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00:01 Intro Jingle

Welcome to the People Power Politics Podcast brought to you by CEDAW, the Centre for Elections, Democracy, Accountability and Representation at the University of Birmingham. 

00:15 Nic Cheeseman 

Well, welcome, ladies and gentlemen, and thanks for joining us for another episode of the People Power Politics Podcast. I'm your host, Professor Nic Cheeseman, Professor of Democracy at the University of Birmingham. I'm really looking forward to the discussion we're going to have today because we're discussing the book, ‘Colonial Origins of Democracy and Dictatorship’. This has already been referred to as John Goring of the Department of Government at the University of Texas, Austin, as a book that offers the most systematic empirical treatment to date of colonial history as a factor in modern democracy, a signal contribution to the literature. With us, we have the authors of the book. We have Alex Lee, Associate Professor of Political Science at the University of Rochester, and Jack Paine, Associate Professor of Political Science at Emory University. Thanks so much for joining us. 

00:55 Jack Paine

Yeah, thanks for having us.

00:57 Alex Lee

It's great to be here. 

00:59 Nic Cheeseman

So the question of the colonial legacy is a particularly interesting and controversial one right now. In my own country, the United Kingdom, there's a lot of sort of controversy over the colonial legacy, whether it was all negative, whether there were positive aspects, how we understand that legacy and respond to it. And I know that that's also obviously the case in many countries around the world that experienced empire. But what I was interested in is what inspired you to enter that particular debate and what was it that motivated you to take this on as a book project? 

01:36 Alex Lee

I mean, I'm interested to hear what Jack has to say. But for me, it was kind of the opposite. It was thinking about democracy and the causes of democracy that led you led me to colonialism. So there are a lot of theories out there in the literature for where democracy comes from, and it's all about revolutions or social classes or pacts between different types of elites and stuff like that. But if you look empirically at where democracy comes from, in a lot of countries, it's something that started under colonialism. It was something that was imported wholesale as a way of trying to buy off opposition. And for those type of situations, the theories in the existing literature just seem kind of irrelevant. That's particularly the case in the country I studied the most, which is India and also Pakistan. So there's no way of talking about the origins of democracy, elections, parliamentary institutions in South Asia without going straight back to the colonial regime and colonial policies. 

02:35 Jack Paine

Yeah, so I was probably half and half in terms of the outcome we want to explain and the factor we're focusing on to help explain it. Because I think I would certainly agree with Alex that why democracy is sort of not only an incredibly relevant question for academia, but also for humanity more broadly. So clearly, any sort of factor that's going to help us get a handle as to where democracies come from, how they survive, is going to be something that's actually worthwhile to spend time on from the academic perspective. And then coming at it from the colonial perspective, we know colonialism has to matter for explaining contemporary political institutions. Why? Well, so most modern day countries trace their origins to the periods of Western overseas colonial rule.

We commonly analyze democracy levels or different types of electoral institutions in independent countries, but we don't ask where these institutions come from. And the basis of the book, in part, is like a large data set that we collected. But even before we collected these data, we knew that most overseas Western colonies or former colonies held at least one national election under colonial rule. So this sort of underscored our intuition that colonialism must have mattered and kind of motivated us to do this big project to really understand how these legacies worked.

03:54 Nic Cheeseman 
 
Thanks. Now, I know that some of our listeners are going to be potentially screaming at their mobile phone right now asking questions about, whether or not colonialism could have introduced democracy when colonialism wasn't democratic. And I just want to make sure they know we are going to get to that. We are going to get to those difficult questions about the nature of colonial rule. And we'll also touch on questions about whether or not countries had different aspects of democratic practices before the colonial period. So all of that is coming up. But before we get there, I want to give you an opportunity to really kind of lay out, as it were, your kind of elevator pitch of the key argument of the book. So what is it that you found in terms of the impact of colonialism on democracy? Which kinds of colonialism do you find are most strongly correlated with democratic success? And what does that tell us in terms of kind of the big take home of the book as you guys see it? 



04:43 Jack Paine

So in some, the kind of brief summary of this is we focus on three major colonial relevant social groups. We talk about metropolitan officials, white settlers, and non-white colonists. More democratic metropoles, those that either had some type of reasonably strong parliament at home or a full-blown democracy, created a permissive condition for electoral reforms in comparison to authoritarian metropoles, who routinely feared that allowing competition would stimulate revolts. But colonizers, even when they were sort of in principle open to the idea of permitting some type of electoral competition, typically needed some type of push from colonizers to allow electoral concessions.

