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Foreword

Thisis the first volume in our new book series entitled “The World of Politi-
cal Science” sponsored by the Research Committee on the Study of Political
Science as a Discipline (RC 33), one of about 50 Research Committees
of the International Political Science Association (IPSA). Each volume of
the series is being prepared by leading international scholars represent-
ing one of the research committees of IPSA. We expect to publish up
to 20 volumes in the series over the next three years.

“The World of Political Science” series is intended to fulfil several
objectives. Firdt, it is international in scope, and includes contributors from
all corners of the globe. Second, it aims to provide an up-to-date overview of
a specific subfield of political science. Third, although prepared by
leading academic specialists, it is written in a manner which is meant to
be accessible both to students of that field and those who want to learn
more about it. Fourth, the books offer both a state-of-the-art overview of
the sub-field and an explanation of how it has evolved into what it is
today. Thus it serves as part of a broader objective of evaluating the
current state of development of political science. Fifth, on the basis of
this evaluation, the volume editors and authors will make proposals for
the improvement of each sub-field and eventually, for the discipline as a
whole.

It is entirely appropriate that the first volume in the series should be
devoted to the subject of democratization. It is surely among the most topical
and central political issues of our contemporary world. We want to express
our profound appreciation to the editor of the volume, Dirk Berg-Schlosser,
for hisinitiative and persistence in the project, and to the authors of Research
Committee 13 on Comparative Democratization for their notable contribu-
tions to it. We also want to thank the Publications Editor, Barbara Budrich,
whose vision and determination on behalf of our publisher, Leske + Bu-
drich, are largely responsible for bringing the series to fruition. We also
acknowledge our deep gratitude to the Social Science and Humanities Re-
search Council of Canada (SSHRC), whose initial Research Development
Initiatives Grant #820-1999-1022 and later extensions made the project pos-
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sible. In addition, we gratefully acknowledge the work of IPSA Research
Committee 33 on the Study of Political Science as a Discipline and its
Project Sub-Committee members, as well as the support given by the IPSA
Committee an Research and Training (CRT) to Research Committee 13 on
Comparative Democratization in the development of this book. Findly, a
specia word of thanks is owed to our Project Coordinator, Tim Heinmil-
ler, who applied his considerable academic and administrative capabilities to
all major concerns of this volume.

Of course, ultimate responsibility for the series belongs to us, the co-
editors. This project has been a joint and equal collaborative effort on our
part right from its beginning, and we are very pleased to see this effort finally
come to fruition.

August 2003,

John Trent (University of Ottawa)
Michael Stein (McMaster University)
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Preface to the first edition

Thisvolume is the first in the “World of Political Science” series initiated by
the Research Committee 33 on “ The study of political science as adiscipling”
of the International Political Science Association (IPSA) and its chairs John
Gunnell, Michael Stein and John Trent. This seriesis to present an overview
of the state of the art in major sub-fields of political science as represented by
IPSA’s Research Committees. These overviews consist of an assessment of
significant recent developments in the field, a summary of current concepts
and methodology, an overview of findings and trends, and a critical evalua-
tion that includes suggestions for the future.

This book isin part based on presentations and discussions of these topics
at IPSA’s World Congress at Quebec in August 2000 which have been sup-
plemented and up-dated. It is the outcome of activities of Research
Committee 13 on “Democratization in Comparative Perspective’” which had
been founded as a Study Group at IPSA’s World Congress at Washing-
ton/D.C. in 1988, i.e. before the latest wave of democratization began in
Eastern Europe. Tatu Vanhanen, to whom this book is dedicated, and Dirk
Berg-Schlosser had been the first co-chairs of this Study Group which be-
came arecognized Research Committee in 1994.

In the course of time, this Research Committee has been fortunate to have
had among its members many of the most productive personsin thisfield. To
them this book owes a great deal. Among those, who also hosted and organ-
ized conferences of the RC, are Tatu Vanhanen; Larry Diamond, its longtime
vice-chairman; Omo Omoruyi from Nigeria; Renato Boschi, Eli Diniz and
Lourdes Sola from Brazil; Surinder Shukla and S.S. Muni from India; Kim
Kwang-Woong from South Korea; Raivo Vetik from Estonia; Erik Komarow
from Russia; and Gabriella llonszki from Hungary. In addition, such inspir-
ing personalities as Juan Linz, Guillermo O'Donnell and Philippe Schmitter
also contributed at various stages. The activities and conferences of the RC
have been documented in a number of separate volumes (see Omoruyi et a.
1994, Diniz 1996, and Berg-Schlosser and Vetik 2001).

In the past, the field of democratization research has been beset, as other
fields of contemporary political science, with problems of conceptua diver-
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sity, limited measurements, and ethnocentric or paradigmatic biases. The In-
ternational Political Science Association today has become an organization
with a worldwide membership of people with common methodological skills
and theoretical concerns. This makes possible, for the first time, a genuine
and meaningful intercultural scientific dialogue on an equal basis. Thisis an
opportunity that should be embraced. With the communication facilities of
the Internet, where we can exchange knowledge and views at almost no cost
and in real time, we now have the opportunity to exchange and constantly
update our databases, to refine our concepts and tools, and reduce specific
limitations and biases. Only if participation in such exchanges becomes truly
multicultural and interactive can further progress be expected.

This volume, and the series as awhole, is, therefore, a step in this direc-
tion. Much, of course, remains to be done and we will have to find workable
mechanisms and organizational arrangements in the future that ensure as
much equality, objectivity and relevance as possible.

Among those who have contributed to this volume and whose efforts
surely must be acknowledged are the helpful comments by the series editors
Michael Stein and John Trent and their assistant Tim Heinmiller, two
anonymous reviewers, the careful copy-editing at Montreal, and the valuable
and always cheerful assistance by Lasse Crongvist, Cornelia Schéler, and
Karin Sattler at Marburg. All remaining faults and errors are, of course, mine.

The editor gratefully acknowledges the work of the IPSA Research Com-
mittee on the State of the Discipline and the Support of the IPSA Committee on
Research and Training to the Research Committee on Democratization in
Comparative Perspective in the development of this book.

Marburg, October 2003 Dirk Berg-Schlosser
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Preface to the second edition

Even though there have been some distribution problems in the overseas
markets in the beginning, the first edition of this book has been sold out quite
rapidly. It is now the first in the series to appear in a second edition, which is
in the trusted hands of Barbara Budrich again. All chapters have been re-
vised, some quite extensively, and one chapter by Jan Teorell and Axel
Hadenius, which nicely complements the others, has been added.

The success of this little book confirms the continuing concern with its
subject matter, the problems and prospects of further democratization in a
constantly changing world.

The continuing assistance of Lasse Crongvist and Diana Rogalski in pre-
paring the final manuscript is gratefully acknowledged.

Marburg, April 2007 Dirk Berg-Schlosser
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“Une grande révolution démocratique s opéere parmi nous.”
Alexis de Tocqueville

1. Introduction

Dirk Berg-Schlosser

Tocqueville's prescient statement today applies more than ever. According to
the latest counts, roughly 120 out of the world’s more than 190 states pres-
ently claim to be a “democracy” of some kind (see, for example, Freedom
House 1999). About half of them emerged after the crest of the latest wave of
democratization (1989-90) (see also Huntington 1991). At a closer look,
however, these new democracies show a bewildering variety of specific sub-
types and concrete defects when compared with their more established coun-
terparts, especially those in Western countries (see also O’'Donnell 1994,
Linz and Stepan 1996, Merkel and Puhle 1999, Lijphart 1999, Diamond
1999, Schmidt 2000). With this enormous enlargement of political science’s
field of study, the problems of appropriately conceptualizing, precisely meas-
uring and adequately theorizing these developments are all the more urgent.
Thisis not least because this also implies concerns of practical politics vis-a
vis these new democracies (for example, with regard to the “political condi-
tionality” of the World Bank, the International Monetary Fund and similar
institutions) (World Bank 1997).

Among the questions raised are: How are the previous regimes in these
countries to be classified, and what legacies have they |eft? At what point can
the new systems be called “ democratic” ? How democratic are they? Are there
significant differences in their degree of democratization? Are there distinct
democratic sub-types? What are their characteristic features and possible de-
fects? How durable and stable (consolidated) have they become? How can
their overall quality be further improved (in what areas, and according to
what criteria)? (This question also applies to the “established” democracies.)
Since we are al involved, as national and cosmopolitan citizens, what can
and should we do about these devel opments? What perspectives and concrete
policy advice can political scientists provide? What actions should we take?
These and similar questions are of particular urgence and relevance, even
though political science's concepts and methodological tools to cope with
them remain limited.

Political science is a rapidly expanding and ever-changing field. An as-
sessment of its state of the art is, therefore, limited. The authors can present
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only a snapshot of the ever more universal processes that have continued
since Tocqueville's time. As he put it: “La question que j'ai soulevée
n'interesse pas seulement les Etats-Unis, mais le monde entier; non pas une
nation, mais tous les hommes.” (Tocqueville 1963: 175)

1.1. Conditions of Democracy

Any assessment of contemporary processes of democratization has to begin
with an overview of the background conditions of modern democracies and
some of their historical, regiona and cultural specificities. This includes a
look at the processes of state formation and nation-building, which often have
pre-democratic or external origins. Sovereign states are the most important
geopolitical units today, and they are the most influential actors in interna-
tiona politics. Their identities and perceived legitimacy have dimensions
both objective (in terms of concrete boundaries and specific institutions) and
subjective. Discrepancies between these two dimensions may appear during
processes of democratization because the participatory aspirations of citizens
and their respective identities will not necessarily coincide with the existing
political boundaries and the institutional framework. This may lead to a more
or less peaceful redrawing of boundaries and attempts of internal democratic
reforms. But it can also result in attempts of secession, wars with neighboring
countries, or internal civil strife, together with more abrupt and sometimes
revolutionary and violent regime changes. These processes and possible con-
flicts cannot be resolved by democratic standards and procedures because the
rule of law pre-supposes an existing political unit, and procedures such as
majority decisions may exclude and possibly suppress important segments of
the population. If democracy, in abroad and simple sense, means “rule of the
people,” it first has to be decided who the people are and which boundaries
should be respected. In this sense, state formation and nation-building must
be considered as prerequisites of any meaningful democratization. As such
they are, however, only rarely addressed by many works of democratic the-
ory. Rather, they constitute, in Dahl’s (1989) terms, a “shadow theory” of
democracy.

In modern times, large nation-states were first formed in Europe, in par-
ticular after the “Westphalian Peace” treaty in 1648 and the agreements of the
Vienna Congress in 1815. Both coercive military interventions and commer-
cial-capitalist interests were most instrumental in that process (see also Tilly
1990). In the 20th century, the re-drawing of boundaries after the two world
wars and the dissolution of the Soviet Union and former Y ugoslavia changed
the political landscape and gave it its present shape.

In other parts of the world, the colonialism and imperialism of the major
European powers determined most present-day boundaries. This applies to

16



Latin America and the Caribbean, most parts of Africa and large parts of
Asia. Exceptions include Ethiopia, Iran, Afghanistan, Thailland and, most
significantly, Japan and China. In the Middle East, the dissolution of the Ot-
toman Empire after World War | and League of Nations mandates for Great
Britain and France shaped most of the present political landscape (for a more
detailed account, see Berg-Schlosser, 1999b).

