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Abstract

Although enmpirical reality has consistently cast dowbt on the propositions af the minimm winning coalittons (MIWC)
Iypothesis, it has continned to shape Scholars” expectations of party systems in both denocratic and anthoritarian contexts.
The central logic of the MWWC theorists — that political leaders should seek to build the smallest possible coalition required to
secre @ majonty and hence to be able to form a government or to pass a particular piece of legislation — should be
particularly applicable to Africa’s new democracies given the prevalence of patran-client relations and the rery real material
remards at stake. Honerer, in sharp contrast to the MWC logic, many executives have actively songht to wtilise the poners
of incimbency to enlarge the breadth of their rding coalitions well beyond the MIVC, both in terms of ethnic groups and
political partics.  In doing so. they prioritise political stability and macimising their chances of retaining poner in the
medism-term over the short-term maxamization of control over policy and state resources. Given that African politics is offen
depicted as being highly mnstable and irrational many may find the prevalence of a “medinm-term’ perspective surprising.
Honerer. the quest for dominance and nnity has strong historical roots: it was a relatively inclusive form of one-party rule
that proved to be the most stable type of political system in Africa in the 1960/ 70s. Where leaders hare eschened this
strategy, or where their attempts to buld dominant majorities have failed, the MW logic hay more traction in explaining
patternys of coalition formation. Howerer. such minimal coalitions hare proved to be unstable. fractions. and mnhappy affairs.

Introduction

Coalinons are as important to politics in Africa as thev are anvwhere m the world: execunives lack a
majority n the legislature i almost half of Afnca’s current multi-party states (see table 2). Although
ethnicity by no means determines African political behaviour, i many of Africa’s multi-ethnic states
securing polincal power necessitates constructing a multi-ethnic alliance.  In countries such as Kenya
where both the salience of ethnicity and ethmic diversity are Iugh, leaders must kit together
representatives of a number of different groups to have a chance of making it to State Flouse. Despire
this, relatively little has been written about the process of coalition formation i Africa and the tvpes of
coalitions that African political leaders attempt to build. In part, this is because coalitons have often
proved to be litde more than electoral marriages of convenience, and frequently fal o survive the first
parliamentary term.  The lack of atrention paid to polincal alliances also reflects the underlying
assumption of many scholars that because Afnican parties are not ‘ideological” thewr activities are
uninteresting and simply reflect leaders” calculations as to how power can best be secured. However,

recent debates over the merits of (enforced) ‘unity’ government in countries as diverse as Kenya and
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Zimbabwe has renewed nterest m the impact of coalitions on the ability of governments to maintan a

power-base, fight corruption, and manage a legislative agenda.

In developing an understanding ot the subtleties of coalition politics i Africa this paper draws on the
existing hiterature on coalinon-building n established democracies.  Although it has consistently failed to
predict empirical reality, William Riker’s minimum-winning coalition (AWC) framework remains one of
the most nnunvely compelling models for understanding government formation (1963). The basic AMWC
mntution is that rational ndividuals seeking to maximise the benefits that can be reaped from the passage
of a particular piece of legislation will seek to form the smallest possible alliance i order to maxinuse the
benefirs accruing to each “winner’. Recently scholars of democratization and African politics have applied
the MWC logic to topics as varied as the nature of authoritarian ruling cliques and the impact of muln-
party politcs on the structure of ethme voting (Geddes 2004; Posner 2004). There are good reasons to
think that 1f the NWC logic will apply anywhere it will apply in Sub-Saharan Africa; the gans from office
are as material as they are ideological, and deological barriers to coalition formation are limited.
Nowhere in the world 1s there such a porent combmnation of elite corruption and patron-client forms of

political mobilization.

However, the MWC framework 1s a poor predictor of the process of government formation i Africa.
Much as i Europe and North America, African legislators tend to ‘over-cooperate” (Axelrod 1984 Jones
1999). There are two mamn reasons for this. The first 1s that the MWC logic only really applies to one-
shot games, and government formation 1s a multi-play game i which polincal leaders must think about
the ‘shadow of the future’ (Axelrod 1984).  Afnican executives weigh-up the expected return of
maximizing the spoils /winners ratio mn the short-term agamnst the long-term value of ensuring they retain
political power, and frequently conclude that the latter 1s the more valuable. The second is that in many
African states leaders have historically prioritized order and control above all else, and have constructed
political systems that embody this preference. The tendency i many African multi-party states has not
been towards the development of minimum-winning coaliions, but the emergence of dominant parties

seeking to recreate the one-party state.
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This 1z not to say that all of the strategic considerations implied by the MWC framework are wholly
absent n Afnica. Geddes s correct that there are good reasons to expect ruling coalitions to start large

and then narrow towards the minimum-winning coalition pont, reflecting the early need to build an all-

encompassing alliance and then the ability of an mcumbent executive to dispense with the fringes of their
support base (2004). The fact that the costs and benefits associated with coalinon formation vary ar
different pomts i the political cycle 1s crucil to an understanding of coalition politics i Africa. The
fluctuations in leaders” perceptions of what is m their best mnterests has already led to the breakdown of
powerful coalitions m countries such as KNenya and Malawi, a process hikely to be repeated in other
polities such as South Africa and Namubia in the very-long run. Fowever, in the short-run many African
leaders have proved willing and able to resist this trend, rasing the question of what factors facilitate the
sustenance of a dommant-party state. I suggest that the kev factors are ethnic homogeneity, the level of
democracy (or lack thereof), and the extent to which nationalism can be used as a rhetoric of legitimation.
The latter factor 1s closely related to the length of tume since mdependence and the second ‘founding’
elections, although polinical leaders have also managed to manipulare debates so as to extend the power of

nationalism beyond its natural life-span, as in Zimbabwe.

Finally, the paper aims to illuminate the three mamn types of coaliion politics on the contiment. In around
one-third of Afnican states, including South Africa, Mozambique, and Tanzani, dominant party
government results from one party regularly secunng over two-thirds of the parhamentary seats.
Although not explicit coalitions, these parties are in effect multiple parties in one, and represent the
creanon of a maximum-winning coalition under a carch-all banner. In a further third of African states,
mncluding Kenva, Maurits, and Rwanda, we see more obvious forms of coalition government, but
again there 15 no evidence that leaders are selecting minimum-winning coalitons: rather, the imperative of
order and unity, and the prospect of furure gains from securing power in the long-term, trumps the MWC

imperative.

