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,India is unique among the post-Imperial (or post-colonial) countries, for it developed
a viable center which has proved capable of dealing, at least in its initial phases, with

the problems of a relatively highly politicized electorate (...).” (Eisenstadt 1973: 280)

“South African scholars have on occasion used systematic cross-national analysis to
identify broad sets of factors — economic growth, stable political institutions and an
appropriate political culture — that have elsewhere and in the past been associated with
measures of democratic persistence. Yet each of these sets of factors in South Africa
(...) presents a ‘paradox’ rather than any clear basis for judgement (...) The focus of
local investigation has (...) been on the quality of political life under a period of
extended ‘one-party-dominance’, and on the implications of such dominance for the

longer-term future of the polity.” (Butler 2003: 97-98)

“Like a wounded tiger, it is a weakened and threatened center that is most likely to save

itself by destroying others.” (Weiner 1989: 330)

This study deals with two regional and temporal contexts and a political phenomenon
pertinent to these contexts that most often have ranked as ‘unique’ or ‘paradoxical’ in
scholarly assessments. Academic accounts of post-colonial India are interspersed with
references to a ‘deviant case’ of, or an ‘empirical anomaly’ to, party system and democratic
theory, and the conventional vocabulary used to describe post-apartheid South African
political development frequently resorts to such terms as ‘political miracle’ or ‘societal
exceptionalism’. Both contexts however, figure prominently in party system and democratic
theory because of their regional importance and the prominent role the party system played
and plays for their political trajectory.

A similar confusion and vagueness prevails with regard to the specific configuration of a
democratic and competitive party system characterised by the towering and prolonged
dominance of one party.

The following is an attempt to shed light on these contexts and their party systems by
departing from the conventional ‘paths’ of party system theory and from the ‘relativist’
assessments of post-independent India and post-apartheid South Africa. This is done by
means of a diachronic comparison of the two contexts’ party systems with a distinct focus on
the role of party agency in the shaping and maintenance of one-party-dominance and on the

role of the two party systems as independent variables.



Thus, it is hoped that shortly before South Africa’s third democratic general elections take
place, it will be fruitful to look at the origins and development of India’s ‘first’ party system
and the beginnings of her ‘democratic career’, launched more than half a century ago, in order
to gain insights into the rather complex processes that determine a party system’s formation,
development and impact in the context of a changing society and to overcome the

exceptionalism commonly ascribed to the two contexts and their party systems.

Heidelberg, April 12, 2004.
Clemens Spief3
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Introduction

The Puzzle

“As the Congress represented every section of Indian society, it was the natural party of

governance. Only the Congress could provide stable and effective government.”"

This recent statement by Sadiq Ali, former general secretary (1958-62, 66-67, 68) of the
(undivided) Indian National Congress (INC), captures the political actor’s perception of the
INC as having a legitimate claim to the commanding heights of India’s polity. A claim based
on the (perceived) national consensus regarding the benefits of one-party-dominance and
which at the time also matched public and academic discourse on party systems in the
developing world (for example Huntington 1968: 146-147).

Now that “the end of history” (Fukuyama 1992) has become such a popular proclamation, and
everybody — in the name of ‘good governance’ — is talking about multi-party democracy as
some sort of a ‘remedy’ for the consolidation of nascent democracies in developing countries,
nobody seems to remember the disastrous results that multi-party democracy has had for most
of these countries immediately after independence or in the transition to democracy. One-
party-dominance has almost turned into a four-letter word, associated with creeping
authoritarianism and the traumatic mental legacies of so many quasi-dictatorial single-party
states. India nevertheless was able to combine over decades one-party-dominance with almost
all features of a liberal democracy and remains a vibrant democracy, a record that sets her
apart amongst post-colonial states.”

Across the Indian Ocean, seven years after the dismantling of apartheid was officially

launched® and two days before South Africa’s second democratic general election took place,

! Personal Communication; interview conducted at Gandhi Memorial, New Delhi, on December 18, 2000, see
references.

% Although India’s status as a full-fledged democracy is questioned by some scholars, this study is in accord with
most of the scholarly literature as regards India’s classification as a democracy. For a critical assessment of
India’s democratic credibility, which hinges exactly on the (concentrated) state of the country’s party system for
most of its post-independence democratic ‘career’, see Vanhanen (1997). For a similar argument with regard to
the South African context, see Lane and Ersson (1997).

> In 1992 the then ruling National Party (NP) under president De Klerk initiated a referendum to obtain a
mandate from the white electorate in order to go on with the (gradual) abolishment of apartheid policies and to
work towards a new democratic political order. The referendum, which — under threat of De Klerk’s resignation
— had asked: ‘Do you support continuation of the reform process which the State President began on February 2,
1990 and which is aimed at a new Constitution through negotiation?’, secured approval of the reforms and
negotiations that eventually led to the new constitution and the first democratic general elections in 1994 by two-
thirds of the white electorate.

10



Firoz Cachalia, then African National Congress’ (ANC) leader of the house in the Gauteng”

legislature, wrote in one of the country’s leading newspapers:

“Some academics and opposition politicians have, for a long time now, been making the
argument that SA [South Africa, C. S.] is developing a system of one-party dominance
that is dangerous for democracy and that consequently SA needs an effective opposition
to protect democracy. (...) I will (...) argue that the ANC's dominance strengthens the
prospects of democratic consolidation and is good for both economic growth and in the
long term for greater social equality. (...) for most of its history, the ANC has been
committed to an inclusive nationalism and its values have been strongly shaped by the
enlightenment's universalism. It achieved its position of dominance in liberation politics
and in post-apartheid SA through the methods of secular politics. Its dominance is thus
the result of successful contestation, not the absence of it.”(Business Day, May 31,

1999).°

Cachalia, like Ali, refers to the all-inclusive nature of the ANC in a bid to legitimise a distinct
party system configuration which was still not entirely perceived as fulfilling the criteria set
forth by the normative ideal of a liberal democracy. Consequently, he hastens to refer to the
competitive nature of the ANC’s dominance, which is seen by him as a sine qua non for a
successful democratisation.

Scholarly concern about South Africa’s political development has increased tremendously in
the last decade due to its distinction as the world’s only post-apartheid society and as the last
remaining ‘powerhouse’ on an otherwise “hopeless continent”.® Whether South Africa will
follow the path of political decay like so many of its sub-Saharan democratising predecessors,
or, whether it will take the lead in what has been called a continent on the brink of an “elusive

’77

dawn”’ has become a heated debate in the academic world with the nature of the country’s

party system increasingly the central ‘bone of contention’.®
Both countries share a similar historical outcome with regards to their party systems albeit

within very different temporal and spatial contexts. India’s system of one-party-dominance

* Gauteng is one of the nine provinces of contemporary South Africa.

> The article has been included to the article section of the ANC’s official homepage available at:
www.anc.org.za/election/articles/dominance.html.

6 Cover of the Economist, 13 May, 2000.

7 Cover of the Economist, 24 February, 2001.

¥ In fact, the relevance of the specific configuration of one-party-dominance goes beyond the South African
experience. As Randall and Svasand (2002b: 35) observed, “(...) the emergent predominant type of party system
[in Africa, C.S.] is the non-authoritarian dominant type.”

11



was terminated electorally in 1977 when for the first time in the country’s history the INC’
was thrown out of office and power by the Janata Party, a multi-party electoral platform
comprising the four major opposition parties of the time.'® South Africa on the other hand has
had only two general (democratic) elections (1994 and 1999). However, the ANC won an
overwhelming share of the popular vote on both occasions (62.65% and 66.35% respectively),
and the establishment of long-term party dominance is rather likely.'" What are the
explanatory factors that enabled the emergence of a system of one-party-dominance in India
after independence and in the South Africa of today? Why was it that a single party in a
competitive democratic environment succeeded in winning one election after another amidst
processes of massive social change, and, why is it that a single party is still able to do so at the
end of the 20" century? What did one-party-dominance do to the political and socio-economic
development in the world’s largest democracy, and, what will be the effects of its working in
the world’s most unexpected democracy? How do the political actors’ perceptions mentioned
above match with the academic wisdom of our times?

Taking India as the locus classicus of one-party-dominance in changing societies (democratic
post-colonial, developing or semi-developed societies)'?, the following is an attempt to make
use of a diachronic comparison between the Indian party system after independence and the
emerging one in South Africa. This, it is hoped, will free the political phenomenon of ‘one-
party-dominance’ from some of the theoretical and conceptual misconceptions surrounding it,
re-examine common thinking about a party systems’ emergence by working on the basis of
two regional realities and by putting forward party agency as a crucial but so far neglected
explanatory tool, and, finally, with empirical backing, will enrich the current scholarly
hypothesising about the correlation between the nature of the party system and processes of

democratic consolidation, national integration and socio-economic development.

? After the split of the INC in 1969, the two factions contested elections as separate parties named INC (R) — ‘R’
for ‘Requisitionist’ - and INC (O) — ‘O’ for ‘Organisation’. The former, headed by Indira Gandhi, was the
successful ‘heir’ of the undivided INC’s dominant position. Another split of the INC in 1977 led to the
emergence of the INC (I) — ‘I’ for ‘Indira’ -, the party led by Indira Gandhi, and the INC (as formally recognised
by the Election Commission), which was successively renamed INC (U - Urs) and Indian Congress (Socialist)
(ICS). In 1981 he INC (I) was formally relabelled INC. If not indicated otherwise, INC is used in the following
as a common denominator for the undivided party up to 1969, the Indira-led INC up to 1977, the INC (I) and the
INC after 1981.

