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Georgetown University Electoral Policy Study Groups 
 
 
The Georgetown Electoral Policy Study Groups are an initiative of the Georgetown University 
Democracy and Governance Studies Program and the United States Agency for International 
Development, bringing together students to work with and learn from experienced scholars, 
policymakers, and practitioners in the field of electoral studies. In cooperation with the United 
States Agency for International Development’s Center of Excellence on Democracy, Human 
Rights, and Governance, students in the Electoral Policy Study Groups research and engage 
contemporary dimensions of and challenges to elections around the world, such as electoral 
violence and electoral integrity. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



3 

Acknowledgments 
 
 
This report presents the research of students in Georgetown University Master in Democracy and 
Governance Studies Program conducted under the direction of Professor Jeff Fischer. The 
opinions and observations expressed here are those of the authors and do not represent the views 
of Georgetown University, the Democracy and Governance Studies Program, or the United 
States Agency for International Development (USAID). 

The authors are grateful to the Democracy and Governance Studies Program for organizing the 
opportunity to gain the valuable research experience and that was made available through this 
project. The authors also wish to recognize and thank the Center of Excellence on Democracy, 
Human Rights and Governance at USAID, and Tess McEnery and Matthew Grieger in 
particular, for their enthusiastic support of and partnership with this project and for giving us the 
opportunity to present our findings at the DRG Center. In addition, the authors wish to express 
their gratefulness to Luther Jeke at Creative Associates International, who provided valuable 
information and resources about social media tools as well as assistance in the creation of the 
electoral violence map. 

Finally, the authors wish to express their deep appreciation and gratefulness to Professor Fischer, 
who made himself available to provide constant guidance and comments throughout the entire 
project. His dedication to the issue of electoral violence and generosity in sharing his experience 
and expertise is a tremendous asset to the Democracy and Governance Studies Program. This 
endeavor would not have been possible without him. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



4 

Acronyms 
 
 
AIDR  Artificial Intelligence for Disaster Response 
AIME   Artificial Intelligence for Monitoring Elections 
AL  Awami League 
ALP  Afghan Local Police 
ANDS  Afghan National Department of Security 
BNP  Bangladesh National Party 
ECI  Indian Election Commission 
EISA  Electoral Institute for Sustainable Democracy in Africa 
ERM  Electoral Risk Management 
GIA  Armed Islamist Group 
ICT  Information and Communication Technology 
IDEA  International Institute for Democracy and Electoral Assistance 
IDLG  Independent Directorate of Local Governance 
IEC  Independent Election Commission 
IECC  Independent Electoral Complaints Commission 
IPC  Indian Penal Code 
ISAF  International Security Assistance Force 
ipFEV  Integrated Predictive Framework for Electoral Violence 
JOINTS Joint Operational and Intelligence Structure 
MoD  Ministry of Defense 
MoI  Ministry of Interior 
NLF  National Liberation Front 
PAIGC African Party for the Independence of Guinea and Cape Verde 
PNA  Algerian People’s National Army 
PCC   Provincial Coordination Center 
RCC   Regional Coordination Center 
SANDF South African National Defense Forces 
SSA  State Security Agency 
UNDP  United Nations Development Programme 
USAID United States Agency for International Development 
QRF   Quick Reaction Forces 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



5 

Table of Contents 
 
 
Acknowledgements..........................................................................................................................3 
Acronyms.........................................................................................................................................4 
Executive Summary.........................................................................................................................6 
Section One: Strengthening Predictive Frameworks for Electoral Violence ……….....................8 
Section Two: Best Practices for Violence Prevention in Elections ..............................................26 
Global Survey of Electoral Violence in 2014................................................................................34 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



6 

Executive Summary 
 
 
This report evaluates and strengthens methodologies for predicting and best practices for 
preventing and addressing electoral violence based on the USAID Electoral Security Framework 
and Best Practices in Electoral Security.  
 
The report includes three sections: a database of incidents of electoral violence in 2014, a section 
on strengthening predictive frameworks for electoral violence, and a section investigating best 
practices for preventing electoral violence. 
 
The final section presents the Global Survey of Electoral Violence in 2014, which consists of a 
database of incidents of electoral violence in 2014 based on a survey of those incidents 
conducted by the researchers. The database presents the data in a simplified list format within the 
report itself and in a detailed excel table (attached separately). A color-coded map illustrating the 
intensity of electoral violence where it occurred accompanies the database. 
 
The first section of this report presents a survey and comparative evaluation of existing 
methodologies for predicting and risk factors associated with electoral violence. This evaluation 
compared the risk factors outlined the USAID Electoral Security Framework with those specified 
by the United Nations Development Programme (UNDP) Conditions and Risk Evaluation 
Approach and the International Institute for Democracy and Electoral Assistance (IDEA) 
Electoral Risk Management (ERM) Tool.  
 
From the comparative evaluation of these frameworks for predicting electoral violence, this 
section develops and details an Integrated Predictive Framework for Electoral Violence (ipFEV). 
This Integrated Framework builds upon the structural and election-specific risk factors outlined 
in the USAID Electoral Security Framework, incorporating the political and security context 
surrounding an election as specified by the UNDP framework and the distinction between 
structural risk factors internal to an election and those external to an election based on the 
distinction between internal and external factors highlighted in the IDEA ERM Tool. IpFEV 
emphasizes the overlooked importance of external structural factors in predicting electoral 
violence. Additionally, the Integrated Framework evaluates the increasing potential of social 
media as a tool for predicting electoral violence. 
 
Based on data in the 2014 Global Survey of Electoral Violence, the evaluation of predictive 
methodologies applies ipFEV to the cases of Guinea-Bissau, Bangladesh, and Algeria in order to 
identify the salient risk factors present in those cases. Based on the examination of these cases 
we argue the following: first, the risk factors identified in the USAID Electoral Security 
Framework remain highly relevant for predicting electoral violence in a variety of contexts. 
Second, across all cases, the political and security context remains an important overarching 
factor for identifying electoral violence risk: countries in which the political and security context 
demonstrates a Country in Transition and Post-War Society are particularly vulnerable to 
electoral violence. Third, Structural risk factors external to an election are also significant 
predictors of electoral violence, in that they set the specific preconditions for such violence.  
 
Key to the findings of the predictive methodologies section is the argument that External, 
Structural factors in a society often overshadow and lie at the root of electoral violence. Effective 
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prediction of electoral violence begins with identification of these factors and their root causes 
within a given political and security context. The identification of an overarching political and 
security context and the distinction between Internal and External Structural factors that ipFEV 
provides are thus fundamental to the prediction of electoral violence. 
 
The second section of this report elaborates the research on enhancing the current USAID best 
practices framework for preventing electoral violence. This section begins with an overview of 
the methodology used to conduct this research. The three cases chosen to inform this research 
were India, Afghanistan, and South Africa. These states were chosen because they face dynamic 
and consistent election violence challenges while demonstrating the capacity to innovate and 
develop responses to this election violence. They were also chosen because they varied in 
context and interventions used. 
 
Using these examples as case studies we then provide conclusions drawn and give suggestions 
for how USAID’s current framework could be enhanced. Our conclusions fall under two main 
categories: New Framework dimensions and strategic combinations.   
 
First, we argue that technology should exist as its own dimension under the electoral cycle 
component of the USAID framework. Technological developments such as drones, cell phones 
or hotlines for reporting and the use of social media tracking have proven to be influential across 
numerous cases for predicting, preventing and reacting to electoral violence.  Second, we 
demonstrate why we believe security force dispersal should be included as a new framework 
dimension within the election phase component. 
 
Next we discuss how the inclusion of Strategic Combinations could enhance the current 
framework. A strategic combination refers to the use of two or more interventions or addressing 
two or more issues in a way that produces a better outcome or prevention method.  We provide 
specific examples from the research that illustrate effective strategic combinations. 
 
There is no question that USAID produces some of the most contemporary and influential 
literature on election violence prevention, however, by including these dimensions new 
dimensions of technology and force dispersal as well as covering how interventions can be 
strategically utilized in ways to make them more effective, the framework would be enhanced. 
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Section One: Strengthening Predictive Frameworks for Electoral Violence 
 
 
Introduction 
  
This study identifies risk factors for electoral violence and evaluates the effectiveness of 
methodologies for predicting violence based on these risk factors. The evaluation focuses 
specifically on the risk factors outlined in the United States Agency for International 
Development (USAID) Electoral Security Framework in the comparative context of two other 
predictive approaches to profiling electoral violence: the United Nations Development 
Programme (UNDP) Conditions and Risk Evaluation Approach and the International Institute for 
Democracy and Electoral Assistance (IDEA) Electoral Risk Management (ERM) tool.  
 
The current USAID Electoral Security Framework identifies “historical conflict,” “structural,” 
and “election-specific” risk factors that have the potential to contribute to electoral violence. In 
evaluating the USAID Framework, our study asks four fundamental questions: First, is there a 
correlation between the USAID-identified risk factors and actual incidents of electoral violence? 
Second, which USAID-identified risk factors demonstrated the strongest correlation and which 
risk factors demonstrated the weakest correlation with actual incidents of electoral violence in 
2014? Third, which risk factors were more prominent or less prominent in contributing to 
electoral violence during each phase of the electoral cycle? Finally, what risk factors that 
contributed to actual incidents of electoral violence does the USAID Framework omit?  
  
Through a comparative evaluation of the aforementioned predictive approaches, this study aims 
to assist researchers and practitioners to modify, strengthen, and apply existing predictive 
methodologies to help prevent and more effectively address future instances of electoral 
violence. 
  
Objectives and Methodology 
 
This study defines electoral violence as any act of violence with the specific intent of disrupting 
the process and outcome of an election. Electoral violence may occur during any given phase of 
an election cycle: pre-election, election day, or post-election. The research for this study 
considers incidents of electoral violence that occurred across the world in 2014. Based on reports 
of these incidents, we have sorted the incidents by type and intensity of electoral violence, type 
of victim and type of perpetrator, and the phase of the electoral cycle in which the violence 
occurred. To measure intensity of violence, this study applies Straus and Taylor’s intensity of 
violence scale.1 The Incidents of Electoral Violence in 2014 report provides a database of this 
information. 
  
The objective of this study is to isolate and identify significant correlations between specific risk 
factors and specific types and intensities of violence; violence enacted by certain types of 
perpetrators; violence enacted on certain types of victims; and violence enacted during specific 
phases of an electoral cycle. By identifying the varying prominence of certain risk factors in the 
                                                
1 Scott Straus and Charlie Taylor, Democratization and Electoral Violence in Sub-Saharan Africa – 1990 – 2007, 
University of Wisconsin, 2009, 
http://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=1451561 



9 

context of specific manifestations of electoral violence, this research assigns relative weight 
(significance) to various risk factors for predicting incidents of electoral violence in various 
contexts. As we will explain below, we weigh risk factors depending on their context. 
  
In order to achieve these research objectives, this study has developed an expanded electoral 
security assessment framework, which we will call the Integrated Predictive Framework for 
Electoral Violence (ipFEV). This “Integrated Framework” builds upon the structural and 
election-specific risk factors outlined in USAID Electoral Security Framework, applying risk 
factors outlined in the UNDP Conditions and Risk Evaluation Approach and the IDEA ERM 
tool. In considering these other predictive approaches to electoral violence, including the 
application of social media monitoring methods, ipFEV provides a strengthened and more 
holistic approach to predicting electoral violence in the twenty-first century. First, ipFEV 
identifies the overarching political and security context related to democratization, similar to the 
UNDP Approach. Second, drawing on the IDEA ERM Tool’s distinction between internal and 
external factors, ipFEV identifies structural (including historical conflict) and election-specific 
USAID-identified risk factors as internal or external to electoral violence. Through a critical 
examination of the pathway to democracy, ipFEV applies UNDP’s contextual perspective to 
situate these factors in their relevant political environments in order to better identify their root 
causes. By first identifying countries that have “consolidated” or are successfully striving to 
consolidate democracy, and distinguishing between risk factors as internal or external to an 
election, practitioners may more effectively develop and tailor their responses to preemptively 
address the challenges to electoral security. 
 