Most modern states have relatively firm and undisputed boundaries
(which in some regions are beginning to be transcended by “ supra-national”
arrangements and institutions). Nevertheless, some critical places have not
resolved their territorial problems. These include Isragl/Paestine, Cyprus,
Lebanon, the Kurdish areas in the Middle East, war-torn states such as Af-
ghanistan and Cambodia, and, in particular, the “collapsed states’ in Africa
Somalia, Liberia, SierraLeone, etc. (see, for example, Zartman 1995). In oth-
ers, severe internal conflicts between contending ethnic and other identities
still predominate (see Horowitz 2000; a more general recent assessment of
democracy’s outer and inner edges can also be found in Shapiro and Hacker-
Cordon 1999 a).

Over and above these basic historical pre-conditions of present-day de-
mocracies, a great number of other factors contributed to their emergence
over time. If we take only formally established democratic regimes, as cov-
ered in the “Polity” time series data set (Jaggers and Gurr 1996; for a discus-
sion of some of its limits, see also Chapter 2, below), the worldwide growth
of the number of countries with democratic governments can be depicted as
inFigure 1.

Democracies have emerged in increasing numbers since the beginning of
the 19th century, mostly in Anglo-Saxon and Western European countries.
This culminated in a more rapid expansion shortly after Word War |, still
mostly in Europe but now including some parts of the former Tsarist,
Habsburg and Ottoman Empires. This trend was then considerably reversed,
leading to fascist or other types of authoritarian regimes, until the end of
World War |l (see aso Linz and Stepan 1978, Berg-Schlosser and Mitchell
2000 and 2002). The breakdown of the colonial empires after World War 11
then led to the emergence of many more independent states, first in Asiaand
then in the Middle East and Africa. These included a number of new democ-
racies. In addition to the latter, some civil-authoritarian or military regimesin
Southern Europe and Latin America have also democratized or redemocra-
tized since the middle of the 1970s. The most recent upsurge occurred after
the democratic changes in Eastern Europe in 198990, the dissolution of the
Soviet Union and its worldwide repercussions.
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Figure 1: Emergence of Democracies
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Source: based on Jaggers and Gurr (1996), countries with 8 and more points on the
“Polity I11” democracy scale.

To speak of these devel opments as three distinct waves with their respective
“reverse waves,” as does, for example, Huntington (1991), is an oversimplifi-
cation. The causes and inter-relationships of this pattern are far from being
undisputed (see also Markoff 1996, Green 1999a and 1999b, Doorenspleet
2000). In empirical democratic theory a great number of contending ap-
proaches and perspectives to explain these developments can be distinguished.
To these we now turn.

1.2. Contending approaches and perspectives

The analysis of conditions conducive to the emergence of democratic politi-
cal systems has always been one of the central concerns of political science.
From Aristotle through L ocke, Rousseau and Tocqueville, up to the multitude
of contemporary studies, this analysis has been attempted again and again.
Under closer scrutiny, however, the results obtained are still controversial.
This is not surprising if one considers the complexity of the notion of
“democracy.” To begin with, there are, at the micro-level, aspects relating to
“democratic personalities’ (compare, for example, Sniderman 1975 and Berg-
Schlosser 1982) and to the conditions of “rational choice” (including the
“economic theory of democracy” by Downs 1957). Then there are questions
relating to a more general participatory, tolerant, “civic” political culture with
accepted “rules of the game” and “rational-legal” sources of legitimacy (Al-
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mond and Verba 1963, 1980, Weber 1922). The more genera bases include
social-structural characteristics and their specific historical dynamics (see, for
example, Moore 1966). These, of course, are related to the respective modes
of production, the economic mechanisms of distribution, aspects of class
formation, social mobility, etc. (see also Schumpeter 1943).

At the level of intermediate structures, the “pluraity” of interest groups
and voluntary associations (cf., e.g. Dahl 1971), the formation of party sys-
tems (Lipset and Rokkan 1967) and “new social movements” (cf., e.g., Brand
1985) are of special concern. Within the central political system, constitu-
tional questions relating to the formal division of power, “presidential” or
“prime-ministerial” executives, electoral laws, the independence of the judi-
ciary, centralized or federative administrative structures, etc. become relevant
(cf., e.g., Loawenstein 1957). In addition, “consociational” or majoritarian
patterns of decision-making (Lijphart 1977) and the more general questions
raised by organization theory (Etzioni 1968, Naschold 1969) require discus-
sion. The tolerance of ingtitutionalized forms of opposition, a political style
that allows for compromise, the accountability of government decisions, an
“open” administration, and the avoidance of nepotism and corruption consti-
tute further attributes of such systems, at least in an “ideal” sense (Dahl
1956).

Between these various levels, there exist problems of “congruence” (Eck-
stein 1966), multiple feedback mechanisms, and dynamic adaptations over
time. In many instances, external factors, such as questions of military secu-
rity, economic dependence, population migration and the global context of
the “world system” (cf. Thompson 1983), also require consideration. All this
must be evaluated from a normative perspective and measured against the
central concerns of political philosophy: the question of a “good” political
order, a “humane” existence in both a material and nonmaterial sense, basic
rights and freedoms, the realization of the emancipatory potential of human
beings, the protection of minority rights, etc. (cf., for example, Pateman
1970, Scharpf 1972).

Among this multitude, some major emphases in the more recent literature
are evident. The broadest is closely linked to what has become known as
“modernization” theory. Based on studies by Lerner (1958), Lipset (1960),
and Almond and Coleman 1960 (among others), this approach takes general
trends of socio-economic development, urbanization, literacy, etc. and con-
siders them as basic conditions for modern “political development,”
including democratization. This approach employs a number of indicators,
such as the levels of GNP per capita and of literacy, as independent variables
on which the resulting level of democratization (also measured with certain
indices; see also Chapter 3) is seen to depend.

In a more extreme version, a high level of socio-economic development is
seen as a requisite of democracy (this was expressed in the title of Lipset's
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origina article [1959]; his later, more “probabilistic,” view can be found in
Lipset 1994).

There always have been a number of counter-factual examples guarding
against an all-too-simple interpretation of this thesis. These include the
breakdown of democratic regimes in highly modern countries, as happened in
Weimar Germany, and the continued existence of workable democracies in
poor countries such as in India and some other Third World states (see aso
Berg-Schlosser 1989). In particular, some of the policy recommendations
based on such perspectives advocating “development dictatorships’ in the
early stages of modernization (for example, Léwenthal 1963) have turned out
to be false. The most comprehensive recent study of this kind clearly shows
this: “Democracies can survive even in the poorest nations if they manage to
generate development, if they reduce inequality, if the international climateis
propitious, and if they have parliamentary ingtitutions’ (Przeworski et al.
1996:49, our emphasis added). Rather than being a prerequisite, economic
development can be a condition favoring the emergence of democracy and an
associated factor that increases its sustainability.

Against these broad “macro-quantitative” statistical analyses based on the
respective means and correlations of their major indicators, more specific
“structuralist” approaches have been developed. These consider the specific
emerging class structures and their dynamic interactions, rather than the
overall level of economic development, to be decisive.

In a neo-Marxist sense, Moore's (1966) study distinguished three paths to
modernity, one based on a successful bourgeois revolution and strong middle
classes (as in the United States, the United Kingdom or France) leading to the
contemporary democracies, another based on an alliance of the old landed oli-
garchy and the more recent capitalist class ending in fascism (asin Germany or
Japan), and a third one emanating from a successful peasants and workers
revolution establishing communist regimes (as in the Soviet Union and China).

In amore refined and extended version, which includes smaller European
states and Latin American countries, Rueschemeyer, Huber Stephens and
Stephens (1992) and Collier (1999) followed up this line of argument and
pointed out the sometimes ambivalent role of the middle classes and the sig-
nificance of workers organizations, such as unions and socialist parties, in
the process of democratization.

In many cases, the vertical (“class’) dimension of social structures has to
be supplemented by a horizontal one juxtaposing ethnic, religious and similar
social cleavages that often have particular regional strongholds. These may
interact with the vertical dimension, forming crosscutting or reinforcing pat-
terns. They can aso be ordered in hierarchical (“ranked”) or parallel ways
(see, for example, Horowitz 2000). In addition, ethnic or religious groups are
usually also internally stratified, which complicates their potential for conflict
even further (Waldmann 1989).
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The most comprehensive integration of dominant vertical and horizontd
cleavages and their consequences for state formation, nation-building and democ-
ratization for a concrete region and period has been attempted by Stein Rokkan in
his “Typological-Topologicad Modd of (Western and Central) Europe” (see
Flora 1999). There, he identifies the mgjor socia cleavages in Europe since
about the 16™ century concerning the relationship between church and state (in
particular after the Protestant Reformation in Northern Europe), relations be-
tween the respective political center and the regiona periphery/ peripheries in
each country, conflicts of interest between the rura (often formerly feudal) and
the urban (including the emergent bourgeoisie) classes, and, finally, modern
conflicts between capital and labor in increasingly industrialized states. On this
pattern, in his view, can be based many important political developments.
These include trgjectories of the respective countries towards authoritarianism,
fascism or democracy in the 20™ century and the major characteristics of their
party systems up to the present time (see Lipset and Rokkan 1967 and the more
recent assessments in Karvonen and Kuhnle 2000). Attempts to develop and
apply similar models to other parts of the world have, however, remained very
limited (see, for example, Shiratori 1997, Temelli 1999, Randall 2001).

These “objective” social-structural dimensions of the social bases of de-
mocratic development were also contrasted by more “subjectively” oriented
political-cultural studies. Pioneering among these was Almond and Verba's
“Civic Culture” (1963). They showed that the democracies in the United
States and Great Britain were also deeply rooted in the attitudes and values of
the population at large, in contrast to the situation in (post-war) Germany,
Italy and Mexico. More recent studies indicate that, in the meantime, democ-
racy has become more anchored in the minds of (west) Germans and
(northern) Italians as well, but with strong remaining regional sub-milieus
(see, for example, Baker, Dalton and Hildebrandt 1981, Berg-Schlosser and
Rytlewski 1993, and Putnam et al. 1993).

Similar studies in the behavioralist tradition have also been extended to
other parts of the world, including the “Latino-", the “Afro-“, and the “New
Democracies’ barometers (see, for example, Latinobarometro 2001, Afro-
Barometer 2005, Plasser, Ulram and Waldrauch 1998, Rose, Mishler and
Haerpfer 1998) and the three waves of the World Vaues Survey (see, for
example, Inglehart 1997). The scope of political attitudes and (potential) po-
litical actions has also been considerably widened, including the “con-
ventional” and “unconventional,” legal and illegal, and peaceful and violent
forms in the panels of the Political Action study (see Barnes, Kaase et al.
1979, Jennings and van Deth 1990). This “subjective dimension” of politics
is an important factor for the long-term consolidation of democracy. It inter-
acts with the objective social-structural and institutional aspects, but only
rarely can it be considered as an independent variable in early processes of
democratization (see also Elkins and Simeon 1979).
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The impact of these objective and subjective social bases of politics de-
pends on their interactions and forms of aggregation at the intermediate
(“meso-") level. There, certain cleavages and their cultural expressions often
harden into particular “sub-milieus,” which can reproduce themselves over
long periods (see aso Lepsius 1966). The party system may also reflect such
structural or cultural strongholds. If the party system is mainly based on
strong horizontal affinities and identities among contending (such as ethnic or
religious) groups, then no “floating vote” from one election to another can be
expected. Elections then become just another form of a population census.
This may lead, depending on the respective number of such groups and their
relative sizes, to permanent majorities of one or a few groups. This seriously
endangers, if no “consociationa” agreement can be found, the long-run sta-
bility of any democratic system (see also Lijphart 1977, 1999). In addition,
various forms of (economic and other) interest organizations and (often more
temporary) social movements shape this sphere. Taken together, they consti-
tute the most important collective actors (see also Olson 1965).

