faction.

Furthermore, if the constituents of the party initiating the formation of the coalition themselves are associated with a religion that contains a fundamentalist faction, the more likely they are to see any divergent view as threatening.  Thus, we would expect that:
H2. Government forming parties representing majority groups whose religion supports or contains a known fundamentalist faction are less likely to invite parties representing minority groups to join in the executive coalitions.  

It is also possible that a party representing a non-fundamentalist majority faction is more or less likely to want to associate with a fundamentalist majority faction in governing coalitions.  We deliberately focus, however, on access of minority groups only (and fundamentalist majority reception of minority groups) because the conditions for legislative inclusion of minority groups and majority groups (fundamentalist or not) differ in significant ways.  For example, regardless of its religious affiliation a majority group likely has access to governing coalition through many parties and given the size of the group it is likely represented by one party or another at most times.  Therefore, the question of the probability of access to a governing coalition by a majority faction other than the one forming the coalition, while important and interesting, is outside the scope of this study. 

Kalyvas (2000) and Almond et al. (2003) provide the foundation for the hypotheses about how degree of constituent adherence to religious practice may affect minority party’s commitment problems in legislatures and thereby the likelihood the party is included in governing coalitions.  There is nothing, however, that the authors are aware of in the literature on religion in democratic politics that informs a theory of if, and then how, commitments in legislative politics are perceived across denominations or creed.  Considering that political parties pursue policy (Axelrod, 1970; De Swaan, 1973) we conjecture that commitment problems may become one of kind rather than degree across creed and even across denominations.  Indeed, it is theoretically possible that due to differences in worldview majority politicians concerned about policy deliberately eschews religious groups of different creed or denominations whose worldview differs from their own so as not to alienate their base of constituent support.
  

The idea that different religions complicate political cooperation finds some resonance in the literature on religion and conflict.  Transnationally, the idea of substantive religious conflict relates to the clash of civilizations.  Jelen and Wilcox (2002: 16) suggest that “the similarities and differences between creeds in pluralistic religious settings may provide some insight as to the sources and nature of religious conflicts.”
  Others agree that the content of religion produces conflicts (Huntington, 1996; Seul, 1999; Stark, 2001; Fox, 2000, 2002; Juergensmeyer, 2003).  Similarly, Stark (2001: 367, 376) underscores the strength of world-shaping view of religion.  At the same time a number of authors have examined Huntington's clash of civilizations idea both globally and locally and in general, the results discredit the idea of a clash of civilizations (Fox, 2004; Chiozza, 2002; Ellingsen, 2000; Gartzke and Gleditsch, 2005; Henderson, 1997, 2004, 2005; Henderson and Singer, 2000; Gurr, 1994; Roeder, 2003; Russett et al., 2000; Tusicisny, 2004).  Nonetheless, authors testing both at the inter-state and intra-state levels do find some association between religion and conflict but their theoretical expectations differ from Huntington (Henderson, 1997; Seul 1999; Ellingsen, 2000, Tusicisny, 2004; Fox 2002; Fox, 2004).  For example, Fox (2002) suggests that religion becomes a salient political issue only when the group harbors desires for autonomy or independence.  Similarly, focusing on intra-state conflict, Fox (2004) does not find support for Huntington’s paradigmatic thesis but concludes that religion affects domestic conflict as an intervening variable. In sum, therefore, it is fair to say that the current theoretical and empirical literature, which in one way or another speaks to Huntington’s theory about the transnational effect of religion on political contestation, agrees that the substance of religion matters but for reasons that differ from Huntington’s original thesis. 

We do not test the clash of civilizations argument in this paper.  We only use the idea that differences in religious worldviews contribute substantively to a political party’s commitment problems in legislative politics to generate testable implications about religious minority party probability of accessing government.  One such implication is that politicians and constituencies that subscribe to different worldviews (i.e. belong to different creeds or denominations) are less likely to seek cooperation in a governing coalition than those who share similar worldviews.  Along these lines we, therefore, propose that:
H3. Minority parties whose constituency’s religious identity differs in creed or denomination from the majority constituency are less likely to be included in governing coalitions than minority parties whose constituency belongs to the same creed and denomination as the coalition forming party.

To our knowledge this idea has not been previously tested.  While Fox (2002) examines the general effects of religion on violence he does not articulate a proposition of divergence in creed as a cause for political conflict nor does he test such an idea.  Indeed, contrary to the clash of civilizations argument of a conflict between Islam and the West, Fox (2004) finds that intra-religious conflict accounts for most of the increase in conflict in post-Cold War era.
In contrast to the literature that examines religion with an eye to the thesis of conflict between civilizations, a more common theoretical view that theoretically and empirically examines religion at the micro-level or the intra-state level only, is that the content of religion is not the root cause of political conflict (Henderson and Singer, 2000; Chiozza, 2002; Russett et al., 2000; Petito and Hatzopolous, 2003).  Varshney (2002: 286), for example, argues that seemingly religious conflicts in India can be explained by intercommunity civic engagement (or lack thereof) and are not related to ethnicity or religion.  Along similar lines, Wilkinson (2002: 23) maintains that nothing intrinsic about religious and linguistic identities necessitates that religious mobilization should lead to conflict.  To the contrary, Wilkinson posits that the causes of religious conflict in India, in particular Hindu and Muslim violence, can be traced to the unintended consequences of the British institutionalization of religious identity as the foundation of political conflict.
 
