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ABSTRACT

Institutional Development in a New Democracy.
The Zambian National Assembly, 1964 to 1996

by

Philip W. Alderfer

This dissertation is a longitudinal and cross-national study of institutional
development in new a democracy. Using the Zambian National Assembly as a case, it
examines how legislative performance and legislators' behavior changed in response to
three political transitions across a 30-year period. Recent Zambian legislative
performance is then compared to legislative performance in fifteen other sub-Saharan
African countries that also underwent democratic transitions between 1989 and 1994 to
place Zambia's experiences in a cross-national context.

A wide variety of original data is used to legislative performance in
Zambia. This includes a series of quantitative indicators generated specifically for this
study, detailed discussions of historic events across Zambia's 30-year political history,
and an in-depth survey of sitting Zambian Members of Parliament.

Three different theoretical perspectives are used to try and explain the
patterns of behavior found in this study. The first is derived from the literature on

neo-institutionalism and examines the influence formal rules and procedures have on



legislative behavior. The second uses an administrative-organizational perspective to
explain parliamentary performance, and examines how access to resources, work culture,
and administrative hierarchies effect performance. The influence of personal
relationships and corruption are examined in the third perspective, derived from the
literature on political patronage.

This study presents three major findings. First, legislative institutional
development in Africa has not benefited from the democratic transitions of 1989-1994.
Neither institutional nor individual measures of legislative performance have significantly
increased in those countries that adopted a more democratic political regime. Second, no
single theoretical perspective can fully account for the patters of behavior described here,
either across time or country. Finally, legislative development in no way assures the
successful development of a consolidated democracy. Countries that established more
independent legislatures after their democratic transition were more likely to suffer from
democratic reversals than were those that had maintained a more authoritarian political

regime.
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Chapter One:

Introduction

If institutions are defined as stable, valued recurring
patterns of behavior, can one say that there was an
institutionalization of roles in a legislature (such as
Zambia's), where not only the demands of two
environments, but also role behavior itself changed?

Samuel Huntington 1965

Institutionalization involves the congruence between
attitudes, responses, the environment, and expectations,
rather than stable, recurring patterns of behavior. Over
time the Zambian Parliament adopted attitudinal responses
to both its environments and its roles that allowed
institutional change without the sacrifice of autonomy,
coherence, or complexity. Institutionalization can proceed
with rapid change; patterns of behavior need recur only in
principle.

John Helgerson 1970, 118

This is a study of political institution building in the developing world.
Using the Zambian legislature as a case, this dissertation examines the process of
institutional development and contrasts Huntington's view that institutionalization
comprises "stable, recurring patterns of behavior," with Helgerson's opinion that
behavioral autonomy, coherence, and complexity can be maintained within a context of

rapid political change. It compares parliamentary performance across time, different



political regimes, and international boundaries and examines how the performance of the
Zambia National Assembly has changed and the role legislatures play in the consolidation
of nascent democratic political regimes.

Legislatures do not operate in a vacuum. The actions they take result from
the intersection of formal rules, the actors involved, and resources available to them.
Therefore, assembly perforrhance is best understood if we fully account for these factors.
Rather than adopt a single theoretical approach, this study presents a scheme to
accomplish that task by comparing three different theoretical explanations of legislative
performance -- neo-institutionalism, organizational capacity, and political patronage. In
doing so this study contributes to ongoing debates about democratization and political
institution building by determining which of these theories best explain legislative
performance, whether those explanations remain equally salient across different political
regimes, and if those explanations are applicable across the new democracies in
sub-Saharan Africa.

Two general arguments will be presented here: No single theoretical
perspective can fully explain the performance of both parliaments and individual
parliamentarians and, more importantly, that the relative influence of these factors
changes over time. Legislative performance and legislative institution building can best
be understood by using an eclectic mix of different theoretical approaches and by
accounting for the dynamic explanatory power of each approach across periods of

political transition.



Legislatures and Institution Building

Why examine institution building in a legislature rather than in another,
potentially more powerful, political institution such as the presidency or judicial branch?
Moreover, why limit a study of political institution building to formal state structures?
Couldn't a study of political parties or civil society accomplish the same goals?

