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INTRODUCTION

The theoretical literature on communal politics in the Third World is replete with formulations on how to solve the problem of maintaining order. Maintaining order and stability is universally perceived as the primary problem in unintegrated, deeply divided societies. From the time of Furnivall who first enunciated “the plural society model,” the answer was deemed to reside in a system of domination.1 In its early formulations, the plural society was considered to be characterized structurally by the presence of “distinct racial sections with an elaborate western superstructure over native life.”2 Without such a superstructure, the society “must collapse and the whole system crumble into dust.”3 In effect, societal integration in the colonized plural society was maintained because of the political and economic domination of the colonizer. Furnivall’s “domination model” was justified and legitimated on the proposition that the ethnic sections constituted “a medley, for they mix but do not combine”4 and that this segmented condition required an “umpire” to maintain elementary order. Nothing was said about alternatives to colonial European minority domination or the policies of divide and rule practised to justify continued colonial domination. To be sure, Furnivall anticipated that turmoil would eventuate in a post-independence context unless the society was able to “organize a common social will.”5 What is important to us, however, are the overall conditions which made “domination” and “control” by a minority feasible in the plural society. A fuller development of Furnivall’s domination model would have pointed to the existence of a number of factors which facilitated control. We shall note these at greater length later but it is crucial to mention a few of these structures at this point. First, cultural pluralism by itself does not inevitably lead to a demand for supervision or control by a third mediating party.6 The fact must be emphatically registered that the “third party”--the colonizer-- had a vested interest in promoting its “mediation” role. This, in turn, underscored colonial policy that aroused and agitated communal groups to be conscious of their identity interests. It was the colonizer who instigated self-conscious segmentation. In laying out then the pre-requisites for domination by a third party or mediator, it is important to identify the policy of divide and rule as a sine qua non in the total scheme of colonial domination. Simply put, domination was facilitated by the colonizer exploiting the divisions in the society, which in many cases it has engineered. Second, domination and control became easy because of the dependence of the dominated group on the colonizer for its economic existence. The colonial economy became export-oriented built around one or a few crops which were marketed at cheap prices to metropolitan centres. The re-design of most colonial economies from a subsistence structure to one that was monetized, specialized and highly dependent on external markets placed the levers of control in the hands of the colonizer. Not only economic structure was rendered dependent but so were political and to a lesser extent, social organizations linked to the new colonial state for favours. In time the values of the colonizer became pre-eminent in allocating resources and these too assisted in rendering domination easier. Finally, the colonial state was centralized and backed up by a powerful arsenal or coercive means to execute the will and policies of the colonizer. Together then, colonial domination was made possible not just by the fact that a plural society existed, but especially followed from the practice of divide and rule, coupled with economic dependence of the colonized and the use of superior force by the colonizer. We shall argue later in the text that the persistence of these features—a dependent economy, centralization, and a monopoly of coercive force—in the post-independence period would also facilitate the emergence of a repressive regime. In effect, the nature of control in the pre-independence colonial system would bear an essential structural continuity with that of the repressive post-colonial state. They both sought stability by exploiting communal structure but found this easy or tempting to do because of structural features which were bequeathed by the colonial state. 
Furnivall was followed by a wide variety of theorists who in addressing the issue of stability in communally bound states posited different domination and control models. M.G. Smith spoke of the need for some sort of “central regulative organization” which would differentially incorporate the structures of pluralism to maintain order.7
Smith developed this idea of ethnic domination closely following in the footsteps of his intellectual mentor, Furnivall. Said Smith:
Even in a plural society, institutional diversity does not include differing systems of government. The reason for this is simple: the continuity of such societies as units is incompatible with the internal diversity of governmental institutions. Given the fundamental differences of belief, value, and organization that connote pluralism, the monopoly of one power by one cultural section is the essential pre-condition for the maintenance of the total society in its current form. In short, the structural position and function of the regulative system differ sharply in plural and other societies. Institutionally homogeneous societies develop a variety of institutional motivations toward conformity with social norms; institutionally split societies lack these common motivations and tend to reply correspondingly on regulation. The dominant social section of these culturally split societies is simply the section that controls the apparatus of power and force.8 
Furnivall and Smith were not the only scholars to have fallen in the facile trap of confusing description with prescription. It is fallacious to argue that because multi-ethnic societies tend to throw up ethnically repressive regimes that that is the way these societies should be governed. 