White settlers were typically well positioned to make this push, and they sometimes enabled the consolidation of stable democracy. But for reasons that I assume we'll get to later, these actors were very much not uniformly pro-democratic. Non-white subjects were routinely discriminated against, but in particular circumstances, they were able to push for democracy. So after World War II, mass pressure from the non-white majority became routine. But where this prompted electoral concessions that took hold relatively soon before independence, colonial elections rarely bred post-colonial democracy. Instead, the most likely democratic successes were cases where a non-white middle class formed by the early 20th century.

These elites could lobby the colonizer using its own language and idioms of political representation, and where they succeeded, it was typically only to elect a small number of seats on a larger council, and usually on a very restricted franchise. But these early elections provided opportunities for elites to invest in political competition and to build political parties, which later became the basis for full-blown democratic competition. 

06:42 Nic Cheeseman

So maybe just to give our listeners a bit of a sense, you know, one of the key ingredients here then in your story is, you know, the presence of white settlers. And your point is that they could be quite effective lobby forces in a sort of limited way. You know, they didn't want full-blown democracy necessarily, but they wanted more representation for themselves and their interests. And that meant that they would lobby sometimes to get, for example, in the African context, these would have been called legislative councils in British colonial rule. And you often see that they begin with white representation, then maybe the extension to some Asian representation. And then you get black African representation much later in the process. So you get the expansion, increasing diversity, with black Africans often admitted to that body quite near the end of colonial rule.

So the important role there of white settlers. I think an interesting question for listeners might be how often we see significant numbers of white settlers, you know, in a colonial project. Because, of course, there are a lot of countries where we see a very small, you know, imprint of white settlers in countries like Kenya, India, etc., where we see much more significant kind of white presence on the ground.

So could you give people a sense of, you know, of the sort of total number of cases in your sample? You know, what kind of proportion are we talking about, about having a significant white settler population that plays the kind of role that you've just described in, you know, political change? 

08:00 Alex Lee

So, I mean, there's maybe four or five cases where the majority of the population is white settlers. So this is the United States, Canada, Australia, New Zealand, etc. And in those countries, whites-only democracy means democracy for a majority of the population, given the demographics. Then you have another set of cases, which is actually maybe one or two dozen, which is kind of white settlers between maybe one or 10 percent. So this is your Rhodesia, Algeria, but most of these cases are actually plantation colonies. So in the West Indies, most colonies look like this, at least early on in their history, though there's some demographic change over time.

But in the majority of the colonial world, so that would be your India, your Zambia, your Malaysia, Senegal, the white population is sort of minuscule, you know, less than a tenth of one percent. It's just a few administrators and traders. And there they don't play a significant role.

09:08 Nic Cheeseman

So when you're talking about white settlers playing a role in this process of political change at the very beginning of that process, it's in that smaller set of cases, in that middle category. 

09:19 Alex Lee

Yeah, it's in the first two categories. 

09:22 Nic Cheeseman

And you talk about white settlers playing a dual role. I think you use particularly explicitly that phrase, the dual role. Talk us through a little bit. Why? Why a dual role? What are the different aspects of the role played by the white settler community?

09:34 Alex Lee

Initially, having white settlers is has an unambiguously strong effect on getting elections or legislative councils, just as you described earlier. However, the happy story that you were, I think, implying in your question where these councils gradually integrate over time and bring non-whites into the process doesn't always happen. Sometimes white settler elites can be a strong lobby against that process of racial integration. So they'll have a lot of elections early and then they'll stall out with this sort of racially biased franchise and never get further.

And that can lead ultimately to civil war in the country. So that's what happened in Rhodesia, Zimbabwe. That's what happened in Algeria. That's what happened in South Africa. There was a slightly different process in the West Indies, which we can perhaps talk about later. 

10:28 Nic Cheeseman

What do you guys think makes the difference between when that process does and doesn't stall in that way? Have you looked within your sample to try and get a sense of, OK, we've got X number of cases. In some cases, we see this process stalling. In some cases, we see more of an inclusive legislature being evolved over time. Do you have a sort of clear answer in your own minds about what separates those two cases and those two experiences? 


10:54 Jack Paine

Yes. So the easiest predictor is just the overall size of the white population. So in cases like the United States, the U.S., like many other settler colonies, had racially biased franchises. So at independence and during the colonial era, it was only property owning white men that could vote in elections. But this happened to be a very large segment of the population. And so there was sort of less incentive to use repression and other type of techniques that we see elsewhere. By contrast, and these are actually pretty good comparison cases in the sense that when most of the British West Indies colonies were founded, in particular the ones that were originally settled by Englishmen, which of course, the flip side of that was a decimation of the native population.