If the content of religion is exogenous to the root causes of political conflict both in degree and in substance we would not expect constituency religion be associated with any commitment problems in the legislature.  This conjecture leads to our forth and fifth hypothesis:  

H4. Fundamentalist religious views of majority/minority constituencies do not affect representative minority parties’ chances of being included in a coalition government. 
And,
H5. Differences between majority and minority constituency religious creed and denomination do not affect representative minority parties’ chances of being included in a coalition government. 
TESTING IDENTITY CONFLICT VS. THE SACRED OR THE SECULAR

The Research Design

The specific implications we are interested in testing in this paper pertain to the relative effect that the content of an ethnic minority’s religion has on the group’s representative party’s ability to achieve access to government vis-à-vis parties representing other ethnic minorities.  Importantly, the ability of ethnic minorities to access government is arguably different from the ability of non-minority groups to do so.  To hold constant as many such majority-minority differences as possible, our research design evaluates the impact only of the content of one ethnic minority religion vis-à-vis the impact of the content of religion for the control group of another minority.  Consequently, our research design does not address the question of the absolute effect of religion on the potential of a minority to access governing coalitions vis-à-vis all political formations in a country.  

The Data:  

The unit of analysis in this test is an electorally active minority in a given country in a given year.  The data we use to test our hypotheses are pooled cross sectional time series.  Our data combine and modify variables from two existing datasets.  In addition, we assembled new data for fundamentalist factions in minority and majority religions.  To assess probability of access to government we use data from “Ethnicity and Electoral Politics” (Birnir, 2007).  These data record minority group access to government through ethnic and non-ethnic parties, for all electorally active ethnic groups, in all democracies since 1945.  The data include coalition information for 91 groups in 60
 democracies, annually from 1945 to 2004. The second set of data we rely on is detailed coding of religious minority and majority group creed and denomination by Fox (2002, 2004) .
  We use these data to code majority/minority group religious identity combination variables by country.  The original data in this paper are our coding of fundamentalist factions within majority and minority religions.  To achieve the greatest accuracy possible we coded two versions of this variable.  The variables are described in greater detail below.   

The Dependent Variables:

Access to Government


In defining access to governing coalitions we adhere to Birnir (2007) who defines the pertinent governing coalition as the executive coalition.  The variables we use record ethnic minority access to the executive each year either when a minority party is explicitly and formally in the cabinet or a member of the minority group holds an official position in a non-minority party that is in the cabinet.
  To isolate the effect of ethno-nationalism Birnir includes only ethno-national minorities in her sample.  Since we are particularly interested in the effect of religion we added all electorally active ethno-religious groups.  These are Muslims in India and Greece and Hindus in Bangladesh. We break the access variable into types of access, first with a variable accounting for instances where access is achieved through a minority party only and a second variable where access occurs through a non-minority party.  Only the first dependent variable speaks to the general effects of religion on any type of minority representative access; the second variable addresses the probability that access of one type or another (through minority or a non-minority party) is more or less likely. In the original data these variables are coded as the number of years since the group has been in the cabinet.  Since we are interested in the divergent probabilities of access between groups, we have recoded these variables as dummies that record only the instances when the group is in the coalition.
One caveat to this analysis is that this dependent variable of access admittedly records only instances of descriptive representation and does not address substantive representation.  As pointed out by Wilkinson (2004), differences between descriptive and substantive representation are important and descriptive representation in no way guarantees that substantive representation occurs.  In other words, it is not clear that the inclusion or exclusion of parties representing minorities that adhere to a particular religion changes policy output in any systematic fashion and may even have negative consequences for the passing of policy that the minority cares about.  Recent systematic cross country analysis on women suggests, however, that changes in descriptive representation in legislatures do indeed result in changes in policy initiated and passed (Schwindt-Bayer, 2006).  To what extent policy changes as a result of the content of minority religion remains a topic for future study. Nevertheless, this recent literature lends support to the implicit assumption in this paper that descriptive representation is likely an important indicator of substantive representation.
The Independent Variables:
Fundamentalism


Almond et al. define fundamentalism as a “discernible pattern of religious militancy by which self-styled ‘true believers’ attempt to arrest the erosion of religious identity, fortify the borders of the religious community, and create viable alternatives to secular institutions and behaviors” (Almond et al., 2003: 17).  For example, Comunione e Liberazione emerged as a fundamentalist group within the majority in Italy in the 1950s as a reaction against secularization in the country. The movement grew as Father Giussani’s Catholic teachings emphasizing the moral corruption of Italian society became more and more popular (p. 106-107). On the other hand, fundamentalist Hamas grew out of the Palestinian Muslim minority in Israel.  The group mobilized against Israeli domination of Palestine by criticizing the ‘modern’ and the ‘infidel’ and led its members to holy war by the end of 1980s (p. 108). In both cases the fundamentalist religious groups are militantly and actively against the modern secular regime. 

Both majority and minority ethnic groups in a country can contain fundamentalist elements and this is irrespective of creed (Christianity, Islam etc.) to which the majority and minority belong.  In many cases, however, neither the majority nor the minority contains fundamentalist elements, and Almond et al. describe fundamentalism as a “rare phenomenon.”  We coded two fundamentalist variables.  The first variable accounts for whether the majority religion contains a fundamentalist element with reference to majority religions that do not.  The second variable accounts for whether the minority religion contains a fundamentalist element with respect to minority religions that do not.  


