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1. Introduction
After the demise of the Cold War, Africa continued to be plagued with waves of violent conflicts.  Contemporary scholars have attributed major reasons for the African political breakdown, especially the frequent occurrence of deadly conflicts, to the unfettered spread of greed and grievance, horizontal inequalities and social exclusion, erroneous government policies, the omnipresence of personal rule, the colonial legacy as the burdens of “White man” and “Black man”, the youth bulge, geographic constraints such as landlocking, resource course, and bad neighbours’ effects, and so forth.  Collier (2007) and Stewart ed. (2008) are among the latest works that have aimed to explain the causation of post-Cold War conflicts with relative emphasis on the African experiences.
The central fact is that any kind of appropriate development policy will not work without minimal political stability.  One of the most urgent problems this continent is faced with, therefore, should be to restore a peaceful political environment that would enable policymakers to carry out a steady, long-term development intervention.  Although there is a large amount of academic literature on economic and geo-political causation of conflicts in Africa, the focus now seems to be shifting from the explanation of facts to the formulation of practical policy prescriptions to fix the problems of weak, fragile, failed or collapsed states (Fukuyama 2004, Ghani and Lockhart 2008, Kaplan 2008). 
However, those technical prescriptions do not seem to be well tailored yet to the realities of African political economy.  Here lies the significance for us to revisit the path-breaking work of Sir Arthur Lewis, Politics in West Africa (Lewis 1965a), a potentially powerful classic of constitutional engineering for troubled African nations, which has not been discussed among policymakers and academics with the serious attention it deserves.
2. Lewis As a Fabian Pan-Africanist
Arthur Lewis was born in St. Lucia in 1915.  According to his autobiography, young Lewis first wanted to become an engineer, but there was little hope that a black engineer could be employed in the colonial West Indies in the early twentieth century.  That is why Lewis, a prodigy whose father was an admirer of Marcus Garvey, had to decide on a less attractive subject, economics, when he was awarded a scholarship to study in London (Breit and Spencer eds. 1986).
In his days in the London School of Economics, Lewis became an active Fabian, and wrote his first major published work, Labour in the West Indies (Lewis, 1939), as a pamphlet for the Fabian Society. During the Second World War, while being involved in the activities of the Fabian Colonial Bureau, he was recruited as secretary to the Colonial Economic Advisory Committee in the British Colonial Office. However, he resigned from the Committee in 1944 because of the bureaucratic reactions to his insistence upon radical economic reform in the British colonies. His clash with neo-classical, colonial laissez-faire philosophy is obvious, judging from the records in the British National Archives (Cooper 1996: 68-69, 119; Mine 2006).
In 1946, Lewis played a leading role in organizing a major Fabian conference on the colonial question, where a group of influential Pan-Africanists such as Kwame Nkrumah was invited (Mine 2006). In 1948, he took a lectureship at the University of Manchester, where the historic Pan-African Congress had been organized, and then published a legendary academic best-seller at that time, The Principles of Economic Planning, originally written as another pamphlet for the Fabian Society (Lewis 1949).  His most famous work is a seminal article published in 1954, “Economic Development with Unlimited Supplies of Labor” (Lewis 1954), which is featured in university textbooks on development economics even today.

Lewis, who had socialized with leaders of Pan-Africanism, was eventually invited by Prime Minister Nkrumah of independent Ghana to serve as economic adviser, with George Padmore being his political counterpart.  But Lewis’ tough stance against the centralization of power, the urban bias and the neglect of rural masses, and other factors led him to be alienated from Nkrumah who decided to adopt a pro-Soviet stance in 1961, resulting that Lewis eventually left Ghana (Lewis 1976; Tignor 2006, chaps. 5-6; Murphy 2006, chap. 5).  His major work on Africa is Politics in West Africa, published in 1965, which is filled with emotion about his betrayed expectations in the land of his ancestors, as is expressed in the opening paragraph.
(To) me, of African descent, a visit to Africa is always exciting, emotionally and intellectually. Besides, I have known the chief Pan-African leaders personally for thirty years, sharing their anti-imperialism, and their goal of an Africa united in stages. I also share their goal of a free Africa, and it is only the defection of some from this goal that has wrung this pamphlet from me (Lewis 1965a, p. 11).