' The ‘real’ end of one-party-dominance in India is a highly debated issue in the scholarly discourse on the
Indian party system. The years of 1967, 1969, 1975, 1977 and 1989 all figure as respective dates of termination
in the scholarly literature. This study’s focus is on the heyday of one-party-dominance in the first two decades
after independence (1947-1967). For a discussion of this issue see 1.3.

' An assessment of the country’s party system nevertheless needs to take into account the dynamic nature of a
pattern of party competition still in the making.

2 See 1.2. for a discussion of what distinct features the term changing ‘societies’ entails.
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More recent research on party systems in changing societies, especially in those countries
‘affected’ by the “third wave” (Huntington 1991) of democratisation, calls into question some
of the theoretical fundamentals on political parties and party systems that political scientists,
entrenched in their western-based empirical references, have grown so fond of. This is hardly
surprising, as it would have been presumptuous to expect parties and party systems in
changing societies to adjust their shape and role to the analytical concepts and categories
developed during the evolution of their western counterparts. Among the more important
challenges to common party system theory are a) the inadequacies of some of the theoretical
propositions made by the ‘social cleavages’ approach pioneered by Lipset and Rokkan
(1967), as well as the one-dimensional attempts by institutionalists to make law-like
generalisations about the relationship between institutions, especially the electoral system,
and party systems without considering the respective context or alternative explanatory
factors such as the (independent) role of political actors and party agency (for both critiques
see e.g. Mainwaring 1999, Merkel and Sandschneider 1997); and b) the debate about a
necessary extension and/or differentiation of the role and function of political parties and
party systems with regard to an empirical setting that demands capacities from the political
system going far beyond the ‘classic’ functions ascribed to parties and the party system in
western democracies (e.g. McAllister and White 1995, Morlino 1995, Pridham and Lewis
1996, Schmitter 1999). In a situation where relevant party loyalties and identities have to be
produced afresh (or ‘from scratch’), conflict and contestation have to be co-ordinated along
unfamiliar institutional lines, and mobilisation and participation have to be channelled for the
first time, the room to manoeuvre for political actors is naturally bigger, the institutional rules
of the (democratic) game are not that clear, and the challenges for the representational system
differ from those in the established democracies of western provenance.

Taking a closer look at the specific configuration of party systems, namely those of one-party-
dominance, as well as the distinct contexts - post-independent India and post-apartheid South
Africa - that this study deals with, could enhance the understanding of parties and party
systems in changing societies on the grounds that it has to handle a political manifestation and
environment that have so far belied most of the assumptions made by common party and
party system theory (of either the institutionalist or the sociological variant); that do not
(exactly) fit most of the prominent classifications of comparative research on party systems;
and, that represent two exemplary cases of democracy in changing societies: long-term

survivals and post-1990 (third wave) surfers.

13



Despite its continued existence and reference in scholarly minds and works, one-party-
dominance has kept its character as a pending phenomenon of political science. A few
attempts have been made to grasp its logic and to fit it into common knowledge of democratic
and party theory. These have left behind as many assessments of one-party-dominance being
a (democratic) matter of course, as postulates of it being a democratic anomaly, as many
delineations of a model of democratic stability as classifications of it being a transitional
phenomenon, as much praise for its contribution to democratic consolidation and socio-
economic development as condemnations for its perversion of democratic practices.
Explanatory approaches to the phenomenon were almost always either of an institutional,
sociological/structural or historical nature and the typological status of one-party-dominance
was always (and remains) rather vague.”> The aim of this study is to provide an empirically
backed analysis of two cases of one-party-dominance from which careful generalisations will
be drawn and to shed light on current trends in party system theory brought about by the third
wave of democratisation. In the event, the thesis also seeks to re-evaluate the role of one-
party-dominance in transition to, and consolidation of, democracy in post-colonial or
changing societies.

The general puzzle of the study is consequently as follows:

Why and how has one-party-dominance evolved, functioned and affected democratic
consolidation, national integration and development in India, and, what are the ‘lessons’

thereof for the current establishment of one-party-dominance in South Africa?

Against the backdrop of this general puzzle, the epistemological interest and the resultant core
question of the study is threefold. First, there is the question of correlation and causal relation.
What were/are the factors determining the emergence of one-party-dominance in the contexts
of India and South Africa? So far, scholarly debate on the emergence of party systems has
been dominated by structural and/or institutional explanations. Only recently, has the role of
political elites and party competition in the shaping of party systems been to some extent
acknowledged. The study intends to focus mainly on this intensified consideration of political

and party elites as determining agents in the evolution of one-party-dominance and in the

'3 Apart from mentions of one-party-dominant systems in several scholarly works and a few scientific articles
there is — to my knowledge - only one comprehensive and comparative account of one-party-dominance in
changing societies to date (Giliomee and Simkins 1999); the only other book solely dedicated to the
phenomenon is dealing with one-party-dominance within the context of advanced industrial democracies
(Pempel 1990). A ‘mixed’ approach to one-party-dominance taking into account changing societies and
advanced industrial democracies was recently published by Rimanelli (1999).
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process tries to explain why the latter has so far slipped through the fingers of any kind of

structural or institutional determinism. Hence, the first core question:

What role did party agency play in the emergence of one-party-dominance in India and

South Africa?

This question is dealt with in chapter 3.

Second, it is aimed at reorienting the scholarly account of one-party-dominance on the basis
of a proper understanding of its functioning within the regional contexts. Once again, the
research interest is directed towards the role played by actors and party agency as well as
party competition in the structuring of the respective party systems. This is necessary as it is
assumed that a party system, ensconced in the vagaries of an electoral democracy but
nevertheless characterised by the continued dominance of one party, is particularly prone to
manipulations of and by the political process.'* Therefore, a distinction is drawn between the
role party agentive factors and party competition play in the ‘achievement’ of one-party-
dominance and for the maintenance of dominant party rule. The second core question is

therefore:

What role did/does party agency play in the maintenance of dominant party rule in
India and South Africa and what are/were the main characteristics and mechanisms of
dominant party control and party competition inherent in the two regional contexts’

party systems?
This question is dealt with in chapter 4.
Third, it is part of the ‘holistic’ approach of the study to consider one-party dominance as a

dependent as well as an independent variable in order to reach a comprehensive understanding

of its interactions with the state and society. Compared to the so far rigid restriction of

' This assumption refers mainly to the increasingly difficult balance of dominance and competitiveness in the
representational system that is one of the essential characteristics of one-party-dominance. As Arian and Barnes
(1974: 599) in their seminal article on one-party-dominance in Italy and Israel formulate: “(...) in many
multiparty systems, parties are the result of historical and social forces and are only partially the conscious
creation of political leaders. And in single party systems, only organizational inadequacies set limits on the
exercise of power. The dominant party system is one in which politics is king, in which dominance results from
strategic political decisions made by the party elite. Politics is not a dependent variable. Political strategy is
determining.”
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scientific analyses on either causes of party systems’ evolution or their effects on democratic
consolidation and/or social change, the approach here takes seriously the crucial role of party
systems as an interface between input and output functions of the political system. This is
done by considering both genetic as well as functional aspects of a party system. On the basis
of chapters 3 and 4 it is therefore aimed to explore the impact of one-party-dominance on the
processes of democratic consolidation, national integration and socio-economic development.

Hence, the third core question, which involves a change of analytical perspective from
looking at the party system as dependent variable to looking at the party system as

independent variable:

What effect (positive or negative) had/has one-party-dominance on processes of
democratic transition/consolidation, national integration and socio-economic

development in the two regional contexts?

This question is dealt with in chapter 5.

These three research dimensions and core questions of the study are embedded in a cross-
national and diachronic comparative perspective thereby adding a fourth epistemological
interest to the analysis, namely, a predictive curiosity about the future development of one-
party-dominance (and its effects) in South Africa in the light of the Indian experience.

Following these considerations there are two key hypotheses that inform the examination of
the core questions stated above and guide the analytical framework (see below) to be applied

in the assessment of the two regional contexts’ party systems.

Hypothesis 1: Party agency and strategy were among the most decisive factors in the
formation and development of the two regional contexts’ systems of one-party-
dominance and are, in general, crucial for party system formation and development.
They are especially relevant in the shaping of one-party-dominance in changing

societies.

Hypothesis 2: Systems of one-party-dominance have a potentially benign effect on
processes of democratisation, national integration and democratic development in the
crucial period of changing societies’ transition to democracy and democratic
consolidation. It is assumed that this was the case in post-independent India but is

increasingly less so the case in post-apartheid South Africa.
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Hypothesis 1, which highlights the need to incorporate party agency as explanatory factor in
the examination of any party system’s formation and development and takes the two systems
of one-party-dominance as optimal ‘test cases’ for such an examination, is followed up in
chapters 3 and 4 against the backdrop of aspects of party agency specified in the analytical
framework outlined below. Hypothesis 2 is taken up in chapter 5 and seeks to examine what
characteristics and mechanisms of one-party-dominance in post-independent India were
responsible for the party system performing such a suppositionally benign function and why
the same benign function is (or may be) increasingly less exerted by post-apartheid South
Africa’s party system.

There have been infrequent references to various aspects of party agency in the literature on
party dominance but they lack analytical clarity and almost always deal only with specific
aspects of a party system’s multidimensionality. That is why this study has singled out
spheres of (party) agency that correspond to the interactive aspects of systemic relations of the
party system partly by borrowing from classic accounts of party dominance but more so by
independent systematic reasoning that draws an overall picture of party agency and its close
relationship to one-party-dominance. Likewise, the dimensions of a party system’s or, for that
matter, of the two, one-party-dominant systems’ impact on areas and aspects of political
development, which are considered to be relevant for a changing society’s democratic and
developmental trajectory and integrative capacity, are delineated within the overall
framework.