The answer to the second question is no; it would be possible to study
institution building in a political party, protest movement, lobbying group or any one of
the myriad of other organizations that dot the political landscape. Organizations do play
important roles in the democratic political process. However, organizations are groups of
individuals bound together by some common purpose or to achieve a common objective.
By contrast, "institutions are the frameworks in which (those) human interactions take
place" (North 1990, 1). Institutions are comprised of both formal and informal rules, both
those that are purposefully created as well as those that evolve over time. Political
institutions are more than political organizations. Organizations comprise the individuals
and issues that define the game of politics at any given moment. Institutions are the rules
that last beyond them.

Why, then, study institution building in a legislature? If, as is often
argued, the executive branch wields more political power than the legislative, especially
in Africa, why concentrate on parliament? Why examine the weaker partner in the
political process? The answer is three-fold. First, this is study not just a study of
institutions but of institutional development. There is no doubt that a study of executive

power in Zambia could yield interesting results. However, I am particularly interested in



whether legislatures develop to challenge strong executive presidencies. Are weak
legislatures able to develop greater autonomy over time, and if not, why not?

Second, legislatures are of central concern in most democratic theories.

As Robert Dahl, and others, have shown, responsive democratic regimes exist only if
"institutions exist for making government policies depend on popular votes and other
expressions of citizens' preferences" (Dahl 1971, 3. See also Almond and Verba 1965;
Dahl 1961; Inkeles 1991; Lijphart 1984). Legislatures, parliaments, and assemblies are
the institutions that have been created to aggregate, process, and codify those preferences.
The ability of a legislatures to perform those functions then provides insights into whether
democratization is occurring in a given country.

Finally, by concentrating on legislative development this study can build
on an existing intellectual heritage. Legislatures have recently become a focus of scholars
studying the politics of the developing world, though this was not always the case.

During the early and mid-1960s, legislatures were often downplayed in studies of the
developing world. Many scholars viewed parliaments and assemblies as insignificant
participants in policy and decision-making, preferring instead to examine the growing
number of strong executives or the contestations of power in civil society. When they did
examine legislative performance, their analyses were often limited to legislatures' abilities
to make and amend laws (See, for example, Almond and Powell 1966).

This changed in the late 1960's and early 1970's when Gupta (1965),
Hopkins (1970), Mezey (1972), and others recognized that legislatures performed a wide

variety of tasks, even in authoritarian and single-party regimes. Comparative studies of



legislative performance were further enhanced by an edited volume compiled by
Kornberg and Musolf (1970) on legislative behavior in the developing world, and later a
series of "Publications of the Consortium for Comparative Legislative Studies" at Duke
University edited by G.R. Boyton and Chong Lim Kim (1975). These volumes provided
an importantly outlet for the work of scholars such as Barkan (1979, 1984), Hopkins
(1970, 1975) Mezey (1972, 1983) and Packenham (1970) and contributed to the debates
on legislative behavior first raised by Wahlke and Eulau (1959).

No longer were legislatures solely viewed as law-making bodies, they
were recognized as essential elements in of political systems with a myriad of
responsibilities. Even when political transitions occurred in countries where these
scholars worked, legislatures were used to identify when political crises had passed. "In
democracies and dictatorships alike, the restoration of a legislature customarily signifies a
return to political normalcy, evidence that a period of crisis or transition has passed"
(Weinbaum 1975, 31).

This sentiment is true today. Since the "Third Wave" of democracy
(Huntington 1991) swept much of the world scholars have once again returned to
questions of how democratic regimes are built and the role legislatures play in democratic
consolidation. "Merely creating democratic institutions and holding elections captures
only part of the process through which stable, viable democratic systems come into
being...Many debilitating fights have erupted among contending forces that accept the
electoral process but reject other key democratic institutions...This leads us to conclude

that the core representative and governmental institutions of the new regime must also be



institutionalized and legitimate in order of the regime to qualify as consolidated."

(Gunther et. al 1996, 155-158)

Why the Zambian legislature?

Zambian political history affords scholars an opportunity to examine
legislative development across both time and different political regimes. The country has
maintained stable, civilian rule over more than three decades, always successfully
resisting military intervention. During this period it has experienced both multi-party and
one-party regimes, culminating in a historic shift to multi-party rule in October 1991 at
the leading edge of the Third Wave of democracy in Africa. Consequently, Zambia is an
excellent laboratory in which to test theories about legislative performance.

