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Chapter |

Introduction

Idiosyncrasy, then, played a major role in the formation of both the Malaysia and
Kerala coalitions. It is not surprising that few other accommodative institutions of
these kinds can be found in severely divided societies.

-Donald L. Horowitz.*

The unique capacity of Kerala's political system to manage social diversity is a point
of attraction for political science students. An extremely fragmented society providing stable
governments with the participation of people from all significant sections of the people is a
rare phenomenon in the world. The unusual political stability that Kerala has acquired since
1982, after three long decades of short-lived governments and intermittent presidential rules,
denotes a political transformation in the history of Kerala. The political quagmire before 1982
was partly due to the spill-over effect of social cleavages. The willingness of political parties
to develop a political platform sharing power among different stakeholders remarkably
changed the political direction of Kerala. The outcome: the formation of the Congress-led
United Democratic Front (UDF) and the Communist Party-led Left Democratic Front (LDF),
the two all-encompassing political coalitions with multi-community compositions. They drew
an essential lesson from Kerala's history: only joint players can control the state's political
apparatus. The political coalitions followed the logic of cooperating with many parties and
groups to gain strength over the opponent in the fiercely competed bipolar election, leaving a
larger room for accommodation and negotiations. The mastery of the political actors in
designing and running the bipolar competition structure with two multi-community political
alliances regularly alternating on power amid deep social and political divisions should attract
the research community. Kerala's trajectory in social coalitions and political accommodations

can provide enormous lessons to power-sharing theories in divided societies.

! Donald L. Horowitz, “The Challenge of Ethnic Conflict: Democracy in Divided Societies,” Journal of
Democracy 4, no. 4 (1993): 34. dio: https://doi.org/10.1353/jod.1993.0054.
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Research Question

The central concern of this thesis is to explore the development and practice of power-
sharing and political accommodation in Kerala. Kerala's subnational existence within Indian
federalism necessitates a reference to the character of democratic institutional structure at the
national level. India's formal mechanisms are majoritarian, with the spirit of integrating social
groups into the mainstream and a relatively lesser emphasis on social accommodation.” At the
centre of Indian democracy is the Westminster system in tune with the British parliamentary
practices and the Anglo-American electoral rule, first past the post (FPTP), which does not
have many takers in the accommodation tradition. From electoral rules to the cabinet system,
from bureaucracy to the army, the nation-state in India confirms the philosophy of integration
by not giving recognition to social identity in public. The political safeguards to social and
religious minorities in the form of reservation and cultural rights do not explicate the
requirement to recognise the particular interest of any group but rather confirm the necessity
of an interim measure for the effective integration of people in the long run.? Scholarships

before have identified the lacuna of the Indian system in recognising group identity in public.

It should be borne in mind that a subnational unit within the Indian federal structure
has a limited say over the formal institutional arrangement, which takes shape on the
provisions of the country's constitution. As India has a single constitution for the centre and
states, the country's constituent assembly created a second set of executives for states, which
models the central executive in significant ways apart from the appointment of the Governor
by the President of India.* The Governor's office has emerged to play the veto role at the state
level as a person appointed by the president on the instruction of the central cabinet without
accountability to any legislator in the state or the centre.> In other words, the states in India

also have majoritarian or integrationist democratic institutions. Although India follows the

? Katharina Adeney, “Constitutional Centring: Nation Formation and Consociational Federalism in India and
Pakistan,” Commonwealth and Comparative Politics 40, no. 3 (2002): 8-33, dio:
https://doi.org/10.1080/713999598; and Niraja Gopal Jayal, Representing India: Ethnic Diversity and the
Governance of Public Institutions, Ethnicity, Inequality, and Public Sector Governance, (New York: Palgrave
Macmillan, 2006).

¥ Niraja Gopal Jayal, “The Limits of Representative Democracy,” South Asia: Journal of South Asian
Studies 32, no. 3 (2009): 327.

* Granville Austin, The Indian Constitution: Cornerstone of a Nation, (New York: Oxford University Press,
1966), 117.

® Subrata K. Mitra, and Make Pehl, “Federalism,” in The Oxford Companion to Politics in India, ed. Niraja
Gopal Jayal and Pratap Bhanu Mehta (New Delhi: Oxford University Press, 2010), 49.
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principle of asymmetric federalism, the institutional features in states seldom vary. Against
this backdrop, the current study needs to depart from the general practice in power-sharing
studies, which focuses on the formal institutional mechanism and its impact on democratic
governance. Instead, the study focuses on the evolution and practice of power-sharing

approaches outside the constitutionally mandated institutional settings.

In the absence of a constitutionally mandated power-sharing institutional system in
Kerala, the research inquiry turns to mechanisms that evolved outside constitutional
formality. Since 1980, Kerala's electoral pendulum has revolved around a bipolar competition
between the two political alliances, the UDF and LDF, which regularly alternated on power.
The combined vote share of the two fronts, which is at 86.5 per cent average between 1980
and 2016, hints at their ability to induct most of the people in the state into the mainstream
political process.® The approaches of the two alliances in dealing with social divisions have
drawn similarities: a practical method of accommodating maximum groups to the system to
strengthen the alliance against the opposition. A remarkable aspect of the inclusion of Kerala
politics is that all governments in the state since its formation in 1956 have included people
belonging to the five relevant social groups. Thus, at the heart of the political analysis of
power-sharing in Kerala shall be the coalition institutions that masterminded the political
process in the state in the last four decades. Broadly speaking, there are three categories of
approaches in Kerala in dealing with diversity: two distinct approaches by the political
alliances under the patronage of two significant parties and a third category outside the
mainstream party system to shatter the existing coalition. First, the LDF's orientation to
political ideologies of socialism and Marxism indicates an integrationist attitude to social
questions. The class politics of the left parties seldom recognises ethnic or communal
identities, arguably inimical to the proper development of class consciousness in the people.
Second, the UDF has a Congress tradition that is open to questions of community
participation in politics. The Congress-led platforms in Kerala have given open recognition to
community identities, reflecting an accommodationist approach to social diversity. The third
category concerns those sections that could not seep into the mainstream party system
because their strategies did not fit with the central principles of coalition politics in Kerala
that revolve around moderation and communal coexistence. Thus, the inquiry of how Kerala

deals with power-sharing would be about how the three approaches engage with politics and

® The data is based on the author's calculation using the information provided by the Election Commission of
India website (https://eci.gov.in/).

13


https://eci.gov.in/

communities. The necessity to ask questions about the power-sharing practice of Kerala is not
merely because it has received scant scholarly attention. Instead, it would guide us to an
underexplored but paramount important aspect of the power-sharing arrangements in divided
places, the role of institutions and practices beyond constitutionally enshrined mechanisms or

informal practices among the stakeholders.

Three questions inform the investigation. First, it makes a historical inquiry into the
socio-political processes in Kerala that contributed to the evolution of power-sharing
practices and political accommodation. Scholars have identified an inclusive political culture
in Kerala based on preliminary evidence. Thus the present exercise is to dissect the state's
social and political history to see if the power-sharing truly existed and in what manner.
Secondly, it deals with a sociological question of how the two political alliances which
controlled Kerala's politics in the last four decades managed the question of social identities.
As the alliances represent the political journey of the two political traditions in Kerala with
the participation of most political parties, the second question is about the two dominant
approaches to diversity in the state. The politics of Kerala from 1980 to 2016 is the history
and the track record of the LDF and UDF. Lastly, socio-political forces outside the bipolar
competition structure of the state have been trying to enter the race, questioning the strategies
of the mainstream parties in dealing with communities. The study thus asks about the new
political formats that can reconfigure the current political equations. Answering the question

will help understand the prospects of the coalitions in the future politics of Kerala.
Thus, the study asks:

1. How did power-sharing and political accommodation practices develop in the
state of Kerala?

2. How did the two stable alliances practice power-sharing and accommodation
under extreme societal fragmentation, and how are their approaches different?

3. What are the emerging political formats that can upset the accommodative

institutions of the state?