It is important to note that the coding of fundamentalism is of social groups and not of political parties for two reasons.  First, for theoretical reasons we want to capture the fact that executive coalitions are not built in a vacuum but with a real world reference.  Thus, builders of all executive coalitions likely must take into account the preferences of the majority constituents.  For example, in the U.S. there has been a Catholic president and the Democratic Party is historically thought to cater more to minorities than the Republican Party.  Nevertheless, the majority population of the United States is Protestant and contains a fundamentalist faction (Ammerman, 1994; Almond et al., 2003).  While a Catholic president is a representative of a minority religious group and the Democratic Party may be more likely to include religious minorities than are their Republican counterparts, all operate in an environment where the majority of voters are Protestants whose religion contains a fundamentalist element.  Consequently, we code all administrations in the U.S. as representing (and having to appeal to) a majority of Protestants whose group includes a fundamentalist faction.  We are very comfortable with this coding because, if anything, it makes for a more difficult test of our hypothesis that executives in the context of fundamentalism are less likely to incorporate religious minorities than had we ignored the social context and coded concerns associated with Protestant fundamentalism as only the concern of particular parties.  The same principle applies to the coding of minorities.  We code the minority as fundamentalist or not, depending on whether the group’s religion contains a fundamentalist element even if a minority party does not publicly espouse the fundamentalist view.  It is possible that some minority parties successfully distance themselves from fundamentalist elements within their religious group but we believe that it is more common that the majorities’ view of minorities does not distinguish the minority party position from the overall position of the group it represents.  Second, to our knowledge no comparable comprehensive accounts exist rating the associations between parties and religious fundamentalist groups across countries.  Consequently, assessing the existence of such ties between particular political parties and religious groups is difficult, if not impossible, with any reliability (unless the party is explicitly religious) and is subject to significant bias.    

For coding purposes one of the principal problems with the Fundamentalist Project is that the case selection is not clearly delineated.  Consequently, one cannot be certain that the Project covers the universe of religious groups containing a fundamentalist faction.  For example, there are very few case studies from Latin America and the conclusions on presence of fundamentalism in Latin America in the volumes are vague.  Nevertheless, Almond et al. (2003) mention Guatemala and Ecuador in a general discussion.  Moreover, the assessment of a fundamentalist faction within a minority religion in each case study is based on the subjective assessment of the author.  To address both of these issues we coded two additional fundamentalism variables.  To maintain consistency in the coding of our alternate variables we followed Almond et al.’s (2003) definition.
  The variables are binary and coded as one if we found an alternative reliable source
 that mentions a religious fundamentalist faction within a particular majority group.  When we found a fundamentalist group we entered it into the data from the date of its establishment until its end if there is such a date or until 2004, which is the last year included in the analysis.  Our alternate variables confirmed the coding of cases drawing on Almond et al. and added three other groups.  These groups were a majority fundamentalist faction in Austria from 1995 on, a majority fundamentalist faction in Turkey from 1975 to 1995 and a minority fundamentalist faction in Turkey from 1979 to 2000.  Table one lists the countries, groups and years where we coded fundamentalist majorities and/or minorities, using Almond’s et al. definition, and the Fundamentalist Project as our primary source.   
[Insert Table 1 about here]
Religious identity (creed and denomination):

Fox (2004) provides an extensive classification of minority religious affiliations.  If 80 percent of the ethnic minority subscribes to a different religion than the majority, Fox classifies the group as adhering to a minority religion.  This difference includes both divergent creeds and denominations within the same creed.  In this paper, we seek to account for whether the majority-minority religious creed or denominations differ.
  To this end, we first account for all electorally active minority groups and code differences in religious affiliation irrespective of intensity (which is captured by the fundamentalist variable).  The divergent religions we code as different creeds are: Animism, Baha’i, Buddhism, Confucianism, Christianity, Hinduism, Islam, Jainism, Judaism, Shinto, Sikhism, Taoism, and Zoroastrianism.
   Furthermore, we are interested in whether there are different majority-minority denominations within each creed (for example Sunni and Shi’i in Islam, or Catholic, Protestant, Orthodox, and Anglicans in Christianity).  Our primary source for this classification is also Fox (2002, 2004).  For the countries and groups Fox does not classify we used the World Directory of Minorities (1997) to distinguish between denominations.
  The comparison group is ethnic minorities whose religion is the same creed and denomination as the majority religion.

We coded combination variables for creed and denomination for each minority vis-à-vis the majority in each country.  The combination consisted of the majority religion and each of the minorities’ religion in a given country.  Table two lists the religious combinations that we coded.  As the table shows, in only two categories do electorally active “religious” minorities share a creed but differ in denomination with the majority.  These categories are Christian/Christian and Islam/Islam.  In many more cases, where there are differences, the majority and the minority belong to different creeds.  In three cases (Bangladesh, Bolivia and Venezuela) a minority subscribes to both a different and the same creed.  In those cases we coded the majority-minority combination as different.  In Bolivia and Venezuela the contingent of the minority group that belongs to the same creed as the majority also belongs to the same denomination as the majority (Catholicism) and was coded as such.  In Bangladesh, however, the contingent of the Chittagong Hill tribes that is Muslim is Shi'i while the majority is Sunni.  Consequently, this minority is coded as both belonging to a different creed and a different denomination than the majority.

[Insert Table 2 about here]   
Unfortunately, the numbers of cases in each category are too low to compare the effects of specific creed or denomination combinations in any meaningful way.  However, we aim to elucidate more generally whether any divergence in creed or denomination does or does not matter for minority access to executive coalitions.  Consequently, the following analysis includes only a dummy variable accounting for a divergent combination of majority-minority religion in a given country in reference to a common majority-minority religion combination, and a second dummy variable accounting for a divergent denomination combination of majority-minority religion in reference to a common denomination majority-minority religion combination.  