The research for this study applies ipFEV to documented incidents of electoral violence in three 
countries: Guinea-Bissau, Bangladesh, and Algeria. We chose these cases as each country was 
home to an election in 2014 that reflected a different level of intensity of electoral violence and 
each election reflected a variety of types of violence, including the disruption of the electoral 
process by youth in Algeria. A detailed comparative case analysis of these countries identifies 
the type and intensity of incidents of electoral violence that occurred in 2014, the perpetrators 
and victims of these incidents, and the phases of the electoral cycle in which these incidents 
occurred. The case analysis of each country considers the predominant risk factors correlated 
with each incident in accordance with the risk factors outlined in ipFEV. This analysis reveals 
which risk factors are more salient in each case, and thus, should be more heavily weighted for 
predicting electoral violence in various contexts. 
  
Based on these findings, this report evaluates and strengthens the effectiveness of the predictive 
methodologies of the USAID Electoral Security Framework by suggesting specific modifications 
to the weight and structure of risk factors for and indicators of electoral violence in various 
contexts.  
 
Existing Electoral Security Assessment Frameworks 
 
USAID Electoral Security Framework2 
 

                                                
2 Jeff Fischer, Karen Kaplan, and Elisabeth Bond, “Electoral Security Framework: Technical Guidance Handbook 
for Democracy and Governance Officers,” July 2010, http://www.usaid.gov/sites/default/files/documents/1866/1-
Electoral-Security-Framework.pdf 
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As previously mentioned, the USAID Electoral Security Framework distinguishes between 
“historical conflict,” “structural,” and “election-specific” risk factors. 
 
I. Historical Conflict Factors 
  
Historical factors are the most prominent in shaping the environment and context in which an 
election and electoral violence may occur.  Historical conflict factors may be “election-specific,” 
insofar as they reflect a specific history of electoral violence. Such specific histories of electoral 
violence may serve as predictors for the occurrence and features of future violence, including 
victims, perpetrators, types and intensities of violence, and locations of violence. Historical 
conflict factors may also refer to a general history of conflict that contributes to a risk for 
election violence in a given country. 
 
II. Structural Factors 
 
Structural, or contextual, risk factors are those vulnerabilities that exist outside of the direct 
electoral context, constitute the basic environment for elections, and create conditions for 
electoral conflict to occur. Structural risk factors include: Security, political, economic, and 
social factors.  
 
Security risk factors reflect the training, equipment, support, and politicization of security forces, 
as well as the rules of engagement governing those security forces. Additionally, post-conflict 
political environments, the availability of firearms, crime rates, and the presence of Private 
Armed Groups, militias, and on-going insurgencies are all potential security risk factors. 
 
Political risk factors generally include the type of regime and style of governance, as well as the 
legal framework guiding the electoral process, the structure and function of the political finance 
system, and the normative and established practices and behaviors of campaigning. 
 
Economic risk factors potentially contributing to electoral violence include per capita income, 
the distribution of wealth (as measured by the GINI coefficient), and Gross Domestic Product. 
 
Social risk factors for electoral violence include established social cleavages in a country, such 
as ethnic, religious, linguistic, and regional division. Additionally, demographic shifts, such as 
immigration, displacement, urbanization, and a swollen population of unemployed youth are also 
prominent social risk factors. Finally, the role of elites in the election process is another social 
risk factor that may lead to election violence. 
 
III. Election-Specific Factors 
 
Election-specific factors are internal vulnerabilities that are directly related to electoral actors, 
events, practices and materials that can trigger or contribute to triggering election-related conflict 
in a given time or place. Election-specific risk factors include: the type and structure of the 
electoral system and the party system, the quality of electoral dispute adjudication mechanisms, 
the independence of the electoral monitoring board, the timing and sequencing of the election, 
the delimitation and decentralization of election districts, the risk of election fraud, legislative 
reforms made prior to the election, boycotts, general political confrontations, hate-speech, 
propaganda, rumors and misinformation, as well as social media influences. 
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UNDP Conditions and Risk Evaluation Approach3 
 
The UNDP Conditions and Risk Evaluation Approach takes a broader perspective in comparison 
with the USAID Electoral Security Framework, identifying overarching vulnerabilities 
associated with a country’s degree of democratization. The UNDP Approach thus considers the 
context and pathways of democratization, as well as the dynamics of the electoral system and the 
dynamic of conflict in a given country. Degrees or stages of democratization are identified 
according to Countries in Transition, Consolidating Democracies, and Post-War Societies. 
“Countries in Transition” include those under authoritarian or single-party rule, while 
“Consolidating Democracies” include states that have undergone transitions in which the future 
political regime remains fragile and uncertain. These ideal types of the “Transition Paradigm,” 
however, assume a questionable inevitability of transition, which can be problematic for 
predicting and addressing electoral violence.4 
 
The dynamics of the electoral system and the dynamics of conflict reflect the structure of the 
electoral system, the formula of the election process, the size of districts, the ratio between votes 
and seats of representation, the delimitation of boundaries, the structure of political parties, the 
campaign appeal strategies of candidates, and the overall character of the political contest. 
 
At the root of these vulnerabilities are “root causes,” including economic and political stakes, 
expectations of winning, and incentives to commit violence. 
 
IDEA ERM Tool5 
 
The IDEA Election Risk Management Tool considers whether risk factors for electoral violence 
are internal or external factors. Internal factors are election specific and do not exist outside of 
the specific context of a particular election. These factors relate to electoral actors, events, 
practices, and materials which may trigger or contribute to the triggering of election-related 
conflict in a given time or place. Internal factors include the electoral legal framework, the 
planning of an election, training and information related to the election, the electoral registration 
process, campaigning, the operation of voting, and the verification of election results.  
 
External factors, existing beyond the specific context of an election, create the conditions for 
electoral conflict to occur. These factors include socio-economic conditions, social and political 
exclusion, changing power dynamics in a society, and gender-based discrimination and violence. 
The presence of non-state armed actors or organized crime that undermine a state’s monopoly on 
the legitimate use of violence also comprise External risk factors. Moreover, genocide, crimes 
against humanity, war crimes, and general violations of human rights, environmental hazards, 
and unethical media reporting are risk factors external to an election that may precipitate 
violence. 
 
                                                
3 “Elections and Conflict Prevention: A Guide to Analysis, Planning, and Programming,” UN Development 
Programme, http://www.undp.org/content/dam/aplaws/publication/en/publications/democratic-governance/dg-
publications-for-website/elections-and-conflict-prevention-guide/Elections-Conflict-Prevention.pdf. 
4 Thomas Carothers, “The End of the Transition Paradigm,” Journal of Democracy 13 (2002): 5-21. 
5 “Electoral Risk Management Tool,” International IDEA, last updated March 10, 2015, 
http://www.idea.int/elections/ermtool/. 
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Integrated Predictive Framework for Electoral Violence (ipFEV) 
  
Although USAID’s Framework demonstrates effectiveness in predicting and evaluating electoral 
violence in theory and, as we shall see, in practice, the other two frameworks provide valuable 
insights for the same. The UNDP and IDEA frameworks complement the USAID framework 
because they address electoral violence specifically. As previously mentioned, the main 
objective of this study is to further strengthen the USAID Framework. The Integrated Predictive 
Framework for Electoral Violence is primarily based on the USAID Framework, but also draws 
upon the UNDP Conditions and Risk Evaluation Approach and the International IDEA 
ERM Tool for comparative purposes. In order to develop an improved methodology, we are 
building upon and synthesizing the best of each of these methodologies.  
  
Drawing from the methodology of the UNDP Approach, ipFEV identifies overarching political 
and security context vulnerabilities related to the democratization of a given country. However, 
identifying the specific risk factors within an election is integral to identifying the overarching 
political vulnerability of a country to electoral violence. Thus, while the identification of the 
specific risk factors for electoral violence is the identification of the problem, per se, considering 
them collectively in the degree to which they reflect a larger overarching political vulnerability is 
necessary to identify and address the “root causes” of electoral violence that may need to be 
addressed in a broader context. Such an overarching political vulnerability especially includes 
unconsolidated and illiberal democracies and electoral authoritarian regimes, in which elections 
are either absent, not free and fair, fail to reflect the will of the people, or have little to no real 
political import. The ipFEV categories for political pathways that reflect overarching political 
and security context vulnerabilities draw directly from the UNDP-identified categories for the 
context and pathways of democratization, and include: Countries in Transition, Consolidating 
Democracies, Post-War Societies, and Countries with Pending Referendums and 
Agreements. We have outlined these categories in greater detail below.  
 
The other of the aspects of the UNDP-identified overarching vulnerabilities, including the 
dynamics of an electoral system and the dynamics of conflict in a given country, fit more 
appropriately with the Internal and External Structural risk factors, respectively, as outlined 
hereafter. The political and security context of a given country, however, is an important 
overarching factor that determines the risk of electoral violence in that country. The extent of 
democratization, for example, may determine the overall risk for electoral violence in a country, 
as well as the presence and manifestation of other, more specific risk factors. Thus, the political 
and security context determines the relative weight of each category of risk factors, as we will 
explain in greater detail after introducing the different categories of factors. The identification of 
overarching vulnerabilities in a political and security context, while essential for a preliminary 
contextual evaluation of the risk of electoral violence in a country, must, by nature, follow the 
identification of specific risk factors: in order to understand the complete picture, it is necessary 
to first have and assemble all the pieces of the puzzle. 
 
To identify the pieces of the puzzle, ipFEV employs the IDEA perspective of Internal and 
External factors to further specify the USAID-identified risk factors for electoral violence. Like 
the USAID framework, ipFEV distinguishes between “structural,” and “election-specific” 
factors. Notably, ipFEV incorporates “historical conflict” factors into the broader category of 
structural factors. History, as the USAID framework indicates, is the most prominent factor in 
shaping the environment and context in which an election and electoral violence may occur. 
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Contextually, the history of a country is integral to the shaping of the structural context in which 
an election occurs. A history of electoral violence may predict the occurrence and features of 
future violence. Specifically, a history of electoral violence may identify victims, perpetrators, 
types, and intensities of violence, and locations of violence throughout former elections, 
indicating that future elections may reflect the same features. 
 
IpFEV further specifies the USAID-identified structural and election-specific factors as 
“external” or “internal” to an election in accordance with the IDEA ERM Tool. As previously 
stated, external factors, existing beyond the specific context of an election, create the conditions 
for electoral conflict to occur. Internal factors are election specific and do not exist outside of the 
specific context of a particular election. These factors relate to electoral actors, events, practices, 
and materials which may trigger or contribute to the triggering of election-related conflict in a 
given time or place. 
 
Considering these distinctions, ipFEV has three categories of risk factors for electoral violence: 
External Structural risk factors, Internal Structural risk factors, and Internal Election-
Specific risk factors. The tables in this section outline these risk factor categories. Finally, under 
the category of Internal Election-Specific factors, ipFEV examines more closely and in greater 
depth the potential of social media as predictor of electoral violence. 
 