But when they were settled by Englishmen, they actually comprised the overwhelming majority of the population until in most cases later in the 18th century when they sort of switched to the type of cash crops to forcibly import large African populations. And so once you get into the 19th century, the white minority is now all of a sudden a very small minority in most of these cases. And around the mid 19th century, you see them actually voluntarily disband their legislators because they're afraid of the black majority gaining representation. So that's sort of a pretty extreme form of reversing earlier democratic gains in order to preserve sort of white monopolistic political privileges. In the 20th century, you see this in other forms. And now Alex mentioned the cases of Rhodesia and Algeria, where you have a reasonably large white minority that in some cases, like in Rhodesia, tries to go it alone, basically, and repress the African majority to keep control. All of these attempts failed eventually, but they were able to cling to power in some cases for decades longer than the typical overseas colonies. 

13:02 Nic Cheeseman

It's interesting that we also see other kinds of attempts to do that in more subtle ways, perhaps in other places, right? So if we think about the US, we could think about the suppression of black voters, the use of tricks and tests and other things to keep black citizens off the electoral roll, even when in principle, the franchise was extended to everybody. And even when in principle, you had full kind of democratic rights.

So it's interesting that in some cases, you might have that more kind of subtle attempt to control the electoral roll, but leaving the institutions. And in other cases, you're telling us actually, people tried to get rid of the institutions and the legislature because they were so afraid of losing control of it, which is a really interesting explanation. So one big question that that raises for me is also, you know, how important overall do you think colonialism was? So there's, you know, there's a difference between arguing that, you know, these factors really mattered and that these kinds of colonial patterns were better for democracy than other patterns. But that doesn't necessarily tell us, you know, how important colonial legacies were relative to all the other factors that you sort of started talking about at the beginning, you know, maybe GDP per capita, maybe international linkage and leverage, maybe composition of society, levels of diversity, all those other things that people pile onto the kind of explanation of democracy. How important do you think sort of these colonial factors are in actually explaining success and sustainability of democracy? 


14:32 Alex Lee

They are very important. The simplest way to put it is that among countries that have had a stable democracy in the 20 years after gaining independence, all of them except one had a high level of elections in the years immediately preceding independence. And it works the other way, too, that among the countries that had a high level of elections preceding independence, there have been relatively high democracy levels. There have been a few kind of temporary issues in some countries, Fiji, for instance. But sort of the predictive power of that single factor, colonial elections, is very strong, even in countries that by other measures you would not expect to, or under other theories, you would not expect to have a high level of democracy.

So again, a motivating case for me was India. So like everybody in the early 20th century said, oh, India can't have a democracy. Too big, too poor, too diverse, too non-Christian, too this, too that, and yet they more or less have maintained stable elected institutions over all this time. So what is going to explain that? 

15:48 Nic Cheeseman

Now, that raises an interesting kind of question about the causal argument you guys make that I wanted to put to you, which is, you know, there's two things in the way that you just summarised it very well, Alex. There's two things that potentially are going on here. One is the bargaining process that you describe, and I'm very persuaded by that. But the other is also a kind of path-dependent argument about the length of experience of democracy, right? That if you get democratic institutions earlier and they're more democratic at the beginning, you get used to using them, they embed, and then by the time of the end of colonialism, they're more resilient, they're more robust, they're more deeply rooted. So, you know, a lot of the time in the literature on Africa that I've read, people will argue that, you know, for example, in some Belgian colonies, you get elections and participatory politics really late in the day, on the eve of independence. In other places, Senegal would be a classic example, you get it much earlier.

And it's the length of having those institutions in place and the length of time in which they're genuinely open that matters, rather than the emphasis being so much on the bargaining. So I wondered how you kind of pass that potential for two different effects here. One, the kind of path dependency of how early the institutions come in, and the other being about the bargaining process that you've, you know, concentrated on in the discussion so far.

17:02 Alex Lee

In terms of explaining democratic persistence after independence, you're absolutely right, like it's length of exposure trumps actual exposure every time. So when I was talking earlier about extended pluralism during independence, we use a threshold of like 15 years of some level of minimal elections. And so countries like that, you know, they have this kind of feedback loop that you're alluding to.

