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Kinds of Democracy

New Models of Federal Republics 
and Multi-Level Governments
Christopher Portosa Stevens 

In “Kinds of Democracy,” I vary the kind of democracy across levels 
in multi-level governments and federations. Varying the kind of de-
mocracy from level to level produces new competitive structures (and 
also new kinds of political complexity), such as producing opportunity 
structures for political parties to move up or down in a federation or 
multi-level government. Varying the kind of democracy from level to 
level also partly resembles some of the irregular and complex political 
forms of city-state republics of ancient Greece and early modern It-
aly, particularly compared to more standardized forms of democracy 
in the contemporary world. Varying the kind of democracy from level 
to level is also a new kind of response to the “iron law of oligarchy,” 
since it is a way of increasing the competitive and democratic nature 
government by creating new opportunity structures for political com-
petition between political parties, and new opportunity structures for 
organizational differentiation and competition across governmental 
and societal levels. 

I also discuss some practical applications of designing new models 
of constitutions based on varying the kind of democracy from level 
to level. These include the potential for remedying violent conflict by 
creating opportunity structures for cross-cutting alliances by political 
parties across regions, across national and regional divides, and also 
across possible ethnic, religious, linguistic, and ideological cleavages 
within and across regions. 
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Political design and construction may be traced back in its origins to 
ancient Greece, such as to Solon’s pre-Socratic initiatives cancelling 
debt slavery, abolishing the existing aristocratic order, and establishing 
a class system based on social mobility. As social theorist Alvin Gould-
ner reminds us, there was a “bold pragmatic manner in which consti-
tutions [were] sometimes established for new colonies,” and a “calcu-
lating way the older tribal structures [were] deliberately manipulated 
with a view to strengthening the polis.”1 Modern political and electoral 
design, however, is a largely modern phenomenon associated with, 
and stimulated by, the rise and spread of democratic government over 
the last few centuries. This began with the founding of the US republic 
in 1776 and the French republic in 1789, and includes the more recent 
spread of democracy – in the wider perspective of history – dating from 
what has been called the “third wave” of democratization spreading 
from Portugal in 1974 to many states in Africa, Latin America, Asia, and 
around the world. As with the early modern spread of constitutional 
and democratic government, the contemporary spread of democracy 
may stimulate greater interest and thought into the nature of political 
and electoral design. Here, I seek to make a contribution to the litera-
ture on political and electoral design by varying the kind of democracy 
from level to level to produce new political and competitive structures, 
and new models of federal republics and multi-level governments 
(these are also identifiable as new kinds of complexity or “variable po-
litical geometries”).2 By contrast, most governments around the world 
standardize or reproduce the same kind of government from level to 
level, with a few exceptions (discussed below).  

Varying the kind of democracy from level to level is also a new kind 
of response to the “iron law of oligarchy,”3 since it is a way of increasing 
the competitive and democratic nature government by creating new 
opportunity structures for political competition between political par-
ties, and new opportunity structures for organizational differentiation 
and competition across governmental and societal levels.  

Varying the kind of democracy from level to level enables, given Du-
verger’s Law,4 the designing of new, variable government forms that 
have predictive and explanatory content: new political party systems 
are predicted to emerge from level to level, and, in some cases, across 
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levels, as some structures create opportunities for political parties at 
one level to competitively displace political parties above or below in 
a federation or multi-level government.5  It is thus possible to design 
multi-level governmental forms that create new opportunity structures 
for variable political party systems including two political parties at the 
national or federal level, multiple political parties at the state or regional 
levels, and structural opportunities for political parties from the lower or 
regional levels “jumping up” to the national or federal level, and political 
parties at the national or federal level being relegated to the lower or re-
gional levels.6 I shall discuss some of these main government forms, and 
then I shall discuss the larger set of possibilities (or logical space) of 
varying the kind of constitutional and democratic government from 
level to level in federations and multi-level governments. (Following 
political scientists Lisbet Hooghe and Gary Marks, I use the concept 
of “multi-level government” as inclusive of and more general than the 
concepts of federation and federal republic).7

States with multi-level governments tend to have the same kind of 
democracy from level to level; that is, they tend to have similar or sym-
metrical governmental structures and voting procedures at the cen-
tral government and provincial or regional government levels (such as 
India and the United States). However, as suggested, there are new, 
specifiable alternatives: It is possible to design structures of multi-level 
government that have single-member, simple plurality (SMP) voting 
procedures at one governmental level and proportional (PR) voting 
procedures at another government level, such as SMP voting at the 
central government level and PR voting at the level of the regional or 
provincial governments (or vice versa).  