The weight of these factors varies depending on the overarching political and security context of 
the country. In cases where the political and security context reflects a Country in Transition, a 
Post-War Society, or even a Consolidating Democracy, External Structural risk factors may be 
more accurate predictors of the electoral violence insofar as they reflect root causes of that 
violence. In Consolidating democracies, however, Internal Structural risk factors and Election-
Specific risk factors may also more accurately reflect the causes of electoral violence. This is not 
to say that in any given case, one category of factors eclipses all others in importance; rather, in a 
given case, one set of factors should be given greater attention than another in order to 
effectively understand the causes of electoral violence. 
 
The factors highlighted in the UNDP Framework identify the political environment, the USAID 
Framework provides the basic structure for the categories of factors, and the IDEA framework 
identifies whether these factors are internal or external to an election. Importantly, the IDEA 
ERM tool’s distinction between internal and external factors indicates whether solutions to 
electoral violence may rest outside of electoral assistance alone, especially through its 
consideration of root causes. Most of the specific factors in ipFEV come from USAID’s 
framework while some others are newly introduced from IDEA ERM framework. 
 

 

Political and Security Context 

Countries in Transition These countries have “experienced transitions 
from authoritarian or single-party rule to 
multiparty politics but... are considered to be 
partial, unconsolidated, façade, or gray-zone 
(mixed) systems and ...may be especially 
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prone to or vulnerable to conflict due to the 
uncertainties of transition that these societies 
experience.” 6 

Consolidating Democracies These countries “remain susceptible to shocks 
and require further deepening of democracy to 
build resilience in the system.”  

Post-War Societies These countries are “undergoing a war-to-
democracy transition.”7 Elections in these 
countries are a “critical turning point in the 
implementation of a peace agreement.” 
However, as UNDP stipulates:  
i) Disarmament and demobilization may be 
incomplete; 
ii) Social division and enmity runs very deep; 
iii) Those who reject the terms of the peace 
agreement may continue to operate; 
iv) The economic and social effects of war 
remain strong. 

Countries with Pending Referendums Such countries may face a referendum to 
ratify peace agreements or to determine the 
sovereign status of a disputed territory. 

 

External Structural Factors 

Security Security factors include the structure and 
behavior of security forces, the rules of 
engagement for security forces, the 
availability of firearms, the presence of 
private armed groups and militias, and 
ongoing insurgencies in the country. 

Political Political factors include a history of conflict, 
the regime type of a country, the political 
institutions of a country, changing power 
dynamics in the country, the extent of political 
transition and democratization, post-conflict 
political environment in a country, and the 
presence of a culture of impunity for 
perpetrators. 

                                                
6 UN Development Programme, 8. 
7 It is important to note here that, in accordance with Carothers’ critique of the transition paradigm, no political 
transition is a guaranteed transition to democracy. 
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Economic Economic factors include income per capita, 
especially among youth and young men, the 
employment rate, the distribution of wealth 
(as indicated by the GINI coefficient), and the 
GDP. 

Social Social factors include crime rates, social 
cleavages, the role of elites, ethnic and 
religious conflicts, and gender-based 
discrimination and violence. 

 

Internal Structural Factors 

Political Political structural factors internal to an 
election include the electoral legal framework, 
the electoral formula, the structure of the 
political party system, the structure and type 
of electoral systems, the nature of the political 
finance system, the quality of electoral dispute 
adjudication mechanisms, the degree of 
independence of electoral monitoring boards, 
district magnitude, vote-to-seat ratio, and 
boundary delimitation. 

 

Election-Specific Factors 

Security Security factors specific to an election include 
the stakeholders in election security and the 
types and methods of election security. 

Electoral 
 

Electoral factors include the timing and 
sequencing of an election, whether an election 
follows reforms, the presence or perception of 
electoral fraud, electoral boycotts, political 
confrontations, electoral planning, training 
and information for elections, registration 
procedures, campaign practices and behaviors, 
voting operations, the verification of election 
results, and the presence and use of hate 
speech and rumors in an election. 
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Social Media as a New Predictive Tool 
 
The above provides an expanded methodology for USAID to use in predictive functions, but in 
addition, social media can be viewed as a new tool for these purposes. Social media used as a 
predictive mechanism is called an early warning tool, defined by one author as “the collection 
and analysis of information about potential and actual conflict situations, and the provision of 
policy options to influential actors at the national, regional and international levels which may 
promote sustainable peace.” Mostly this has taken the form of displaying the occurrence of 
violent incidents geographically, to identify patterns and hot spots that are prone to violence. A 
well-known example of this use is the online platform Ushahidi, which has been used to map 
election violence based on information from various social media and information and 
communication technologies (ICTs). Less work, however, has been done using social media as 
an early warning tool to predict likely incidents of violence. 
 
The Qatar Computing Research Institute has an artificial intelligence program – Artificial 
Intelligence for Monitoring Elections (AIME) - that was used for monitoring in the recent 
elections in Nigeria.8 This is a free and open source tool that combines crowdsourcing with 
artificial intelligence to identify tweets during elections. In the Nigerian elections AIME used 
artificial intelligence to learn how to classify human-tagged tweets into groups dealing with 
violence, fraud, and voter issues. It then collected over four million tweets which it classified 
into these groups, though with mixed results because it was working from a limited number of 
tweet examples. AIME is still in development but it offers the promising potential of being able 
to track tweets to help predict and prevent incidents of violence. This tool also has been used in 
disaster response situations (Artificial Intelligence for Disaster Response), collecting and 
classifying tweets posted during humanitarian crises. AIDR allows the user to classify tweets by 
topic (for example, #Nigeria2015) and then the machine collects from incoming tweets all tweets 
that have this classification. 
 
Another tool is Aggie, a software system piloted at the Georgia Institute of Technology to 
support a formal field observation team in the 2014 Ekiti State elections in Nigeria. Aggie 
aggregates reports from Facebook, Twitter, and RSS feeds, which are sifted by the observation 
team by relevance, verifiability, and escalation. This pilot was a successful integration of a social 
media aggregator and formal observation. 
 
Since it is not feasible to analyze social media communications individually, the collection of 
information normally takes the form of data mining, which refers to searching data and using 
algorithms to identify patterns in it. We believe the two main applications of social media as an 
early warning tool will be in identifying groups that are targeted for violence, as these are 
typically named in messages, and identifying flash mobs, which are increasingly organized and 
coordinated using social media. 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                
8 Artificial Intelligence for Monitoring Elections (AIME), April 13, 2015, 
http://irevolution.net/2015/04/13/artificial-intelligence-for-monitoring-elections-aime/. 
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Case Studies and Analysis 
 
Guinea-Bissau 

  

 
  Source: CIA World Factbook 

 
The two Guinea-Bissau elections in our data set were a first round presidential and parliamentary 
election held on April 13, and a presidential runoff held on May 18. The first election saw low 
levels of violence, mostly intimidation and physical assaults on candidates and party workers, 
and the second election was more violent, with an attack by unknown assailants on a senior party 
official’s private residence, and a physical attack on fifteen party activists. These incidents took 
place in the pre-election phases of each election. Given the low number and severity of these 
incidents, these elections can be categorized as having an intensity of violence level of 2.  
 
1. Political and Security Context 
 
Guinea-Bissau is ranked Partly Free by Freedom House. It held its first democratic elections in 
1994, when it replaced its one-party system with a semi-presidential, multi-party system. Since 
the country won independence in 1974, and until 1994, it was ruled by one party, the African 
Party for the Independence of Guinea and Cape Verde (PAIGC), which was its main political 
actor and which returned to power in these elections. The electoral system requires the president 
to be elected by an absolute majority in a two-round system. As mentioned above, the country’s 
security forces have often played a disruptive role, even perpetrating coups. Though this did not 
occur in these elections, some security agents, especially in the military, reportedly committed 
acts of coercion and violence against politicians during the April 13 election. National security 
forces were largely ineffective in preventing these actions. 
 
2. External Structural Factors 
 
Given the country’s historic chronic political instability, more violence and disruption could 
have been expected in these elections than what occurred. This instability has continued in recent 
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years, with three coups and the assassination of a president occurring since 2009. The last coup 
took place in 2012 and led to the creation of the provisional government that scheduled these 
elections. Guinea Bissau thus classifies as a Country in Transition and a Post-War Society, as 
evidenced by its political instability. 
 
3. Election-Specific Factors 
 
In addition to this historical-political risk factor, the media in Guinea-Bissau faces significant 
financial constraints, accident and health hazards are a serious concern, and women are 
underrepresented in politics. Yet despite these and the challenges mentioned above, these 
particular elections transpired in a mostly incident-free and orderly way. Some mitigating factors 
were present that may help explain this. The legal framework regulating elections was improved 
before these elections, making the process more transparent and inclusive. The National Election 
Commission administered the elections quickly, competently, and transparently, and the media 
covered the election in a generally neutral tone. Furthermore, the relatively quick acceptance of 
defeat by presidential candidate Nuno Gomes Nabiam in the May 18 election, and the fact that 
the military maintained a low profile and even sought to calm the public following the 
announcement of results, likely helped mitigate otherwise negative factors that were present. 
 
  
Bangladesh 
 

 
Source: CIA World Factbook 

 

In the second case, Bangladesh, there were two type of elections: a parliamentary on January 5, 
and district elections (five stages total) from February 19 to March 31. The electoral violence 
was continually reported through the elections process. In our database, there are five incidents 
were reported. Two of them occurred in Parliamentary election while the other three took place 
in different stages of district elections. In terms of intensity of violence, the January 5 election 
may be categorized as level 3, March 18 and the March 23 election as level 1. 
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The two incidents of parliamentary election occurred in post-election phase. The types of 
electoral violence included homicide, property destruction, and even mass casualties and 
displacement. Election officials, voters and security forces were the major victims. The 
perpetrators were identified as party supporters, security forces and protestor.  
 
The violence occurred in district elections focus in the third and fourth phases. One incident was 
reported on March 18, which was Election Day. The main types of this violence included 
homicide, property confiscation, and other (ballot snatching). The victims of this violence were 
voters while the perpetrators were unspecified. In the fourth phase of the district election, there 
were two incidents and both occurred in the Election Day. The first incident included homicide, 
property confiscation and ballot snatching and stuffing. The victims were party officials and 
supporters, and voters, and the perpetrators were party supporters and members of the national 
police. The second incident was similar to the first: There was homicide and rioting, and the 
victims were party supporters the perpetrators were security forces. Meanwhile, the protestors 
were both victims and perpetrators in this incident. 
 
Before expanding the analysis, we shall briefly review the history of electoral violence in 
Bangladesh. The evidences suggest that there were widespread election-related violence and 
human rights abuses in 1996, 2001 and 2008 Parliamentary Elections in Bangladesh. We shall 
review the history of electoral violence by identify victims, perpetrators, types, locations and 
intensity of violence of the past three Parliamentary elections. 
  
According to the above history of electoral violence and the primary findings of our survey data 
on Bangladesh, we have identified the following risk factors that might be useful for predicting 
potential electoral violence. 
 
1. Political and Security Context 
 
Labeled as a “partly free” country, Bangladesh experienced a relatively successful 
democratization process. The first parliamentary election was established 1971, however many 
sources look to just three parliamentary elections that are generally viewed as meeting 
international standards, not under the undue influence of the military and resulting in transfers of 
power between the Bangladesh National Party (BNP) and the Awami League (AL) in 1996, 2001 
and 2008.9 Experienced transitions from authoritarian to electoral democracy10, there are still 
several vulnerabilities in Bangladesh’s society and political system due to the incomplete 
democratic consolidation. Such political context may provide a basic environment which is 
favorable to potential electoral violence. 
 
2. External Structural Factors 
 

a. Political: Electoral system, political party system, and political institutions.  
 