The rationale and working of the various aspects of party agency and the role of the two party
systems as independent variables are discussed at length in the respective chapters and
sections. Only a broad outline of which aspects and areas of examination are to be involved in
the analysis is given here in order to provide a synoptic view of the analytical framework
applied in the following chapters.

This framework is first of all based on the assumption that party agency operates at three
distinct levels: the interaction between party system/dominant party and state structures, i.e.
the institutional arrangement of the polity, the interaction between party system/dominant
party and the electorate, i.e. society at large, and the party system’s ‘inner space’, which
involves the interaction between the dominant party and other/opposition parties as well as
the processes and organisational aspects related to the intra-party working of the dominant
party itself.

A second assumption refers to the necessary distinction made between the initiation and

consolidation or, for that matter, ‘achievement’ of dominant party rule and the maintenance of
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such rule. The working of party agentive factors in the initial phase of the polity and party
competition necessarily differs from the processes involved in up-holding party dominance
once institutional rules, (party) power and state resources have been consolidated. A more
fluid and volatile institutional context, organisational uncertainty of the dominant party and
opposition parties, the vagueness prevalent in ideas about the future shape of party-society
and state-society relations and, in the case of the two regional contexts, the (temporal)
closeness to the past struggle for (national) freedom in the early stages of a party system’s
development, all call for different strategies than those involved in the dominant party’s
attempt to ensure continued dominance by means of constant fine-tuning to social change and
party competition once party dominance has been achieved."

Finally, a third assumption refers to the examination of the two party systems as independent
variables and includes the notion of a close connection between political actors’ perception of
party system characteristics and the latters’ impact. Here, the unintended but potentially
benign effects of the dominant party’s actions and strategies in its bid to uphold its dominance
need to be taken into account. Likewise it is necessary that, before assessing the impact of
one-party-dominance (in India and South Africa) on processes of democratic consolidation,
national integration and development, the canon of functions commonly ascribed to party
systems be critically examined and adapted to the specifics of the empirical context wherever
applicable.'®

With regard to the achievement of one-party-dominance party agency basically involves three
dimensions or processes: the role of political actors as ‘inventors’ of a historical project or
national consensus of social transformation and democratic commitment, for the dominant
party to become ‘identified with the epoch’ (society-oriented party agency); the role of
political actors as determining agents of the young polity’s institutional arrangement
comprising constitutional engineering and amendment and the interpretation of institutional
rules — this is based on the rationale that the institutional arrangement works in favour of the
dominant party (state-oriented party agency); and the role of political actors as
interventionists and accommodationists in the dominant party’s organisational affairs and
relation to other political forces — geared towards a ‘mainstreaming’ of the party’s
organisation and the facilitation of the shift from movement to party thus making it (even

more) ‘electable’ and broad-based (party system’s inner space).

!5 The distinction between the achievement and the maintenance of one-party-dominance also draws advantage
from the diachronic nature of the comparison for the differences in party agency come out more clearly in the
different stages of the ‘life-cycle’ of the two systems of one-party-dominance under examination; see the
introduction to chapter 4 for a more detailed discussion of this aspect.

' For a full discussion of this assumption and line of reasoning, see the introduction to chapter 5.
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In maintaining one-party-dominance, the mechanisms of control that the dominant party
employs and the dynamics of competition that a system of one-party-dominance entails are
conceptualised in a number of ways. In terms of the specific interaction between dominant
party and opposition parties this includes means of delegitimation, co-optation and co-
operation, necessary to ensure not only the opposition’s continuing exiguity but also its
loyalty to the polity’s ordering framework. Also important are the modes of selective
mobilisation (‘purchasing support by positive discrimination of or granting resources to
certain societal groups and aggregating a large range of interests in society but giving voice
only to certain spokesmen of these interests’) and entrepreneurship on the electoral market
(‘actively seeking support in the most pragmatic fashion available’) which enhance the
dominant party’s capacity to shape and/or accommodate voters’ preferences in its favour.
Furthermore, the dominant party has an interest in and need to provide and manage an
extensive factional substructure in order to remain flexible and effective in terms of an
indispensable (societal) inclusiveness, (organisational) coherence and (social) responsiveness.
Finally, the dominant party’s active pursuit of patronage politics is dealt with and its attempt,
for obvious reasons, at blurring the line between it and the state.

With regard to the effects and functions of one-party-dominance in the two regional contexts,
various areas of examination have been singled out in accordance with the considerations
made in the above mentioned, third assumption. The effect of the two systems of one-party-
dominance is portrayed in terms of the two basic functions commonly ascribed to a party
system, the provision of governmental stability and societal inclusion. Their effect is
examined with regard to the additional functions identified as relevant in the context of
changing societies: conflict-management and modernisation. Whether the party system has
benefited or, been detrimental to the process of democratic consolidation is explored in terms
of the politically relevant actors’ perception of the party system (and the consequences
thereof). Finally - taking into account the implications of the two countries’ ruling elites’
decision to follow a path of democratic development - the impact of the party systems’
characteristics/configurations on the two countries’ developmental trajectory is examined.
This analytical framework guides the bulk of the empirical analysis as it unfolds in chapters 3,

4 and 5 and is depicted in the diagrammatic representation below.
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Figure 1: Analytical framework of a one-party-dominant system to be deployed
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The research interest of the study thereby refers to a returning scholarly regard of parties as
the main agents of representation paralleled by an emerging assessment of party systems as
being the crucial determining factors of democratic consolidation. After decades of a
scholarly-noticed decline in the importance given to political parties as intermediary
institutions'” which, in the developing context, was sometimes coupled with a general distrust
of the democratic capacity of parties and party systems as such, parties and party systems, as
“a vehicle for studying democratization” (Mainwaring 1999: 11), once again figure
prominently in comparative politics. Due to their central position in the competition for state
power, their shaping of the political agenda (voicing certain interests and conflicts while
muting others), and their role as crucial link between state and society, parties and party
systems are key to the enhancement of participation and public political awareness, effective
government and policy implementation, the accountability of the political process, the
working of (democratic) governance, and, finally, the establishment of democratic legitimacy.
This indispensable contribution of parties and party systems is even more important when one
party dominates the political process and discourse in a context where the relationship
between the state and society must be shaped anew and with high costs. An analysis that
seeks to enhance the knowledge of how parties and party systems work in changing societies,
whilst focusing closely on a distinct configuration of party systems and the specific
theoretical aspects of their emergence, functioning and consequences, is also a study in

democratisation and how democracies function (ibid. 11 ff.).

Design and Scope of the Study

As one can see from the introduction above, a descriptive or historic account of the two party
systems under examination is not the primary concern of this study. Rather, it seeks to explore
the details of the interrelations and mechanisms of interaction between political actors,
societal structures, institutional arrangements, processes of democratic consolidation, national
integration and socio-economic development and a distinct configuration of a party system
within a distinct context. This is done on the basis of a new approach to, and perspective on,
the study of one-party-dominance or, more generally, party systems in changing societies by
directing the focus of analysis towards the role of party agency in the emergence and for the
‘mechanics’ of a party system, and by looking at the so far largely neglected aspect of (the

two) party systems’ performance with regard to processes of democratic consolidation,

'” Most prominent among others, see Schmitter (1992).
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national integration and development. The conceptual engagement with the phenomenon of
one-party-dominance in changing societies on the basis of a diachronic comparison and with a
specific focus on the role of party agency is a research attempt that has not been undertaken so
far and thus an original contribution to the field of party system research and theory. A similar
statement can be made with regard to the ‘holistic’ approach of this study, involving a change
of analytical perspective on the party system from dependent to independent variable. The
study is also an attempt at reinterpreting some of the processes involved in the political
development of post-independent India and post-apartheid South Africa. The rationale of the
following depiction of the two party systems is the illustration of the above-mentioned
interrelations/mechanisms and the explication and empirical backing of the two key
hypotheses put forward above. An in-depth account of historical details of the periods under
examination is largely avoided for the sake of clear theoretical reasoning.'® Furthermore, as
the unit of analysis is the national party system of the two regional settings, no in-debth
investigation of local or regional processes and specifics is conducted. The study is largely
pursuing questions of middle-range theory such as why the INC and ANC were/are successful
in gathering (and holding on to) a mass following or what kind of interaction prevails between
the dominant party and opposition parties in a system of one-party-dominance. It does
however aim to relate the findings to the desiderata of an adequate framework theory of party
systems in changing societies, on which research is still in the making. The general thrust of
the study is thereby conceptual rather than historically narrative.

Chapter 1 deals with the conceptual, theoretical and methodological problems, incentives
and questions inherent in the kind of cross-national and diachronic comparison attempted in
this study. The first section (1.1.) tries to establish one-party-dominance as a conceptual entity
by looking at the, so far, sparse scholarly contributions to this political phenomenon and
generates an own working definition. This leads to a consideration of the relevance and
specifics of party systems and one-party-dominance in changing societies (1.2.) and to an
explication of why post-independent India and post-apartheid South Africa have been selected
for comparison (1.3.). Section 1.4. outlines the theoretical implications involved in the
comparison and study of one-party-dominance, whereas section 1.5. deals with the
methodological problems that are inevitably tied to a cross-national and diachronic
comparison. The last section (1.6.) provides a brief synthesis of common theories and

approaches within party system theory and makes clear to what extent the approach and focus

'® As a participant at a seminar at the South Asia Institute, University of Heidelberg, once lucidly commented:
‘Historians establish the facts, political scientists do play with what the historians have established’.
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on party agency chosen in this study has to be considered as a departure from the
conventional narrative of party system theory.

