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Chapter 2: Theoretical Framework 

This thesis will discuss the role and rule of the CCP in a democratised PRC by making 

reference to Swedish socialism where one party dominates politics and society in an otherwise 

fully democratic country. Thus it is necessary to discuss the definitions and boundaries as 

well as types of democracy. The scholarly work laid down on the topic of democracy is 

plentiful to say the least and often incoherent. There are however, certain basic criteria that 

are generally accepted.  

Within the context of this study, it is also essential to discuss the adaptability of parties 

and organisations. Vital to this study is one of the anomalies of democracy, the one-party 

dominant democracy, which will be given a theoretical framework of its own. 

Adaptability and Political Modernisation  

Since this thesis deals with party power and party rule and the assumed role of a 

continued hegemonic CCP in a democratic China, it is crucial to discuss party adaptability. 

Samuel Huntington (1968:22) argues that social mobilisation and modernisation, 

rather than being supportive of and correlating with democracy and institutional development, 

in fact often serves to undermine them in developing nations. Political modernisation, 

according to Huntington, “involves the extension of political consciousness to new social 

groups and the mobilisation of these groups into politics”. The development of politics means 

creating institutions which are “adaptable, complex, autonomous and coherent” so that they 

can attract and order the participation of these new groups. These institutions also promote 

social and economic change. One such institution is of course the party. 

The adaptability of the political party, according to Huntington (1968), is a function of 

environmental challenge and age. Challenges in the environment can be of different natures: 

changes in personnel and leadership, or the accomplishment of the original task. The 

adaptability of the party can be measured by its chronological age, the generational age and in 

the historical changes of its functions. 

Bruce Dickson (1997:31-32) also focuses on environmental challenges in his typology 

of party adaptation but discerns between “efficient adaption” and “responsive adaption”. The 

efficient adaption occurs when the party changes the environment by, for instance, cooptation. 
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In Dickson’s model the efficient adaption starts with a leadership change that brings about 

reform-minded leaders who generate the efficient adaption. A bureaucratic resistance or a 

hostile foreign environment can serve as blocks on the road towards the efficient adaption. In 

the responsive adaptation on the other hand, it is the environment which forces the party to 

adapt. The scheme of responsive adaption begins with a change of domestic environment 

which brings about feedback to the party from public opinion and apathy (Dickson 1997:32). 1 

Once more, the adaption can be impeded by resistance from hardliners within the party or 

elite and by a hostile foreign environment. 

From the adaptability, the legitimacy of rule can be derived2, and from the legitimacy 

in turn, we can derive the power of the party as an institution-builder, as a mobilising force, 

and a creator of political participation. 

On political modernisation, Huntington (1968) argues that order is the most important 

characteristic of states and that the causes of instability are to be found in the delay of the 

development of political institutions compared to social and economic change. The order in a 

society is thus threatened when level of mobilisation surpasses level of institutionalisation. 

Thus the focus is on methods of forging new efficient bases of political association, for 

instance in democratic, competitive politics, which would produce political stability. 

Huntington’s concern is that, with economic development, political mobilisation will increase 

quicker than suitable institutions can arise, this would then lead to instability. The supported 

solution is the importance of institution building during development, most crucially the 

establishment of stable party systems. 

Democratic Transition 

The study of democratic transitions is one of the main sub-fields of comparative 

politics. In the specific case of the PRC, research on democratisation is particularly prolific. 

According to some theories of democratic transition, a number of factors are usually 

described as promoting the transition to democracy. Amongst others are wealth, capitalism, a 

large middle-class, civil society and previous experience of democracy. In relation to this, 

Juan Linz and Alfred Stepan (1996:3-15) focus on the questions of how non-democratic 

                                                 
1 Dickson uses Alfred Hirschman’s ”exit and voice”, see Hirschman (1993). 
2 See Jiefeng Li (2007:116-120) for a discussion on legitimacy-seeking and reforms. 
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regimes can be eroded and democratic regimes created and the authors produce an 

institutional framework comprising five arenas that a functioning state needs to have before it 

can consolidate democracy:  