Zambia achieved political independence from Great Britain in 1964. At
that time it adopted a nominally Westminster-style parliamentary system in which MPs
were elected in competitive, multi-party elections, However, the balance of political
power vested in an independently elected national president. In 1973 political opposition
was banned, and for the next 18 years Kenneth Kaunda, Zambia's president since
independence, ruled under his United National Independence Party (UNIP) banner.

In this "one-party participatory democracy" officially vetted parliamentary
candidates were chosen through direct, popular elections. Parliament did, infrequently,
meet, but not in order to discuss policy, adjudicate disputes, or address issues
constituents' concerns. Instead, Parliament served as a rubber stamp for executive

decisions and an arm of UNIP charged with rallying support from the countryside.



However, after 15 years of political and economic stagnation, popular
dissent let loose. Food shortages, exacerbated by severe droughts and a crushing
international debt burden, brought protesters into the streets and forced President Kaunda
to release his grip on political power. Demands for meaningful political change grew
more frequent, and the Movement for Multi-party Democracy (MMD) was created to
harness those challenges.

The MMD was an amalgamation of academicians, labor leaders and
political elite that was created solely to challenge UNIP's dominance. Little else in the
way of a unifying political ideology brought these divergent groups together. On October
31, 1991 the MMD exercised its new-found political muscle by ousting President Kaunda
and winning 125 of the 150 parliamentary seats in the first multi-party elections to be
held since 1968. The MMD and its new president, Frederick Chiluba, were hailed as
exemplars of the "second wind of change" blowing across Africa.

These three distinct political periods, the multi-party First Republic
(1964-1972), one-party Second Republic (1973-1991), and recent multi-party Third
Republic (1991-1994) provide rich comparisons by which to chart the process of
legislative institution building. They allow us to observe how Parliament responded to
changing electoral regimes, whether stable recurring patterns of performance were
developed, and if the legislatures ever developed the ability to challenge executive
actions. To set the scene for the analysis which follows, these three periods of

post-colonial political history are briefly described below.



Background: Birth of a New State

Zambia is a landlocked state encompassing 290,000 square miles north of
the Zambezi River in the central portion of Africa's southern cone. It is bounded on the
east by Malawi, Zaire and Tanzania on the North, Angola on the west, and Zimbabwe on
the south. Zambia, formerly known as Northern Rhodesia, was a British colonial
protectorate for over 60 years. The British South Africa company ruled the country from
1890s until 1924, "when, mainly for economic reasons, it handed over its administrative
role to the British Colonial Office" (Tordoff 1974, 3).

During the 1930's Zambia became one of the world's largest sources of
high-grade copper ore and an important source of revenue for the British government.
Between 1930 and 1950 the colonial office retained political control over the region,
though it gradually allowed "local European settlers a progressively larger say in the
government, and eventually permitted the creation of the Central African Federation,
which united Northern Rhodesia with Southern Rhodesia (later, Zimbabwe) and
Nayasaland (later, Malawi) under the control of predominantly Southern Rhodesian
whites" (Tordoff 1974, 3).

Coincident with the rise of a European settlers political movement during
this period was the development of an "African national consciousness" (Mulford 1967,
13). The first seeds of African nationalism were sown in the early 1900s when "the
Territory developed and the two racial communities, distinctly separate and often

antagonistic, became increasingly interdependent” (Ibid. See also Rotberg 1965).



The organization that unified the nationalist movement during this period
was the African National Congress (ANC) headed by Harry Nkumbula. Nkumbula, a
member of the Tonga-speaking Ila group from Zambia's Southern Province became ANC
in president in 1951 and "was widely known amongst his countrymen as a fearless
advocate of African rights" (Mulford 1967, 20). Under Nkumbula's leadership the ANC
became the organization that most vocally opposed the Central African Federation as a
threat to indigenous' Africans interests. "With deeply held suspicions born of long
experience with white men and limited knowledge of his institutions, great numbers of
Africans, most of them with no detailed knowledge of federalism, opposed the Federation
with a fervor which shocked and confused government officials" (Mulford 1967, 23).