The implicit assumption in coding this variable is that religion is important even to relatively secular minorities – or at least to their potential coalition partners.  Following Inglehart and Norris (2004) we believe that this assumption is well justified.  Using the World Values Survey from 1981 to 2001 in eighty countries, Inglehart and Norris find that secularization is an industrialized and post-industrialized phenomenon; religion is still very important in people’s voting behavior in the rest of the world.  Furthermore, while religious institutions such as the Church have lost their preeminent political role and religious parties are in a decline in post-industrialized Western countries, religious cleavages still affect how people vote (Broughton and Napel, 2000).  The case studies in Safran (2003) further support this idea.  
Control Variables:

Prior access is likely the best predictor of a minority’s access to governing coalitions because a minority is usually represented for a number of consecutive years in cabinet once it has been included.  To deal with such possible autocorrelation we include a one-year lag of the dependent variable on the right hand side of each equation.  A number of other variables possibly impinge on the relationships of interest here.  For example, political opportunities of minorities likely depend on the size of the country.  A large group is more likely to have access to governing coalitions in a small country where it yields considerable leverage.  Similarly, national political organization is likely easier in small countries than in larger ones, with consequences for minority representation.  Therefore, we account for the size of a country’s population. 

Other than grievances related specifically to the content of religion, little is written about the general grievances of religious groups (see Fox 2002 for an exception).  There is, however, good reason to believe that minority groups are affected by external influences.  Indeed, if Varshney (2002) and Wilkinson (2002) are correct, external influences account for a large part of seemingly religious grievances.  Consequently, we control for some of the institutional factors most commonly cited in the literature on ethnic minorities as influencing group propensity for access (Lijphart, 1977; Horowitz, 1985, 1990; Cohen, 1997; Saideman et al., 2002; Birnir, 2007). More specifically, we include a system type variable accounting for Presidential systems in reference to Parliamentary systems and an electoral variable accounting for systems that use proportional representation in reference to systems that use a plurality/majority system or mix the two.
  In line with the literature, we expect minorities to have greater access to the executive through non-minority parties in Presidential systems and through minority parties under rules of proportional representation.  Similarly, economic prosperity is thought to influence group propensity for access (Lipset, 1959; Gurr, 1985; Fearon and Laitin, 2003).  To measure economic effects we include a variable accounting for aggregate growth of GDP when compared to the prior year, and expect access to decrease as growth contracts.
  The second economic variable we include for control is a measure of GDP per capita
 and we expect greater inclusion of minorities as personal wealth increases.
  
The Method:

Comparative empirical analysis relating to the politics of minority groups and religion is emerging (Fox, 1999, 2002; Fox and Sandler 2003; Almond et al., 2003; Norris and Inglehart, 2004).  Similarly, empirical analysis of ethnic group politics has reached a significant level of sophistication and authors use a variety of methods most appropriate to the variables and problems analyzed (Cohen, 1997; Saideman et al., 2002; Gurr et al., 1997; Fearon and Laitin, 2003; Birnir, 2007).  Our dependent access variables are binary. Following in the footsteps of the above scholars, we use logit regression to estimate the effect of divergence in fundamentalism, creed, and denomination on the probability of access.  We use Huber-White robust standard errors to correct for heteroskedasticity.  Fundamentalism within a religious faction is not a country fixed effect.  However, the variables accounting for creed divergence are country fixed effects in that they do not change between years within a country.  Therefore, we cannot examine the robustness of our results in a country fixed effects model.  Nonetheless, to make sure no one country was driving the results we ran the analysis accounting for one country at a time with country dummies.
  We also checked the robustness of the results to alternative estimation techniques and did not find substantive differences from the results reported here.
 
RESULTS

 Table three shows descriptive statistics for all of the variables used in the analysis.  The total number of observations is determined by number of observations on the dependent variables (2192 for access to the governing coalition through either a minority or a non-minority party and access through a non-minority party only, and 1618 through an ethnic party only
) and availability of control variables (limited by lags to 2077 and 1530 cases respectively and further by GDP growth figures that are missing prior to 1951 and after 2000).  

[Insert Table 3 about here]


Table four examines the bivariate correlation between our dependent variables accounting first for access to the executive coalition through either a minority party or a minority representative in a non-minority party.  Next are two variables separately denoting access through minority or non-minority parties.  These are correlated with the principal independent variables of interest; majorities whose religion contains a fundamentalist faction, minorities whose religion contains a fundamentalist faction, minorities who belong to a different creed than the majority religion, and minorities that share a creed with the majority but belong to a different denomination within that creed.


Interestingly, and contrary to our expectations the bivariate correlations suggest that both majority and minority fundamentalism significantly increase a minority’s probability of access to the executive.  Only when we divide the access variable into access through a minority party and access through a non-minority party, do we see that minorities overall are less likely to gain access through minority parties when the majority contains a fundamentalist element.  Furthermore, minority parties representing a group whose religion contains a fundamentalist element are more likely to gain access to the executive through non-minority parties than are other minorities.  Equally interesting is the positive correlation suggesting that religious groups belonging to a different creed than the majority are more likely to gain access through separate minority parties and the negative correlation suggesting that they are less likely to gain access through non-ethnic parties.  Finally, the correlations suggest that the opposite is true for religious groups who share a creed with the majority but differ in denomination.   

