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REPORT

CADRE, CATCH-ALL OR CARTEL?

A Rejoinder

Richard S. Katz and Peter Mair

ABSTRACT

Inresponse to Koole’s criticisms of our cartel party argument, we suggest
that the relationship between participation in an inter-party cartel (a sys-
temic characteristic) and the characteristics of the individual parties par-
ticipating in the cartel is strong enough to generate a “cartel party’ as a
party type. While the boundaries between interest organizations and the
state have blurred, this is a generalization of the blurring of boundaries
between parties and the state to which we referred, and only means that
more of the traditional linkages between society and the state are becom-
ing problematic. Precursors of the cartel party phenomenon can be
traced to the 1950s or before, but in recent years it has become increas-
ingly typical rather than aberrational. While there are no fully fledged
cartel parties (as there never were fully fledged mass or catch-all parties),
the type has developed sufficiently as to justify the specification of an
additional ‘corner’ in space, relative to which real-world cases can be
anchored.

KEY WORDS acartel party = party competition » party organization

Ruud Koole (1996) has raised a number of interesting points and criticisms
concerning the cartel party argument that we originally advanced in the
pages of this journal (Katz and Mair, 1995). Although some of these points
are, in our view, based on misinterpretations of our argument, and although
some raise concerns that we have already anticipated in other contexts,
Koole does nevertheless also highlight errors of commission or omission that
we have made, and therefore offers us an opportunity to clarify and improve
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our understanding of contemporary developments in party politics. Koole
has, of course, also been a highly valued collaborator of ours in the research
project out of which the cartel party argument developed, and we haye prot-
ited greatly from his comments and criticisms as that .research project has
developed. Challenge and response are crucial steps in the refinement of
theorv and in the definition of research questions, and we are therefore
plcaséd to have this opportunity to respond to what is an interesting and
sometimes valuable critique.

Kooles first principal criticism concerns definitions. He argues that
whereas we actually write about the ‘cartel party” as a particular party type,
the hypothesized cartel phenomenon with which we are §011cerned should
actually be seen as a property of the relations among parties rather than as
a propérty of individual parties, per se. Moreover, he argues, we never ade-
quately define thar party type. ' .

Strictly speaking, Koole 1s of course correct to emphasize the systemic

character of the phenomenon, and we indicated as much in the original
article (p. 17) in suggesting that it would perhaps be more accurate to speak
of *cartel parties’ {in the plural} or that ‘at one level this development Felates
to the party system as a whole’. That said, however, it is our contention, as
was also stated in the original article, that the development of cartel-like pat-
terns of inter-party relations will have a significant impact‘ on the internal
organization and activities of the parties involved. It is theretore‘not so much
that we use a systemic property to characterize individual parties, as Koo}e
suggests we do (p. 508), but rather that we try to hypothesize a r'clatlonshlp
between systemic characteristics, on the one hand, and individual party
(;haracteri;tics, on the other, and this seems to us a perfectly reasonable
approach. Indeed, the notion that a relationship exists between patterns of
inter-party competition, on the one hand, and intra-party developments, on
the other, is well attested in the literature, and already formed a core elcrflent
of Kirchheimer’s (1966) catch-all party model. In this sense, our use of the
term ‘cartel’ as a modifier of 'party’ in the singular reflects the hypothesis
that there is an identifiable complex of intra-party characteristics which can
be associated with the interpenetration of party and state, as well as with
those patterns of inter-party collusion that aim to blur the distinction
between ‘ins” and ‘outs’ and to mitigate the consequences of electoral com-
petition. Koole is also correc: in stating that we never offer a tight ;nd
explicit definition of the cartel party. One reason is that although we believe
that we have identified an important trend in party development, the trend
itself remiains in its early stages: and given the tendency of a first specification
to stick (as the term “cartel” has), it docs not seem wise to be overly precise
at this point. Nonetheless, we have identified at some length what we believe
to be the main characteristics of the cartel party phenomenon, at both the
svstemic and the intra-party organizational levels, and since these were sum-
marized clearly in our original article (pp. 17-23 and Table 1}, there seems
little point in repeating them here.
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Koole's second key criticism is that we misspecify the relattonships among
society, state and parties, and, in particular, that we ignore the interpenetra-
tion of society and the state, maintaining (especially in our tigures) a sharp
distinction where in fact the reality has become blurred. In addition, he sug-
gests that because of this blurring of the boundary between state and society,
a greater identification of parties with the state does not necessartly imply
the development of a greater distance between parties and society.