Thus, given Duverger’s Law, i.e., SMP voting tends to generate two 
political parties per electoral district, and PR voting tends to gener-
ate multiple political parties, these political structures have predictive 
content. 

For example, in the case of a government form with SMP voting at 
the central government level and PR voting for the governments at the 
regional level there will be a tendency to two parties above, and multi-
ple parties below. These predictable, asymmetric consequences differ 
from the symmetrical consequences of having two parties above and 
below (as in, say, SMP voting at the central and regional levels in the 
US) or having multiple parties above and below (as in, say, PR voting at 
the central and regional levels in Brazil). 



13

Kinds of
Democracy

Another consequence is that this structure places greater competi-
tive pressure on the two major parties at the central government level 
than the more familiar political form of having two parties at both the 
central government and regional government levels (as in the US). This 
is because this form creates an opportunity structure for competing 
multiple parties at the lower or regional level to “jump up” a level and 
replace one of the two major parties (with one of the former two major 
parties being relegated to regional status or going completely defunct). 
It is thus possible to design models of constitutions that roughly ap-
proximate the competitive structure of some international profession-
al soccer leagues that “relegate” the worst performing teams to a lower 
league and elevate the best performing teams from a higher league.8

Alternatively, the above discussed structure may be reversed, with 
PR voting procedures at the central government level, and SMP voting 
procedures at the regional level. Again, as a consequence of Duverger’s 
Law, this creates an asymmetrical party system with a tendency to mul-
tiple parties above and two parties per electoral district at the regional 
or state levels. Further, this form creates an opportunity structure for 
the multiple parties at the central government level to “jump into” and 
displace parties in electoral districts at the regional level. This form ap-
pears to place greater competitive pressure on the two political parties 
in districts at the regional level because of the possibility of the multi-
ple parties at the central government level penetrating and “jumping 
into” the electoral districts at the regional level. (These basic forms are 
summarized in Table 1). 

Discussion and qualifications of classic “exceptions” to Duverger’s Law: 
The models of governments and predicted consequences in Table 1 are 
simplifications and assume the existence of enough cultural diversity 
and the existence of organizational levels in a state (i.e., federal or mul-
ti-level governments) to enable the emergence of two or more political 
parties to emerge at each government level (i.e., center, provinces or 
regions, or additional levels). That is, federations and multi-level go-
vernments themselves create opportunities for regional political par-
ties to form, as in the emergence of sizeable regional political parties in 
the history of the federations of Canada and the U.S., particularly du-
ring the 19th and early 20th centuries. If the U.S. and Canada had not 
been federations, regional political parties across regions would not 
have formed. Famously-held exceptions to Duverger’s Law may be ex-
plained in terms of opportunity structures of federations themselves: 
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The existence of federations and multi-level governments create the 
opportunities for multiple political parties to form, even when there 
is SMP voting (examples include multiple parties in India, and also the 
US and Canada historically). 

Cultural cleavages, including ethnic and ideological cleavages, also 
have been held to generate exceptions to Duverger’s Law,9 and these 
also may be explained in terms of opportunity structures: Extreme 
or overwhelming cultural homogeneity, whether ethnic, religious, or 
ideological, would eliminate political party formation and allegiance 
across cultural, ethnic, and ideological cleavages, just as eliminating 
federal or multi-levels of government would eliminate the possibili-
ty of regional political parties forming at regional government levels 
(since there wouldn’t be any). Thus, for example, the existence of con-
siderable cultural and ideological diversity in Canada across regions 
in Canadian (in conjunction with the multiple government levels in-
herent in its federal structure), and tremendous cultural and linguistic 
diversity in India across regions in India (in conjunction with the mul-
tiple government levels inherent in its federal structure), contributed 
to the success of multiple parties in these countries even with the elec-
toral use of SMP voting. 