Chapter 2 gives a brief outline of the regional settings at the time democratic party
competition was beginning to take shape, outlines the institutional boundaries within which
the two party systems operate(d), looks at the main characteristics of the electorate in post-
independent India and post-apartheid South Africa and ‘takes stock’ of the two party systems
in terms of a broad outline of the dominant party and the relevant opposition parties. The next
three chapters present the bulk of the empirical analysis and deal with the emergence, working
and functions/effects of one-party-dominance in India and South Africa respectively. Each
chapter refers to the basic outline of the analytical framework depicted above and combines
theoretical arguments with empirical, as well as historical, givens of the two party systems
under examination. Whereas chapter 3 examines how the two party systems were ‘shaped
from above’, i.e. how party agency helped to achieve the dominant position of the INC and
ANC respectively, chapter 4 examines the mechanisms of control employed to maintain
dominance and the mechanisms of party competition prevailing in the two regional contexts.
Both chapters deal with the party agentive factors identified in the analytical framework as
responsible for the achievement and maintenance of one-party-dominance in the form of short
analytical narratives. The last one of these three chapters (chapter 5) sums up and discusses
the effects and (redefined) functions of party systems in changing societies and gives an
account of how both countries’ party systems have fared with regard to these effects and in
terms of fulfilling these functions. Chapter 6 takes up the differences and similarities of the
two regional contexts as they have emerged out of the preceding three chapters, relates the
‘lessons’ of the Indian experience to the prospects of one-party-dominance in South Africa by

means of a comparison and reassesses the key hypotheses stated above.
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Chapter 1: One-Party-Dominance in Changing Societies: Conceptual,

methodological and theoretical aspects of the study

“Political scientists have often used the number of parties in the system as an indicator
of the patterns expected to be found. Political sociologists have often stressed societal
variables such as social and ideological cleavages in order to explain party systems.
Scholars with a more psychological bent have relied heavily on learning models for
explaining party identification and perceived spatial distances in the party universe. We
suggest that the dominant party system is a political rather than sociological or
psychological model. Because of its structural characteristics and the importance of
strategic decisions as well as the impact it has on the competition, the mass public, and
the organs of power, the dominant party model provides an alternative way of
understanding the emergence of competitive democracies in multiparty systems.”

(Arian and Barnes 1974: 613).

Based on an investigation into the party systems of post-war Italy and independent Israel,
once treated as the ‘prototypes’ of dominant party systems in western democracies, Arian and
Barnes’ portrayal above, of the distinctiveness of one-party-dominant systems, can be taken
as a prime incentive or starting point for this study.

The fact that both the party systems under examination here, as well as systems of one-party-
dominance more generally, have defied conventional wisdom on the emergence and working
of party systems implies a need for alternative, additional or, in other words, more political
explanatory factors. This is not to deny that other, more conventional explanatory factors such
as the cleavage structure in a given societal context or the institutional arrangement in a given
polity have a crucial impact on the unfolding of a (or any) party system, but rather to redirect
and focus attention on the role of strictly political factors such as party agency in the
emergence and working of party systems.

Political factors and party agency have often been mentioned as important determinants of
party system development, but this contention has never been followed up systematically.
This is basically due to the fact that a number of political factors and party agency are less
quantifiable (or not quantifiable at all) and process-based, which makes them difficult to
determine. However, systems of one-party-dominance in changing societies offer a fertile
ground for an investigation into these very factors and aspects for reasons elaborated below.

This study therefore, attempts to examine the role political factors, especially party agency,
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play in party system development by comparing the achievement and maintenance of one-
party-dominance in post-independent India and post-apartheid South Africa. In that regard,
the study possesses an explorative character and in a sense, enters ‘virgin soil’ with regard to
another aspect involved in the study of one-party-dominance. As the quote above alleges,
one-party-dominance has specific implications for emerging democracies and ‘provides an
alternative way of understanding’ nascent democratic party systems. Democratic practice in
one-party-dominant systems is still a controversial matter in academic debate demonstrated
by the catchy book titles that hint at their scholarly subject as ‘Uncommon Democracies’
(Pempel 1990) or an ‘Awkward Embrace’ (of democracy) (Giliomee and Simkins 1999). The
second rationale of this study is therefore to look at the two party systems and their
characteristics as independent variables and to examine their effects with regard to the most
crucial functions that party systems in changing societies have to perform in order to
‘engineer’ a successful process of (simultaneous) democratic consolidation, national
integration and development.

Before going deeper into a discussion of these two main threads, it is necessary to outline the
conceptual, methodological and theoretical aspects involved in the comparison. This chapter
aims to define the concept of one-party-dominance for the purpose of this study, to discuss the
relevance and specifics of party systems and one-party-dominance in the context of changing
societies, to outline the rationale, problems and advantages of the envisaged comparison, to
delineate the theoretical perspective chosen by the approach of this study, to pave the way for
the argument put forward in chapter 5 that conceives of a system of one-party-dominance as
the appropriate ‘institutional container’ for a process of democratic consolidation,
development and national integration in changing societies to gain momentum, and to discuss
the methodological problems involved in the comparison.

In the final section the chapter outlines the (preliminary) conclusion that common explanatory
approaches to the emergence and working of party systems have not been able to catch the
‘logic’ of systems of one-party-dominance in changing societies, as they do not take into
account ‘party agency’ as the crucial explanatory variable with regard to the complex nature
of one-party-dominance in India and South Africa specifically, and more generally in

changing societies.
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1.1. ‘Grappling with the concept’: definitional clarifications of one-party-dominance

The term and concept of ‘one-party-dominance’, or ‘Congress system’'’ was introduced to
academic debate in 1961 by the Indian political scientist Rajni Kothari and later given fuller
form by him in 1964 (Kothari 1961, 1964). Meant to describe the specific nature of the Indian
party system, Kothari’s postulation of a compatibility of dominance and competition in a
given party system touched upon an aspect, which had so far been largely neglected in the
literature.

Although Duverger (1954: 279-280) was already alerting the scholarly community in 1951 to
the many shades and nuances, in what is conventionally conceived of, as a one-party or
single-party system, alternation in government was (and still is) commonly regarded as a
necessary condition of a competitive party system.*’

Not until the understanding took root that mere numerical classifications do not suffice to
grasp the nature and working of party systems and more qualitative criteria found their way
into typologies and classifications, did the phenomenon of the long-term rule of one party in a
competitive environment attract more scholarly attention. The degree of competitiveness of a
given party system was no longer attached solely to the relative size (electorally) and number
of parties prevailing in a system, but was increasingly differentiated according to more
qualitative criteria.”'

The function and position of a party in a certain system and the (party) power configuration
became as decisive as its mere existence and the electoral strength of minor parties. As a
result, the long-term dominance of one party was no longer necessarily associated with legally
enforced restrictions or repression of political competition or with electoral fraud.
Consequently, those party systems characterised by “(...) dominance coexisting with
competition but without a trace of alternation” (Morris-Jones 1978: 217) could be subsumed

under the category of ‘competitive party systems’.

' The term ,Congress System’, connotative of the main conceptual and analytical features of the ideal-typical
phase of India’s system of one-party-dominance, was first introduced to the scholarly community by Rajni
Kothari (1961, 1964, 1974). Independently, W. H. Morris-Jones came to similar conclusions about the
conceptual and analytical nature of India’s system of one-party-dominance, and, often used the same
terminology as Kothari. See Morris-Jones (1966, 1967). For an explication of the analytical nature of the
Congress system see especially 4.1.

2 See, for example, Neumann (1956: 397) or Huntington (1991: 263); see also fn. 24 below.

2! Thus, whereas Almond (1960a: 41-42) was still very simplistically differentiating between the categories of
‘authoritarian’ and ‘dominant non-authoritarian’ party systems with the latter being called “tutelary
democracies” as long as they remain (‘somehow’) competitive and ‘modernising’ because of their elite
dependence and lack of interest aggregation, LaPalombara and Weiner (1966a: 33) already made a more
sophisticated distinction between competitive ‘hegemonic’ and ‘turn-over’ systems, which are additionally
classified as ‘ideological’ or ‘pragmatic’ according to the pattern of inter-party interaction prevailing.
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This is the first and foremost criterion of one-party-dominance: party systems thus labelled
are democratic (in the procedural sense at least) and competitive, which means that political
dissent can and does find expression in the party system (party dominance is not legally or
otherwise enforced), that there are mechanisms available to protect the competitiveness of the
party system (e.g. a latent threat from the opposition parties or a network of factions within
the dominant party)* and that democratic rules and minority parties are a matter of fact,
which “(...) the dominant party cannot ignore in its political calculations” (Chan 1967: 4).
This development brought greater attention to systems of one-party-dominance and led to a
refinement of typologies and classifications in order to incorporate this apparently rather
anomalous subtype of a party system.” But scholarly accounts of party dominance have most
often been vague on definitions and contradictory in terms of what cases should be counted as
systems of one-party-dominance. This is hardly surprising given that the first and foremost
challenge to the study of one-party-dominance arises out of the conceptual boundaries to draw
between a party system with a dominant party (a frequent occurrence known to many
established democracies) and a system of one-party dominance (Sartori 1976: 192-195).

From the angle of electoral dominance, and taking the view that one-party-dominant systems
are essentially democracies™, one-party-dominance is a ‘fluid’ category. Sooner or later
(basically depending on the participation process, exogenous factors or on elite behaviour) it

gives way to (clear cut) two- or multi-party competition or an authoritarian one-party state.

2 These more ‘informal’ mechanisms are considered to be more important for the protection of party system
competitiveness than the provisions for ‘checks and balances’ in the institutional arrangement. The latter are of
course necessary (and part and parcel of the two regional context’s polities; see 2.1.2. and 2.2.2.) but they
depend heavily on elite perception of their appropriateness and are easily violated, especially in a relatively
‘fluid’ institutional context such as the one immediately after independence or transition to democracy.