3. Plural Societies in Asia and Africa
The text of Politics in West Africa was made public as the tenth Whidden Lectures at MacMaster University, Canada.  The first inaugural lecture had been given by the eminent South African liberal historian, C.W. de Kiewiet (de Kiewiet 1956).  Although the argument of Lewis reveals his adherence to the values of liberal democracy (Findley 1982), his proposition is not so much normative as practical from the start to the end.  
In this monograph, Lewis depicted West African society as a plural society.  The concept of plural society was originally formulated by J.S. Furnivall, a British colonial official and scholar of British Burma and Dutch India.  In the most important work of Furnivall, Colonial Policy and Practice, the plural society was defined as a heterogeneous medley of colonial inhabitants: Malays, Indians, Chinese and Europeans.  Each segment has its own religion, idea, culture and language.  Placed within the same political unit, they mix but do not combine (Furnivall 1948: 304-305).

It is evident that Lewis drew some inspiration from the contemporary work of Furnivall, who also had worked for the Colonial Office and revealed his dislike for colonial laissez-faire philosophy along the line of Fabian socialism (Furnivall 1945).  In Lewis’s writings, the concept of plural society first appeared in a Penguin paperback, Attitude to Africa.  In its second chapter, probably co-authored with Colin Legum, it was argued that something close to the South East Asian plural society could be founded in East Africa and Central Africa, while the Nigerian society with ethnic divides without a sizable settler population could be categorized as “quasi-plural society” (Lewis et al. 1951: 45-61).  A similar understanding is found in a writing of one of the founders of modern social anthropology, A.R. Radcliffe-Brown, who called a society with colonial divides a composite society, with South Africa being its archetype (Radcliffe-Brown 1952).
After independence, however, the majority of Europeans returned from colonies in Afrasia to their countries of origin.  Without settler groups, West African society could be now characterized as a plural society where horizontal divisions between ethnic groups in the original population were more significant.  When he wrote Politics in West Africa, Lewis understood the nature of plural society in this non-colonial way.  Vertical divisions in society, Lewis argued, were not as obvious in West Africa as in European class society, so that Marxist explanation was irrelevant here (Lewis 1965a: 18).  In the course of decolonization, this understanding of plural society which emphasized internal cleavages was widely being shared, as is shown in, for example, Leo Kuper and M.G. Smith eds. (1969).
In spite of his attention to ethnic cleavages, Lewis was not an anthropologist but an economist, and stressed the fact that wide economic disparities were superimposed on the historical differences in language, religion and culture among the various ethnic groups and regions in West Africa.  He also held that the enclaves of capitalist enterprise emerged in the colonial period, such as commercial tropical farming and the mining industry, were surrounded by impoverished rural hinterlands.  Therefore, the polarization of the rich and the poor tended to be translated not into nation-wide class antagonism but into conflicts between relatively privileged regions and disadvantaged regions, with the lines of demarcation largely overlapping ethnic divisions (Lewis 1965a: 17-28).  At the time of the writing of Politics in West Africa, in fact, the devastating civil war in the Congo was just ending (1960-65), and the next havoc in Nigeria was imminent (1967-70).
4. Pluralist Governance for West Africa
What kind of governance, then, did Lewis consider to be most appropriate for the volatile post-independent plural society in West Africa?  In the 1960s, the monolithic single-party system was not only supposed to be suitable for controlling ethnic divisions, but also favoured against the backdrop of the international political climate at that time.  The centralized economy of the Soviet Union was praised by pro-Eastern nationalists, and the Keynesian interventionist state was preferred by pro-Western nationalists (Killick 1978).
It is this orthodoxy of the 1960s that Lewis wanted to challenge.  According to Lewis, a single-party system is inherently unstable.  When opposition politics are suppressed, the ruling parties can be overthrown only by coup d’état.  Or opposition builds up inside the ruling party and the conflict of interests can lead to a messy power-struggle within the upper levels of the hierarchy.  Even though the ruling party could retain some degree of stability, it tends to make grave policy errors simply by rejecting criticism from outside (Lewis 1965a: 55-63).
As a matter of course, the antithesis of the single-party domination is a multi-party democracy.  For the plural society in post-independent West Africa, however, Lewis proposed a special kind of multi-party democracy, made up of a combination of three distinctive institutional arrangements.  The first is proportional representation.  The democratic challenge of a plural society is to create a system in which all segments of the population can participate in the decision-making process, and minorities can feel that they are full members of a new-born nation-state.  National loyalty should be built on top of ethnic loyalty by providing all groups with room for self-expression.  In order to give minorities full representation, discourage parochialism and assuage the conflict of regional and ethnic interests, proportional representation is much better than a single-member constituency system, which may exaggerate geographical rivalry and reduce politics to a dangerous zero-sum game (Lewis 1965a: 64-74).