In a thied ser of cases ncluding Malawi, Benin, and Liberia, the ability of the execunve to mantain a

winning coalinon of any sort has been undermined, resulting in minority government. In these cases it

18 more accurate to speak of the failure of coalition building than anv ntentional effort by the executive to
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narrow the size of the ruling alliance.  Although coalition government and munority government create
additional veto ponts in the political system neither has ver resulted i a significant strengthening of the
hand of the legislature vis-a-vis the executive, in sharp contrast to the experience of presidential
coalinomism i Latn Amenica (Power 2008). The lmuted impact of coalition government on executive
power in Africa as compared to Latin America 1s i large part due the grearer centralization of power in
the executive, the lower level of parhiamentary mstitutionalization, and the weaker and more plable narure
of political parties. At the same time, the combmation of coalition politics and unsrable party systems
brings with it consequences that are much more pronounced i Africa than elsewhere, including

empowering wealthy members of the ancient regime to act as kingmakers, facilitating elite rotation, and

restricting the feasibility of retrospective nvestigations mto mstances of corruption and human rights

abuses.

Minimum Winning Coalitions

William Riker was fascinated by the deals made by legislators to secure the passage of legislation.
Assuming that each member of the parliament had one vore, and that a simple plurality was necessary for
a proposal to pass, he concluded that ‘rational legislators will find a way to divide the good up mn such a
way that the inning coalition will share all of the benefits while rorally excluding the losers” (Jones 1999).
Although mitially developed to look at the passage of mdividual legislation, the framework was quickly
adapted to apply to the large 1ssue of the formation of coalition governments. Deploving Riker’s ideas in
this way rases the thorny question of what constitutes a coalition i government. Some Organizations are
clearly coalitions, such as the National Rainbow Coalition (NaRC) in Kenva, in which parties retained
therr own identities but agreed a common hist of parliamentary candidates and a common presidential
candidate.  But what of presidents that ofticially run as ‘independents” even though in reality they were
supported by a number of political parties, such as Ahmed Sambi of the Comoros Islands?  And how
should we caregorize the formation of a government featuring munsters from a varety of parties without

any formal announcement of cooperation, as in Liberiaz Should parties that actively assimilate MPs from
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other parties but do not change their names, such as the African National Congress (ANC) mn South

Africa, be counted as single parties or as coalitions?

In this paper I count as examples of coalition government only those cases where there 15 a formal
agreement underpmming the coalinon that rakes office.  Under this defimtion, which excludes both
Liberia, the Comoros Islands, and South Africa, there are currently 10 examples of coalition government
i the 33 cases considered here, with a further 6 cases in which mmnonty presidents must broker coalitions
to secure the passage of legislation (table 1).0 It s wnportant to note that some cases of coalinon
government are unnecessary: i Gabon, Senegal, Rwanda, the largest party m the legislature would
probably have secured an outright majority on their own. These cases may have important lessons to tell

us for the nature of both majonty government and coalition government in Africa.

Table 1. African Political Systems by Government Status, as of last election

Status Country No.
Minority Liberia, Comoros, hMalaw, Benin, Guinea Bissau 8
Multi-party Government
Gov't
Coalition D.R.C, Kenva, Rep. Of Congo, Mali, CAR, Ethiopia, 10
Government Maurinus, Rwanda, Gabon, Senegal
Majority Lesotho, Zambia, Sierra Leone, Ghana, Uganda, 8
Single-Party Government Angola, Burundi, Mozambique
Gov't
Dominant-Party Burkino Faso, South Atnca, Namibia, Chad, Nigeria, 18
Government Botswana, Madagascar, Cameroon, Tanzania, Gambia

Swmularly, 1t 15 important to recogmize that although not formally coalitions, large dominane-parties
represent broad alliances that tell us much abour the narure of cooperation and power sharing in Africa.
If party leaders are operating under the NWC imperative we should not expect to see ruling parties that
already have over fifty percent of the seats in the legislature attempting to actively recrut new members,
and rhrf_mgh them new consntuencies, that must be given a share of the benefits of power. The

composition of dominant parties can therefore tell us much about the strategic considerations shaping the
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alliances formed by African executives. Sumalady, the viabihity of the fleeting marmages of convenence
often resorted ro by minority presidents are of great relevance to any consideration of the limitations on
the construction of effective coalitions, the costs and benefirs of coalinon government, and the potential

implications of the breakdown of Africa’s dommante-party states.

Domunant-party government is here defined as cases in which the ruling party hold more than two-thirds
of the seats m parlament.  This category 1s significantly different from cases i which parties have a
simple majonty for three reasons (Bogaards 2004). Fiest, i tvpically implies the continued dominance of a
particular party over time. This 1s certanly the case n Botswana and Tanzania, where there has never
been a transfer of power (Hyden 1999). Similady i South Africa and Namubia the pacty that took power
after the transition to democracy has proved able to consolidate its rule; in Namibia the seat share of the
South-West Africa People’s Organization (SWAPO) increased from 57% in 1989 to 74" in 1994, and on
to 70" i 1999 and 2004 (Reynolds 1999). Second, parties i this category have the two-thirds majonity
required to effect constitutional changes, allowing them both to dominate the political landscape and o
change the rules of the game. Finally, no dominant party-stares see multi-party competition m terms of
the number of legislative parties; all are one- or two-party systems in terms of the effective number of

parliamentary parties (see table 4 below).

In contrast, cases of simple majority government tend to be more compentive, have less control over the
political agenda, and are less permanent than theirr domnant-party counterparts.  Ghana 1s a good
example; n contrast to the expenience of domnant-party states, majority government in Ghana has gone
hand-n-hand with the transter of power.  Where countries have moved from the dommant-party
category mnto majorty government, as i Zambia, it may also signify thar a process of polincal
fragmentation has begun to take hold, as the composinon of the ruling party narrows to something
approaching the mmmmum-winning coalition.  However, this transition from domumnant-party government

1s far from mevitable, as discussed at length below.

