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Introduction

We began this book because we wanted to understand the evolution of political
regimes in Latin America since 1900 and the reasons for the patterns of those
political regimes. What explains why democracies have endured or broken
down? What explains s why 3lcmt0rSElpS Rave survived or fallen? What explains
waves__of regime change? Even though the literature had many rich case studies,
it was not entirely clear how to cumulate knowledge from these existing studies,
Nobody had previously undertaken a project to explain the emergence, survival,
and fall of democracies and dictatorships for the region as a whole over an
extended period of time.

These empirical issues raised theoretical questions. What theories or theoretical
approaches gave us the most leverage in ‘understanding the emergence, survival,
and fall of democracies and dictatorships in Latin America? From the outset, we
were skeptical that some prominent existing theories would give us much leverage
for explaining these issues for Latin America. Modernization theory, which posits
that more econorrucally developed countries are more - |ikely to be democratic, did
not seem | promising as a way r of understanding the vicissitudes of democracies and
dictatorships in Latin America. A decade ago, we published an article that showed
a weak and nonlinear relationship between the level of development and democ-
racy in Latin America (Mainwaring and Pérez-Lifidn 2003). Our work added to
earlier evidence that modernization theory did not go far toward explaining
political regimes in Latin America (Landman 1999; O'Donnell 1973).

As we worked on some related articles that paved the way to this book, class
theories of democratization enjoyed renewed visibility with the publication of the
works by Acemoglu and Robinson (2006) and Boix (2003). These works see
democratization as a srruggle berween the poor, who always favor democracy
when itis a. v1able outcome, and the nch who prefer dictatorship when stable

lematic. In many cases,Lh_e poor and the working class strongly supported leftist
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and populist authoritarians even when liberal democracy was an alternative out-
come (R. Collier 1999; Germani 1974; Levitsky and Mainwaring 2006; Lipset
1959: 87-126). In other cases, elite actors helped spearhead transitions to democ-
racy (Cardoso 1986; L. Payne 1994). Moreover, contra the assumption of the
class-based theories, for Latin America from the 1980s until 2003, many democ-
racies distributed income from the poor to the wealthy, and none did the opposite.

Nor did Inglehart’s theories of democracy based on mass political culture
(Inglehart 1990, 1997; Inglehart and Welzel 2005) hold much promise as a way
of understanding the rise and fall of democracies and dictatorships in Latin
America. Inglehart’s theories have modernization underpinnings, and modern-
ization theory, as already noted, does not explain regime survival and fall in
Latin America. Moreover, in many Latin American democrac;cs) large num numbers
of citizens express indifference about democracy in public opinion surveys. If
large numbers of citizens are not committed to democracy, how can a demo-
cratic public opinion explain the durability of democracy?

Finally, all of the established major theoretical paradigms in comparative
politics focused on within-country variables. Such a focus cannot easily cxph_m
waves of regime change, in which international influences and actors hold sway

“We found theoretical inspiration in the seminal works by Linz (1978b) on
democratic breakdowns and by O'Donnell and Schmitter (1986) on transitions
to democracy, as well as in many case studies about political regimes. We build
on these works, but they did not attempt to develop a theory in the strict sense
(O'Donnell and Schmitter 1986: 3). Linz and O'Donnell and Schmitter focused
on quite proximate questions of regime change and survival and on regu'ne
coalitions, without specifying why different actors join the pro- or anti-
democracy coalitions. Ultimately, our dissatisfaction with existing theories of
regimes and regime change and our desire to provide greater theoretical inte-
gration than Linz (1978b) and O'Donnell and Schmitter (1986) led us to set
forth a new theory of regimes in this book

theoreuca.l and comparative debates about the survival or fall of authoritarian
and cor compennve (democratic and scml-democrauc) regimes. Second, we asplre to
explain regime change and survival® of dictatorships and competitive regimes in

Latin America from 194 5 to 2010, with some glances back at the 1900-44 period.

Because of the inadequacy of existing theories and the advantages that a
theory offers, we concluded that it would useful to elaborate an alternative
theory based on more realistic microfoundations about what motivates political
actors. Our theory looks at systems of . actors, posits assumptions about their

preferences & and about why regimes fall or survive, and deduces hypotheses from
these ass assu:npnons In a theory, it is not only the individual hypotheses that can

¥ Throughout the book, we use the terms “regime survival,” “regime contnuity,” “regime durabil-
ity,” and “regime stability” interchangeably. As used here, a stable regime is simply one that
survives even if it faces other forms of upheaval.

/73

i)
q.

{

{

Introduction 3

advance social science; it is also the overarching set of integrated and interrelated
propositions (Achen and Snidal 1989). Our theory, which we sketch in this
chapter and present more fully in Chapter 2, integrates the study of transitions
to competitive regimes and of breakdowns of competitive regimes, and by impli-
cation, the study of the durability of dictatorships and of competitive regimes.

A BREAK WITH THE PAST

Figure 1.1 illustrates the fundamental transformation of regimes in Latin
America, showing the annual percentage of democracies in the region berween
1900 and 2010. The first panel depicts the percentage of countries counted as
democracies (as opposed to dictatorships) in the dichotomous classification
developed by Adam Przeworski and his collaborators (Przeworski et al. 2000;
Cheibub and Gandhi 2004). The second panel reflects the percentage of coun-
tries with scores greater than 5 in the Polity scale (Gurr, Jaggers, and Moore

1.1.1. Democratic and Semi-Democratic Regimes 1.1.2. Democratic Regimes
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FIGURE 1.1 Percentage of Democratic Regimes in Latin America, 1900-2010

Key: ACLP: Classification developed by Alvarez, Cheibub, Gandhi, Limongi, and
Przeworski.

Polity: Countries with scores greater than 5 in the Polity IV scale.

MPB: Mainwaring, Brinks, and Pérez-Lifidn trichotomous classification.

Sources: Authors’ elaboration based on Cheibub and Ghandi (2004), Przeworski et al.
(2000), Polity IV 2012 (http://www.systemicpeace.org/polity/polity4.hem), and Table 1.1.
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199¢; Jaggers and Gurr 1993; Polity IV Project 2012)." We also present the
classification of polirical regimes developed for this project, introduced later.

Figure 1.1 suggests that the Przeworski et al. measure is more lenient than a
classification based on a score of greater than 5 on the Polity IV scale. Yer all
three measures confirm the occurrence of an unprecedented wave of change
herween 1578 and 1995. They depict a similar trend for the last part of the
twentieth century, suggesting reliabilicy in the overall picture.’ Demccracy
expanded somewhat in the late 19505, and then hit a nadir in 1976-77, followed
by an unprecedented surge during the 193os.

Until the wave of democratization that began in 1978, authoritarian regimes
were pervasive in most of the region. Many democracies were short-lived, and
several countries had had no experience whatsoever of competitive political
regimes. The situarion changed profoundly between 1978 and 1993. A region
that had previously always been predominantly authoritarian witnessed the
virtual demise of openly authoritarian regimes. Moreover, since 1478, compet-
itive regimes have been far more durable than ever before. Compared te what
occurred in earlier waves of democratization in Latin America, this wave has
lasted much lenger and has been broader in scope. This transformation is one of
the most profound changes in the history of Latin American politics.

The increase in the number of democracies and semi-democracies in Latin
America between 1978 and 1995 was dramatic. At the beginning of this period,
Latin America had only three democracies, and the other seventeen countries
had openly authoritarian regimes. By 1990, the only openly authoritarian
governments were those of Cuba and Haitl. By 1995, Cuba was the sole holdout
(although Haiti eroded back into authoritarian rule between 1999 and 20086).
The shift away from authoritarianism was dramatic in speed and breadrh. The
trend is even more striking if we consider the total proportion of Latin
Americans living under compertitive regimes. In 1900, caly s percent of the
regional population enjoved democratic or semi-democratic politics. In 1950,
it was 58 percent. The percentage plummeted to 12 percent of the regional
population by 1977, but it had reached 98 percent by 2c06.

Figure 1.1 also displays the evolution of political regimes according to our
own classification. We classify regimes in Latin America using a simple trichot-
omeus scale developed with Daniel Brinks {Mainwaring et al. zco1, 2007}
democratic, semi-democratic, and authoritarian. We lump together the demo-
cratic and semi-democratic regimes into a broader category of “competitive

* The Polity scale ranges between —to authoritarian? and :c {democratc). The threshoid of 5 is
conventonallv employed 1o distinguish full democracies fror other cypes of regimes.

* The Polity score ithe onlv available for the 1g00—4 5 period beside our own classification] does not
consider the extension of voting rights, so it overestimates levels of democracy in the early
rwentieth century, These four measures of democracy are strongly correlated. The series for the
proporzion of democracies and semi-democracies according o the Mainwaring er al. three-point
scale correlates ar .98 with the Przeworski series, at .93 with the Polity index, and ar .9~ with
Freedom House scores,
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regimes™ displaved in panel 1.1.1. We explain our coding of political regimes in
Chapter 3.

\ -

THE ARGUMENT IN BRIEF  f.. )b amm 20 BT Haraen
1} Political actors should be at the center of theories of regime survival and
change. Polirical actors, not.structures or cultures, determine outcomes, even

though scructures and culcures affect the formarion and preferences of actors.

We view presidents and organizations such as parties, unions, business associ- 1
ations, the milicary, and organized movements as the most important actors. .

"+ These organizations and presidents control political resources and therefore

exercise influence in the competition for power.
We locate our_thcory between structural or long-term culgural appreaches, on

the one hand, and agency and contingent action approaches, on the other. In
many Lheoretlcal perspectives, purposeful action is the final step in a long causal
chain that is largely determined by deep structural {e.g., Boix 2003; Skocpol
1979) or cultural {(Foucault 1972; Ingleharr and Welzel 2005) forces that tran-
scend individual actors. In these structural and cultural accounts, actors” deci-
sions are largely determined by macro forces. On the other hand, we emphasize
the constraining and structuring of pewerful oroamzamcﬁg ‘Eore than
approaches that focus on individual leaders’ decision maklng

2) We emphasize the role of political factors that help political regimes survive
or lead them to fail. By “political factors” we refer specifically to the impact of
actors’ normative preferences about democracv and dlctatorshxp, their moder-
ation or radicalization in policv preferences, and international political influen-
ces exercised through external actors. We counterpose an emphasis on these
political factors to analyses that argue that the survival or displacement of
regimes depends largely on structural factors such as the level of developrment,
the class structure, or income inequalities, or on mass political culture.

These political factors have primacy in determining whether regimes fail or
remain stable, The ernpirical evidence for Latin America in the twenrieth century
supports a primary focus on political Factors such as the level of radlcahzatlcn
actors’ normative commitment to democracy, and a favorable international

poimcal environment. Wlth a normative democranc commitment on the parr -

racy can survive in the face of dauntmg challenges: poverty, smgmﬁcant ethnic
cleavages, deep social inequalities, high inflation, and low growth (Linz 1988;
Remmer 1996). Indeed, democratic and semi-demaocratic regimes have survived
in post-1977 Latin America in the face of all these unfavomble conditions. This,
capacity of democracy to survive despite seemingly highly adverse conditions
flies in the face of many theoretical expectations before the latest wave of
democracy began.

Other analysts have also focused on political factors in understanding regime
survival and fall. We add to and modify most previous work by presenting these

;
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ideas in an integrated framework and by testing the theory and specific hypoth-
eses in new ways.

za) Actors” normative attitudes about democracy and dictatorship are impor-
tant influences in regime survival or fall. If the most powerful actors have a
normative preference for democracy — if they believe that democracy is intrinsi-
cally the best political regime even if it does not satisfy their other policy
preferences — democracy is more likely to survive.

Qur focus on the impact of actors’ normative attitudes on regime outcomes
builds on literatures in polirical science and sociology that have empha31zed the
importance of actors’ beliefs in understanding polirical outcomes. Actors’ belicfs
influence what thev view as desirable and how they pursue their interests
{Berman 1998; Blyth 2002; Finnemore 1998; Goldstein 1993; Hall 1989;
Sikkink 1991, 1993). If powerful actors view liberal democracy as an inefficient,
corruption-plagued obstacle to “rapid economic growth, as the Argentlne mili-
tary and big business did in the 1960s, when a competitive regime in a poor or

medium income country falters in economic performance, it is vulnerable to_

breakdown. If powerful leftist actars befieve chat liberal democracy is a facade
for bourgeois domination, as most of the Marxist tradition did, they are likely to
mobilize for workers’ gains even if this mobilization endangers the regime.
Conversely, if actors inrinsically value democracy as a “universal value”
{Coutinho 1580), they accept policy sacrifices to preserve democracy, and they
are more likely to view democracy as an intertemporal bargain {Przeworski
1991, 2006) in which they can compensate for today’s sacrifices by gaining
tomorrow. We contribute to the literature on the political impact of acrors’
beliefs or preferences by zesting this argument in new ways.

zb) Actors pohcy rad1ca11sm hinders rhe probawat a competmve

petitive tegimes. Several srudres have claimed that the content of the pol:cx
preferences embraced by p

rful poli ltrcal acr_ors (for instance, a preference

regimes. The intensity of actors pohev preferences “and not ]LlSt their subsrance,
is critical for regime survival and fall. Radical policy preferences“r_nz]:é;&B‘rs on
the left and on the right of the policy spectrum intransigent and thus unlikely to
tolerare the give-and-rake of democratic politics.

3) A favorable regional political environment, characterized by the existernce
of many democracies in Latin America, increases the likelihood of transitions
from authoritarian rule to competitive regimes and diminishes the likelihood of
breakdowns of existung competitive regimes. Our theory emphasizes the
embeddedness of countries’ political actors and political regimes in a regional
and international context.

Recent work on democratization has emphasized two factors that are at odds

SCETIL WOTK O
with an exclusive focus on domestic factors. First, democrauzatlon _oceurs in
wave-like processes; what happens in nerghbormo countries has a sbnlﬁeant
impact on a region. Consistent with the arguments of Brinks and Coppedge

LA R PN
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{z006), Huntington (1991), and Markoff {(1996) at a global level, change in
political regimes in Latin America has occurred in waves. It would be difficult to
explam wave-like change only on the basis of within-country try conditions if there
were no transnational effects The likelihood that polltlcal transformarions
regional in scope could be explained solely by the simultaneous change of

dofmesti¢ conditions in mu]tlp}e countries is very [6W. Theories of democratiza-

tion that are based exclusively on country- le»e{ condmons are rhererore 111
equlpped o explam waves of democratlzatlon

polmcal reglmes ina reglon ina short tlme In Latin Amenca the change from
a region that was overwhelmmgly authoritarian in 1977 to one thar is over-
whelmingly democratic or semi-democratic occurred rapidly. Most comparative
politics approaches that explain democratization involve long, slow processes.
Politica! culture at the mass level, the level of development, the size and strength
of the working ciass, and income inequaliry, all of which have been offered as
explanations of democratization, usually changes only over the long run.
Because the domestic factors that have traditionally been used to explain regime
change move relatlvelv slowly, the likelihood thar, they could account for pro-
found change in a region in a short time is extremely low.

Syn_cllr%rcrrv and rapldlrv of changerdio not deﬁnltrve v prove that democra—

linood that international factors were at ‘work. Manv recent works have
emphasized the impact of international actors,* regional mﬂuences, and inter-
national organizations® on democratization. Consistent with this burgeoning
literature, we underscore that battles over polirical regimes invelve not only
domestic actors, but also mternatl{mal and transnational actors.

Our work’ coﬁ?ﬁbutes in five ways to the existing literature on international
effects on on po liical regimes. First, we include international effects and acrors as
part of a theory of regime change and scabrlrry Little previous work has inre-
graredﬁaomestrc and inrernational actors in a theoretical understanding of
regime dynamics. Second, an important question has remained unanswered by
the existing literature. Because the wave of democratization was more or leSS
Lontemporaneous “with an increasing emphasis by U.5. foreign pohcy on

“crernocmcv promotion,” it is hard to disentangle the effects of regional diffu-

sion per se trom the role of U. S formgn policy. We separate these effects in
Chapter 4. Third, alrhough the literature on international diffusion of political
regimes has burgeoned in recent years, the analysis of the mechanisms behind_
dlftuszon is less developed We analyze this issue in Chaprer 7. Fourth, we show

that International infliences have reinforcing dynamics that help explaln the

+ Brinks and Coppedge 22060 Gleditsch [20021; Gledissch and Ward i2206); Markoff (1996);

Pridhamitoyr, 199~ Starr (1991}
¥ Brown {2ocot Levitsky and Way {zo12]; Whitehead [1986b, 19951
° Pevehouse (20024, 20020, 2805
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magnitude and pace of waves of democratization and authoritarianism
{Chapters 4 and 7). Finally, in Chapter 8 we show that while international actors
facilitate transitions to democracy and prevent the breakdown of competitive
regimes, they are not effective at promoting the advancement of competitive
regimes once a transition has raken place.

EMPIRICAL CONTRIBUTIONS: UNDERSTANDING
POLITICAL REGIMES IN LATIN AMERICA

Empirically, the book examines democratization and regime change in Latin
America over a long sweep of time.” We hope to make three empirical contri-
but:ons First, we aspire to contribute to understandLg the history of political

reglmes in Latin Amerlca from 1900 to 2010, Along with Daniel Brinks, and

polirical reglmes as democratlc semi-democratic, and authoritarian. We discuss
our coding rufes and procedures in Chapter 3. Om&canon of political
regimes lays the groundwork for understanding the evolution of democratiza-
tion and authorltarlamsm in the region aad provides a research tool that other
scholarscaninse.”