 [Insert Table 4 about here]
Table five examines the above correlations in a more rigorous test using logit regression and controlling for other variables.  The dependent variable in the first specification in table five is a dummy variable accounting for whether the group gained access to the executive coalition through either a minority or a non-minority party in a given year.  On the right hand side this specification includes a lag of the dependent variable accounting for group access through minority or non-minority party in the prior year, the variable accounting for a fundamentalist element in the majority religion, a variable denoting a fundamentalist element in the minority religion, a variable accounting for minorities belonging to a different creed than the majority, a variable accounting for ethnic minorities whose religious denomination differs from the majority within the same creed, two of the institutional variables accounting for elections conducted under rules of proportional representation (in reference to plurality and mixed systems), Presidential systems (in reference to Parliamentary systems), the economic variables accounting for GDP per capita and GDP growth and a variable accounting for the size of the population.  

The dependent variable in the second specification accounts for minority access to executive coalitions through minority parties only.  This model also includes the same independent and control variables of interest as the first specification with the exception that the lagged dependent variable is that of minority access through minority parties in the prior year.  Similarly in the third specification only the dependent and the lagged variables change to account for access through non-minority parties while independent and other control variables remain the same.
By and large, the results in table five confirm the principal observations made in the bivariate correlations about the effects of religious fundamentalism and family divergence though some of the effects disappear as we account for other variables that impact these relationships. Majority groups whose religions contains a fundamentalist element are significantly less likely to include ethnic minorities in governing coalitions through minority parties (one tailed significance), than are majorities whose religion does not contain a fundamentalist faction. Minorities whose religion contains a fundamentalist faction are no more or less likely than are other ethnic minorities to gain access through minority parties but are significantly more likely to gain access through non-minority parties than are other minority groups.  Minorities whose creed differs from the majority are significantly more likely than are other ethnic minorities to gain access to governing coalitions through minority parties but significantly less likely to gain access through non-minority parties.  Religious denomination does not appear to affect the probability that a minority group is included in the governing coalition.  

Consistent with the theory, proportional electoral systems significantly increase the probability that ethnic minorities gain access through minority parties and decrease the probability of access through non-minority parties (when compared to mixed and plurality systems).  In Presidential systems minorities are more likely to gain access through non-minority parties (when compared to Parliamentary systems).  Furthermore, greater personal wealth significantly increases the probability that ethnic minorities are included in government through non-minority parties while aggregate economic growth significantly enhances ethnic minority ability to access government in general but this finding disappears when the dependent variable is parsed.  The above results remain substantively the same when we estimate the effects on access using ordinary least squares regression and account separately for individual countries.   
DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION 
Contrary to the basic idea that people with different religious views do not get along, majority parties evidently make a special effort to reach out to minorities from different creeds when building executive coalitions.  They do so only, however, when the minority is represented through a minority party.  This suggests that the effort is strategic on part of majority politicians.  When appealing to minorities who belong to different religious families, the politician doing so likely considers as important credit among her own constituents for building bridges.  To ensure that she receives such credit, the best strategy for the politician is to appeal to an entity that without a shred of doubt represents the minority, i.e. a minority party.  


Notably, majorities representing fundamentalist constituencies are less likely to cooperate with minority parties than are other majority parties but fundamentalist majority parties do not seem to be concerned with minorities represented through non-minority parties.  First, it is important to note that majorities representing fundamentalist constituencies are not necessarily concerned with minorities of different creeds.  To the contrary, it is quite possible that a fundamentalist majority shares a creed with the ethnic minority.  Rather, fundamentalism only refers to a "discernible pattern of religious militance by which self-styled “true believers” attempt to arrest the erosion of religious identity" (Almond, 2003: 17).  Clearly, therefore, it is not necessarily a threat to the worldview contained in a civilization’s religion that causes a majority party to eschew a minority party.  Instead, it seems that a fundamentalist majority is outwardly concerned about maintaining the hegemonic status quo vis-à-vis any minority group.  While the civilization concern may be important where there are fundamentalist minority groups who also belong to a different family of religion than the majority, these are few.  More likely the fundamentalist majority is overly concerned with maintenance of the hegemony in face of minorities that have little interest in changing the religious status quo. The Sunni Muslim majority fundamentalists in Turkey are a case-in-point since they feel threatened not only by the Muslim Alawis, which are from a different denomination but also by ethnic minorities like the Sunni Muslim Kurds. For them it is hegemony at risk rather than anything else. 

Equally interesting is the finding that fundamentalist minorities are more likely than other minorities to be included in governing coalitions through non-minority parties.  A possible explanation of this is that realizing that they may be singled out as presenting a commitment problem, fundamentalist minorities disproportionately seek representation through non-minority parties to establish their commitment to moderate politics.  Therefore, we would also expect to see them more often represented through non-minority parties than other ethnic minorities who may be more likely to run their own minority parties.  Furthermore, fundamentalist minorities may provide service to non-minority parties that potential coalition parties find useful.  For example, a fundamentalist minority group may set a defining tone for the religiosity that defines a non-minority party.  Given the possible political benefits of religion such as setting a moral compass during trying times, diverting attention from other issues, and supplying a stable constituency majority parties may seek out non-minority parties that represent a fundamentalist element as potential coalition partners.  In such cases, it is likely that coalition-building parties evaluate the fundamentalist faction commitment problem as being controlled by the non-minority party and thus not a threat in the same way that a fundamentalist minority party might be.  