This paper, then, moves the concept of “opportunity structure” 
from the sociology of individual opportunities for gain, criminality, ac-
cess to information and social networks to groups and organizations: 
Variables such as different kinds of organizational structures (such as 
federal or unitary states), electoral voting procedures (such as Single 
Member Plurality versus Proportional voting), and culture (as in over-

Table 1: Federations, multi-level governments by electoral mechanisms 

Center Regions               Opportunity               
Structure Favors

Examples

Gov’t A Single Member 
Plurality voting 
(SMP)

SMP Two parties 
per electoral 
district, above & 
below

20th-21st century U.S.
(approx.)

Gov’t B Proportional 
voting (PR)

PR Multiple parties 
above & below

Brazil, Argentina (ap-
prox.) 

Gov’t C SMP PR Two parties 
above, multiple 
parties below

Never attempted

Gov’t D PR SMP Multiple parties 
above, two par-
ties below

Never attempted
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whelming cultural similarity or homogeneity reducing or stunting po-
litical party formation, as in Confucian or Communist China, or the 
considerable linguistic, ethnic, and ideological diversity that facilitates 
the growth of political parties in modern Europe and India) create dif-
ferent opportunity structures for different kinds of political party sys-
tems across societies.     

In addition to varying voting procedures, it is possible to design 
multi-level governments that have a parliamentary system at one level, 
and a presidential system or executive-legislative split at another level 
(by contrast, most federal governments, such as Germany and India 
with parliamentary systems at the federal and regional levels, or the 
US, Mexico, Brazil, and Argentina, Presidents at the federal level and 
Governors at its state levels, reproduce similar kinds of government 
structures at the regional levels as at the national level).   

The focus of this paper is largely in the identification and explora-
tion of these new and specifiable variable political geometries. Howev-
er, I also discuss some potential practical uses of these new models of 
constitutional government in addition to simply elaborating the new 
models of constitutional governments themselves. 

Models of Multi-Level Governments 
There are myriad ways of organizing elections. One of the most nov-
el  – and most peculiar – was the Venetian Republic’s method of se-
lecting the nominee for its chief executive, the doge, from the “Great 
Council,” a body of which “the majority were nobles, but some com-
moners also.”10 Explicitly systematized in 1268, the elaborate procedure 
ran thusly: “From the Great Council there was chose by lot 30; the 30 
were reduced by lot to 9; the 9 named 40; the 40 were reduced by lot 
to 12; the 12 named 25; the 25 were reduced by lot to 9; the 9 named 45; 
the 45 were reduced by lot to 11; the 11 named 41; the 41 nominated the 
doge,” who was then up for election. Modern electoral processes tend 
to be simpler although there is considerable variation in the electoral 
mechanisms used. Of those eligible to vote, how many votes do they 
have per election? One person-one vote, or several by which voters may 
rank candidates? What is the district magnitude, that is, the number of 
offices or seats per district? And what is the threshold for winning? Is it 
simply who wins the most votes? Or, does election require a majority 
of votes, or an even higher threshold? If the threshold is not met (e.g., 
a majority), is there a run-off election in which the field is narrowed by 
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some standard, such as the first two candidates being selected? There 
are all these possibilities, and more. 

However, in part from a desire for simplicity, I will be focusing on 
two widespread electoral mechanisms in the proposed designs for 
new multi-level governments: single member districts with a plurality 
threshold (“first past the post”), and proportional elections by which 
votes are allocated either directly to parties (as in “closed” or “party-list” 
proportionality) or indirectly to parties (as in “open” proportionality 
systems whereby votes are cast for individual candidates and then tal-
lied by party membership).11 Single member districts by plurality (SMP) 
are found in many former British colonies, including India, Kenya, Ja-
maica, the US, Ghana, Trinidad, and Canada. As per Duverger’s Law, 
there is a tendency for each electoral district to have two political par-
ties (although multiple political parties have emerged in India due to 
its high degree of linguistic, ethnic, and cultural diversity, and also its 
federal structure).12 