1) Civil society, where self-governing groups, movements, and individuals, relatively 

autonomous from the state, attempt to articulate values, create associations and 

solidarities, and advance their interests. Primary organising principle: freedom of 

association and communication 

2) Political society, where the polity specifically arranges itself to contest the 

legitimate right to exercise control over public power and the state apparatus, 

including such core institutions as political parties. Primary organising principle: 

free and inclusive electoral contestation 

3) A rule of law that is embodied in a spirit constitutionalism and a clear hierarchy of 

laws, interpreted by an independent judicial system and supported by a strong 

legal culture. Primary organising principle: constitutionalism 

4) A functioning state and a state bureaucracy that should effectively exercise 

monopoly of the legitimate use of force in the territory and imperative 

enforcement on civil, political, and economic societies of democratically 

sanctioned laws and procedures established by political society. Primary 

organising principle: rational-legal bureaucratic norms. 

5) Economic society that is a set of socio-politically crafted and accepted norms, 

institutions, and regulations, which mediates between state and market. Primary 

organising principle: an institutionalised market3. 

Important with this approach is that democracy is not merely considered a change of 

regime, but as a crafting of institutions in the five arenas (Linz and Stepan 1996:3-15). 

Some other works, like Andreas Schedler (1998), emphasise cultural essentials for 

democratisation. As an example, James Gibson and Raymond Duch (1993:1) identify five 

values encouraging democracy: (1) the belief in the legitimacy of democratic institutions; (2) 

beliefs about authority relationships between government and the governed; (3) confidence in 

the capacity of the government; (4) political and interpersonal trust; and (5) the belief in the 

possibility of cooperation and the legitimacy of conflict. 
                                                 
3 With adoption by Wang (2003, pp. 28-29). 
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Dankwart Rustow (1970) refutes the often-mentioned preconditions for democracy 

(high levels of economic and social development or a prior consensus either on fundamentals 

or on the rules) and sees them rather as the outcome of democracy. Rustow focuses on the 

adoption of democracy and argues that certain ingredients are crucial to the birth of 

democracy. For one thing, there must be a sense of national unity. For another, there must be 

an entrenched and serious conflict. Thirdly, there must be a conscious adoption of democratic 

rules, and finally, both politicians and the electorate must be habituated to these rules.  

This model also stresses that these four ingredients must come one at a time. 

According to Rustow, each task has its own logic and also its likely leading players: a 

network of administrators or a group of nationalist literati for the task of unification; a mass 

movement of the lower class, perhaps led by upper class dissidents, for the task of preparatory 

struggle; a small circle of political leaders skilled at negotiation and compromise for the 

formulation of democratic rules; and a variety of organisations for the task of habituation 

(Rustow 1970:363). 

The process of democratisation affects the whole society, changing its foundations and 

mostly requires a long period of time to complete. With focus on this, Diamond and Myers 

(2000) point out a problem with an often too narrow analysis of democratic transition that is 

mostly analysed as political games or struggles within a fairly limited and well-defined period 

of time. These transitions that increasingly occur over longer historical periods, while 

shedding the limitations of democracy are, according to Larry Diamond and Ramon Myers, 

lacking the proper scholarly attention (Diamond and Myers 2000:5). 

Following the aforementioned theoretic patterns, democratic transition can be defined 

not necessarily as a regime change but more of a change within the regime, a change of 

governance. The democratic transition must also be defined by a number of preconditions, 

which must exist in the society. These preconditions exist on both a political as well as a 

cultural level but are not completely different in nature. The conditions of civil, economic and 

political society as well as rule of law and the functional state require that people and leaders 

are habituated to them. The democratic transition must also be defined over time; a time 

frame must be set. 
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Democracy, Western Style 

Scholarship on democratic politics and democratisation has become a “veritable 

growth industry” (Yeau-Tarn Lee and Chang-Yen Tsai 2007:2). Although research on the 

democratic transition and consolidation is conventional in the academic world, there is no 

consensus on how to measure democracy; definitions of democracy are contested, with 

ongoing and lively debates on the subject. Nevertheless, the essence of democracy is elections 

and after that basically each democratic country follows its own definition of the term. 