There are good reasons for thinking that the MWC logic nught be more effective at predicting
government formation and party composition in Africa than i Europe and North America. On the one

hand, the prevalence of patron-client networks magnities the significance of pork-barrel politics, and the
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pressure on political leaders to maximuse their share of the avalable pork. Riker’s prediction 1s prenused
on the goods to be distnbuted being divisible — if a good 1s not divisive (Le. if it 15 a public good) then
losers cannot be excluded from the benefits and so the model does not hold. The divide-and-rule narure
of patronage politics i many African states, combimned with the low level of provision of public goods,
suggests that policy making in Africa s more likely to meet the divisibility criterion than the same process

in Europe.

On the other hand, the scope of corruption and the parasitic relationship between parties and state
resources mean that the benefits to be shared our in the African context are significantly more immediate
and tangible than i more developed democracies.  Almost half of the 30 most corrupt nations n the
world are African, and while there 1s considerable variation in the extent of corruption throughout Africa,
there is only one African country in the world’s 40 least corrupt nanons.2 In many cases African political
leaders fund both their extravagant lifestvles and their election campaigns by recvcling state funds, and so

have a direct personal incentive to keep coalitions smaller and so maximise their own income.

Furthermore, mn the African context one of the man barriers to MW outcomes — ideology- 1s weak. In
the context of Furope and North America scholars have consistently found that parties prefer to form
coalitions with others that are most like them ideologically (Axelrod 1970; 1997). This makes sense in the

context of government formanion, because such coalitions are likely to be more harmonous, will maintan

the credibility of both parties, and result i less retrospective punishment by disappointed voters (Downs
1965). By choosing coalition partners on the basis of ideology rather than size, parties flout the MWC
logic. However, African politics 1s notorious for being free of wdeological battles, i the sense of class
voting patterns, a divide between a ‘left’” and a ‘night’, and the prominence of debates over economic

policy.? Given this, African parnies are more able to form minimum-winning coalinons — although they

may still be constramed by credibility issues in terms of partners.

* According to the Corruption Perception Index (2007). Whle this 1s a subjective measure and far from ideal, it
generally confirms qualitative accounts of the impact of corruption on government revenue and public policy.

> It is often sard that nanonalism 1s the only ideclogical framework with any purchase in Africa. While this 1s clearly
false, repeated studies of African elecnions have failed to find that policy related voting behaviour.
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Garernment Formation in Africa

Despite this, the MWC mnminon struggles to explain coalinon formation n Africa. In countries such as
South Africa, Namubia, Chad, Nigeria, Madagascar, Cameroon, Tanzania, and Gambmna executive have
mamtamed bloared alliances that require an unnecessarily broad distribution of spoils n order to ensure
thewr security.  Where ‘presidental coalitionism’ does occur, mummmum-wmnning coalinons are  the
exception rather than the norm. In Kenva, Mah, Senegal, Mauritis, Rwanda, and Gabon, coalinons
aspire to domnance, and typically contan over 2/3 of MPs (table 2). Indeed, in some cases parties that
regularly secure more than half of the pardiamentary seats continue to enter mto coalinons with smaller
parties that they have no electoral or legislative need for. For example, in the Gabonese padiamentary
elections of 2001 the Gabonese Democranc Party (GDP) won 86 of 120 seats (72%0). Despite this, the
party moved to consolidate 1ts authority by entering into a coalinon with six smaller parties for the 2006
election. The coalinon was unnecessary; the GDP won 82/120 (68%0) of seats on its own. The 17
additional seats won by the GDP’s coalitton partmers brought the ruling coalition’s majority up to a
dominant 83%0. Mali 1s perhaps the best example of this tendency because the large number of smaller
parties shows that the largest party in the legislarure - Alliance for Democracy (ADEMA) - could easily
have reduced the size of the ruling coaliton. The two largest parties n the Alliance for Democracy and
Progress Alliance (ADP) won 85 of 147 seats (58") and could have formed a viable government on their
own; despite this, they have stll worked to retam the 10 other coalition partners that collectively

contribute an additional 21 sears.

In large part the poor predictive power of the MWC logic anses because the framework 1s misapplied.
Riker’s analysis was premised on the assumption that the barganing process i question could be
represented as a single-play game. As Axelrod recognized, parliamentary votes are nor single-play games,
and netther 1s government formatnon (Axelrod 1984). The need ro win future elections creates a strong
imperative for African leaders to mantain oversized coalitions. In contrast to the oft-cited stereotvpe of
leaders with short-time horizons bent on looting the state, many African leaders appear to prioritize long-
term power retention over the short-term maximization of spoils. This 1s compounded by the facr thar,

unlike n Riker’s model, political leaders lack perfect information and are at best operaning under bounded
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rationality (Jones 1999). Because they do not know for sure how different parties will perform at the next
election, or which elements of their own parties /coalitions may leave i an attempt to secure a more
prominent position in a rival coalition, African leaders have sought to insulate themselves agunst the
costs of defection. By mamtaining over-sized coalitions they reduce the likelihood that an internal schism
will leave them without a workable majority, in the process reducing the attractiveness of defection for

tactions thus making the coalition easter to manage.
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Table 2. Government Status in Africa as of Last Election, Selected Countries

Party of President Gov'e %o Seats held by

Executive Format (Main supp in p 1 I election) Status  Party/Coalition!
Liberia Ellen Johnson-Sideat Pres United Party (UTF) Min 13
Comoros Ahmed Sambi Pres Independent (CHUMA CRC DJAWUBLY) Min 33
Malawi Bungn wa Mutharika Pres® Demociatic Progressive Pagty (DPP) Miny 41
Benin Yayi Boni Pres Independent (Cani Forees tor an Emerging Benin) Min 42
G. Bissan Joao Bemardo Vieira Semi-Pres  Independent Min 45
Zimbabwe Raobert Mugabe Pres ZANU-PF Min 48
DRC Joseph Kabila Kabange Semi-Pres PPRD C Gov 22
kenyva Mwai Kibaki Semi-Pres*  Party of National Unity (PNLT) C Gov 27 100
Rep. Congo  Denis Sassou-Ngnesso Semi-Pres  Congolese Labor Pacty (PCT) C Gov 3464
Mali Aumadon Towman Toure Semi-Pres Alliance for Democracy and Progress (ADP) C Gov 35077
CAR Francois Bozizé Semi-Ies Independent (National Convergence "Rwa Na Kwa") C Gov 424
Ethiopia Girma Wolde-Giorgis Semi-Pres®  EPRDF C Gov 60
Manritins Navin Ramgoolam Semi-Pres®  Maugtian Labour Pagty C Gov [