The second is coalition government.  The idealization of the situation in which two major parties alternate in the role of ruling party like a swinging pendulum is nothing but an Anglo-Saxon myth.  In a mature democracy, in fact, the opposition is represented in all important parliamentary commissions and has a real voice.  In the young democracies in West Africa, however, the majority party could penalize those who voted for the “wrong” party by leaving the local infrastructure in decay, by shifting government contracts away from certain companies, and even by resorting to physical violence to nip any threats to single-party domination in the bud.  Coalition can be an alternative to this kind of vicious circle of mutual hatred.  In order to foster an atmosphere of tolerance, Lewis proposed a constitutionally prescribed coalition in which, for example, every party that had received more than twenty percent of the votes could be given seats in the cabinet in proportion to its polling result (Lewis 1965a: 74-84).

The third is federalism, or provincial devolution.  According to Lewis, the economic and political merits of federalism in West Africa are two-fold.  First, in highly centralized states, richer regions tend to loathe being taxed to subsidize poorer regions.  Under a federalist framework, however, it would be easier for a central government controlled by representatives of the poorer majority to contain the disaffection of the richer minority and possible movements toward secession.  Second, people in remote areas tend to resent paying taxes to a distant central government located in a faraway capital.  Thus, to keep the budget on an even keel, decentralization is essential for a relatively big, heterogeneous nation (Lewis 1965a: 49-55).
Although this combination of proportionality, coalition and federalism is a unique invention of Lewis, we notice some theoretical influence of political pluralism on his conception of pluralist governance for West Africa.  When he was still a LSE student, Lewis made a contact with the New Fabian Research Bureau, whose intellectual leader was G.D.H. Cole, and Lewis continued to appreciate the singular value of Cole’s Guild Socialism as late as in the 1970s (Lewis 1971).  Besides, while Lewis was teaching at the LSE as a young lecturer, Harold Laski was known as an exceptionally popular and controversial political scientist at the LSE.

The concept of political pluralism was developed in the early twentieth century by scholars such as Cole, Laski, as well as E. Barker and J.N. Figgis.  A similar perspective was also set forward in the United States by the Scottish-born American sociologist, Robert MacIver.  Some were Fabian socialists and others were not, but a common message of their theories was that the uniqueness of state sovereignty could be compromised by the active roles played by various communities and associations, such as community organizations, trade unions, cooperatives, religious organizations, cultural organizations and municipalities.  The central state might be functioning just as one of human associations, and yet, was expected to play a role of coordination of conflicting interests of different groups in a changing society.  This line of thinking seems to underlie Lewis’s proposition, which may be understood to be an innovative application of political pluralism originally geared to the industrial world into the African realities.
5. Historical Limit and Contemporary Relevance
Lewis’s bold proposition was not only ignored by West African politicians, but also harshly criticized by his British fellow social democrats who sided with African nationalist heroes.  It is the Dutch-born American political scientist, Arend Lijphart, who rescued Lewis’s governance model from early oblivion. In his major work on comparative constitutional engineering, Democracy in Plural Societies, Lijphart added a mutual veto as the forth element to Lewis’ combination of proportionality, coalition and federalism, and baptized his quadruple model consociational democracy (Lijphart 1977).  Although the Lijphart model owed a great deal to Lewis’s, the former seems to be more concerned with a schematic formulation of a general, “grand theory,” than a specific solution to a specific problem (Sartori 1997: 69-75).