Usually however, we can divide the idea and definition of democracy into certain categories, 

following a somewhat evolutionary path. Schedler (1998) creates a model of political systems 

along an evolutionary path of deepening democracy. His model begins with an authoritarian 

regime, which becomes an electoral democracy. The electoral democracy is then deepened 

into to a liberal democracy. The next step from liberal democracy is the “advanced 

democracy”. Advanced democracy can be partitioned into “republican democracy” and “good 

governance” (Schedler 1998:93-105). 

Electoral Democracy 

Electoral democracy is usually defined as minimal democracy and it dwells only on 

the election of political elite, put into place to rule and manage the country. The elections 

should be regular and competitive (multi-party and/or more candidates than seats). In addition, 

the right to vote should be universal. 

Electoral democracy, according to Joseph Schumpeter (1975), is a democratic method 

that is an “institutional arrangement for arriving at political decisions in which individuals 

acquire the power to decide by means of competitive struggle for the people’s vote” 

(Schumpeter 1975:269).  

However, electoral democracy does not appear spontaneously but mostly through a 

transition from authoritarian rule, as Schedler describes in his model 4 . In an electoral 

democracy other institutional characteristics of a more “deepened democracy”, such as rule of 

law and institutional separation of powers, are not present. Furthermore, because the transition 

from authoritarian rule (with its old regime) is not fully secured, the electoral democracy risks 

regressing back to authoritarianism. 
                                                 
4 See also Terry Karl (2000). 
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For the difference between democratic and non-democratic political systems 

Huntington (1989:11-28) creates a model of political systems, differentiating between 

democratic, totalitarian and authoritarian systems. 

 

Characteristic Totalitarian Authoritarian Democratic 

Role of ideology  Central Nonexistent Limited 

Type of Change  Revolutionary Non-

incremental 

Incremental 

Participation  Broad 

mobilized 

None or very 

limited 

Broad Autonomous 

Elections  Ritualistic, 

non-

competitive, 

frequent 

Nonexistent or 

non-competitive

Effective, competitive, 

frequent 

Parties  One strong None or one but 

weak 

Two or more 

Freedom of speech, press, 

and assembly  

Nonexistent Severely 

restricted 

Extensive 

Government control of 

economy  

Extensive to 

total 

Limited Limited to moderate 

Table 1: Characteristics of Political Systems 
Source: Huntington (1989). 
 

Liberal Democracy 

The emphasis on elections in the theories on electoral democracy cannot however bring about 

what is generally perceived as a democratic state. The liberal democracy broadens the range 

of democracy from the right to appoint leadership to the protection of civil liberties, political 

rights and property. Liberal democracy has three basic features according to David Held 

(1995): 
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1) Decision-making power is exercised by political elite, a sub-group of 

‘representatives’ who have been elected by popular majority votes. 

2) Electorates can turn politicians out of office through the vote. 

3) Minority interests are protected through counter-majoritarian devices and a system 

of checks and balances (Held 1995:51). 

Robert Dahl (1982) develops the pattern and stresses that there are seven key 

procedural conditions for modern democracies. 

1) Governmental decision-making is constitutionally vested in elected officials. 

2) Elected officials are chosen in frequent, free, and fair popular elections. 

Legislative and executive branches share decisional responsibility and 

accountability. 

3) All adult citizens have voting rights and civil rights. 

4) All adult citizens have the right to run for public office and be elected. 

5) Full freedom of speech and expression for all without retribution. 

6) Free and uncensored information and media sources, protected and available to 

citizens. 

7) Citizens have the right of association and to form independent 

associations/political parties/interest groups with equal access (Dahl 1982:11). 

In a further attempt to define the modern liberal democracies, four more procedural 

conditions can be included in this framework, as by Michael Sodaro (2000): 

8) Democratically elected officials must exercise their constitutional duties without 

being opposed, overruled, or vetoed by unelected officials (like civil servants, 

juntas or socio-religious forces). 