In recent times, the importance of this intermediate realm between the
“micro” (individua) and “macro” (state) level for ongoing processes of de-
mocratization has also been emphasized by proponents of civil society (see,
for example, Keane 1988 and Hall 1995). These included all kinds of non-
governmental organizations that act in the public sphere. The major modes of
transmission of interests can be pluralist, emanating from the more-or-less
open competition of a multitude of social groups; corporatist or neo-corpora-
tist, involving the major economic interest groups of employers and unionsin
conjunction with the state authorities (see e.g. Schmitter and Lehmbruch
1979); or clientelist, based on personal vertical relationships of “unequal ex-
changes’ (for example material benefits in exchange for political support)
(see, for example, Eisenstadt and Roniger 1984, Kitschelt and Wilkinson
2007).

The major link between social structural cleavages, particular sub-mi-
lieus, the party system and the representative institutions at the macro-level
of democratic systems is provided by the electoral system. To some extent,
electoral systems, such as majoritarian or proportional ones, exert a certain
influence of their own. This may work in different directions. For example
majority systems in single-member constituencies may lead to two-party
systems in horizontally relatively homogenous but vertically stratified socie-
ties and, consequently, to clear-cut majorities in representative institutions
(Duverger 1962). Conversely, simple majority systems in societies that are
highly fragmented horizontally tend to reproduce this pattern in the party
system and parliament. By contrast, strong proportional systems can lead to
highly fragmented party systems and parliaments in economically stratified
societies, but tend to create more crosscutting parties in countries with strong
ethnic or regional divisions (see, for example, Grofman and Lijphart 1986,
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Nohlen 2000). The choice of an electora system, therefore, forms an impor-
tant part of the congtitutional engineering and crafting of new democracies
(see dso Di Pama 1990 and Sartori 1994). It often involves, however, a
trade-off between the exigencies of a more “just” political representation and
democratic stability and efficiency.

The other major ingtitutional choices concern a centralized or federal set-
up of the state structure. This also depends on the size and on the degree of
regional fragmentation of a country and on the separation of powers at the
central level, such asin parliamentary or presidentia systems or some of their
variations (for discussions of their advantages and disadvantages, see Shugart
and Carey 1992, Linz and Vaenzuela 1994). Presidential systems may, for
example, be “culturally” more suited in countries with strong personalistic
traditions, as in Latin America, but they also tend to reinforce clientelistic
relationships, with their often concomitant high level of nepotism and cor-
ruption. This makes constitutionally limited terms of office in such systems
al the more necessary. In any case, the full independence of the judiciary
must be safeguarded in all democratic systems to ensure the rule of law and,
together with independent media and a well-informed public, the account-
ability of al public leaders and organizations, which also enhances their
efficiency and effectiveness.

Within a given institutional set-up, the matters and decisions of major
actors also play an important role. These can be analyzed (with the advantage
of hindsight) by historians looking at specific events, but also, in a more gen-
eral sense, through psychological or socio-cultural approaches (see, for
example, EIms 1976, Furnham and Heaven 1999). In recent years, “rational
choice” and “game-theoretical” models and arguments have been employed
in this context. This was, for example, the case with the strategies and deci-
sions that crucial actors made in the various modes of transition from
authoritarian to democratic forms of government. Rational pacts of this kind
thus have been concluded by softliners and moderates in the authoritarian and
democratic camps respectively in a number of cases (see, for example, Co-
lomer 2000). Games such as “Battle of the Sexes’ and “ Staghunt” can also be
modeled for such transitions (see, for example, Geddes 1999). In a more gen-
eral sense, an “actor-centered institutionalism” (see Scharpf 1997) can help
explain such developments.

Complex theories of democracy must look at more than the general his-
torical and social conditions—the “input” side of the political system and the
central institutions and actors. They must also take account of the respective
“outputs’ and the more general performance over time. In this respect, a
number of studies have compared the results of democratic regimes with dif-
ferent types of authoritarian ones (see, for example, Berg-Schlosser and
Kersting 1996, Schmidt 1998, Przeworski 2000). This applies not only to the
common economic indicators (GDP per capita growth, etc.), but also the
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more differentiated social and quality-of-life criteria (see, for example,
UNDP 2002) and normative aspects as reported by organizations such as
Amnesty International, Human Rights Watch or Freedom House. Such crite-
ria are also increasingly taken into account by the major international
development agencies, which have become concerned about good govern-
ance (see, for example, World Bank 1992). The extent of public waste,
corruption and private enrichment from public sources is now also regularly
monitored by organizations such as Transparency International. In this re-
gard, a critical public, independent media, and a well-functioning judiciary,
which are characteristic of the more democratic states, contribute to the per-
formance of democracies in the longer run. Amartya Sen, winner of the 1998
Nobel Prize for economics, stated: “A country does not have to be deemed fit
for democracy, rather it has to become fit through democracy” (Sen 1999,
emphasisin the original).

All thistakes place, of course, in an international environment that may or
may not be favorable to such developments. During the Cold War, for exam-
ple, superpowers or camps often gave external (including military and
financia) support to their “friends’ without taking into account the internal
conditions of those regimes. Then, after 1989-90, a number of authoritarian
regimes collapsed when this external support (or threat of intervention) was
withdrawn. This occurred in a number of East European and African coun-
tries, for example. Events in one country may aso have significant
“demonstration” (chain reaction and domino) effects as media and other
contacts transmit news to neighboring states in a similar situation as well as
to countries further afield (Whitehead 1996). The international political cli-
mate may also be less (as in the inter-war period in Europe 1919-1939) or
more (as in present times) favorable for democratic regimes. Furthermore,
external support can help to stabilize and consolidate new democracies, as the
European Union is currently doing in Eastern Europe.

Over longer periods of time, all these factors interact and may form par-
ticular patterns, sequences, or “path-dependent” effects, such as Huntington's
“waves.” But apart from such metaphors, the actual causal links and their
dynamics and the subsequent feedback mechanisms must be analyzed more
closaly. As the following chapters show, a lot remains to be done. This re-
quires both better information and data, but also, and even more importantly,
clearer conceptiona and theoretical tools. Some recent attempts to integrate
different levels of analysis and to put them together in a more comprehensive
“systems” framework can serve as a starting point.
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1.3. Possibilities of theoretical synthesis; remaining issues

James S. Coleman (1990) made the most elaborate attempt to coherently link
macro-, meso- and micro-levels of analysis. He linked a given objective
(“structural™) situation at the macro-level with the subjective perceptions and
motivations of individuals at the micro-level, then took into account their
possibilities of aggregating their interests and activities at the meso-level in
order to “explain” as much as possible the final outcome (“the explanan-
dum”) at the macro-level (see Figure 2).

Figure 2: Linking Levels of Analysis

mecro-level explanandum
logic meso-level logic
of stuation of aggregetion
micro-level .
actor _ _ " behavior
logic of sdlection

Source: Adapted from Coleman (1990) and Esser (1993)

For our purposes, this model can integrate social structural conditions, in
Moore's or Rokkan's sense, in the upper left-hand side, with the resulting
political culture at the micro-level and the differing forms of group aggrega-
tion at the meso-level (interest groups, party systems, etc.) in order to more
clearly establish the broader social bases of democratic regimes, again at the
macro-level (on the upper right-hand side). At the macro-level, then, the
more specific political institutions are established, in which the major indi-
vidual actors (presidents, prime ministers, leaders of the opposition, etc.) are
involved. The concrete situation at each level can be filled by empirical data
for the respective cases under investigation. From the systematic comparative
observation of several similar cases, certain generalizations may result in an
“analytically inductive’” manner (for the use of this term see, for example,
Blalock 1984). These generalizations may, in turn, serve as hypotheses to be
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tested across a more diverse selection of casesin order to establish their theo-
retical “range’ in space and time (for the use of such macro-qudlitative
comparisons, see also Ragin, Berg-Schlosser and De Meur 1996, Berg-
Schlosser and Mitchell 2002). Most of the concepts and hypotheses of the
“transitology” and “consolidology” literature mentioned above are of this
kind.

At some points, but not in the sense of an overarching unified theory
(Wallerstein 2001), even more general hypotheses concerning the reasoning
and actions of individuals and groups can be introduced. An example is the
concept of “restricted, resourceful, evaluating, expecting, maximizing men”
(RREEMM) or women at the micro-level (see Esser 1993: 231 ff). But even
such general assumptions in the “rational choice” and “collective action” tra-
ditions are embedded in a more specific structure (“restricted”) and cultural
(“evaluating”) context. Similarly, at the level of individua actions within
certain ingtitutions and their respective strategies, such assumptions and vari-
ous specific models concerning their concrete “games’ may be applied.

In an even more comprehensive manner, such models can be embedded in
agenera “systems’ framework (see, for example, Easton 1965, Almond and
Powell 1978). In this way, the major social sub-systems and their interactions
can be meaningfully integrated (see Figure 3).

Here, the cultural, social and economic sub-systems, originally derived
from Parsons’ (1951) AGIL scheme (see also Miinch 1984), interact and set
the scene for the political system, which derives its main inputs from these
spheres. At the meso-level, again, these inputs are aggregated and mediated
in specific ways and then “ruled” upon by the central political system in a
narrower sense of the term as the overall decision-making unit. Its outputs are
fed back to the respective sub-systems by the usual administrative structures
and complete the cycle, which, of course, will be repeated over and over
again in a dynamic sense. At the same time, all this is a'so embedded in the
encompassing international system, with which all sub-systems interact at
different levels. Within this framework current problems of “governance”’ can
also be considered (March and Olsen 1995).

This is not the place to elaborate further on this framework (see also
Berg-Schlosser and Giegdl 1999), but it must be emphasized that this frame-
work does not assume a priori any far-reaching implications in a more
ambitious “systems theoretical” sense such as Easton’s (1965) or Luhmann’s
(1984, 2000) concerning, for example, certain equilibria or the long-term sta-
bility of such systems. But it is helpful to locate the emphases of different
approaches and to assess their potential overall contribution to a more general
but still empirically founded theory of democracies concerning their stability,
their potential centrifugal or centripetal tendencies, and their effectiveness
and overall quality in both afunctional and a normative sense.
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In any case, such a framework must be “filled” by operationalized concepts
and empirical data that are historically and culturaly grounded. These pose
many more problems of appropriate conceptualization, temporal and regional
range, adequate measurement, resulting sub-types and categories, and better
overal grasp and fit of our theories.

In Chapter 2, Dirk Berg-Schlosser first turns to problems of an appropri-
ate conceptualization and empirical measurement of democracy. He discusses
the basic dimensions, operationalization, and the validity, reliability and
availability of a number of indices that have been developed in this respect.
From such a perspective, criteria concerning certain sub-types of democracy
and their characteristics as well as defects (actual or potential) can also be
established. This aso has concrete practical implications and may lead to
some institutional proposals or policy advice for the major internal and exter-
nal actorsinvolved.