» Among others, the more prominent (and original) scholarly attempts to grasp the logic of the phenomenon of
one-party-dominance taxonomically are Duverger (1954, especially 307 f.), Huntington (1968: 420 f.), Blondel
(1968, 1972: 99-102) and Sartori (1976, especially 192-201). Arian and Barnes (1974) and Levite and Tarrow
(1983) both deal with the then dominant party systems of Italy and Israel and highlight specific aspects of their
structure and working primarily by means of comparing the two country’s respective dominant parties. Whereas
Arian and Barnes take a more general approach, Levite and Tarrow focus on the specific interaction
(deligitimation) between the dominant parties and minority parties. The more recent attempts, although not
focussing on the typological or classificatory aspects involved when dealing with one-party-dominance but
taking a comparative perspective, include Pempel (1990), Giliomee and Simkins (1999) and Rimanelli (1999).
The scholarly contributions solely devoted to one-party-dominance in India or South Africa (or any other
country to which the label of one-party-dominance has been applied) are widely used in this study and are to be
found and mentioned throughout the text.

** The clear dissociation from non-democratic regimes is necessary since (democratic) one-party-dominant
systems form a distinct analytical category. One-party-dominance would not be a puzzling phenomenon of
political science if repression or fraud were to be involved in the up-holding of a party’s dominance. In that case,
it would even be difficult to speak of a ‘system’ since the dominant party would not be dependent on any kind of
interaction with other political forces for it could rely on repression to push through its interests. Scholarly
contributions that lump together democratic and non-democratic one-party-dominance are to be found in
abundant profusion and do not contribute to any further understanding of the few ‘true’ (democratic) types of
one-party-dominance. For a discussion of ‘alternation in office’ as a distinctive criterion for a political (party)
system to be classified as democratic, see Huntington (1991: 263) and Przeworski and Limongi (1997).
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Therefore, it would be extremely difficult to decide after how many consecutive majorities a
party system could be labelled as one-party-dominant.*®

The challenge of making a distinction between a party system wherein one party is
significantly stronger than the other(s) electorally and a veritable system of one-party-
dominance has led Sartori (in what remains to date the most sophisticated typology of party
systems) to conclude that “[d]Jominant party is a category that confuses party (in isolation)
with party system” (ibid. 195). His point is that the question whether the existence of a
dominant party characterises a distinct category of a party system “(...) is bound to remain
unanswered” (ibid.). This is of course not of much help for a study dealing with the
phenomenon of one-party-dominance. However Sartori rightly argues that the ‘predominant-
party system’ - the ‘rough’ equivalent to the one-party-dominant system referred to in this
s‘[udy26 - “(...) 1s a type, not a class. This is to recall that the criterion here is not the number
of parties but a particular distribution of power among them” (ibid. 199). Consequently,
Thackrah (2000: 3), following Sartori, in a conceptual refinement of one-party-dominance has
noted: “[i]ndeed, the ‘outdistancing’ phenomenon [a party system wherein one party
outdistances all the others, C.S.] could potentially occur in all three systems [Sartori’s
categories of two-party competition, polarised and moderate pluralism, C.S.] (...). This
suggests that predominance must also be accounted for on a different dimension, namely the
existence of systems through time” [italics added].

Thus, the second criterion for a party system to be labelled as one-party-dominant involves a
chronological dimension and a notion of the interactive aspects that make up a party system.
The latter is important, insofar as the view of a party system that is applied in this study
breaks with the common idea in scholarly accounts of a party system, which is often confined
to the universe of and interaction between the relevant parties in a given polity. Here, ‘party
system’ refers not only to the horizontal dimension of the entirety and interaction of political
parties as such, but also to the vertical dimension, the relationship of parties and the party
system to the political system and the social system, to state structures and societal/social

interests and forces. Dominance is consequently conceived of as comprising not only a notion

5 Sartori (1976: 196) sets the criteria for his ‘predominant party system’ as three consecutive majorities of a
party gaining absolute majority in parliament, but hastens to add that this sheer quantitative criterion looks rather
arbitrary.

%6 Sartori makes a distinction between democratic, competitive ‘predominant party systems’ and non-competitive
‘hegemonic party systems’ where the dominance of a party is based - inter alia - on top-down restrictions of
political competition (Sartori 1976: 192-201).
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of domination of political competition (with other parties), but also a domination of the
electorate, government and policy-making.?’

In that regard, the definition we get from Pempel (1990: 3-4) is still very useful. According to
him there are four crucial dimensions when dealing with party dominance in a competitive
environment. To be considered as dominant a party must be (1) dominant in number securing
at least a plurality of votes and seats; but this only counts if the party is (2) electorally
dominant for an uninterrupted and prolonged period; it must enjoy (3) a dominant bargaining
position, always setting the tone when it comes to government formation, and, (4) it must be
dominant governmentally to determine the public policy agenda.

One-party-dominance, implicit in Pempel’s definition, still comprises more than just the
continued dominance of the electoral and governmental process. Duverger (1954: 308) took

this into account in his famous formulation that,

“la] party is dominant when it is identified with an epoch; when its doctrines, ideas
methods, its style, so to speak, coincide with those of the epoch (...) Domination is a

question of influence rather than of strength: it is also linked with belief”

This statement points to the necessary incorporation of more qualitative aspects in the
assessment of a party’s dominance.

Indeed, without a consideration of the distinct quality of dominance not much is achieved
with regards to determining the system. In particular the ‘achievement’ and effects of the
party system requires a reflection on the qualitative aspects of a party’s dominance (especially
in terms of its domination of public opinion and the consequences for the state and society
long-term party rule entails).

This leads to the third criterion, that the predomination over or preponderance of a certain
zeitgeist favours the image of the dominant party as the ‘natural party of governance’ and
affects the determination of the country’s political trajectory.

Taken together, these three criteria then give rise to the following definition of one-party-

dominance:

" In view of the manifold avatars political parties take in the Indian and South African context, a minimalist
definition of a ‘political party’ is used for the sake of analytical clarity and restriction. Thus, following Coleman
and Rosberg (1964: 2), parties are defined as “(...) those organisations, which have an organisational structure
and a perceivable programme and which are striving for political office by taking part in elections (as a rule).”
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‘One-party-dominance is a competitive (multi)party system wherein one party dominates
government, the policy agenda, political competition and discourse and determines public
opinion for a considerable amount of time and without any use of governmental repression,
but, wherein opposition parties and societal forces do have a vital function as concerns the

shaping of patterns of interaction within the party system. 28

In addition, this means that in order to clarify the concept of one-party-dominance as a
distinct political phenomenon, Sartori’s caveat about the confusion of party and party system
notwithstanding, one has to look in detail at both the nature of the dominant party and the
nature of a party system as characterised by the predominance of one party.”’

However, given the insights put forward so far, the problem remains that any further
judgement of a party’s dominance in terms of the achievement and maintenance of a status of
party dominance and in terms of its consequences has to be concretised as well as abstracted
in such a way that makes comparisons and generalisations possible. This becomes even more
challenging when one is dealing with the level of party system. Apart from the numerical
domination of the electoral process and the predominance over a certain zeitgeist, the
interactive aspects of systemic relations have to be accounted for. (Conceptual) boundaries
have to be drawn around the dominant party’s relationship to other parties, societal interests,
the electorate, state apparatus and changing socio-political conditions.

How to account for the role of opposition parties within a system of one-party-dominance?
How to grasp the logic of a dominant party’s interaction with predominant social forces? To
what extent is the collusion of power between the dominant party and the state an essential
feature of a system of one-party-dominance? These questions have been partially addressed
by regional experts but never in a systematic, comparative manner. One-party-dominance so
far was mainly perceived as an individual and extremely context-sensitive phenomenon, to
the extent that comparative analyses rarely went beyond a mere typological and quantitative
account or presented their comparison in the form of a sequence of case-studies®®. This study

has therefore singled out patterns of party agency relevant to achieve and maintain

** The time dimension is deliberately left open to avoid considering only the extreme cases of long-term party
dominance (e.g. over several decades) thus leaving little room to possibly explain party systems with all other
components of the definition prevalent but only a limited degree of chronological dominance. As stated above, it
is anyway difficult to decide after how many consecutive electoral majorities a party system can be labelled as
one-party-dominant. Of course, it does not make sense to talk of one-party-dominance if a party is re-elected
only once or twice. Similarly, the occurrence of (massive) electoral fraud on behalf of the dominant party would
compromise the democratic/competitive quality of the party system.

% In that regard, Sartori overlooks the fact that the dominant party is almost always made up of various distinct
factions and components and displays features that are characteristic of a party system as such. Thus, the INC
after independence was exactly that, a ‘system’ that is made up of one dominant party! See also 4.1.

30 With the partial exception of Pempel (1990) and Giliomee and Simkins (1999).
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dominance, features of one-party-dominance that are presumably indispensable to the
working of a system of one-party dominance and areas of a party system’s impact (see the
analytical framework in the introduction and the introductory discussions in chapters 3, 4 and
5), and attempts to contrast the two regional contexts or, for that matter, the two systems of

one-party-dominance in terms of these patterns, features and areas.’’

1.2. Party systems and one-party-dominance in changing societies: relevance and

specifics

Although the general definition of one-party-dominance put forward above is applicable
analytically to any representative democracy, a conceptual division needs to be drawn
between one-party-dominance as a political phenomenon in long-term, industrialised
democracies (primarily of Western origin) and in the context of changing societies. In the
former, high economic levels and living standards, ethnic homogeneity, clearly defined and
less numerous societal interests and social cleavages, well-established democratic institutions,
a politically more assertive citizenry and a vibrant civil society pose a particular set of
challenges in the dominant party’s attempt to uphold its grip on state and society. The
strategies adopted by the dominant party in changing societies on the other hand, must
necessarily differ given that the dominant party almost always presides over the polity’s
creation and stems from a year-long revolutionary struggle or liberation movement, resulting
in a bigger share of popular legitimacy (to begin with at least). Having to interact with nascent
state structures and an almost always more heterogeneous and politically, less mobilised
(traditional) society, present the dominant party with different and more difficult challenges to
its performance.