Research Method

This work represents a mixed research study that has used qualitative and quantitative
tools to understand the power-sharing process in Kerala. Focusing on a single case with

particular political culture would facilitate a more detailed and in-depth analysis of the social

14



processes that would help to excavate the critical role played by different political and social
actors. A single case study tells us why the hypothesis holds, while the large-n method says
whether it holds.” The advantage of a single case study research is that it enables a proper
engagement with the question. Conversely, the drawback of the method is the limitations in
drawing general theory that has implications beyond the case. Although this work focuses on
a single case in detail, it identifies three approaches to the power-sharing question within the
case enabling a comparative analysis. The three approaches are these: the Communist Party-
led LDF, the Congress-led UDF, and other parties outside the coalitions as representing a
third approach to shackle the existing coalition system. The comparative analysis of three
approaches to power-sharing within the same socio-political context partly irons out the
problem of limitations of the single case study method. This research exercise does not select

a case to provide a theoretical exploration but interprets a case with a theory.

The research conducted for this study has extensively used primary and secondary
resources. The initial stage of the research comprised an effort to understand the character of
the Indian political system in dealing with matters related to social diversity. The focus was
on how the constitution of India addressed the question of citizenship and demand for a
particular treatment. Then it shifted to the two schools of power-sharing, consociationalism
and centripetalism. Consociationalism and centripetalism are about the plethora of literature
produced by two erudite scholars, Arend Lijphart and Donald L. Horowitz. That part
involved thoroughly reading power-sharing literature, primarily the heated debates between
the two scholars in the last decades. Then it traced the practice of social coalition and power-
sharing in Kerala's historical context. To capture the nature of groups' involvement in the
political processes, it selected some of the vital socio-political movements in Travancore, the
history of which has set the political frame of Kerala, as sample cases. It finds that social
mobilisations of Kerala in the early twentieth century, when people preferred their
community organisations for public activism, were the joint activities or social coalitions of
community collectives. The intrinsic connection of Travancore's twentieth-century social
reform movement with the emergence of political parties of Kerala provides a connection
between the state's past and present socio-political processes. Then the study chased the
elements of power-sharing in the political development of Kerala, mainly focusing on the

evolution of the two significant parties in the state, the Communist Party and the Congress

" Stephen Van Evera, Guide to Methods for Students of Political Science, (New York: Cornell University Press,
1997), 57.
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Party. The method adopted to track the power-sharing development is a strategy of ‘process
tracing,’ wherein the cause of phenomena is singled out among multiple variables. The
process tracing method enables us to identify the intervening causal process and mechanism
between the independent and dependent variables and to consider the possibility of one or

more potential causal paths evident in a single case study.?

This thesis has supplemented the qualitative analysis with the quantitative exercise.
The research on power-sharing questions is incomplete without using some quantitative
works, mainly to analyse the defining aspect of representation and inclusion. This study
quantified the caste and religious profile of the Kerala legislative assembly and cabinet from
1982 to 2016. The electoral data provided by the official website of the Election Commission
of India (ECI) has come in handy in preparing the list of members of the legislative assembly.
It has used the Kerala Legislative Assembly's official website to prepare the list of cabinet
members. Identification of the social profiles of assemblies and cabinets has been a complex
task of this study because no official document mentions the caste and religion of Members
of Legislative Assembly (MLA) and ministers. Although names and surnames are helpful
identifiers of social backgrounds in India, many names are still unidentifiable. It has used the
expertise of some political leaders and government officials in identifying some members'
caste/religious profiles. For quantitative works, it tabulated the collected data on the socio-
religious profile of cabinets and assemblies and used various statistical methods for analysis.
In the cabinet membership, the day in office was the unit of calculation; thus, it could
mitigate the problem of irregular changes of ministers due to resignation and deaths. The
chapter descriptions have complemented the quantitative analysis with the qualitative
explanations. The primary resources have been used extensively in this stage: the proceedings
of the legislative assembly, writings of political leaders, reports in magazines and

newspapers, and party committee proceedings.

Limiting the search period is a crucial aspect of the research. This study has confined
the research to thirty-six years between 1980 and 2016. The choice of 1980 is because it
marked the official beginning of Kerala's two political alliances, which remarkably changed
the state’s politics. The statistical observation of the study is from the year 1982 because it
denoted the year the state acquired political stability; henceforth, all assemblies completed

the term without significant troubles. An exception to this was the 1987-1991 assembly

& Alexander L. George and Andrew Bennet, Case Studies and Theory Development in Social Science,
(Cambridge: MIT Press, 2005), 111, 172.
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which had nine months short of the full term because the E. K. Nayanar Government decided
to seek a fresh mandate before the expiry of the term. During the period, Kerala had seven
Assemblies and nine governments; only two governments were formed in the middle of the
assembly term because of the changes in the chief ministers. It should be borne in mind that
political analysis of a particular period cannot be completely ruptured from the adjacent
periods, and thus this work has placed the study within the larger Kerala political history.
Examination of the social composition before 1980 is a complex exercise because of the
frequent changes in the governments coupled with the instability in the party structure. The
other ending cap of the period is 2016 because it marked the last year of completion of an

assembly before this study started.

This study has used interviews with stakeholders in Kerala politics to minimise the
limitations of document analysis and secondary resource research in unearthing the strategies
and negotiations behind the curtain. A significant part of political dealings in coalition
politics happens without proper documentation, and the people involved in it or who
witnessed the same are the better source to decipher that information. The internal
discussions about community participation and political adjustments are generally out of the
public purview in Kerala because the explicit use of caste or religion in politics is often
taboo, liable to attract disciplinary action from the Election Commission.® With the
established coalition structure, the fronts in Kerala follow unwritten rules which are only
sometimes voiced in public.'® This study adopted a semi-structured interview model with
three categories of people- political leaders, community figureheads, and journalists.
Interviewing is essential if one wants to know what a set of people have done or planned to

do.'! The interviews and narratives available online have also come in great use for the work.

In adopting a single-case method, this work follows Lijphart, Horowitz, and other

power-sharing scholars who also have studied single cases in depth to unearth essential

° Paul R. Brass, Caste, Faction, and Party in Indian Politics: Faction and Party (Volume two), (Delhi:
Chanakya Publications, 1985), 208.

9 Robin J effrey, “Coalitions and Consequences: Historical, Economic, Social and Political Considerations from
India,” in The Indian Economy Sixty Years after Independence, ed. Raghbendra Jha (New York: Palgrave
Macmillan Ltd, 2008), 10; K. K. Kailash, “Dhritarashtra’s Embrace: Big and Small Parties in Kerala and Tamil
Nadu,” Contemporary South Asia 27, no. 1 (2019): 81.

Aberbach D Joel and Bert A Rockman, “Conducting and Coding Elite Interviews,” Political Science &
Politics 35, no. 4 (2002): 673.
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reflections on the power-sharing theory.*> Although power-sharing studies have generally
been on inter-country comparisons, some of the critical studies in the field have relied on
single case studies to comprehensively analyse how the process happens in a controlled
environment. The single cases face the limitation of making a generalised statement and
conforming or substantively refuting an existing theory. However, this study tries to

overcome that limitation by comparing three approaches to power-sharing within a case.

Definitions and Assumptions

This thesis relies on three primary assumptions, which scholars generally accept in
power-sharing literature. First, institutions are at the centre of democracy, and their role in
mitigating the problems of social divisions is widely recognised. The definition of an
institution can be: 'an enduring group with a distinct identity and with boundaries that mark it
out from its environment;' or ‘a pattern of activities that are recurrent, legitimate, and

meaningful.">

Alternatively, 'institutions are a socially constructed set of arrangements
routinely exercised and accepted.’ The focus of this thesis is democratic institutions that are
relevant for power-sharing. Democratic institutions facilitate political competition,
governmental accountability, and popular legitimacy through free and fair elections that
decide representatives to the legislature and executive.'® Theories of power-sharing emerged
to emphasise the importance of specific institutions in sustaining democracy in divided
societies. Against all their apparent differences, consociational and centripetal scholars
converge on the idea that institutions are an essential element in determining the fate of
democracy in such societies. In societies where social groups have segregated structures,
political institutions are the prominent channels of interaction among people of different
groups. The danger of excluding some sections from accessing political institutions is
cancelling possibilities to solve tensions through negotiations.