Second, this is the first book that tries to explain the emergence, survival, and
fall of pol1tu:al reg1mes'fof Latin America’ asa Whole over a long period of time.
There is a huge literature on political régimes in Latin America. However, much
of it focuses on single countries or a few countries. Drake {2009}, Hartlyn and
Valenzuela (1994), and P. Smith {2co5) offer valuable descriptive histories of
democracy in Latin America, but with little effort to explain regime emergence,
survival, and demise,

Third, this is the first book that has attempted to exrend an actor-based

approach to political regimes to the eempirical study of a large nui‘nber of
countries over an extended period of time. Many scholarly approaches agree
that politiéal "actors {rather than structures or political culture) offer the most
fruitful perspective to study political regimes. Such approaches claim that actors’
choices determine regime outcomes, and that structures and cultures, even
though they influence the actors that emerge and their behavior, do not deter-
mine their choices. Actor-based approaches to studying political regimes are
COMMON In case St_L_ldles {Berman 1998; Capoccia 2003; Figueiredo 19913; Levine
1973, 1978; Linz 1978a; O’Donnell 1982; Stepan 1971, 1978; A. Valenzuela

By Latin America we refer o the rwenty countries in the western hermisphere thar were colonized by
Spain, France, or Portugal: Argentina, Bolivia, Brazii, Chile, Colombia, Costa Rica, Cuba, the
Dominican Republic. Ecuador, El Salvador, Guatemala, Hald, Honduras, Mexico, Nicaragua,
Panama, Paraguav, Peru, Uruguay, and Venezuela. We do not include countries colonized by Greas
Britain or the Nerherlands.

D-ake {2309) and Smith (20035 alsa describe the evolution of democracy in rwentieth-century
Lativ America.

e
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1978; ]. S. Valenzuela 1585; Viola 1982). Theoretical frameworks such as those
of Linz (1978b) and O’'Donnell and Schmitter {1986} also posit that acters {or
blocs of actors) are the most useful unit of analysis. Yet given the time-intensive
demands of studying a large number of actors across a long period of time in a
substantial number of countries, there hitherco has been no extensive (i.e.,
involving a targe number of cases} empirical testing of theoretical propositions
about the effects of actors’ preferences on regime outcomes.

Working with a different team of nineteen research assistants, we identified
the main actors operating under every presidential administration in the cwenty
Latin American countries from 1944 to 2010 and alse coded their attitudes
toward democracy and dictatorship and their policy moderation/radicalism.” If
actors {as opposed to structures or cultures) determine political outcomes,
actually examining their preferences and behavior is essential, Some excellent
studies have followed this precept for one or a small number of countries, but no
previous work has coded actors for so many countries over a long period of time.

A

WHY DEVELOP A THEQRY? = 5 "\ =y al e -

overall analvncal strategy, the main question has been whether o develop a

theory with an incegrated set of hypotheses that is deduced from explicitly
articalited initial - assumprlons (A.cemoglu and Robinson 2006; Boix 1063)
theoretical fr nework that provides a general orientation roward _studying
political regimes (Linz 1978b; O'Donnell and Schmitter 1988); or a set of
narrower empirical hypothescs (Cutright 1963; Morlino 2008: 47-51;
Przeworski et al. 2000).7°

Each of these options has advantages and disadvantages, Theories provide
mteorat ‘ways of und rstanding the world an advantage, given our objec-
tives, A theory makes explicit who the actors are and how they are constituted,
what motivates their behavior in regime games, and how they form winning
coalitions. Empirical propositions that are not integrated by theories or by
theoretical frameworks such as Linz {1978b) and O'Donnell and Schmitter
{z986) do not explicitly embed their analyses into an understanding of these
issues. In contrast, the empirical propositions thar a theory deductively generates
are part of an integrated whole (Bunge :998: 433-43). Some scholars
{Coppedge 2012: 49-113; Munck 2001) have commented on the lack of theo-

rerical integration in most work on political regimes and argued that this

* To be precise, we coded all presidential administrations that lasted Iong enough to be in power as
of Decernber 31 in ar least one year. Ifa president Segan his terrt in a given vear and did ot serve
unzil the end of that vear, we did not include that administration in our dacaset.

¢ These distinctions could be seen as a continuum rather than as three discrete categorical

possibilides.
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constitutes a weakness in this literature. We agree with their judgment; our effort
at building a theory responds to their observations.

Notwithstanding the sophistication of some of the work that has inspired us,
there Fave been no previous efforss along the lines presented here to deve! lopa
theory of regime survival and fall.** The insights of the rich literatures on which~
we draw do not fully substitute for a theory of regime survival and fall. These
insights are not generally connected to each other in a system of cohesive and
logical relationships. As a result, work on political regimes has accumulated
considerable knowledge, but with less theoretical integration than is desirable.
As Coppedge {2012: 49-113) comments, with loose integration, a research
finding about the importance of certain independent variables could be compat-
ible with a wide range of theories.

Social scientists want to know not only whether some specific independent
variables affect political outcomes, but also what theories hold up (Bunge
1998: 413—43). Because it consists of a system of integrated hypotheses
deduced from explicitly articulated assumptions, a theory helps order and
organize hypotheses

core contribution of our Work is not the five discrete h}’potheses about regime
survival and fall that we presenz later. Rather, it is the theory, which links these
hypotheses in deductively logical ways, and the testing of it. A theory is a way of
making sense of the world, of providing an integrated framework. Discrete
hypotheses can also advance understanding in the social sciences, burt theories
help stimulate advances in how social scientists think about politics. The devel-
opment and testing of theories is a critical part of social science {Achen and
Snidal r989; Bunge 1998: 433—43; Coppedge 2012: chapters 3—4; Ferejchn and
Satz 1995; Munck 2001).

Our understanding of “theory” Is not restricted to formal models. Our
endeavor is a theory becauséﬁlt_ét‘ért‘s with some expllcztlv articulated assump-
tions about the relevant set of actors and the factors that determme their choice

these assurnpnons. T

ACTORS AND REGIME COALITIONS

The notion of political actors forms the first building block of our theory. We
focus on a parsimonious set of the most impartant pelitical actors: presidents,

T Linz i1978b) and O'Donnell and Schmirer (1986} developed theorerical frameworks that have
some of the characterisuics of a theory, bur without a set of integrated hypotheses.
* The formal-theory approaches such as Boix (20e3] offer tght integrared theories that provide
logical micrefoundations for specific macro-hypotheses. Some frameworks {Linz 197§
O'Donnell and Schmitter :986) offer heuristics 10 guide the inguiry of researchers into cases
or tapics. [n this regard, our theoretical discussion follows the second tadition more than the
first one.
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powerful organizations, and influential organized movements. In democratic
regimes, the_preszdem and the largest parties are | important actors. The govern-
ment commands many resources, and because it directs the policy process, it
strongly influences future resources and outcomes. As head of the government,
the president exercises great influence over the government and more broadly
over democratlc polmcs Parties a are the pnmary route to ach1ev1ng elected office
competition among partxes

The military, guerrilla organizations, social movements, nengovernmental
organizations, unions, and business associations are sometimes major actors.”’
In authoritarian regimes, the most imporzant actors always include the president
and often include a hegemonic party (if there is one and if it is reasonably
independent with respect to the president), the main opposition parry (under
authoritarian regimes with competitive elections), and the military.

—% Inour theory, actors’ purposeful action largely determines regime outcomes.

Actots form preferences about a_political regime based on what they see as
desirable outcomes (specifically in terms of policy preferences and regime pro-
cedures) and they act on the basis of those preferences. Political actors are
instrumental, BUt they are not alwavs only instrumental or narrowly self-
mterfftmﬁe theory does not deny that actors’ bebavior can have unintended
COMSEqUENCES.

Our understanding of who the actors are and what motivates them diverges
from some theo_r_;es In class-based accounts, social “classes are the actors. In_
CONIrast, in our view, social classes are usua]lv not Sufﬁc:lently organized and
sufficiently po tf__[l_v cohesive to form political actors. Labor-based political
parries and labor unions are actors, but - the working class. per se is_not unless
labor organizations or po _16_3.1_@t165 forge political unity amoeng most work-
€rs. Slrmlar!y, capiralists per se are usually not a unified political actor; they have
competing interests and usually fack a single organization that speaks for al lof
them. ™ When their interests are deeply threatened, business owners might forge
a temporary unity that enables them ro function like an actor. For shorz periods,
social classes can function like actors when they respond almost uniformly to a
political event or process, but such uniformiry is the exception. Usually, social
Llasses fa&.e dlfﬁcult co lcctwe acnon prob ems {Olson 1965); they m;ﬂlv

"5 Congress is an important decision-making arena in competnve political regimes, but 1t is not
sufficiently united to be an acror. In conflicts about political regimes, legisiacures are usually
divided along party lines, so we take the parties, not congress per se, 1o be the acrors,

" In Chaprer 6, we argue that big business in El Salvador usually functioned as a relatively cohesive
actor from 1931 unti! 1977, This exception o the rule occurred in part because of perceived
powerful threars from radical popular and/or insurgent movements. [n addition, many big busi-
ness enterprises in El Salvador were diversified across different sectors. For example, big coffee
producers wvpically also owned firms in other sectors, thus reducing conflict among different
£COMDINIC SECTOLS.
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Our treatment of actors also diverges somewhat from that of pioneering
contingent action approaches such as Linz (1978b) and O'Donnell and
Schmitzer (1986). Both of these works focus on blocs of actors in a manner
that is akin to our regime coalitions. Thev conceptualize the actors according to
their positions regarding the existing regime. For example, Linz’s loyal, semi-
loyal, and disloyal oppositions are blocs of actors that share a common orienta-
tion toward the democratic regime.,

Public opinion is not an actor because it cannot per se act. However, in

competitive régimeés, public opinion 1s one. of the most valuablé i resources fhat_"

actors can employ, Tt often sways powertul actors one way or the other in regime

battles. For example, it is unlikely that a successful coup could occur in the face
of solid public support for democracy. Conversely, democracy is more likely to
be imperiled if large parts of the public turn against it. In democracies, public
opinion routinely limits what leaders can do (Brooks and Manza zoo7).
leemse, the fate of dictators sometimes hinges on whether citizens turn
50 obviously against the rulers that it emboldens opposition actors and encour-
ages splits in the ruling coalition, In short, public opinion is impertant in regime
battles, but it is not an actor. Likewisg, electoral support is a hugely important
asset for parties and the president in democraaes but voters do not ot constiture an
actor; they are divided and are almost never capable of cohesive. acnon

Actors have different kinds of political resources. “Polirical resources” are
any assets (including material and human capacities, institutional advanrages
that accrue from formal rules of the game, and for the military, arms) that can be
mobilized in the competition for power. Pelitical rescurces may be highly con-
centrated or widely dispersed. Actors with intense preferences abour the polirical
regime work especiallv hard to mobilize their resources and ro create new ones.
For the government, military and state capacity always represents valuable
resoUIces.

the coalitions th t_ha_t suppm are. Every regime hosts at least two sunple
coalitions, one that supports the incumbent regime {for example, a democracy}
and an opposition coalition that supports its displacement {e.g., the author-
itarian coalhnon), Multiple coalitions (e.g., several opposition blocs pursuing
different forms of authoritarian rule) are not unusual in times of grear turmoil,
Many actors remain on the sidelines and join neither coalition. These regime

cozlitions are usually not formalized, andmmons shift over
time. Regime coalitions w 1Est5te730xver when they conrol enough resources to
prevail in the competition for power. In the advanced industrial democracies, the
regime coalition that supports the status quo (Le., liberal democracy) vastly
overpowers any other alternatives, and therefore the probability of breakdown
in the current historical context is virtually zero.

Onge in office, the leaders of a regime coalition adopt policies and build,
preserve, or modify the existing political regime. A_regime type {a competitive
regime or a dictazorship! survives if the size and leverage of its coalition is greater

[ntroduction T3

than the coalition working for regime change. The regime changes when the
opposmon coalition is more powerful.
\Wallv part of either the democratic or the author-

irarian bloc. Thev may change regime coalitions dependmg on how effectively

the existing regime satisfies their instrumental policy preferences and, in some
cases, their normative preferences about the regime itseif (i.e., some actors prefer
democracy even if they believe they might get betrer policy cutcomes under
dictatorship). All polmcal actors have policy preferences, and some of them

have value preferences about the political reglme itself. They support Tegime.

coalitions that at they believe are likely to maximize their policy. goals and their
normative preferences about the reglme

BETWEEN STRUCTURE AND AGENCY: THE LEVEL
OF ANALYSIS AND THE CORE VARIABLES

Another issue in the study of polmcal regimes is where to anchor the proper level
oF analysis for e)f—rélnatlons of tégime change. ‘Some scholars have emphasmed
leng-run precondmons {e.g., Moore Jr. 1966} while others have emphasized
leadérs and contingent action in specific historical contexts {Capoccia zo0s;
Hartlyn 1984; Karl 1987; Kuran 1989, 1991; Linz 1978b; Stepan 1978).
Rustow (1570) framed this question as a dilemma between functional theories

and gene genenc explananons Przeworskl (1986) presented it as a tension berween
MAcro- and micro- B;Ented perspectwes and Karl (1990) conceived of it as
explanations based on structure and others based on agency. This problem is
relatzd to the substantive distinction between explanations of democratization
based on socioeconomic conditions and those based on political factors, but it is
analytically distinct. Most explanations of regime change based on sociceco-
nomic variables conceptualize Tong-term _processes, but arguments about the_
impact of economhlerée—fformance on political stability (e.g., Merkx r973) often
unply causal mechanisms operating in the medium or short run. Most arguments
about political factors refer o short-term processes, but cialms abour political
eulture le.g.. Inglehart 1990, 1997, Inglehart and Welzel 2605; Wiarda 2001)
are basec’r on long-term legacies.

“We situate our analysis between long-term explanarions such as social struc-
tures and short-term explanations based on actors’ contingent decisions in quickly
shifting conditions. Certainly, long-term factors such as the level of development,
the degree of social inequality, and the persistence of profound ethnic, linguistic,
or religious fractures affect the viability of democracy. But a fundamental theme in

this book s ¢ that for our universe of cases, these long—_errn factors have limited

f”lll we need to_shift the analysis [0 More proximate causes 01‘ reclme Lhange

“We do not deny the role of structural forces {patterns of economic develop-
ment and dependence, class structures, legacies of social inequality, and so on}in
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the constitution of polirical regimes. Structural conditions powerfully influence
the emergence and development of polirical organizations and the distribution of
resources. These more distant structural causes play a role in the genesis of
political regimes. Bur the effect of structural variables is contingent and diffuse;
it ultimately manifests itself in the organization of polmcal actors and in the
relative distribution of their political resources.

At the other énd of the spectriim, we émiphasize causal factors that are more
distant than those analyzed by Kuran {1989, 1991} and Lohmann (1994} in their
fascinaring accounts of the transition to democracy in Eastern Europe and the
former East Germany and O'Donnell and Schmitter (1986} in their landmark
contribution on transitiens to democracy. The short term agency based explan-
ations of breakdowns and transitions of Linz (1978b} and O’Donnell and
Schmitter (1986), while richly capturing important processes and interactions,
do not tell us under whar less proximate conditions breakdowns, democratic
survival, and transitions are more likely. We need theories and hypotheses that
are situated between structure {or causally distant cultural explanations) and
agency to complement existing knowledge. This is the terrain where our theory is
located,

Because our theory focuses mostly on fairly proximate variables in the
sequerce of causation, it is compatible with theories and cheoretical frameworks
that examine more distant or more immediate causes. For example, moderniza-
tion theory and our theory could both help explain why democracies and

dlCtatOfShlpﬁﬁ;lVC or fall The former focuses on more distant causes, and
ours on more proximate causes. However, for Latin America from 19475774unt11
20710, a5 we show in Chapters 4, 5, 6, and 9, the prominent more distant macro
theories have little explanarory power for understanding regime change and
survival.

At the meso level of analysis that inspires our effort, three variables affect

whether regimes remain in power or fall: {T) ]\whether actors havc moderate or

radical pohcy preferences (radical actors tend to be destabilizing in competitive
regimes); (2} whether they have a normative preference for democracy or
authontarlamsm and {3) how supportive the regional political environment is

for competmve ‘and authoritarian regimes. In this section, we introduce the

argumenrs about these three variables.

tow. ard one polc of the pohcv spectrum {e.g., toward the left 5rtighr when the

pohm space is effectively umdlmensmnal *) in conjunction with an urgency to
achieve these preferences in the short to medium term where they do not
represent the status quo, or with an intransigent defeme of these posmons
where these positions represent the status quo.’ The» “have two main.

*5 [f there is more than one importan: dimension of competition, the radicai/moderation continuum
fenctons in all of them.
" In game theoretic terms, these actors have a large discouns factor.
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characteristics: (1 ) because their policy preferences are toward one pole of a

policy spectrum, the unquali lified 1 adoption of thelr_préferénccs imposes impar-

tant costs on other actors; (2)their preferences are very intense, so the actors are
intransigent (i.e., unw 1ng to bargain) and impatiént (ie., unwﬂlmg to wait for
the Tong term to achlewe their policy goals). Radlcaljzohcv preferences need not
be on the extreme left or extreme right, but they must be far enough from the
policy preferences of other rclev ant actors to create polarization. The [ocation of
radical policy positions cannot be determined a prior, as it depends on the
nature of the policy space.

The argument about radicalism captures the delicate historical balance
berween conservanve acrors’ demand for security and progressive actors’
demand for policy transformation. Put in Dahl’s {1971) terms, mutual guaran- |
tees among actors increase the viability of polyarchy For a democracy to survive -
in poot- and znterihedlate -income countries, it is helptul that the actors who can |

destrov the reg1me the m:lltary and sometimes the economic elite — not fear thc \

cratic polmcal competition. If the intensity of their pollcv preferences leads either
conservative or progressive ACTOrs 10 belleve that their goals cannot be achleved
under ¢ competitive rules, those actors nnght supportan alternatlve regime able to
impose theéir most favored policies unilaterally. Their withdrawal from the
democratic coalition often prompts their opponents to do the same, because
uncertainty about policy gains will now turn into the prospect of permanent
losses imposed by the radical group. The fear of major losses in the short term
thus arises when some actors have radical policy preferences.