While SMP voting is especially common across the former British 
Empire, proportional (PR) voting is the most popular outside the for-
mer British Empire, including much of continental Europe (with the 
familiar exception of France), and also Algeria, Argentina, Brazil, Co-
lombia, the Democratic Republic of Congo, the Dominican Republic, 
Equatorial Guinea, Guinea-Bissau, Guyana, Israel, Sri Lanka, South 
Korea, South Africa. Turkey, Uruguay, and others. As a consequence of 
Duverger’s Law, there is a tendency of proportional voting systems to 
produce multiple parties (the hybrid form of mixed-member propor-
tional voting also tends to produce multiple political parties, though 
the effect is less pronounced).13 Roughly speaking, the geography of 
voting systems tends to follow cultural lines, with single member dis-
tricts by a plurality threshold found in the UK and many of its former 
colonies, and proportionality systems (including hybrid mixed mem-
ber proportional systems) found in areas outside of the British Empire 
and also much of continental Europe.14 (However, this has started to 
breakdown over time, as regional and municipal governments in the 
UK, New Zealand, and Australia have experimented with alternative 
democratic forms and voting procedures).15

In the following I seek to show how new governmental forms can 
be created by varying the type of voting system in multi-level gov-
ernment structures (such as two-level federal governments), and that 
these new government forms have predictive and explanatory content. 
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Most multi-level governments, including virtually all federations, have 
similar voting systems at the central government level as at the level 
of regions or provinces. This includes the use of SMP voting at the 
central and regional government levels of India and the United States 
(the form “Government A” in Table 1), and the use of PR voting at the 
central and regional government levels of Argentina and Brazil (the 
form “Government B” in Table 1). However, as delineated in Table 1, it 
is possible for multi-level governments to differ in their voting systems 
from level to level.  Table 1 delineates four basic forms of multi-level 
government by the common and popular voting systems of SMP and 
PR. Government “C” features SMP voting at the central government 
level and PR voting at the regional or provincial level. Government “D” 
features PR voting at the central government level and SMP voting at 
the regional level. The political opportunity structures of governments 
“C” and “D” create new, asymmetric structures, which have predictable 
and specifiable results, as per of Duverger’s Law. 

These can be elaborated in turn. Government “C” creates the possi-
bility of a variable multi-level party structure. As discussed, the model 
implies that it is possible to explicitly design democratic constitutions 
with predictive content: The model predicts a tendency to two parties 
above, and multiple parties below. Thus, Government “C” creates an 
opportunity structure for competing multiple parties at the lower or 
regional level to “jump up” a level, extend their political representation 
below to above, and replace one of the two major parties (with one of 
the former two major parties being relegated to a status as a party at 
the provincial or regional level – or becoming completely defunct if it 
is not represented at the regional level).16  

Government “C” is more competitive than Government “A” since it 
creates more opportunities for political parties to replace or compet-
itively displace one of the two dominant political parties at the cen-
ter.17 Moreover, the two dominant political parties at the center will 
have competitive pressure to seek endorsements and support from the 
multiple parties at the regions, and likely would face criticism by par-
ties at the regional level that may be absent at the center. In addition, a 
multi-party system at the level of the regions, instead of a two-party 
system dominant across the national and regional levels, creates oppor-
tunity structures for successful (or efficient) regional political parties 
to “jump” laterally and competitively displace less successful or less ef-
ficient political parties of different regions or municipal governments. 
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Alternatively, the structure of Government “C” might be reversed, 
with PR voting procedures at the central government level, and SMP 
voting procedures at the provincial or regional level. As in Government 
“D” in Table A, this creates the possibility of a variable multi-level party 
structure as well, but with a tendency to multiple parties above, and 
two parties per electoral district at the provincial or regional level. Fur-
ther, this form creates an opportunity structure for the multiple par-
ties at the central government level to “jump into” and displace parties 
in electoral districts at the provincial or regional level. Compared to 
Government “B,” Government “D” places greater competitive stress on 
regional political parties. Since voters will vote in national elections 
with multiple parties but will vote in regional elections with effectively 
two political parties per electoral district, there will be opportunities 
for voters to vote for different political parties in national and regional 
elections. 

As suggested, this discrepancy between the voting systems in na-
tional and regional elections could create opportunities for parties suc-
ceeding in the multi-party system at the central government level to 
“jump into” and possibly replace political parties in electoral districts at 
the regional government level. This government structure may be attrac-
tive for those that are interested in pressuring or stimulating regional and 
municipal levels of government to be more competitive and efficient, since 
political parties at the national level will have the opportunity from elec-
tion to election to compete with and possibly displace one of the two major 
parties per electoral district at the lower, regional levels of government. 