‘Changing societies’ is used here as a generic term denoting and comprising those countries
wherein democratic transition or consolidation is still taking place and the pressures of social
change (in terms of political and economic development as well as modernisation and,
especially, in terms of economic restructuring and redistribution), are the most important

determinants of societal interests and the political system. This is the case in most of the

3! And although this study rates the empirical analysis of parties and party systems as the backbone for any
further examination of the emergence, working and consequences of a one-party-dominant system, it also seeks a
complementary consideration of Pempel’s argument that “[...] long-term dominance means more than a series of
successful electoral campaigns. The study of one-party-dominance must be less concerned with parties and party
systems and more attentive to regimes in which a single party has been dominant for a long period of time.”
(Pempel 1990: 30, italics added).
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world’s post-colonial states or developing/semi-developed countries. Often, these countries
also share the socio-structural characteristics of socio-culturally ‘divided societies’.*

These differences are likely to bring about a differentiation in form including a stronger
electoral hiatus between the dominant party and the contenders, reduced significance of
interest groups and other societal organisations as intermediary alternatives to parties, a
greater (interventionist) role assigned to the state and generally, a larger number of parties
contesting elections and different modes of electoral competition. The preoccupation with
party systems in changing societies should therefore specify and include not primarily
common denominators of party system research and theory such as for example,
‘fragmentation’ or ‘polarisation’, but those distinct qualities of a party system or, for that
matter, a system of one-party-dominance that represent its mobilisational, organisational and
process-related aspects such as linkage strategies (clientelist vs. programmatic®, patronage-
based vs. transformative), intra-party organisation (factional accommodative vs. centralist),
style of politics (consensual vs. confrontational®®, delegitimative vs. co-operative) or
rhetorical strategy and policy options (ideological vs. pragmatic)®. These aspects are far more
telling indicators of a party system’s mode of operation in a changing society than the simple
reference to a given party system’s fractionalisation or to the degree of ideological distance
within the party system. Able to grasp the logic of the transactional dimension of politics (the
most decisive in the early stages of a polity - contradictory rhetoric notwithstanding) and to
go into the specifics of the interaction between parties (as distinctively ‘modern’ institutions)
and a(n) (often still largely) ‘traditional’ society, they are especially important in a setting
where political leaders enjoy a maximum of freedom. They gain special importance with

regard to “(...) a competitive system in which electoral results are held constant (...)

[because] [t]his situation highlights the bureaucratic and coalition aspects of politics and

32 The term, reminiscent of Huntington’s (1968) path-breaking study on ‘Political Order in Changing Societies’
but confined to those societies that are essentially democratic, should be understood in a similar way as ‘post-
colonial’, a term, which is often used to indicate a ‘condition’ rather than a historical fact or reality.

3 See Kitschelt (2000); examining the nature of linkage strategies is especially relevant in changing societies
where parties usually have to compete with or to co-opt alternative or opposing (traditional) social agencies of
political intermediation such as individuals, traditional patron-client relationships or cliques.

** See Almond and Powell (1988: 94 £.).

3> Although the distinction between ideological and pragmatic dominant parties was already part of Sartori’s
classification in 1976, it was mainly confined to a separation of totalitarian and/or clear-cut one party systems
from the ‘true’ electoral democracies displaying one-party-dominance within his category of ‘predominant party
systems’. Here, the conceptual distinction is meant to account for the attitudinal preferences that guide political
and party elites in their perception of the political process such as willingness to compromise or strong
commitment to fixed goals (for an early formulation of this dichotomy see LaPalombara and Weiner 1966a: 36).
Although in rhetoric and programme leaning more on the ideological side, both party systems that are dealt with
in this study display more pragmatic features regarding the handling of the political process and the strategic
devices employed in the process of mobilisation.
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invites focus on the elites and their strategies in order to understand the system” (Arian and
Barnes 1974: 614). These aspects are specifically dealt with in chapters 3 and 4.

In the early 1980°s von Beyme concluded a chapter of his book on party systems in western
democracies with the statement that “(...) it doesn’t seem as if Barnes’ model [of the
dominant party system, C.S.] of a ‘reliable type of democratic stability’ has any chance to
survive in a competitive democracy of the western type” (v. Beyme 1984: 325, translation by
C.S.).36 This study neither confirms, nor contradicts this statement, which is based on the
research findings and empirical givens of western democracies. It does however highlight the
need to relate the examination and evaluation of parties and party systems to the respective
general context in which they are embedded.

Two important premises have to be taken into account when dealing with parties and party
systems in changing societies. These are, on the one hand, a reflection upon functional
differences as well as the varying significance of party systems in such a context and, on the
other hand, a consideration of the dynamic and procedural aspects of party system
development in nascent, consolidating democracies.

Above all, the specific and complex nature of demands on the political system is what
distinguishes the systemic role of party systems in established, industrial democracies from
their role in changing societies. In the latter, nascent party systems are confronted with the
‘demand load’ that is put on the political system in the course of modernisation, state- and
nation-building, namely processes through which legitimacy for the (democratic) political
system is acquired, socio-economic development (especially industrialisation and
redistribution) is initiated and national integration is advanced. In addition, these processes go
on simultaneously.

Of course, South Africa’s status as a semi-industrialised country and late ‘democratiser’
stands out in that regard. The tasks involved in overcoming the social legacies and economic
distortions of apartheid however, put it on par with a (lot of) post-colonial changing
society(ies) such as India after independence.”’

Whereas in western industrial democracies the institutionalisation of parties and party systems
usually took place during the course of industrialisation or in its (immediate) aftermath,

emerging from an endogenous tradition of (political) ideas, and following the establishment

36 v. Beyme refers to Arian and Barnes’ (1974) article mentioned before.

37 The same rationale applies to the task of national integration despite the fact that the country’s territorial
integrity and political sovereignty were well established before the emergence of a democratic and competitive
party system.
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of a nation-state, in changing societies the development of party systems is (has) right from
the beginning (been) subject to the aforementioned triad of transitional processes.”®

The institutionalisation of party systems and competition in changing societies is therefore
bound to take shape during (and as) a transitional period, characterised by specific challenges
to the intermediary, performance-related and integrative capacity of the party system so
typical of the early stages in political development. These include the need to provide
incentives for political participation and the (initial) creation of partisanship, to organise
political competition (often starting from scratch), to guarantee governmental stability as well
as accountability, to provide policy innovation and to co-ordinate mass involvement with
politics.

Consequently, the party system gains in significance but is at the same time much more
‘fragile’ and prone to manipulation by political actors. The importance that is ascribed to
parties and party systems in this context of democratic consolidation, integration and
development clearly exceeds what is commonly ascribed to their functional role.

It is in such a fluid context of often, extreme social dynamics and political vagaries, that the
relevance and puzzling phenomenon of one-party-dominance has to be located. Of course, the
combination of low levels of mobilisation, pervasive independence or liberation movements
and sometimes, charismatic leadership figures may account for the initial emergence of a
dominant party. This cannot however, explain how the party is able to translate its ‘symbolic
capital’ into continued support at the ballot box, to engineer the painful but indispensable shift
from movement to party and to remain dominant after taking up governmental
responsibilities, especially against the backdrop of pressures brought to the fore by the
transitional processes mentioned above.*

Such a context also highlights the creative role of politics in the shaping of a national politico-
ideological and economic agenda, in framing issues of political competition (and political
competition as such), in determining and interpreting the nascent constitutional and
institutional arrangements and in using state resources and the advantages of incumbency for

political mobilisation. It is therefore particularly in the area of elite strategy and choice where

the determinants of party system development are to be found and where answers to the

3¥ With the exception, perhaps, of the Latin American countries, which share a longer tradition as nation-states.

3 In this regard, the need for a dominant party in changing societies to be responsive to social dynamics and to
resist oligarchic tendencies is much greater than in established, industrial (and often culturally homogenous)
democracies.

34



phenomenon of one-party-dominance have to be sought though naturally, without losing sight
of the political opportunity structure.*’

At the same time, one-party-dominance in changing societies raises the question of why the
dominant party does not resort to non-democratic means to up-hold its dominance in times of
waning popular support. In a situation where institutional rules and constitutional provisions
are far less entrenched (compared to long-term established democracies), where economic
backwardness and (almost always) extreme social inequality as well as a high potential for
ethnic/social conflict could justify in the eyes of many a more ‘authoritarian’ path taken by
the political leadership and where a process of democratic habituation is still to gain
momentum, the likeliness of, and incentive for, (dominant) party elites to circumvent the
regular democratic test at the ballot box is naturally higher. The dominant party’s continued
adherence to democratic norms is therefore more puzzling in changing societies than in
established industrial democracies of (primarily) western provenance. Of course, since
‘democracy’ is still an ongoing process in these societies, an examination of one-party-
dominance in such a context has to go into the question of whether such a configuration of
party system is ‘benign’ with regards to the further entrenchment of democracy or whether it
is more conducive to the establishment of a hegemonic party system and, eventually,
authoritarian rule.