Actors’ Normative Preferences about Democracy and Dictatorship Some

—actors have strong value preferences about the polmcal regime in addltlon to

value preference for a partlcular form of authoritarianism to a strong normative
preference for democracy, with indifference toward regime type in the midpoint
of the scale.

A normative preference for democracy or dictatorship refers to the willing-
ness of political actors to incur policy costs in order to defend or achieve their
preferred regime. It means that an actor prefers a kind of regime on intrinsic
grounds, as the best possible political regime. When candidares acknowledge
their defear in an election {rather than questioning its results) and é;acefullv
congratulate their opponents, they are behaving in ways that signal commitment
to the principles of the democratic regime. When government leaders accept
defear on an important issue that requires a legislative supermajority, even if they
could modify procedural rules to impose the preferred legislation by simple

majority they are signaling commitment to existing procedures, This commic-

‘ment is credible to others because the behavior implies a cost to the actor

invelve Obser\ ers mrer that the plaver must have a latent normative preference
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(a favorable predispositicn) toward the regime, and that chis preference must be
strong enough o overcome the short-term losses.

Normative preferences about the regime are part of an actors’ belief system or
view of the world. They are an example of “procedural utility” - the well-being
derived from procedures above and beyond the outcomes they generate {Frey,
Benz, and Stutzer zooy4)."” They are consistent with what Max Weber (1978)
called__\f‘a‘_lue rationality.” This argument builds from evidence that individuals
care not only about mstrumental ‘gains {outcomes), but also about procedures
(Beniz and Stutzer 2 2003; Frey etal. 2001; Frey et al. 2004; Frey and Stutzer 2007
Gangl 2003; Levietal. 2009; Lind et al. 1993; Sen 1995, 1997; Stutzer and Frey
2006}, including the ones that constitute a democraric regime.

A strong normative preference for democracy by powerful actors, especially
the president and the major parties, reduces the odds that a competitive regime
will break down. Actors’ normative preference for democracy can help inoculate
competitive regimes from breakdowns, If the key actors are normatively com-
mitted to democracy, a comgentrve regime can survive bad governing perform-
ance where it might not survive otherwise (Linz 1988; Linz and Stepan 1989;
Lipser 1959; O'Donnell 1986: 15-18; Remmer 1596). Actors with a normative
preference for democracy are not w 1[lmg to subvert democracy to pursue radical
polrcres And - going back to our previous argument — if radical pohcres are not
on the agenda, it is easier for alf actors to accept a competitive regime.

" Conversely, actors that normatively prefer a dictatorship readily seize on
opportunities to delegitimize a competitive regime and bolster the authoritarian
coalition. In moments of poor economic performance or radicalism by cpposing
forces, actors s that are mdrfferenr to democracy can n easily be recruited i rf)_]o_ﬁ the
authorrtarran coalmon if it is already a force to'rec'l‘con wrth_(I:r_;—)set 1959).

# A normative preference for democracy by the main opposition parties and
leaders also signals to leaders of an authoritarian regime and their allies that the
costs of establishing a competitive regime are likely to be bearable. It can help
pave the way for a transition to a competitive regime by assuring the actors that
support the authoritarian coalition that their interests are not likely to be
radically threatened under a competitive regime.

These arguments rest on the assumption that actors’ attitudes roward political
regimes significansly influence political outcomes. Actors’ values about whart
political regimes are desirable and feasible affect how they behave politically and
how tolerant they are of policy failures, of dissent on the part of other actors with

strongly opposing preferences, and of political unrest, Normative preferences

create a cognitive map that shapes how actors undersrand political reality and
their own interests (Bly th 1 2002 Finnemore 1998).

Most political regimes hit periods of bad government performance. Actors
thar are normatively committed to a gwen regrme type accept penods of ba?

"7 Frey eral. (2co4: 381} define procedural uulicy as “the weli-being people gain from iiving and
acting under institutionalized processes as they contribute to a positive sense of self.”
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performance and blame the administration rather than the regime. In contrast,
actors tha Ehar are normativ eiv rndlffereng gr#hostlle to th thar tregime might seize on the
ion regime coalition (not

merely the opposmon to the government).

Actors’ normative atticudes about democracy and dictatorship are not reduci-
ble to their economic interests or to cultural predispositions. These artitudes,
however, are not perfectly exogenous, a prime mover of political processes. In
order to avoid tautology, an explanation of regime outcomes based on norma-
tive preferences must be willing to inquire into the origins of atritudes toward
democracy and diczatorship, their variance across countries, and their trans-
formation over time. We address this issue in Chapters 2 through 7.

value preferences about democracy and drctarorshrp as opposed to other soc1al_
ar cultural beliefs. Other scholars have argued that nonpolitical beliefs such as
trust in individuals {Inglehart 1990, 1997) and religious beliefs {(Huntington
1984, 1991; Levine 1952; Stepan 2001: 213~53) affect political regimes. These
other beliefs have effects on democracy and authoritarianism, but they are not a
central part of this bock.

Inrernational Actors and Influences. Internatonal actors disseminate new
beliefs about the desirability {or lack therecf) of of different kinds of “political
regimes and policies, and they prove by example that some political projects
are feasible (or not). They provide resources to empower some domestic regime
coalitions, and they offer i mcentrves to domestic actors, cherebv alrer1n0 the costs

regional political environment and the U.S. government are | orable to com-
petitive political regimes, the costs and benefits of the Tregime game shift for
domestrc polmcal actors, creanng stronger | mcenrlves for rran51t10ns to compet-

(OAS) adamandy oppase the breakdown of competitive regimes, poggpgicgup
leaders and their supporters face higher costs.

International acters exercise indirect as well as direct effects on regime
change. For example, external influences may affect domestic actors’ radical
ization and comumirment to democracy, which in turn affect regime outcomes.
International actors also influence domestic actors’ calculations about their
policy benefits under different regimes. For example, if international actors
threaten to impose sanctions against dictatorships, most domestic actors will
typically lower their expecrations regarding their policy benefirs under author-
1tarian rule,

™ There is a relazed body of work on the impact of the international diffusion of ideas on social
policy. See Meseguer {2002 and Weyland 120061,
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In addition to operaring indirectly, international actors somerimes have direct
impalts on polmcal regimes. For example, U.S. or OAS military actions led to
transitions to comperitive regimes in Panama in 1996 and Haisi in 1995 and
2006. The U.S. invasion of the Dominican Republic in 1965 helped maintain an
authoritarian regime in power. On several occasions, including Honduras in
1983, Bolivia in 1984, and Peru in 1989, the United States lobbied against
milizary coups and might have thereby directly influenced regime ourcomes.

"We sumimarize these five core empirical arguments as follows:

-

. Policy radicalization makes a breakdown of a competitive regime more

likely.

2. A normative preference for democracy by important actors (e.g., parties,
leaders, the government} makes a transition to a competitive regime more
likely,

3. A normative preference for democracy by important actors makes a break-

down of a competitive regime less likely.

A regional political environment favorable to democracy makes transitions

to competitive regimes more likely,

5. A regional political environment favorable to democracy makes break-

© downs of competitive regimes less likely.

ey

None of these empirical arguments is surprising or counrerintuitive. The origi-
nality of our work rests in an attempt to integrate these arguments through an
actor-based theory on regime change and stability and on how we develop and
test the theory.

Like all theories about highly complex political realities, ours simplifies
reality. Tts purpose Is not to capture all the Complexities of regime change and
survival, but rather to call attention to a few highly i 1mportanr issues w1thm an
integrated theoretical framework. .= ... . o . .- - . \__‘_ -

L

TESTING THE THEORY

Most work on. political regimes has chosen berween extensive and intensive
testmg We undertake both kinds of testing because both give us different
kinds of leverage for una’erstandmU the emergence, stabilization, and fall of
democraues and dictarorships.

We followed rwo overarching principles about testing the theory. First,
qumutame evidence across a broad range of cases should support the theory.
When it is possible to measure theoretically important independenr and depend
ent variables in a reasonably efficient and valid manner, quantiracive analysisisa
useful beginning point te assess the causal impact of the independent variables.
Otherwise, there is no good wav of knowing how extensively a theory travels. In
addition, the quanrirarive analysis tests 2 wider range of alternative explanations
more rigerously for a broader range of counrries than cur qualitative evidence.

Introduction Iy

The quantitative analysis in Chapter 4 provides this extensive test of our
theory. It tests whether our theory holds up for a large number of observations
{twenty Latin American countries for 1945-2005, for a total of 1,220 country-
years). In the quantitative analysis, the dependent variable is Whethcr a regime
breaks down or survives in a given year. Over the course of a decade of research,
we collected information on a wide variety of independent variables to test cur
theory and several competing theoretical approaches to regime change and
survival. The dataset contains several original variables (including our regime
classification, 2 novel indicator of U.S. policies toward Latin America, and new
indicators of actors’ radicalism and normative regime preferences) w1th varying
time coverage beginning in 1900 and ending in 2010. Because of data hmlta-
tions, our quantitative explanarion focuses exclusively on t_he_ p_erlqd since 1945.
The quanrirative testing is indispensable for seeing how far in space and time a
theory travels — that is, for assessing its generality and its scope conditions
{Goldthorpe 1951; King et al. 1994).

Our second principle for testing is that structured case studies must fit the
theory. Theory building is facilitated by detailed case knowledge (Capoccia and
Ziblatt zo10). With large macro processes such as the rise and fall of political
regimes, it is not sufficient that quantitative evidence line up behind a hypothesis
or a theory. With such processes, several competing accounts could explain the
same quantitative findings. Theory that is nor informed by the reality of cases is
therefore more prone to misinderstand large macro causal processes. The
combinarion of quantirative and quahtamve analys_ls is far better than ezther
alone.

In Chaprers § and 6 we employ qualitative case studies of Argentina and El
Salvador to provide intensive testing of our theory. Structured case analyses are
an essential part of our testing process for five reasons. First, because structured
qualitative case analysis allows for attention to sequences, it is useful for assess.
mg ca@ mechamsms Sequences and actors mteractmm can help dlsentangl

cruuaI historical moments.

Second, the structu_r_g_d_case studies enable us to examine interactions among
actors. Such interactions are - decisive i - in regime outcomes. Although the quanti-
tative analysis in Chaprer 4 prov1de5 an essential test of important parts of the
theory and of competing explanations, it does not test hypotheses about inter-
actions among actors. For example, in Argentina, from 1930 uneil 1976, the lack
of a normative preference for for d racy was. mutually reinforcing among '
actofg_p;géiagnfjuan Perdn’s (1946—) 5) authoritarian proclivities and radical
rendencies generated deep hostility and reinforced radicalism in much of the
anti-Peronist camp from 1946 to 1966. Likewise, after 1983, the building of a
normative preference for democracy was m{ftuallv remfcﬂ‘EmD among actors. It
is Ver) difficult to caprure such mteracnons in a quantitative analysis involving

TWENTY countries over a long period of tme.
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Third, part of our theory addresses the formation and dissolution of regime
coahtlons The structured qualitative cases help illuminate and test this part of
our theory. The case studies revolve centrally around the formartion of winning
regime coalitions and the stability or lack thereof that resulrs from those coali-
tions. This key part of the theory is difficult to test quantiratively,

Fom‘t}l t_h?_ variables for acrors’ normative regime preferences present challeng-
ing problems of BHdOgEHEIL’} Do actors’_normative preferences cause regime
change, or does regime change causes actors’ normative preferences? These prob-
léms are both statistical and substantive. We address the econometric problems in
Chapters 3 and 4, and the strucrured qualitative cases in Chapters 5 and 6 also
help untangle these problems of endogeneity. They also illustrate more clearly
than the quantitative analysis why normative preferences for democracy or dicra-
rorship are important in understanding regime change and stability.

Fifth, the structured case studies allow us to scale down to th_e level of political
actors in each histofical period. We can then study actors’ amtudes tbw_ard

democracy and dictatorship and rheir radicalism or moderation in more detail.
These issues create questions of internal validiry for which a case study can be an be

* particularly enlightening (Gerring 2007: 43—48). The case studies also enable us

to explore the actors’ reasons for a low normative preference for democracy and
radicalization. Such information allows us to reconstruct historical causal
sequerices thar lead to regime breakdown or stability.

We draw on the rich tradition of qualirarive research that has enriched the
analysis of why democracies emerge (R. Collier 1999; Huntlngton 1991; Levine
1973, 1978, 1989; O'Donnell, Schmitter, and Whitehead 1986; Rueschemeyer,
Stephens, and Stephens 1992; J. 8. Valenzuela 1985; Yashar 1997), consolidate
or fail to (Linz and Stepan 1696}, and stabilize or break down (Capoccia 2005;
D. Collier 1979; Figueiredo 1993; Linz and Stepan 1978; O’Donnell 1973;
Potter 19815 Santos 1586}, We part paths from most of this tradirion by (1) try-
1ng to be more systematic in coding actors and our core independent variables;

)W orkﬁg_ﬁﬁﬁfarger number of country cases (twentv) than most q_a@g;
smd1es and (3} using ‘quantitarive a analvszs _to_test the extension of our theory
beyond the qﬁEﬁanve cases.

America — OCCuplES ar  uncominoen 1ntermedlate I'llChe 1r1 reglme StudICS

A majority 6f the work o-nrijohtzcal regimes involves a small number of countries,

most often one or two, and most of the rest is quantitative work based on a larger
number of countries. One of the least developed strategies in studies on political
regimes 15 the intermediate-N strategy (in terms of the nﬁhibef of coﬁrﬂt’ries) that
regional dlfteren(.es are uncommon (for an exception, see Bratron and van de
Walle 1997)."" Both the intermediate-N strategv and the regional research

* Many works focus on differences across a few cases 'n z given region, but few simultaneously ke

a region 1s 1 whole and evince 2 surony ‘nterest in intra-regiona! differences.
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design, which in principle are discrete but in our case are combined, are useful
compl;ments to the large-N and small-N studies that dominate regime studies.

“This intermediate niché has distincrive advantages The much larger nimber
of countries and observations than single-country case studies enables us to test
hypotheses in a more systematic and extensive manner than a single country or a
few countries would allow. The nwenty r countries display considerable variance
in regime types across countries and over —“time, and offer a broad” range of
conditions in terms of the independent (and control) variables for this study.
At the same time, the number of countries is sufficiently small that we know a
reasonable amount about regime dynamics in & majority of them. This knowl-
edge helps generate hypotheses and informs the understanding of causal mech-
amsms Trmlxed quantirative/qualitarive, intermediate-N strategy pursued
here is not superior to other alternatives, but it is an underutlllzcd strategy that

vields distinctive _benefits. We try to bndge the gap between qualitative area
studies and large-N research through close knowledge of some cases for inten-
sive testing and a more extensive test of hypotheses provided by a quantitarive

design.

CASE SELECTION FOR QUALITATIVE CASES

In this section, we first discuss why we chose two countries for our qualitative
cases as opposed to looking at a similar aumber of transitions, breakdowns, and
regime survivals in a larger number of countries. We then explain the logic for
choosing Argentina and El Salvador.

The need to examine actors’ interactions and use structured case studies to
understand | sequences a and c_ausal mechanisms preciuded a qualitative analysis of

ricre than a small number ofpases and dictated a strategy of treating these cases

in enough detall tO Support our primary claims. In light of these considerations,
we focus on two country studies over time rather than selecting breakdowns and
transitions from a larger number of countries.

The logic of our gualitative analysis of Argentina and El Salvador rests

prlman[y on und-s:rstandmcr nteractions among actors, processes and seqUences

to identify causal mechamsms than in cross-country comparlsons. '\X;thm-
country observations have far less variance in most control variables than
observations across countries and thus help clarify which independent variables
account for the change in the dependent variable. Finally, given the extensive
historiography, focusing on two countries allowed for greater cov erage of the
secondary literature and for betrer case knowledge than would have been
possible had we chosen the same number of breakdowns, transitions, and
stabilizations bur with a larger number of countries.

Within-country observations are ideal for process rracing — for close attention
te sequences and causal mechanisms (D. Collier 1993: Collier. Brady, and
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Seawright 2004: 25064, Collier, Mahoney, and Seawright z004; George and
Bennett 2c04: 204-32; Mahoney 2003: 360-67). Within-country analysis
reduces the number of explanatory variables because many change slowly and
hence do not explain short-term variations in the dependent variable. We
increase the number of observations by looking at multiple administrarions
within each country. This combination ¢f a smaller number of explanatory
variables and multiple mbservatmns ameliorates_the well-

known concern about the mdetermmate reseqrch dESlgl’l in many small N stud

qualztatwe analy51s, the logic of causal 1nference is not reducxble to a Cross-
country comparative method based on a small number of observations - a
method that is volnerable to deep weaknesses in causal logic, Unless it is
accompanied by within-country process tracing, it is s ditficule in small-IN cross
natford] comparison to weigh ‘competing explanaoons (Collier, Brady, and

Seawright 2004; George and Bennetr 2c04: 153-66; Goldthorpe 1991; King

etal 1994: 199-207).
In the pOst-1577 wave of democratization in Latin America, there have been

two drar

ic changes relacivé to earlier periods. First, many countries that
earlier went through cycles of democratic breakdowns and transitions back to
competitive political regimes become stable democracies. Eight countries in the

reg1on had at least three breakdowns sincé 1566: Peru (with seven transitions

and SIX breakdowns), Argentma {six transmons and five breakdowns), Panama ama

and four breakdowns each}, Uruguay, _Costa Rlca (four transitions and three
breakdowns ezch), and Chile {three transitions and three breakdowns)
Notwithstanding the breakdowns in Peru in 1992 and Hondurag in 2009, as a
group, these countries have been vastly less prone to breakdowns of competitive
regimes since 1978 1 than they were before then.