In Government “C” there is an opportunity structure for multiple 
political parties at the regions to place greater competitive pressure 
on the center; alternatively, Government “D” creates an opportunity 
structure for political parties at the center to place greater competitive 
pressure downwardly to the regions (and also municipal governments). 
Consequently, in countries with considerable regional diversity in po-
litical party systems (possibly because of regional cultural diversity), it 
would appear that introducing the structure of Government “D” would 
be a way of reducing regional diversity in political party systems (if this 
was to be considered desirable). By contrast, Government “C” may be 
used to release or express regional political and cultural diversity at 
least at the level of the regions instead of suppressing it.  

It also should be recognized, though, that even the static, non-vari-
able, and most common federal government forms of “A” and “B” in 
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Table 1 create limited opportunity structures for multi-level party sys-
tems that vary from level to level. As discussed in the introductory sec-
tion, there are exceptions to Duverger’s Law that include the existence 
and limited success of largely regionally based third parties in the fed-
erations of Canada and the United States. The federal republic of India 
would be another significant example: The same voting procedures are 
in place at the national and regional levels (PR voting), but, due to oth-
er factors, especially ethnic and linguistic cleavages, more political par-
ties historically function at the regional levels than the national levels. 

Thus, compared to Governments A and B, Governments C and D create 
more political competition.18 Moreover, Governments C and D enable 
kinds of organizational exit, organizational movement, and organiza-
tional growth and contraction.19 For example, in Government “C” po-
litical parties (kinds of organizations) can move vertically from lower 
government levels or jurisdictions to higher government levels. This 
is organizational movement and growth: parties “jumping up” from 
lower level jurisdictions to the central government level or higher-lev-
el jurisdictions. There is also organizational exit and contraction by 
which parties may descend or are relegated to the regional level or 
specific regional or local jurisdictions (in some cases the parties might 
go extinct). Organizational exit does not necessarily involve contrac-
tion; organizational exit and growth are possible, as when a party from 
above or below moves vertically above or below and establishes itself 
at the national or regional level, or if a regional party moves to another 
region or regions and establishes itself as a greater political party at 
the regional level. Government “D” enables political parties to move 
vertically from higher government levels to lower government levels 
(parties “jumping into,” growing, and moving vertically from a higher 
government level to the regional level or specific regional or local ju-
risdictions). 

If the powerful and useful concept of “variable political geometry” 
is applied to the variable political shapes of the European Union and 
also to the variable political shapes which emerge across levels of state 
and economic globalization, Governments “C” and “D” may be said to 
create new models of variable political geometries. This is an exam-
ple, then, of social science designing and organizing complexity, and 
also being able to predict different variable political geometries based 
on different initial conditions (as in the different government forms of 
Table 1). 
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Another way of thinking about the predictive content of the models in 
Table 1 is that the different models of constitutions may be compared and 
ranked in terms of their different predictive consequences. Other condi-
tions held constant, Government “C” (with SMP above and PR below) 
is more likely to have two parties above and multiple parties below than 
Governments “A,” “B,” or “D”; government “C” is more likely to have a 
political party from the regional or state level “jump up” and relegate or 
eliminate a political party at the national level than Governments “A,” 
“B,” or “D”; additionally, government “D” with PR above and SMP be-
low is more likely to have multiple parties above and two parties below 
than governments “A,” “B,” or “D”; moreover, comparatively speaking, 
government “D” is more likely to place competitive  pressure (reduc-
ing the existence and influence or regional parties) than “C” (in which 
greater competitive pressure rises from below than above compared to 
government “D”). These models, then, have predictive and explanatory 
content, and the models in this paper also may serve as designs for 
state constitutions. 