Chapter 3, by Gerardo L. Munck, examines recent studies in the field of
democratization and organizes them according to three major agendas: demo-
cratic transitions, democratic stability, and democratic quality. Munck shows
the increasing richness of this literature and points out some of the strengths
and weaknesses of various approaches. His balanced assessment con-
structively maps out some fruitful avenues for future research.

In Chapter 4, Jan Teorell and Axel Hadenius take a critical ook at much
of the “large N” literature of a statistical nature and develop their own model
which helpsto explain significant developments over alonger period of time.

In Chapter 5, Axel Hadenius and Dirk Berg-Schlosser assess, on a re-
gional basis, the actual spread of democratic regimes after the last “wave,”
and they provide an overview of the strengths and weaknesses of these re-
gimes with regard to their longer-term consolidation.

In Chapter 6, Laurence Whitehead critically examines the state of schol-
arly debate and actual experiences in the field of democratization since the
beginning of the new century. In particular, he emphasizes the uneasy (and
often unresolved) relationship between processes of state formation and de-
mocratization. These may be more blurred and intertwined than much of the
current literature suggests. This he illustrates with the paired concrete exam-
ples of Indonesia and Nigeria, Colombia and Sri Lanka, and Brazil and India.
Furthermore, even stronger weight must be given to international factors in
present processes of democratization (or failed attempts imposed from the
outside). The events after “9/11” and the subsequent reactions constitute an-
other watershed for international relations and the prospects of democracy.
Again, as Whitehead emphasizes, these have to be perceived in a differenti-
ated manner, which balances demands of longer-term analytical rigour and
concrete political relevance. Finally, he discusses the role of international
norms and (potentially) universal values, such as basic human and political
rights, in the present world: His conclusions point to the continuing chal-
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lenges of scholarly endeavours and real world politics in an ever-changing
and ever-closer international environment.

The final chapter, by Juan J. Linz, reflects on democracy’s recent “vic-
tory” and considersits future. Linz discusses some of democracy’s remaining
shortcomings and risks, as well as the continuing theoretical debates. This, of
course, is not only an empirical or comparative question, but also a pro-
foundly normative and, in this sense, political-philosophical one (for such
concerns and problems, see also Shapiro 2001). In an addendum, he reflects
about the current international political situation and some of the conse-
quences of U.S. foreign policy after “9/11".

Attempts to impose “democracy” from the outside by force in cases
where the internal conditions are very unfavorable for such systems, as the
American-led invasion of Irak in 2003 again has shown, are mostly doomed
to faillure. A simple check of the conditions favorable to democracy as sum-
marized by Dahl (1989:264) would have demonstrated that Irak fulfilled none
of them:

— means of coercion (and their legitimate use) controlled by the state;
— amodern, dynamic and pluralist society,

— apolitica culture supportive of democracy;

— no strong and distinctive subcultures;

— and no interventions by foreign powers hostile to democracy.

The often-heard argument that Germany and Japan after World War 1l were
successful examples of establishing a democracy from outside is quite mis-
leading. First of all, the preceding regimes in these countries had been
thoroughly de-legitimized by the defeat in the (self-inflicted!) war. Secondly,
and even more importantly, these were countries with a secured statehood, a
relatively homogeneous population, a high level of “modernization”, and, in
the case of Germany, significant pre-war democratic traditions and social
forces, even if they had succumbed to the National Socialists in the Weimar
period (see, e.g., Berg-Schlosser/Mitchell 2002).

Only in relatively rare cases of post-conflict societies, as in present-day
Bosnia, may initially very unfavorable conditions be overcome by external
intervention and long lasting outside support (see Schneckener 2002, Gromes
forth.). In such instances, it is al the more important that more generally
agreed upon principles of human rights and self-determination, as laid down
in the United Nations and similar charters, are adhered to. Again, in this re-
spect, the situation in Irak, as demonstrated by the creation of “law-free”
zones for the detention of suspected terrorists and blatant human rights
abuses, is different.

Altogether, the international “climate” for democracy has again deterio-
rated somewhat after “9/11" and the subsequent events. Existing democracies
may be threatened by terrorist acts from the outside, but they must also be
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careful not to overreact and impose “big brother”-like controls on a large
scale, which impinge upon the very values they stand for.

In this and similar ways, empirical, theoretical, normative and practical
issues of political science can be brought together and culminate in a political
order that approaches and respects potentially universal values—human dig-
nity, justice, peace, the satisfaction of basic materia needs, cultura self-
expression and ecological sustainability—as they are epitomized in a mean-
ingful notion of democracy.
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2. Concepts, Measurements and Sub-Types in
Democratization Research

Dirk Berg-Schlosser

In this chapter, | will first address some of the conceptual issues of democra-
tization and empirical democratic theory. | will then turn to some of the
concrete measurements and operationalizations that have been proposed and
are currently applied in this regard, pointing out some of their advantages and
disadvantages. The third section will look at some of the more specific sub-
types which have emerged, followed by the broader methodological and theo-
reticl and, to some extent, even “paradigmatic’ and metatheoretical
implications of this kind of research. | will then draw some preliminary con-
clusions.

2.1. Conceptual background

The starting point for all these considerations must be a sufficiently complex,
consensual, and workable notion of democracy that can capture the differing
forms of contemporary appearances of this kind of rule. At the same time, it
should be sufficiently distinct to draw meaningful boundaries between de-
mocracy and other types of political systems, and sufficiently open to be
linked to existing sub-types and to future developments. We thus need a “root
concept” in Collier and Levitsky's (1997) sense, which satisfies these de-
mands and alows the further differentiation and characterization of present
and possible future sub-types by adding the respective attributes (* democracy
with adjectives’) up or down the “ladder of generality.”

Such a root concept is Robert Dahl’s notion of polyarchy (Dahl 1956,
1971, 1989), which has become the most frequently cited referent of empiri-
caly oriented democratization studies in the last decades (see aso, for
example, O'Donnell, Schmitter and Whitehead 1986, Hadenius 1992, Sgren-
sen 1993, Diamond 1999, Berg-Schlosser 19994). He explicitly distinguishes
two dimensions of this more modest characterization of contemporary de-
mocracies, the amount of regular and open competition in a political system,
and the extent of different forms of participation in the process of political
decision-making by the population of agiven society. Implicit in hisnotionis
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athird (normative) dimension that concerns basic civil liberties, such as free-
dom of information and organization, and a political order that guarantees
and maintains the rule of law to make regular political contestation and par-
ticipation possible and meaningful. Even though there are some variations
between different authors formulations and interpretations, these three di-
mensions of the root concept of democracy that emphasize the “input” side of
political systems and the necessary institutional and legal framework have
become largely accepted.

To be distinguished from such a definition are the respective bases (his-
torical, economic, cultural, etc.) and conditions of democracy, which often
have been seen as requisites (see, for example, Lipset 1960, 1994), and the
actual performance and effectiveness of democratic systems, which comprise
the “output” side and various distinct policy areas.

Over and above such broad conceptua classifications, we must employ
some further distinctions and criteria when discussing concrete problems of
the “measurement” of democracy. These are, first of all, related to the pur-
pose of a particular study, and the kind of method and research instrument
used. Such a purpose may be, for example, the development of a comprehen-
sive typology of political systems and the existence of more or less
“democratic” forms among them. A second purpose, which must be distin-
guished from the first one, may be the development and measurement of
concrete sub-types of democratic political systems: for example, presidential
or parliamentary, majoritarian or consensual (see, for example, Lijphart 1977,
1984, Powell 1982, Linz 1994, Sartori 1994). A third purpose can be the
further improvement and qualification of democratic systems in a functional
or normative sense, which also identifies deficiencies or articulates desired
further options. At this point, the wider field of normatively and philosophi-
cally motivated as well as empirically oriented theories of democracy is
reached (see also Sartori 1987, Habermas 1992, Shapiro and Hacker-Corddn
1999b, Berg-Schlosser and Giegel 1999).

Furthermore, these purposes are related to different levels and “scales’ of
political maps, which have to be measured, and varying historical periods and
regions. Thus, it makes a considerable difference, for example, whether you
want to measure the long-term development trends of democracies and their
major features, as in the time-series data established by Vanhanen, Gurr and
associates or Freedom House, or whether you want to supervise and “audit”
all major features of a contemporary democracy and develop specific criti-
cisms and policy advice, as done by Beetham and Weir (all of these will be
discussed below).

In addition, of course, the usual “quality” criteria of empirical research,
such as the validity and reliability of the respective measures and indices,
will aso be employed. Some authors, such as Cook and Campbell (1979),
also distinguish in this regard between the “internal” validity and consistency
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of individual findings and their “externa” validity, which may lie in their
possible generalization and broader theoretical relevance.

2.2. Longitudinal quantitative measurements

In the past, there have been frequent attempts to measure the degree of “de-
mocraticness’ of political systems using quantitative indicators (see, for ex-
ample, Cutright 1963, Coulter 1975, Bollen 1980, Coppedge and Reinicke
1990, Hadenius 1992). These and similar measures are also discussed in
Inkeles (1991), Beetham (1994) and, in a very detailed and constructive way,
in Munck and Verkuilen (2002). Today the most frequently employed indices
of democratization, which are also the only ones reaching back over a longer
period, are the ones mentioned by Vanhanen (1984, 1990, 1997), Gurr (Gurr,
Jaggers and Moore 1990, Jaggers and Gurr 1996), and Freedom House (Gas-
til 1978 ff., Freedom House 1990 ff.). Each has its particular merits, but also
anumber of problems and deficiencies.

The index of democracy (ID) developed by Tatu Vanhanen takes as its
point of departure the two basic dimensions considered by Dahl— competi-
tiveness and political participation—and operationalises them in a relatively
simple, straightforward and more easily objectifiable manner, taking more
generally available electoral data as its base. In his latest version (Vanhanen
1997), he covers 172 countries with data reaching back in some cases to the
middle of the 19th century.

The index of democracy works this way: the degree of participation (P) is
assessed by the voter turnout in consecutive elections in terms of the share of
persons voting of the total population of a country. The competitiveness of
elections (C) is measured by the share of the largest party in national parlia-
mentary elections subtracted from 100. Both measures are then multiplied by
each other and divided by 100 to result in a scale ranging from O to 100 (PeC/
100).

The aggregation by multiplication of these two dimensions is important
because it avoids the possibility that one registers only sham elections with
the usual 99.9% turnout, asin many of the former Communist states, but with
zero competition, as has been done, for example, by purely additive proce-
dures in previous indices (see, for example, Coulter 1975). Taking the share
of voters of the total population, instead of the adult population only, distorts
this index somewhat, disadvantaging “young” nations with a high population
growth. But the author defends this on pragmatic grounds: total population
data are more easily available than differentiated demographic census results.
The index also necessarily disregards the fact that some countries, such as
Brazil and Belgium, have compulsory voter registration and/or voting. This
gives them a higher score on this index. The share of the votes of the largest
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party in parliament also may produce certain distortions favoring highly frag-
mented party systems with many small parties, which may be a result of the
electoral systems (for example, highly proportional ones). Therefore, beyond a
certain threshold, a higher score on this count does not necessarily mean that a
country has a“better” democracy in afunctional or normative sense.