Second ezght countries have shlf‘ted from deep authorltarlan pasts, with httle
stab[e competime reormes in the post- 19 ,7 perlod This mcludes Bohvra Whose
experience of competitive regimes before 1978 was limited to the 1956—64
pericd; the Dominican Republic, which was semi-democratic from 1924 to
192877 El Salvador, which had no experience of a competitive regime until
1984; Guatemala, which was semi-democratic from 1926 until 1931 and from
1945 to 1954; Haiti, which never had a competitive political regime until the one
thar broke down after a few months in 1991; Mexico, which was semi-
democratic from 1911 to 1913 bur otherwise authoritarian untl 1988
Nicaragua, which was semi-democratic from 1929 to 19356 but then had author-
itarian regimes untl 1984; and Paraguay, which had dictatorships steacily until

** The Dominican Republic also had a very shorr-lived comperitive regime ror seven menths from
Februarv to Seprember 1963, but it did not reach our threshold of surviving unril Deceriber 31 of
the vear in which ir was inaugurated.
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1989. Except for Hairi, these countries have gone from largelv unchecked and
often brutal histories of dictatorship before the third wave of democratizarion to
competitive regimes after the transitions,

The story of the third wave is largely the story of these two sets of countries.>

Accordingly, we chose two countries thar together exemplify the most common

regime patterns in twentieth-century Latm America: one (Argentma that hacl

durlng the third wave, and one ’El Salvador) ‘that has shifted from persistent

authoritarianism before the third wave to a durable competitive regime. Sixteen

of"tﬁ e twenty countries in Latin America squarelv fit one of these two patterns. .-
.. Argentina had experienced chronic instabilicy of both competitive and

authoritarian regimes between 1930 and 1983, including five breakdowns of
competitive regimes durmg this period. We address two questions. First, why did
competitive regimes consistently break down before 1983 despite many favor-
able social and economic conditions? Second, what explains the dramaric
change from the chronic breakdown of competitive regimes until 1976 to
democratic survival in the period since 19832

Chapter 6 focuses on El SaIVador and asks the opposite guestions. What

19843 How did a country wich a history of consistent and often brural authori-
tarianism overcome daunting obstacles and experience a transition ro a com-
petitive political regime? Why did this regime fend off threats and become
stable? Whereas Chapter 5 explains repeated breakdowns in Argentina during
much of the twentieth century and the absence of breakdowns after 1983,
Chapter 6 explains the absence of transitions in El Salvador during most of the
twentieth century and the occurrence of a transition after 1984.

Although we present detailed qualitative evidence about only two country
cases, our analysis was informed by reading about a much larger number of
countries and by doing some fieldwork at some point in cur careers in twelve
countries in the region: Argentina, Bolivia, Brazil, Chile, Colombia, Costa Rica,
Ecuador, Mexico, Paraguay, Peru, Uruguay, and Venezuela. Thls ﬁeldwork
enhanced our understanding of these national realities. !

LATIN AMERICA AND THEORY DEVELOPMENT

If we cast our argument as a somewhat general theory of regime change and
survival, why should we focus on a single region of the world? We have two
theoretical and one pragmatic reason for following this strategy.

** The remaining four countries are Brazil, Colombia, Cuba, and Venezuelz. Brazi) and Colomhia
had ooly one breakdown, so they did not follow the more common partern of multiple break-
downs. Cuba and Venezuels are exceptions becavse as of this writing they have authoritarian
regimes.

o
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First, as we argued elsewhere, regions have particular dynamics arnd polit-
ical processes that are specific to those regions (Mainwaring and Pérez-Lifidn
2007). Social science generalizations that are based on large-N, cross-regional,
or worldwide units of analysis must be attentive to these regional specificities
{Bunce 1995, 1998, 2000). Otherwise, social scientists will generalize where
they should not. Causal inferences based on a worldwide sample could lead to
a misleading understanding of what factors promote democratization in some
regions. Different regions mayv present distinctive and systematic causal par-
terns that an assumption of worldwide causal homogeneity would obscure.
The effect is more substantial and hence the need for caution is greater when
entire regions of the world rather than simply a few countries are exceptions to
a generalization.

Consider the finding in Chapter 4 that the level of development does not affect
the probability of transitions to or breakdowns of competitive regimes. The fact
that modernizaticn theory does not hold for a wide income range in Latin
America between 1943 and 2005 is important, and it suggests a likely pattern
_of causal heterogeneiry by region. Even though on average, wealthier countries
atehore likelv to transition to democracy and less likely to establish dictator-
ships \Przeworskl et al. 2000), the causal effect of economic development may
differ across regions in the same broad band of levels of development. Particular

‘causal factors may have heterogencous effects in ditferent regions of the world. ‘

Therefore, an analysis that overlooks regional patterns may impose a mlsleadmg
assumption of causal homogeneity (Mainwaring and Pérez-Lifdn 2003; 2007}
A conventional response to this argument is that regions represent “proper
names” that should be replaced by “variable names” in the analysis. In principle
we agree, but until all the variables that define regional patterns in world politics
are thoroughly identified (which is an extraordinarily difficuit rask), an assump-
tion of causal homogeneiry across regions may induce greater bias in the results
of an empirical analysis than the assumption of causal heterogeneity at the
regional level.
Second, as we emphasize threughout this book, political developments in one
country influence regimes in other countcies of the same region. Regions are

more than labels for arbitrary sets of countries; they identify geographic net-

works defined by spatial and cultural proximity. In Chapters 4 and 7, we show
that it is impossible to understand regime outcomes without emphasizing region-
wide factors. Analvses that fail to consider regional influences would overstate
the importance of domestic factors, conclude that regime change and survival
are highly idiosyncratic processes, or perhaps commit both mistakes.

Regime change has occurred in region-wide waves: a first wave of democra-
tizaticn from 1902 to 19T11; a second wave from 1938 to 1946, a counterwave
from 1948 to 195 5; a third wave of democratization from 1956 to 1658, another
counterwave from 1962 to 1977; and finally, the post-1977 wave of democra-
tization. In Chaprers 4 and 7, we show that region-wide influences account for this
wave-iike behavior. To explain the vicissitudes of demoecracy and authoritarian
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regimes, idiosyncratic factors come into play in every country, but there never-
theless have been distinctive region-wide trends, including the post-1977 trend
toward democracy. To understand political regimes, we thcrefore must examine
both region-wide trends and explanations and country-specific processes.

Itis impossible to understand regime outcomes by focusing only on individual
countries or only on global trends. Political regimes were traditionally 2 subject
matter for comparative political scientists who focused on domestic processes,
burt regime dynamics are not exclusively domestically driven. Both because of
regional specificities and because of distinctive intra-regional influences, social
scientists and historians must be attentive to the importance of regions in
politics. International influences on political regimes are especially important
within regions {Gleditsch zooz}. If we always treat countries as the unit of
analysis and fail to pay attention to regional effects and dynamics, we will
miss these regional effects and as a result will fail to understand causal processes.

While advocating the importance of regions in comparative politics, we reject
the assumption that Latin America is relatively homogeneous in a descriptive
sense {i.e., that variance in fundamental conditions across countries in the region
15 small), and we reject gross generalizations about regions as a whole unless
there is empirical evidence to support them.** Our approach looks at regional
influences, but it treats the countries within the region as distinct. In Chapter 4,
we treat each country differently by virte of assigning each one a different score
for most independent variables and for the dependent variable for a given vear.
We believe that this is the way that regions of the world should be studied. Latin
America has impertant common trends and influences, but it also has huge
cross-country differences in everything from political regimes to the level of
development. For example, in 2005, Argentina had a per capita GDP of
$5,721 in 2000 dollars, more than fifteen times greater than Haiti’s ($379),
which was one of the lowest in the world outside of sub-Saharan Africa {World
Bank zce7). Similarly, seven countries (Argentina, Brazil, Chile, Colombia,
Costa Rica, Uruguay, and Venezuela) had lengthy experiences of democracy
before 1978 while a handful of others had histories of continuous or nearly
continuous dictatorships late into the twentieth century (El Salvador, Haiti,
Mexico, Nicaragua, and Paraguay). QOur research design is predicated on rec-
ognizing these differences across cases and within cases over time.

Our empirical focus on one region does not entail a position against broader
generalizations in social science research. We adopt an intermediate position:
generalizations are important, but there are few truly universal findings in
analyses of political regimes.®> Most generalizations in social science are

** Broad generalizations about Latin America as a whole characterize some works that emphasize
Iberian political cultuze,

** Universal findings are expected to hoid for most representative sampies of the same population,
but the definition of the population is irself an analvrica! task (Ragin zooz; 45-63). For insiance,
“universas” mav simply refer wo all U.S. vorers i the second half of the tweatieth century.
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bounded by geographic or historical contexts.* Regional specificities are not the
only way to bound generalizarions in social science, but because regions are large
parts of the world with diszinctive dynamics and intra-regional influences,
delimiting some analyses and generalizations by regions is useful. We do not
claim that regions should be the primary unit of analvsis in comparative politics
or that analysis of regions is superior to other research designs. But regions are
substantively important, and the reasons for this importance have been under-
articulated in political science. For developing and testing theories about regime
change, it is substantively useful to examine regions.

We also have a pragmatic reason to focus on Latin America. Even though our
theory of regime change should travel beyond Latin America, a focus on one
region allows for testing hypotheses using better-quality data for a longer
historical period, without assuming thar some indicators (e.g., U.S. policy
toward democracy) would have an equivalent effect in other regions of the
world. We coded political regimes in the twenty Latin American countries
between 1900 and 2610, and also identified and coded the normative and policy
preferences of 1,460 political actors throughout the region from 1944 to 2010,
Much of the critical information collected for this project involved labor-
intensive coding of political regimes and actors. Nothing remotely similar to
this coding of actors is available for other regions. The use of more conventional,
readily available indicators would have allowed us to expand the geographic
scope of our tests, but would have undermined the validity of the indicators and
thus the interpretation of the results.

Consistent with a perspective that emphasizes regional influences and dynam-
ics while underscoring the specificity of individual countries, we deal with two
different levels of 2nalysis: countries and Latin America as a region. Qur primary
analysis of the rise, survival, and fall of political regimes takes place at the
country level. However, region-wide actors and influences affect country level
actors, processes, and regime cutcomes. At the country level of analysis, our
theoretical puzzle is 10 explain the rise, survival, and fall of regimes. At the
regional level, it is to explain waves of democratization and authoritariagism.
The regional trend is the mere aggregation of country outcomes, but country
patterns in turn are influenced by what takes place in the region.

Analysts have used a variety of different theoretical approaches and inde-
pendent variables to explain why democracy exists in some countries but not

others. Manv factors affect the likelihood rhat democracy will exist. One final

adv anrage of tocusing on Latin f\merlca s that it holds constant a few such

factors:” predommant relmp:eference premdentlaI systems, and lberian

coldnial experidnce {exCept for Haiti), These commonalities reduce the anber
of independent vanables and thus tauhtatéﬁ?@xplanator} process.

PO —

** For an excellent example of how presumably universal findings may be historically bounded, see
Boix and Stokes (20517 on the historically changing refaconship berween the level of development
and democracy.
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PLAN FOR THE BOOK

Chapter 2 outlines our theory of regime change and durability in more detail.
Chaptcr 3 discusses waves of regime change in Latin America from 1900 to
1570, It describes the evolution of our de dependent variable over time, focusing on
periods of expansion and contraction of democracy. This chapter also addresses
the measurement of our main independent variables. We introduce novel indi-
cators of normative regime preferences, radicalism, and international condi-
tions, and discuss the historical evolution of those factors for our sample of
twenty countries. In the last part of the chapter we treat actors’ normative
preferences as an endogenous explanatory variable, showing that dominant
preferences may be influenced by incumbent regimes, but they are not a mere
reflection of structural conditions.

Chapters 4, 5, and 6 test the theory. Chapter 4 presents a quantitative analysis
of the twenly Latin American countries for the 1945-2005 period. A set of
survival models allow us to reconstruct the probability of transitions and break-
downs in particular countries and years, and also the overall wave of democra-
tization experienced by the region after r977.

Chapters 5 and 6 present intensive tests of the theory through qualitative case
studies. Chapter 5 examines Argentina, which had chronic breakdowns of
comperitive regimes before 1978 despite many favorable circumstances and
has enjoyed a democracy without breakdown since 1983 despite many unfav-
orable circumstances. Decreased radicalism, an increase in commitment to
democracy, and a more favorable international environment have been crucial
in Argentina’s post-1983 political transformation. In Chapter 6, we trace the
reasons for the breakdown of the traditional very powerful authoritarian coali-
tion and the emergence of a democratic coalition in El Salvador in the 1980s and
early 1990s.

Chapter 7 further explores the mechanisms behind our finding thas inzerna-
tional actors and influences are an important explanation of regime outcomes.
This finding has become common in regime studies since 1986, bur the mecha-
nisms behind it are not clear in the existing literature. We discuss six mechanisms
that help explain the impact of international actors on regime outcomes: (1) the
preferences of actors regarding political regimes and pelicy diffuse across coun-
try borders to domestic actors, generating an indirect mechanism of influence on
political regimes; (2) domestic actors in one counrry draw inspiration from
events in another country (demonstration effects); (1) internaticnal actors
sway demestic acrors ro join a regime coalition; (4 ) international actors provide
resources to strengthen some actors; [ 5} international actors such as the Catholic
Church simultangously furcrion as domestic actors, and as domestic actors they
influence regime cutcomes; and (6) international military interventions. The
combination of quantitative testing in Chapter 4 and qualitative analysis in
Chaprers 5, &, and 7 enable us to add ro the existing literature on regional
influences on polirical regimes.
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Chaprer 8 explores the implications of our theorerical conclusions for the
current {and future) direction of Latin American regimes. It describes regional
tendencies in the evolution of political regimes after the third-wave transitions.
Toan unprecedenred degree, competitive regimes have survived during this time.
However, an analysis of the levels of democracy achieved by those competitive
regimes after 1978 indicates, alongside many striking advances, two different
problems in the region: democratic stagnation and democratic erosion. Some
countries had relatively low levels of democracy after their transitions to com-
petitive politics, and they have been unable to improve significantly over the past
three decades. Other countries are experiencing an erosion of political rights and
civil liberties,

Current democratic stagnation is partally anchored in historical legacies. In
countries where political actors lacked a normative preference for democracy
before 1978, they failed o invest in the development of institutions {competitive
parties, independent courts, and civic-minded security forces) important for
building high-quality democracy. By contrast, democratic erosion is related to
more recent trends. Governments in Venezuela (since 1999), Bolivia (2006),
Ecuador (2¢07), and Nicaragua (2007) have revitalized the somewhar radical
forces in the region, and they have fostered intransigence in some sectors of the
right. Regional political influences are more supportive of leftist radicalism that
does not embrace {and often even opposes) liberal democracy. During most of
the period since 2c01, the United States emphasized antiterrorism more than
human rights as the focus of its foreign policy, weakening the credibility of
democracy promotion efforts. Because of the opposition of some leftist presi-
dents with dubious democratic credentials to QAS interventions, the OAS
cannot act as coherently as it did during the 19908 on behalf of democracy.
We test those arguments using a latent growth curve model for levels of demoe-
ratizaton in ninereen post-transition countries during the contemporary period.

Chapter 9 discusses the implications of our findings for alternative theoretical
approaches o explaining regime change and survival, The Latin American
experienice creates doubts about some prominent existing theoretical approaches
to pelitical regimes: modernization theory, class theory, theories based on
economic performance, and theories based or political culture. The evidence
presented in this book suggests that some prominent theories of political regimes
are not convinecing. We argue that a theory can help integrate some of the most
important lessons about the emergence and fall of political regimes in ways that
are consistent with the historical evidence abour Latin America.



Rethinking Theories of Democratization in Latin
America and Beyond

We began this book because we wanted to understand regime survival and fall
in twentieth-century Larin America. As we studied these issues, we developed
doubts about many theoretical approaches to understanding political regimes.
1t became essential to engage in a broader effort to theorize about the rise and fall
of democracies and dictatorships.

Therefore, we developed a theory to explain the survival or fall of democracies
and dictatorships. Starting from assumptions about how actors are constituted
and what motivates them to join regime coafitions, we deductively derived five
hypotheses abourt regime survival or fall. We particularly drew on three literatures:
(1) transitions, breakdowns, and the survival of political regimes; (2) international
factors in regime change and survival; and (3) the impact of ideas and beliefs
on political outcomes. Butr we go beyond most of the existing work in these
literatures by articulating an integrated theory and testing it in new ways. We
believe that this theory is more realistic than competing theories; that there are
benefits to systernatizing it as a theory; and that it explains regime change and
survival in twentieth-century Latin America better than afternative theorerical
explanadons.

This chapter undertakes chree main tasks. First, we summarize our theoretical
arguments and contributions. Our theory is based on more realistic microfoun-
dations than most alternatives, and it has stronger empirical support. In addition,
we devised an original research strategy to test hypotheses about actors across
a much broader range of countries and time than previous actor-based theories.
“We also articulate our contributions to the literatures on actors’ normative regime
preferences, their policy radicalism or moderation, and international influences
on regime outcomes.

Second, we briefly argue that the theory could fruirfully be exrended beyond
{atin America. As examples of this potential, we claim that prominent analyses
of the breakdowns of democracy in Spain (193 6) and Germany (1933) and of the
transition to democracy in Spain {19771 are fully consisrent with our approach.