Leo Kuper pointed to a system of domination which strengthened and exploited the diversity among the subordinate communal groups while promoting “intercalary structures” to meditate and control group contact.9 Work by Van den Berghe described stable governance in plural societies as “pluralistic despotism” (South Africa’s version as “Herrenvolk democracy”) marked by political subjection, coercion and economic interdependence.10 Heribert Adams describes his control model as “pragmatic race oligarchy” under which communal domination is through-going and constantly modernized to extend its rule.11 Milton Esman’s “institutionalized dominance” stresses monopoly of privilege by the dominant group while the dominated groups are isolated and kept under close political control.12 Finally, Rabushka and Shepsle in designating their type as “dominant majority configuration” emphasized the role of the majority communal group using violence, rigged elections and repression as the mode of rule.13 In all of these models, the common features are the acceptance of some sort of communal domination as almost inevitable in multi-ethnic states. These authors differ mainly in the form that domination will take and the instruments that would be utilized for effective control.  

COLONIAL INTERESTS AND THE DOMINATION MODEL

According to the old orthodoxy, politics in most post-independence Third World countries has been communally-bound and violent leading to the establishment of repressive regimes in which one ethnic group tended to dominate the lives of the others. In this scenario, the predictions of the plural society theorists were prophetically fulfilled. But was it inevitable that colonial politics be succeeded by bitter inter-ethnic strife? What role did the practice of colonial rule play in this outcome as well as the role of the institutions bequeathed at independence? Let us quickly look at each of these in turn. 

In the colonial context, the multi-ethnic mosaic that typifies the social structure of a Third World country was itself a creation of colonialism. In the Caribbean, for instance, plantation labour imported from different parts of the Third World was engrafted on these islands where new multi-ethnic societies were erected. Colonial institutions kept the immigrant groups residentially, occupationally, and culturally apart.14 A body of shared values did not emerge to weld the disparate peoples into any sort of coherent community. Indeed, the ethnic elements grew to distrust each other and were systematically manipulated by the colonial administration into antagonistic relationships. Inter-ethnic competition over the colonial pie kept labourers from one group from joining other cross-communal labourers for common action against the exploitative colonial system. Certain ethnic segments might even have been accorded preferential treatment breeding inter-group jealousy and a history of communal resentment. 
Colonial order was maintained by both the policy of divide-and-rule as well as by direct institutional coercion. The record abundantly shows that over decades of sharing a common colonial master, the same country, and bound by the same colonial laws, despite these commonalities, few if any cross-communal institutions were encouraged to evolve linking the interests of the various ethnic groups.15 Instead, from the ethos of distrust and fear, the colonial master developed the myth that he was required to protect the ethnic groups from each other. Hence, Furnivall’s “umpire” was but a colonial device deliberately designed to justify its rule based on carefully nurtured inter-ethnic malaise. This is remarkably similar to the Hobbesian “social contract” which advocated the necessity of a repressive Leviathan based on the myth of people in the state of nature living in perpetual war against each other. Hobbes’ interest was, however, well-known. He was an apologist for monarchical dictatorship. He concocted, as Furnivall did, the myth that if free peoples were to be left alone without the benefit of their Leviathan colonial “umpire,” everything would be tuned into chaos. So a colonial structure warped in favour of European repression justified its rule over a poor and manipulated Third World population. The entire colonial administration was economic in motivation and racist in the means of fulfilling its aims.16 

If colonial rule was seeped in racial manipulation which laid the cornerstone of communal politics, then what role did the institutions of self-government bequeathed by the colonizer play after independence to perpetuate an environment of ethnic disunity and strife? In the example of the Commonwealth Caribbean, the question asks what role did the peculiar political institutions transferred by Britain play in exacerbating ethnic strife? The institutional bequest from Britain based on the British parliamentary model encouraged open unrestrained competition for votes by sectionally-bound parties, pitching one communal group against another, which resulted in racially polarized politics. Were there alternative institutions that could have been conducive to different outcomes? In the next part, we look at an alternative to the zero-sum open competitive model of politics which left many Third World states with ethnically repressive regimes. We draw our inspiration from a Caribbean son of the soil, Sir Arthur Lewis, whose model of government offers an alternative to the openly competitive Westminster model. 
THE LEWIS MODEL OF ETHNIC ACCOMMODATION

Lewis’ point of departure is a sharp distinction made between class societies and plural societies.17 The former refer to the consensus-bound societies of Western Europe and North America where political conflict revolves mainly around limited issues. To Lewis, these societies have long solved the problem of establishing the central and strategic values in their society. Consequently, political struggles tend to be moderate and the stakes tend to be limited. Even if Lewis is mistaken about the level of integration in these societies and the persistence of ethnic cleavages, the fact remains that for the greater part the fissures in the European and American states tend to be less deep, persistent and polarized than in the typical Third world state. To Lewis, the ex-colonial countries of the Third world are “plural societies” meaning that they are constituted of several complete societies each with its own institutional structures for socio-economic survival. This cultural fragmentation throws up intractable difficulties of unity, stability, legitimacy, justice etc. causing Lewis to conclude that: “The fundamental problem of the Third world is neither economics nor foreign policy, but the creation of nations out of heterogenous people.”18
Lewis has set forth his own prescription for democratic success in plural societies of the Third World. We examine each of the structures he has advocated in turn:

(i)     Elections and Majority Rule
While requiring elections as an integral part of his democratic framework, Lewis emphatically rejects the zero-sum aspects of the Anglo-American electoral system which has been transferred to many parts of the Third World. Under the Anglo-American electoral model, the victor in elections takes control of the government and, in so doing, is not required to share the allocation of projects, employment, and other values with the defeated parties. Called the zero-sum principle, this sort of competition impoverishes the loser:

The doctrine asserts the right of the poor to liquidate the rich. Politics is what the mathematicians now call a zero-sum game; what I win you lose. You have the wealth, I have to take it. European politics has been operating in this mould for the past 300 years. 19
When the zero-sum principle is engrafted in a culturally fragmented state such as typically found in the Third World, the implications can be catastrophic. Because of a lack of an underlying consensus, the fact of losing assumes an aura of a military rout found between warring adversaries. Zero-sum conflict bears an exclusionary feature and carries symbolic connotations of outright rejection. For this reason, Lewis condemns the zero-sum feature of electoral systems transferred to plural societies:

Translated from a class to a plural society, this view of politics is not just irrelevant; it is totally immoral, inconsistent with the primary meaning of democracy and destructive of any prospect of building a nation in which different people might live together in harmony.20
Instead of a zero-sum attitude, a more sharing orientation is vital for a democratic society to survive. Said Lewis:
It is necessary to get right away from the idea that somebody is to prevail over somebody else; from politics as a zero-sum game. Words like “winning” and “losing” have to be banished from the political vocabulary of a plural society.21
In terms of his view on democracy, the zero-sum aspect of electoral politics violates the idea of access to decision-making and to dialogue and compromise between government and opposition. Zero-sum politics tends to encourage practices of suppression and victimization. Lewis claims that the concepts of “majority” and “minority” are not understood in the traditions of the Third World and, in particular, in adversarial competition in plural societies. In Western democracies, it is argued that a basic agreement underlies competition so that minorities in opposition are recognized and are consulted and placed in important committees and offices such as the government-paid “office of the opposition.” Lewis condemns what he calls “the divine right of majority rule” as practiced in plural societies:
Now this agreement does not exist in West Africa. For one thing, the parties have been reared on an erroneous definition of democracy, by which it means that the majority is entitled to rule over the minority. The divine right of majority rule has played such an important role in the struggle for independence that many people have come to believe in it. The idea that the quality of democracy is to be tested rather by the extent to which the rights of the minority are respected is novel. Elections are a zero-sum game. Those who vote the wrong way are penalized; the roads in their area are left to deteriorate, contracts are placed elsewhere; and so on—even where physical violence is not employed.22
Hence, Lewis has re-designed the electoral institution in such a manner as to eliminate its zero-sum features, while providing for consultation and sharing in the post-election period. To do this, he has recommended:
(i) at the electoral level, a system of proportional representation that uses the single transferable vote; and,

(ii) at the level of government, a coalition arrangement

We shall examine each of these in turn. Under proportional representation, minorities gain access to Parliament proportionate to the votes they obtain throughout the country. To Lewis, this is vital for “if minorities are to accept Parliament, they must be adequately represented in Parliament.”23 The use of the single transferable vote tends to encourage candidates to court the second and third preference votes of their opposition. In the end, electoral appeals tend not to be strident and exclusivist, but to be moderate and co-operative.24 Such cross-communal courting that exists prior to elections may be available in the post-election period for coalition-building. To the argument that proportional representation tends to give rise to an unstable multi-party system, Lewis replies that this is offset by the advantages of greater representation of minorities in Parliament. Besides, a multi-party system sets the basis for cooperation in coalition-building. In rejecting the zero-sum competition implicit in the first-past-the-post simple plurality electoral system, Lewis underscores the need to adapt imported European institutions to local circumstances:
Different electoral systems serve different purposes and suit different situations. A system that suits homogeneous class societies should not be expected to function well in non-Marxist plural societies. Where cleavage is a problem, one needs a system which will give minorities adequate representation, discourage parochialism and force moderation on the political parties.25
The other feature that Lewis recommended to counter zero-sum politics is coalition government. Lewis stoutly believes in the intrinsic value of sharing access to decision-making by way of coalition formation. Proportional representation, in so far as it leads to a multitude of parties, sets the stage for coalition formation. While he does not think that every minor party should partake in a coalition, he recommends that those groupings with at least 20 percent of the votes should be part of the government. Observed Lewis: “Some kind of coalition is indicated because no numerous and politically conscious group is willing to be ruled by others.”
Lewis levels his attack on the one-party system in particular for its lack of critical coalition features. The single-party systems tend to believe that they cannot build national loyalty unless they deny representation of access to their opponents. Said Lewis: “If the politician’s approach to politics is to capture the government in order to benefit one group at the expense of the others, a coalition of all major parties is impossible.” In this context, unity and cross communal loyalty is highly improbable.