                                                
9 Jeff Fischer, Karen Kaplan and Elisabeth Bond, “Electoral Security Assessments, Bangladesh, Zimbabwe, and 
Colombia”, March 2010, http://www.creativeassociatesinternational.com/wp-content/uploads/2003/01/Creative-
Electoral-Threat-Assessment-Pilot-Version-Final.pdf, p. 20. 
10 Larry Diamond, “Thinking About Hybrid Regimes,” Journal of Democracy 13 (2002): 31. 
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As a winner-take-all contest for power, Bangladesh’s “first-past-the-post” electoral system 
makes the electoral stakes relatively high. Additionally, the political party system of 
Bangladesh is personalistic and hierarchical in nature. The political party activists and 
supporters are often the main victims and perpetrators of violence. Furthermore, the 
regulatory and judicial institutions in Bangladesh are weak or politicized. 

  
b.  Social: The role of (traditional) elites. 

 
Mullahs and imams play an effective role in encouraging women to participate in the 
registration and electoral process, thus helping to de-conflict gender and elections issues. 
This, rather than a risk factor, is a mitigating factor, which reduces the risk of electoral 
violence. 

  
3. Election-Specific Factors 
  

a. Security: Election security stakeholders. 
 

Bangladesh police and military played a positive role in election security. This, like the role 
of elites mentioned above, is a mitigating factor for electoral violence. 
 
b. Electoral: Electoral boycotts, political confrontations. 

 
In 1995, the AL, convinced of vote rigging by the BNP, demanded the resignation of Prime 
Minister Khaleda Zia and requested fresh elections under a neutral electoral commission. 
Electoral boycotts in Bangladesh caused incident of electoral violence. Also, political 
conflicts and confrontations in Bangladesh are often severe, and consist of both inter-party 
violence and Intra-party violence. 

 
 
Algeria 
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Source: CIA World Factbook 

 

Algeria, our third case, held only one election in 2014: a presidential election in April. Although 
we only categorized the electoral violence surrounding this election with an intensity of 1, 
according to the Strauss-Taylor index, the election merits attention because of the distinct 
identities of the victims and perpetrators of the violence, and what their identities reflect about 
the risk factors surrounding the election. Our database of electoral violence in 2014 shows four 
recorded incidents of electoral violence. These include an incident of rioting and property 
destruction and an incident of strategic displacement and repression in the pre-election phase, as 
well as incidents of rioting, physical assault, repression, and arrest during the election phase. 
During each phase of the election, one documented incident of violence occurred in the region of 
Kabylie, in northern Algeria, while the other occurred in the capital of Algiers. 
 
The first incident of electoral violence in Algeria during the pre-election phase of the Presidential 
election occurred as protesters and opposition-supporters rioted at a planned rally on April 5th, 
setting fire to portraits and posters depicting the incumbent, President Abdelaziz Bouteflika, 
while also assaulting and injuring a television crew that was covering the rally.11 
 
In the second pre-election incident, Algerian security forces dispersed an opposition rally in 
Algiers, who marched under the banner of the “Barakat” or “Enough” movement. A 2001 
Algerian decree bans demonstrations in Algiers. According to Human Rights Watch, however, 
authorities have “responded unevenly to demonstrations,” allowing some while repressing 
others.12 In this documented incident, police physically and verbally assaulted demonstrators in 
order to disrupt their peaceful demonstration. 
 
The incidents of electoral violence that occurred during the election-phase included riots in the 
northern Kabylie region, where 41 people were injured in clashes between protesters and police. 
According to reports, the rioters attacked polling stations and disrupted voting in the town of 
Bouria. Elsewhere, in Algiers, police arrested five demonstrators shouting anti-government 
slogans. 
 
As is the case in several other elections, these four incidents varied in their respective individual 
intensity and scope. Moreover, the incidents documented, while not exhaustive, represent the 
type of electoral violence that dominated the Algerian presidential election. It is significant that 
the perpetrators of violence were largely either state security forces engaging in repressive 
activities, members of the youth population, or supporters of the opposition who expressed their 
frustration with the government. They voiced their frustration through both peaceful and violent 
demonstrations, which included the destruction of Bouteflika’s campaign posters and efforts to 
disrupt voting. Their identities reflect the importance of political and economic structural factors 
external to the election in contributing to Algeria’s electoral violence in 2014. 
 
 

                                                
11 “Violence hits Bouteflika rally in Algeria,” i24News, April 6, 2006, 
http://www.i24news.tv/en/news/international/africa/140406-violence-hits-bouteflika-rally-in-algeria 
12 “Algeria: Violent Election-Eve Crackdown,” Human Rights Watch, April 18, 2014, 
http://www.hrw.org/news/2014/04/18/algeria-violent-election-eve-crackdown-0 
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1. Political and Security Context 
 
As evidenced by the external structural factors below, Algeria’s history over the past three 
decades has greatly shaped its political and security context. The country’s overarching political 
and security context thus classifies it as a Country in Transition and a Post-War Society. The 
External Structural classification of Algeria’s regime type as a “mixed” political system—
specifically, as an electoral authoritarian regime—reflects its political and security context 
classification as a Country in Transition, while the still-lingering legacy of the Algerian Civil 
War contributes to its classification as a Post-War Society. 
 
2. External Structural Factors 
 
Structural risk factors for electoral violence external to the election are especially pertinent to the 
case of Algeria, given its political history and current economic and social situation. Prominent 
among these risk factors are political, social, economic, and security factors. 
 

a. Political: Regime type (electoral authoritarian), history of conflict. 
 

Algeria’s current political environment traces its history to the late 1980s and early 1990s. 
Following significant popular unrest over economic performance and social issues in 1988, 
the single-party military authoritarian government of the revolutionary National Liberation 
Front (FLN) facilitated a move towards limited democratic political reforms, including 
limited political pluralism. In 1990 and 1991, respectively, the country held multiparty local 
and parliamentary elections. The initial political success of the Islamic Salvation Front (FIS), 
however, alarmed the FLN. Seeing the Islamists as a threat to their political hegemony, the 
regime legalized new Islamist parties, implemented new electoral laws, and gerrymandered 
districts. In June of 1991, when supporters of FIS protested the new election laws, Algerian 
authorities arrested and imprisoned many of the party’s leaders. When these efforts to curb 
the success of FIS failed in the first round of the December 1991 Algerian National 
Assembly elections, senior military leaders staged a coup, annulling the results of the first 
round and cancelling the second round of the elections.13 

 
In the years that followed, known as Algeria’s “Black Decade,” the civil war between the 
Algerian People’s National Army (PNA) and the Armed Islamist Group (GIA) resulted in 
over 150,000 deaths. In 1999, the violence came to an end as current Algerian President 
Bouteflika came to power.14 Bouteflika, with the backing of the PNA, won the presidential 
elections unopposed: all other rival candidates withdrew their names from the ballot, alleging 
fraud and manipulation. 15 Bouteflika remains Algeria’s president sixteen years after 
assuming office: in 2009, Bouteflika was able to run for a third term after constitutional 
reform eliminated presidential term limits.16 The longevity of his power, however, belies the 
true power that the PNA still hold in the country. 

 

                                                
13 Michael J. Willis, Power and Politics in the Maghreb: Algeria, Tunisia and Morocco from Independence to the 
Arab Spring (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2014), 168-171. 
14 Frédéric Volpi, “Algeria vs. the Arab Spring,” Journal of Democracy 24 (YEAR): 105-106. 
15 Willis, Power and Politics in the Maghreb, 107. 
16 Volpi, “Algeria vs. the Arab Spring,” 106. 
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b. Security: Strong state security forces, history of state repression. 
 

As the above history illustrates, Algeria’s military has historically wielded strong influence 
in the country’s political affairs. The ANP continues to dominate Algerian politics: though 
the country establishes democratic legitimacy through elections, this legitimacy remains only 
a façade. Heavy military repression of political opposition movements continued until the 
Arab Spring, including the Berber Black Spring in 2001, which resulted in the deaths of 100 
protesters in the Kabylie region. Though the Algerian political system remains nominally 
plural, the continued prominent and repressive role of the military in politics illustrates the 
true political dimensions of the country.17  

 
The response of Algerian security forces to popular protests in early 2011 was notably 
restrained, diverging from the country’s earlier history of repression. By concentrating its 
security presence in the capital of Algiers and easing socioeconomic tensions through 
government-subsidized economic incentives (including lower food import prices), the 
Algerian government was able to contain the protests of the Arab Spring and assuage the 
demands of protestors.18 

 
c. Social: Social and ethnic cleavages, role of elites. 

 
In the wake of the Algerian Civil War, the political community of the country remains 
fragmented not only between the regime and its people, but also between Islamists, 
nationalists, secularists, and liberals.19 Such fragmentation reflects the political and security 
context classification of Algeria as a Post-War Society. Also, the historical intervention of 
military elites during the coup of 1992 adds to the social risk factors for electoral violence in 
Algeria. 

 
d. Economic: Economic unrest, unemployment rate and youth dissatisfaction. 

 
Even as Bouteflika has provided substantial state subsidies and infrastructural investments, 
economic conditions for the Algerian people have remained harsh leading up to the Arab 
Spring and beyond. Algeria’s unemployment rate of 9.7 percent in 2014 ranks it in the 
bottom 50% of countries around the world.20 The level of youth unemployment in Algeria, 
however, like that of other countries in the Maghreb, is substantially higher, fluctuating 
between 22% and 27% over the past five years.21 That specific figure for males in 2013 was 
38.7%, according to World Bank data. In 2010, youth between ages of 15 and 24 reportedly 
comprised 30% of the country’s working age population.22  

 
 
                                                
17 Ibid., 106. 
18 Ibid., 106-107. 
19 Ibid., 106. 
20 “Country Comparison: Unemployment Rate,” CIA, The World Factbook, 
https://www.cia.gov/library/publications/the-world-factbook/rankorder/2129rank.html 
21 “Youth unemployment rate,” UN Data, last updated October 27, 2014, 
https://data.un.org/Data.aspx?d=MDG&f=seriesRowID%3A630  
22 “Index of /esa/population/meetings,” UN, www.un.org/esa/population/meetings/egm.../roudi.pdf 
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3. Election-Specific Factors 
 

a. Social Media 
 
As evidenced by the Arab Spring, social media and technology has played an increasingly 
prominent role in popular mobilization throughout the Maghreb. Algeria is no exception to 
this trend. As in the Arab Spring, civil society organizations, protesters, opposition groups, 
and even the state have increasingly used the Internet and social media including Facebook 
and Twitter to plan, organize, and respond to events, both peaceful and violent. 

 
Analysis 
 
As our case studies illustrate, risk factors for predicting electoral violence are inevitably 
contextual, and must be weighted accordingly. Moreover, risk factors are often interrelated, 
especially those of a structural nature.  
 
In the case of Guinea-Bissau, the acts of coercion that were committed by elements of the 
military could arguably have been predicted by the historical-political risk factor of frequent 
coups, of which the 2012 military takeover was the most recent, as well as chronic political 
instability. The latter trend, however, was broken by the quick concession made by Nabiam 
following the results of the May 18 presidential election, an action that likely did much to help 
ensure that disappointed stakeholders did not resort to violence. The comparative absence of 
violence in the two elections in question could further have been predicted by the positive 
changes made to the legal electoral framework before the elections were held, and to the 
measures undertaken to increase the competency and transparency of Guinea-Bissau’s national 
election commission, whose administration of the elections contributed to their positive outcome. 
 