Second, the case of this thesis is a subnational unit within a federal system, while the
focal point of power-sharing scholarships has been the institutional design at the national

12 For instance, see Donald L. Horowitz, A Democratic South Africa?: Constitutional Engineering in a Divided
Saciety, (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1991); and Arend Lijphart, The Politics of Accommodation:
Pluralism and Democracy in the Netherlands, (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1975).

3 André Béteille, “The Institutions of Democracy,” in Democracy and its Institutions, ed. André Béteille (New
Delhi: Oxford University Press, 2012), 11.

4 Robin Luckham, Anne Marie Goetz, and Mary Kaldor, “Democratic Institutions and Democratic Politics,” in
Can Democracy Be Designed? The Politics of Institutional Choice in Conflict Torn Societies, ed. Sunil Bastian
and Robin Luckham (London: Zed Books, 2003), 18.
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level. The subject matter of power-sharing literature has been political concerns of sovereign
states or states with separate existence, not units under them. The later scholarships in the
field have dealt with cases of 'imposed power-sharing,’ under which an external body like the
international agency or foreign government acts as the third-party arbitrator among two or

.Y The structural limitation of

more conflicting parties in a country to fix the political turmoi
a subnational unit in determining the institutional framework and independently handling
domestic affairs is a significant reason why power-sharing literature gave lesser attention to
subnational cases. Scholarships in consociational and centripetal schools have focussed on
country cases or inter-country comparisons and have rarely explained within-country
comparisons or cases. However, the focus study of this thesis is about something other than
the constitutionally encrypted institutions but about the socially evolved political practices

that facilitated the growth of power-sharing.

Kerala is one of the twenty-eight state units in India that more or less follow the same
institutional design with less variation. The fundamental limitation of the state unit in India is
that its political authority has no say over the design of institutions and the central
mechanisms have many ways to control the state bodies. The seventh schedule of the
constitution provides a clear division of power between the central and state governments: the
centre controls the Union List, subjects of national importance like foreign affairs, inter-state
relations, and national security; the State List, containing matters of regional importance, is
under the jurisdiction of the state; and subjects of overlapping interests are in the Concurrent
List, in which both units have power, in case of conflict the centre prevails.'® Although the
residuary power is with the centre, the state in Indian federalism is not a subordinate body
under the Union but powerful in its fields. The design followed at both levels is the same:
there are popular governments with a similar form of parliamentary institutions. A slew of
constitutional provisions give authority to the central government over the state: the nominal
executive of the state, called the Governor, is a nominee of the central government with much
situational power in hand; the state has a massive dependency on the budget allocation of the
central government, though there is an independent source of income; central institutions like
the ECI, Central Bureau of Investigation (CBI) and Enforcement Directorate (ED) have

jurisdiction over the states. At the same time, the states have gained power over time: the

1> Michael Kerr, Imposing Power-Sharing: Conflict and Coexistence in Northern Ireland and Lebanon, (Irish
Academic Press Ltd, 2005).

16 Mitra, and Pehl, “Federalism,” 46.
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Supreme Court has curtailed the centre's power in unduly using article 352 to declare
presidential rule in the state. The autonomy of state units has been reflected in the variation of
their performances in several social, economic and political indicators. While some states are
among the outstanding performers akin to a middle-income country, some are poor
performers like poor-income countries. There has been a considerable variation in caste
representation, social composition, participation of disadvantaged groups, and political
stability."” The variations in the performance of states despite similar institutional

frameworks encourage scholars to work on the states individually and comparatively.

Third, this thesis makes a basic assumption that social identities matter. It does not
mean primordialism, a perspective that ethnic communities have fixed boundaries and existed
from time immemorial, albeit community members subscribe to such beliefs. Alternatively,
the constructionist view of ethnicity posits the argument that human beings have a multitude
of identities, which are socially constructed and the salience of which is fluid.*® Ethnic
identities are empirical realities of the socio-political life of many democracies in the world
and are evident in political mobilisations and voting patterns. In many societies, the
temptations of several identities like region, religion, and class to compete with ethnic
identity to get political salience moderate the influence of ethnicity in politics.™® This work is
not primarily about whether ethnic identities are primordial, instrumental, or colonial
constructs. Electoral analysis and opinion surveys have shown the salience of social identities
in the political processes of democracies. Regardless of whether they are being constructed or
not, ethnic or communal identities are not easy to destroy or deconstruct. The constitutional
engineering suggested by power-sharing literature for divided societies does not target the
destruction of ethnic identities but structures institutions to manage divisions.” Kerala's
politically salient social identities are caste and religion, as evident in electoral studies and
sample surveys of reputed agencies. As explained in the subsequent chapters, the

caste/religious equations have played a significant role in political competition in Kerala in

'7 Christophe Jaffrelot, and Sanjay Kumar, Rise of the Plebeians? The Changing Face of Indian Legislative
Assemblies, (New Delhi: Routledge, 2009).

'8 pippa Norris, Driving Democracy: Do Power-Sharing Institutions Work?, (Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 2008), 109.

9 Horowitz, “The Challenge of Ethnic Conflict,” 20.

% Donald L. Horowitz, “Constitutional Design: Proposals Versus Processes: Constitutional Design, Conflict
Management, and Democracy,” in The Architecture of Democracy, ed. Andrew Reynolds (Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 2002), 19.
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past decades. Parties with ideological mooring to class or non-sectarian ideologies also have
acknowledged the political importance of community identities in the state’s politics. Thus
this work treats community identity evident in Kerala politics as one significant component
among several such, not the sole, determinant of the political competition structure.

The reference of power-sharing literature is to 'divided society,' a term used by
scholars to connote a unique political situation where ethnic identities impede the smooth
functioning of democratic institutions. Defining a divided society is one of the crucial
exercises of this part. Some scholars have directly presented their arguments without
clarifying what they mean by divided society, presuming that the readers are familiar with the
term, while many have invested extensively in defining the term. In his seminal work,
'‘Democracy in Plural Societies, the Dutch political scientist Arend Lijphart differentiated two
societies: homogenous societies, which are independent of significant social cleavages, and
plural societies which have a deep segmental structure.”* Lijphart’s early writings considered
all diverse societies as divided and problematic. The inherent problem of conflating diversity
with division is that homogenous societies without internal differences of ethnicity, race,
region, and religion are practically impossible in the present-day world. The globalisation
drive has accelerated the diversification of societies, and citizens of democracies worldwide
are more diverse today than before. One study shows less than twenty United Nations
member countries have cultural minorities below five per cent.?* Scholars have closely
followed the trends and have come up with a more nuanced definition of a divided society.

American political scientist Donald L. Horowitz classified democratic societies into
fluid societies and divided societies as two edges of a continuum, most of which fell between
the two extremes. Fluid societies have absorbed outsiders and group identities into the native
culture, peacefully like in the United States and France, or using violence like in the United
Kingdom. Social identities have rarely percolated into political structures in those societies.
On the other end, divided societies reflect the social cleavages in political structure without
any factors moderating the influence of ethnicity in politics, like in Northern Ireland and Sri
Lanka. There is a slew of societies like Canada, Switzerland, and Belgium between the two

categories, where multiple cleavages have structurally moderated the impact of ethnic

21 Arend Lijpart, Democracy in Plural Societies: A Comparative Exploration, (Bombay: Bombay Popular
Prakashan, 1977), 71-4.

22 Ephraim Nimni, “Stateless Nations in a World of Nation-States,” in Routledge Handbook of Ethnic Conflict,
ed. Karl Cordell and Stefan Wolff (London: Routledge, 2011), 55.
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divisions in politics.”> Most cases fall in the last category, where the democratic process faces
challenges of ethnic divisions, not at the same pace as in highly divided societies.