169
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We then use the Latin American experience and some broader evidence to
reflect on the theoretical approaches commonly employed to understand the
emergence and fall of democracies and dictatorships. We argue that the Latin
American experience in the twentieth century is not consistent with moderniza-
non theory, class theories, works based on economic performance, mass poli-
tical culture approaches, works based on formal institutions, and theories thar
strongly emphasize leadership and agency. We do not question all the results
that have stemmed from these theoretical approaches, but the evidence in this
book suggests modifications, boundaries, and nuances to these theories.

RETHINKING REGIME SURVIVAL AND CHANGE

We offer an alternative theoretical framework with more realistic microfounda-
tions than existing theories. In agreement with Coppedge (2012) and Munck
{2001}, we believed that it could be fruitful to articulate a theory that makes explicit
how we conceptualize the actors and what drives their behavior, Articulating how
to conceptualize the actors, making explicit assumptions about what motivates
them, and linking different levels of analysis (actors and coalitions at the country
level, as well as international forces) integrates different elements in potentially
useful ways. Hypotheses that could otherwise seem ad hoc instead are grounded in
the theory.

Our theory integrates the analysis of actors’ normative preferences about
political regimes and policy moderation or radicalism in an explicitly articulated
way rather than just presenting discrete hypotheses. Qur primary contribution is
not the discrete hypotheses, but rather the theory and the testing of it.

Likewise, we followed many works that established the empirical impor-
tance of internarional factors in regime change and survival, but with few
exceprions, this work did not integrate the findings about international factors
into a theory of regime change and sucvival. In order to advance understanding
of how international forces and influences in democratization function, we
concluded that it would be useful to connect domestic and international factors
into a theory,

A second contribution of this book is our effort to test an actor-based theory
of political regimes across a wide time period and over a sizable number of
countries (twenty), using both quantitative and qualirative rests. Actors make
history, although structures, cultures, and formal rules of the game condition
those actors. Many authors have enriched the understanding of demceratic
transitions and breakdowns through case studies, usually using one or a small
number of countries or through inductive generalizarions such as those pre-
sented by Linz {1978k) and O’Donnell and Schmitrer (1986). The work in this
qualitative rradition has bumped up against some limits. How can we go bevond
case studies and examine how far in time and space these insights travel’ How
can we aggregate and test the knowledge built through these case studies? How
can we test hvpotheses about actors across a broader range of cases?
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To build on insights of previous studies and to test them, we integrated some
hyportheses through a theory and then ceded actors in the twenty Latin American
countries for each presidential administration from 1944 to 2zo16. This endeavor
required developing clear and explicit coding rules, ensuring consistency across
different coders, and undertaking substantial historical research on political
regimes and actors in the twenty Latin American countries. In order to test
hvpotheses about the impact of actors’ preferences on regime outcomes, it
was essential to actually look at actors’ preferences rather than using inadequate
aggregate proxies. The coding of actors enabled us 1o test hypotheses about
radicalism and actors’ normative preferences with greater validity, and much
greater extension across time and space, than we otherwise would have been
able to. This kind of historical qualitative coding grounded in explicitly articu-
lated coding rules could be useful for other research projects.

International Actors and Regime Qutcomes

Pricr to 1986, theoretical works on regime change that emphasized the role of
political factors focused largely, and usually exclusively, on domestic processes.
Research beginning with Stepan (1986) and Whirehead {1986b) established that
this traditional approach had neglected international influences. Over the last
twenty-five years, a substantial body of literature has emphasized international
influences in regime outcomes.

Our beook adds to the lirerature thar has shown that it is essential to examine
regional political and ideological trends, the policy of hegemons, and the inter-
connection between domestic and transnational actors. Transnational! trends
and actors profoundly influence domestic regime outcomes. It is impossible to
understand regime dynamics exclusively in terms of the cumulative effect of
isolated polirical processes in individual countries. What happens in one country
affects others. Moreover, developments among transnational and international
actars affect political regimes in multiple countries.

We drew on many insights from this literature, but only a few works in this
field are richly theoretical, and none integrated their emphasis on mternational
facrors into a theory of regime change and survival.? Our treatment of this issue
added to the existing literature on international influences in democratization in
four ways. First, we incorperated internaticnal influences into a theory of regime
change that links domestic and internarional factors. Second, we quantitatively
disentangled different international effects (U.S. policy toward authoritarian
and democratic regimes in Latin America, the regional political environment,
and the average world level of democracy) more than most previous woerk has.

 The excellent work of Levisky and Way 2o 101 s a partial excepuon, burtheir dependent variable
is different from ours. They analvzed whether competitive authoritarian regimes that existed in the
carly 19965 hecame democratic or remained authoritarian subsequently,



272 Democracies and Dictatorships in Latisn America

Third, our analysis in Chaprers 4 and 7 documented the dynamic consequences
of international influences. Internartional effects not only operarte across coun-
tries; they also sustain democratization trends over time. Regional influences
affect domestic acrors in individual countries, and those actors in turn refract
those influences back into the regional arena. Waves of democratization as well
as counterwaves of authoritarianism are hard to explain without understanding
such dynamic effects.

Fourth, this literature has not adequarely theorized the mechanisms by which
international actors influence regime outcomes. International actors may influ-
ence seme regime outcomes directly, but their effects are often mediated by other
variables. In Figures 2.1 and 7.3, international actors influence domestic actors’
artitudes toward democracy and dictatorship, their pelicy preferences, and their
political resources. These variables in turn shape domestic actors’ decisions about
which regime coalition to join and how manv resources those coalitions have,

International actors can influence regime cutcomes by (1) generating policy
preferences and astitudes about dictatorship and democracy that disseminate
across country borders; () creating demonstration effects; {3) swaying domestic
actors’ decisions to join one of the competing regime coalitions; (4} providing
resources to domestic actors and thereby influencing the power of the two
competing regime coalitions; {5) joining one of the competing regime coalitions
{e.g., the Catholic Church) and thereby swaying the regime ourcoms; and
(6} undertaking a military invasion that topples or preserves the palitical regime.

We also emphasized that there are limits to the explanatory power of interna-
tional variables, International actors usually exercise their influence indirectly,
by affecting domestic actors’ calculus of policy benefits under the competing
regime coalirions and their normative preferences about the political regime.
They explain change over time better than change across countries at a given
point in time, and in Latin America they have infrequently been the main cause
of a regime change. Moreaver, international support does little to enhance the
qualiry of democracy in contexts where it is low. The international community
has devised mechanisms to deal with overt attempts to impose authoritarian rule,
butitis il equipped o deal with more subtle or gradual authoritarian regressions.

Normative Preferences for Democracy and Dictatorship

Our emphasis on the central role of actors’ normative preference for democracy
or dictatorship in explaining regime outcomes theorerically resonates with
works by Berman (1998}, Capoccia (2005); Dahl (1971 124-88), Levine
(1973% Lijphart (1977), Linz (1978a, 1978b), and O’Donnell (1986: 15-18).*

* Few of these scholars argued thar attitudes roward democracy affect its odds of survival, but they
made relared points. For example, Dahl 1971 124-881 argued thar activists’ beliefs influenced
regime ourcomes. H:s discussion of belicks included the legitimacy of polyarchy (pp. 119401,
which coincides with our focus on normazive commitmenr to democracy. Lipseti1959: 92 claimed

e e e

Rethinking Theories of Democratization 273

We added to this literature in four ways. First, we broughr together two bodies
of literature that have been largely divorced from one another: work that
emphasizes the impact of actors’ beliefs on different political outcomes and the
scholarship on political regimes. Licte of the expanding literature on acrors’
beliefs focuses on regime outcomes (Berman 1998 is an exception), and little of
the work on political regimes emphasizes the importance of actors’ beliefs {Dahl
1971: 124-88, Linz 1978D, and Stepan 1971 are exceptions). .

Second, we tested arguments about the impact of actors’ normative prefer-
ences on regime survival or fall in new ways. The coding of 1,460 actors across
290 presidential administrations in Latin America from 1944 to 2010 enabled
us to undertake a more extensive test of the impact of actors’ beliefs on regime
outcomes than any previous work. The qualicative analysis in Chaprers 5 and 6
enabled us to look at causal mechanisms intensively.

Third, we confronted in new ways some challenges thar causal claims about
normative preferences must address (see the discussion in Chapter 2). Other
scholars have devised strategies for assessing the causal impact of beliefs in
qualitative small-N studies. We add to this discussion by confrgnting these
challenges for an intermediate number of countries over a long period of time.
Our straregy includes devising careful coding rules to distinguish betwgen
sincere and strategically srated preferences and to ensure a clear separation
between the independent and dependent variables; undertaking statistical tests
for reverse causality; looking at reverse causality and examining causal mecha-
nisms in the qualitative case studies; ensuring that normative preferences are
not reducible to structural or broader cultural variables; and verifying in the
qualitative case studies that actors’ regime choices cannot be readily explained
by their material gains.

Fourth, we added to the discussion of why actors’ normative prcferencles
sometimes change. Actors’ preferences are not static (Bowles 1998), but social
scientists have not often systematically addressed why they change.

We do not claim that democracy emerges or stabilizes because political actors
have the “right values.” Actors derive procedural utility from political reg@es
(Frey et al. zco4), and they measure the performance of _incumbem regunes
against their normative preferences. If actors are r}ormam.'ely commirted to
democracy, they are willing to tolerate disappointing pghcy outcomes that
might tip uncommitted actors to join the authoritarian coalm_on. Actors that are
committed to democracy are less likely to understand policy failures as a regime
failure. Instead, they might accept policy failures as a consequence of negative
legacies inherited from a previous regime, of negative trends in a cogntr}"s terms
of trade, ot a poor leader who can be replaced through the democraric process, of
a difficult time in the world economy, or of policies that are not tightly condi-
tioned by the political regime and therefore might not change even if the regime

tha- citizen beliefs in democratic legiimacy help protecr the regime from the destabilizing con-
sequences of low effectiveness (l.e., poor performance.
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changed. Given this reasoning, a change of regime would not necessarily produce
better policy outcomes {Linz 1988; Remmer 1996). A normative preference to
democracy extends actors’ rime horizons.

Itis impossible to understand regime fall and survival in Larin America without
examining changing nermative views about democracy and dictatorship. For
example, the Cuban revolution inspired a2 generation of revoluticnary struggle
in the region based on the belief that socialist revolution was desirable and
possible, with negative consequences for democracy including a powerful coun-
terreaction from conservative forces, leading to many military coups. Similarly,
the embracing of liberal democracy as an ideal by actors across the political
spectrum in the 19805 and the 1990s facilitated the establishment and survival
of competitive regimes in bad economic times.

Radicalism and Moderation

Actors’ radicalism or moderation is another important determinant of regime
outcomes. Greater radicalism makes it more difficult to sustain a competitive
regime. This argument builds on but refines the insights of Bermeo (1950, 1997,
2003), Figueiredo (1953}, Przeworski (1991}, Sani and Sartori {1983), Santos
{1986}, and Sartori (1976}, among others. We modify chis literature by how
we conceptualize znd define the continuum from meoderation to radicalism.
Whereas Sartori (1976) focused exclusively on ideological distance among
actors, we define radicalism as policy positions toward the left/right pole in
combination with urgency ro achieve these positions in the short to medizm
term: where these positions do not represent the status quo or with an intransi-
gent defense of these positions where these positions represent the status quo.
Although we build on Sarteri’s insights, his formulation overstates the destabi-
lizing effects of polarization on competitive regimes when leftist or rightisz actors
perceive their projects as long term.

Sartori’s formulation also misses the deleterious impact of actors thar are not
extreme in ideological terms, yet whose policy impatience coupled with policy
preferences toward the left or right of center makes them threatening to other
actors and contributes to regime breakdown. Chapter 5 discussed two some-
what radical actors par excellence: Juan Perdn in the period from 1946 to 1970
and Argentina’s labor unions from 1955 through 1976. Although most unions
were not ideclogically extremist, they combined policy preferences to the left
of center (statist, nationalistic, pro-union, etc.) with considerable policy impa-
rience, as manifested by factory takeovers, general strikes, and repeated willing-
ness to support military coups to achieve policy gains. Similarly, although Perén
rejected socialism, his confrontarional discourse and behavior, his somewhat
left-of-center policies, and his willingness to run roughshod over the opposition
in order to achieve his policy goals made him a somewhat radical and deeply
polarizing figure.
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The analysis of radicalism poses questions for bargaining models of policy
making and regime change. Conventicnal representations of imparience assume
positive payotfs and thus idenufy a first-mover advantage: impatient actors
are willing to accept a discounted offer roday rather than wait until tomorrow
(Rubinstein 1982; Sutton 1986). Our historical analysis of radical actors in
Latin America identified a very different pattern of behavior that calls for a
different formal setup (Primo 2o0c2). If the incumbent regime promises o deliver
the player’s ideal policy in the future but demands some policy loss or patience
today, a radical actor will endure large immediate loses and may prefer to
gamble on an alternative regime. In this sense, radical players display a behavior
inclined toward risk (Kahneman and Tversky 1979). This reverses the first-
mover advantage, as governments need to offer additional benefits in the short
rum to appease radical players, who appear to be disloyal opponents exercising
blackmail {Linz 1578b; Sartori 1676).

CAN THE THEORY TRAVEL BEYOND LATIN AMERICA?

For reasons outlined in Chapter 1, we focused on Latin America rather than a
broader set of countries. This raises a question: Can the theory travel bevond
Lartin America? We cannot extend the theory empirically to other regions of the
world here except by way of brief ilfustration, but two observations are in order.

First, our theory is compatible with several extant theoretical traditions
in democrarizarion studies. For example, it is compatible with Linz’s {1978b)
emphasis on orientations toward the democratic regime {loyal, semi-loval, and
disloval oppositicns); with O'Donnell and Schmitter’s (1986) and Przeworski’s
(1991) delineation of actors into blocs depending on their orientation toward
the political regime; and with Berman’s {1998) argument that Social Democratic
parties’ programmatic beliefs strongly affected their behavior in interwar
Sweden and Germany, which in turn affected the survival or breakdown of
democracy in the 1930s. It is also compatible with the extensive literature that
has documented international influences in regime cutcomes. These compatibi-
lities suggest that our theory can travel beyond Latin America.

In addition, analyses of many non-Latin American cases of breakdowns of
competitive regimes, transitions from authoritarian rule to competitive regimes,
stabilizations of authoritarian regimes, and democratic stabilizations are fully
consistent with our theory. We illustrate this point by briefly indicating the
strong compatibility of cur theery with existing analyses of {1} the breakdown
of democracy in Spain in 1936; (2} the breakdown of democracy in Germany in
1933; and (3 the stabilization of democracy in Spain after 1978.

Without using exactly the same concepts as we do, many scholars have
argued that democracies broke down because acrors had weak normative pref-
erences for democracy or had normative preferences for dictatorship, or because
radicalism made it impossible for some actors to be willing to abide by democ-
racy, Most interpretations ef the breakdown of democracy in Spainin the 19305
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mesh with our theoretical approach. Casanova (zo10) and Linz {1973a: T44,
151, 165) emphasized the negartive impact of international influences, especially
the rise of fascism in Germany and Iraly, on Spanish democracy. No powerful
actors had a szeadfast normative preference for democracy (Casanova 2010
95, T1IL, 116, 1225 Linz 1978a: 149, 160-68, 180-81; 5. Payne 2006: 4145,
34647, 350-34°}, When this is the case, especially in a polarized high-stakes
environment, actors easily turn against democracy. Powerfu! radical actors from
the far left to the far right were willing 1o use violence to pursue political ends
{Casanova 2c10; Linz 1978a: 145, T53-54. 157-58, 187-94; Malefakis 1996:
644-46; S. Payne 2006; Preston 2006: §3—64). They were decisive in the spiral
of violence, revenge, and hatred that led to the breakdown. Right-wing radica-
lism fueled left-wing radicalism, and vice versa. No actors were willing to make
significant policy sacrifices in order to save democracy. By the time Franco
launched his coup in July 1936, several powerful actors on the right had a
normative preference for dictatorship (Casanova 2010: 124, 137).