That the identification of party with state does not necessarily mean
greater distance between party and society is certainly true. Indeed, the
hypothesis of a detachment of party from society, which was already raised
by Kirchheimer, and which has been the subject, inter alia, of a recent special
issue of the European Journal of Political Research {Sainsbury, 1990),
clearly needs carcful empirical research. Nonetheless there are strong,
reasons for advancing such a hypothesis. First, by drawing resources from
the state, the parties make it simply that much easier to become remote from
society. Whether parties have in fact become more remote may well merit a
serious empirical investigation; what is beyond doubt, however, is that their
changing balance of resources means that they are now likely to suffer sig-
nificantly less material disadvantage through such remoteness. Second, the
interpenetration of state and party encourages party strategists to focus their
attention on the state and therefore risks the neglect of their connections to
the wider society. Time is short, and periods spent in the pursuit and manage-
ment of public office must clearly detract from those spent cultivating
popular constituencies. Finally, and whatever the empirical reality, there 1s
no question but that entanglement with, and finance by, the state risks pre-
senting the voters with the ‘image’ and ‘sense” of remoteness. Parties are busy
with themselves, and with the state, and this can result in their being seen as
putting greater distance between themselves and the vorers. To be sure, we
may well end up by giving too much credit to what Koole (p. 517} reters to
as ‘the rhetorics of the challengers’; our point would simply be that contem-
porary party styles have allowed these rhetorics to achieve a certain reson-
ance,! however much an objective academic eye might judge this resonance
to be unwarranted.

Koole’s diagrams differ from ours most particularly in that he shows a
growing overlap between *state’ and *(civil) society’, whereas we show “state’
and ‘civil society” always to be separate. Although this is neither the nme nor
the place to begin to enter into a series of theoretical discussions of
state—soclety relationships,” it is apparent from both his references and his
explicit mention of the phenomenon thar Koole is here referring primarily to
the growth of neocorporatist arrangements, in which interest organizations
(the manifestations of civil society organized to influence the *authoritative
allocations of values') become quasi-governmentalized (see also the valuable
analysis by Crouch, 1986). This is an important phenomenon to which we
gave little direct attention, in that our concern obviously lay with the
relationships among parties, society and the state. rather than with all
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possible linkages between society and the state, alrhough we did observe in
our conclusion that many established interest organizations ‘have devel()pfzd
relationships with the state that are not Llplikc those devcl.()ped by the parties
themselves’ (p. 23). Even then, however, far from undermining our argument
concerning state—party—society relationships, Koole’s observarl()p ac“tually
generalizes it to a wider universe, in which the‘g()\.fernmentahzatlon 'of
parties becomes a special case of the governmentalization ofvmany organiz-
ations heretofore regarded as primarily serving the function ’of Almkage
between society and the state. Indeed, if one were to take Koole’s diagrams
as three frames of a moving picture and project forward, one would epd up
with a party-state relationship that is precisely the same as we prO]eFth
from the analogous diagrams in our own article — party is entirely contained
within the state.