To sum, building on insights from the electoral literature about the role of religion in politics, this paper attempts to begin reconciling theoretically the empirical observations of increasingly secular politics as manifest in decline of overtly religious parties and the continued influence of religion through support of more secular parties.  To this end, we aim to extend work by Kalyvas (2000) about religious party commitment problems in legislative politics to commitment problems faced by nominally secular parties with religious constituencies.  Supplementing the mechanism of how constituency religion contributes to party commitment problems we suggest two alternatives.  The first is degree of religiosity or fundamentalism as discussed by Almond et al. (2003).  The second, building on the general conflict literature, is of difference in kind between majority/minority religious creeds and denominations.

 
To test our propositions we merge new data about minority access to legislative coalitions with original data on fundamentalism of majorities and minorities and data on majority-minority combinations of creed and denomination.  Most importantly, we find that constituency religion clearly matters for legislative access.  We find that fundamentalist minorities can overcome a commitment problem by seeking representation through non-minority parties to become a favored coalition partner.  Conversely, parties representing majorities that contain a fundamentalist element are reluctant to collaborate with any minority.  Interestingly, however, creed does not appear to pose a commitment problem.  Indeed, belonging to a different creed than the majority helps minorities achieve representation while denominational differences have no independent effect.  


While this paper singles out coalition politics for testing, other interesting implications of the theory pertain to the role of religion in politics more generally.  For example, the theory implies that the worldview of Muslims, for example, is not particularly incompatible with that of Christians, Hindus or Jews.  This and other implications remain to be tested further.
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TABLE 1: Majority/Minority Groups and Fundamentalist Factions
	Country
	Majority Religion
	Fundamentalist Faction within the Majority Group
	Minority Group
	Minority Religion 


	Fundamentalist Faction within the Minority Group

	Austria
	Christian (Catholic)
	Yes
	Slovenes
	Christian (Catholic)
	No

	Bangladesh
	Islam (Sunni)
	Yes
	Chittagong Hill Tribes
	Buddhist
	No

	Bangladesh
	Islam (Sunni)
	Yes
	Hindus
	Hindu
	No

	Bangladesh
	Islam (Sunni)
	Yes
	Biharis
	Islam (Shi’i)
	No

	India
	Hindu
	Yes
	Mizos
	Chr. And Animist
	No

	India
	Hindu
	Yes
	Muslims
	Islam (Sunni)
	No

	India
	Hindu
	Yes
	Nagas
	Christian
	No

	India
	Hindu
	Yes
	Kashmiris
	Islam (Shi’i)
	No

	India
	Hindu
	Yes
	Sikhs
	Sikh
	Yes

	Israel
	Jewish
	Yes
	Arabs
	Islam (Sunni)
	Yes

	Nigeria
	Islam
	Yes
	Ibo
	Christian
	Yes

	Sri Lanka
	Buddhist
	Yes
	Indian Tamils
	Hindu
	No

	Sri Lanka
	Buddhist
	Yes
	Sri Lankan Tamils
	Hindu
	No

	Thailand
	Buddhist
	Yes
	Malay-Muslims
	Islam (Sunni)
	No

	Turkey
	Islam (Sunni)
	Yes
	Kurds
	Islam (Sunni)
	Yes

	United Kingdom
	Christian (Protestant) 
	Yes
	Catholics In N. Ireland
	Christian (Catholic)
	No

	United States
	Christian (Protestant) 
	Yes
	Asian Americans
	Buddhist
	No

	United States
	Christian (Protestant) 
	Yes
	Hispanic
	Christian (Catholic)
	No

	United States
	Christian (Protestant) 
	Yes
	African Americans
	Christian (Protestant)
	No


TABLE 2: Countries where majority-minorities adhere to different creeds, and/or different denominations

	Majority creed (and denomination if same creed as minority)
	Minority creed (and denomination) if minority belongs to the same creed as the majority but a different denomination
	Countries

	Christian (Catholic, Protestant, Orthodox)
	Christian (Catholic, Protestant, Orthodox)
	 Canada, Croatia, Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania, Romania, Slovakia, UK, Yugoslavia, US

	Islam (Sunni)
	Islam (Shi’i)
	Bangladesh

	Christian  
	Shaman
	Bolivia, Venezuela.

	Christian  
	Islam
	Bulgaria, Cyprus, Georgia, Germany, Greece, Macedonia, South Africa, Yugoslavia

	Christian
	Hindu
	South Africa

	Christian 
	Buddhism
	USA

	Islam
	Christian  
	Albania, Nigeria, Bosnia

	Islam
	Hindu
	Bangladesh

	Islam 
	Buddhism
	Bangladesh, Indonesia

	Hindu
	Islam
	India

	Hindu 
	Christian
	India

	Hindu 
	Sikh
	India

	Hindu
	Animist
	India, Nepal

	Hindu
	Buddhist
	Nepal

	Buddhist
	Islam
	Thailand

	Buddhist
	Hindu
	Sri Lanka

	Jewish
	Islam
	Israel


TABLE 3: Summary statistics

	Variable
	Obs.
	Mean
	Stdev.
	Min
	Max

	Access through either ethnic or non-ethnic party
	 2192    
	.4028285
	.4905787 
	0
	1

	Lag of Access through either ethnic or non-ethnic party
	 2077    
	.4020221
	.4904244 
	0
	1

	Access through ethnic party
	 1618    
	.2126082
	.4092792 
	0
	1

	Lag of Access through ethnic party
	1530 
	.2111111
	.4082305
	0
	1

	Access through non-ethnic party
	 2192    
	.2513686
	.433899 
	0
	1

	Lag of Access through non-ethnic party
	2077     
	.251324
	.4338789 
	0
	1

	Majority religion contains a fundamentalist elementc
	 2186    
	.4272644
	.4947944 
	0
	1