Paul Kagamne Semi-Pres*  Rwandan Patdotic Front (FPR) C Gov 62 75
Gabon Omar Bongo Ondimba Semi-Pres Gabonese Democratic Party (PDG) C Gov 68 B3
Senegal Abdoulaye Wade Semi-Pres  Parti Democratique Senegalaise (PDS) C Gov 87
Lesotho Pakalitha Maosisili PAM (King)  Lesotho Congress tor Democracy (LCD) Maj 51
Zambia Levy Mwana 1 Pres» Movement tor Multi-Pagy Democacy (MMD) Maj 32
Sierea Leone  Emest Bai Koroma Pres All People’s Congress (APC) Maj 33
Ghana John Agye Pres New Pataotic Party (NPP) Maj 56
Uganda YVowen Musevem Semi-Pres  National Resistance Movement (WRAM) Maj 38
Angola José Eduardo dos Santos Semi-Pres MPLA Maj 39
Bumidi Pierre Nknmnziza Pres® CNDD-FDD May 30
Mozambique  Armando Guebuza Semi-Pres  Mozambique Liberation Front (FRELIMO) Maj o4
Butk. Faso Blaise Compaore Semi-Pres  Conggess for Democracy and Proggess (CIDP) Maj [0
South Aftica  Thabo Mbeki Pres® African National Congress (ANC) Maj 0
Namibia Hitekepunye Pohamba Semi-Pres  South West Afrcan People’s Organisation (SWAPO) Maj 71
Chad Idriss Dieby Ttno Semi-Pres Patnotic Salvation Movement (MPS) Maj 72
Nigeria Umara Yuosa YarAdua Pres People's Democatic Party (PDP) Maj 73
Botswana Tan Khama Pres® Botswanan Democratic Paoty (BIDP) Maj o
Madagascar Mare Ravalomanana Semi-Pres 1 Love Madagascar (TIM) Maj 83
Cameroon Semi-Prest RDPC Maj &5
Tanzania AL Semi-Pres*  Chama Cha Mapinduz (CCM) Maj 85

A nmel Pres APRC Maj 88
! where the president s ‘wdependent’, the figure gven tefers to the size of the party most supportive of the executive

Format s two round mun-off unless otherwise stated: a=FPTP, b=mdwectly elected. '=

For government status, Min=mmonty, C Gov't = coaliion government, My =maonty government

no mcvicheal pacty cesults availible, iguee represents coaliion score

The dangers represented by nternal schisms are especially significant i the Sub-Saharan African context

because party systems are often highly unstable. In large part this is because the costs to ndividual

political leaders and factions of leaving a given party to go it alone are lower than for their European or

North American counterpares. This 1s due to the combination of two central features that underpm the

fragility of some African political systems.

First, polincal parnies tend to be weak n terms of

mfrastructure, dependent on thewr leaders for funding, and frequently have relatively shallow historical
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roots (Carothers 2007). Second, Afrncan political leaders are often wealthy enough to be able to sponsor
therr own campaigns and can mobilize their *home’ communines via appeals to ethme idennty and
patron-client relations that operate ndependently of party structures.  Consequently, the costs of
detection are comparatively low, the danger internal divisions represent to the executive are comparatively

high, and the mantenance of dommant-party states 1s correspondingly more atrractive

Kenya 1s perhaps an extreme example of the fluidity of party systems. The 2007 general election was
contested by three mam groupings — the Party of Nanonal Umty (PNU), the Orange Democratic
Movement (ODA), and the Orange Democratic Movement-Kenya (ODM-K) - none of which existed at
the time of the 2002 election. In the short period between the two polls the President appeared to leave
his onginal party (the Democratic Party) for a revised version of his electoral vehicle (the NaRC-Kenya),
betore ditching that option to form the PNU just months before polling day. Rapid party change was not
the exclusive preserve of the government; opposition leader Kalonzo Musvoka went from bemng a NaRC
MP to jomning ODML before breaking away from that party after he failed to secure the nomination as
presidential candidate to establish ODM-K less than a vear before the election. Despite this remakable
mstabiliry, the mamn Presidential candidares — Mwar Kibaki, Rala Odinga, and Kalonzo Musyoka — all

proved able to mobilize their ‘home” areas en masse (Cheeseman 2008a).

A further factor that encourages the mantenance of oversized coalition s the desire of many leaders o
change the constitution, or at the very least to be able to change the constitutions should 1t be required.
Almost all African countries have constitutions that impose a two-term linut on presidents, but which can
be modified with a two-thieds majonity i parliament. Securing a third term, or creating the conditions
under which a less popular successor can take over, therefore requires the execunve to put m place a
‘super-coalition’, which 1s more feasible in the context of an over-sized government. The desire for a
third-term 1s far from ubiquitous, but has been a powerful force shaping recent developments in countries

as diverse as Zambia, Malawi, Gumea, Kenya, Nigeria, and Uganda.  However, it 1s important not to

tOf course, this generalization does not apply to all cases: party structures tend to be more significant in Southern
Afnica, ethmicity 1s not as important a factor in Botswana and Tanzania, and political leaders tend to be less wealthy
(before coming to power) in countries such as Libera and Ghana. Nevertheless, it remans true that in the Afncan
context par nd to be more dependent on leaders than leaders on parties, and this contributes to the pressure o
mamntan oversized coalitions.
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over-emphasize the ‘constitutional imperative’; oversized government allinces or coalitions have been
maintamed n a number of countries where constitutional manipulation has not been a significant factor,

such as Tanzania and Botswana.

Unity, Order, and the One-party State

To fully understand the prevalence of oversized coalitions in these cases the focus on umity and order n
many African countries must be taken nto account. It 1s clear that poliical learning s nfluenced by
culture and history, and i rum influences the strategges that actors understand to be in their best mterest.
Axelrod and others have shown that even in the context of controlled experiments, cultural variations are
a significant factor determuning the deals that individuals seek to make (1984). In many African countries,
most notably those that were governed by one-party states or mantained some form of civilian rule since
independence, what Atieno Odhiambo has termed an ‘ideology of order” has been prevalent (1987). In
contrast to the prevailing and generalised focus upon disorder and comunality (Bavart, 1993 Bavare, Ellis

& Hibou, 1999; Chabal & Daloz, 1993), these governments placed a great value on umty.