Ted Gurr and his associates have assembled another large historical data set
(Polity I, 11, 111, and 1V), which in its latest version comprises 157 contempo-
rary countries that had populations of more than 500,000 inhabitants in the
early 1990s. The data go back, in the oldest states, to about 1800, and to the
year of independence of the more recently created states. Based on a variety of
documents for each country, including, where they exist, the respective consti-
tutions, Gurr and his associates identify three major dimensions of an “institu-
tionalized democracy”: the competitiveness of political participation, the open-
ness of executive recruitment, and constraints on the chief executive. Five
major indicators of these—the regulation and competitiveness of participation,
the regulation, competitiveness and openness of the recruitment of the chief
executive, and congraints on the chief executive—were coded separately,
weighted and added up to a 11-point scae (which ranges from 0 to 10). In this
way, they provide a wedlth of information on most countries in the world on an
annud basis in modern times. This can and has been used for a number of com-
parative and longitudinal studies (see aso Harmel 1980, Jaggers and Gurr 1996).

Nevertheless, this data set has a number of important limitations. Its focus
on the ingtitutional side of democracy neglects certain broader aspects of so-
cial and political reality, such as the extent and kind of actual participation or
the observance of civil liberties and human rights. It also tends to take some
of the coded features of the “ingtitutional democracies’ at their face value
without being able to assess their substance and actual performance. A cer-
tain coding bias favoring an American type of democracy, with a strict sepa-
ration of powers, is also evident. This is probably to some extent inevitable
with “judgmental” data of this kind. These data, therefore, need to be sup-
plemented with other sources.

The third continuous (since 1972) and constantly updated source of in-
formation are the Freedom House surveys on political rights and civil liber-
ties. With the help of an elaborate checklist, Freedom House scores each
country on ascale of 1 to 7, with 1 being the best value. Both indicators are
also added up to provide an overal assessment of, at certain thresholds,
“free,” “partly free” and “not free” regimes. Strictly speaking, this is not an
“index of democracy,” but both the “political rights’ (including competitive
and fair and free elections) and the “civil liberties’ indicators (concerning
freedom of information, organization and religion, the absence of arbitrary
repressive measures by the state, etc.) cover important dimensions of demo-
cratic systems. It must be noted, however, that these are basically subjective
measures, the reliability of which cannot well be controlled by outsiders. In
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the beginning, the coding was done by Raymond Gastil alone, with some in-
evitable bias and, by necessity, limited sources of information (see also Gastil
1991). In the meantime, the coding system and the data sources have become
more elaborate, but a certain degree of subjectivity in the coding and
weighting procedures (to avoid “numerical nonsense”) and alack of transpar-
ency of these procedures persist (see also Karatnycky 1998).

Thus, each long-term measure has certain emphases, but also certain
weaknesses. Taken altogether, they correlate quite highly (with values of
Pearson’s r in the area of 0.80 to 0.90). Still, these correlations have become
considerably weaker for the greater variety of the more recent democracies or
regions with often less reliable sources of information, such as considerable
parts of sub-Saharan Africa (see a'so Mc Henry 2000). High overall correla
tions may also disguise stronger discrepancies in individual cases and,
indeed, quite differing assessments. For example, Yeltsin's Russia was rated
with highly positive values in the Gurr and Vanhanen scales yet received
only intermediate scores from Freedom House.

In recent years, two additional sources of information have become avail-
able which, having solid organizational bases, will be continuously up-dated
in the future. One source are the comprehensive “good governance” indica-
tors of the World Bank (Kaufmann et al. 2006) which among their six
dimensions also assess the “voice and accountability” and the “rule of law” in
213 countries and territories on aregular basis since 1996. These a'so may be
considered as indicators of two important dimensions of democracy. Their
scales range from —2.5 to +2.5 where 0 can taken as a threshold distinguish-
ing democratic from non-democratic regimes. The World Bank research
group does not collect specific data for this purpose itself, but it draws on a
large variety of sources and as, again, Freedom House, the Economist Intelli-
gence Unit, Standard and Poor’s Country Risk Review, the Gallup Millenium
Survey etc. from which they compile their indicators by means of an “unob-
served components model” (Kaufmann et al. 1999).

The other source is the “Bertelsmann Transformation Index” which as-
sesses the political and economic transformation in 116 states worldwide
(leaving out the more established OECD countries) since 1998. The criteria
for political transformation include established statehood, political participa-
tion, rule of law, ingtitutional stability, and political and social integration.
Each of these dimensions is scored between 1 and 5 (5 being the best value)
and then aggregated as a simple arithmetic mean into a single score. No spe-
cific thresholds are indicated. The scores are based on a panel of respective
country experts (mostly from Germany), but counter-checked by informants,
where possible, from these countries.

To varying degrees, all these indices share some common problems. First
of al, there are some difficulties with the respective data bases and the
sources of information available. The Vanhanen data are the “hardest” and
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most objectifiable, being based on official election statistics, but even some
of these statistics have to be taken at their face value without, in many in-
stances, the opportunity to assess whether the elections have, in fact, been
“free and fair” or whether a considerable amount of fraud and manipulation
occurred. The “judgmental” data of the other two indices, with their problems
of varying sources of information, selective perceptions, coder reliability,
etc., are even more problematic.

Secondly, since all these indices tap several dimensions of democracy,
there is the problem of aggregating them in a meaningful way. Multiplication
(as done by Vanhanen), which means that if one dimension has a value of
zero the entire score is also zero, is certainly better than merely additive indi-
ces, which may simply combine “apples and oranges.”

Thirdly, even though these indices look like interval or ratio scales with
equal distances between the scoring points, they should not be (mis-) inter-
preted in this way. At least, they indicate some ordinal degrees of difference
between the countries. But a difference between 1 and 2 on the Freedom
House scale or 7 and 8 on the Jaggers/Gurr scale does not mean that this is
the same difference as between 6 and 7 for Freedom House or 2 and 3 for
Jaggers/Gurr (see aso Elklit 1994).

Fourthly, and most importantly, the thresholds established in each scale to
distinguish between democratic and non-demacratic systems (5 for the Van-
hanen index, 2.5 for Freedom House, 8 for Jaggers/Gurr) refer to qualitative
differences between different types of political systems. As aggregated multi-
dimensional indices, they should not be used to measure the “democratic-
ness’ of other distinct political system types, such as traditional monarchies,
military dictatorships, communist one-party states or other types of authori-
tarian regimes. These are not more or less “democratic” in a comprehensive
sense; they are qualitatively different. Otherwise, one would measure the
“banananess’ of apples and oranges! Instead, it makes more sense to keep the
respective measured dimensions apart and to assess their values across differ-
ent system types. Then it does, indeed, make sense to measure and compare
the degree of participation, of competitiveness, of civil liberties, etc. in the
respective regimes, just as one can measure the varying water or sugar con-
tent, etc., of different types of fruit.

Finally, one must remember that each index is at best a partial measure of
some dimensions of democracy. Each index can, to some extent, supplement
each other in a disaggregated way, but combining more dimensions may
cause even more problems. This may eventually be done with the help of
factor analysis in order to identify some common broader dimensions, but
this requires still more comprehensive and consistent data. It is also evident
that, so far, none of these indices, not even all of them combined in some
way, cover al relevant dimensions of democracy in a comprehensive and
nuanced sense (see Figure 3 in Chapter 1).
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2.3. Qualitative assessments

The current indices of democratization provide information only about the
state of affairs in a country at a given point in time; they do not assess the
stability and durability of democratic systems as such. Therefore, countries
scores can abruptly change. Indeed, this has happened rather often. At least,
the longer a democratic system has been in existence, the more likely it isto
survive even further (see, for example, Przeworski et al. 1996), but democra-
cies actual effectiveness and longer-term chances of consolidation cannot be
assessed in thisway. Similarly, present indices neglect the output and overall
“performance” side of democracies. The overall economic and “develop-
mental” performance of political systems can be assessed with the usual
indicators of GDP per capita growth rates, the “Human Development |ndex”
and similar measures. In this regard, on the whole, during the last four dec-
ades, polyarchies have performed favorably compared with other political
system types (see also Berg-Schlosser and Kersting 1996, Schmidt 1998,
Przeworski et al. 2000).

From this overall “system” performance, we must distinguish a more spe-
cific “democratic’ performance that refers to the overal quality of
democratic systems in a functional and normative sense. The functional as-
pects refer to the specific “responsiveness’ of political systems, their ability
to provide effective mechanisms to respond to the articulated and aggregated
preferences of large parts of the population in a meaningful way and to sat-
isfy, a least to a larger extent and in the longer run, their demands and ex-
pectations. This idea of efficient feedback mechanisms of democracies is im-
plied in the original system models by Easton (1965) and Almond and Powell
(1978), but their actual workings need to be made more explicit and should also
be amenable to some kind of empirical measurement (see also Westle 1989).

Taking a more comprehensive “systems’ view also makes the question of
democratic consolidation more understandable and open to qualitative em-
pirical assessments. In awidely accepted conceptualization of this term, Linz
and Stepan (1996) distinguish between three aspects of consolidation at the
macro-, meso-, and micro-levels of democratic systems.

At the macro-level, what they call “institutional consolidation,” the proper
functioning of the established political institutions and their interactions can
be assessed. At the meso-level, which Linz and Stepan refer to as the “be-
havioral” one, one must examine whether there till are any significant anti-
democratic social forces and actors, such as extremist right-wing or left-wing
political organizations, a landed oligarchy, or parts of the military. At the
micro- level, the “attitudinal” one in Linz and Stepan’s terms, one considers
the widespread acceptance of democratic values and procedures, and in this
sense, the overall democratic legitimacy of a system as it is rooted in the re-
spective political culture.
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Only if at all three levels, for which specific qualitative evaluations and,
to some extent, quantitative survey data with certain thresholds may be used,
sufficient favorable evidence can be found, can a democracy be considered to
be “consolidated.” But even this state may not last forever. New crises may
emerge which have to be coped with.

Taking a normatively even more demanding perspective is the “demo-
cratic audit” proposed by David Beetham and Stuart Weir. This, in part, has
been put into practice (Klug, Starmer and Weir 1996, Weir and Beetham
1999). In a comprehensive and painstaking exercise, they originally exam-
ined four major aspects of democratic quality and performance: free and fair
elections; open, accountable and responsive government; civil and political
rights; and democratic society. For example, they found in the United King-
dom (in a way the mother of al contemporary democracies) severe
constraints on the effective implementation and protection of civil and po-
litical rights and liberties. Furthermore, they consider the Westminster-type
parliamentary system, which is often regarded as a model, to be, in fact, ex-
traordinarily executive-dominated. They report that “the hallowed principle
of parliamentary sovereignty amounts in practice to the supremacy of the
near absolute executive over parliament” (ibid. pp. 491-496).

In the meantime, Beetham and Weir have expanded the origina audit to
cover 14 more detailed areas: nationhood and citizenship; the rule of law; civil
and political rights; economic and social rights; free and fair eections; the
democratic role of politica parties;, government effectiveness and accountabil-
ity; civilian control of the military and police; minimization of corruption; the
media and open government; political participation; government responsive-
ness, decentralization; and the international dimensions of democracy. At the
same time, they are now attempting to develop their “democratic audit” in a
comparative manner, work that is supported by the Ingtitute for Democracy and
Electoral Assistance (IDEA) in Stockholm. The results of these efforts remain
to be seen, but are contributing an important development to the idea of a criti-
cal qualitative assessment, even of the “ established” democracies.