Many scholars have also analyzed the German breakdown of democracy in
1933 along the lines that are fully consistent with our theory. Some extremely
radical actors, no actors with solid normative preference for democracy, several
{including the Nazis, the Communists, and some traditional right-wing parties)
with a normative preference for dictatorship, and an inhospitable internaticnal
political envirenment - all in the context of a severe economic crisis — led to the
breakdown. The German Sccial Democrats (SPD), the largest party during much
of the Weimar Republic, embraced some radical policy preferences including
orthodox Marxism (Berman 1598: 77-95, 123-31, 180-98}. They did not have
a clear normative preference for democracy (Berman 1998: 85-88, 13031,
180-81). Berman argues that if the SPD had been more flexible, less radical,
and mere oriented toward preserving democracy, it could have undercut the
Nazis” appeal. Chancellor Heinrich Brining {(1930-32) and the Center Party
were willing to sacrifice democracy in order to achieve other policy goals
(Berman 1998: 187; Weitz 2007: 122-23}. The Communists and the Nazis had
very radical policy preferences and a normative preference for different kinds
of totalitarian dictatorship. The rightist German People’s Party (Deutsche
Volkspartei) was somewhat hostile to democracy, and the German Narional
People’s Party (Deutschnationale Volkspartei) combined radical right-wing policy
preferences with a normative preference for authoritarian and monarchical rule
(Lepsius 1978: 37, 43, 45; Weitz 2007: 92-97). The Landvolkbewegung was a
right-wing peasant movement with radical policy preferences and antidemocratic
normative preferences (Lepsius 1978: 53-54). The armv and the Protestant and
Carholic churches were hostile to democracy (Weitz 2007: 115-21),

Athird case that has often been analvzed in ways entirely consistent with our
theory is the stabilization of democracy in Spain after 1978. Many conditions

¥ Echoing our terminology, S. Pavne {2206; 3547 wrote that “/most major actors had limited or no
comritment to democracy.”
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favored democraric consolidation in Spain, bur this favorable outcome was by
no means a foregone conclusion (Agliero 1995: 18—22; Linz and Stepan 1996:
87-115). Democratic consclidation was facilitated by strong support from
the Furopean Unicn {Linz and Stepan 1996: 113). De-radicalization of the
Socialist Party {Tusseil 2005: 285, 327), the Communist Party, the labor move-
ment (Fishman 1990b], and the right (Share 1988) also facilitated democratic
survival. By the time of the transiticn in 1978, actors with a normative prefer-
ence for dictatorship were weak (G. Alexander 2002: 138-81). Finally, by 1978,
most actors either already had a normative preference for democracy or quickly
developed ome. This includes the right (G. Alexander 2002: 138-81); Prime
Minister Adolfo Stiarez (1976—81) and his party, the Union of the Demaocraric
Center (Unidn de Centro Democrdtico, UCD) (Share 1936: 86-153}; and labor
{Fishman 1990b}. The fact that most powerful actors have had an unambiguous
normative preference for democracy and the highly supportive international
political environment enabled the democratic coalition to thwart difficult chal-
lenges including the Basque terrorist organization ETA (Euskadi Ta Askatasuna,
Basque Homeland and Freedom), a military that had strong golpista facrions
until 1981 {Agiiero 1995}, and a bruising depression in recent years.

ALTERNATIVE THEORIES OF DEMOCRATIZATION

Throughout this book, especially in Chapters « through 6, we have compared
our theory with alternatives, but without an extended discussion of the impli-
cations of our results for these alternative theories. In this section, we examine
the implications of our analysis and empirica! results for modernization theory,
class theorics, work or the impact of economic performance on regime fall or
survival, mass culture theory, work on the impact of formal institutions on
regime fall or survival, and work that strongly emphasizes political agency and
leadership.

Some of our observations in this section focus on inconsistencies berween the
evidence for Latin America and broader resezrch findings. Other arguments hold
beyond Latin America. For example, our criticisms of class and mass cultural
theories of democratization, while initially inspired by the Latin American expe-
rience, go bevond it.

Modernization Theory

One of the most influential theoretical approaches to studving democracy is
modernization theory, which was famously formulated by Lipser (1959, 1960:
27-63) and subsequently empirically supported by many other scholars.*
Modernization theory claims that more economically developed countries are

4+ The second past of Lipser's classiciz539° article made a different claim abour the effects of regime
legizimacy and efficacy that annicipated seme poine n our book.
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more likely to be democratic, and proposes causal mechanisms to explain this
refationship. )

Lipser argued that wealthier countries are more likely 10 be democratic for
several reasons. Higher educarion, which is associated with grearer wealth,
promotes mote tolerant worldviews. Greater wealth tends to reduce political
extremism and to increase the size of the middle class, which he claimed tended
1o be more prodemocratic than the poor. [n developed countries, the lower strata
tended to have more reformist political perspectives (Lipset 1959: 83), and the
upper strata tended to have more democratic values (Lipset 1959: 83—8.4).

Many subsequent authors have demonstrated that higher levels of development
are strongly associated with a greater likelihood of democracy (Bollen 1980, 1983;
Bollen and Jackman 1985a,1985b; Burkhart and Lewis-Beck 1994; Coppedge
1957; Dahl 1971: 62-80; Diamoend 1992; Epstein et al, 2006; Huntington 1984,
1991: 59-72; Jackman 1973; Lipset et al. 1993; Londregan and Poole 1996;
Przeworski et al. 2oco).’ Recent work has demonstrated that the likelihood of
democratic breakdowns diminishes and the likelihood of democratic transitions
ingreases at higher per capita income (Epstein et al. 2006).

However, the seemingly robust association between income and democracy
does not hold for Latin America for the lengthy period from 1945 to 2005
(Landman 1999; Mainwaring and Pérez-Lifidn 2003; O'Donnell 1973 ). During
this period, competitive regimes were as vulnerable to breakdown at a higher level
of development as at lower levels (Tables 4.4 and 4.5). The level of development
likewise had no impact on the probability of a transition from authoritarianism
to a competitive regime (Tables 4.2 and 4.3).° As we discussed in Chapters 5 and
6, modernization theory does not go very far toward explaining regime outcomes
in Argentina and El Salvador.

Building democracy in poor countries is difficult, and vet as the experience of
poor countries in Latin America shows, the obstacles are not insurmountable.
We reject Lipset's (1960: 40} argument thar a certain level of development is
a requisite for democracy or that “a high level of education ... comes close
to being a necessary” condition for democracy. Costa Rica was a relatively
poor country with a relatively low level of education at the inauguration of its
competitive regime in 1949, with a per capita GDP of 81,546 in 2000 constant
dollars, below the mean value of §1,846 for our entire daraset. Yet this regime
has now lasted for more than six decades, becoming the longest-lasting democracy
ever outside countries that today are part of the advanced industrial democracies.

* Acemogluetal. {zco8’ argue that using a proper mode specification, the level of development does
not affect regime outcomes across ali countries for which data was available. They advocate fixed
etfects models.

¢ In model 5.3.3 with the Gini index of income tnequality, a higher per capita GDP seemed, against
convenrional expectations, to lower the probability of a transition. However, because of the large
number of gaps in the data on income inequality, the number of observarions fell from §-6 to 222.
Given the consistency of the results across many model specifications with 5-5 observarions, it
seems very likely that the result in medel 2.2, stems from the reduced rumbe- of observations,
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A low per capira income did not preclude building what has become a high-qualiry
democracy. Competitive regimes have also endured ar fairly low levels of
development in countries such as Ecuador since 1¢79 and Nicaragua and El
Salvador since 1984, or {a non-Latin American example) India from 1947 uniil
Indira Gandhi’s declaration of a srate of emergency from 1975 unzil 1977, and
then again since 1977.

We do not claim that modernization theory is wrong, but the relationship
between the level of development and democracy has been far from determinate
in Latin America until a high level of development makes radicalization unlikely.
At a high level of development, democracy has historically never broken down
(Przeworski et al. zoce; Epstein et al. 2006). It therefore secems thas a high level
of development is a sufficient condition to ensure the survival of a competitive
political regime. It is possible, as Przeworski (2006) suggests, that the reason is
that at high levels of development, few actors are radical, and radical actors are
isolated. Tf this argument is correct, then the core causal mechanism linking high
income to democracy is de-radicalization. Below that high level of wealth, for
Latin America, the relationship between the level of development and democ-
racy has been overpowered by the political facrors to which we call artention.

High levels of poverty and glaring inequalities provide grist for radicalism
and dampen the likelihood of strong normative commitments to democracy. Yet
as the examples of the southern cone suggest, this effect is far from linear. As
Lipset (1959: 50-91} himself recognized, poverty and inequality do not directly
preduce radicalization and do not autematicaily suppress normative preferences
for democracy {see also Dahl 1971: 81-104; Moore 1978; Portes 1971; Powers
2001; Weyland 2002).

Class, Inequality, and Democrarization

The Latin American evidence and broader evidence are largely at odds with class
thecries of democratization. These theories see some social classes as being
consistently prodemocratic when democracy is possible and others as consis-
tently supporting authoritarian regimes when stable dictatorship is feasible. The
most prominent class theories include Acemoglu and Robinson {2006), Boix
{2003), Moore (1966),” and Rueschemeyver, Stephens, and Stephens (1992},
Rueschemeyer et al. {1992) argued that prospects for democracy rest on the
balance of power among social classes. In their general theoretical statements,
they claimed that the working class is the agent of democratization par excellence
(p. 8). Therefore, a strong working class is favorable to democracy. Conversely,

7 Moore (19661 argued that a historical coalition of a strong landed aristocracy, a refatively weak
baurgeoisie, and a modernizing state produced fascism; the combination of a recalcitrant aristoc-
racv and an absolutist state triggered socialist revolutions; and the hegemony of the bourgeoisie
over the aristocracy, the agriculrural labor force. and he staze led to the establishment of liberal
democracy. See . S Valenzuela (2cc 1 for a compelling cringue.
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they saw the landed elite (pp. 60~61) and the bourgeoisie as usually favorable to
the status quo before democracy and as resistant to democratization. >

Acemoglu and Robinson (2006) and Boix (2003) assume that classes try to
maximize income and choose a political regime accordingly. They posit that
democracy will economically benefit the poor and redistribute away from the
rich. They conclude thar the poor favor democracy over any nonrevolutionary
authoritarian regime, whereas the wealthy concede democracy only to avoid
revolution. The wealthy have more to lose with democracy in more inegalitarian
societies. According to Boix, the rich block the emergence of democracy in
unequal societies unless the cost of repression is high, but they accept democracy
if capital mobility prevents high taxation.

Although they differ in many ways,” these class theories share four assump-
tions: (1) classes are the most important political actors; (2) members of social
classes value political regimes exclusively for economic reasons; (3) democracies
redistribute income in favor of the poor; and (4) given this outcome, the working
class and the poor are strong supporters of democratization while the bour-
geoisie or the rich concede democracy only reluctantly.® In addition, Acemoglu
and Robinson (2006) and Boix (2003) assume that (5) high inequality reinforces
resistance among the rich, making the establishment and survival of democracy
unlikely.

These assumptions are not consistently realistic, and shortcomings of class
theories result. First, classes as Boix and Acemoglu and Robinson conceptualize
them (i.e., the poor and the rich) do not form cohesive political actors. Members
of the same class are divided by religious, national, ethnic, and other value
questions. These divisions make it difficult to act cohesively, and rich and poor
face daunting collective action problems (Olson 1965). Moreover, in the strug-
gles for and against democracy in most countries, political parties, militaries,
and other nonclass organizations are key actors. This is clear in our analysis
of Argentina (Chapter §) and El Salvador (Chapter 6). The history of both
countries involved important class-related actors. But in both countries, political
parties, militaries, churches at some periods, and guerrillas in others were power-
ful actors whose behavior was not reducible to class interests. Throughout the
region, actors other than classes have been powerful.

Second, class theories assume that the only issue that drives political conflict
in all countries is income distribution and resource allocation. Classes prefer

¥ Rueschemeyer and colleagues and Moore employ class categories, and they delve into the historical
development of democracy in different parts of the world. Acemoglu and Robinson (2006) and
Boix (zc03) base their analysis on income categories (poor, middle sector, rich) rather than class
understood structurally, and Boix's evidence is largely quantitative. For Boix, the relationship
between inequality and democracy is linear: more inequality generates a lower probability of
democracy. In contrast, Acemoglu and Robinson posit an inverted-U-shape relationship; democ-
ratization is very unlikely at high or low levels of inequality.

* Rueschemeyer and colleagues make these assumptions in their general theoretical propositions, but
their analysis of Latin America clearly breaks from the first and fourth.
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political regimes for purely instrumental material reasons - to advance their
economic interests. However, an extensive literature has argued otherwise
(Haggard and Kaufman 2012). Again, it is difficult to understand the history
of political regimes in Argentina (especially) or El Salvador as a battle exclusively
over material goods.

As we have argued throughout this book, value divides about democracy and
authoritarianism are not reducible to economic issues, and they often strongly
influence regime outcomes (Berman 1998; Dahl 1971: 124-89; _Ollicr 2009;
Viola 1982). So do conflicts over religion (Casanova 2010; Huntington 1996;
Levine 1973; Linz 1991; Pérez-Diaz 1993; Stepan 20071; J. 5. Va!cnzucla 2001),
urban/rural and regional cleavages, nationalism (Linz 1997; Linz and Stepan
1996: 24-33; Stepan 1994, 2001: 181-212; 323-28; Stepan et al. zo11),
and ethnicity (Diamond 1988; Rabushka and Shepsle 1972; Snyder 2000).
Empirical analyses of post-Soviet countries in the 19g0s underscored that
citizens value democracy independently of economic results (Hofferbert and
Klingemann 1999; Rose and Mishler 1996). In addition, international ideati‘onal
currents — the Zeitgeist of an epoch — affect the survival and fall of political
regimes. For most countries, it is impossible to understand the survival. or fall
of political regimes by looking exclusively at class conflict rel:.ued. to income
distribution. A range of policy issues, not just economic distribution, affects
regime outcomes (Haggard and Kaufman 2012). By emphasizing that actors
do not join or defect from regime coalitions based exclusivgly on the regime’s
material payoffs, we are better able to understand the survival of competitive
regimes in the third wave despite dismal economic performance in the 1980s,
1990s, and early 2000s. '

Third, these class approaches rest on the questionable assumption that
democracy is consistently good for the working class’s material interests and
that noncommunist authoritarian regimes are detrimental to the income of the
poor. The empirical evidence however, is mixed, as our book and other works
show. Huber and Stephens (2012) made a compelling argument for why com-
petitive regimes, by allowing left parties to organize and gain office, may pro-
mote redistribution over the long run. They also documented that in the short
run these effects are subject to constraints imposed by international factors
(Chapters 6-7), and that Latin America has also expe.ri.cnccd an aqﬂxorium’an
path to redistribution illustrated by Argentina and Brazil in the twentieth century
(Chapter 4; Segura-Ubiergo z007: chapter 2). .

Whether we look at changes in real wages or income distribution, it is far
from evident that Latin American workers have fared better materially under
competitive regimes than under authoritarianism. Real wages fell in most coun-
tries after the establishment of competitive regimes in the third wave of democ-
ratization, including quite dramatically in Argentina after re-democratization in
1983. In Peru, the real urban minimum wage declined an astonisl'!ing 84 percent
berween 1980 and 1992. Real urban minimum wages fell drastically after the
transitions to democracy in five of the six countries for which ECLAC reported
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data in 1992.7° Conversely, real wages increased under many authoritarian
regimes between ro45 and 1980. In the 19708, real income improved zt least
30 percent in all deciles of the Brazilian population under the milirary dictaror-
ship. Real mean income for the poorest decile increased 5o percent from 1976 to
198c (Skidmore 1988: 287).

For Latin America, the average currently existing competitive regime has not
promoted income distribution in favor of the poor. For the seventeen countries
for which data are availabie (ali but Cuba, Hait, and Nicaragua'"}, mostly from
the World Bank inequality dataset, from the year of a transition to a competirive
regime until zo070,"* income distribution improved on average by a trivial
I.2 points {from 52.0 to 50.8) on the T0o-point Gini index {weighting every
country equally). Conversely, some populist and nationalist left-of-center (but
not revolutionary} authoritarian regimes have redistributed income to the poor -
a possibility thart these works often neglect.”

The evidence bevond this book about the impact of regime type on income
distribution and social policy is mixed. Huber and Stephens’s (zo12) analysis
of eighteen Latin American countries between 1970 and 2007 suggests that a
longer history of democracy may lead to greater investments in social programs
and to a reduction in income inequality over time (chapter 5. On the other hand,
Mulligan er al. (2004) show that on average, democracies do not spend more
than dictatorships on sacial programs, thar they tax less than dictazorships, and
that they promote less income redistribution than dictatorships (p. 6c). Bollen
and Jackman (198 5b} also showed tha: democracies are not more rediszributive
than dictatorships. Nelson (2007} reports converging findings abour the impact
of democracy on health and education. Democracies do not have demonstrably
better results than dictatorships do in these social domains. Burkhart (1597}
shows that democracies improve income distribution only at a fairly low level of
democracy.

The fourth shortcoming of these class theories is that the empirical evidence
1o substantiate ctheir claims about the relationship berween class position and
support for democracy is thin. Boix and Acemoglu and Robinson present little
evidence to support the claim that the peor actually prefer democracy and have
fought for it on a consistent basis. Rueschemeyer er al. (1992: &) note that the

™ ECLAC 1992, tabies 6 and =, pp. 44-45. ECLAC also reported data for urban real minimum
wages for Rio de Janeiro and $3o Paulo, but did nor give an average figure for Brazil, ECLAC
1995: 13134, and ECLAC 1994: 127-28, also report figures for urban minimum wages. In most
third-wave democracies, urban minimum wages fell after the rransitions to competitive regimes.

* For Nicaragua, there are no data points close to 1984, the vear of the transition o semi-democracy.
For Cuba and Haiti, there are none wharscever.

* For Colombia, Costa Rica, and Venezuela, no dara were available for the transiton vears 1958,
1949,and 193y, respectively). We used the earliest avaitable dzta points: r9-0, 1961, and 1942,
respectively.

* Along simifar lines, Albertus (2011: showed thar in Latin America, authoritarian regimes have

undertaken more agrarian reform than democracies have.
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Latin American cases do not fully conform to their general theory. R. Collier
(1999: 33-76) argues that their theory does not work for many Latin American
and Western European cases because elites and middle sectors rather than the
working class were primarily responsible for establishing democracy.

The relationship between class and support for democracy is more mediated
and less linear than class theories suggest, The historical evidence about which
classes were more likelv than others to support democratization is mere mixed
than ciass theorists claim (R. Collier 1999; Levitsky and Mainwaring 2006;
J.S. Valenzuela zoo1). In many cases, some sectors of the elite were at the
forefront of democratization even in the absence of a credible revolutionary
threat, and in some cases, the poar actively prefecred a nonrevelutionary autho-
ritarian regime to democracy.