Thus the divided societies are those societies that are diverse and 'where ethnicity is a
politically salient cleavage around which interests are organised for political purposes, such
as elections.'”* As per the definition, all diverse societies are not necessarily divided. Divided
societies have a particular political situation wherein routine policy debates or partisan
politics are prone to be a question of recognition and inclusion. Political developments
quickly retract to an ethnic line.”® The interplay between society and politics leads to this:
political cleavages hardly differ from social cleavages, and the party system becomes the
replica of social divisions. Meanwhile, the heterogeneous character of society in all diverse
societies does not cause ethnicisation of politics. The thick boundaries between communities
in divided societies make ethnic membership less malleable.?® The extreme cases are the
absence of a mutually agreed value system and shared understanding of the foundational
principle of society necessary for building a democratic society. Contradictory perspectives
on fundamental values impede the peaceful process of adopting a constitution. The division
can also be non-ethnic, like the contradiction between the secular Jews and right-wing Jews
in Israel and moderate Hindus and the Hindu nationalists in India.?” The conflict over
bounding principles may continue to hit after the adoption of the constitution because of
ambiguity and multiple interpretations of clauses in the book. The debate on such
controversial subjects may be the ground of violent conflict between communities. Such
clauses in the Indian constitution include minority rights, Uniform Civil Code (UCC),
secularism, the ban on cow slaughtering, and special status to states.

There is an agreement among scholars that democratic institutions cannot easily sail
through societies riven by divisions of ethnicity. Anglo-American democratic models based
on majority party rule without considering the possibility of domination by particular groups
may lead to permanent inclusion and exclusion of communities, hitting a fatal blow to

democratic projects. The power-seeking political elites in divided societies generally have a

2 Donald L. Horowitz, “Democracy in Divided Societies,” Journal of Democracy 4, no. 4 (1993): 20.

2 Benjamin Reilly, Democracy in Divided Societies: Electoral Engineering for Conflict Management,
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2004), 4.

% Sujit Choudhry, “Bridging Comparative Politics and Comparative Constitutional law: Constitutional Design
in Divided Societies,” in Constitutional Design for Divided Societies: Integration or Accommodation?, ed. Sujit
Choudhry (New York: Oxford University Press, 2008), 5.

% Tan Lustick, “Stability in Deeply Divided Societies: Consociationalism versus Control,” World Politics 31, no.
3, (1979): 325.

%" Hanna Lerner, Making Constitutions in Deeply Divided Societies, (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
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temptation to use ethnic outbidding to win over the opponent at the cost of dividing society
communally.”® Power-sharing scholarship has filled the gap between the demand of divided
societies for a democratic theory fitting to their social structure and the inefficiency of Anglo
American democratic model to settle the question. Consociational schools prescribed a
system not based on intense electoral competition between parties but on cooperation,
facilitating a share for influential groups to take part in power. Centripetalism designs a
model that restructures majoritarian democratic institutions to reward moderation and

penalise extremism.

On Terminologies

Ambiguous terminologies are often a significant bottleneck to comprehending
literature in social science.”® Although not peculiar to social science scholarships, multiple
meanings and different understandings among scholars have augmented the complexity of
terminologies. A brief-up on what this thesis intends with specific terms is inevitable to pre-
empt the possibility of confusion and make readers comfortable. Power-sharing is a
quintessential term that requires some clarification. Power-sharing is a mutually agreed
political contract or a consensus among political stakeholders in divided societies to share the
control over the state bodies, like the executive, legislature, and bureaucracy, among different
sections of the society. Initially, power-sharing was synonymous with consociational
democracy, and scholars like Lijphart used both terms interchangeably. In later phases, the
term connoted any political arrangement that included clauses of sharing the power over state
institutions among different groups, whether they followed consociationalism, centripetalism,
or any other method. Elements of power-sharing in different schools differ.
Consociationalism is a power-sharing method with institutions like grand coalitions in
executive bodies and proportional representation in legislative houses. Centripetalism gives
implicit reference to sharing power like federal government and group autonomy with
emphasis on building inter-community cooperation. The underlying point is that all power-

% Reilly, Democracy in Divided Societies, 4.

# Arend Lijphart accepts that the difficulty of defining and measuring concepts is a valid criticism against the
consociational theory (Arend Lijphart, “The Wave of Power-Sharing Democracy,” in The Architecture of
Democracy: Constitutional Design, Conflict Management, and Democracy, ed. Andrew Reynolds (Oxford:
Oxford University Press, 2002), 46).

% Matthijs Bogaards, “The Uneasy Relationship between Empirical and Normative Types in Consociational
Theory,” Journal of Theoretical Politics 12, no. 4 (2000): 416; and Arend Lijphart, “Definitions, Evidence, and
Policy: A Response to Matthijs Bogaards’ Critique,” Journal of Theoretical Politics 12, n. 4 (2000): 427, doi:
https://doi.org/10.1177/0951692800012004003.
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sharing worldwide cannot go under either consociationalism or centripetalism; instead, many
have blended the best practices of different democracies in their arrangements. Thus, power-
sharing includes consociationalism, centripetalism, or any approach that considers the
involvement of different sections in the running of the state.

The primary consideration in filtering power-sharing democracies from others is a
litmus test that checks whether the system provides adequate means for the participation of
different groups in the governance of the polity. To illustrate a formal power-sharing, Fiji has
a unique mechanism under which any political party with ten or more per cent of the vote
share in the general election has an entitlement to get a cabinet berth, which can accept or
decline the offer on will. In 1999, the dominant party in the country, Fiji Labour Party (FLP)
under Prime Minister Mahendra Chaudary, extended a cabinet berth to a minority party called
Sogosoqo ni Vakavulewa ni Taukei (SVT), which had secured a vote share above ten per
cent. The court upheld the constitutionality of the decision by the FLP to reject the bundle of
terms and conditions proposed by the SVT to join the cabinet as akin to declining the offer.*
Unlike majoritarian democracies, power-sharing allows minorities to take a share of the
executive power and legislative assembly.?? This thesis considers a political system as
involving power-sharing if various social groups have enjoyed a stint in power and
commanded a decent share of membership in representative bodies for a considerable period.
It can be due to a formal agreement, political convention, or an informal understanding
among stakeholders in the polity. The yardstick used in this thesis to probe whether groups
had a stake in the power structure of the polity is the examination of the social composition of
the cabinet, which is the most powerful institution in the parliamentary system. It also detects
the social profile of the legislative assembly in a couple of decades to see if groups had
secured memberships in representative bodies.

Proportionality is a broad term with multiple connotations, including political, social,
economic, and cultural. Power-sharing scholarships have often taken a broader meaning of
proportionality to analyse its dimensions in executives, legislature, judiciary, media,
bureaucracy, army, police, public office, and private business establishments. This thesis
focuses on proportionality in the legislative assembly, the central representative institution of
states in Indian parliamentary democracy. As this study is about a subnational unit, checking

proportionality in other fields has structural limitations. Even though there is a consensus that

# Yash Ghai and Jill Cottrell, “A Tale of Three Constitutions: Ethnicity and Politics in Fiji,” in Constitutional
Design for Divided Societies: Integration or Accommodation, ed. Sujit Choudhry (New York: Oxford
University Press, 2008), 307-8.
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proportionality has a significant role in sustaining democracy in divided societies,
consociational scholars consider it an inevitable element. Consociational scholars prioritize
proportionality over other goals of electoral rules, like political accountability and the
relationship between the representative and the people. Proportionality used in this thesis
does not mean "polarised pluralism," a term coined by Giovanni Sartori. Sartori differentiated
between two forms of pluralism: moderate pluralism, which produces bipolar centripetal
forces, and polarising pluralism, which creates multipolar centrifugal forces.* Party-list PR
electoral system with a low winning threshold may fragment the party system as small parties
with insignificant vote bases seep into the house. The structural incentive for political elites
to cater to small groups has the potential threat of disintegrating society and replicating social
divisions in the party system. Under a fragmented party system, governmental stability,
pivotal to democracy in divided societies, is a herculean task.>* Conversely, proportionality
can coexist with other qualities of democracy where the proportional representation of social
groups in the house does not essentially challenge the country's social fabric and
governmental stability. A multipolar competition between political parties reinforces political
stability by involving all significant socio-political forces in governance.