The roots of the deology of order are complex and relate to the struggle for independence, the
significance of age-sets n structuring access to political and economic opportunities, and the fear of the
divisive potential of ethnic rensions.  In countries such as Senegal, Tanzania, Kenya, and Zambia, the
emphasis on order was most obviously a legacy of the nationalist movements which fought for and won
mdependence. The combmnation of the belief i the need for sense of communiry pan-African dentity in
the continued battle agamst “white” rule in Southern Africa, the recognition that disunity would stall

‘development’, and the domunance of an established polincal class thar proved unwilling to accept direct

m, all served to heighten the importance regimes attached to the deology order. In countries that
gained independence tollowing wars of national liberanion this set of factors has been exacerbated by the

high levels of secrecy, hierarchy, and consensus, required of polincal movements waging wars while n

exile,
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In both cases there has been a tendency for subsequent civilian regimes to consolidate their rule through
the creation all-encompassing political structures. The emergence of what Allen as termed ‘centralized-
bureaucratic’ srates, the most popular example of which was the one-party state, was the logical
consequence of this search for msntutionalized uniry (1995). The one-party state performed a number of
functions. On the one hand, the (often false) impression of consensus it conferred on governments fitted
well with the ‘ideclogy of order’.  On the other, the creation of ‘unity governments” undermined the
ability of dissatisfied constituencies to exert pressure on the executive.  As Hirschman recognized, by
removing the ability of individuals ro exs the ruling party, the polinical monopoly of the one-party state
undermined their ability to utilise roie to effect change from withing i other words, because operating
outside of the regime was unfeasible, the threar of defection lacked credibility and so rival leaders lost
their political leverage (Flirschman 1970). For post-independence leaders such as Kenneth Kaunda, the
value of the one-party state was that it decreased the ability of mternal factions to ‘blackmail’ the

president, thus consolidaring execurve conrrol and making it easier to mamran ‘order” (Cheeseman 2006).

Of course, unity and order were not always achieved, and where they were it was often through coercion

and ntimudation rather than compromise and cooperation, but they were nevertheless a constant
ambition and, where achieved, a source of leginmation.  Attempting to legimate the mequalities evident
under the Kenvatra regime in Kenya in the mid-1960s, Daniel arap Moi argued that ‘even if it’s a political
Government, it 1s an orderly Government, it 15 not a Government of disorder” (quoted mn Gertzel,

Goldschmidr & Rothchild, 1969: 126). The aspiration for order, and the experience of leaders that rose

to prominence under the one-party state, continue to shape the strategies pursued by African political

leaders: presidents such as Mwar Kibaki of Kenva, Jakava Kikwete of Tanzama, and Abdoulave Wayde of
Senegal are well aware that while over-sized coalitions may be unruly and costly to mamtamn, they also

protect the executive from mternal ‘blackmail’” and so promotes the ‘ideclogy of order’. Nowhere is this

more apparent than i the continent’s donunant-party srates.
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Dominant Party Government

Geddes has suggested that there is a general tendency for authoritarian governments to start large because
a broad coalition 1s required to take power, and then narrow towards a munimum-winning, coalittion over
fime, as the executive becomes more secure in their position and able to dispense with the fringes of their

support base (2004). One might add thar i many cases the narrowing of the ruling coalition 1s nor

actually a choice; - many African one-party states the onset of near bankruptey from the late-1970s
onwards meant that mamtaning oversized coalitions became increasingly unfeasible (van de Walle 2001;
Cheeseman 2006).  Although the economic position now facing Africa s sigmificant more positive
following average continental economic growth of 6%, leaders reman constrained m thewr ability to

accommodate all-comers.

Although Geddes™ framework was developed to study authorit:

ian rule, a similar tendency clearly
mtluences the nature of coalition formaton m mult-party. Africa. Where a transition of power had
occurred it was usually as a result of the formanion of a large “anti-mcumbent’ allance. Classic examples
mclude the Movement for Multi-Party Democracy (MMD) m Zambia and the National Rambow
Coalinon (NaRC) n Kenva. As van de Walle noted immediately atter the ‘third wave” had struck Africa,
the modal tyvpe of party system that emerged was a dommnant-party state (1996). This type of party
system both reflected the rise to power of muln-ethnic catch-all movements, and the ability of incumbent

executive’s to use the powers vested in the presidency to mantamn an unfair playing field.

Consequently, the parties that survived or emerged mn the 1990s were frequently ‘many parties i one’
with a broad range of ethnic and interest groups represented under a catch-all banner. In some cases, the
combination of an oversized alliance and the ability of the executive to manipulate the levers of power to
refashion a more pliable polincal machine did result m the narrowing of the ruling alliance, as predicred
by Geddes. In Zambia the MMD suffered an mitial splintering almost immediately after the election as a
result of President Chiluba’s refusal to share the spoils of office, and currendy holds an extremely
efficient 5320 of parlamentary seats (Rakner 2004). Similar, the NaR(C alliance i Kenva fell apart shortly
after ganing power, largely as a result of President Kibakr's refusal to create the post of Prime Minister

for allance parmer Raila Odinga (Cheeseman forthcoming).  In the Kenyan case the removal of
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problematic allance partners served to undermune the electoral strength of the ruling party, resulting n an
mcredibly close election contest, a spate of last minute ngging by the government, and the ‘Kenva crisis’

of 2008.

Over-sising

However, in most African states the narrowmg of the ruling alliance has not occurred because — for all of
the reasons set-out above — African executives have sought to mantan the dommant-party state. Dong
so has necessitated a broad range of strategies.  Most commonly, members of the ruling alliance are
allowed to benefit from access to ‘development” and patronage resources while opposition MPs are
systemancally excluded m order ro demonstrate the cost of opposiion.  Just as sigmficantly, the
opportunity for opposition parties 1s frequently undermined by the subservient position of the legislature,
government dominance of the media, and the use of state equipment and officials to support the election
campaign of incumbents (Villalon and von Doepp 2005; Nyvamanjoh 2003). In extreme cases opposifion
MPs may be artacked, their offices looted, and their supporters intimidated (Osaghae 19995 Diamond

2008).