Theo Schiller (1999) has listed such and similar criteria in a more sys-
tematic and comprehensive way (see Figure 4). They constitute a kind of
“ideal type” of a full-fledged modern democracy, against which the “real,
existing” ones can be contrasted and measured. He distinguishes five major
principles of democratic systems (basic human rights, openness of power
structure, political equality, transparency and rationality, and political effec-
tiveness), which cover both the input and output sides and the respective
feedback mechanisms. In addition, he lists the usual micro-, meso-, and
macro-levels (see also Chapter 1), which results in this differentiated matrix
with the respective emphases. Not all parts of this matrix are covered by cur-
rently available indices or have been sufficiently operationalized. But a
variety of sources of information is available for such purposes, and it can be
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further enhanced through the use of modern information technologies and the
Internet’s potential to bring together expert judgments from practically al
countries and backgrounds.

Figure 4: Principles of Democracy

Level:

Principles:

individual citizens

meso:
social and political
groups and organiza-
tions

macro.
political system, institu-
tions

1. Basic human
rights

personal rights, legal
protection, freedom of
opinion

freedom of organizati-
on, protection of
minorities

limited state power,
independence of judi-
ciary, rule of law

2. Openness of
power structure

free access to political
communication and
political power, rights of
control

organizational plura-
lism, elite pluralism

separation of powers,
limited terms of office,
mutual checks and
balances

3. Palitical equality

equality of voting
rights, equality of politi-
cal recruitment

equal opportunity for
organizational resour-
ces

equal opportunity in the
electoral system

4. Transparency
and rationality

plurality of sources of
information, chances
for political education

independence and
plurality of media,
critical public

transparency of decisi-
on-making processes,
rational discourses,
documented bureau-
cratic procedures

5. Political efficiency
and effectiveness

political interest, politi-
cal participation, civic
competence

effective aggregation of
interests, mobilization
of political support

Source: Adapted from Schiller (1999), p. 33.

2.4. Democratic sub-types

effective decision-
making rules and in-
stitutional balance,
sufficient resources

From such a comprehensive systems perspective and with the use of certain
qualitative criteria, some sub-types of democracies can be distinguished.
Most frequently, these refer to the particularities of the institutional set-up of
certain sub-types. These include the usual distinctions between these types:
presidential versus parliamentary (see, for example, Linz 1994), majoritarian
versus consensual (Lijphart 1984, 1999), or federal versus centralized (Riker
1975). More differentiated regime types include “ semi-presidential” (Duver-
ger 1980, Sartori 1994), “parliamentary-presidential” and “presidential-
parliamentary” (Shugart and Carey 1992). These have been extensively dis-
cussed elsewhere (see aso Lijphart 1992) and need not concern us here.

In addition, a number of typologies have been developed that refer, in a
broader system sense, to the social bases of politics, the particularities of the
input structures (such as the party systems or the structures of interest media-
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tion) and the extent and shape of output institutions (including the military
and the welfare system). Among the better-known of these typologies are
those referring to particular class structures and their dynamics (Moore 1966,
Rueschemeyer et al. 1992), the “parochial,” “subject” or “participatory” po-
litical cultures (Almond and Verba 1963), two-or multi-party systems (for
example, Sartori 1976), pluralist or (neo-)corporatist forms of interest media-
tion (for example, Schmitter and Lehmbruch 1979), problems of political
control of the military (for example, Diamond and Plattner 1996), or particu-
lar types of welfare states (for example, Esping-Andersen 1990). Again, these
sub-system specific typologies have generated their own extensive debates,
which other publications have addressed.

What is of particular concern at this point are more recent notions of spe-
cific sub-types that cut across several of these sub-systems and mark specific
deficiencies or defects of contemporary democracies (compare, for example,
O'Donnell 1994, Merkel 1999). These can also be located in the overal sys-
tems framework and deserve some further discussion.

One of these, the “exclusionary” sub-type, refers to particular social
groups or strata being excluded, de jure or de facto, from the regular institu-
tionalized democratic processes of participation and decision-making. In the
past, criteria of wealth or gender were often used to discriminate in this re-
spect against some parts of the population (see, for example, Nohlen 2000). In
many of today’s new democracies, certain ethnic, religious or regional
groupings are in some ways excluded from current political processes (com-
pare, for example, Horowitz 1985, Diamond and Plattner 1994), and some
socially and economically marginalized strata do not fully participate in local
and national politics (Berg-Schlosser and Kersting 2000). This also raises the
question of national citizenship, in particular that of recent immigrant com-
munities and their respective legal status and possibilities of naturalization.
This problem also concerns the more established democracies (Shapiro and
Hacker-Corddn 1999a).

A second sub-type that is relevant for this discussion concerns “enclave’
democracy. Thisrefers, for example, to countries where important groups and
representatives of the preceding authoritarian regimes have secured a specifi-
cally protected position in the transition process that leaves them outside the
mechanisms of usual democratic and judicial control. This includes particular
congtitutional prerogatives of the military, as in Brazil and Chile, or strong
informal pressures, as in Paraguay, Thailand or Turkey (Loveman 1994). A
special kind of “enclave” or rather “exclave’ outside the regular control of
democratic authorities can also be found in certain favelas in Rio de Janeiro,
for example, or, even more extremely, in some regions of Colombia where
drug barons and/or rebel groups have created virtually “ stateless” areas.

A third sub-type is constituted by “illiberal” democracies. In such sys-
tems, the independent normative and judicial control of the political execu-
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tiveis defective, and therule of law both for the citizens in general and politi-
cal opponents in particular is seriously impaired. This may even be endorsed
by some populist measures, such as general referenda, to change the constitu-
tion in order to extend the president’s term of office, as in Fujimori’s Peru.
O’ Donnell’s (1994) notion of “delegative democracy” aso refers to such il-
liberal or populist practices.

Finally, a strongly “clientelist” sub-type can be distinguished. Here, the
informal ties between |leaders and followers and their particular groups or
regions prevail. In such asymmetric and unequal relationships, political sup-
port for the patron is exchanged for some material, often personal, benefits to
the clients (Eisenstadt and Lemarchand 1981). These informal ties may be
based on feudal or neo-feudal relationshipsin a modern context (asin anum-
ber of countries and regions where large landholdings prevail), on kinship or
ethnic relations (as in a considerable number of African states), on religious
affiliations and leadership (as with the marabouts in Senegal, for example),
common regional or local origins, or populist personal appeals. There are
also cases where hegemonic or long-time dominant political parties (as in
Mexico, Japan, and Italy up to the early 1990s) or consociational systems,
with their respective “political families’ (as in Austria or Belgium, for exam-
ple) have developed strong clientelist structures (Lauth and Liebert 1999).

As the latter examples show, the boundaries between particular defective
sub-types and consolidated democracies that function adequately can be rela-
tively hazy and fluid, and transitions (in both directions!) may occur (see, for
example, Fox 1994). Similarly, some of these sub-types may be more preva-
lent in particular groups, regions, or localities of a certain country, where they
may reinforce themselves over long periods of time and where particular
“political cultural” patterns persist (Putnam et al. 1993).

In al such cases, it is, therefore, al the more important that the usual cor-
rective mechanisms—open elective and parliamentary procedures,
independent judicial control, pluralistic and independent media, and a well-
informed general public and “civil society” (including attentive foreign ob-
servers)—be enhanced, and that stronger countervailing forces be created.
Even some small steps in these directions, as with a more “competitive cli-
entelism” in the new “electoral” democracies, the proliferation of new and
more independent media, and greater international attention, may become
important in the longer run. Once more and more groups and citizens become
accustomed to democratic norms and procedures, they tend to become com-
mitted to maintaining and expanding those norms and procedures, and they
can set in motion significant “self-cleansing” processes.
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2.5. Conclusions

In this chapter | have presented a brief overview of some of the current con-
cepts of empirical democratic research, some concrete procedures for their
quantitative and qualitative assessment, and certain “defective” sub-types that
are evident in some of the recent developments. | also made some criticisms
and further proposals. Over and above these conceptual considerations and
problems of empirical measurements and operationalizations, the more gen-
eral theoretical concerns in which these are embedded must also be briefly
addressed.

Regarding comparative empirical democratization research, we al share
to some extent a “critical-rational” perspective in a Popperian sense. This
need not be strictly “falsificatory” at al times with regard to our highly com-
plex and malleable subject matter (see Popper 1972, Almond and Genco
1977), but, | would say, a certain progress can nevertheless be noted. We
have a clearer perception and much broader and varied empirical evidence of
what has happened during the last 15 yearsin particular, and even before that
(see dso, for example, the comprehensive analysis of the conditions of de-
mocracy and its failures in the inter-war period in Europe, Berg-Schlosser
1998, Berg-Schlosser and Mitchell 2000).

Asis mentioned in Chapter 1, meta-theoretical, competing paradigms and
approaches continue to confront political scientists. One concerns the “be-
havioralist” tradition, which has been dominant for a long time, at least in
some countries. This tradition ill plays an important role, in , for example,
survey research of democratization processes and politica cultural changes at the
micro-level (cf., for example, Rose, Mishler and Haerpfer 1998). A second
school of thought continues to work in a historical-sociological and social-
structuralist tradition (for example, Rueschemeyer et al. 1992). Thirdly, in-
gtitutionalist and “neo-institutionalist” approaches are receiving renewed at-
tention (March and Olsen 1995). A fourth paradigm, which has gained
increased popularity, in particular in the U.S. in the 1990s, is the “public” or
more generally “rational choice” one (see, for example, Weingast 1996). At
the same time, current national and sub-national developments are increasingly
embedded in international trends of economic and political globalization, as
emphasized, for example, by the “international political economy” school
(see, for example, Cox 1987) and more genera “cosmopalitan” concerns (for
example, Archibugi and Held 1995). All these differing paradigms and emphases
can and must also be seen from a “ critica-normative’ perspective (see, for exam-
ple, Habermas 1992, Held 1995).

In my view, these paradigms, along with their respective groups of fol-
lowers, need not be mutually exclusve. To some extent, they can
meaningfully supplement each other and can be integrated into more com-
prehensive conceptual frameworks (such as structure- and actor-oriented
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ones, and longitudina historical and contemporary comparative anaysis),
through which we can share some of the respective advantages and overcome
some of the specific limitations. Nevertheless, certain conflicts and confron-
tations, as in the rea world, will continue. This too, in the long run, will
advance our common knowledge and mutual understanding.

As both political scientists and citizens of this world, we are aso confronted
with the dilemma of the limits to our knowledge and expertise on the one
hand and our desire to bring about change where we have detected serious
flaws in contemporary democracies and practical politics on the other. Inter-
national organizations such as the World Bank and the IMF, in their “political
conditionality” and also in the “political risk” analyses of internationally operat-
ing private banks and companies, already apply certain specific criteriain their
current proceedings. These are often not very transparent and may aso be seri-
oudy flawed. We have learned a lot in the meantime and, though history
never repeats itself, political scientists have sound advice to offer that might
affect the lives of many millions of people. The dilemma between scientific rigor
and politica relevance, as Laurence Whitehead writes in Chapter 5, however,
will always be with us, and we each have our particular role to choose and to
play.
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3. Democracy Studies: Agendas, Findings,
Challenges®

Gerardo L. Munck

Scholarly interest in the wave of democratization that began in southern
Europe in 1974 resulted in a large amount of theoretical and empirical re-
search. These studies took the nation state as the unit of analysis and focused
on democracy as the outcome or dependent variable. Beyond this common
overarching interest, however, different researchers have emphasized a broad
range of aspects of the politics of democratizing countries, drawn upon vari-
ous theoretical traditions, and used a diverse set of methods. As the literature
has grown and evolved, the need for an assessment and synthesis of this lit-
erature has become imperative. Indeed, as with any research program, such
periodic assessments and syntheses play a critical role, in ascertaining
whether knowledge has been generated, and in identifying the challenges that
remain to be tackled and the lines of research that are most likely to be pro-
ductive.