The ANC's formation, and the difficulties Nkumbula had in maintaining it
as a viable political organization, foreshadowed what would become a consistent theme
in Zambian politics. Despite the nearly uniform condemnation of the Federation, the
nationalist struggle "was subject to repeated splits" among rival factions contesting for
political power (Tordoff 1974, 10). The most serious split came in October, 1958 when
future Zambian president Kenneth Kaunda and his followers left the ANC to form the
Zambia African National Congress (ZANC).

Kaunda challenged Nkumbula's leadership of the ANC, not simply
because the latter had become more politically moderate but because "in the eyes of his
colleagues the requirements of nationalist leadership itself had changed" (Mulford 1967,
74). Kaunda and his supporters were deeply influenced by several visits to India and

believed that a successful nationalist struggle had to be led by men committed to both the
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political cause, and a belief in the transcendence of a liberation movement. ZANC was
later banned by the colonial government, but by that time it had become the platform
upon which Kaunda built the United National Independence Party (UNIP), the party
which would lead Zambia through the Federation and on into the First Republic (Makasa
1990).

Between 1958 and 1964 frequent, often violent, clashes occurred between
supporters of UNIP and the ANC. As these conflicts intensified, the ANC was less able
to maintain itself as a political force. Only three months after Kaunda had defected
another "breakaway group", this one under the direction of Mainza Chona, left the ANC
and merged with UNIP (Tordoff 1974, 10). And again in 1963, less than one year before
the pre-independence parliamentary elections to be held in January, 1964 another senior
ANC official, Job Michello, temporarily broke away and formed his own party, the
People's Democratic Congress (PDC). By the end of 1963 Nkumbula had "nothing to
offer except the purely negative threat that in those constituencies with both ANC and
PDC candidates they would inevitably split the anti-UNIP vote" (Mulford 1967, 321).

Under the terms of a Zambia's independence agreement parliamentary
elections were to be held on January 20 and 21, 1964. These elections would pave the
way for full independence later that year. According to the new constitution, the
"Legislative Council, renamed the Legislative Assembly, was expanded to seventy-five
members, of whom sixty-five were elected in main roll constituencies by African voters

and ten in reserved roll constituencies by European voters" (Mulford 1967, 315).
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The results of the January elections were never in doubt. The ANC and its
breakaway PDC were "highly disorganized and bordering on bankruptcy"' (Mulford
1967, 316). UNIP "was the only political party that organized a territory-wide
registration campaign in preparation for the elections" and had the finances necessary to
accomplish the task (Mulford 1967, 315). Despite widespread fears, the January polls
were conducted freely, fairly and without incident. UNIP captured 69.6 percent of the
total votes cast, winning 55 of the 65 main roll parliamentary seats. The remaining ten
main roll seats were won by the ANC, and the National Progress Party (NPP),
representing the interests of white settlers and "Euro-Africans" captured the ten reserved
roll seats (Mulford 1967, 325).

Immediately after the January elections "Northern Rhodesia's Governor
invited Kaunda, as the country's first Prime Minister, to form his new government"
(Mulford 1964, 329). Between January and October, 1964 the final status of Zambian
independence was negotiated and at midnight on October 24, 1964 the flag of the
independent Zambian nation was first unfurled. "The date symbolized Zambia's future as
well as its past, for it marked not only the nineteenth anniversary of the United Nations,
but also the date on which six years earlier Kaunda had led his followers from the ANC to

the Zambian African National Congress" (Mulford 1964, 331).

: The PDC hastily merged with the ANC just prior to the elections. As a result, their split simply

weakened the UNIP opposition during the crucial period just prior to the elections.
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Zambia's First Republic: UNIP, the ANC and the Challenges of Independence

Between 1964 and 1972 President Kaunda ruled Zambia under the terms
agreed to in the 1964 Independence Constitution. This included the establishment of a
Westminster-style parliament, but with an independently elected executive president.
Political parties were free to contest presidential and parliamentary elections, though
UNIP controlled the political landscape. "Between 1964 and 1972 UNIP's ascendancy
was so marked that, though an opposition party -- the ANC -- existed throughout this
period, there was never any prospect of power alternating between UNIP and its main
rival" (Tordoff and Scott 1974, 108).