Last but by no means least, the leaders of some of Africa’s largest parties have actually sought to expand
thewr legislanve dominance by promonng disunity within the opposition and encouraging opposition MPs
to cross the floor to jon the government benches. The need to show concrete benefits to coalition
members, and to accommodare rival MPs, many African states have reproduced the bloated coalitions

that emerged in the final years of the one-party state. In the late 1980s some single-party cabinets grew to

the pomnt that numsters and assistant numisters acrually constituted 2 majonty of the legislarure
(Cheeseman 2006). Leonardo Arriola has tound thar the average number of cabmet mumsters n African
states between 1971 and 2001 was 22.03 with a high of 535 and a low of 7 (2008). Since the introduction
of multi-party politics cabinet sizes have fallen, but many are stll considerably higher the average n

Furope and North America; while the cabmer 1s 22 strong in Britan and 17 strong in the United States it

contains some members 35 n Cote d'Tvoire and South Africa boasts 28 munisters. Appomting individuals

to cabinet posts remains the most obvious way to incorporate MPS into the client base of the presi
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The success of these strategies 1s demonstrated by the fact that despite the stereotype of numerous
political parties, Africa actually features less party system fragmentation ar the pariamentary level than
Latin America (table 4). The range of effective parties among the cases considered here 1s remarkable,
with a low of 1.29 (Gambia) and a hugh of 12.53 (DRC)> However, both the mean and the median figure
for Africa falls under three effective parties, lower than the Latin American average of 3.67. As Nicolas
van de Walle (1996) has recognised, the stereotype and the reality can be reconciled: what has occurred n
Africa 1s a proliferation of numerous tiny parties that co-exist with a dommant ruling party. The number
of registered parties that compete in African elections 18 often mcredibly high, but this rarely translates
mnto a high number of legislative parties. Nigeria is an excellent example of this pattern; despite having 51

registered parties, the number of effective parties s just 1.75.

Table 3. Number of Parties Registered At Last Election, selected cases®

Number of Number of Parties Registered
Effective Parties at Last Election
Kenya 348 39
Benin 3.89 35
Zambia 2.76 30
Ethiopia 243 S0
Gabon 2.08 36
Chad 1.92 42
Nigeria 1.75 51
Madagascar 143 41
Cameroon 1.37 42

The propensity of African countries to require coalinon government reflects this broader picrure. Table 4
shows a comparison of African and Latin America cases ranked by coalinonal necessitv. The Index of
Coalinonal Necessity 1s calculated my multiplying the number of effective parties by the mverse of the
number of lower house sears held by the execunive, and then dividing by 10 to make them easier to
mterpret (Power 2008). The mndex basically ndicates the vulnerability of the executive’s party with more
vulnerable governments reflected by higher scores. The Latn Amernican cases studies by Power are

bookended by Brazil (63.65) and Nicaragua (11.11) with a total range of 52.54. In contrast, the set of

* The number of effective parties 15 calculated by squaring each party’s share of legislative seats and then adding all
the values together and calculating the inverse value. See Markku Laakso and Rein Taagepera, ' "Effective” number
of parties: a measure with application to West Europe', Comparative Political Studies 12:1 (1979), pp. 3-27.

¢ Some of the data for the number of registered parties 1s taken from Lindberg 2006.
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African states see more variation, with examples that are both considerably higher, such as the DRC
(97.81), and lower, such as Gambia (1.29), and a total range of 96.32. Significandy, the tendency for
African states to have fewer effective parties and more dominant ruling parties, results in a lower average

level of coalitional necessity (15.77) as compared to Latin Amenica. Remarkably, almost half of all African

polities have lower levels of coalitional necessity than Nicaragua, the lowest scoring Latin Amernican case.
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Table 4. Index of Coalitional Necessity, as of last election

Effective Number of Lower House Seats Held Index of Coalitional
Legislative Parties by President's Party Necessity
D.R.C. 12.54 22 97.81
Libera 7.59 13 066.03
Brazil 7.81 18.5 6365
CAR. 06.98 421 40,48
Mali 5.06 35 32.89
Rep. of Congo +.91 34 3241
Kenya 3.48 27 2542
L.A. Ave. 3.67 37 24.47
Benin 3.89 42 2256
Malawa 311 41 18.35
Af. Average 2.9 57 15.77
Gunea Bissau 2.82 45 15.51
Lesotho 3.09 5l 15.14
Zambia 276 52 13.25
Sierra Leone 2.76 53 1297
Comoros 1.80 33 12,06
Zimbabwe 222 48 11.54
Nicaragna 239 535 1t
Burundi 2,05 39 10.87
Ethiopia 243 60 9.72
Ghana 210 Bl 9.24
Angola 224 539 918
Rwanda 2.36 62 8.97
Uganda 2.04 58 8.57
Mauritius 2.09 6O 8.30
Burkino Faso 2.20 i1 748
Mozambique 1.85 o4 6.60
Gabon 2.08 08 06.00
South Africa 1.97 70 5391
Chad 1.92 72 5.38
Namibia 1.68 71 4.87
Nigeria 1.75 73 473
Botswana L.56 77 3.59
Madagascar 1.43 83 243
Cameroon 1.37 85 206
Tanzania 1.33 85 2.00
Senegal 1.31 g7 L.70
Gambia 1.29 88 1.55

*=no mdridual pacty results avaidable, bgure represents coalition score

=president ‘urdependent’, figure vepresents size of party most closely allied to president

Mazntaining a Dominant-Party State

In addinon to the obviously crucial 1ssue of the economic resources available to the executive, three kev

factors appear to shape the ability of an executive o mamtain a domnant-party coalition in the medium-
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term; the degree of ethnic fragmentation, the level of democracy, and the extent to which nationalism can
be unlised as a tool of legtimanon.  The importance of the level of democratic consolidation is clear.
Where leaders are able to influence all aspects of polincal life it becomes more feasible to punish
opposition supporters, manipulate state resources, and cajole opposition leaders.  This was clearly a
significant factor in the construction of a dominant-party system in Nigeria, where systematic elecroral
manipulation delivered the People’s Democratic Party (PDP) 73%0 of the seats in parhiament, despite the
fact that opimion poll survevs and qualitative studies agreed that support for the government had
atrophied (Mustapha 2007; Cheeseman & Ford 2008)7 A lack of democratic reform has also been a
significant factor in restricting the opportunities for opposition parties in Chad and Cameroon, both of
which are rated as ‘not free’ by Freedom House (table 5). In Cameroon an all powerful presidency
combined with a heavily politicized judiciary, the absence of an mdependent electoral authority, and a
highly monitored media, has served to effectively demobilize opposition to the ruling party. A\ similar ser

of factors have underpinned the lack of competition i the Gambia and Burkino Faso.