9) Every state’s national government must be a self-governing autonomous political 

institution with internal sovereignty, external sovereignty, and freedom from any 

external control by other states or overarching political system. 

10) Democratic representatives formally/informally agree not to use their temporary 

electoral/legislative/governmental superiority to disenfranchise the minority and 

opposition from ever competing for power and higher office, while the losers will 

respect the majority’s decisions. 
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11) Citizens must obey the law and governmental decisions despite uncertainties on 

the outcome of elections; as long as their acts of authority reflect the contingent 

collective preferences as expressed through regular, free and fair elections (Sodaro 

2000, chapter 10).  

Advanced Democracy 

To further deepen democracy, to guarantee the political elections, and protect rights 

and liberties, there needs to be a separation of power and rule of law. This is the essence of 

republican democracy. Linz and Stepan for instance, argue that the democratic transition is 

not complete until the executive, legislative, and judicial power generated by the new 

democracy does not have to share power with other bodies (Linz and Stepan 1996:3). Using a 

Swedish perspective on republican democracy, the powers of the state can be divided into five 

by adding a ceremonial and a scrutinising power: 

• The executive power, with for instance a cabinet led by a Prime Minister 

appointed according to the majority in the parliament. 

• The legislative power, the popularly elected parliament. 

• The judicial power, although the level of independence from the legislative power 

varies from country to country5. 

• The scrutinising power represented by the press and the journalist corps, which 

takes advantage of the “good governance” in the advanced democracy (see below)6. 

• The ceremonial and representative power, which is encompassed by a monarchy or 

an elected head of state, often closely tied to decisions by the legislative power. 

Governance can be defined as “the process of decision-making and the process by 

which decisions are implemented (or not implemented)” (United Nations 2007:1). Once the 

electoral democracy, the liberal rights, the separation of powers and the rule of law are in 

place, the next steps in the evolution and deepening of democracy is to ensure that functional 

democracy can hold the government responsible for its acts; that there is transparency, and 

that the government reacts to the needs of the people. This is usually summed up in the term 

                                                 
5 The Swedish judicial power for instance, is far less independent from the legislative and executive than, for 
example the judicial power of the USA or the UK. 
6 See Eivind Smith (2002, pp. 51-53). 
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good governance, a further deepening of democracy and a step away from the probability of 

clientelism.  

According to the United Nations, the concept of good governance has eight major 

characteristics:  

• Participatory 

• Consensus oriented 

• Accountable 

• Transparent 

• Responsive 

• Effective and efficient 

• Equitable and inclusive 

• Following the rule of law (United Nations 2007:2-3). 

The aforementioned transparency refers to the accessibility of state business and 

conduct to the inspection of the public and the press. The basic requirement for transparency 

is freedom of information, including an assurance that citizens can acquire information about 

how government makes decisions, conducts business, and spends public money. This also 

deepens the participatory democracy, when the public is given access to all forms of 

government documents. The transparency makes corruption difficult to hide but the criticism 

against transparency and highly participatory democracy (like that of Sweden) is that the 

easily accessible information encroaches into the private life of not only leaders but also 

normal citizens. 

When defining democracy, and especially democracy in relation to the PRC and other 

dictatorial states, it is important to distinguish between two separate distinctions of democracy. 

Firstly, democracy as a regime type. Secondly, democracy as an element of degree. If we 

view democracy as strictly a regime type, then there is a threshold, which a state and regime 

must reach in order to be labelled democratic. Using this view in this study, Sweden is a 

democracy whereas the PRC is not and far from it. If democracy is viewed as an element of 

degree, then there are elements, fragile fractions of democracy present in today’s PRC. 

Democracy must first and foremost be seen as the rule of the people, the very original 

meaning of democracy but something that sometimes is lost in the complexity of today’s 

political systems. The Western Democracy can be seen as resting on three fundaments. Firstly, 
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the strictly procedural electoral democracy, which enables the people to choose their leaders 

to different degrees. The electoral democracy also enables the competition for votes, in effect 

the competition of ideas, which must be seen as the very basic and one of the most important 

steps away from authoritarian and totalitarian systems.  