Accommodation used in this thesis is one of the two available strategies for
democratic societies to deal with diversity, the other being integration. Accommodation
minimally requires openly recognising more than one identity, which can be linguistic,
ethnic, regional, or religious, and facilitating coexistence among them.* Political
accommodation means the conciliation of political interests of different communities in the
polity to find an amicable settlement to social tension. It is about recognising the interest of
others without necessarily compromising on own interests. It helps find a conciliatory interest
acceptable to people of different interests and thus provides an easy route to governance. The
idea of accommodation furnishes a space for all sections, including minorities, to articulate
their interests. The significant departure of accommodation from integration is the

recognition of group identities in the private and public realms. The proponents of

¥ Giovanni Sartori, Parties and Party SystE. M. S.: a Framework for Analysis, (Colchester: ECPR Press, 2005),
19.

% Donald L. Horowitz, “Electoral SystE. M. S.: A Primer for Decision Makers,” Journal of Democracy 14, no.
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accommodation acknowledge the particular interest of communities other than the general

national interest.3®

Structure of the Thesis

This thesis advances the argument that Kerala has a power-sharing system as part of
two political alliances with different approaches to social accommodation and community
involvement in politics. There are seven chapters to explicate this argument. The first chapter
introduces the thesis by setting out the research question, explaining the methodology used,
and elaborating on the guiding assumptions. It clarifies some terminologies important in
comprehending the argument made in work. The second chapter is a theoretical intervention
to connect political accommodation in Kerala with the larger literature on power-sharing in
societies riven by deep divisions of ethnicity, language, religion, and caste. It engages shortly
with the two democratic approaches to diversity, accommodation, and integration, which are
poles apart from assimilation. The power-sharing literature falls in the accommodation
category, which recognises ethnic identities in the public and private realms. India, which
operates with the Westminster parliamentary system based on the simple plurality electoral
rule, lacks the formal institutional design to qualify as a power-sharing democracy. The
scholarly attempts to interpret India as a case of power-sharing or consociation have received
more criticism than the appraisal. It establishes that in the absence of formal institutional
arrangements to fit with an accommodationist state at the national level, the existence of a
power-sharing and political accommodation in Kerala is possible in the form of informal

understanding or mechanism between different stakeholders of the state politics.

Chapter three tracks the development of coalition practices in Kerala and examines
whether the state had power-sharing from 1980 to 2016. Kerala is one of the most diverse
states in India but operates with a majoritarian parliamentary system followed across the
country. Previous studies have argued that the state has an incredible track record of political
accommodation, communal coexistence, and social inclusion. The chapter examines the
status of Kerala as a power-sharing democracy and chases the evolution of social coalitions
and accommodation concerning two dimensions, religion, and caste. It analyses the impact of

informal power-sharing mechanisms on social representation, community participation, and

% John McGarry, Brendan O’Leary, and Richard Simeon, “Integration or Accommodation? The Enduring
Debate in Conflict Regulation,” in Constitutional Design for Divided Societies: Integration or
Accommodation, ed. Sujit Choudhry (New York: Oxford University Press, 2008), 69.
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recognition of group identities. Doing so introduces the research context and tests whether

Kerala qualifies as a power-sharing democracy.

Chapter four surveys how the left front, particularly the Communist Party, contributed
to the development of power-sharing in Kerala. In a highly fragmented social landscape, the
left invented a mechanism to deal with the social divisions that recognised the role of
community identity without completely surrendering to shrewd communal politics. That
cleared out a unique model of dealing with ethnic issues in a divided society. The chapter
focuses on three aspects: the social base of the left in Kerala, how the left maneuvered its
expansion strategy to cultivate an all-encompassing political coalition called the LDF, and
how it addressed the questions of social representation and community identities in politics. It
establishes that the left solution to deep social division is a blend of accommodation and

integration with more emphasis on the latter.

Chapter five concerns the political accommodation methods adopted by Congress-led
alliances in the past decades. The academic discourse on power-sharing in India, primarily
based on the inclusive politics of the Congress Party, could not provide a consistent
explanation. The chapter analyses the Congress-led coalition's approach to the question of
social identities in Kerala's political processes. It tracks the evolution of the Congress Party
and its approaches to three pivotal questions: community involvement in politics, social
representation, and recognition of group identities. Mainly it checks how the UDF
mechanism dealt with the four principles of consociationalism: grand coalition, mutual veto,
proportionality, and segmental autonomy. The UDF approach to diversity in Kerala has
features of accommodation and integration, considerably titled towards the former. Chapter
six covers political parties outside the dominant coalitions, mainly focusing on the Bharatiya
Janata Party (BJP) and National Democratic Alliance (NDA) and partly on radical Muslim
parties. It addresses why the right-wing parties in Kerala fail to translate their organisational
strength into electoral dividends by taking the case of right wing movements. Contrary to the
general perception, the rights in Kerala are significant forces regarding their social strength or
political presence. It assesses the electoral performance of the BJP between 1980 and 2016
within Kerala's political competition structure, which revolves around two all-encompassing
coalitions. In unpacking the social and political strategies of the right, this work argues that
the BJP, like other right wings, in Kerala, misses a key skill to adapt to the state's political
frame. The final chapter discusses the implications derived from the thesis on Kerala politics.

It also provides hints for future studies.
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Chapter |1

Political Accommodation and Power-Sharing: Theoretical Discussion

The inquiry of this research is about a unique political phenomenon in the state of
Kerala, wherein a ‘fragmented politics of fragmented society, provides an idiosyncratic
model with governmental stability and political inclusion, ensuring the representation of
major social groups.? As pointed out in the previous studies, all governments formed in the
state consisted of members from the five significant social groups-Nairs, Ezhavas, Muslims,
Christians, and Schedules Communities- with the backing of social and political
establishments representing these particular interests.® At the centre of this model are the two
political coalitions, the Indian National Congress (INC)-led United Democratic Front (UDF)
and the Communist Party of India (Marxist) (CPM or CPIM)-led Left Democratic Front
(LDF), who have relished stints in power almost alternatively with similar social
compositions and policy continuity.* In order to give a rational existence to the study, it is
imperative to connect the particular phenomenon with the larger literature on power-sharing
in societies riven by deep divisions of ethnicity, language, religion, and caste. In doing so, the
theoretical explanation below majorly deals with these: the distinction between integration
and accommodation; the way the two significant schools in the domain of ‘democracy in
divided societies’ explain political inclusion, representation, and communal autonomy; what

is the status of India in power-sharing literature; and how Kerala politics responded to them.

Political Accommodation and India
Democratic societies generally deal with diversity in two forms: integration or

accommodation. The debate between integration and accommodation is on a perception

1 CP John, Communist Marxist Party (CMP) leader and an eminent political strategist of the UDF, coined this in
an online interview (CP John, “Annu Njan: Rashtreeyapravarthakan CP John Manassu Thurakkunnu” (Me then:
the Political Activist CP John Opens Mind), filmed February 4, 2018, News 18,
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=pe5t2cmyXRl).

2 The work does not use the yardstick to judge how substantial the representation is and whether the gap
between who represents and what represents has been narrowed.

¥ James Chiriyankandath, “Unity in Diversity'? Coalition Politics in India (with Special Reference to Kerala),”
Democratization 4, no. 4 (1997): 16-39; Donald L. Horowitz, “Democracy in Divided Societies”, Journal of
Democracy 4, no. 4 (1993): 18-13; G. Gopa Kumar, “Changing Dimension of Coalition Politics in Kerala,” in
Coalition Politics in India: Selected Issues at the Centre and the States, ed. E. Sridharan (New Delhi: Academic
Foundation, 2014), 317-389; and Ashutosh Varshney, Ethnic Conflict and Civil Life: Hindus and Muslims in
India, (New Haven: Yale University Press, 2002).

* The UDF and LDF ruled Kerala between 1982 and 2016, alternating on power every five years.
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difference: the former relies on a normative view based on a long-term vision believing that
the public recognition of social identities has the risk of solidification of ethnic identities
posing challenges to the state in the long run. In contrast, the latter has a pragmatic take that it
IS inevitable to acknowledge the ethnic identities in diverse societies to ensure a sustainable
democratic environment.” Integrationists fervently admire the principle of single citizenship
and 'equality before the law' precisely because their approach seeks to establish a society
without discrimination and violence.® With the sole exception of national identity, they do not
support any form of institutions that recognise the existence of group identity in public but
accept and sometimes celebrate the diversity in the private realm. Their perception is that a
uniform society is pivotal to a progressive society, unity of people, integrity of the nation-
state, and transcendence of particularism. Integrationism firmly stands for establishing a
common identity despite several ethnic groups in the polity and rejects any possibility of a

situation where the political system reflects ethnic differences.’