Whereas a lot of countries just have an election right before independence, and that has virtually no effect in our sample. So the reason why we spend so much time on bargaining and sort of the correlates of colonial democracy is to explain why some countries got the more extended exposure, and others did not. Why in some countries, this is something that happened before independence, chronologically, before the First World War, but or before the Second World War, rather than something that was rushed out in the 50s, when they were worried about this, about the threat independence.

18:04 Nic Cheeseman

So in that sense, we could see it as a kind of two stage argument, the bargaining explains the timing, the timing and the bargaining perhaps, then explain what happens next. I think it's worth probing a little bit here, you know, how your argument then is different to some of the others that are made around colonialism. So maybe I can crudely characterize some of those, and you can talk us through your thinking.

So, you know, I've seen papers where people have done, you know, basic regression analysis to see whether the French were worse, or the British were worse, you know, which type of colonial rule by the type of metropole power had the biggest effect. And sometimes people have suggested that France and Belgium had a particularly problematic effect in terms of stable democracy after independence. We've also had arguments being made, you know, recently in the literature about different types of religion that were exported, and so on, and different types of political processes, direct rule versus indirect rule.

Interestingly, to me, we haven't really mentioned any of those so far in the conversation, we've been focusing on the bargaining, the length of time of institutions. So I think it'd be really useful for you, you know, for reader listeners to hear you talk a little bit about how you thought about those existing kind of hypotheses or things people might have looked at, whether or not you find any of those things to be relevant, and why you kind of ended up making an argument that doesn't really rely on any of those kinds of categories. 

19:19 Jack Paine

I would say that unlike existing work, we take all three of like the major colonial relevant social groups seriously in the theory and analysis. So we talk about all of metropolitan officials, white settlers and non-white colonists. And we also think we have something new to say about each of them. So you mentioned existing studies looking at legacies of British colonialism, which in our read is kind of the widest ranging and sort of most common factor talked about in these debates about colonial rule.

And as we found both in the book and in our earlier work, the British empire was simply just too heterogeneous to make any broad generalizations. Like depending on the sample and the time period analyzed, British colonies might be more democratic, but at other times they're not. But we actually helped to make sense of this.

So for example, if you look back to the 18th century, comparing like colonies in the modern day United States to neighboring continental colonies in French Canada and Spanish America, British colonies had electoral institutions and the other ones didn't. And our argument is very simple. It's because Britain had more parliamentary institutions at home and the neighboring empires were absolutist empires, right? So in this sense, the British empire was more democratic, but it's tied to our core argument that it's all about the metropolitan institutions, not like the specific proper noun of Britain.

And then we also see later by the 19th century, the British gains were eroded for kind of two reasons. One, the other metropoles became more parliamentary and more democratic at home and that this helped wash it away. And conversely, British colonies actually became a bit on average less democratic because Britain started to expand its empire and conquer places where they deemed the population not ready for electoral institutions.

And then you see something similar in the 20th century, where in some sense, British colonies were a bit more democratic, but you then see this advantage erode over time because often these were cases where they were implanting institutions relatively late. And these are exactly the conditions under which we don't expect democracy to thrive. With regard to white settlers, we've already talked a bit about the dual legacies.

We're certainly not the first people to make this argument, but in this looking at democratic legacies, there tends to be more of a focus on the pro-democratic legacies of white settlers without fully accounting for all of the cases that we've discussed already and white settlers actively eroding earlier democratic gains. And then finally, there's a lot less social science scholarship focusing on non-white actors. One recent, really great exception is a book by Kunle Oluwabe entitled Ruling Emancipated Slaves and Indigenous Subjects.

And so we're able to draw on work like this to talk about cases in the British West Indies where despite the horrific legacies of slavery, this also led to legal and educational reforms in the mid 19th century that enabled the development of a non-white middle class. And we connect this with other types of colonies that would seem to be quite different, like early port cities in India and Nigeria, and talking about how those conditions also led to an early non-white middle class, and then kind of tracing the effects of these for subsequent democracy. So that helps to sort of highlight some of our main factors.

The way we talk about it in the book is some existing theories are kind of rival to ours in the sense that we can't both be right, but a lot of others are complimentary and kind of explaining some of the background factors that in turn help to explain the objectives and the actions of the main actors in our framework. 

23:10 Nic Cheeseman

Now, I'd like to end by kind of pushing you guys a little bit on a couple of aspects. One, for asking you how you respond rather than pushing you perhaps. One that comes at this from the end of the democracy side. So as you said, starting from the question of how do we explain democracy, and then one from the sort of more colonial side in that debate. So we'll start with that maybe, which is what I highlighted earlier for listeners, which is that for some listeners, they're going to be quite uncomfortable with the idea that colonialism could have a positive effect on democracy at all.