An electoral democracy does however not enable a true people’s rule, merely the right 

to choose how to be ruled. The people might be supreme on Election Day, but this type of 

democracy ignores, to a certain extent, the time between elections, when not the people but 

the ruler is supreme. This is where the other fundaments of Western democracy play their big 

role. The liberal democracy7 provides the important system of checks and balances in order to 

counter the dictatorship of the majority. The liberal democracy also provides the freedoms of 

press, speech, assembly, religion and association. These freedoms are necessary elements for 

democracy as a regime type and they also enable a stage for the people’s rule. For many years, 

the general Swedish view of a politician was that of a true people’s representative, a non-

professional spare time politician deeply rooted in the daily lives of ordinary people. This has 

changed in recent years, and the professional full time politician has emerged, both at national 

and local level8. The idea however of a very short distance between people and decision 

makers is fundamental to the concept of democracy. 

The democracy as opposed to an authoritarian style regime must also separate the 

powers of the state. This is related to another fundamental feature of democracy; the 

competition of ideas. The electoral democracy provides the basis for this competition but the 

separation of powers solidifies it and creates a powerful system of checks and balances. 

The distance between the people and the decision maker is shortened further, in some 

cases even abolished, with the implementation of good governance; mostly the transparency 

and participatory aspects of the governance. 

One-party Dominant Democracy 

An anomaly in the above-described pattern of modern liberal democracy is the 

existence of one-party dominant democracies. As we have seen, the theoretical aspects of 

                                                 
7 Or perhaps better liberal democracy and liberal constitutionalism. 
8 See Anders Isaksson (2006) for further elaboration on these thoughts. 
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democracy rely heavily upon the concept of free and fair elections, but somewhat fails to 

explain the existence of one-party dominant democracies. 

Much as anomalies in other fields of science might tell us something further about the 

nature of the world as well as questioning rooted truths and theories, the existence of one-

party dominant democracies adds input into what really constitutes a democracy, and what it 

can evolve into. As with general theories on democracy, there is no consensus on the measure 

to be applied to candidate for the title of a ‘dominant party’. 

In order for a structure with a dominant party to emerge in the aforementioned 

democratic environment, a necessary setting is required. Major research into the nature of 

one-party dominance have been lacking with only T J Pempel (1990) and Marco Rimanelli 

(1999) gripping the problem comprehensively and comparatively. Nevertheless, Maurice 

Duverger gave a comprehensive albeit abstract definition of one-party dominance. “A party is 

dominant when it is identified with an epoch; when its doctrines, ideas, methods, its style, so 

to speak, coincide with those of the epoch. Domination is a question of influence rather than 

of strength; it is also linked with belief: A dominant party is that which public opinion 

believes to be dominant. Even the enemies of the dominant party, even citizens who refuse to 

give it their vote acknowledge its superior status and its influence” (Duverger 1959:308-309). 

Pempel (1990), Soo Jin Kim (1991) and Rimanelli (1999) all discuss Sweden and the 

hegemony of the Social Democratic Workers’ party (SAP). Kim (1991) examines and makes 

an attempt to explicate the historical evolution - emergence, maintenance, and possible 

termination - of one-party dominance in parliamentary democracies. The author identifies ten 

cases of one-party dominance in the histories of parliamentary democracies and classifies 

them into three types of dominance: Liberal, Social Democratic, and Neo-liberal (or 

Conservative). The research is conducted with a comparative analysis of four dominant 

parties: the Japanese LDP and the German CDU/CSU (conservative or neo-liberal 

dominance), the Swedish SAP and the Norwegian DNA (social-democratic dominance). The 

materialisation of dominance goes along with the ability of a party to build a stable and broad 

alliance of its urban followers with farmers. The maintenance or loss of dominance then rests 

on the continuation or disappearance of these factors. In a study of Italian and Israeli polities, 

Alan Arian and Samuel Barnes (1974) discuss the positive effects of one-party dominance in 

the form of stability. 
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The history of emergence of SAP dominance and a comparison with other 

Scandinavian countries as well as other states is well described in Pempel (1990). Both 

Pempel and Rimanelli (1999) are somewhat dated and thus fall short of describing the path 

the one-party dominance has taken during the last ten years of social democratic rule under 

new leadership culture. This path has meant an increased influence by the SAP over society 

and government. Yohann Aucante (2006) and Fredrik Segerfeldt (2006) both discuss this in 

their reports. In a wider perspective Åsa Linderborg (2001) and Hans Bergström (2006) tackle 

the SAP control over the journalist corps and the writing of official Swedish history. 