Table 5. Dominant-Party Systems Ranked by Freedom Scores®

Exec sears Political Rights Civil Liberties  Owerall Score Raring
Chad 72 7 6 13 Not Free
Cameroon 85 6 & 2 Not Free
Gambia 88 5 K 9 Partly Free
Burk. Faso 60 3 3 8 Partly Free
Nigeria 73 4 K 8 Partly Free
Madagascar 3 4 3 7 Partly Free
Tanzania 85 4 3 7 Partly Free
South Afi 70 2 2 + Free
Namibia 71 2 2 + Free
Botswana 77 2 2 +4 Free

However, 1t 1s musleading to imply that the ability of leaders to mamtamn dommant-party states 1s solely

down to the low level of democratic consolidation i Africa. Many of the most secure dominant-party

" Where reference 1s made ro public opinion, figures are taken from the Afrobarometer data-set, as presented in
Cheeseman & Ford 2008,

5 Figures taken from Freedom House, www.freedomhouse.org. Freedom House scores are not unpmhk‘mmic. but
represent a fairly reliable cross-national measurement of democracy. Comparison with Afrobarometer survey
findings has shown that Freedom House scores typically mirror the African people’s evaluations of thewr own
political system.
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states are among Africa’s less authontarian polities, ncluding Botswana, Nanubia, and South Africa. To
explain the longevity of oversized alliances i these cases we must factor i ethniciry and nationalism.
The role of ethmicity in shaping African party svstems is often exaggerated.  In countries such as
Botswana and Tanzania ethmicity has not historically plaved a major role n shaping political behaviour.
In many other countries, cleavages other than ethnicity are salient, such as religion in Nigeria and Senegal
and urban-rural divides in Zimbabwe. Nonetheless, in a significant number of Atrican countries ethnicity
plavs a central role in shaping patterns of party support. The relationship between ethnicity and the party
system is often misunderstood. There does appear to be some relationship between ethnic fragmentation
and the number of effective parties. Scarnitt and Mozaffar (2006) have found that when the geographical
concentration of ethmic groups s taken nto account, the level of ethmic diversity 1s a relable predictor of
the number of effective parties. However, the level of ethnic diversity alone tells us little about the way n
which ethmicity can work to consolidate or fragment the party system, because diversity scores tell us

about the actual size and distribution of ethnic groups (Cheeseman & Ford 2008).

A more significant factor 1s whether one ethnic group constitutes a majority of the population. Where
this 15 the case, as in Botswana with the Tswana, Ghana with the Akan, Senegal with the Wolof, and
Zimbabwe with the Shona, a party thar can rely on the support of the largest ethnic group (whether
mobilized ‘ethnically” or not) has an m-buwlt majority.  In such cases the emergence of a multi-party
system structured along ethnic lines becomes sigmficant less likelv. In large part this 1s because where
ethnic diversity 1s low rival political leaders are less likely to have readyv-made bases of support that can be

mobilized en masse; they are therefore more dependent on existing party structures and less able to go it

alone.  This renders the fractionalization of the ruling party less likely, and hence strengthens the
dominant-party system. The presence of a dommant ethnic group also changes the structure of political
competition. On the one hand, the presence of a majority ethnic group may impose order on the political
system, by encouraging the consohdation of political blocks divided mto ‘them” and ‘us’. Where political
competition becomes structured by members of, or opposition to, the ruling party, a two-party system 1s
likely ro result.  This emergence of two durable parties (as opposed to a dominant parry with token

opposition) seems especially likely in cases where the largest ethnic group enjovs only a small majority and

rival political leaders therefore have a genuine opportunity of winning power if they can find a way to
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mobilize a high-turn out among their own supporters and find a way to capture a small portion of the

ruling party’s support base.

The potential for an ethnic group with a shim majority of votes to impose order on a party system may be
an important part of the explanation of the lack of political fragmentation in Ghana despite the high level
of ethnic diversity.  Following the reintroduction of multi-party electons in 1992, the Ghanian party
system has coalesced around the New Parriotic Parry (NPP) and the Nanonal Democranic Congress
(NDC).  In 2003, the ruling NPP has recerved a large portion of ats support trom the Akan, while other
groups were significantly more likely to support the opposition (Cheeseman & Ford 2008).  Of course,
things are never quite this straghtforward; some Akan voters have consistently reported support for the
NDC, and some Ga and Dagaare have consistently reported support for the NPP. Furthermore, political
concentranon 1 Ghana s also rooted i the tradinons thar have shaped Ghanaan polines since
mndependence. Nevertheless, the presence of a majority ethnic group appears to have resulted in more
co-ordinated behaviour among smaller ethnic groups than would we mught otherwise have expected,
restricting the fragmentation of the political system. In 1996 Ghana had one of the highest levels of
ethno-linguistic fractionalizanon i Africa, and just 7 registered political parties: one of the lowest higures

on the continent.”

On the other hand, the m-built majonity of the ruling party reduces the hikelihood that rival coalinons will
be able to secure power, and so generates an centive tor opposition leaders to make deals with the
dominant group. The abiliry to rely on the support of the majority group also frees the executive ro make
overtures to ‘opposition” groups without the concern that domg so will erode support among existing
groups and the breakdown of the initial coalition. The potential consequences of these forces can be seen
in the success of President Abdoulave Wade’s Sopi coalition in Senegal, which in 2003 had a support base

within the Wolof and Diola groups, but n 2006 extended this base to include the MMandinka, Manjack,

and Bambara groups.  Indeed, while around 70% of Wolof voters have consistently supported the Sopi

coalition, in 2008 smaller ethnic groups such as the Mandmka were acrally sigmficantly wore likely to

9 . , ) . o S .