In the case of Bangladesh, this electoral democracy country with some features of incomplete 
democratic consolidation, shows both weakness and strength facing to electoral violence. Several 
vulnerabilities in Bangladesh, including the political culture, First-Past-The–Post electoral 
system, personalistic and hierarchical political party system, weak or politicized regulatory and 
judicial institutions largely shape the types of violence, victims and perpetrators of electoral 
violence. Political conflicts and confrontations in Bangladesh cause both inter-party violence and 
intra-party violence, which to some extent can be shown as such evidence: party supporters are 
the most common actors (both victims and perpetrators) who were involved into electoral 
violence. If we also take the factor of boycotts into consideration, it will make sense that most 
electoral violence occurred at Election Day or Post-election phase in Bangladesh. Moreover, two 
mitigating factor for electoral violence cannot be overlooked: Bangladesh security forces and 
police, and the role of traditional leaders. Although security forces act as perpetrators sometimes, 
their protection for elections largely weaken the violence compared to former elections in 
Bangladesh. Also, few gender-triggered electoral violence occurred in 2013 elections might be 
contributed to the positive role of mullahs and imams. 
 
In the case of Algeria, we can see how an electoral authoritarian regime has adapted to social 
pressures in order to strengthen its power. Algeria’s strong security sector and experience in the 
tactics of repression, coupled with its adaptive response to economic pressures, have allowed the 
regime to maintain control by less violent means. The lower intensity of violence in the Algerian 
presidential election reflected these trends. As one would expect, economic and social factors 
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also played a prominent role in shaping electoral violence in Algeria: the high rate of 
unemployment, especially among youth, contributed to their participation in protests and support 
for the opposition. More prominently, however, the strength of the security sector translated into 
its prominent role in repressing opposition protesters. 
 
Conclusions and Recommendations 
 
Our case studies illustrate that the risk factors identified in the USAID Electoral Security 
Framework remain highly relevant for predicting electoral violence in a variety of contexts. 
Across all cases, however, the political and security context remains an important overarching 
factor for identifying electoral violence risk: Countries in Transition and Post-War Societies are 
particularly vulnerable to electoral violence. Similarly, Structural risk factors external to an 
election are also significant predictors of electoral violence, in that they set the specific 
preconditions for such violence. While Internal Structural and Election-Specific factors are often 
readily apparent to election observation and monitoring organizations and seemingly easy to 
address, they often obscure the External, Structural factors in a society that overshadow and lie at 
the root of electoral violence. Effective prediction of electoral violence begins with identification 
of these factors and their root causes within a given political and security context. The 
identification of an overarching political and security context and the distinction between 
Internal and External Structural factors that ipFEV provides are thus fundamental to the 
prediction of electoral violence. 
 
Predicting electoral violence in a particular phase of the electoral cycle remains a challenge: 
there does not appear to be any significant correlation between a given risk factor and the phase 
in which violence will occur. This certainly stands true for External Structural factors, but also 
for Internal Structural factors and election-specific factors as well. Further research to explore 
the potential of such a correlation is needed.  
 
Predicting specific types and intensities of violence also remains a challenge. The overarching 
political and security context, however, stands as a good indicator of risk for type and intensity, 
as do External Structural factors, especially taking into account the history of violence and 
conflict in a given country. As is emphasized above, these external and overarching factors must 
be taken into consideration before all others to address electoral violence at its roots. While 
addressing election-specific factors may provide an easy remedy for electoral violence risk, it 
may inevitably fail to address the root cause of the electoral violence. In many cases, it may be 
beyond the capacity of election officials or even governments to address such root causes. 
Nonetheless, we must recognize these factors as the most salient contributors to electoral 
violence across a range of cases of varying type and intensity. 
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Section Two: Best Practices for Electoral Violence Prevention  
 
 
Introduction 
  
Election violence is an issue faced by developing countries throughout the world. It has been 
estimated that as many as 1 in 5 elections across the developing world experience some form of 
violence.23 As a result of this persistent electoral violence, scholars, governments, election 
practitioners and other election stakeholders have begun to develop tools and methodologies to 
mitigate and prevent the violence occurring during an election cycle.   
 
Currently, the United States Agency for International Development (USAID) has created one of 
the most innovative guides for preventing electoral violence.  This framework examines each 
phase of the electoral cycle and then provides a guideline for best practices that, if implemented 
effectively, can help reduce the risk of electoral violence.  The structure of this current 
framework is demonstrated in the chart below. 
 

  

According to the USAID guidelines, if each of these factors can be adequately addressed, the 
risk of violence in a given electoral cycle will be reduced. 
 
This research paper seeks to examine the current USAID framework in light of data collected 
from 2014 elections across the developing world.  The goal of our research is to use information 
gained from this examination to provide suggestions for ways the current USAID best practice 
guidelines can be further developed in order to enhance impact for future electoral violence 
prevention practices. The USAID guide defines, a best practice as a “process, program, or 
method that produces results superior to others as measured by a set of objectives.” The research 
will seek to address two primary aspects of this development. First, it will seek to identify 

                                                
23 This figure was determined by Professor Jeff Fischer based on several reports and surveys. 
 



27 

practices not addressed in the framework that have proven effective.  Second, it will seek to 
assess the best methods for deploying practices together in order to achieve the most effective 
results. 
 
Methodology 
 
After examining all elections that took place in the developing world in 2014, three states were 
chosen as case studies. These cases, which will be further addressed in a later section, were 
chosen for the level and nature of violence, challenges, strategies, responses to these challenges, 
and insights they can provide.  
 
The cases will be examined from three perspectives. First, the cases will be evaluated on how 
well they address the criteria within the current USAID best practices framework. The cases will 
also be examined for practices that have been employed which are not included in the USAID 
framework. And, third, the cases will be examined for strategic combinations of practices. All 
three perspectives will be examined for each phase of the electoral cycle. In completing the 
analysis of a case’s practices for election violence prevention, an assessment will be made on 
which framework dimensions the case succeeded or failed. These determinations will provide the 
most valuable insight for election violence prevention. Once this particular area of effective 
practice is identified, that area is analyzed more in depth and the information gathered is used to 
inform the final recommendations for improving the current USAID framework. 
 
Case Selection 
 
The three cases chosen to inform this study were India, South Africa and Afghanistan. Each case 
was selected because of its extensive electoral violence challenges and the unique and innovative 
methods used to combat these challenges in 2014.  Each case provides varying methods for 
combating electoral violence that helped to inform the conclusions of this research.  
Additionally, these cases face a variety of different challenges concerning election violence thus 
providing a broader scope of challenges and solutions to examine.   
 
Case Studies 
 
India 
 
The first state we chose to examine for this research was India. India provides valuable insight 
into electoral violence prevention practices because of its size, governance capacity, the 
democratic experience it possesses and the persistent threats it faces due to ethnic, sectarian and 
other societal tensions. India is forced to combat violent threats in nearly every election and thus 
has become adept and creative in the methodology it uses to mitigate these threats.  For these 
reasons India provides a cogent case study on preventive mechanisms for electoral violence, 
particularly from the standpoint of state stakeholders. In examining India’s election process we 
found that their management of the pre-election phase was exceptional and could be used as a 
template for other states facing similar forms of election violence in the future. 
 
Elections in India are managed by the Indian Election Commission (ECI), which has developed 
regulations, guidelines, checklists and training materials to guide the process. For example: 
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1. Election Law 
 
Election law provides rules for elections and conduct of responsible electoral stakeholders.  
Implementation of the election law is facilitated by detailed handbooks and training modules for 
all staff included in the process. For example, there are detailed handbooks for polling booth 
level officers, returning officers, counting agents, and observers. The law also regulates the 
conduct of media and civil society in the election. The salient feature of the Indian election law is 
the level of details and issues that it has addressed. It has outlined the foundation for the conduct 
for all relevant government and non-government agencies, political parties, media and civil 
society groups. Its interpretation through policies, guidelines and protocols has provided the 
opportunity to prevent conflicts in different phases at the different levels of elections.24 
  
2. Laws Related to Offenses and Corrupt Practices in Elections 
 
Civic education can be a conflict prevention practice. This is a ten-page checklist of all laws 
from the Representation of People Act 1951 and Indian Penal Code (IPC) that are applicable to 
the offenses committed by all stakeholders in the election process. A follow-up guideline for 
police officers deployed in the election process and election officers is also developed and used 
before every election.25 
  
3. Handbook for Candidates 
 
This is a detailed handbook for candidates that guides them on all issues related to electoral 
campaigning, security, electoral financing and using the electronic voting machine. This 
document looks unnecessarily large at about 390 pages and many parts of it are repeated in other 
handbooks. It has specific sections related to electoral security. For example, section XIV, 
dealing with security arrangements at polling stations shows up in a number of other handbooks 
as well. However, it is a useful tool to guide the candidates to prevent conflict with the opposite 
political candidates as well the election commission at every step.26 
  
4. Check List for Police Officers 

 
This is a 56-page document developed jointly by ECI and the police. Its implementation is 
supported by training materials for police. This document provides guidance on securing all 
aspects of the electoral process but its salient components are on prevention of law and order 
situation, development of security forces deployment plan, model code of conduct for police and 
critical polling stations and vulnerability mapping.     
 
Afghanistan 
 
The election process in Afghanistan is a distinctive case as it is just past its third cycle of national 
elections and faces one of the most tumultuous security and political environments in the world.  
Contrasted with India, Afghanistan is in a consolidation phase in terms of its electoral and 
democratic institutions. Since Afghanistan’s first presidential election in 2004 six rounds of 

                                                
24 “Election Laws,” Election Commission of India, http://eci.nic.in/eci_main1/electoral_law.aspx 
25 Ibid. 
26 Ibid. 
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elections have occurred amid these high security risks, including an active insurgency.  The 
election process faces threats of military attacks by the insurgents, interruption by national 
security forces, and violence among inter-political groups. To combat these threats to the 
electoral process, a number of innovative measures have been taken. Some examples of these 
effective strategies include:27 
 
1. State Stakeholder Electoral Security Coordination 

 
a. Keeping in mind the nature of the security threats the Independent Election 

Commission (IEC) and the Afghan security agencies decided to delegate some of the 
election security responsibility to the Ministry of Defense (MoD) and Ministry of 
Interior (MoI). A joint planning task forces meeting was established in the capital, 
Kabul, under the leadership of the MoD, supported by MoI, Afghan National 
Department of Security (ANDS), International Security Assistance Force (ISAF) and 
NATO and Independent Directorate of Local Governance (IDLG). The joint planning 
task force meeting was connected to the regional and provincial security coordination 
centers (RCCs and PCCs) for implementation of decisions.  
 

b. Division of labor among security agencies was made according to the on-ground 
capacities of the agencies. For example, NATO and ISAF having the air transport 
capacity, provided the back and forth safe transportation of material and staff to the 
remote polling stations.   
 

c. Afghan Local Police (ALP) is a community police force established in the framework 
of Ministry of Interior for maintaining the local law and order situation. ALP was 
given the responsibility of providing the external security to the polling stations in 
places where deployment of larger military units could have been disruptive to the 
election process.  

 
2. Quick Reaction Forces (QRFs) 
 
Additional security units were made available to areas that faced the risk of direct military 
attacks by insurgents. These units were trained to defend against insurgent attacks on election 
related targets. 
 
3. Re-location of Polling Stations 
 
The IEC conducted threat assessment of polling stations in high-risk areas. In some cases the 
polling stations were re-located to safer location at the last minute due to the reliable intelligence 
information of threats against the first location. Political parties and local civil society 
organizations provided valuable assistance to direct voters to the new locations.  
 