There are four vital criteria, according to Pempel (1990) that will assure a party’s 

politico-electoral dominance over all other parties, while monopolising the formation of 

governments and national policy agendas for decades. 

1. Electoral dominance or dominant in numbers (in relative numerical terms) 

compared to its opponents by securing a plurality of parliamentary seats. 

2. Even without an absolute parliamentary majority it controls all parties (and 

the party system) through its dominant bargaining position in forming all 

ruling coalitions with minor partners, while strategically denying the viability 

of any other governmental formula that would exclude it (yet this does not 

take into account the minor partners’ ability at times to blackmail the 

dominant party for more power lest the junior partner splits and dooms the 

coalition). 

3. Chronological dominance with control of all successive governments over 

very long periods (Pempel sets a benchmark of 30-50 years). 

4. Governmental dominance to fulfil through time the party’s own historical-

ideological vision by shaping national policy agendas through a series of 

interrelated public policies (Pempel 1990:3-4, Rimanelli 1999:6). 

These conditions – the dominance over the electorate, the other parties and the 

formation of government as well as the policy agenda – are in a narrow sense only met by 

Japan, Israel and Sweden.  

The criteria mentioned above, along with the traditional party system and voting 

behaviour theories, do not however, explain the reasons why a one-party dominant democracy 

might emerge. Those theories are ideologically and conceptually staunch to that democracy 
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equates to alternance in power. Nevertheless, according to Rimanelli (1999) and Arian and 

Barnes (1974) as well as empirical experience of Sweden’s political reality, we can discern 

three reasons for the emergence of one-party dominance: 

1. A continuing albeit flexible socio-politico-ideological vision that is able to attract 

the voters’ support.  

2. A close interrelationship with most domestic social groups (even those who once 

were unsympathetic to dominance).  

3. A consensus-driven form of politics, where the opposition is given the right to 

influence decision-making, thus enhancing the strength of the former two reasons 

(Rimanelli 1999:7 and Arian and Barnes 1974:600)9. 

With the necessary settings present, a “normal” democracy or a state in democratic 

transition might transform into a one-party dominant democracy with a visionary and flexible 

party at the helm being able to represent the majority of the domestic social forces. The 

reasons for the emergence of one-party dominance can also be seen as the result of both the 

development of democracy and the evolution of the party. The abovementioned state of one-

party dominance - with its consensus and consultative driven politics, the party’s aim to 

represent all social forces and alluring visionary policies - touches upon the idea of 

democratic centralism or consultative democracy, which are integral to the framework of 

“Chinese democracy”. 

Democratic Centralism and “Chinese Democracy” 

The CCP adheres to democratic centralism, which is based on the thoughts of Lenin. 

The democratic part of democratic centralism describes the freedom of members of the 

political party to discuss and debate policies and directions. The centralism part describes that 

when the decision of the party is made by majority vote, all members are expected to uphold 

that decision. In practice, the principle means that the party or the nation gets a very strong 

and energetic leadership. 

To describe the Chinese political system as “democratic” causes confusion when put 

in relation to the framework of liberal democracy. However, participation in political life is 

one of the essential components of democracy, and from a participatory perspective James 

                                                 
9 See also Pempel (1990, pp. 1-32) for further background information. 
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Townsend (1968) provides a comparative description of the “Chinese democracy” and its 

Western counterpart. Both Western and Chinese democratic styles claim to represent popular 

interest and to provide extensive popular participation. According to Townsend (1968), there 

are five characteristics that make the two democratic styles different from each other.  