On the other hand, accommodation promotes dual or multiple identities in public,
rather than a single monolithic one, and stands for equal institutional support for different
social groups. While integration promotes institutions that overcome diversity and reduce
differences, accommodation institutionalises differences by giving equal opportunity to each
of them to showcase its identity and protects communities from the domination of the
majority and encroachment of the state apparatus. Nevertheless, the academic defenders of
accommodation are not necessarily the supporters of primordialism, a strand of thought
which subscribes to the view that ethnic identities are permanent features of human society
and have existed here for thousands of years.® Accommodationism leaves a more prominent
public space for ethnic communities to express their culture and identity and extends state
protection against majoritarian interventions. Two points are worthy of mention regarding the
two approaches. First, these two categories are poles apart from assimilation, which means

the erosion of all forms of differences in public and private spaces to absorb all into a single

® Richard H. Pildes, “Ethnic Identity and Democratic Institutions: a Dynamic Perspective,” in Constitutional
Design for Divided Societies: Integration or Accommodation, ed. Sujit Choudhry (New Y ork: Oxford
University Press, 2008), 175.

® John McGarry et al., “Integration or Accommodation?: The Enduring Debate in Conflict Regulation,”
in Constitutional Design for Divided Societies: Integration or Accommodation, ed. Sujit Choudhary (New York:
Oxford University Press, 2008), 41.

7 McGarry et al.,”Integration or Accommodation?, 27.
8 McGarry et al., “Integration or Accommodation?,” 52.
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dominant identity.? Assimilation can generally occur in two forms: fusion of two cultures to
produce a new culture; acculturation, wherein one culture completely subsumes under a
dominant culture.'® The assimilation purports participation of minorities in the system only
through majoritarian terms: ‘Join us, and you can be part of us and cease to be a structural

minority.™

Second, the opposite end of accommodation is not integration but exclusion and
discrimination. The following part turns to the question-Where do India and the state of

Kerala fall among the categories mentioned above?

Kerala is one of the twenty-eight subnational units in the Indian federal system, and it
does not have independent political existence without referring to the national identity. Thus
a study on Kerala cannot escape reference to India and its political structure, which
determines the formal institutional arrangement of the country part. Thus this section deals in
detail with how the nation-state in India addresses the question of citizenship, ethnic identity,
and representation. To begin with, modern India is arguably the creation of the anti-colonial
movement that united hitherto fragmented groups under a common banner against British
colonialism.*? The constitutional design of the new republic was fundamentally owed to the
vision of nationalist leadership, which navigated the country toward modern democracy with
equality and fraternity of the people. Pandit Jawaharlal Nehru, among the most influential
figures in the nationalist movement, accepted a notion of Indian identity while rejecting the
dual or multiple identities propounded by Muhammad Ali Jinnah and the British
Government.*® He visualised that the caste, religious and regional identities would fade away
as modernisation set in with economic prosperity. According to Nehru, “Those who professed
a religion of non-Indian origin or, coming to India, settled down there, became distinctively

Indian in the course of a few generations, such as Christians, Jews, Parsees, Moslems.”** The

% McGarry et al., “Integration or Accommodation?,” 41-2.

10 Katharine Adeney, Federalism and Ethnic Conflict Regulation in India and Pakistan, (New York: Palgrave
Macmillan, 2007), 87.

! Brendan O'Leary, “Power Sharing in Deeply Divided Places: an Advocate's Introduction,” in Power Sharing
in Deeply Divided Places, ed. Joanne McEvoy, and Brendan O'Leary (Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania
Press 2013), 15.

12 What brought democracy to India is a debate: primarily, the dispute is whether it was by the British colonial
government or Indian nationalism. Although there is some truth on both sides, the anti-colonial leadership has
the credit for building a democratic state in India.
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liberal individualists and Hindu traditionalists, the two camps representing divergent visions
in the constituent assembly, converged on denying the recognition of religious identities for
different reasons: the former is for the ideology of individualism, and the latter is to see India
with Hindu culture.”® The nationalist leaders who ran the country in the immediate years of
independence feared outbreak of violence if any room left for politicising ethnic identities.
The nationalist politicians figured out their role as to emphasise common aspects in culture

eschewing reference to any differences.®

The new India adopted universal citizenship, a crucial principle of nation-building in
which all citizens deserved equal treatment without discrimination. Meanwhile, it recognised
the rights of minorities and depressed classes as protection or compensation for historical
disadvantages instead of treating them as special interests requiring distinct political
representation.’’ The reservation policy for social minorities was not a departure from
universal citizenship but rather a move to ensure substance to equality to avoid exclusions
and discrimination.’® The cultural protection of minorities through constitutional guarantees
enshrined in articles between twenty-five and thirty, which included freedom of religion and
protection of cultural rights, was justifiable as a precaution against possible majority
domination against minorities. In addition, there is also a set of rights that consider groups
instead of individuals as the bearers of rights, like the separate personal law for a different
religious group.*® Nonetheless, the provisions of minority rights like personal law and
positive discrimination as a quota system were interim measures that would disappear, as per

the original plan, after the accomplishment of secularisation and social equality.?’ The

1> Christophe Jaffrelot, “Composite Culture is not Multi-Culturalism: a Study of the Indian Constitution
Assembly Debates,” in India and the Politics of Developing Countries: Essays in Memory of Myron Weiner, ed.
Ashutosh Varshney (New Delhi: Sage Publications, 2004), 145.

'® paul R. Brass, Caste, Faction, and Party in Indian Politics: Faction and Party (Volume two), (Delhi:
Chanakya Publications, 1985), 208-209.

" Niraja Gopal Jayal, “The Limits of Representative Democracy,” South Asia: Journal of South Asian
Studies 32, no. 3, (2009): 327.

'8 Rochana Bajpai argues that India is integrationist/assimilationist in matters related to the political
safeguarding of minorities; and is multicultural in safeguarding lower castes (Rochana Bajpai, Debating
Difference: Group Rights and Liberal Democracy in India, (New Delhi: Oxford University Press, 2011), 49).
9 There is a debate on it: one argument is that cultural right is the extension of the group right, and another
argues that the cultural right is conditional on the individual right (Neera Chandhoke, “Individual and Group
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al. (New Delhi: Permanent Black, 2002)).
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framers of the constitution were apprehensive about possible balkanisation in the wake of
partition. Thus, they were categorical to subject any provision for minority rights or
exemptions to the test of national unity and integrity.?* Independent India retreated from the
early Congress Party's position on the linguistic reorganisation of states and substantive
minority rights after independence. Therefore, one can safely say that the Indian nation-state
encourages integration as a nation-building project while recognising particular interests as
an interim measure. Thus it is not surprising that a diverse country like India adopted a
majoritarian democratic institutional model: the Westminster Parliamentary democracy, with
a single member simple plurality (or first past the post (FPTP)) electoral system.?? The
constituent assembly rejected proposals on executive types, including a special mechanism
for minority involvement in the cabinet and the proportional representation (PR) electoral
system for general elections.”® The departure from the integration policy, like quota for social
minorities in the lower houses and public offices, is minimal. The takeaway from the hitherto
discussion is that India's formal institutional structure hardly qualifies to be an
accommodative democracy, particularly regarding the representation and political inclusion
of religious minorities. It will deal later with whether India has any informal mechanism of

addressing political inclusion after detailing different approaches to accommodation.