	Minority religion contains a fundamentalist elementd
	 2186    
	.0544373 
	.2269305 
	0
	1

	Minority is of a different creed than the majoritya 
	 2192    
	.2983577
	.4576417  
	0
	1

	Minority denomination differs from majority denominationb
	 2192    
	.1085766
	.3111783
	0
	1

	Presidential system
	 2172    
	.1643646
	.3706915
	0
	1

	Proportional electoral systeme
	2172    
	.4696133
	.4991907 
	0
	1

	GDP per capita ($)
	1690    
	7089.149    
	7322.233 
	139.6941   
	35618.67

	GDP growth (percent)
	 1665    
	  3.314669    
	 4.213225 
	-23.91651   
	27.03812

	Population (000)
	 1690    
	150462.2    
	262669.1 
	573    
	1015923


TABLE 4: Bivariate correlations
	
	Access through either ethnic or non-ethnic party
	Access through ethnic party
	Access through non-ethnic party

	Majority religion contains a fundamentalist element
	0.0421

(0.0493)


	-0.1056

(0.0002)
	0.1243

(0.0000)

	Minority religion contains a fundamentalist element
	0.1039

(0.0000)


	-0.0106

(0.6691)
	0.1041

(0.0000)

	Minority religion is of a different creed than the majority religion 
	-0.0436

(0.0412)


	0.0611

(0.0139)
	-0.1204

(0.0000)

	Minority religious denomination differs from majority denomination
	0.0273               (0.2016)


	-0.1060

(0.0000)
	0.1121

(0.0000)



P values in brackets.

TABLE 5: Regression results.

	
	(1)
	(2)
	(3)

	
	Access through either ethnic party or non-ethnic party
	Access through ethnic party
	Access through non-ethnic party

	Lag of Access through either ethnic party or non-ethnic party
	5.499***

(0.224)
	
	

	Lag of Access through ethnic party
	
	6.143***

(0.368)
	

	Lag of Access through non-ethnic party
	
	
	6.078***

(0.298)

	Majority religion contains a fundamentalist elementa
	0.121

(0.269)
	-0.850*

(0.506)
	0.454

(0.337)

	Minority religion contains a fundamentalist elementb
	0.936**

(0.436)
	-0.355

(0.679)
	2.359***

(0.661)

	Minority religion is of a different creed than the majority religion (different family of religion)c
	-0.191

(0.319)
	0.900*

(0.497)
	-1.637***

(0.479)

	Minority religious denomination differs from majority denominationd
	0.178

(0.389)
	-0.0923

(0.950)
	0.0142

(0.441)

	Proportional electoral systeme
	0.0799

(0.304)
	0.921*

(0.510)
	-0.712*

(0.388)

	Presidential systemf
	0.430*

(0.256)
	-0.624

(0.426)
	0.963***

(0.334)

	GDP per capita
	3.18e-05**

(1.52e-05)
	4.48e-06

(2.74e-05)
	5.55e-05***

(1.89e-05)

	GDP growth
	0.0470*

(0.0274)
	0.0504

(0.0384)
	0.00676

(0.0356)

	Population (000)
	-1.42e-07

(6.71e-07)
	5.23e-07

(1.10e-06)
	-1.66e-07

(8.84e-07)

	Constant
	-3.575***

(0.393)
	-4.442***

(0.646)
	-4.123***

(0.492)

	Observations
	1586
	1131
	1586

	Logit regression.  Robust standard errors in parentheses

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
a Reference category is a majority whose religion does not contain a fundamentalist faction

b Reference category is a minority whose religion does not contain a fundamentalist faction

c Reference category is minority whose religion belongs to the same creed as the majority

d Reference category is minority whose denomination differs from the majority denomination within the same creed 

e Reference category is a Plurality or a Mixed electoral system

fReference category is a Parliamentary system


Notes
� Wald and Wilcox's (2006) article mostly focuses on American Politics but with the exception of Fox's scholarship we believe that it is fair to generalize the notion that empirical analysis of the effects of religion is wanting in cross national studies.


� Neither Huntington (1996) nor Fox (2004) argue that civilizations are composed entirely by religious affiliation only that religion is a part of the definition of civilization along with language and culture. 


� Representation, in turn, is according to Cox typically defined in terms of policy advocacy which is the “distance between that voter’s preferred package of policies and the package advocated by the elected representative whose views are most consonant with that voter’s” (p. 226). 


� Kaare Strom (1990) discusses the relative costs and benefits of being part of the coalition as opposed to being a party in the legislature.  He argues that parties do make a cost-benefit calculation in deciding whether to accept an invitation to join a coalition. 


� Others substantiate the idea that minor parties may be important for coalitions (Sartori, 1976). 


�Furthermore, stable ethnic constituencies (Birnir, 2007) are less likely to abandon their party than voter on average.  Given the intensity of religious identification as cited above the same probably holds true for religious constituencies. 


� Umit Cizre (2008) discusses in detail the roots of the distrust against JDP by the secularists in Turkey. Also see, “AKP government isolates secularists by boosting religion in Turkey.” Hurriyet, December 19, 2008 for the Open Society Institute research results on how Turkish people feel pressure from Islamist fundamentalists and conservatives since JDP’s first election in Turkey.    


� “Turkish Court deciding AKP’s fate.” BBC News, July 28, 2008. 


� “Court backs Turkey party ban.” CNN News, July 31, 2001. 