Finally, one-party-dominance in changing societies, in the sense of the term used in this
study, is tied to the distinct experience of democratic development, posing a ‘generic
dilemma’ to the party system in general and to the dominant party in particular. As formulated
in view of the South African context, democratic development offers the dominant party (and
burdens the party system with) the cruel choice between “(...) consultation with diverse
political groups [which] leads to paralysis in decision-making [or] topdown decision-making
[which] is sometimes impossible owing to political opposition and economic scepticism”
(Kotz¢ 2000: 91). This dilemma must be kept in mind when dealing with one-party-
dominance in changing societies. At the same time, the focus on one-party-dominance in

changing societies offers an insight into the possible reconciliation of democracy and

* This line of thinking does not necessarily or, for that matter, only partially contradict/s the classic assumption
of political and party sociology that postulates, relatively unanimously, that a party system is basically a
response to a given socio-cultural and socio-economic environment and, consequently, its development is largely
historically foreordained. As Sartori (1990a: 179) notes, relating this assumption to a market analogy of party
system development: “[i]n the perspective of political sociology a party system is not only a response to the
consumer’s demand, but is equally a feedback of producer’s options. There can be no customers without political
entrepreneurs, just like there cannot be political entrepreneurs without customers”. Producer’s options are of
course greater in times of massive social change and uncertainty about political identities. A similar rationale
applies to the institutional environment and the institutionalist’s view of party system development; see
especially 3.2.
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development, for “(...) several of the relatively few successful developmental democracies
over recent decades have been one-party-dominant systems, notably Japan and Botswana and,
more contentiously, India (since less successful developmentally) and Singapore (since less
democratic)” (White 1998: 38).*' Thus, one of the specific aspects of an examination of one-
party-dominance in changing societies is to ask whether such a party system, combining
dominance and competition, is able to handle the precarious balance of contradictions
inherent to democratic governance, which, in a developing or modernising context, gain a
heightened significance. These contradictions have once been worked out by Diamond (1993)
in terms of three paradoxes (of democracy): to allow conflict but also to preserve a general
consensus, to ensure representativeness but to maintain governability, to make possible

effective decision-making but with the consent of those affected by decision-making.*

1.3. One-party-dominance in post-independent India and post-apartheid South Africa: a

strange comparison?

A third conceptual problem, which is also a methodological one, lies in the nature of the
comparison itself. A diachronic comparison, especially one that spans several decades and
involves a cross-national dimension, something even the most astute scholars of comparative
politics normally shy away from, always bears the risk of ‘comparing the incomparable’.
Context variables such as social change, economic development, new technologies, media
exposure, the international environment or ideological commitment are of an almost totally
different nature. To give an example, democratic transition and consolidation at the end of the
century can rely on a much more supportive environment, domestic as well as international,
compared to conditions prevailing more than fifty years ago. From that point of view India’s
democratic career and resilience is all the more remarkable but apparently also less
comparable to the anyhow hardly predictable South African situation (and future scenario).
The fact that one-party-dominance has long gone in India adds further to the conceptual

dilemma of an ‘uneven comparison’.

*I The assessment of India’s ‘success’ in this regard is discussed in section 5.4. Singapore’s categorisation as
‘less democratic’ is rather euphemistic and Japan, of course, would not be classified as a changing society
according to the criteria outlined in this study.

2 In that regard, White (1998: 36-37) points out the additional significance that is attached to political parties in
the context of changing societies: “They can (...) act as key determinants of the kinds of attributes (...) indicated
as central elements of developmental democracy: the capacity to provide a stable and authoritative regulatory
environment; to include large sections of the population and channel the views of diverse constituents; to
implement programmes of social welfare and redistribution; to take the longer-term strategic perspective
necessary to tackle deep-going developmental problems; and to organize accountability through both intra-party
processes and inter-party competition. If democracy needs political parties, developmental democracy needs
them even more.”
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Nevertheless, there are some convincing common features and general aspects of the selected
regional and temporal settings that make a comparison along clearly defined conceptual lines
not only appropriate, but also compelling especially given the fact that a (democratic) one-
party-dominant system is an extremely rare political phenomenon among changing societies.
Among changing societies, only India and Botswana have so far succeeded in combining a
long period of dominant party rule with liberal democracy. All other prominent examples of
one-party domination in developing or semi-developed countries such as Mexico, Taiwan,
Malaysia or Singapore (to name those listed in the only comparative account of the subject to
date, Giliomee and Simkins’(1999) ‘Awkward Embrace’) either fell substantially short of the
standards for a liberal or, even procedural democracy as was the case with Taiwan, Mexico
and Singapore™®, or, like Malaysia, experienced the dominance of a complex and increasingly
undemocratic ruling coalition (since 1969), only loosely allied under the label of an umbrella
party.** Since the diverse patterns of interaction in a one-party-dominant system (or, for that
matter, in any party system), Sartori’s ‘mechanics’, the nature of state-society interaction and
the anticipatory capacity and strategic devices of political and party elites naturally differ in a
context of free and fair contestation, India’s experience with one-party-dominance provides
the most fruitful point of comparison for the development of one-party-dominance in
democratic post-apartheid South Africa.* The diachronic perspective thus allows extending

the range of comparative cases. The fruitfulness of the intended comparison becomes even

# Dominant parties in Mexico, Taiwan or Singapore for the most part of their post-independent history were
pillars of quasi-authoritarian rule. Unlike in ‘true’ (democratic) one-party-dominant systems, opposition parties
faced serious official constraints or harassment, and, the ruling parties exploited the powers of office to maintain
political support to the extent that the legal separation of party and state was blurred in an extreme way and
manner. Only recently, as a result of these countries’ long-term buoyant economies, a process of far-reaching
democratisation has set in and furthered their transformation from ‘hegemonic’ party system to one-party-
dominant or multi-party system. Since India possessed a democratic set-up right from its inception as a one-
party-dominant system (whose success and resilience is blamed for being responsible for its poor developmental
record by most observers), it offers a much more convincing point of comparison regarding the consequences of
a (democratic) one-party-dominant system on socio-economic development and democratic consolidation in the
South African context.

# South Korea, where “(...) the post-authoritarian political elite (...) have sought to forge (...) a dominant-party
system through the amalgamation of the former ruling party and part of the opposition parties, in an attempt to
retain the previous developmental capacity of the state in the new democratic context” (White 1998: 38), is also
no adequate candidate for the list of comparable cases of one-party-dominance in changing societies for this
attempt was informed by levels of economic wealth and class homogenisation (as well as cultural homogeneity)
far beyond what one usually encounters in changing societies, and the ‘predominant’ trend within the party
system emerging in the 1990’s soon gave way to a more balanced, symmetrical distribution of electoral support
and political power.

* One could ask why not compare the South African party system to Botswana’s political development? Since
Botswana is always referred to as an exceptional case in the sub-Saharan context for it has successfully
combined one-party-dominant rule with steady economic growth (and, to some extent, also fits the minimum
standards of a liberal democracy), and, at the same time, shares a common regional setting, a comparison
between the two neighbours seems rather obvious. But Botswana displays a very different level of social
complexity than South Africa and India and also presents a distinct lack of democratic control over the state
bureaucracy (Holm 1996).
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clearer if one relates the puzzle of democratisation to the well-known debate about the socio-
economic prerequisites of democracy (Lipset 1960). As Merle Lipton notices in a review of
Giliomee and Simkins’ ‘Awkward Embrace’: “SA [South Africa, C.S.] is an intriguing
example [of a one-party dominant state, C. S.], both because of its inheritance of bitter racial
conflict and because the per capita incomes of the black majority are below the level at which
transitions to democracy generally occur. (However, while SA is unusual, it is not unique, and
India, an even poorer democracy, would have provided an illuminating comparator.)” (Lipton
2000: 339). Again, behind this statement, the question arises whether a system of one-party-
dominance is a possible institutional ‘container’ for the reconciliation of democracy and a low
level of socio-economic development (and a concomitant high level of social inequality). Or,
to consider the other side of the coin, whether a system of (democratic) one-party-dominance
can only be upheld at the price of “peaceful stagnation”, as according to Barrington Moore’s
famous dictum about India’s post-independent development (Moore 1966: 418 f.). The deep
division into many vertically as well as horizontally integrated subcultures, prevalent in both
countries, is a further common denominator of the regional settings and of special relevance
for the research subject.*® With regard to the formation and working of a system of one-party-
dominance it stresses the need to consider the degree of pluralism within the dominant party
as well as the extent of societal inclusion of the party system as such, for they determine the
catch-all character of the dominant party necessary to up-hold its dominance.*’ Considering
the party system as independent variable, it adds a challenge to the dominant party’s/party
system’s agenda: its integrative capacity.

It may be useful at this point also to look briefly at the two respective dominant parties’
numerical dominance within the party system in terms of the party systems’ fragmentation

and aggregate electoral data, to have a (quantitative) proxy for the similarity in the historical

% Of course, the overarching, historically induced racial cleavage that still predominates South African society
despite various more genuine and cross-cutting ethnic cleavages is a difference compared to post-independent
India’s more heterogeneous cleavage structure and relatively low salience of a potentially overarching religious
cleavage after partition. Although, as the more recent development of the Indian party system shows, the
potential for a structuring of the party system along one overarching cleavage (religion) is (and was) available in
India as well and that it is largely party agency and competition that is responsible for the manifestation of such a
cleavage; see 4.2.

" The term ,catch-all’, introduced by Kirchheimer (1966) for the West European context to indicate a shift from
the traditional mass party to a new kind/phenomenon of party, is used here basically to denote the dominant
party’s quality in terms of two of the characteristics identified by Kirchheimer as specific of the catch-all party (a
‘drastic reduction of the party’s ideological baggage’ and ‘securing access to a variety of interest groups’, ibid.
190), although the other three characteristics (a ‘further strengthening of top leadership groups’, a ‘downgrading
of the role of the individual party member’, a ‘de-emphasis of the classe gardée, specific social-class or
denominational clientele, in favour of recruiting voters among the population at large’, ibid.) are partially
reflected in the dominant party’s organisational make-up/evolution as well.
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outcome (the more qualitative aspects and similarities/differences of party dominance in the
two regional contexts are dealt with extensively in the following chapters).