UNIP's dominance, however, belied the fragmented nature of its regime.
"The unevenness of the nationalist impact, as well as the short duration of the
anti-colonial struggle within a culturally and linguistically fragmented society, meant that
the unity which UNIP established was fragile" (Tordoff 1974, 10). One consequence of
this fragility was Kaunda's invocation of extraordinary powers constitutionally guaranteed
him through the declaration of a 'state of emergency'.

A state of emergency was first issued in July, 1964 when fighting broke
out in Chinsali, the largest city in Zambia's Northern Province, between followers of
Alice Lenshina's Lumpa Church and "the surrounding pro-UNIP village population”
(Tordoff 1974, 12. See also Chisala 1994, 281-297; Mwanakatwe 1994, 142). The
Lumpa Church, like the African Watch Tower church, was opposed to colonial rule and,
later, the Federation, but was also opposed to the developing political power of the

African nationalist movement. "The fighting went on sporadically for several months and
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some 700 lives were lost" (Ibid.). The Colonial governor issued a state of emergency
which give him the authority to detain citizens and limit public gatherings to control the
violence. Though the Lumpa conflict ended in August, 1964, the state of emergency (and
consequent presidential authority) was kept in place throughout the First and Second
Republics, and was often used to obstruct opposition politicians, as is shown below.

Kaunda was further reminded of UNIP's fragile position during the 1968
presidential and parliamentary elections, the first national elections held after
independence. Between 1964 and 1968 the UNIP government benefited from continuing
economic growth spurred, in part, by rising copper prices and copper outputs. Politically,
however, the context was much different. "The atmosphere was no longer the euphoria of
treading the final steps on the road to independence" (Molteno and Scott 1974, 156).
UNIP was beset by internal struggles and factional conflicts among groups competing for
preferential access to state resources and the course of post-independece government
policies. "From the late 1960's on, (Kaunda) was confronted with fragmentation of his
support," as the ANC had been prior to independence (van Donge 1995, 195).

The ANC was also quite weak entering the 1968 elections, "a victim of its
own organizational, financial, and leadership failures and of harassment from local-level
UNIP officials” (Ibid.). Despite these problems, and its more limited regional support
base, the ANC claimed 23 of the now 105-seat National Assembly. UNIP captured 81
seats and the remaining seat went to a political independent, formerly a member of the
NPP. The ANC benefited from growing regional splits within the ruling party. For

example, in 1966 two UNIP MPs and two ANC MPs left their respective parties to form
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the United Party (UP) to represent the interests of Zambia's Western Province.” Though
the were not officially united as a political coalition, UP parliamentary candidates
campaigned under the ANC's umbrella in Western Province. This gave the ANC a
foothold in both Southern Province, their support base, as well as the politically
contentious Western Province.

UNIP's troubles continued when, in August, 1971 another splinter group
left the ruling party to join the opposition. This group, which called themselves the
United Progressive Party (UPP), was led by Simon Kapwepwe, a Bemba-speaking UNIP
MP from Zambia's Northern Province. Kapwepwe and Kaunda were friends prior to
independence, both having worked as teachers in Chinsali, and later as members of the
"Welfare Association" protesting the Federation. During that time, and throughout the
first years of independence, Kapwepwe had been a close confident, supporter, and advisor
to Kaunda. In fact, Kapwepwe served as vice-president from 1964 until he resigned in
1970.

At UNIP's Central Committee elections in 1967, regional and ethnic splits
developed which laid the groundwork for the eventual Kaunda-Kapwepwe split. During
these elections a "Lozi-Nyanja speaking group proceeded rapidly to form a sectional
group which was called 'Unity in the East' because most of the influential figures in the
organization originated from the Eastern Province" (Mwanakatwe 1994, 54-55). The

ascendency of this group, however, meant the relative decline in political importance of

2 One of the UNIP MPs was Nalumino Mundia, "a prominent UNIP activist and Minister in

Kaunda's first Cabinet” who had lost his cabinet position earlier that year. (Mwanakatwe 1994, 144)
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other regional blocs within the party, especially the Bemba-speaking group from Northern
province of which Kapwepwe was a member.

In August, 1971 Kaunda found out that a group of Bemba-speaking
dissidents from Copperbelt province had formed their own political party. When four
sitting UNIP MPs were identified as supporters of this movement, they were sanctioned
by the party and dismissed from the house. "Kapwepwe then came out in the open and
supported the new political organization," the UPP (Ibid., 59).