This leads us to think a bit more carefully about what the referents of
terms like ‘society’ and ‘civil society’ (which both Koole and we use rather
loosely as synonyms) actually are. Are we referring to the geperal popu-
lation, or perhaps that segment of the general populatlpn admitted to full
citizenship’, recognizing that society in this respect also m.cludes a variety of
unspecified organizations and structures? Or are we referring precisely to the
organizations that apparently arise from society in order to channel com-
munication and negotiation among societal interests, on the one hand, gnd
between those interests and the state, on the other? If we adopt the first
meaning, then the idea of the interpenetration o.f state and society mgkes
little sense unless it refers simply to a broadening of the social basis of
recruitment to positions in the state structures. If we adopt the 'se{cond
meaning, however, and everything in Koole’s Varticle suggests that. this is the
meaning he intends, then while interpenetration Qf state and society (inter-
est organizations) certainly has grown substantially over recent decades
(although there is evidence that this trend has reyersed as neocorporatist
arrangements have come unstuck in many countries), this does not make
parties ‘binders’ between society and the state, but rathgr undermines yet
another of the traditional linkages between society (in the first sgnse) .a.nd the
state. And this, in turn, simply furthers the potential for ‘anti-politics’ to
which Koole refers, and which we also suggest in discussing ‘challenges to
the cartel party’. o

Seen from this perspective, our analyses actually have many points in
common. We both recognize that voters are less tied to parties thgn before,
in part because citizens have access to more alternatives (new spaal move-
ments, courts, corporatism, and so on). We also both recogmze thalt the
increased scope and complexity of state power have reduced the capacity of
parties (or anyone else) to steer society and produce resglts. But where Koole
would like us to conclude that the changed relationship between state and
society renders meaningless our claim that ‘parties are no lopgcr simple
brokers ... [but] become absorbed by the state’, we wpuld argue mstead that
it is possible to accept all of Koole’s analysis about this relationship and then
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conclude that therefore ‘parties are no longer simple brokers ... [but]
become absorbed by the state’. In other words, our respective conclusions
are not really so different — the parties lean more heavily on the state because
(Katz and Mair) or whilst (Koole) their degree of social integration becomes
eroded. In the end, therefore, what Koole seem to be arguing is that the
parties remain prominent (because the role of the state has become more
promunent), and this is something that we never really sought to deny.

Koole’s third major point is Janus faced. Looking backward, and referring
to the consociational literature in particalar, he complains that the phenom-
enon of an inter-party cartel is nothing new. Looking forward, he complains
that the ‘alleged cartels’ are neither very descriptive of reality nor very suc-
cessful. And while one can ask whether he really can have it both ways, one
can also more usefully ask whether either of these observations is seriously
to the point.

We are suggesting that the development of cartel partics is a response to a
variety of processes that have been going on for some time in Europe, and
in western democracies more generally. There is no suggestion that these
developments have suddenly occurred overnight, and correspondingly no
suggestion that the cartel party has suddenly emerged fully grown at any par-
ticular moment in time. Like Koole, we project forwards, and we also
hypothesize. But if the roots of inter-party cooperation or collusion can be
traced back to before the 1970s — and ‘kartel democratic” in the Netherlands
and the use of the ‘Magic Formula™ to form governments in Switzerland offer
apt examples — then well and good. Our claim is simply that these phenom-
ena and their equivalents, which previously were regarded as aberrations,
are now becoming more widespread, in much the same way as Lijphart
(1968: 35-9) originally hypothesized that ‘depoliticized democracy” would
develop into the prevalent European model. Thus, and paraphrasing Koole,
the fact that all major parties have had a ‘governmental status’ in several
(consociational) countries since at least 194§ {p- 516), should not be allowed
to obscure the more interesting observation that most major parties have
now acquired a ‘governmental status’ in all the European democracies in the
last two decades. What was once a feature of consociational democracies in
particular is therefore now rapidly becoming a feature of European democ-
racies more generally.