4. Establishment of Security and Civilian Hotline Network 
 

                                                
27 The Afghanistan section is based on the information provided by the ex-director of the Local Program and 
Coordination office of the Local Governance Department of Afghanistan, who was part of the efforts for prevention 
of violence during election. 
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Hot lines were established in the Regional and Provincial Coordination Centers (RCC and PCC) 
for security reporting and at the provincial governors’ offices and central office of the IDLG for 
reporting of issues. A strong network of coordination and communication was established 
between the security, civilian and media through these hotlines. Any incident reported by one 
part of the network was automatically communicated to the two other components of the network 
but the decision of making the news public was made based on the strategic importance of the 
incident. For example, if an attack was successfully averted the news went to public, while the 
news from an ongoing insurgent attack was delayed till it was handled successfully. This idea 
actually came from the media group in order to not discourage people from voting. 
  
5. Presidential Decree on Code of Conduct of Security Forces 

 
There were allegations against the national security forces in the first round of presidential 
elections of 2014, prompting the president to issue a decree declaring code of conduct for the 
security forces in the coming run-up elections.  According to the constitution this decree will 
remain in effect until voided by another decree or approval of a law on the code of conduct for 
security forces.  During the run-up elections both candidates’ camps put allegations of 
interference in the election process against the security forces.  However, after investigation, the 
Independent Electoral Complaints Commission (IECC) found that involvement of security forces 
was lower than the first round.  
 
South Africa 
 
High levels of electoral violence were anticipated in the South African elections after the end of 
Apartheid in 1994. However, in actuality, electoral violence has decreased with each post-
Apartheid election. A consensus appears to exist amongst researchers and election observers that 
South Africa’s systematic approach to curbing the electoral violence has played a significant role 
to lower levels of violence. The Proportional Representation election system and a strict 
adherence to the Election Commission’s planning by the IEC have contributed to the lower than 
expected levels of violence in South Africa. 
 
Security for the national and provincial elections is managed through the Joint Operational and 
Intelligence Structure (JOINTS), where all related departments (including the Electoral 
Commission) are represented. The Police Services, South African National Defense Forces 
(SANDF), the State Security Agency (SSA), Metro Police and other related institutions play an 
important role in securing elections through the JOINTS. Physical security of the election and 
prevention of conflict and violence is the responsibility of the Police Services, supported by the 
other members of the JOINTS.  
 
The following components of the systematic approach to the electoral conflict management of 
the South African Election Commission stood out as innovative for preventing conflict and 
violence in the election process.  
 
1. Electoral Courts 
 
These courts are established under the Electoral Commission Act of 1996 and have final 
jurisdiction over the infringements of the Electoral Act and its Code of Conduct.  It has the same 
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status as the Supreme Court. It sets rules for the complaints and disputes that are brought before 
the courts.28 
 
2.   Zip-Zip Electronic ID Device 
 
A green ID book with a bar code or a temporary ID document is issued to voters. In the voting 
station, on a public registration day, voters fill out a form to show that they live in the area.  A 
special machine (Zip-Zip) is be available in each voting district - it can read the bar code in the 
voter’s ID book and automatically records the correct information about his or her name and ID 
number for the voter’s roll. The machine also prints a sticker that will be pasted in his or her ID 
book to show that you have registered at that voting station. Double registration and the 
possibility of voting more than once was an issue that political parties wanted to address. The 
availability of Zip-Zip machines has solved this complexity and contributed to the prevention of 
violence during elections by reducing mistrust of the voter registry.29 

 
3. Conflict Management Panels 
 
In preparation for the 2011 elections, the Commission, in partnership with the Electoral Institute 
for Sustainable Democracy in Africa (EISA), recruited provincial coordinators and municipal 
panelists to preempt potential conflict and manage and resolve existing conflict. The overall aims 
of the conflict management program were to provide strategic interventions in conflict situations 
that might arise before and during the 2011 elections. They also work to gain a clear 
understanding of the origin, nature and prevention of electoral conflict and provide mechanisms 
to manage it effectively on time.  
 
A major advantage to mediation is that it is accessible and cost-effective – especially compared 
to many other types of interventions – in managing and preventing electoral violence. It is 
especially useful when there is a lack of trust in the legal institutions and during transitional 
periods when major transformations are taking place.30 

 
4. Public Call Center 
 
This center was established during municipal elections of 2011 with the purpose of allowing 
potential voters and registered voters to clarify any questions they might have concerning voter 
registration, voter education and voting processes. The call center provided information 
regarding voter registration requirements (including who might register) and how to register as 
well as places and times where voters could register. They also provided information on the 
status of the caller on the voters’ roll and any other information affecting voters’ participation in 
municipal elections.  The call center went live at the beginning of January 2011. Call center 
agents were available to assist South Africans in any of the 11 official languages.  

                                                
28 Commonwealth Observer’s Report, South African National and Provincial Elections, May 7, 2014 
http://www.keepeek.com/Digital-Asset-Management/oecd/commonwealth/governance/south-african-national-and-
provincial-elections-7-may-2014_9781848599208-en#page1 
29 “Three Forms of ID Acceptable for Voter Registration,” Electoral Commission of South Africa, last updated 
October 29, 2013, http://www.elections.org.za/content/About-Us/News/Three-forms-of-ID-acceptable-for-voter-
registration/  
30 Hoglund, Kristine/ Jarstad, Anna K. Toward Election Security: Experiences from KwaZulu-Natal, Africa 
Spectrum (2011). 



32 

 
Conclusions 
 
After examining the innovative methods and strategies used within these states to combat 
election violence in 2014 we were able to draw a number of conclusions about how the current 
USAID framework could be further enhanced.  These conclusions generally fell within two 
categories, the first being the introduction of new framework dimensions, and the second dealing 
with the use of strategic combinations of prevention methods. 
 
New Framework Dimensions 
 
1.   Technology 
 
Technology is constantly shaping the way elections are executed in both the developing and 
developed worlds. Accounting for and demonstrating ways new technology can be used in the 
prevention of electoral violence would help place the USAID framework even closer to the 
cutting edge of election violence prevention. 
 
One excellent example of cutting edge technology being utilized to prevent election violence was 
demonstrated by India. India used drones to monitor unrest throughout the election cycle in its 
Jammu and Kashmir province. Drones can provide accurate, real-time information on unrest and 
other security developments throughout a region where an election is taking place. India used 
drones around polling stations in potential trouble zones to monitor unrest. Drones were also 
used to track the vehicles that were carrying the electronic voting machines back to the counting 
center. The use of drones was coordinated by Joint Control Rooms and enabled the security 
forces to be more reactive in their deployment of resources. The ability to react quickly, 
effectively, and with valid information on the situation at hand is critical in preventing unrest 
from turning into serious electoral violence. Drones enable security forces in a multitude of 
ways, and with the proliferation of drone technology around the world there is a great 
opportunity for these valuable tools to be implemented in election violence prevention.   
 
Another example of technology influencing electoral violence prevention can be found in 
Afghanistan’s and South Africa’s use of hotlines and strategically placed call-centers to allow 
voters and other citizens to report unrest and electoral violence in real time. This intervention 
like the live-feed intelligence from drones used in India allows security forces and other actors to 
react significantly faster and more effectively to trouble. 
 
Lastly, the use of social media to track and report incidents of electoral violence and to predict 
unrest has become a valuable tool of election violence prevention and provides another 
dimension of technology’s value. While none of the three cases we examined explicitly 
demonstrated social media reporting and tracking it has been utilized in recent elections in 
Nigeria and proven influential. 
  
These examples demonstrate how technology can enable those working to prevent electoral 
violence to be more reactive to developing issues and more effectively work to prevent situations 
from occurring or escalating. Thus, including the dimension of technology under the electoral 
cycle component of the USAID framework would be an impactful improvement of the existing 
framework. 
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2.   Strategic Combinations 
 
A strategic combination refers to the use of two or more interventions that when used in a 
strategic way produces a more effective result. There were a number of instances within these 
cases where state and non-state actors were utilizing strategic combinations of methods in order 
to more effectively combat electoral violence. Accounting for the most effective strategic 
combinations would provide a valuable addition to the current framework. 
 
One example of a strategic combination we uncovered in our research was the use of non-state 
stakeholders such as political parties, civil society and religious authorities to address prevention 
practices in cooperation with traditional security force actors. In many regions or states where 
the central government may lack influence or legitimacy these non-state actors can be more 
effective in engaging the society and addressing issues. For example, in many of the tribal 
regions of Afghanistan it is local security forces and tribal and religious leaders who possess true 
influence over the population.  
 
Another example of a strategic combination widely utilized in Afghanistan is the strategic 
combination of integrating both international and domestic actors in combating electoral 
violence. The scope of the challenges faced in Afghanistan are so great and the capacity of the 
state so limited that in order to effectively combat electoral violence issues it has been forced to 
combine both domestic security forces such as local police, tribal security forces, and the army 
with international forces such as coalition forces, international NGOs, and other global 
organizations. This allows them to reach the necessary capacity to more effectively combat the 
issues they face.  Afghanistan provides a strong template for how these forces could be 
integrated in other developing countries.  For example while India provides valuable insight into 
how a well organized state can overcome electoral violence issues using domestic means, they 
may be able to further overcome these challenges by seeking international assistance. Thus, 
examining how strategic combinations of both international and domestic means to combat 
violence within the USAID framework could provide another level of strength to the current best 
practices. 
 
Through including how technology can improve responsiveness and how multi-faceted strategic 
combinations of resources and actors can improve the scope and preparedness of electoral 
violence prevention apparatuses, the current USAID framework would be enhanced.  Multi-
sectoral approaches, including dimensions such as gender, security sector reform, rule of law, 
civil society, human rights, youth, and media, which may fall outside of electoral assistance 
programming, need to be accounted for in the current framework in order to further its cogency. 
This can be done through examining strategic combinations for addressing issues raised by the 
current framework. While the current USAID best practices framework is at the cutting edge of 
election violence prevention, by accounting for these findings USAID can move further in 
providing electoral violence assistance around the globe. 
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Global Survey of Electoral Violence in 2014 
 
 
 

Map of Electoral Violence 
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Index 1: Key (Incident Categories) 

 
Country  
Election  
Election Date  
Intensity of Violence  1, 2, or 3 (See Index 2) 
Phase (of Electoral Cycle) 
 

• Pre-election 
• Election 
• Post-election 

Type of violence 
 

• Mass casualties and displacement 
• Homicide/assassination 
• Strategic displacement 
• Physical assaults 
• Property destruction/confiscation 
• Threats and intimidation 
• Other 
 

Victim Type 
 

• Election Officials 
• Candidate 
• Party Supporter 
• Poll Worker 
• Journalist 
• Security Forces 
• Voter 
• Election Observer 
• Other 
 

Perpetrator Type 
 

• State (Military, Security Forces) 
• Party (Candidate) Supporters – 

Incumbent or Opposition 
• Militia – Private Armed Groups 
• Youth 
• Insurgents and Rebels 
• Other 

Location City, Region, etc. 
 
 

Index 2: Election Intensity Code Level 
 

0 No reported electoral violence before or after a vote. 
 

1 Includes violent harassment, indicated by police breaking up rallies, 
party supporters fighting, street brawls, opposition newspaper being 
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confiscated, and limited short-term arrests of political opponents. 
 

2 

Includes violent repression, as indicated by long term high-level 
arrests of party leaders, the consistent use of violent intimidation, 
limited use of murders and assassinations, and torture. 