In February, 1972 the UNIP government banned the UPP and detained its
leaders, including Kapwepwe. UNIP members "seized the opportunity...to demand the
introduction of a one-party state in Zambia," a goal Kaunda had long endorsed. On
December 13, 1972 those supporters got their wish. Zambia's first republic ended with
Kaunda's ascent of Bill No. 29 of 1972, Constitutional Amendment No. 5, which

outlawed multi-partyism and declared UNIP Zambia's sole, legal political party.

Zambia's Second Republic: Development of UNIP's One Party State

The introduction of the one-party state "constituted a watershed in
Zambia's political history, since it brought to an end an intensely competitive multi-party
political system" (Gertzel et. al. 1984, 2). The 1972 constitution ensured UNIP's primacy
over political affairs. Party organizations, such as UNIP's Central Committee, were in a
privileged position vis-a-vis similar state bodies, such as Cabinet, and Kenneth Kaunda

sat atop the developing party-state as elected executive president and leader of the United
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National Independence Party. Under his control, UNIP dominated political and economic
affairs in an ever more repressive regime.

The challenge that faced President Kaunda was his desire to balance
greater political control with his philosophy of "Humanism" which "put man at the center
of all activity...Neither should one man exploit another, nor should he simply become a
cog in a state machine" (Mwanakatwe 1994, 49). Consequently, the best way to
understand political development during the Second Republic is to look at the one-party
state as "a strategy employed by the regime to achieve an balance between (political)
participation and institutional control" (Gertzel et. al 1984, 4. See also Mwanakatwe
1994, 87).

Again, however, UNIP faced the same problems it had earlier. Though it
governed the Zambian political landscape, UNIP was not a unified political movement.
Political parties were outlawed by Constitutional Amendment No. 5 but political dissent
was not. As a result, UNIP was an amalgam of politicians sometimes more, and
sometimes less, tied to the aims of President Kaunda and senior party officials. "The
most striking aspect of Kaunda's rule was his attempt to make his party a maximum
coalition" (van Donge 1995, 195). Factional conflicts that developed between political
parties in the First Republic were simply carried over into ethnic, regional or linguistic
conflicts in the one-party state.

This pattern was similar to what Zolberg (1966) described regarding the
emergence of "party states" in West Africa. Here, too, single party regimes evolved as a

response to the dangers of social fragmentation and loss of political control by
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government officials. UNIP, like other party states, was a coalition of interests, rather
than a monolithic, hierarchical organization. Factions arose in the struggle for power in
the "incompletely centralized state" in which "political leaders build up networks of
supporters, bound to them as individuals by mutual self-interest, and perhaps by moral
ties such as friendship, kinship, or ideological commitment" (Cited in Baylies and Szeftel
1982, 76). "Post-colonial politics were shaped by conflict and competition within UNIP,
and the nature of UNIP ensured that there was plenty of this kind of competition"
(Baylies and Szeftel 1992, 78).

One consequence of continuing factional conflicts was the development of
patronage relationships that linked individuals to big men and city centers with rural
power centers, usually along regional, ethnic or linguistic lines. "UNIP helped create a
myth of 'tribalism' in order to justify its methods of political control, viz., the introduction
of the one-party state and patronage, which UNIP called tribal balancing" (Cromwell
1995, 156). These personalized, clientelist relationships pervaded Zambian politics,
especially in the Second Republic. "Party and government positions had constantly to be
distributed among different groupings so as to produce the least possible dissatisfaction"
(Baylies and Szeftel 1992, 78).

Another problem Kaunda faced during the Second Republic was the
continued organizational weakness of UNIP. "The caliber of the majority of UNIP's
administrative cadres was poor. Most of the party official were not well educated and
equipped to perform their responsibilities efficiently” (Mwanakatwe 1994, 95). After

independence, and throughout the First Republic, leaders of the nationalist movement,
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many of whom became local and regional UNIP officials, were absorbed into more
lucrative positions in the civil service, private sector, or the number growing parastatal
organizations.

Consequently, the local party officials that remained were "given
additional responsibilities (during) the Second Republic that were beyond their capacity
to perform" (Mwanakatwe 1994, 96). As UNIP organizations and state organizations
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