Power-Sharing Debates

Power-sharing is a subset of the accommodation method. The two significant schools
of thought in the power-sharing literature are consociationalism and centripetalism, which
have contributed many scholarships on dealing with diversity. Before going into details of the
approaches, the rationalisation used by scholars for navigating divided societies to a different
path away from the Anglo-American democratic model is helpful, mainly to contextualise the
study in Indian society. According to the British model of majoritarian democracy, the

fundamental assumption of democratic competition is the shifting majority from issue to

21 Myron Weiner, The Politics of Scarcity: Public Pressure and Political Response in India, (Chicago and
London: The University of Chicago Press, 1968), 36; and Ashok Acharya, “Constitutionalising Difference: The
Indian Experiment,” in Understanding Contemporary India: Critical Perspectives, ed. Rajeev Bhargav and
Achin Vanaik (New Delhi: Orient Black Swan, 2010), 49-87.

%2 There is near unanimity among scholars on the non-viability of the FPTP in a plural society. Many of them
have quoted Arthur Lewis, who said, 'the surest way to kill the idea of democracy in a plural society is to adopt
the Anglo-American system of first-past-the-post' (Quoted in Andrew Reynolds, Electoral SystE. M. S. and
Demaocratization in South Africa, (New York: Oxford University Press, 1999), 93).

2 Austin, Granville, The Indian Constitution: Cornerstone of a Nation, (New York: Oxford University Press,
1966), 118.
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issue and competition between parties for median voters to maximise their ballot. In a
situation of no permanent majority and minority, the losers hardly hesitate to accept the
verdict and wait for another turn to grab power. Conversely, in divided societies, where social
identities dictate political cleavages, exclusions and inclusions tend to be permanent, leaving
little hope for the losing party.?* The characteristic feature of those societies is that social
differences like ethnicity, religion, race, language, and region are politically salient and
organised, albeit in different variations.” The consequence is the birth of ethnic parties where
individuals vote for their own ethnic man, and as Horowitz famously said, 'this is not an
election at all, but a census.”?® Against this background, scholars prescribe a special
mechanism for divided societies called power-sharing.?” As argued by many scholars
recently, India is a confirming case of an ethnic democracy where Hindu nationalism

dominates politics and governments.”®

Lijphart initially used the term power-sharing as a synonym for consociationalism to
make it convenient for the practitioners to understand.? Later, scholars questioned the use of
consociationalism exclusively for a particular approach because there are power-sharing

methods other than consociationalism.*® Following eminent scholars in the field, including

2 Horowitz, “Democracy in Divided Societies,” 18; Arend Lijphart, “Majority Rule Versus Democracy in
Deeply Divided Societies,” Politikon: South African Journal of Political Studies 4, no. 2 (1977):115;
Arend, Lijphart, Patterns of Democracy: Government Forms and Performance in Thirty-Six Countries,
(Michigan: Yale University Press, 1999), 32; and Benjamin Reilly, “Institutional Designs for Diverse
Democracies: Consociationalism, Centripetalism and Communalism Compared,” European Political
Science 11, no. 2 (2011): 261.

% Matthijs Bogaards, Democracy and Social Peace in Divided Societies: Exploring Consociational Parties,
(New York: Palgrave Macmillan, 2014), 3; and Benjamin Reilly, Democracy in Divided Societies: Electoral
Engineering for Conflict Management, (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2004), 4.

% |t is quoted from Sujit Choudhry, “Bridging Comparative Politics and Comparative Constitutional Law:
Constitutional Design for Divided Societies,” in Constitutional Design for Divided Societies: Integration or
Accommodation, ed. Sujit Choudhry (New York: Oxford University Press, 2008), 17.

In India, there is an equivalent phrase, ‘people do not cast their vote, they vote their caste’ (Christophe Jaffrelot,
“Caste and Political Parties in India: Do Indians Vote their Caste—while Casting their Vote?,” in Routledge
Handbook of Indian Politics, ed. Atul Kohli and Prerna Singh (New York: Routledge, 2013), 107-118).

27 Lijphart argues that consociational democracy is more democratic than the British model of majority
democracy (Arend Lijphart, “The Pros and Cons — But Mainly Pros — of Consensus Democracy,” Acta Politica
36, no. 2 (2001): 133).

28 \We will deal with the current status of India later in the chapter.

# Arend Lijphart, Thinking About Democracy: Power Sharing and Majority Rule in Theory and Practice, (New
York: Routledge, 2008), 3.

%0 Matthijs Bogaards, “The Uneasy Relationship Between Empirical and Normative Types in Consociational
Theory,” Journal of Theoretical Politics 12, no. 4 (2000): 395—-423; Bogaards, Democracy and Social Peace;
and Brendan O'Leary, “Debating Consociational Politics: Normative and Explanatory Arguments,” in From
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Lijphart and Horowitz, this work considers power-sharing as a broader concept to refer to any
non-majoritarian democracies which achieve accommodation. The following part deals with

the two approaches to diversity- consociationalism and centripetalism.®

Consociationalism

Consociationalism is a theoretical intervention by the Dutch political scientist Arend
Lijphart as a response to the overtly pessimistic attitude of scholars and policymakers on the
viability of democracy in societies with deep divisions.*® From his observations of the native
Netherlands and a few western European countries, Belgium, Austria, and Switzerland,
Lijphart corroborated four fundamental principles of consociationalism: a grand coalition
government consisting of members from all significant ethnic/political groups;
proportionality in representative bodies, civil services, army and distribution of resources;
segmental autonomy either in geographical areas or in in the cultural realm; and minority
veto enabling groups to block legislative and executive moves contravening their particular
interests.* In the power-sharing scholarship, consociationalism is the most popular
approach.®* Originally, consociationalism is a theory inductively developed from the
experience of a few European countries, which were in the category of ‘Scandinavian Low
Countries’ in Almond's typology of western democracies® and later extensively used as a

descriptive tool to understand very many societies,* including Kerala. In the second phase,

Power Sharing to Democracy: Post-Conflict Institutions in Ethnically Divided Societies, ed. Sid Noel (McGill-
Queen's Press-MQUP, 2005), 37.

*! Lijphart does not consider the centripetal mechanism of vote-pooling as power-sharing because it only makes
the moderates in the majority rulers (Arend Lijphart, “Definitions, Evidence, and Policy: A Response to
Matthijs Bogaards’ Critique,” Journal of Theoretical Politics 12, no. 4 (2000): 427).

%2 Consociationalism is originally about scholarships developed by Lijphart. Eminent political scientist Stein
Rokkan called Lijphart Mr. Consociation (Arend Lijphart, “The Wave of Power-Sharing Democracy,” in The
Architecture of Democracy: Constitutional Design, Conflict Management, and Democracy, ed. Andrew
Reynolds (New York: Oxford University Press, 2002), 37).

% According to Lijphart, practitioners and constitution writers had designed and applied power-sharing long
before political scientists invented the same in the 1960s. Rudy B. Andeweg, “Consociational

Democracy,” Annual Review of Political Science 3, no. 1, (2000): 509-536; Arend Lijphart, “Consociational
Democracy,” World Politics 21, no. 2, (1969): 207-225; Lijphart, “Majority Rule Versus Democracy,” 113-126;
and Arend Lijphart, “Constitutional Design for Divided Societies,” Journal of Democracy 15, no. 2 (2004): 96-
109.

% Benjamin Reilly, “Electoral SystE. M. S. for Divided Societies,” Journal of Democracy 13, no. 2, (2002): 15)
% Lijphart, “Consociational Democracy,” 207.

% For cases where scholars used consociational theories as a descriptive tool, see Rudy B. Andeweg,
Consaciationalism in the Low Countries: Comparing the Dutch and Belgian Experience, Swiss Political Science
Review 25, no. 4 (2019): 408-425; Michaelina Jakala, D. Kuzu and M. Qvortrup, Consociationalism and
Power-Sharing in Europe: Arend Lijphart’s Theory of Political Accommodation, (London: Routledge, 2018);
and Allison McCulloch, and J. McGarry, Power Sharing: Empirical and Normative Critiques, (London:
Routledge, 2017).
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Lijphart and others constructively advocated the same theory to many divided societies as an
institutional prescription to settle the problems of social and ethnic divisions.*” In the second
phase, the focus of discussion shifted to institutions and constitutional models as tools of
political engineering to facilitate democracy in divided societies. The underlying factor
favourable to the working of a consociational model is an overarching understanding among

elites of the society to counteract ethnic polarisation and divisions through cooperation.