The degree of a party system’s fragmentation is an initial numerical criterion that implies
concentration (or dispersion) of party political power in a given party competitive context.*®
However, a simple counting of the parties contesting elections or, more appropriately, a
counting of those parties represented in parliament, will tell us nothing about the relative
power configuration in a given party system. Therefore, a weighting has to be incorporated
into the calculation.”’ Using the ‘effective number of parties’ (Laakso and Taagepera 1979: 3-
27), an index that weighs the relative size of parties (see notes on table 1 for the calculation of
that index) and has superseded Sartori’s rules of counting (see fn. 49) or Rae’s
‘fractionalization index’ (Rae 1967) in most scholarly references, we get an illustration of the
number of parties in a given system according to their relative or ‘effective’ electoral and/or
parliamentary strength. As table 1 below shows, the INC’s average vote share in the four
general elections following independence was far from overwhelming. In fact, the INC never
won more than 50% of the popular vote throughout its history of electoral dominance. Its
governmental authority was always based on so called “manufactured majorities” (Rae 1967:
74 £)°° and the average effective number of electoral parties (calculated on the basis of the
respective parties’ vote share) within the Indian party system for the period covering the first
four general elections after independence (4.3) is indicative of a clear-cut multi-party system
(which it is, especially in terms of vote share) with no signs of one-party-dominance.
However, when it comes to the proportion of parliamentary seats each party gained under
their respective electoral systems as well as to the average difference between largest and
second-largest party in terms of seats, the INC outdistances the ANC by a margin of nearly 5
and 14 percentage points respectively. The extreme variation as regards the respective party
systems average difference in vote/seat share is a clear indication of the distortions or

‘multiplier effect’ produced by the Indian first-past-the-post (FPTP) electoral system.”' In

# «Likewise,” as Sartori (1976: 120) has pointed out, “simply by knowing how many parties there are, we are
alerted to the number of possible ‘interaction streams’ that are involved.”

¥ Sartori (1976: 123) takes into account only ‘relevant’ parties in the measurement of a party system’s
fragmentation. A party is relevant if it endues either coalition potential (by means of its parliamentarian strength
or its programmatic orientation) or blackmail potential (by means of its capacity to impede parliamentarian
decision-making or even government formation).

>0 “Manufactured majorities” refer to those absolute majorities in seat share that are not matched by an absolute
majority in vote share (with the governing party winning less than 50% of the vote). They are very common
under (clear-cut) systems of plurality voting.

! The fact that the INC never won a plurality of the vote while securing overwhelming majorities in the Lok
Sabha (national parliament) has led the Indian Institute of Public Opinion (IIPO) to term the disproportionality in
vote/seat share of the party as the ‘Congress multiplier’ (ITPO 1967: 18).
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terms of vote share, the ANC is definitely more dominant electorally than the INC was, even

during the heyday of one-party-dominance in India.

Table 1: Electoral data for India (national elections, 1952-1967) and South Africa
(national elections, 1994-1999)

INC/India ANC/South

Average vote/seat share of dominant party (%) 44.6/69.2 6Aéf.l;f62‘4.75
Average difference in vote/seat share of dominant party (%) 24.65 0.25
Average difference between largest and 33/63.4 49.5/49.75
Second largest party in terms of votes/seats (%)

Average effective number of parties (votes/seats)* 4.3/1.8 2.2/2.2
Average volatility** 14.8%xx* 17.65%**
Average Turnout 52.6 N

Notes:
*the effective number of parties (Laakso/Taagepera 1979) being sensitive to the relative sizes of parties, is
calculated as follows:

i=1
with pi as the vote/seat share of the i-party; only parties represented in parliament were counted.
**Pedersen’s (1983) index of volatility counts half the sum of net votes won/lost of relevant parties from one
election (#) to the next. The (simplified) index can be expressed by the following equation:

Vi= Y x TNC:t
0< 1 <100

Volatility (Vt) is the cumulated gains (cumulated losses) for all winning (losing) parties in the party system, or
half of the Total Net Change (TNC).

***only parties with 2% or more of the vote share were counted

****only parties at least once represented in parliament were counted

*#%%*1n the 1999 elections a registration of voters was conducted; the figure was calculated on the basis of % of
eligible South Africans voting

Source: Enskat/Mitra/Singh 2001 for India, Engel (1999) for South Africa 1994, Reynolds (1999a) for South
Africa 1999.
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In terms of seats however, the average effective number of parliamentary parties (calculated
on the basis of the respective parties’ seat share) is extremely low (1.8) and hints at the low
number of ‘effective’ or relevant parties in the Indian party system after independence. Thus,
taking into account the number of opposition parties that goes into the effective number
index, and, considering opposition fragmentation as well as the difference in vote and seat
share, the combined figures of the effective number of parliamentary parties and of distance
between largest and second largest party are a clear indication of the (numerical) domination
of the electoral process by the INC (see also 2.2.2 and 2.2.3.).

The average effective number for South Africa’s two national elections is 2.2 with regard to
each party’s vote share (2.3 in 1994 and 2.1 in 1999). Again, this figure hardly seems to be an
indication of one-party-dominance, even though the use of the index has reduced the number
of 7 and 13 parties actually represented in the country’s first and second democratic
parliament respectively, to a much lower figure.”

Now, one could argue that, as in the Indian case, the ‘real’ concentration of power in South
Africa’s system of one-party-dominance would become visible once the effective number of
parties according to each parliamentary party’s share of seats is taken into account (assuming
that at least some sort of concentration effect comes from the electoral system). However, due
to the almost ‘perfect’ PR system prevailing™ - involving no threshold at all - the effective
number of parliamentary parties equals the effective number of electoral parties.
Consequently, in the South African context the effective number of parties has to be
complemented as well by the additional criterion of distance between largest and second
largest party to illustrate the numerical dominance of the ANC in relation to opposition
parties. Thus, we get a more appropriate picture of the ANC’s dominance. In average, the
ANC outdistanced the second largest party in the two elections of 1994 and 1999 by a margin
of nearly 50% (it actually rose from 42.26% in 1994 to 56.79% in 1999).

Thus, the effective number taken together with the criterion of distance between largest and
second largest party, gives a fairly illustrative account of the ANC’s numerical dominance as
the salient property of the South African party system. In terms of fragmentation, the South
African party system displays features of a two-party system (though it is clearly not a two-

party system) with regard to the dispersion of party political power between one dominant

>2 Indeed, the ‘effective number of parties’ while certainly the most sophisticated and most illustrative index of
party system fragmentation to date, is less useful when dealing with one-party-dominant systems, for it does not
take into account opposition fragmentation. A clear-cut two-party system, for example, with two parties nearing
the 50% majority, would get a lower score (~2) than a system of one-party-dominance with, say, one party
getting a 60% majority and four other parties equally sharing the remaining 40% between them (2,5). Nothing
would be more misleading to classify the latter as a two and a half party system.

>3 This becomes apparent from the extremely low (average) difference in vote/seat share of the dominant party.
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party and the entire opposition. Taking into account the second criterion however, it becomes
clear that it is in fact a multi-party system with one electorally, towering party or, for that
matter, a dominant ruling coalition in form of the tripartite alliance between the ANC, the
Congress of South African Trade Unions (COSATU) and the South African Communist Party
(SACP).**

In addition, against the backdrop of a high average turnout which, in the case of India, is
remarkable in view of its predominantly rural and illiterate electorate at the time of
independence (and beyond), the degree of volatility, indicative of the extent of a ‘floating
vote’ between elections (see notes to table 1 for the calculation of the volatility index), is
relatively low even in comparison with western democracies (see 5.1. for comparative figures;
it is extremely low considering the fact that a) between a founding and second election,
voters’ orientations are often not yet fully developed and, b) taking into account that a great
deal of ‘new’ parties in successive elections had just changed their respective names). Thus,
in both cases relatively stable patterns of party competition had emerged right after
independence or transition to democracy. This is another indication of the firm and ‘secure’
position of electoral dominance of both the INC after independence and the ANC after
apartheid.

Apart from the contextual similarities® mentioned above and a similar numerical domination
of electoral and party politics by the INC and ANC respectively, the two regional settings
display rather different contextual features. Especially with regards to the main research
subjects of either the institutionalist’s approach to the study of party systems, the electoral
system, or the (political) sociologist’s approach, social cleavages, the cross-national,
diachronic comparison between India and South Africa intended by this study comes close to
a most different systems design (Przeworski and Teune 1970) approach with plurality voting
and a multiplicity of cross-cutting cleavages on the one side and proportional representation
(PR) and apparently relative stable ethnic/racial and class cleavages on the other.™

In fact, the diachronic comparison undertaken by this study, which — fait accompli — has to

tackle the apparently lacking evidence needed to “(...) establish the functional equivalence of

** In fact, the ANC’s formal coalition with the Inkatha Freedom Party (IFP) and its informal alliance with the
small Minority Front (MF) further add to its parliamentary dominance, see 2.2.2, 2.2.5 and 4.1. Though the term
‘triple alliance’ would be more appropriate, ‘tripartite’ — connotative of corporatist arrangements in the European
context - is used throughout the study in accordance with South African usage.

>> One could add the federal set-up, the early inception of the INC and the ANC as liberation movements or the
liberation of an indigenous people from political, social and economic subordination to the similarities
mentioned.

% Another crucial difference between the two settings, especially with regards to those explanatory approaches
of voting behaviour and the consequent structuring of party systems t