Firstly, in China the execution of the party policies is defined as the major function of 

participation as opposed to popular influence on political decisions in the West. Secondly, 

whereas the Western democracy relies on representative institutions for communication of 

popular demands to the leaders, the Chinese style underlines direct contact between cadres 

and masses as the surest way of bringing out participation. Thirdly, the Chinese style 

maintains that popular political action support a supreme, unified national interest as defined 

by the CCP, it admits that partial or temporary interests may conflict with the true national 

interest, and theoretically allows such interests political expression, but it claims that they 

must be secondary to the national interest. The Western democracy on the other hand 

recognises the reality of a national interest, but sees it as a changing blend of many interests 

that may legitimately compete, both before and after decisions are made. Fourthly, the 

Chinese style underlines the quality and morality of political leaders rather than legal and 

institutionalised popular controls, as the guarantee of good government. The Western 

democratic style honours its legal and institutional framework. Fifthly, the Chinese style 

recognises no theoretical limits to the extension of demands for political activity and no 

private obligations that can take priority over public ones. The Western democratic style 

values participation highly but insists that the sacredness of private life places limits on public 

obligations and permits the individual to refrain from political action (Townsend 1968:3-4). 

Szu-chien Hsu and Yi-Ching Hsiao (2007) discern four types of Chinese democracy 

based either on Confucianism or socialism and create a typology where the characteristics of 

Chinese democracy either are antithetical or alternative to liberal democracy or compatible 

with or supplementary to liberal democracy. According to Hsu and Hsiao’s typology, one line 

of the Chinese democracies originates in Confucianism (illiberal democracy and 

communitarian democracy) and another has its origin in socialism; the collective 

democracy/democratic centralism and substantive/consultative democracy (Hsu and Hsiao 

2007:3). The basic ideological difference between most of the Chinese democracy types, 

especially collective democracy and democratic centralism, and liberal western democracy is 
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the Chinese emphasise on the collective and the collective consensus. The substantive 

democracy can be seen as a critique against liberal democracy and puts more emphasis on the 

“output dimension of the democratic practice instead of the procedural one” (Hsu and Hsiao 

2007:9). Of all the Chinese style democracies, the consultative one resembles the one-party 

dominant liberal democracy most. The consultative democracy in modern PRC highlights 

“consulting people’s opinion and to reach consensus before making major decision” (Hsu and 

Hsiao 2007:9). 

As briefly mentioned above in the definition of Western democracy, an important 

distinction between these “Chinese democracies” and the Western is the question whether the 

people rule or merely are given the right by the rulers to elect the coming rulers. The Chinese 

definitions of democracy seem to over-complicate the nature of democracy in order to bend it 

to fit an already existing authoritarian system. The theories of democracy cannot, however 

appealing they might seem, be superimposed over the practical experiences of democracy. 

Only the Western liberal democracy can prove a complete system of theories and practice, 

which has shown to be successful in several states in several different cultural spheres. 

From an electoral point of view on democracy, the authoritarian Chinese regimes 

governing Taiwan, Mainland China, and Hong Kong allowed limited electoral competition 

during the latter part of the last century. Diamond and Myers (2000) examine why and how 

limited electoral competition developed in Greater China. Different concepts are used to 

analyse how the political centre in these three Chinese societies historically interacted with 

society and how different regime changes took place. The authors argue that without political 

breakthroughs in Mainland China and Hong Kong, their limited electoral processes are not 

likely to lead to the election of one or more opposition parties in Mainland China and the 

direct election of a Hong Kong governor and parliament (Diamond and Myers 2000:1-22). 

Furthermore, the investigation of elections in the greater China area does not go into the 

concept of factionalism and intra-party democracy, yet at the same time it describes the 

growing competition in the village elections of the PRC between party and non-party 

members.  

The main question for the older generation of scholars like Townsend (1968), seems to 

be whether there the PRC indeed is democratic; whereas the younger generation, with a 

plethora of publications, represented by Diamond and Myers (2000) and Hsu and Hsiao 
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(2007), focus on whether the PRC is democratising (and if so, how). This question will be the 

focus of the following chapter. 