They will see colonialism as an extremely repressive period. You've both talked in your different answers about some of the violence, the repression, slavery, the exclusionary strategies that were often used, the introduction of forms of clientelism, of brutality, human rights abuses, and so on. How do you kind of couch that in your language and your thinking in terms of being sensitive to those kinds of concerns, while also kind of recognising that you find these causal relationships between different forms of colonialism and the survival of democracy afterwards? 

24:13 Alex Lee

These debates about the nature of colonialism are always complicated because sort of what is the counterfactual, right, to which we're comparing the colonised world, because there aren't actually that many countries in the global south that weren't colonised. It happens that those countries that weren't colonised ended up extremely undemocratic on average, as a side note, but they're unrepresentative for a variety of reasons. So a lot of what you're doing is comparing different types of colonial rule to each other. We don't get to access kind of the uncolonised reality, or at least kind of a pure version of what these countries would look like if they weren't colonised.

So sort of the sheer dominance of history by colonial empires means that anything, good, bad, indifference, that comes out of the past 200 years of their history, you have to understand colonialism to talk about that. 

25:09 Nic Cheeseman

No, I think that's a nice way of putting it, that what you're saying is some forms of colonial rule were more or less positive or destructive from the point of view of building democracy, but not that they were better than a possible alternative, because we can't assess that alternative. Because as you say, we don't have a good enough sample of the countries that didn't experience it to be able to see what might have evolved in the absence of the colonial period. And of course, that's one of the really interesting counterfactuals, I think, that people are often working on in places like Sub-Saharan Africa, which is what kind of systems might have evolved. And one of the things I've done in work with my colleagues, for sure, and others, is kind of go back and look at what were the democratic aspects of different societies that could potentially have evolved into a kind of system of checks and balances that might have been more stable and deeply rooted in the absence of colonial rule. But as you say, Alex, we don't know, we don't have the empirical base to show that because we don't have enough cases where that was allowed to happen. So I think that's a really good point. 

The other sort of point I wanted to push you on going to the other side, the democracy side, is that I think this is a really valuable contribution to the way we think about democracy and how it's played out over the last 20, 30 years. I guess the challenge from the point of view of people who want to make democracy stronger is that an explanation based on colonial factors might seem to be something that's of historical relevance, but not something we can kind of use, as it were. You know, what would be a kind of way in which you would use this book today in terms of trying to strengthen democracy? So I wondered whether, you know, you would want to talk a little bit at the end of this conversation about, you know, obviously, there's really important lessons for the debate. There's lots of important lessons for how we understand democracy. Do you think there are important lessons for people who are out there fighting for democracy today or trying to strengthen democracy today in the book that you've written? 

25:54 Alex Lee

One potential lesson is that something that has been important historically is exposure to parliamentary institutions and exposure to free and fair elections, even if those elections are highly imperfect. So a lot of these elections that we're talking about in terms of exposure to pluralism are limited franchise, only a certain proportion of seats in the legislature, only a certain set of advisory powers, you know, all kinds of qualifications. And yet they succeed in socializing a segment of the elite to parliamentary competition. And so later on, when they expand the franchise, that actually turns out to be important.

27:36 Nic Cheeseman

My colleague Stefan Lindbergh has a nice book on Africa called Democratization by Elections, where, you know, one of the things he talks about is exactly that point that imperfect elections can socialize people into democratic practices, can lead to forms of coordination amongst opposition actors, which lead them to grow and learn over time. And that process can be very important. And the important message, I think, that comes out of what you're saying is, you know, don't necessarily give up, right? If you have elections, if you have parliaments, if they're not perfect, don't think that that's a complete failure, because actually continuing that, keeping that ship on the road, not a ship on the road, that's a terrible analogy, keeping the car on the road or the ship going, but keeping in that progress, even if it's not perfect, can be having positive democratizing effects that you might not necessarily be able to visually see at the time you're looking at it, but might show up in a historical analysis some 50, 60 years later.
So I think that is a really important message. Jack, I think you were coming in there. So last word to you.

28:34 Jack Paine

Yeah, just quickly, like I think these cases also have strong parallels to help understand why it's sort of so hard to rely on international actors to help get you democracy. So on the one hand, there's sort of clear analogies to powers in the world today, like Russia and China, you go back in time and you look at like Portugal and Spain, who actively blocked electoral and democratic reforms in their colonies. On the other hand, you had metropoles like Britain that, again, on average, were sort of more, you know, helped to do a bit more to promote elections.