On the Practical Nature of Organizational and Political 
Design 
Eminent sociologist James Coleman has argued that the preponder-
ance and success of purposive and self-consciously designed forms 
of collective action in the modern era, “social inventions” or different 
kinds of constructed or designed organizations, including limited li-
ability corporations, trade unions, organizational charters, formal 
bureaucracies, government agencies, nation-states, and political con-
stitutions, makes the subject of designing organizations and forms of 
collective action more central to the disciplines of sociology and polit-
ical science.20

Coleman called for social scientists to re-orient themselves to the 
design of new organizations, forms of collective action, and other 
kinds of social inventions or social technologies (as opposed to study-
ing primordial social organization such as families, clans, or tribes). It 
should be appreciated that another contribution of this paper is that 
it develops social inventions or “social technologies” – models of con-
stitutions including competitive political party systems – that are, at 
the same time, function as explanatory models with predictive con-
tent. The development of explanatory models in social science many 
times follows the philosophy of science attached to model building in 
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physics and astronomy. By contrast, model building in the biological 
sciences sometimes involves developing models with predictive con-
tent that also function as models of “natural technologies” (a concept 
that goes back to Giambattista Vico and also Karl Marx) or adaptive 
structures. Thus, the model of the double-helical structure of the DNA 
predicts the characteristics the DNA molecule, and, at the same time, 
also is a model of a “natural technology” or the universal biochemical 
basis of the genetic instructions for the building blocks of cells and tis-
sue differentiation in organisms. Though Coleman did not recognize 
that, in his call for a focus on the design of social inventions and kinds 
of organizations, models of “social inventions” including the variable 
political geometries in this paper, can be both models with predictive 
content and also models for collective action. In this case, I have at-
tempted to design new models of political constitutions that may be 
useful for re-organizing societies around the world in new ways, such 
as increasing their internal organizational differentiation, complexity, 
and competition. 

Since Coleman also argues that a considerable difference between 
the developed world and the developing world over the past 500 years 
is the far greater organizational diversity, differentiation, and complex-
ity in the developed world compared to much of the developing world, 
the developing world may have an interest in political constitutions 
that may increase the organizational differentiation, complexity, and 
competition in their societies in addition to the contemporary role of 
economic globalization in increasing the number and differentiation 
of business corporations in their societies.21

The foregoing “practical application” is relatively abstract. In the fol-
lowing section, I discuss some potential practical applications to con-
flict in the Middle East and elsewhere.   

Practical Applications to Conflict in the Middle East & Beyond 
It is also possible to make this approach useful to designing consti-
tutions as constitutional remedies to violence and conflict in differ-
ent conflict zones around the world, such as the Middle East. Thus, in 
zones of conflict with violence across multiple cultural and religious 
cleavages (instead of political competition across ethnic and cultural 
cleavages), varying the kind of democracy from level to level may cre-
ate new kinds of political and legal structures for remedying conflict. 
For example, a constitution with voting procedures that generates two 
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major political parties at the national level and multiple political par-
ties at the regional levels, will have a constitution that tends to fuse or 
unify the country at the national level, but that does not shut out or 
attempt to eliminate powerful political or potentially militarized fac-
tions at the regional levels. Multiple political parties at the regional 
levels also enables opportunity structures for cross-cutting alliances 
across dominant ethnic and cultural cleavages, across regions and also 
across government levels. That is, it creates opportunities for politi-
cal parties within each ethnic or cultural cleavage, say, Shia Socialists, 
Sunni Arab socialists, and Kurdish socialists and also Shia economic 
liberals, Sunni Arab economic liberals, and Kurdish economic liber-
als, being able to form political party alliances across familiar global 
ideological cleavages and “material interests” (such as economic lib-
erals versus socialists) instead of forming separate militarized cultur-
al blocks incommensurate with constitutional democracy based on 
competition, legalism, and brokering between political parties. The 
two dominant parties at the center also would experience competitive 
pressures to seek support and endorsements from regional parties. 

Since varying the kind of democracy from level to level enables new 
kinds political complexity, competition, and organizational differenti-
ation to emerge, it also potentially creates new opportunities for po-
litical alliances and coalitions to form across and within militarized 
cultural blocks -- “clashes of identities,” and “clashes” of religion, lan-
guage, tribe, ethnicity, and civilization -- in the transition to constitu-
tional government with competing political parties instead of vying 
militarized factions.23 Thus, varying the kind of democracy from level 
to level potentially creates new opportunity structures for the transla-
tion and transition from “clashes of civilizations,” and “clashes of iden-
tities,” to cultural and ideological cleavages of political party competi-
tion and coalition formation.     