 

3 
Classifies a highly violent campaign, in which there are repeated, 
coordinated physical attacks leading to 20 or more deaths.31 
 

 
Database of Incidents of Electoral Violence 

 
Country: Bangladesh  
Election: Parliamentary Elections 
Election Date: 6 January 
Intensity Level: 3 
 
Phase Election 
Type of violence Mass casualties and displacement; 

Homicide; 
Property destruction;  
Other (rioting) 

Victims Election officials; 
Voters; 
Security forces 

Perpetrators Party supporters; 
Security forces; 
Other (protestors, unspecified) 

Location Unspecified (various, country-wide) 
 
Phase Post-election 
Type of violence Homicide  
Victims Unspecified 
Perpetrators Unspecified 
Location Dohar 
 
Country: Egypt  
Election: Constitutional Referendum 
Election Date: 14 January 

                                                
31 Straus and Taylor, 9 – 11. 
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Intensity Level: 2 
 
Phase Election 
Type of violence Property destruction; 

Other (bombing) 
Victims Unspecified 
Perpetrators Unspecified 
Location Giza (Imbaba neighborhood) 
 
Phase Election 
Type of violence Homicide; 

Other (rioting, bombing) 
Victims Unspecified 
Perpetrators Security forces; 

Party supporters (Muslim Brotherhood) 
Location Sohag; Beni Seouif; Helwan (courthouse bombing) 
 
Country: Thailand 
Election: Parliamentary 
Date: February 2, 2014 
Intensity: 3 
 
Phase All phases 
Type of violence Mass demonstrations by the opposition parties and clashes with 

supporter of the government 
Physical assault; 

Victims Over 23 people killed in all phases of the electoral violence  
Perpetrators Opposition party members and supporters of the ruling party 
Location Mainly in capital Bangkok and 10 other provinces 
 
Phase Pre-election  
Type of violence Clashes between opposition party and government supporters; 

Physical assault; 
Victims A leader of the opposition party killed, several injured 
Perpetrators Supporters of the government 
Location Bangkok 
 
Phase Post-election 
Type of violence Opposition protesters clash with police and government 

supporters  
Victims Unspecified, About 23 killed in capital Bangkok and 10 other 

provinces 
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Perpetrators Not specified 
Location Bangkok and 10 other provinces 
 
Country: Nicaragua   
Election: Regional (Costa Atlantica)  
Date: March 2, 2014 
Intensity: 3 
 
Phase Election day 
Type of violence Kidnap; 

Killing; 
Use of fire arms and assault 

Victims Members of political party 
Perpetrators Members of a local gang named “Walpapina” 
Location Costa Atlantica autonomous region 
 
Country: Ukraine (Crimea) 
Election: Crimean Referendum 
Election Date: 16 March 
Intensity Level: 2 
 
Phase Pre-election 
Type of violence Threats and Intimidation 
Victims Other (not specified) 
Perpetrators State (foreign military: Russia) 
Location Unspecified (Crimea) 
 
Phase Pre-election phase 
Type of violence Threats and intimidation (Hate speech, propaganda); 

Homicide;  
Other (kidnapping, torture, arbitrary arrest) 

Victims Journalists;  
Party supporters;  
Other (unspecified: 121 people killed in clashes; over 100 
reported missing) 

Perpetrators State (security forces, foreign military);  
Militias,  
Other (separatists, protesters) 

Location Unspecified 
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Phase Pre-election 
Type of violence Threats and intimidation; 

Other (Propaganda) 
Victims Other (ethnic and religious groups: Ukranians, Jews, Tatars) 
Perpetrators Other (not-specified) 
Location Unspecified 
Phase Election 
Type of violence Threats and intimidation 
Victims Voters;  

Journalists 
Perpetrators Other (unspecified) 
Location Unspecified 
 
Phase Post-election 
Type of violence Property destruction; 

Threats and intimidation; 
Other (arrest, torture, exile, human rights violations) 

Victims Other (ethnic and religious groups: Greek priest, Tatars, Tatar 
leader, Jewish rabbi) 

Perpetrators Other (unspecified) 
Location Unspecified 
 
Country: Balochistan 
Election: Local Government Election 
Election Date: 16 March 
Intensity Level: 1 
 
Phase Pre-election 
Type of violence Homicide 
Victims Party supporters;  

Other (tribal-elder, family, supporters) 
Perpetrators Insurgents and rebels 
Location Dera Bugti district 
 
Phase Pre-election 
Type of violence Other (armed assault, bombing) 
Victims Security forces 
Perpetrators Insurgents and rebels (Balochistan Liberation Front) 
Location Mashi, Awaran 
 
Country: Bangladesh  
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Election: District Elections (3rd Phase) 
Election Date: 18 March 
Intensity Level: 1 
 
Phase Election Day 
Type of violence Homicide;  

Property Confiscation; 
 Other (Ballot Snatching) 

Victims Voters 
Perpetrators Unspecified 
Location Dhaka 
 
Country: Maldives  
Election: Parliamentary Election 
Election Date: 22 March 
Intensity Level: 1 
 
Phase Pre-election 
Type of violence Other (disbanding of electoral commission) 
Victims Election officials 
Perpetrators State (government) 
Location Unspecified 
 
Country: Bangladesh  
Election: District Elections (4th Phase) 
Election Date: 23 March 
Intensity Level: 1 
 
Phase Election Day  
Type of violence Homicide 

Property Confiscation 
Other (Capture of polling stations, stuffing of ballot boxes) 

Victims Party officials and supporters; 
Voters 

Perpetrators Party supporters; 
State (security forces) 

Location Unspecified (91 sub-districts) 
 
 
 
Phase Election phase 
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Type of violence Homicide; 
Other (rioting) 

Victims Party supporters, 
Other (protestors) 

Perpetrators Other (protestors); 
Security forces 

Location Munshiganj; Jhalakathi; Comilla; Brahmanbaria 
 
Country: Afghanistan 
Election: Presidential election (1st Round); Provincial elections 
Election Date: 5 April 
Intensity Level: 3 
 
Phase: All phases 
Type of violence Mass casualties and displacement; 

Homicide;  
Physical assault 
Other (bombings, armed assault, kidnapping) 
*286 attacks total 

Victims Election officials;  
Poll workers;  
Security forces;  
Candidates; 
Journalists;  
Voters 

Perpetrators Insurgents and rebels;  
Party supporters 

Location East (226), Kandahar Province (21), West (17), North (14), 
Helmand Region (7) 

 
Phase Pre-election 
Type of violence Threats and intimidation 
Victims Voters 
Perpetrators Insurgents and rebels (Taliban) 
Location Kandahar Province 
 
Phase: Pre-election 
Type of violence Other (bombing) 
Victims Other (not specified; at least 15 deaths) 
Perpetrators Insurgents and rebels (Taliban) 
Location Maywand district 
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Phase Pre-election 
Type of violence Property destruction;  

Other (armed assault)  
Victims Unspecified 
Perpetrators Insurgents and rebels (unspecified) 
Location Kabul (Serena Hotel) 
 
Phase Pre-election 
Type of violence Homicide/ Assassination (attempt) 
Victims Candidate 
Perpetrators Insurgents and rebels (unspecified) 
Location Unspecified 
 
Phase Pre-election 
Type of violence Other (bombing) 
Victims Security forces 
Perpetrators Insurgents and rebels (Taliban) 
Location Kabul 
 
Phase Pre-election 
Type of violence Homicide; 

Other (Kidnapping) 
Victims Candidate; party supporters 
Perpetrators Insurgents and rebels (Taliban) 
Location Northern Afghanistan 
 
Phase Pre-election 
Type of violence Other (kidnapping) 
Victims Election officials 
Perpetrators Unspecified 
Location Nangarhar Province 
 
Phase Pre-election 
Type of violence Homicide 
Victims Campaign supporters 
Perpetrators Unspecified 
Location Faryab Province 
 
Phase Pre-election 



43 

Type of violence Other (bombing) 
Victims Security forces (2); 

Election officials (4) 
Perpetrators Unspecified 
Location Herat (Campaign office) 
 
Phase Pre-election 
Type of violence Other (armed attack) 
Victims Party supporters 
Perpetrators Unspecified 
Location Helmand 
 
Phase Pre-election 
Type of violence Homicide 
Victims Party supporters 
Perpetrators Unspecified 
Location Herat 
 
Country: Guinea Bissau 
Election: Presidential election (1st Round); Parliamentary elections 
Election Date: 13 April 
Intensity Level: 1 
 
Phase Unspecified 
Type of violence Threats and intimidation;  

Other (physical assault) 
Victims Voters;  

Election officials 
Perpetrators State (security forces);  

Candidate 
Location Unspecified 
 
Country: Algeria 
Election: Presidential election 
Election Date: 17 April 
Intensity Level: 1 
  
Phase Pre-election 
Type of violence Property destruction,  

Other (rioting) 
Victims Candidate (incumbent posters); 
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Journalists 
Perpetrators Party supporters (opposition),  

Other (protestors) 
Location Kabylie Region (Eastern Algeria) 
 
Phase Election 
Type of violence Physical assault;  

Other (riots, repression, clashes) 
Victims Other (Youth);  

Security forces (41 people) 
Perpetrators Youth;  

Security forces 
Location Kabylie (Bouria) 
 
Phase Election 
Type of violence Other (arrest) 
Victims Other (protestors) 
Perpetrators State (security forces) 
Location Algiers 
 
Phase Pre-election 
Type of violence Strategic displacement;  

Other (repression) 
Victims Party supporters;  

Other (opposition protestors) 
Perpetrators State (Security forces) 
Location Algiers 
 
Country: India 
Election: Parliamentary elections (all phases); Other (various state legislative assembly 
elections) 
Election Date: 7 April- 12 May; Other (various) 
Intensity Level: 3 
 
Phase Pre-election 
Type of violence Homicide 
Victims Unspecified 
Perpetrators Insurgents/ Rebels (Maoist) 
Location Unspecified 
 
Phase Pre-election 
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Type of violence Physical assault;  
Other (rioting) 

Victims Party supporters 
Perpetrators Party supporters 
Location New Delhi 
 
Phase Pre-election 
Type of violence Physical assault 
Victims Election officials 
Perpetrators Party supporters 
Location (Manikchak) Malda, Bengal 
 
Phase Pre-election 
Type of violence Homicide;  

Other (bombing) 
*342 incidents 

Victims Unspecified 
Perpetrators Unspecified 
Location West Bengal 
 
Phase Election 
Type of violence Homicide;  

Other (bombings) 
Victims Election officials;  

Security forces (12-14) 
Perpetrators Insurgents and Rebels (Maoist rebels) 
Location Chhattisghar 
 
Phase Election 
Type of violence Homicide 
Victims Poll worker 
Perpetrators Insurgents and rebels 
Location Kashmir 
 
Phase Pre-election 
Type of violence Other (arrest, repression) 
Victims Other (opposition, separatist leaders) 
Perpetrators State (military, security forces) 
Location Kashmir 
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Phase Election 
Type of violence Other (gunfight) 
Victims Insurgents and rebels;  

Security forces 
Perpetrators Insurgents and rebels;  

State (security forces) 
Location Kashmir 
 
Phase Election 
Type of violence Homicide 
Victims Security forces; 

Poll workers 
Perpetrators Insurgents and rebels 
Location Jharkand/ Kashmir 
 
Phase Election 
Type of violence Physical assault;  

Other (Rioting/ protests, repression) 
Victims Other (Polling station) 
Perpetrators Unspecified (protestors);  

Security forces 
Location Kashmir 
 
Phase Election 
Type of violence Homicide 
Victims Security forces (policeman) 
Perpetrators Unspecified (mob) 
Location Assam (Kokrajhar: polling station) 
 
Phase Election 
Type of violence Homicide;  

Other (armed assault) 
Victims Security forces; 