National loyalty cannot immediately supplant tribal loyalty; it has to be built on top of tribal loyalty by creating a system in which all tribes feel that there is room for self-expression.”26 As we have seen, the solution is not the single-party but a coalition and federalism.”27
For Lewis, coalition government holds a key position in any attempt to resolve the underlying problem of polarized zero-sum struggle in culturally plural societies. In response to the observation that the major political parties may not be willing to form a coalition government, Lewis has advocated that a law be enacted requiring the large parties (say with 20% of the votes or more) to coalesce.28 Clearly, in a free and open society, this act of coercion poses many problems. Lewis, therefore, feels that a new attitude towards government in plural societies is required to foster cooperative and coalition dispositions. Leaders must come to see democracy not as a conflictual exclusionary game, but as an institution of sharing. Lewis recognizes that this will entail in democratic plural societies “a fundamental change in the political philosophy of those who wield power.”29
A final feature of Lewis’ model of democracy for reconciling the claims of antagonistic sections in plural societies is decentralization. Specifically, Lewis was addressing the problem of regional disparity in economic development and the difficulties this will pose in designing an acceptable formula to re-distribute national wealth. For Lewis, decentralization of the state so that regions attain high levels of internal autonomy in self-government solves the problem of the rich subsidizing the poor. Decentralization also permits each regional or regionally-based ethnic group to decide its own priorities in development and to preserve its own cultural identity. To many Third World nationalists such a prescription is a threat to national unity. Such decentralization, it may be argued, encourages ethno-national extremists to secede. But for Lewis, his decentralization prescription for strong provinces does not necessarily entail a weak central government. A strong centre can be compatible and co-exist with a strong periphery. Federalism, for instance, is good for it recognizes and crystallizes internal differences. It is the way to promote maximum autonomous regional development. Argued Lewis:

A large country with widely differing regions cannot be governed well from one town which monopolizes decision-making. Even if political considerations are excluded, good administration requires decentralization of decisions to persons on the spot. All that is asked is a reasonable degree of provincial devolution. Countries with this kind of problem need both a strong centre and strong provincial governments and this is not a contradiction since government functions are so numerous that there is plenty of room for both.30
EVALUATION AND CONCLUSION
The alternative features for democracy in the Third World’s multi-ethnic states advocated by Nobel laureate Sir Arthur Lewis have laid the cornerstone of what has today become known as “consociational democracy.” Elaborated upon by Arend Lijphart, the consociational features have sought to offer a system of non-confrontational accommodation in the governments in the Third World. Lijphart refers to Lewis’ work veneratingly in acknowledgement as “the Lewis model.” Like Lijphart, Lewis rejects the colonial bequest of competitive electoral systems built around polarized zero-sum politics. They offered pragmatic alternative institutions which tend towards moderating and qualifying ethnic distrust and competition endemic in the Third World environment. For Lewis, the most significant issue bedeviling the less developed countries is the fact of their multi-ethnicity. Cultural pluralism is the most pervasive issue marring and making more difficult the tasks of transformation in the Third World.

The consociational democratic features advanced by Lewis, as also in the case of Lihphart, elicited a fair share of criticisms. Brian Barry in particular has warned that system of elite coalition of collective cabinet accommodation can deteriorate into a non-democratic form of leadership over the long-run.31 In this case, stability would be purchased at the expense of ethnic control of the levers of decision-making. Challenges to the elite status quo may be systematically excluded in the name of promoting political peace. 

Further it may be argued that Lewis’ system of decentralization tends towards freezing of regional and other forms of inequality. While allowing each region in the short-run to enjoy its special advantages behind the device of decentralization, over the long-run such disparities may deteriorate into and provoke violent movements of equality. Lewis is loath to interfere in the free workings of the market mechanism allowing each person and region to keep what has been earned. This fits in well with Lewis’ overall philosophy of freedom. However, he has offered little by way of solution to urgent demands to rectify various forms of inequality in society. His consociational devices are all oriented at maximizing freedom as the most effective environment to stimulate development. May Lewis not have gone too far in foregoing the use of state policy to contain the widening disparities in society?
Clearly, Lewis is as innovative as he is controversial. He has utterly refused to accept the early Furnivall-Smith thesis that only one form of government awaited plural societies that have obtained independence. He has creatively pointed to practical alternatives which can at once maintain order and promote justice. 
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