A similar strategy of varying the kind of democracy from level to 
level in a multi-level government or federal republic to produce new 
kinds of political complexity, competition, and, possibly, the absorp-
tion and translation of national and regional violent conflicts into 
political conflict and competition may apply across other societies 
around the world. In the Middle East, societies in the central and east-
ern Middle East, such as Iraq, Iran, Afghanistan, Pakistan, Syria, and 
Lebanon, have great linguistic, ethnic, and cultural diversity, especial-
ly compared to more monolithically Sunni Muslim Arab societies of 
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Saudi Arabia and much of the Saudi peninsula, and also North African 
Sunni Arab societies with the exception of Egypt. (Egypt and Turkey 
are highly culturally homogenous, though with large cultural minori-
ties, such as Coptic Christians in Egypt and Kurds in Turkey). 

Sub-Saharan African societies have tremendous linguistic, ethnic, 
and cultural diversity, including the remnants of even greater linguis-
tic, tribal, and ethnic diversity of the 19th and early 20th centuries. 
Some observers have attributed the existence of severe civil wars and 
even genocide in 20th and early 21st century Africa to the countervail-
ing forces of remaining cultural divides that do not or did not cohere 
with many of the states and political borders left from earlier colo-
nialism and imperialism.24 Varying the kind of democracy from level 
to level in a multi-level government or federal republic also may be 
useful to translate and absorb militarized cultural blocks and factions 
into political parties. As discussed, varying the kind of democracy from 
level to level creates more opportunities for cross-cutting political al-
liances across regions, across potential cultural and ideological cleav-
ages within regions, and across the center to the regions.  

Asian societies, Latin American societies, or others may be attracted 
to the strategy of varying the kind of democracy from level to level. 
This is because they may seek to increase the organizational and polit-
ical complexity and competition in their societies, and also may seek 
to provide new opportunities for the release and harnessing of under-
lying cultural and ideological diversity in their societies, especially if 
their political systems submerge or suppress the expression of ideolog-
ical and cultural diversity in their societies at the levels of national and 
regional politics. Societies uncomfortable with the political mobiliza-
tion and expression of cultural and ideological diversity at the center 
or national level of their societies (possibly because of fears of nation-
alist chauvinism of a cultural majority dominating cultural minorities), 
but concerned with conflict, disaffection or non-compliance by ethnic, 
religious, linguistic, or ideological groups at the regional levels, may 
seek to vary the kind of democracy at the regional level to release and 
harness submerged cultural and ideological diversity at the regional 
levels of their societies. 

Varying the kind of democracy from level to level also partly resem-
bles some of the highly complex and irregular forms of early democrat-
ic constitutions of ancient Greece and the city-states of early modern 
Italy, particularly compared to more standardized forms of democracy 



24

CEJISS  
2/2019 

in the contemporary world. The irregular and complex constitutional 
republics of post-tribal ancient Greece and early modern Italy partly 
reproduced underlying societal complexity and the multiple political 
factions of these societies (discussed above). Varying the kind of de-
mocracy from level to level, then, also may be a way providing opportu-
nity structures to release, satisfy, and express underlying societal com-
plexity, political and cultural cleavages, and ideological heterogeneity 
that remain unexpressed (or suppressed) in many societies around the 
world. This may apply to non-democratic regimes, newly democratic 
constitutional governments, or democratic societies that have limited 
political party systems that submerge underlying cultural and ideolog-
ical diversity within their societies.   

Political Philosophy, Theory, and Organizational Design 
In the origins of political philosophy in ancient Greece and its renais-
sance in early modern Europe, political philosophy was more intimate-
ly connected with political and organizational design. This includes 
the early constitutions of ancient Greece, ancient Greek colonies es-
tablished with self-consciously designed constitutions in the Medi-
terranean and Southern Italy, and the self-conscious constitution of 
the Roman Republic, including legal rights that individuals beyond its 
early city borders could become full-fledged citizens; jumping ahead 
millennia later, this also includes the conceptions and applications of 
a kind of balance of powers or checks and balances in analyzing and 
designing the constitutions and structures of republics, city-states, 
and “peace leagues,” especially in Montesquieu’s Spirit of the Laws, The 
Federalist Papers of John Jay, Alexander Hamilton, and James Madison, 
and the additional, interpretive writings of James Madison on the early 
city-states of ancient Greece, the Roman Republic, and the city-states 
and republics of early modern Europe, especially in Italy, Switzerland, 
and the Netherlands. 