Unitil recent decades, organized labor in most Larin American countries did
net consistently support democratic regimes. As an illustration, in Argentina
{Chapter 5}, organized labor supported Peronism from 1945 on, notwithstand-
ing its frequently authoritarian character. In 1962 and 1964, labor supported
military coups against competitively elected governments. In Latin America,
populist leaders with radical policy preferences and authoritarian proclivities
often captured organized labor’s support because of their promises or delivery
of benefits for workers and their symbolic appeals to the poor {Germani 1974:
t69-92, Lipset 1960: 87-126; Ostiguy 2009).

Rather than understanding democratization inn terms of consistent democratic
or authoritarian proclivities of class actors (Rueschemeyer et al. 1592) or of
consistent first choice preferences that shift only if the first choice regime is
not feasible (Boix zo03), we see classes as being conditional authoritarians
and conditional democrats (Bellin 200¢). As the Argentine case discussed in
Chapter 5 showed - and our coding of actors in other countries confirmed -
under some circumstances, organized {abor will support authoritarian leaders,
movements, parties, and regimes even if democracy is feasible. Whether labor
supports democracy depends on {1} its normative preferences regarding the
political regime and (2) whether it believes authoritarian or democratic leaders
and parties better serve labor’s policy goals. The fact that the working class does
not consistently support democracy helps explain why the size of the working
class had no impact on reducing the probability of democratic breakdowns in
our quantitative analysis in Chapter 4 {Tables 4.4 and Tables 4.5).*4

Voting patterns and public opinion surveys also shew a mixed relationship
berween class position and support for democracy. For example, in Mexico,
during the democratization process from 1988 to 1997, the poor and least
educated solidly supported the PRI {the ruling authoritarian party). The middle
and upper classes and the most educated were more hkely than the poor to
support the largest democratic opposition party, the PAN (Dominguez and

** Alarge working class was favorabie ro democraric transitions in the regressions in Table 4.4 burat
most weak!v favorable to transinons in Table 1.z,
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McCann 1996: 99-100, 203-04; Klesner 2004: 163-07, 112, 116; Magaloni
1999: 228-31; 2004 122-5¢; Magaloni and Moreno 2003: 268-69),

An analysis thaz sees the poor as the bearers of democracy and the rich as its
opponents must also confront the fact that in public opinion surveys, respond-
ents with lower income usually evince less democratic atticudes than those with
higher income. In eleven of the nineteen Latin American countries included
in the 2008 AmericasBarometer,”® wealthier respondents displayed stronger
pro-demacracy attitudes {at p < .05) than poor respondents in response to the
statement “Democracy has problems, but it is better than any other form of
government.” *® Interestingly, in light of the 2009 coup, Honduras was the only
country in which higher-income respondents gave less democratic answers.
In the remaining seven countries, income did not have a statistically significant
effect on responses to this question. The 2010 AmericasBaromerter surveys
confirmed this finding. The correlation between household income and support
for democracy was positive and significant {# < .c5} in fifteen of the nineteen
countries, positive but insignificant in two cases (Brazil and Nicaragua), and
negative but insignificant in only two countries (Bolivia and Honduras). The
results of the bivariate correlations do not prove that poor citizens are generally
less supportive of democracy, but they call into question a fundamental assump-
tion of class theories of democratization.'”

Fifth, most of the empirical evidence does not supporrt the core claim that
inequalities have a powerful impact on regime survival and change. Teorell
{2c10: chapter 3) finds no impact of inequality on democracy, According to
Muller {1988: 61), the level of inequality had no impact on the probability of
a democratic transition, although high inequalities made democracies more
vulnerable to breakdown {pp. 61-63}. Burkhart {1997} found thar high inequa-
lity lowered the level of democracy (a different dependent variable than we use
in this book}, but the effect was modest.

The evidence in this book is consistent with these broader findings. For Latin
America, income inequality had no statistically significant impact on the survival
or fall of democracies or dictatorships (see Tables 4.3 and 4.3). According to some
class theories, the deterioration of the already skewed income distriburions during
the 19805 and 1990s should have made competitive regimes more vulnerable
and wealthy elites more resistant to democratization. In fact, competitive regimes

% The AmericasBarcreter is conducred by the Lazin American Public Opinion Project (LAPOP) at
Vanderbilt University. All countries in our sample, with the exception of Cuba, were covered by
the 25¢8 and 2010 waves of the project,

Responses 1o the statement are captured by a seven-point scale, ranging from “Disagrees 2 lot” to
“Agrees a lot.” We ran a bivariate OLS regression for each country using this item as the dependent
variable. The income variable is caiibrated for local currency and coded using an eleven-poinr scale
in all countries.

In a study of mass attitudes in eighr Latin American countries, Booth and Seligson i2a00} found
that household wealth is uncocrelated with support for core princisles of democracy or demands
for democracy, in staristical models thar alsa contrad fer aducational levels ‘tables g.rand —o

an
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became far less susceptible to breakdown during the third wave. Even in the
absence of a revolutionary threar, wealthy elites were eritical actors in supporting
democratization in many countries, including Chile in the nineteenth and early
twentiech centuries (J. 5. Valenzuela 1985, z001), Brazil in the 19705 and 13805
{Cardoso 1986; L. Payne 1594), El Salvadcr in the late 1980s and early 19905
(Johnson 1993; Wood 2000a, 2000b; Chapter 6 in this book), and Mexico in
the 1980s and 1990s. Bad income distribution did not prevent a large number
of transitions to competitive regimes from occurring, and the further exacerbation
of glaring inequalities did not lead to the breakdowns of competitive regimes
after 1978.

Boix’s (2003 ) own results provide weak support for the idea that betrer income
equality increases the likelihood of transitions to democracy and decreases the
likelihood of democratic breakdowns. In. only ore of four models for all countries
{Model 3A) in his book did income distribution affect the likelihood of transitions
to democracy at p < .10 (Boix 2003: 79-81). Income inequality had a signiﬁc,:mt
impact on democratic breakdowns in three of the four models for all countries,
but in one of the three (Model 1), contrary to the theory, inequality facilitates
democratic survival. Additional interactions of income inequality with cther
variables in the model do not provide unequivocal support for Boix’s theory.

Boix qualifies his argument by asserting that high capital mobility (or high
asset specificity) makes it easier for the rich to invest outside their country, and
hence lowers the probability of majer redistributive efforts. He argues that
in contexts of high capital mobility, governments are forced to keep taxes low;
otherwise, capital flight will result (pp. 12, 19, 25, 39). Because taxes are low,
elire resistance to democracy will diminish.

In Latin America, however, increasing capital mobility after 1585 coincided
with notable increases in tax collection in most countries. According to ECLAC
data, between 190 {the earliest data point} and 2070, total central government
tax revenue increased substantally (at least s percent of GDP) in nine Latin
American countries {Nicaragua, +14 percent; Bolivia, Ecuador, and Argentina,
+10 percent; Colombia, +7 percent; Brazil and the Dominican Republig +6
percent; Paraguay and El Salvador, +5 percent) under competitive regimes.
In most other countries, tax revenue increased somewhat, Only in Venezuela
(-7 percent} did central government tax revenue decrease at least 5 percent Qf
GDP during this period of increasing capital mobility.™® Therefore, for Lat:'n
America greater capital mobility did not reduce the capacity of democratic
governments to collect taxes. A cross-regional comparison bgtwecn Wes.ster.n
Europe and Latin America further underscores the prob}em.anc nature of this
argument. Borh capital mobility and tax collection are higher in W estern Eurcpe
than Latin America. Circa 2003, the average total tax revenue for fifteen EU
countries was 41 percent of GDP, while according o 2cos estimates, nine Latin
American countries had central government tax revenue of less than 15 percent

’ s are ¢ ar hrensmnw.aclac.orefestadisioas!
Y ECLACS data an central government max revenue are onling at hreawveclac org/estadisieas
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of GDP (ECLAC 2008). No Latin American democracy approached the level of
the average EU country.

The impact of inequalities on democratic regime stability depends on what is
going on in different countries at ditferent times (Frey et al. 2004: 389-90).%%
In the 1990s, in times of deep economic crisis, poor people accepted the exacer-
bation of inequalities in order to achieve macroeconomic stability (Powers 2co1:
Stokes 2001; Weyland zo02).

We believe that our theory better interprets the survival and fall of demoe-
racies and dictatorships in and beyond Latin America than class theories. The
main differences are as follows: (1) we view organizations, not classes, as the
most important actors — some but not all organizations primarily defend class
interests; (2) we assume that actors are interested in a broader range of policy
outcomes than just marerial and distributive issues; conflices over religion,
ethnicity, and nationality, among others, influence regime outcomes; (3) we
believe that many actors have normative preferences about the political regime
in addition to policy preferences; (4) we situate our theory in an internaticnal
confext more than most class theories; and {5) we see the relationship between
class and regime preference as highly conditionai.

Economic Performance

Some authors have shown that democratic and autheritarian regimes are more
likely to survive if their economic performance is better. Most of this literature is
empirical and does not invoke strong theeretical claims abourt the relationship
between eccnomic performance and regime stability. We do not dispute the
empirical assertions made by these authors. Among well-known works thar peg
democratic stability to economic performance are Gasiorowski {199 5), Haggard
and Kaufman (r995) and Lipset (1960: 62-70).>°

The general theoretical proposition that government performance affects
regime stability in developing countries is sensible. Consistent with this litera-
ture, we expected the regime’s economic performance to affect actors” adhesion
to the incumbent regime — but we expected this impact to be modest, especially in
competitive regimes.

By the logic of our theory, poer economic performance creates a threat to the
survival of democracy only if (1) some actors conclude that authoritarianism
offers net pelicy advantages to them — that is, they believe they would be better

' Mpoore {1978: 41} commients thatin popular perception, “a high degrez of inequality may not only
be acceprable but even regarded as very desirable, as long as in the end it somehow contribures to
the social good as perceived and defined in thar socierv.”

* Lipset argued that regimes needed a combination of good performance and legitimacy. A reservolr
of legitimacy can enable 2 democracy to remain stable despite poor performance. Thus, his was
not 2 simplistic performance-based argument. Sce also Linz [1678k: 16-211 on the relationship
berween legitimzey and performance.

Rethmnking Theories of Democratization 28+

off under an aurhoritarian regime; {2) this net policy advantage is not offset by
a normative commirment to democracy; and (3) the authoritarian coalition is
powerful encugh to consider overthrowing a democratic regime. Actors’ deci-
sions about whether to work to overthrow a competitive regime hinge on all of
their policy preferences and their normative preferences about the political
regime, s well as a strategic calculation about the odds of successfully subvert-
ing the regime. Democratic regimes can win support on bases other than regime
performance {Linz 1988; Remmer 1996). Citizens do not necessarily attribure
performance failures to the regime; they normally blame particular adminiscra-
tions or parties in office.

Consistent with our expectation, the most democratic period in the history of
Latin America (since the mid-1980s), and the period with by far the highest-ever
rate of survival of competitive regimes (since 1978), coincided with a prolonged
period of dismal economic and social performance in most countries (198z-2002.
The logic of our theory correctly predicts that actors’ normative preferences
for democracy, low radicalism, and strong regional support for democracy
could protect competitive regimes in times of bad performance. Bad performance
had adverse effects on democracy, but it has rarely led to regime breakdown in
the post-1977 period.”” For a generation, regime survival has not depended on
economic performance, suggesting that the impact of bad economic performance
on political regimes is mediated by citizen expectations, which vary over time; by
the way political leaders do or do not politicize bad economic performance; and
by actors’ normative commitment te democracy.

In Latin America, the rate of economic growth had lictle or no impact on the
survival of competitive {Table 4.4) or authoritarian regimes (Table 4.2). Inflation
also had no impact on regime change (Tables 4.3 and 4.5}. Competitive regimes
have been vastly less vulnerable to breakdown since 1578 compared to 1945-77,
even though rthe median regime’s economic performance fell from solid in the
earlier period to poor. The average per capita GDP growth rate of comperitive
regimes was 1.9 percent for the 194 5—77 period and a meager 1.1 percent for the
1978-200¢ period, and the mean inflation rate jumped from 19 percent in the
earlier period to 257 percent in the later years. Yet the breakdown rate of these
regimes was rmore than ten times greater (.3 percent in the earlier period versus
©.8 percent in the post-1977 period).

The Latin American experience since 197§ shows that the impact of economic
performance on regime survival is mediated by actors’ understanding of what
is possible in a given moment (i.e., their view of constraints and opportunities)
and can be overcome by their normative attitudes about political regimes.
Democracy in Latin America would be in better shape in many countries if

** There have been only six breakdowns since 1978: Boliviz in 1982: Peroin 1992; Haitd in 199 T and
1999; and Honduras and Venezuela in 2009, Because the Haitian regime of 1991 Jasted oniv a few
meonths before giving way to a coup before the end of the vear, our regime classification registers
onlv the other five breakdowns.
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economic performance had been better during the third wave. Nevertheless,
comperitive regimes survived despire economic and social disappointments, a
deterioration of public security, and rampant corruption in many countries.
Although poor economic performance has weakened many competitive regimes,
it has doomed few. Poor governing performance has bred citizen disaffection
and paved the way to populist politicians with dubious democratic credentials,
but it has rarely caused regime breakdowns during the third wave,

At some historical junctures, because of ideclogical currents, some actors
might conclude chat an authoritarian regime is more likely to be efficient and
therefore more effective at fostering growth. This was the case in Argentina
in 1965-66 (Chapter 5}, when many actors concluded thar democracy was
inefficient and suboptimal despite the [llia government’s respectable record in
economic growth. However, even if government performance is deficient,
actors might doubt that an authoritarian regime would be berter for them.
In the aftermath of bad economic performance and the accumulation of huge
foreign debts under authorirarian regimes in the 197¢s and early 198cs,
citizens in most Latin American countries gave competitive regimes great leeway
in managing the ecocnomy untl the late 19905 {(Powers 2001; Stokes 20071;
Weyland 2002).

In many countries, citizens and elites had liztle reason to believe thar a new
round of authoritarianism would ease their economic troubles. The new com-
petitive regimes inherited challenging and in several cases ruincus economic
legacies. The dismal economic performance of these antecedent authoritarian
regimes helps explain the disappearance of actors that have a normative prefer-
ence for dictatorship and the high tolerance for poor eccnomic performance
under competitive regimes in most of Latin America from 1982 to 2002 (Powers
2,00T1; Remmer 1996; Weyland 2002).

Assuming that some acters anticipate a net policy advantage under some form
of authoritarian rule, policy preferences may still be offset by & normative
commirment to democracy {Frey et al. 2004). Even where past achievements
have not built a cushion to buffer democracies from poor performance, good
economic performance might not be necessary for regime stability at some
historical moments. Actors’ policy expectations and their normative preferences
about the regime mediate the relationship berween government performance
and regime stability. Actors that are committed to democracy have a reservoir of
goodwill toward competirive regimes; they do not readily jump ship to further
their policy goals.

Finallv, even if some actors anticipate net gains from authoritarianism and
lack a strong normative preference for competitive politics, the authoritarian
cozlition must be powerful enough to overthrow a democratic regime. In con-
texts where international actors might impose sanctions against coup leaders,
only actors unusually concerned with economic growth are likelv to believe
that the growth advantage they presume an authoritarian regime would offer
is sutficient to offset the risk of supporting a coup.
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We do not claim that Latin American democracies have been permanently
inoculated against instability resulting from bad performance. Citizen tolerance
for poor economic performance under competitive regimes appears to h;ve
dropped somewhat in many countries i1 the late 1990s. At that time, a new period
of prolonged stagnation {1598-2002} in the region as a whole and gf mcrez_mgd
poverty in many countries fueled growing disgruntlemen.t in Argenpna, B(')l.l\«'.m,
Ecuador, and Venezuela. The theorerical lesson is that citizen and elite sensitivity
0 pOOE ECONOIIC performance varies widely across rime and space (Kapstein and
Converse 2008,

Mass Political Culture and Democratization

Politica! culrure studies based on individual attitudes see democracy as emanat-
ing from democratic values among the citizenry; where citizens have democratic
values, democracy flourishes (Almond and Verba 1963 Inglehart 199¢; 1597
160-215; Inglehart and Welzel 2005). We agree thar mass support for democ-
racy is a powerful resource for democraric acters. But our work leEl‘ngS from
political culture approaches based on mass surveys in sq'era.l ways. flrst, we
emphasize the role of leaders and organizations, not ot ordm'ary. citizens, 1n
derermining regime outcomes The belizfs of leaders and organizations usually
have more weight than citizen views in determining regime QUECOMES (Berman
1998; Bermeo 2003; Dahl 19711 124-88; Linz r¢78b). B

Second, whereas our theory calls for analyzing specific actors and coahgpns
that trigger regime change or stabilize the incumbent regime, mass polmf:al
culture approaches usually do not establish convincing mechanisms by which
mass attitudes determine regime outcomes. They usually lack a sense of agency —
that is, of specific actors or mechanisms through which mass beli_efs. about
politics affect regime change. Inglehart and Welzel (2005} discuss this issue in
greater detail than most work on mass political culture. They argue that polm;al
regimes confront pressures for change when mass values are mcongnie.nt with
the regime (pp. 158, 774, I 86-91).The variable “demand for freedom” is at th_e
core of their theory that mass values are the most important long-term determ}-
nant of democracy. However, based on how the variable is constructed, it is
difficult to see why it represents citizen demands for democracy. Itis based ona
factor analysis that combines five items: postmaterialism, personal happiness,
rolerance of homosexuality, willingness to sign a perition, and interpersonal
trust. None of these five survey items constitutes a demand for democracy, and
it is not clear how any of them facilitates a transition to democracy.™

= By contrast, Mattes and Brarton {2007] measured demand for democracy using a battery of indicators
thar capture wherher respondents reject one-man rule, reject military rule, reject one-parey rule, and
prefer democracy above other forms of government. Rooth and Seligson 12009) measured demand for
democracy using a dichotwmous indicator that captured if respondents preferred an elected leader toa
strong bur unelected leader - Chaprar =1,
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Booth and Seligson (2000: chapter 8) theorized a more specific causal mech-
anism that is consistent with our approach, arguing that elites with a low commit-
ment to democracy find it easier to curtail civil liberties and political rights when
large segments of the population simulraneously present low levels of support
for democratic principles, national political instirurions, and regime perform-
ance. However, their comparison of those “triply dissatisfied” citizens against
satisfied citizens showed only modest differences in terms of support for con-
frontational politics, military coups, and unelected governments (Figure 8.3 ). The
evidence supports their arguments but does not sustain more sweeping claims
about the impact of mass polirical culture on political regimes.