Let us now turn to some other points, albeit in no particular order of
importance. First, Koole is certainly correct in pointing out that in the
western democracies, access to the publicly controlled electronic media at
election time is sometimes very egalitarian. With very few exceptions, nom-
mating candidates for election to public office will usually guarantee at least
some broadcast time even to very small parties, and/or new partics, and/or
‘outsider” parties, and this is often the only way such actors can make their
voices heard withm the public domain. Thar said. however, Koole’s Dutch
example of strict equality of media access for all parties is far from universal:
although new parties mav get access to the state media if they nominate a
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sufficiently large number of candidates, that access 1s sometimf*s minimal, or
is available only at the least attractive times (e.g. in th.e‘UK or (',anada), while
equal allocations of time to ‘government” and ‘opposm'on’ (asin Franc?) may
seriously disadvantage, if not completely exclude, parties that are oqts;de the
‘establishment’ groups altogether. Moreover, the argument itself is Amade—
quate, in that evidence of equal access is usually relevant to these'medla mlzly
at election time, thereby neglecting the very important — and evident - bias
in favour of the established parties at all other periods. In this sense, access
to free election broadcasts is clearly not the key issue. New and Fhfferent
voices might well be capable of being heard when voters are preparing to go
to the polls; at all other times, however, and this 15 clearl'y-the norm, it is iny
the bigger parties, and those that have a substantial position in Pgbllc ofiflce,
that continue to be privileged by the media, not least be_cagse it is precisely
these parties that are in a position to employ the most effegtlvc spin doctors,
and therefore remain ‘dominant and omnipresent’ (Galbraith, 1992: 144) on
the airwaves. ‘ ’
Second, Koole also challenges our assertion concerning the ‘toning down
of competition, arguing that the opening of electoral markets has. actually
made the contests much more fierce. And, again, at one level he is clearly
correct: the electorate has become more available, the parties have become
more vulnerable, and the resources — at least in a material sense — devoted to
campaign efforts have certainly tended to increase. In this sense, the game —
the horse-race — has obviously become more intense. Substantively, howev;r,
there is now much less at stake: in most countries, the mainstream parties
have tended to converge with one another in left—right terms; there has been
a marked increase in the promiscuity of coalition formation, with almost gll
possible combinations of parties being conceivable‘borh in theory and in
practice; and finally, not least as a result of internatlxonal pressures and Fhe
weight of past commitments, the scope for policy innovation is becommg
increasingly circumscribed (Mair, 1995: 46-51). If one then a.d‘ds to this .the’
apparently enhanced scope for the ‘co-government of OPpOSltIOﬂal parties
(Koole, p. 516), as well as our own arguments concerning the diminishing
material differences between winning and losing, it would appear that the
real substance of competition is evaporating. What we see, rherpfore, and
what is perhaps not surprising, is an apparently inverse relationship between
the intensity with which the game is played (Koole’s point), on th§ one hand,
and the relative importance of the outcome of that game (our point), on the
other. When it appears to matter less to voters who might win or lose, then
the choices of these voters may often be determined simply by how the game
is played.}? o
Third, and perhaps more importantly, Koole contends that by the criteria
that we appear to establish, the so-called cartel parties have not in fact
proved very successful, at least in the sense that they bavc not m;naged to
prevent the entry of new parties. This is, of course, quite correct; mdccd, as
has been emphasized elsewhere (Gallagher et al., 1995: 231-3), one of the
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very few consistent trends that can be seen in the make-up of European party
systems over the post-war decades has been that of increased fragmentation,
even though many of the new parties that have emerged onto the scene have
continued to remain quite marginal in terms of electoral and parliamentary
support. In fact, our initial formulation of this point was highly misleading,
particularly in so far as we implied a concerted effort by the established
parties to prevent the emergence of new parties, and thanks to Koole's
welcome criticisms we can now perhaps begin to clarify the argument in this
brief rejoinder.
In the first place, we would never contend that the established parties in
established party systems generally seck to exclude outsiders through the
imposition of formal legal thresholds or whatever; nor could a given set of
parties ‘conspire’ to give themselves public subsidies and free access to public
media while totally denying those resources to challengers, and still maintain
any pretence of democracy. Obstacles do of course exist in practice, such that,
for example, while new parties may be eligible for state campaign subsidies,
these are generally paid only after the election, when they are obviously far
less useful, and with even the first steps of getting candidates on the ballot
and winning recognition as a party being generally easier for parties that are
already established (as in the USA). In the end, however, these simply handi-
cap rather than exclude the new challengers. Second, albeit exceptionally so,
a concerted exclusionary process does sometimes exist in practice, but this is
not so much directed at preventing the emergence of *outsider’ parties as at
denying them access to executive office; in other words, there are clearly some
instances in which ‘outsider’ parties (such as the Danish Progress Party, the
Vlaams Blok in Belgium, the current FPO in Austria) are actually treated as
pariahs by the established political class, even though the right of these parties
to contest elections is never actually challenged. Third, and more commonly,
when new parties do emerge, it is clearly of benefit to the existing parties to
try to incorporate them into the cartel itself. In this sense, it is not so much
any attempt at the formal exclusion of outsiders that is relevant, but rather
their socialization, and the Dutch D'66, as well as perhaps the German
Greens — which are among the successful new parties cited by Koole as chal-
lenging our argument - offer close to textbook examples of precisely this sort
of translation from outsider to insider status. We would therefore wish to
emphasize the restriction of competition not so much through exclusion but
rather through control and absorption, and it is in this sense that, like many
equivalent cartels in commodity production, the cartels of established parties
have actually proved quite successful. Indeed, it is particularly when poten-
tial challenges are posed to the established parties as a whole (Katz and Mair,
1995: 23-5) that there develops a tendency to collude against the newcomers
- at least until the newcomers have learned to play the game according to the
established rules (see also Schattschneider, 1960).
Since the space available for this rejoinder is necessarily limited, let us con-
clude with two brief observations. First, Kooles comments on the question