These thinkers, and especially James Madison, conceptualized and 
simplified the wide variety of complex and hybrid legal and political 
structures of the early modern period of Europe (and also the ancient 
world). Over time, however, there has been far less political and orga-
nizational variation and experimentation compared to earlier periods. 

Charles Tilly comments that, “the present 160-odd recognized 
states cover a much narrower organizational range than the 200-odd 
European states of 1500, which included city-states, city-empires, fed-
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erations, kingdoms, territorial empires, and more.”25 Tilly argues that, 
“except for the relatively centralized federations and quite attenuat-
ed kingdoms, those once abundant political forms have all but dis-
appeared.” In Tilly’s view, over the past 500 years “state-making” has 
moved in largely one organizational direction: “the pressures of large-
scale war making, and the negotiations of large-scale peacemaking 
drove all European states toward” a specific organizational form, the 
“national state” with democratic elections. For Tilly, this “has contin-
ued into our own time, and imposed a common definition on states in 
very diverse parts of the world.” 

In the 20th and 21st centuries, this has meant that political, legal, and 
organizational change and diversity has shifted more from the political 
realm to the business realm: This includes kinds of non-standard “net-
work” organizational forms which create linkages and forms of collec-
tive action beyond the realms of the formal hierarchies of firms, both 
internally and also externally to other firms or information sources;26 
multi-national corporations that have exploited information technol-
ogies and the near instantaneous access to information to accomplish 
tasks through geographically disaggregated cooperation, thereby con-
tributing to establishing what Thomas Friedman, inspired by Nandan 
Nilekani of Infosys, calls the “flat world” of globalization in which jobs 
and occupations become increasingly mobile like people, capital, and 
goods;27 the “hyper-globalization” of distributing tasks and expertise in-
ternationally, and making tasks and functions mobile like capital, goods, 
information, and people; the small, nimble multi-national firms that ac-
tually vastly outnumber large multi-national corporations;28 state cap-
italist firms that combine technical state ownership and control with 
the attraction of public and private equity; businesses that employ al-
ternatives to standard bureaucratic hierarchies, as in classic examples of 
“quality circles” in Japanese firms in which employees, including factory 
workers, supervise and maintain quality amongst one another instead of 
through the constant contact or direct supervision of management; the 
self-conscious attempts to maintain less formal, open, competitive and 
less hierarchical formal and informal organizational structures of “start-
ups” by larger firms, such as by Google, Microsoft, Facebook, Amazon 
and many other firms;29 the part capitalist, part socialist, and successful 
village and township collective enterprises in China that laid the basis 
for the incremental, successful, and what was perceived as a less socially 
disturbing transition to capitalism in China.30
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However, this does not necessarily mean that states cannot develop 
or maintain a greater degree of political and legal experimentation and 
plasticity, including in their political party systems, that create oppor-
tunity structures for greater competition, including by means of orga-
nizational exit, growth, and movement (discussed above). 

Since, in large states, cultural and political diversity are many times 
suppressed by the “iron law of oligarchy” (discussed above), varying the 
kind of democracy from level to level to release or harness cultural and 
political diversity in societies, especially at the regional levels, may be 
especially attractive. This work creates new and unprecedented ways 
of doing this, new variable political geometries with predictive con-
tent. These new models of constitutions increase the competitive and 
democratic nature of government by creating new opportunity struc-
tures for competition between political parties, and new opportunity 
structures for organizational differentiation across government and 
societal levels. These new models of constitutions may have practical 
use for governments, corporations, politicians, civilians, and activists. 

Political design and construction, then, may be traced back in its or-
igins to ancient Greece, as in Solon’s pre-Socratic initiatives cancelling 
debt slavery, abolishing the existing aristocratic order, and establishing 
a class system based on social mobility. There was a “bold pragmatic 
manner in which constitutions [were] sometimes established for new 
colonies,” and a “calculating way the older tribal structures [were] de-
liberately manipulated with a view to strengthening the polis.” These 
small, humble city-states, all of which were no larger than mid-size 
towns in modern Western societies, not only emerged from their pri-
mordial tribalism but became a “cradle of civilization” from which the 
science, philosophy, religion, art, and culture of modern Western soci-
eties trace their origins. 
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