But that was one of many goals. And so when we point to any number of cases in the world today of what we would consider electoral or competitive authoritarian regimes, there's often some degree of support from the United States or the European Union to hold elections. But this is, again, sort of one of many and sometimes competing goals. And so it's really always going to be the domestic opposition and domestic actors that need to be the ones to push for democracy, hopefully with some degree of support externally, but without the ability to sort of rely on that to get democracy. 

29:41 Nic Cheseman 

Yeah, absolutely. I think that's a good point. The other thing that I think that is really worth taking from your book, which has, you know, so many lessons for us. But the other thing I think is really interesting is, you know, just the model of the group's bargaining and thinking about democratisation as a process that's the outcome of intergroup bargaining. And then, ok you’re talking about a very particular historical time and a particular set of groups, but in many societies today that we see people trying to forge democracy where it’s been problematic or where they’re coming out of authoritarian rule or civil conflict, we also see a progress of bargaining where people who have more power or people they don’t want to share it to. And that sort of framework of thinking about this as being a bargaining process and then a sort of path-dependent institutional process, I think that way of thinking about democracy has a lot of important lessons for us today as well, even though the groups might be different. But the point about, you know the importance of that bargaining for the outcomes we see is a really, really good one. 
So as we’ve discussed today, folks, I think you can already see that this is a really important book for the debate, not only on the history of democracy, but also on the history of colonial rule and its complicated legacy for us today. Thanks so much to Alex for joining us, and to Jack, and we look forward to talking to you perhaps in the future when you come back with your next endeavour. We always like to ask people at the very end what’s next for them, so do you have a follow-up to this plan, are you moving on to something very different, what’s next on your research agendas?

31:12 Alex Lee

So I’m just starting out on a book project right now that kind of builds on this in some ways. It’s about the contemporary patterns in democracy, and particularly this idea in the literature that there’s kind of democratic backsliding that’s going on in industrial democracies, and so I kind of take on that theory.

31:30 Nic Cheeseman

Oh, so you’re going to tell us that there’s no backsliding? Or it’s not as bad as people think, perhaps?

31:35 Alex Lee

I think that what’s changing is a set of informal norms, what you can call the quality of democracy in some sense, but actual elected institutions, like the core kind of aspects, like are there free and fair elections, do they lead to a change of people in office, aren’t shifting. And so you’re going to move towards a reality that maybe looks more like America in the 19th century or India now, where everybody hates each other, the civil service is very politicised, and yet the elections keep on going.

32:04 Nic Cheeseman

And Jack, what about you?

32:06 Jack Paine

Yeah so on the colonialism side, one decision we made early on when writing this book was that we were going to focus on these national level elections. And this is highly sensible coming from the viewpoint of we want to understand where democracy has come from and so we point to elections. Why do we point to elections, because it’s the core element of democracy. But if you sort of take more of the colonial perspective on this, in a lot of cases for all the reasons we’ve discussed the national level elections were sort of like late reforms and don’t actually tell you that much about what was going on during the colonial period, so some of my ongoing projects are looking at this from other levels, either tackling the sub-national level and asking what type of institutions were being promoted there, but also with a much greater focus as you mentioned earlier on pre-colonial constitutions and trying to understand things like how village institutions and Ivo land in south-eastern Nigeria, how that affected the type of political institutions we see subsequently. 

And then at a higher level, and this is sort of thinking in particular about Africa. Thinking about where these countries came from in the first place. So there’s the sort of well-known Scramble for Africa and carving up the continent, drawing these lines on a map. But there was actually a lot more that went into this process of forming borders and states and understanding that much in the same way that understanding elections is really important is highly impactful for political patterns today. So trying to sort of push on some other dimensions of the colonial era, basically noting that elections are one but far from the only legacy of colonialism.

33:42 Nic Cheeseman

Great, well we look forward to being able to invite you guys back to discuss those fascinating projects in the future. Thanks so much for joining us today and take care everybody, and look forward to seeing you on the next episode of People Power Politics. 
33:55 Jack Paine

Thanks so much Nic.

33:56 Outro Jingle

Thank you for listening to the People Power Politics Podcast brought to you by CEDAR, the Centre for Elections, Democracy, Accountability and Representation at the University of Birmingham. To learn more about our centre, and the exciting work we do on these issues around the world, please follow us on Twitter at @CEDAR_Bham and visit our website using the link in the podcast description.