In contrast to theories that claim that mass political culture determines regime
outcomes through some difficult-to-specify mechanisms, we begin with concrete,
identifiable historical actors. Citizen opinion affects these actors, but the rela-
tionship between citizen opinion and actors’ behavior 1s very far from linear
(Bermeo 2003 ).

Third, mass political culture approaches generally do not attempt to explain
regime change, which is one of our primary concerns. They can attempt to explain
regime stability on the basis of patterns of association berween mass articudes
and regime type, for example, that authoritarian mass attitudes are conducive to
authoritarian regimes. But because mass attitudes are putatively relatively stable
over the medium term, they are less successful at explaining dramaric change.

Inglehart and Weizel (2005) assert that self-expression (which is exactly the same
variable as “demand for freedom™) values explain political regimes. However, their
own data indicate that their cultural explanation of regimes based on self-
expression values works only modestly for the 1995-2002 period and nor well
for the 1978-89 period. They report modest country-level correlations, ranging
from about .32 to about .39, berween self-expression values measured berween
1990 and 1995 and levels of democracy {measured by Freedom House scores) from
1995 to 2co2 (figure 8.3, p. 184). Even more problematic for their argument, the
coreelation between self-expression values (again measured berween rg9o and
1995) and the level of democracy from 1978 to 1985 1s consistently low, ranging
from about .01 to about .16. Because they claim there is very high stability over time
in self-expression values, the correlation between these values from 1978 to 1989
and democracy in those years must also be low. At best, their theory is valid to a
verv modest extent for the 1955-2002 period and generally not valid for a longer
time period (1978-89).

Fourth, mass political culture approaches usually disregard the problem of
reverse causality — that is, the possibility thar a democraric political regime
fosters a democratic polirical culture (Barry 1978: 47-74; Muller and Seligson
1994; Seligson 200z). For instance, Booth and Seligson (2009 showed that
respondents in countries with a longer history of democracy tend o express
stronger support for democratic principles {chaprer 4. Inglehart and Welzel
(2c05: 176-209) explicitly addressed reverse causalirv, claiming that a demo-
craric political culrure causes democracy and not vice versa. They correctly noted
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that “[i]f self-expression values cause democracy, they must be in place before
democracy” (Inglehart and Welzel 2cos: 178). Their statistical work thus
implicitly assumes that all democracies in their sample transitioned to democ-
racy after their measurement of self-expression values (i.e., 1990 or 1995,
depending on the country}, but this is nor the case. Twenty-three of the sixry-
one countries in their sample were democracies for generations before their
measurement of the independent variable.*> Moreover, the history of democra-
tization in these countries raises sericus doubts about an argument that invokes
self-expression values as the cause of democracy. Inglehart’s (1990, 1997) own
work indicates that self-expression values emerged in recent decades, which
means that they cannot explain the emergence of democracy in many countries
before then.

Many other countries in their sample (e.g., Argentina, Brazil, the Dominican
Republic, Greece, Portugal, the Philippines, South Korea, Spain, Turkey,
Uruguay) transitioned to democracy before their measurement of self-expression
values. Most of the countries that underwent transitions to competitive regimes
at the time rhat fits their argument (between 1989 and 1996 - see Ingtehart and
Welzel 2005: 176-80) were in the Soviet bloc. In this region, international
influences, in particular Gorbachev’s willingness to accept growing autonomy
of countries dominated by the Soviet Union, followed by demonstration effects
that spread across the region and later by the dissolution of the Soviet Union,
were hugely important (Brown zooc; Kuran 19915 Lohmann 1994).

Finally, the empirical predictions of mass political culture approaches are not
demonstrably fruitful for explaining regime patterns in Latin America. There is
no convincing empirical basis for claiming that a change in mass attitudes was
primarily responsible for transitions to competitive regimes after 1977 or for
democraric stability in the third wave. In contemporary Latin America, mass
attitudes are far from unequivocally supportive of democracy. In the 2011
Latinobardmetro, for eighteen Latin American countries (all bur Hait and
Cuba), only §8 percent of respendents agreed that “Democracy is better than
any other form of government.” Seventeen percent agreed that “Under some
circumstances, an authoritarian government can be preferable to a democracy,”
and 18 percent agreed that “For people like us, it does not matter whether the
regime is democratic.” Another 7 percent did not know or did not respond.**
This discribution of responses does not support the hypothesis that democratic
mass values explain stable democracy. Conversely, the available empirical evi-
dence does not support the idea that mass attitudes caused earlier breakdowns
{Bermeo zco3).

3 Australia, Austria, Belgium, Canada, Colembia, Denmark, Finland, France, Great Britain. lceland,
India, Israel, Italy, Japan, Luxembourg, the Netherlands, New Zealand, Norway, Sweden,
Swirzerland, the United Scates, Venezuela, and West Germany.

=+ Corporacidn Latinobardmetzo, Informe 261 1. p. a0. Online at hepsffwww Jatinobarometro.org/
larino/LAT Contenidos.jso
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In short, mass political culture {or public opinion} influences whether democ-
racies and dictatorships survive or fall. But the empirical evidence does not
support strong causal claims abour the impact of public opinion on the survival
and fall of political regimes (Bermeo 2003).

Mass political culture could determine regime types if elites were “sampled”
from the larger population or if, in order to mobilize followers as a political
resource, elites needed to embrace the policy and normative regime preferences
of mass publics. These two statements are partially true, but elires do not
faithfully reflect mass preferences, for two reasons. Given their location in the
social structure, elites usually differ from the larger population in terms of
preferences (Dalton 1985; Iversen 1994). Even when elites claim to represent
mass publics, there are serious monitoring problems {Przeworski et al. 1999).
Elites have significant autonomy and preferences of their own, and elections do
not suffice to induce them to mirror mass preferences. Elites frame the menu of
feasible policy and regime options for their followers, and in this way they also
shape mass preferences (Chhibber and Torcz! 1997; Przeworski and Sprague
1986; Sartori 1964; Torcal and Mainwaring z003).

We expect a correlation berween elite and mass artitudes at the national level,
but this correlation might be modest, and the causal direction of the association
is not obvious. Because elites play a critical role in ali episodes of regime change
while mass publics play an important role only in some episcdes (mass actors
are mostly absent from processes based on elite pacts or imposition}, it is safer to
assume that the main explanatory variable behind regime outcomes is the elites’
normative and policy preferences rather than mass attitudes per se.

Agency and Democratization

Some social scientists have underscored the role of elite values and strategies
in regime breakdowns and transitions, emphasizing the importance of leaders’
decisions {Capoccia 2005; Di Palma 1990, Linz 1978b, O'Donnell and Schmitter
1986, Stepan 1978). Following these scholars, we acknowledge the importance
of leaders’ decisions, perhaps especially in moments of regime crisis. Whereas
srruerural and cultural theories such as Inglehart’s focus on causally more distant
explanations, these works that focus on agency highlight more causally prox-
imate explanations.

Our theory, which is situated in the causal chain berween structural approaches
and agency explanations, is compatible with an emphasis on leaders and agency.
We almost always consider the president an actor, which is consistent with an
emphasis on individual leadership. The core of our theory, however, emphasizes
political factors that, although amenable to being influenced by agency, are not
primarily a result of individual leaders’ decisions. In the short term, the political
variables that we highlight are key parts of the landscape that political leaders

confront. In this respect, our theory is not rimarily about agency or politcal
pect, ) ) ZENCT
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leadership. Organizations and movements more than individual leaders are at
the core of our theory and empirical analvsis.

For example, after the Unired Stares began to emphasize democracy in its
Latin American policy and after the OAS institutionalized a system of sanctions
to support competitive regimes and reduce the incentives for coups in 1997,
open coups in the western hemisphere have been a rare exception. Even rela-
tively inept leaders of competitive regimes have rarely fallen to coups. The
development of international mechanisms to sanction overt coups has had
greater weight in determining broad regime outcomes than the quality of poli-
tical leadership. This is a contrast to what occurred in the past, when presidents
who exercised poor decisions could trigger a coup (Stepan 1978). In the current
inter-American system, the effect of poor presidential leadership on regime
survival is circumscribed by norms about the desirability of democracy and
sanctions.

Formal Institutional Rules and Democraric Stability

Our theory also differs from those that focus on the impact of formal political
institutions on regime continuity and change. Linz (1594} famously argued that
presidential systems are more vulnerable to breakdown than parliamentary
systems. However, other scholars have questioned this argument {Cheibub
2007; Shugart and Carey r992). Presidentialism might help explain democratic
breakdowns before the third wave, bur during the third wave, the breakdown
rate of comperitive regimes has been very low with presidential systems still in
place throughous Latin America. Presidentialism does not help explain variance
across the twenty countries of Latin America or over time in the region because
presidential systems have been a constant.

In another well-known argument based on formal institutional rules, Shugart
and Carey (1992} theorized that systems with strong constitutional powers
for the president might be more vulnerable o breakdown than those with
more balance between the executive and legislature. In a converging argument,
Fish (2006) argued that strong legislatures are good for democracy. Although
these arguments about the impact of formal instiruzions are intuitively sensible,
and although Fish’s claim has solid empirical supporr for a broad sample of
countries, this hypothesis does not hold up for Lacin America. On this point,
our skepticism is grounded in empirical observarions rather than theoretical
conviction. In Larin America, the constitutional powers of presidents actually
expanded during the third wave of democratization (Negrerto 2009} Asaresulr,
in the models presented in Chapter 4, greater presidential powers enhanced
democratic survival.

Although formal rules shape actors’ incentives and behavior, their impact on
regime survival or fall is mediared by many other tacrors that seem to have more
weight than the formal rules. The willingness of actors to accept policy losses
does not depend directly on the formal rules of the game. and it has an important
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impact on the capacity of competitive regimes to survive. Intransigent actors
screcch their legal prerogatives to the limit (and beyond it} in order tc impose
their preferred policies, and they seck to undermine the power of veto players by
casting them as illegitimare institutions. By contrast, non-radical players accept
the existing institutional design as exogenous and bargain to achieve their policy
preferences wichin the constraints imposed by those rules. In its focus o2 actors,
our theory is fully consistent with institutional approaches to regime change and
survival. But we focus on organizational actors (parties, militaries, unions, etc.),
not formal insticutional rules,

LOOKING AHEAD

The inability of these alternative theoretical approaches to account for the
historical transformation of political regimes in Latin America may portend
well for the region. By 2010, at least ten of the twenty Latin American countries
remained below the income level of Argentina in 1976, identified by Przeworski
et al. (2000: 58} as the rthreshold above which “no democracy has ever been
subverted.”’ If modernization were the main source of inoculation against
coups, most Latin American competitive regimes would still be ar risk.

Latin America also remains one of the most unequal regions in the world.
Dara compiled by the United Nations Development Program in its 2013 Human
Development Report indicated that the richest 20 percent of the population in
the typical Latin American country earns sixteen times more than the poorest
20 percent. As a comparative reference, the mean ratio berween the richest
and the poorest quintiles of the population is abour nine times for countries at
high levels of human development, eleven times for countries at medium levels
of development, and ten times for countries at low levels of development.
On average, Latin American countries lost nine positions in the internarional
ranking of human development once income inequality was taken into
account.*® Even though a combination of social policy, lefuist governments,
and commodity booms led to an improvement of income distribution in the
last decade covered by our study (Gasparini and Lustig 2011), prospects for
democracy in Latin America would be bleak if inequality was an insurmountable
threat to competitive politics.

Most of Larin America remained shielded from the recession thar undercut
the U.S. and EU economies in the years after 2008. Estimates by the Economic

5 Nominal GDP has risen over time, but the comparison refers to income measured in constant
t20051 purchasing power parity dollars (dara from the Penn World Table 7.0 for 2c09). Using the
figures in our dataset (in constant dollars, bur nat PFPsi. some eighteen countries stll remain
below the threshold.

Adjustments for income inequality in the HDE world ranking ranged from a loss of twenty-four
sositions for Colombia to a moderate gain of three positions 1n the case of Nicaragua thetpi/hdr.
undp.orgrenimedia/HDR_zat: EN_Tabiey.odf.
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Commission for Latin America and the Caribbean (ECLAC) indicate thart the
economy of the average Latin American country grew by one-third between 2004
and 2010, and by 8 percent even in the difficult global environment experienced
between 2008 and 2010.%7 Yet at the turn of the decade, Latin American growth
often remained volatile and dependent on primary export booms, inflation
emerged s a pressing issue in several countries, and the typical unemployment
rate fluctuated around 8 percent.

There is no clear evidence that Latin American leaders were savvier, more
prudent, or more inclined to act as statesmen by zoro than they were two
decades earlicr. The legacy of past leaders who navigated the stormy waters of
democratic transitions, such as Raul Alfonsin in Argentina or Patricio Aylwin in
Chile, or those who tamed hyperinflation, such as Fernando Henrigue Cardoso
in Brazil, reminds us that Latin American leadership has always included a
good measure of vision and talent, as well as - in more unfortunate instances —
short-sightedness and negligence.

Presidential institurions will remain a feature of Larin American politics for
years to come, Some constitutional rules chat presumably compound the effects
of presidentialism have even expanded over time. Repeared constitutional
reforms have extended the legal prerogatives of Latin American presidents
(Negretto 2013}, Constitutional amendments {or acts of judicial review) have
also relaxed restrictions on presidential reelection to accommodate the ambi-
tions of popular incumbents in Argentina (1994), Bolivia (2008), Brazil {1997},
Colombia {2005}, Costa Rica (2003}, the Dominican Republic (2002), Ecuador
(2008}, Nicaragua (2009, Peru (1993}, and Venezuela (1999, 2009} If extra-
ordinary leaders or particular institutions were necessary to sustain democracy,
the future of competitive regimes in the region would be uncertain.

By contrast, normative regime preferences, policy orientations, and interna-
tional forces changed over the long run in ways that made Latin American
political actors more willing to accept democracy by zo1o than at any previous
point. If the argument presented in this book is correct, this fundamental trans-
formation involving organizational ideas and collective goals, transnational
networks, and international organizations anticipates a more promising future
for democrats in the region than most alternative theories would predict.

At the same time, there are reasons to temper this optimism with caution.
Chapter 8 documented a slight increase in radical policy preferences and a modest
decline in normative commitments to democracy since the late 1990s. It also
showed that investments in the construction of democratic institutions (or the
lack thereof) have lasting consequences for the quality of competitive regimes
aver the long run. In this context, democraric stagnation and erosion have been
common phenomena. A surge in radicalism could have deleterious effects for the

¥ Anpario Estadistico de América Latina v el Caribe (221100, table 21,01 thorpsfwww eclac.cld
publicaciones uinli=ia 5667 LCG2s 13h.pdil,
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strength of twentv-first-century democratic coalitions in the countries plagued by
weak states, bad governance, and social exclusion.

These findings open an exciting research agenda that we can only begin to
sketch. Studies of democratization have usually relied on thecries that invoke
the power and motivations of specific actors, but they have tested their theories
using aggregate cross-national data at the country level. This inconsistency
between the level of analysis invoked by the microfoundarions of the theory
and the unirs of analysis employed for hypothesis testing is common in other
subfields — including comparative studies of political econoray, conflict, institu-
tions, and policy making - and it poses three important challenges.

The first challenge that future studies of democratization {and other subfields}
must confront is the generation of systematic indicators to portray political
actors in multiple countries and different historical periods. We addressed such
measurement issues in ways described in Chapter 3. Large collaborative efforts
would be required to develop accurate measures for political actors - their
preferences, goals, and resources — worldwide. Yet the payoff of such large-
scale undertaking for the social sciences could be great.

Previous chapters have shown that normative orientations and policy prefer-
ences have powerful consequences for regime change and stabiliry. Bur once
those preferences are identified, several questions emerge. Where do these pref-
erences originate? How do they change? Under what conditions certain prefer-
ences spread in society? The second challenge for comparative politics is to take
those questions seriously. We explored the origin and changes of normative
preferences in Chapters 2 through 6, partly to dispel concerns about endoge-
neity, burt a full treatment of this issue transcends the scope of this book. This is
an area in which interpretive and positivist approaches in political science will
need to engage in a joint effort {Bowles 1998).

Third, we need to extend our models of how actors® preferences aggregate
into collective outcomes. The theoretical licerature has addressed this issue in
many ways (for a classic example, see Schelling 1978), but empirical estimators
to model such processes have lagged behind. Hierarchical models conventionaily
assume that variance in the outcome variable rakes place at a lower level of
aggregation than variance in explanatory factors (Raudenbush and Bryk 2002).
Yet the combination of actors’ preferences in social outcomes presents the
opposite sittation. We handled this issue by averaging actors’ preferences at
the country-vear level in order to create summary measures. More powerful
estimarors of aggregate choices may become available in the future.

These analvtical challenges comprise an agenda that transcends the study of
regime change and has broader implications for the field of compararive politics.
We started this book in search of an explanation for the emergence, survival, and
fall of democracies and dictatorships in the past. We end this book by looking
ahead - 1o the perils to be met by future democratic actors in Latin America, and
to the questions to be met by future social scientists seeking to understand them.