Ghana's ELF score 15 0.71. Ethno-lingwistic fractionalizanon (ELF) scores are calculated using the Herfindahl
index and reflect the likelihood that two mdividuals taken at random will be from the same ethnic group. The index
15 between 0 and 1, and scores over 0.6 indicate faidy high levels of ethnic diversity.
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support the ruling party (Cheeeman & Ford 2008). Lower levels of ethnic dwversity may change the
structure of political competition rendering 1t easier to mamntain a domnant coalition, especially where a

majority ethnic group exists.

A third factor conditioning the ability of leaders to mamtain dominant-party rule is the effectiveness of
appeals to natonalism.  The strength of the pull of nationalism is suggested by the fact that of the
countries that came late to ndependence or freedom from white mmonty rule - Angola 1975,
Mozambique 1975, Namubia 1990, South Africa 1994, Zimbabwe 1980 — only Zimbabwe has so far
developed a competitive multi-party system, and even there the electoral challenge to the ruling party only
really materialized in 20005 i the 1995 legislative election ZANU-PF won some 118 of 210 seats. In the
tour other countries that came late to ndependence, the party associated with the liberation war
continues to hold an absolute majority of parliamentary seats, while South Africa and Namibia reman
domunant-party states. Nationahism is cleardy important in moulding the conditions underpmning political
competition at least two ways. First, the force of the nationalist ideal makes 1t easier for political parties
to create and maintain a multi-ethnic support base. Second, nationalism, and the need for national uniry,
has often been a useful means for justifving the centralization of power and the mntolerance of dissent,

and so may support the restriction of political competition,

Time 1s cleardy a significant factor here: the further away one moves from the pomnt of liberanon the
weaker the force of nationalism s likely to become. In the 1990s the mability of ndependence leaders
such as Kenneth Kaunda of Zambia and Hastings Banda of Malawi to play the ‘founding father” card to a
generation that had now known colonial rule severely hampered their ability to retain power (Cheeseman
2006). Of course, political leaders may be able to reverse this trend by payving on controversial issues thar
reignite nationalist sentiment, as Robert Mugabe has attempted to mamipulate the land issue in Zimbabwe
(Alexander 2007). Although it 1s somewhat ambiguous and extremely difficult to measure, the significant
of nationalism on the mamtenance of dominant-parties must not be underestimated: 1t provided the

wdeological glue that held together many of Africa’s original dominant coalinions for a generation, and
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continues to exert a centralizing force even on nations as ethnically diverse and democratic as Namibia

(ELF score (.68, rated ‘free) and South Africa (ELF score 0.88, rated ‘free’).1”

Presidential Coalitionism

Perhaps because of the ‘over-sizing” tendency, little has been wnitten about the actual practicalities and
ourcome of coalition government in Africa (an imporrant exception s Kadima 2006). When African
executives are forced to buld multi-party alliances there 1s again no clear tendency towards the creation of
minimum-winning coalitions.  In this respect, Africa mirrors Latin America, were the combmation of
multi-party politics and presidential political svstems has resulted in a number of cases of presidencialismo de
walizao (presidential coalitomsm).  In both cases the great patronage powers of the executive ground a
rendency towards over-cooperation.  As Tim Power has argued, the ability of the execunive to co-opt
members of the legislature mingates against the likelihood of the type of political deadlock juan Linz
famously predicted would render presidential systems less stable than parlamentary ones (Linz 1994,
Power 2008).  Students of Afrncan politics have much to learn trom the theoretical framework of
presidencialismo de coalizao that has been developed to describe ‘the instirutional architecture of Brazil and irs

attendant political practices’ (Power 2008: 12).

Coalition Covernment

Power suggests that the kev insight of this literature 1s that it recognizes that ‘presidents must behave hike
European prime munisters” (2008: 13). In other words, they must seek to fashion multi-party cabinets and
voting blocks, in a similar way to premiers in Italy or Israel.  As in African nations such as Mali and

Senegal, Brazihan presidents have responded by developing ‘large heterogeneous and generally supportive

coalittons” i which the aspiration for ‘compact, minimum-winning coalitions s sacrificed at the altar of
governability” (Power 2008: 13). In both cases presidents must weigh-up three nterconnected tradeofts;

to nvite few or many parties to share power, to form a homogonous or a heterogeneous coalinon, and o

10 Ratings are from Freedom House.
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distribute cabmnet posts proportionally among coalition partners or to favour particular groups (Raie,
Pereira & Power 2000). Of course, there are also significant varations between the African and the Latin

American experience. One is that i the African context ideology 1s often less significant than what might

be termed ethnic compantbility.  Political leaders may not be constramed by the location of potential
partmers on a lefr-right spectrum, but they may be unable to sell an alliance with a rival group o their

supporters, as was the case with the Kibaki (Kikuvu)/Moi (Kalenjin) pact in the 2007 Kenyan election.

A more significance vamation s that i Africa coalitons are most often formed i the run-up to an

election, rather than afrer the results are known. In many c:

s thus 1s partly a function of the two-round
run-off electoral svsrem, i the top two presidential candidates participate i a run-off to ensure that the
winning candidate must secure over 51% of the vote. This forces political realignments atter the first
round of votng, necessitating coalinon building and the signing of memorandums of undersranding,
Typacally, third and fourth placed candidates will offer to campaign on behalf of the first and second
placed candidates, n return for the promise of appomtment ro a senior government position. Because
African coalitions are often under conditions of great uncerrainty, there 1s more pressure on presidential
candidares ro builld over-sized coalitions i order o secure power. Combmed with the rendency o
recreate one-party systems as outlined above, this helps to explan the phenomenon of parties forming
coaliions even when thev would most likely have secured a majonty on their own. For example, in 2003
the Rwandan Patriotic Front (FDR) entered into a coalition with four other parties. The FRD secured
60" of the parlamentary seats on ats own, while its presidential candidare Paul Kagame won 95% of the
presidential vote; the FRD therefore did not actually require the addinional 7 seats (12%0) contributed by

their coalition partners.

A third important difference 1s that African presidents often combine the extra-legislative powers of a
president with the mrra-legislative powers of a prime munster.  In part, this results from the over-
centralization of power, as discussed below. However, it is also relared to the fact that over two-thirds of
states are semi-presidential, featuring both a president and a prime minister; all cases of coalinon
government in Africa occur i Semi-Presidennal systems. As the French expenience of semu-

presidentialism would suggest, while during the relatively rare periods of non-cohabiration - as under the
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