§21



KATZ AND MAIR

of stratarchic and federalist modes of intra-party ()rgallizgtl()ll are l;lor}l
insightful and well taken. This is a difficult and problematic ar;:a, wh ich
probably demands more careful thmkmg.tl?ro.ugh than any o usA‘ ive
allowed for up to now. Our own sense, but it is htrle' more than that, is that
the stratarchic model is perhaps the most appropriate, even when hlgh(lfr
party bodies are actually composed of delegates — indeed, this was ;}igcr y
how the Wayne County Democratic Party was act‘ually struct‘uredi( grs—
veld, 1964: 36=7). Moreover, while local parties might well w1€l'd cl(])n51 her-
able power when acting together, as Koole suggests, our sense 1sbt1‘ ’ilt ;f-e)j
simply don’t usually act together, hence a.llowmg the party in pu -l(.fO 1;:
to remain effectively autonomous in practice (see al'so Katz and Mair, orth-
coming). Second, notwithstanding Koole’s umcludmg remarks, we neverdlri
fact intended to suggest that there existed some single evolgtl()nary mo he
with a single dominant party type. Our point W()uld be 51mplydthat t-‘e
development of party organizations reflects a stimulus—response dynamic,
and while a sequence can be discerned - not least as a .rf.:sult of the seq‘uen—
tial development of favourable and unfavourable copdltlons ~ this dli)es not
necessarily characterize the trajectory of every specific party. On the con-
trary, and echoing Koole’s belief in the existence ofa plgrallty of party t.ypesi
we would see each model as representing one of a series of organizationa
‘inventions” which then becomes part of the available repertoire, or menu,
from which political actors may draw (see also thz and Malr, forthcoming),
but where, ceteris paribus, the existence of particular circumstances (state
funding, a newly enfranchised electorate, or whatever) will tend t(()idfac\ifou;
the adoption of one model rather than another. It must al.so be adde , 0
course, that there are in fact no fully fledged cartel parties, just as there are,
or were, no fully fledged mass parties, catch-all parties, or cgdre parties;
what we have sought to do is to draw attention. to what we bel@ye to be an
important development in the on-going evolgtlon of party politics, and to
anchor a ‘corner’ in space relative to which real-world cases can be
attempted to be located (see, for example, the attempted apphcatlonls n tlzie
recent papers of Agh, 1995; Hoskin, 1995; Maclyor, 1996).Aln tl.e‘ end,
therefore, we are not trying to think of this discussion as one in which we
are right and Koole is wrong, or vice versa; rather we would see Ourselivirls as
engaged in placing different emphases — and rhetorics — on what we believe
to be a basically agreed phenomenon.