� Sunni Muslims, for example, might be less likely to consider a policy of regional Shi’i Muslim rule a religious confrontation compared to a regional Catholic rule.  Although there are significant differences between the practices and perceptions of the Sunni and the Shi’i, the fundamental building blocks within the religious family of Islam (i.e., a single god, Allah and a single prophet, Mohammad) are the same for both sects.  However, the building blocks of Christianity (i.e., the Trinity) significantly differ.  Similarly, according to this idea, the Catholic and Protestant branches of Christianity are less likely to perceive their “world order” under attack from each other than from other religious families that are fundamentally different from Christianity.  Clearly as the case of Northern Ireland demonstrates this is not an iron clad rule.  However, religious differences in Northern Ireland are also reinforced by economic cleavages, which might exacerbate the conflict.


� Jelen and Wilcox (2002) go on to suggest that religious competition may only be a problem where at least one of the religious traditions is monotheistic.


� Wilkinson (2002) also argues that some types of ethnic identities (religion and caste) are more likely to lead to higher levels of injuries and deaths compared to other types (tribal and linguistic). 


� This number includes no overlap.  For instance Czechoslovakia and the Czech Republic are counted once every year from democratization. The basis for selection of groups in Birnir (2007) is ethnicity.  Ethnicity is defined according to criteria set up by the Minorities at Risk data of ethno-national groups.  Using this definition Birnir then lists a number of other electorally active groups that according to the MAR criteria should be included as well (but are not included by MAR).  In this paper we have included those additional groups.  


� Fox has also contributed data on religious groups to the MAR project (see Jonathan Fox at http://www.cidcm.umd.edu/inscr/mar/links.htm).  These data, however, are only collected from 1990 on.  Using the Fox-MAR data would, therefore, significantly limit our number of cases.


� According to Birnir (2007) these are not always ministerial posts but include other official positions such as the appointment of Roma leader Gheorghe Raducanu to head the new office for Roma affairs the 2000 election in Romania.


� We did not include ‘potential’ fundamentalist groups but limit ourselves to the ‘religious militance’ definition and thus exclude some anti-modern groups such as the Mormons or for example a Finnish group, Laestadian variation of Lutherans that “look” fundamentalist in many ways, but are not militant.  


� For our search we did subject and keyword search in major databases such as Jstor and Ebscohost for fundamentalism in each country in the data set. We also relied on case studies in books on each country’s fundamentalist groups. Finally, we looked online (in sources such as Google Scholar, Wikipedia, Encyclopedia Britannica) for clues about fundamentalist groups to trace. We conducted the above searches in English, German, Spanish, Russian, Estonian, Arabic and Turkish.     


� In electoral democracies while most groups can be classified as having a pre-dominant religion very few minorities are primarily defined in religious terms.    


� For further classification see for example: http://www.adherents.com/


� We have included Bosnia where Islam (Sunni) is majority and Croats (Catholic) and Serbs (Orthodox) are minority. However, Fox has a ‘Islam, Other or Mixed’ category and he categorizes Bosnia’s majority as such. 


� We used information about electoral systems published by IDEA.


� This variable focuses on economic scarcity.  Gurr (1985) explains that at the onset of economic crisis people’s expectation of material progress remain high while material conditions worsen.  Under conditions of relative deprivation, upwardly mobile minority groups are likely targets for hostility as the economic crisis persists.  It stands to reason, therefore, that under conditions of relative deprivation scapegoated minority groups are more likely to be barred from access. 


� The line of reasoning here is modernization.  According to Lipset (1959), increasing levels of economic wealth contribute to vertical integration of society and democratic stability.  Cross cutting cleavages also contribute to democratic stability.  Segmented cleavages, in turn, destabilize democracy, particularly where the segment overlaps include economic disparities.  Lipset uses Gross Domestic Product per capita as one of his measures of the positive effects of modernization.


� The source for this variable is Penn World tables. 


� To clarify a number of countries in the sample have some influence on our findings but this influence is not consistent in one direction. For example, with respect to the majority fundamentalism effect on minority party access when we control for Belgium where a non-fundamentalist majority extends government access to one non-fundamentalist minority and not another the significance of the original finding decreases.  However, controlling for a number of other countries, such as India, the significance of the original finding increases substantially (even while simultaneously controlling for Belgium).  Furthermore, with the lagged access variable, institutional and economic variables the specification is already well controlled.  Consequently, we are confident that on average our findings are reliable. 


� We checked the results in OLS and found no substantive differences other than that the significance of the positive association between fundamentalist majorities and minority access through non-minority parties improved to the point of a one tailed significance.  We also ran these without the US and India and the results remained substantively the same.


� The reason for these differences in numbers is that a group can enter into the data as mobilized in two ways.  First, a strong signal of group mobilization is the presence of an ethnic electoral party.  Second, a weaker signal is when a member of the ethnic group is represented in government through a non-ethnic party.  When a group is only mobilized through non-ethnic parties we do not assume that it is sufficiently mobilized to present an ethnic party.  Therefore, there are fewer cases of ethnic parties in electoral competition than there are cases of ethnic groups seeking representation through non-ethnic parties.  Once the group is mobilized through an ethnic party we also assume it seeks representation through non-ethnic parties.  To make sure this assumption is not driving any findings we ran the data with an alternative variable of representation through non-ethnic parties.  In this alternative variable the group only enters the data (through a non-minority party) once it has demonstrated that it seeks such representation by achieving representation in the cabinet through the non-ethnic party.  Substantively the finding that fundamentalist minorities are more likely represented through non-minority parties remained the same.  The finding associated with minorities of divergent creeds being less likely to achieve representation though non-minority parties disappeared. 
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