This chapter responds to this need, offering a comprehensive evaluation
of the body of literature on democracy that has been produced over the past
25 years? To organize the discussion, | distinguish among three agendas,
which are identified by three concepts that define their primary explanatory
concern: democratic transition, democratic stability, and democratic quality.
For each agenda, | discuss the ways in which the subject matter has been or
can be delimited and justified, and the main research findings. | also discuss
challenges in three areas—the measurement of the dependent variables, the
development and integration of causal theories, and the assessment of causal
theories—and offer suggestions for tackling these challenges.

The challenges facing scholars currently active in the research program on
democracy studies are considerable. My emphasis on these challenges, how-

1 1 would like to thank Michael Bratton, Joe Foweraker, Venelin Ganev, Sebastian Mazzuca,
Guillermo O'Donnell, Robert Pahre, Timothy Power, Richard Snyder and Kurt Weyland for
their useful comments on an earlier draft of this chapter.

2 This chapter does not discuss the extensive literature in comparative politics and interna-
tional relations that focuses on democracy as an independent variable. Neither does this
chapter address the growing literature on notions of citizenship that reach beyond and be-
neath the national state.
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ever, is not meant to suggest that this research program faces insuperable
hurdles. Rather, the point of this discussion is to use this assessment of the
current state of the literature to identify the most productive avenues for fu-
ture research. Indeed, my assessment is positive with regard to the
achievements aready made in the field of democracy studies and is also op-
timistic concerning the likely payoffs of future efforts to advance this
research program.

3.1. Democratic Transitions
3.1.1. The Subject Matter

Research on democratic transitionsis a part of the broader field of democratic
theory that gains its distinctiveness from a sharply defined focus on elections
or, more specifically, on the critical step in the history of democracy when a
country passes a threshold marked by the introduction of competitive elec-
tions with mass suffrage for the main political offices in the land. In other
words, the status of democratic transitions as a distinctive field of research is
given by an undeniably Schumpeterian approach to democracy, which em-
phasizes some key aspects of the procedures that regulate access to political
power. This delimitation of the subject matter did little to spur interest at the
time university-based research was expanding dramatically in the 1960s and
1970s. Not only did the redlities of world politics appear to devalue this line
of research. In addition, the Schumpeterian conception of democracy was
widely out of favor. Even though some landmark studies on democratic tran-
sitions were published as early as 1960 (Lipset 1960, Rustow 1970), interest
in democratic transitions took a back seat to other, more pressing and/or more
valued concerns.

The status of research on democratic transitions, however, changed quite
considerably thereafter. First and most important, the wave of democratiza-
tion beginning in 1974 made the subject matter immediately relevant.
Second, the change in values, especially among the left in both the South and
the East (Barros 1986, Heller and Feher 1987), did much to place the Schum-
peterian approach to democracy in a positive light.? Finally, the seminal work
of Guillermo O’'Donnell and Philippe Schmitter (1986) did much to set the
initial terms of the debate and hence to crystallize a field of research on
democratic transitions.* With the boom of research in the 1980s and 1990s,
by the turn of the century research on democratic transitions had attained the
status of an established field, justified on political and analytic grounds.

3 Probably the most careful defense of a Schumpeterian approach to democracy is offered by
Przeworski (1999).
4 Onthelandmark status of O’ Donnell and Schmitter’s (1986) work, see Karl (2006).
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First, the real-world significance of democratic transitions is undeniable.
It has affected the lives of people all over the globe since approximately
1870, a rough landmark for the beginning of mass democracy (Finer 1997:
30). It emerged as a critical issue relatively early in a number of English-
speaking countries. Great Britain, the United States of America, New Zea-
land, and Australia. For Western Europe as a whole, however, democracy
remained a key issue on the political agenda from the late 19th century
through to the end of World War Il. And for yet an even larger number of
countries, it was a dominant issue in the last quarter of the 20th century, as a
wave of democratization that started in southern Europe in 1974 swept
through Latin America, East and Southeast Asia, the communist-dominated
countries that were part of the Soviet bloc during the Cold War, and parts of
Africa

The continued significance of democratic transitions, moreover, should
not be underestimated. To be sure, when a democratic threshold is passed, the
challenge of ademocratic transition fades into the past and other issues begin
to dominate the agenda. Nonetheless, it is unlikely that the problem of demo-
cratic transitions will cease to be of importance to the lives of tens of millions
and even billions of people. On the one hand, the challenge of a democratic
transition remains one of vital importance to a large number of countries.
Depending upon the precise way in which the crossing of the threshold be-
tween authoritarianism and democracy is measured, in the year 2000 afull 40
to 60 percent of the countries in the world, including cases as significant as
China and practically entire regions such as the Middle East, have never
achieved democracy (Huntington 1991: 26, Diamond 1999: 25-28, Diamond
2003). And the “electora revolutions® in post-Soviet countries (Georgia
2003, Ukraine 2004, Kyrgyzstan 2005), among other political events, showed
that the push for democratic transitions continued into the new century. On
the other hand, countries that have passed the democratic threshold aways
face the possibility of a democratic breakdown. Indeed, even in the middle of
the democratic wave of the last quarter of the 20th century, numerous coun-
tries experienced breakdowns. And there are grounds to think that many of
the newly minted democracies are unlikely to endure as the 21st century un-
folds. In sum, a concern with democratic transitions has had, and is likely to
continue to have, great relevance.

This delimitation of a field of research focused on democratic transitions
is also justified on analytic grounds. The conceptualization of democratic
transitions in terms of a threshold marked by the introduction of competitive
elections with mass suffrage for the main political offices excludes a large
number of issues that are a concern of democratic theory. For example, it is
set off from such fundamental issues as the variable ways in which public
policy is formulated and implemented in democratic countries; the extent to
which the rule of law is respected; and the increasingly important concern
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about the extension of democratic rule, traditionally a principle applied to the
nation-state, to a range of other units, both of different territorial scope and
with different functional aims. What may appear to be an unwarranted nar-
rowing of concerns, however, is analytically justifiable.

The decision to focus on democratic transitions is driven by two insights.
First, it is based on the understanding that the introduction of competitive
dections is an event that is fundamental enough to ater a country’s political
dynamics and that calls, therefore, for its own explanation (O’ Donnell and
Schmitter 1986: Ch. 6, Shain and Linz 1995: 76-78). Second, this decision is
justified on the ground that a transition to democracy is a process that is dis-
tinct enough, compared with the other concerns raised in democratic theory,
to suggest that it is caused by factors that probably do not affect other aspects
of democracy and that it is most fruitfully theorized on its own terms (Rus-
tow 1970, see also Mazzuca 2007).

A focus on democratic transitions, thus, does not deny that countries vary
along other dimensions or that these other dimensions may be as important as
those highlighted by a Schumpeterian approach. Indeed, as current scholar-
ship shows, arange of issues not encompassed by Schumpeterian definitions
of democracy are likely to have great relevance in countries where democ-
racy is firmly established (O'Donnell 1999: Part V). Therefore, the
delimitation of democratic transitions as a distinct area for scholarship is not
based on a judgment about the importance of a Schumpeterian approach
compared with any other approach but is rather a conceptual decision, which
helps to distinguish dimensions of concern within democratic theory that
most likely vary independently from each other. That is, the point is not to
argue that one or another issue is more important but to provide a basis for an
analytic approach by breaking down democratic theory into a series of dis-
tinct and hence manageabl e explanatory challenges.

3.1.2. Findings

The sharp delimitation of the subject matter of democratic transitions and
hence the formulation of a fairly clear question—why have some countries
had democratic transitions while others have not?—had an important benefit.
By providing researchers with a pointed and widely shared agenda, it alowed
for the rapid generation of an impressive basis of knowledge through a suc-
cession of studies that eventually came to encompass most cases of
democratic transition in world history.

Following in the wake of a key study of transitions in southern Europe
and Latin America in the 1970s and early 1980s (O’ Donnell, Schmitter and
Whitehead 1986), major cross-regional analyses were conducted comparing
Latin America with East and Southeast Asia (Haggard and Kaufman 1995),
and southern Europe and Latin America with Eastern Europe and the former
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Soviet Union (Linz and Stepan 1996). Excellent region-based studies were
produced, focusing on Africa (Bratton and van de Walle 1997), Eastern
Europe and the USSR/Russia (Beyme 1996, Offe 1996, Bunce 1999), post-
Soviet Eurasia (Hale 2005, Collins 2006), as well as the three major regions
of the developing world (Diamond, Linz and Lipset 1989, 1989b, 1989c;
Huntington 1991). In addition, impressive efforts were made to put the tran-
sitions of the last quarter of the 20th century in historical perspective through
cross-regional analyses of Europe and Latin America ranging across the 19th
and 20th centuries (Rueschemeyer, Huber Stephens and Stephens 1992, Col-
lier 1999) and, along similar lines, analyses focused on the older European
cases of transitions were offered (Boix 2003, Tilly 2004).° Finally, a number
of statistical studies contributed to the debate.®

The richness of this literature is undeniable. It offers a wealth of ideas on
the causes of transitions, a great amount of nuanced information on complex
processes, and some fruitful comparative analyses that have generated a
number of important and surprising findings. This literature has challenged
the longstanding modernization argument that level of economic develop-
ment is a good predictor of transitions to democracy (Przeworski and
Limongi 1997).” It has shown, again contrary to what was posited by mod-
ernization theory, that democratic transitions do not occur through a single
process but rather through multiple paths defined by factors such as the
power and strategies of elites and masses and the top-down or bottom-up im-
petus for political reform (Dahl 1971: Ch. 3, Stepan 1986, Dix 1994, Collier
1999, Tilly 2004).

The codification of these distinct paths of democratic transition has led to
other important findings. First, it has allowed analysts to establish that the
path toward democracy that a country follows is strongly influenced by its
type of prior, non-democratic regime, and that the very likelihood of atransi-
tion to democracy is affected by the type of actors that oppose authoritarian

5 Seeaso Janoski (1998: Chs. 6 and 7), who carries out a useful test of influential theories
against European history from 1200 to 1990, and Halperin (1997), who studies Europe in the
period 1789-1945 and draws some comparisons between Europe’'s and Latin America's ex-
perience.

6 Gasiorowski (1995), Przeworski and Limongi (1997), Coppedge (1997), Przeworski, Alva-
rez, Cheibub, and Limongi (2000), Boix (2003), Boix and Stokes (2003), Brinks and
Coppedge (2006).