Lewis clearly understood the limits of his own proposal, which was considered to provide a provisional framework of governance for specific countries at a specific time.  He pointed out later that federalism might not be a long-term answer, in that a loose confederation of autonomous regions could aggravate the economic gap between rich and poor regions.  However, “As a short-run refuge from cleavage and strife,” he said, “[the plural system, or federalism] is in many places the best that we can do for the time being” (Lewis 1985: 25).  It is also well known that proportionality and coalition politics have a strong inclination toward an elite domination during a long period of time.  The proposition of Lewis should not be considered to be a universal panacea.
Lewis recognized the diversity of African societies.  In parts of Africa other than West Africa, “a handful of people own most of the land, or there is a large industrial proletariat, or the masses are held down in some kind of caste or racist system.  In such countries political warfare is inevitable and can be healthy” (Lewis 1966).  In contrast to such a class/settler society stands the egalitarian society.  Lewis considered that a single-party system could be a feasible option provided that the income gaps between different regions were not very wide, and complimented Julius Nyerere’s socialist party in Tanzania (Lewis 1965a: 67-68).  An irony of history is that South Africa, a country that was clearly an exception to Lewis’ specific proposal, has become the first African country to adopt Lewis’ model of pluralist governance, without intention, in the name of power-sharing à la Lijphart (Lijphart 1985).
Although Lewis described some of the West African nationalists as “rogues,” “unscrupulous,” “bosses” and “power-hungry demagogues,” making Western conscientious readers in the 1960s raise their eyebrows, his argument was that the nature of Africans was just the same as that of the rest of humankind, in the sense that most people were “motivated both by a desire to be of service to their fellows and also by the need to fulfil their own personal ambitions.”  The most critical issue for Lewis was to contrive a system that would enable a society to effectively rid itself of “unworthy operators” (Lewis 1965a: 62-63, 85; 1965b).  Based on this understanding, Lewis did not hesitate to criticize his contemporary “African dictators” in very strong terms.  
However, in practice, Lewis definitely preferred the politics of compromise to a chain reaction of a dictator being get rid of by another dictator. In this connection, we must not neglect the point raised by Lewis that “we must face the fact that no institutional gimmick can be devised that will automatically make big groups collaborate instead of fight” (Lewis 1965a: 83).  Recognizing that keeping a certain group, either a rich minority or a poor majority, aloof could have devastating political consequences, Lewis favoured more benign politics of consensus than adversarial veto politics.  According to Lewis, the task of a good leader is not to resort to frequent votes but to keep “his people working together as a team” (Lewis 1965a: 65-66, 85-86).
6. Conclusion
The proposal of Lewis for West Africa in the 1960s was to be the prototype of what is known today as power-sharing.  In fact, the new governance structure in Iraq adopted after the fall of the Hussein regime is congruent with what Lewis proposed for West Africa.  In South Africa and Ireland, power-sharing was a keyword to bring about lasting peace, and the new post-conflict regimes in those countries have been negotiated out in that way.  The transitional governments in Sudan and the Democratic Republic of Congo are called Governments of National Unity, after the successful model  in South Africa.  Kenya and Zimbabwe, which have both inherited the single-member constituency system from Britain, now have fragile coalition governments in the wake of political turmoil.  This allay of examples, substantial and shallow, show us that neither a better institutional mechanism nor a decisive intervention from outside is good enough, and that the negotiation of stakeholders based on the endogenous process of popular participation is surely of significant value.
Still, we can ponder the reason why Lewis proposed the typical set of decentralized governance structures for West Africa, being dissatisfied with a mere censure of African dictatorship.  In historical perspective, a highly centralized state has generally been alien to most African societies that were sparsely populated and surrounded by open frontiers (Hirschman 1978; Kopytoff 1987; Thompson 1990, chap. 1; Herbst 2000), with handful exceptions such as the emergence of Buganda Kingdom and Zulu Kingdom armed with powerful bureaucracy.  The pluralist governance propounded by Lewis could be more suitable for the African realities of frontier traditions, than the rigidly centralized state structure dominated by a single party.
Although an effort to apply Lewis’ proposals verbatim to the complex realities of today’s Africa should be futile, his neglected work on West Africa remains an underex​ploited, extremely rich source of further political and intellectual inquiry.  It is self-​evident that the opposite of single-party domination is multi-party democracy.  However, one cannot idealize Western democracy per se, because the direct, uncritical transplant of a system developed outside may cause a necrosis of social organs.  We have so many variants of multi-party liberal democracy, that Lewis’ model of pluralist governance still seems to be an effective point of reference, at least as a short-term refuge, for formulating alternatives to the single-party domination in some parts of Africa, which has proved to be palpably unsustainable.
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