Consociational theory fundamentally relies on the idea that the political elites in the
divided society have a tremendous role in maintaining the order of the system. Lijphart
identifies four primary conditions to run a consociational system successfully. First, the
political leaders in divided societies shall be able to recognise the dangers inherent in the
polity. Foreseeing potential threats is crucial, mainly in the early stage of consociationalism
when the new system is still embryonic. A candid approach of considering stability as grated
in any stage of consociationalism’s development may lead to the system's destruction. Thus,
consistent vigilance is inevitable for sustaining peace and stability in divided societies.
Second, consociational democracy demands the committed participation of all stakeholders
who collectively developed the system. Under the fragile social atmosphere, the new system
considerably depends on the people's degree of sincerity. Third, consociationalism heavily
relies on elites' ability to transcend the subcultural cleavages at the top level. A society
intrigued with limited inter-community interactions, the divided society depends on elites
who have the responsibility to act as the bridge between different communities. Fourth,
society shall be prepared to meet any unforeseen troubles because the resurrection of tensions

in fragile societies is part and parcel.*®

Only a proper arrangement to face problems can show
the panacea for tensions. A significant criticism of consociationalism- the system is designed
and executed by the elites with little role for the demos- holds. However, it is scarcely

possible to build a democratic system without the involvement of the people from below.

Consociationalism is not a ‘one size fits all' prescription: the theory has a larger
discretionary space for the practitioners to apply the principles and conditions according to

the socio-political structure of the society in practice. That being the case: the configuration

%" For cases where consociationalism is applied, see Matthijs Bogaards, “Consociationalism and Centripetalism:
Friends or Foes?,” Swiss Political Science Review 25, no. 4 (2019): 519-537; Omar Dahbour, “Self-
Determination and Power-Sharing in Israel/Palestine,” Ethnopolitics 15, no. 4 (2016): 393-407; and Emer
Groarke, “Mission Impossible: Exploring the Viability of Power-Sharing as a Conflict Resolution Tool in
Syria,” International Journal of Conflict Management 27, no. 1 (2016): 2-24.

% Lijphart, “Consociational Democracy,” 222-223.
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of the grand coalition can take different shapes like inducting the people of different groups
into governments of different times to ensure the permanent absence or exclusion from the
system; the proportionality rule holds not necessarily with the proportional representation
(PR) electoral system but with other models which can assure the involvement of all groups;
segmental autonomy taking shapes of territorial or functional autonomy; minority veto
through formal or informal ways. In other words, consociationalism is a political system
with at least two social groups collaborating to work as a coalition, with self-government and
shared government, having representation of social groups in the decision-making bodies
according to the population share.*° Lijphart’s declassification of the four characteristics of
consociation into two groups further liberalised the theory: the grand coalition and segmental
autonomy as primary characteristics, and the proportionality and minority veto as part of the
secondary characteristics. According to him, there is a broad agreement among scholars that
the two inevitable instruments for divided societies are the involvement of influential groups
in the executive power of the government, and an assurance that the groups have the authority

I.*1 The other two

to control their internal matters, particularly cultural and educationa
ingredients, which Lijphart calls secondary attributes, can strengthen the primary

characteristics.*?

Determination of group identity is a bone of contention in debates on democracy in
divided societies that led many to blame consociationalism as a branch of primordialism.
After the criticism that consociationalism promotes ethnicisation of politics, Lijphart refined
the theory to propose two alternatives for any society to choose from self-determination, in
which the people manifest their choices to determine the categories, and pre-determination,
where the framers of the constitution fix the group identity in advance without leaving it into
the people's discretion.”®* Although pre-determination dominates consociational cases across
the globe, Lijphart is categorical about the desirability of the self-determination model for

several advantages it accrues to the system: it avoids the possible discrimination of inclusion

% Matthijs Bogaards, “Consociationalism,” in The Wiley-Blackwell Encyclopedia of Social Theory ed. Bryan S.
Turner (West Sussex: John Wiley & Sons, Ltd., 2017): 1-2.

“0 Brendan O’Leary, “Consociation: What We Know or Think We Know,” paper presented at the conference
organised by the National and Ethnic Conflict Group (London: University of Western Ontario, November 8-10,
2002), 2.

“! Lijphart, “Constitutional Design for Divided Societies,” 97.

*2 Lijphart, “The Wave of Power-Sharing Democracy,” 39.

8 Arend Lijphart, “Self-Determination versus Pre-Determination of Ethnic Minorities in Power-Sharing SystE.
M. S.,” in Thinking About Democracy, ed. Arend Lijphart (New York: Routledge, 2008), 66.
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and exclusion in advance and labelling of individuals to particular groups; it gives voice to
not only ethnic groups but also to those who reject such categorisations; it precludes the
system from the tendency of fixing the share of power and representation permanently.**
McGarry and O'Leary made a similar classification of consociationalism into liberal and
corporal, connoting precisely the same meaning, pre-empting the general criticism that the
theory is anti-liberal and pro-parochial. Liberal consociationalism leaves matters related to
fixing group identities to the people rather than the system dictating identities in advance. In
contrast, corporate consociationalism frames the system with pre-determined segments.*® The
corporate model may lead to an unstable polity in the long run because the structure would
not suffice to accommodate the demographic changes in the polity.*® The interest of
consociational theory is not in deliberating on how and when the identity is formed; instead,
it addresses the perplexing task of finding an amicable settlement to the problem on the

ground.

The institutional prescriptions and the conditions suggested by scholars have raised a
serious question of whether any consociation has ever existed in history with all the
formalities. It is seldom possible to have a democratic system where all segments of society
substantively involve in the governmental process with no community feeling disillusioned
and excluded. The practical world generally does not spot in the extremes of a continuum.
Against this backdrop, O'Leary differentiated three consociations: complete, concurrent, and
weak forms of consociations.*” A complete consociation facilitates the participation of all
salient ethnic groups in the system. To illustrate, if there are two ethnic groups in the polity,
called the A and B, they each split their votes between two different political parties, the Al
and A2, and B1 and B2. A complete consociation would represent all four parties, Al, A2,
B1, and B2, with no exclusion. This particular combination corresponds with the ideal
version of Lijphart’s grand coalition. Nevertheless, there are other possible combinations of

consociational grand coalitions with less participation.

*“ Lijphart, “Self-Determination versus Pre-Determination,” 72-73.

*® John McGarry, and Brendan O'Leary, “Iraq's Constitution of 2005: Liberal Consociation as Political
Prescription,” International Journal of Constitutional Law 5, no. 4 (2007): 675; and Allison McCulloch,
“Consociational Settlements in Deeply Divided Societies: The Liberal-Corporate

Distinction,” Democratization 21, no. 3 (2014): 501-518.

% John McGarry, “Liberal Consociation and Conflict Management,” in Iraq: Preventing a New Generation of
Conflict, ed. Markus E. Bouillon et al. (Boulder: Lynn Rienner, 2007), 179.

*" Brendan O'Leary, A Treatise on Northern Ireland, Volume I11: Consociation and Confederation, (Oxford:
Oxford University Press, 2019), 10.
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In a concurrent consociation, each significant group has representation in the body of
executives, and each executive in the body has the majority support of the respective group.
In this model, in contrast with the previous one, the party representing the group has the
majority support, not the absolute, from fellow members. Following the previous example,
the Al and B1 parties representing the A and B communities, respectively, command a
majority from each group and constitute the coalition government. In a weak consociation,
each significant group has elected executives in the body, but at least one among them has
only a plurality of support from the community s/he represents. In this model, one or more
political executives have bare plurality support from the community, while all others are

elected with the majority or absolute support from their communities.*®

Lijphart himself responded to the criticism- a power-sharing with cent per cent
perfection is impractical in the real world- with the statement that the grand coalition or
executive power-sharing is ‘the participation of representatives of all significant groups in
political decision-making.’* It implies that a democratic consociation can work with a
coalition of political leaders who command a plurality of support from their respective
segments and not always the people's absolute support. The state of Kerala, the case point of
this study, appears to fall between the concurrent and complete categories of
consociationalism. The two polit