Militia;  
Poll workers 

Perpetrators Rebels 
Location Unspecified 
 
Phase Election 
Type of violence Homicide;  
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Other (bombing) 
Victims Security forces; 

Election officials 
Perpetrators Insurgents and rebels 
Location Unspecified 
 
Phase Election 
Type of violence Other (armed assault) 
Victims One protester was killed and two others were critically injured 
Perpetrators Security forces; 

Other (protesters) 
Location Unspecified 
 
Phase Election phase 
Type of violence Mass casualties and displacement; 

Other (massacre) 
Victims Security forces;  

Voters;  
Other (unspecified) 

Perpetrators Insurgents and Rebels   
Location Assam (Bodo Region) 
 
Country: Uganda  
Election: Parliamentary by-election 
Date: 22 May 
Intensity Level: 1 
 
Phase Pre-election  
Type of violence Physical assault;  

Property destruction 
Victims Party supporters 
Perpetrators Party supporters 
Location Unspecified (municipality) 
 
Phase Pre-election  
Type of violence Physical assault 
Victims Journalist 
Perpetrators State (security forces: director of operations for the police) 
Location Unspecified 
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Phase Election 
Type of violence Physical assault 
Victims Journalist 
Perpetrators State (security forces: police officer) 
Location Unspecified 
 
Country: Kosovo  
Election: Parliament 
Date: 8 June  
Intensity Level: 2 
 
Phase Post-election 
Type of violence Assassination 
Victims Candidate 
Perpetrators Unspecified 
Location Unspecified (Restaurant) 
 
 
Country: Afghanistan  
Election: Presidential Run-off 
Date: 14 June 
Intensity Level: 3 
 
Phase All phases 
Type of violence Mass casualties and displacement; 

Physical assault;  
Other (unspecified attacks) 

Victims Unspecified (46 Killed in over 150 attacks) 
Perpetrators Various, including Taliban 
Location Unspecified 
 
Phase Pre-election 
Type of violence Other (bombing) 
Victims Candidate (survived);  

Security forces (12 killed) 
Perpetrators Other (foreign intelligence service) 
Location Unspecified 
 
Country: Ekiti (Nigeria) 
Election: Gubernatorial Election 
Date: 21 June 
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Intensity Level: 2 
 
Phase Pre-election 
Type of violence Mass casualties and displacement; 

Other (tear gas and armed assault) 
Victims Party supporters (one killed) 
Perpetrators State (security forces) 
Location Unspecified 
 
Country: Zambia  
Election: Parliamentary by-election in Mangango 
Date: 19 August 
Intensity Level: 1 
 
Phase Pre-election 
Type of violence Physical assault;  

Property destruction 
Victims Party members;  

Village chief and wife 
Perpetrators Party members 
Location Unspecified 
 
Phase Pre-election 
Type of violence Threats and intimidation 
Victims Candidate (female member of parliament) 
Perpetrators Party members (opposition) 
Location Unspecified 
 
Country: India  
Election: Parliamentary by-elections 
Date: 13 September 
Intensity Level: 1 
 
Phase Election 
Type of violence Physical assault 
Victims Party officials (injured) 
Perpetrators Party activists 
Location Unspecified 
 
Country: Sri Lanka  
Election: Provincial elections (Uva) 
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Date: 13 September 
Intensity Level: 2 
 
Phase Pre-election 
Type of violence Property destruction 
Victims Other (55 opposition party offices) 
Perpetrators Other (Gunmen in marked vehicles) 
Location Unspecified 
 
Phase Election 
Type of violence Physical assault 
Victims Party member 
Perpetrators Party supporters 
Location Unspecified 
 
Phase Election 
Type of violence Physical assault 
Victims Party supporter 
Perpetrators Unspecified (led by high-ranking party official) 
Location Unspecified 
 
Phase Election 
Type of violence Physical assault 
Victims Party official; 

Party supporters 
Perpetrators Other (Provincial Council Minister);  

Party supporters 
Location Unspecified 
 
Phase Election  
Type of violence Physical assault 
Victims Voter 
Perpetrators Party supporter 
Location Unspecified 
 
Phase Election  
Type of violence Physical assault 
Victims Party supporters;  

Other (Party office) 
Perpetrators Unspecified (30) 



51 

Location Unspecified 
 
Phase Election  
Type of violence Threats and intimidation 
Victims Voters 
Perpetrators State (security forces: police officer) 
Location Unspecified 
 
Phase Post-election 
Type of violence Property destruction 
Victims Candidate 
Perpetrators Unspecified 
Location Unspecified 
 
Phase Post-election 
Type of violence Physical assault 
Victims Candidate 
Perpetrators Unspecified 
Location Unspecified 
 
Phase Post-election 
Type of violence Property destruction 
Victims Candidate;  

Other (candidate’s father) 
Perpetrators Unspecified 
Location Unspecified 
 
Phase Post-election 
Type of violence Property destruction;  

Physical assault 
Victims Candidate;  

Party supporters 
Perpetrators Unspecified 
Location Unspecified 
 
Phase Post-election 
Type of violence Physical assault 
Victims Other (candidate’s driver) 
Perpetrators Party supporters 
Location Unspecified 
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Phase Post-election 
Type of violence Property destruction 
Victims Party supporter (vehicle) 
Perpetrators Party supporters 
Location Unspecified 
 
Phase Post-election 
Type of violence Threats and intimidation;  

Physical assault 
Victims Candidate;  

Party supporters 
Perpetrators Candidate; 

Party supporters 
Location Unspecified 
 
Phase: Post-election 
Type of violence Physical assault 
Victims Candidate 
Perpetrators Unspecified 
Location Unspecified 
 
Country: Peru  
Election: Regional and municipal elections (1st Round) 
Date: 5 October 
Intensity: 1 
 
Phase Pre-election 
Type of violence Physical assault;  

Property destruction 
Victims Security forces 
Perpetrators Insurgents and rebels (Shining Path) 
Location Ayacucho 
 
Phase Pre-election 
Type of violence Homicide/ assassination 
Victims Candidates (2) 
Perpetrators Unspecified 
Location Ayacucho 
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Phase Pre-election 
Type of violence Other (kidnapping) 
Victims Other (11-year-old son of candidate) 
Perpetrators Unspecified 
Location Ayacucho 
 
Country: Bosnia and Herzegovina  
Election: Tri-presidential and parliamentary elections 
Date: 12 October 
Intensity: 1 
 
Phase Pre-election 
Type of violence Physical assault 
Victims Party activist 
Perpetrators Unspecified 
Location Unspecified 
 
Phase Pre-election 
Type of violence Property destruction 
Victims Candidate; 

Other (campaign station) 
Perpetrators Male candidate 
Location Unspecified 
 
Country: Mozambique  
Election: President and Parliament 
Date: 15 October 
Intensity Level: 1 
 
Phase Pre-election 
Type of violence Physical assault 
Victims Party supporters 
Perpetrators Party supporters 
Location Unspecified 
 
Country: India  
Election: Parliamentary by-elections 
Date: 15 October 
Intensity Level: 1 
 
Phase Election 
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Type of violence Physical assault;  
Other (rioting) 

Victims Party supporters 
Perpetrators Party supporters 
Location Unspecified 
 
Country: Delta State (Nigeria)  
Election: Local government election 
Date: 25 October 
Intensity Level: 1 
 
Phase Election 
Type of violence Property destruction;  

Physical assault;  
Other (rioting) 

Victims Unspecified (30 persons injured, primarily APC supporters) 
Perpetrators Party supporters 
Location Unspecified 
 
Country: Namibia  
Election: Regional by-election (Windhoek West) 
Date: 14 November 
Intensity Level: 1 
 
Phase Election 
Type of violence Physical assault;  

Property destruction;  
Intimidation 

Victims Party supporters 
Perpetrators Party supporters 
Location Unspecified 
 
Country: Uganda  
Election: Parliamentary by-election (Amuru) 
Date: 20 November 
Intensity Level: 1 
 
Phase Election 
Type of violence Threats and intimidation;  

Other (limited physical violence) 
Victims Voters; 
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Party supporters (opposition) 
Perpetrators Party supporters (government) 
Location Unspecified 
 
Country: Bahrain  
Election: Parliamentary and municipal elections (1st round) 
Date: 22 November 
Intensity Level: 1 
 
Phase Election 
Type of violence Physical assault; 

Property destruction; 
Other (riots) 

Victims Party supporters;  
Other (protestors); 
Security forces 

Perpetrators Party supporters; 
Other (protestors); 
State (security forces) 

Location Unspecified 
 
Country: Tunisia  
Election: Presidential (1st round) 
Date: 23 November 
Intensity Level: 1 
 
Phase Pre-election 
Type of violence Intimidation 
Victims Candidates 
Perpetrators Militia 
Location Unspecified 
 
Country: Jharkhand and Jammu and Kashmir States (India)  
Election: Legislative assembly elections (1st phase) 
Date: 25 November 
Intensity Level: 1 
 
Phase Election  
Type of violence Intimidation; 

Physical assault;  
Homicide 
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Victims Party supporters;  
Voters 

Perpetrators Militia; 
Party supporters 

Location Unspecified 
 
Country: Bahrain  
Election: Parliamentary and municipal elections (2nd round) 
Date: 29 November 
Intensity Level: 1 
 
Phase Election  
Type of violence Physical assault; 

Other (protests) 
Victims Party supporters 
Perpetrators Party supporters;  

State (security forces) 
Location Unspecified 
 
Country: Namibia  
Election: Presidential and Parliamentary 
Date: 29 November 
Intensity Level: 1 
 
Phase Pre-election  
Type of violence Physical assault;  

Property destruction; 
Threats and intimidation 

Victims Party supporters 
Perpetrators Party supporters 
Location Unspecified 
 
Country: India (Jharkhand and Jammu and Kashmir States) 
Election: Legislative assembly elections (2nd phase) 
Date: 2 December 
Intensity Level: 1 
 
Phase Election  
Type of violence Physical assault; 

Homicide 
Victims Party supporters; 
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Voters 
Perpetrators Militia; 

Party supporters 
Location Unspecified 
 
Country: India (Jharkhand and Jammu and Kashmir States)  
Election: Legislative assembly elections (3rd phase) 
Date: 9 December 
Intensity Level: 1 
 
Phase Election  
Type of violence Intimidation;  

Physical assault;  
Homicide 

Victims Party supporters,  
Voters 

Perpetrators Militia,  
Party supporters 

Location Unspecified 
 
Country: India (Jharkhand and Jammu and Kashmir States) 
Election: Legislative assembly elections (4th phase) 
Date: 14 December 
Intensity Level: 1 
 
Phase Election  
Type of violence Physical assault; 

Threats and intimidation 
Victims Voters 
Perpetrators: Party supporters 
Location Unspecified 
 
Country: Liberia  
Election: Senate by-elections 
Date: 20 December 
Intensity Level: 1 
 
Phase Pre-election  
Type of violence Other (clashes, riots);  

Property destruction;  
Physical assault 
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Victims Party supporters 
Perpetrators Party supporters 
Location Unspecified 
 
Country: India (Jharkhand and Jammu and Kashmir States) 
Election: Legislative assembly elections (5th phase) 
Date: 20 December 
Intensity Level: 1 
 
Phase Pre-election  
Type of violence Other (riots); 

Physical assault 
Victims Candidate;  

Party supporters; 
Other (protestors) 

Perpetrators Party supporters 
Location Unspecified 
 
Country: Azerbaijan  
Election: Local elections 
Date: 23 December 
Intensity Level: 1 
 
Phase Pre-election 
Type of violence Threats and intimidation 
Victims Voters;  

Journalists 
Perpetrators State (security forces) 
Location Unspecified 
 
 