Notes

1 For a pungent example of the resonance of these rhetorics, note a S(.)mcwhat appro-
priate newspaper comment which lies to hand at the time of writing:

The real dirt of elections is a fateful compact within the political class:
on the one hand the candidates, using every artitice to distract from rhcl*
real problems and mask their own terror of solutions; on the other hand
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the media, stretching and exaggerating and purporting to de-construct
political evasions, but actually playing the same game, partners in a plot
that locates politics for ever between the voter and the real world.

(Young, 1996)

2 Although a number of useful insights are offered by Mitchell (1991) and the debate
that he subsequently provoked (Bendix et al., 1992), where at one point it is argued
that ‘the traffic across the border between state and soclety is more interesting than
where the somewhat arbitrary demarcation line is drawn’ {Bendix et al., 1992;
1007).
For a recent and comprehensive discussion of the various parameters of electoral
1 competition, sce Bartolini (1995). Note also Poggi’s (1990: 128-9) point, that
‘although it remains largely true ... that politics is the matrix of policy, the poli-
‘ tics in question more and more rarely consists in the open confrontation in the
‘ public sphere between organized bodies of opinion, competing for public support
|
|

w

for alternative policy proposals on the part of the citizenry. . .. To this extent, an
increasingly politically managed society is at the same time, paradoxic
gressively depoliticised’ (cited in McLaverty, 1996: 2). These
clearly echo Pizzorno’s (1981) observations on the hypothesis of

ally, pro-
arguments also
‘Hllusory choice’.

References

Agh, Attila (1995) ‘“The East Central European Party Systems: From *Movements”
to “Cartels™, paper presented to the conference on ‘Political Representation:
Parties and Parliamentary Democracy’, Budapest, 16-17 June.
Bartolini, Stefano (1995) ‘Electoral Competition: Analytical Dimensions and Empiri-
cal Problems’, EUI Working Papers in Political and Social Sciences, No. SPS 95/6.
Florence: European University Institute.
Bendix, John, Bertell Ollman, Bartholomew H. Sparrow and Timothy P. Mitchell
(1992) ‘Going Beyond the State?’, American Political Science Review $6: 1007-21.
Crouch, Colin (1986) ‘Sharing Public Space: Stares and Organized Interests in
Western Europe’, in John A. Hall (ed.) States in History, pp. 177-210. Oxford:
Blackwell.
Eldersveld, Samuel J. (1964) Political Parties: A Bebavioral Analysis. Chicago, IL:
Rand McNally.
Galbraith, John Kenneth (1992)
Houghton Mifflin.
Gallagher, Michael, Michacl Laver and Peter Mair (1995) Repre
ment in Modern Europe, 2nd edn. New York: McGraw Hill.
Hoskin, Gary (1995) *The State and Political Partics in Colombia’, paper presented
ata conference on “The Colombian Process of Reform: A New Role for the State?’,
Institute of Latin American Studies, University of London, 24-25 April.

Katz, Richard S. and Peter Mair (1995) ‘Changing Models ot Party Organization and
Party Democracy: The Emergence of the Cartel Party’, Party Politics 1: 5-28.

Katz, Richard S. and Peter Mair (forthcoming) “The As
Public Ottice: Party Organizanional Change in Contemporary Democracies’, in
Richard Gunther, Juan Ting and Jos¢ Ramon Montero tedsy Political Parties:
Changing Roles in Contemporary Dentocracies.

The Culture of Contentment. Boston, MA:

sentative Govern-

cendancy of the Party in

~



KATZ AND MAIR

Kirchheimer, Otto (1966) “The Transformation of West European Party Systems’, in
Joseph LaPalombara and Myron Weiner (eds) Political Parties and Political
Development, pp. 177-200. Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press.

Koole, Ruud (1996) *Cadre, Catch-All or Cartel: A Comment on the Notion of the
Cartel Party’, Party Politics 2: 507-23.

Lijphart, Arend (1968) “Typologies of Democratic Systems’, Comparative Political
Studies 1: 3-44.

Maclvor, Heather (1996) ‘Do Canadian Parties Form a Cartel?’, Canadian Journal
of Political Science 29: 317-33.

McLaverty, Peter (1996) “The Public Sphere and Local Democracy’, paper presented
to the Joint Sessions of the ECPR, Oslo, 29 March-3 April.

Mair, Peter (1995) ‘Political Parties, Popular Legitimacy, and Public Privilege’, West
European Politics 18: 40-57.

Mitchell, Timothy P. (1991) “The Limits of the State: Beyond Statist Approaches and
Their Critics’, American Political Science Review 85: 77-96.

Pizzorno, Alessandro (1981) ‘Interests and Parties in Pluralism’, in Suzanne Berger
(ed.), Organizing Interests in Western Furope: Pluralism, Corporatism, and the
Transformation of Politics, pp. 249-84. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Poggi, Gianfranco (1990) The State: Its Nature, Development and Prospects. Cam-
bridge: Polity.

Sainsbury, Diane, ed. (1990) Party Strategies and Party-Voter Linkages, special issue
of the European Journal of Political Research 18: 1-161.

Schattschneider, E.E. (1960) The Semi-Sovereign People. New York: Holt, Rinehart
and Winston.

Young, Hugo (1996) ‘Real Dirt Flies in an Unreal World’, The Guardian, 9 April.

RICHARD S. KATZ is Professor of Political Science at The Johns Hopkins University
in Baltimore. His research focuses on political parties, electoral institutions and
democracy.

ADDRESS: Department of Political Science, The Johns Hopkins University, Balti-
more, MD 21218-2685, USA. [email: Richard.Katz@jhu.edu]

PETER MAIR is Professor of Political Science and Comparative Politics at the Uni-
versity of Leiden, and is co-editor of the European Journal of Political Research.
ADDRESS: Department of Political Science, University of Leiden, Wassenaarseweg
52,2333 AK Leiden, The Netherlands. [email: mair@rulfsw.leidenuniv.nl]|

Richard Katz and Peter Mair are also editors of Party Organizations: A Data Hand-
book on Party Organizations in Western Democracies (1992) and of How Parties
Organize: Change and Adaptation in Party Organizations in Western Democracies

{1994).

Paper submitted 20 April 1996; accepted for publication 7 May 1996.

YA

PARTY POLITICS VOL 2. No.4 pp. 535-547

Copyright © 1996 SAGE Publications London « Thousand Qaks « New Delhi

REPORT

TANZANIA’S 1995 MULTI-PARTY
ELECTIONS

The Emerging Party System

Oda van Cranenburgh

ABSTRACT

In 1995 Tanzania held its first multi-party elections since the 1963 con-
stitution formally established a one-party system. This article seeks to
assess the emerging party system in Tanzania and examines the question
of whether the competition that emerged represents an expansion of
political choice for citizens and a broader representation of societal
forces. The emerging party system is assessed in view of several salient
features of the Tanzanian political system. The legal and institutional
framework strongly favours the governing party. The conclusion argues
that in view of the nature and capacities of the new political parties and
the legal/institutional framework, the expansion of both choice and rep-
resentation is very limited. The most we can expect from the Tanzanian
transition is a dominant-party system with the governing party flanked
by marginal opposition parties
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Introduction

In 1995 Tanzamia held its first multi-party elections since the 1965 constitu-
tion had formalized a de facto one-party system. After briefly sketching the
background to these elections, this article assesses these electi;ms as a step in
the country’s transition to democracy. The Tanzanian one-party state has
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