7  See dso Przeworski, Alvarez, Cheibub and Limongi (2000: Ch. 2), Mainwaring and Pérez-
Linan (2003), and Gleditsch and Ward (2006: 925-26). Relatedly, a new literature considers
the actual resources that underpin a country’s level of economic development and theorizes
how these resources are politically used and that wealth does not necessarily lead to democ-
ratization (Ross 2001, Bellin 2004, Jensen and Wantchekon 2004, Snyder 2006). However,
the extent to which level of economic development is or is not a good predictor of demo-
cratic transitions continues to be debated and various authors have contested Przeworski and
Limongi’'s (1997) argument (Geddes 1999, Boix and Stokes 2003, Epstein, Bates, Gold-
stone, Kristensen and O'Halloran 2006).
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rule (Linz and Stepan 1996, Bratton and van de Walle 1997: 9-14, Munck
1998: 17-22, Ch. 7, Leff 1999). More pointedly, because pacts may be a nec-
essary condition for a successful transition to democracy in the context of
certain types of regime, the prospects of democracy are enhanced when op-
position demands are amenable to negotiated resolution. This is most likely,
in turn, when the supporters and opponents of authoritarianism are economi-
cally interdependent—that is, class actors—than when opposition to autho-
ritarianism is led by a nationalist or fundamentalist religious movement (Arfi
1998, Roeder 1999, Wood 2000, Hamladji 2002).

With regard to specific classes, though much research has been conducted
to ascertain whether the bourgeoisie (Moore 1966), the middle class (Lipset
1960) or labor (Rueschemeyer, Huber Stephens and Stephens 1992) is the
prime agent of democratization, and whether the landed elites are an inher-
ently undemocratic force (Moore 1966), the literature is mostly inconclusive.
Indeed, probably the only clear finding about the socia origins of democracy
isthat landed dlites that depend on labor-repressive practices have a negative
effect on the installation of a democratic regime (Mahoney 2003: 137-45,
Bernhard 2005, see also Mainwaring and Pérez-Linan 2003: 1046-50).°

Research has also shown that democratic transitions are closely linked
with matters of the state, conceived in Weberian terms. As shown, processes
of regime change that lead to state decay or state collapse reduce the pros-
pects of democracy (Linz and Stepan 1996: 17-19). Thus, akey finding is the
principle: “no state, no democracy.”® And a growing body of literature offers
considerable evidence that international factors have an influence on demo-
cratic transitions. The scholarship that considers the broad historical sweep of

8 To anticipate partially some of the suggestions offered below, there are two significant
problems with the literature on the class origins of democracy. On the one hand, efforts to
theorize and test hypotheses about the role of different classes have operated with an aggre-
gate dependent variable. The role of different classes may have a strong impact at different
stages in the process of democratization, but this impact may not be discerned or may be-
come diluted when democratization is viewed as an aggregate process. Relatedly, inasmuch
as there are various paths to democracy, one would expect that different classes would play
amore prominent role in certain paths (Collier 1999), afinding that again gets lost when the
dependent variable is studied at an aggregate level. On the other hand, this literature has
tended to focus on the impact of each class viewed in isolation of other classes and other ex-
planatory factors, and to conceive of the impact of classesin linear terms. Yet it seems quite
obvious that theorizing requires attention to interaction and threshold effects. For example,
the strength of the masses may induce €lites to extend the right to vote, as a way to foster
moderation. But if the masses are very strong relative to the elites, democracy may be fore-
stalled by a successful revolution from below or a retreat from a commitment to reform by
elites fearful of the redistributive consequences of mass democracy. Similarly, the disposi-
tion of middle classes to fight for democracy has oscillated in response to shifts in the
relative power of other actors (Rueschemeyer, Huber Stephens and Stephens 1992: 272). In-
asmuch as these issues are tackled, it is quite possible that this important line of research
will yield clearer findings than it currently offers.

9 | amindebted to Richard Snyder for his suggestion of this phrase.
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democratization makes a strong case for the role of conquest and colonization
(Therborn 1977, 1992, Tilly 2004). Furthermore, recent statistical research
has found that contiguous neighbors and regional contexts are associated with
adiffusion effect and, specifically, that the likelihood that a country will un-
dergo a democratic transition increases when neighboring countries and a
country’s region are more democratic.™® Likewise, belonging to international
organizations with high membership of democratic states increases the prob-
ability of atransition to democracy (Pevehouse 2005: Ch. 4).

It is important not to exaggerate the confidence placed in these findings.
There are many exceptions. Indeed, numerous works on the USSR and post-
Soviet countries strongly question the extension of generalizations based on
democratic transitions in Southern Europe and Latin America to cases where
communism held sway in the post-World War 11 decades (Bunce 2000, 2003,
McFaul 2002, Gelman 2003). Moreover, the results of much statistical re-
search are neither very robust nor based on strong research designs
(Robinson 2006: 504, 517-25). Nonetheless, with this caveat, it is important
to have a clear sense of the current state of knowledge and to build on this
knowledge as research continues and as new challenges are tackled.

3.1.3. Challenges

The challenges faced by students of democratic transitions concern many
basic research tasks. The way in which the outcome of interest has been
measured is open to improvement. The need for greater integration of causal
theories is increasingly apparent. And the assessment of causal theories that
combine qualitative and quantitative forms of research is emerging as yet
another important challenge. Indeed, the future development of the research
agenda on democratic transitions is likely to hinge on the ability of scholars
to tackle some broad and fundamental challenges.

Measuring the Dependent Variable

A first challenge concerns the dependent variable of research on democratic
transitions. As stated, this research has focused on a sharply defined subject
matter. But the common practice of using an event—the holding of free and
fair elections that lead to the installation of authorities with democratic le-
gitimacy—as an indicator that justifies changing the way an entire country is
scored on the outcome of interest is problematic.

To be sure, this way of coding cases, which draws on the notion of a
“founding eection” (O’'Donnell and Schmitter 1986: 61), has some validity
when applied to transitions in the post-1974 period. The reason is that a

10 Kopstein and Reilly (2000), Brinks and Coppedge (2006), Gleditsch and Ward (2006),
Mainwaring and Pérez-Lifian (2007).
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common €lite strategy in the late-19th and early-20th centuries—the gradual
extension of voting rights, first to propertied males, then to all males, and
subsequently to women—uwas probably not viable and thus not used in late-
20th century transitions. Thus, to a certain extent, it is appropriate to view
recent democratic transitions as unfolding in a non-incremental fashion and
along the various dimensions of democracy all at once. But even when ap-
plied to recent transitions, the limitations of this approach to measuring
democracy are significant.

For example, though some researchers use this approach to code Chile as
a democracy from 1990 onward (Przeworski, Alvarez, Cheibub and Limongi
2000: 64), it is obvious that even though Chile became fully democratic
along some dimensions of democracy, it did not do so along others. Specifi-
caly, the fact that a sizable portion of the Senate was not popularly elected
meant that it suffered from an important democratic deficit concerning the
range of offices filled through elections. Moreover, as this example illus-
trates, the use of a dichotomous measure does little to capture the incremental
nature of Chile’s democratic transition and hence the distinctive nature of
Chil€e's palitics in the 1990s. the gradual and incomplete nature of its transi-
tion to democracy. What is needed is a measure of democratic transitions that
clearly distinguishes among multiple dimensions and can capture the possi-
bility of gradual change.

Some efforts have been made to address this problem. A recent literature
on hybrid regimes has drawn attention to a key insight: that a considerable
number of countries seem to be neither fully democratic nor blatantly
authoritarian and thus are best characterized with intermediate categories
(Diamond 2002, Schedler 2002, 2006). And a well-developed literature on
quantitative measurement offers several examples of multi-dimensional
measures that do not use dichotomous scales (Epstein, Bates, Goldstone,
Kristensen and O'Halloran 2006, Mainwaring, Brinks and Pérez-Lifian 2007).
But these efforts fall short of solving the problem. The discussion of hybrid
regimes is characterized by the proposal of an unwieldy number of dimen-
sions and has still not been linked with any efforts to develop systematic data.
And efforts to develop quantitative measures are still grappling with the
problem of establishing thresholds that correspond to the concept of a demo-
cratic transition. Thus, they still are not able to clearly distinguish changes of
regime, that is, from an authoritarian to a democratic regime, from changes
within aregime. In short, much remains to be done before the study of demo-
cratic transitions can rely on good data. ™

11 For more on these issues, see Munck and Verkuilen (2002), and Munck (2006).
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Integrating Causal Theories

A second challenge concerns the need for greater integration of causal theo-
ries. The evolution of the literature on democratic transitions has been
characterized by the frequent introduction of new causa factors considered
critical to an explanation of why democratic transitions occur. These new
explanatory variables sometimes reflect the experience of new cases of tran-
sition to democracy, which have brought to light factors that had not seemed
important in the cases until then considered. In other instances, the focus on
new variables has been driven more by an effort to rescue insights from older
bodies of literature. Over time, then, the number of explanatory variables has
multiplied, pointing to an important trade-off in this literature between theo-
retical fertility and orderly theory building.

As challenging as the task of theoretical organization and integration is
likely to be, it is facilitated somewhat because theoretical debates have
evolved around a number of central axes. One main axis contrasts short-term
factors and the choices made by actors (O’'Donnell and Schmitter 1986,
Przeworski 1991) with medium-term factors, such as the characteristics of the
old regime (Linz and Stepan 1996, Chehabi and Linz 1998) and long-term,
more structural factors, such as the mode of production or the model of de-
velopment (Rueschemeyer, Huber Stephens and Stephens 1992, Castells
1998). Another axis of debate contrasts elite-centered explanations (Dogan
and Higley 1998) with mass-centered explanations, which focus either on
class actors (Rueschemeyer, Huber Stephens, and Stephens 1992, Collier
1999, Bellin 2000), social movements (Foweraker 1995: Ch. 5, Tilly 2004),
or ethnic groups (Offe 1997: Ch. 4). Y et another axis contrasts political with
economic determinants of transitions (Haggard and Kaufman 1995, Przewor-
ski and Limongi 1997). And one more critical axis of debate opposes
domestic factors to international factors (Whitehead 1996, L evitsky and Way
2006), an axis along which one might also locate explanations centered on
stateness and “intermestic” nationality issues (Linz and Stepan 1996).

This way of organizing the literature has merit and helps to introduce
some order into the debate. Moreover, it is noteworthy that, as the literature
on democratic transitions grew and introduced new explanatory variables,
scholars sought to impose some organization on theorizing, either by pulling
together the range of explanatory variables (Diamond, Linz and Lipset 1995)
or by attempting to synthesize a range of these explanatory factors (Kitschelt
1995: 452-55, Mahoney and Snyder 1999). However, the challenge of inte-
grating and synthesizing the diverse set of explanatory factors proposed in
this literature and the generation of a more parsimonious theory remains to be
adequately tackled.

In this regard, the potential gains associated with efforts to build rational
choice-theoretic and game-theoretic models of democratic transitions should
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be noted. This literature is distinctive in that it employs a common theory,
which facilitates theoretical cumulation. Moreover, inasmuch as it employs a
formal methodology, it also brings to bear the power of deductive logic,
which has the advantage of demonstrating what implications follow from a
given set of assumptions. These advantages notwithstanding, it is worth
highlighting that, to a large extent, the rational choice literature on demo-
cratic transitions has reproduced the problems of the broader literature.

On the one hand, much as with any approach to theory generation, game-
theoretic models are driven by insights about specific cases or regions. As a
result of this inductive aspect of the modeling process, game-theoretic mod-
els propose explanatory factors that diverge widely in terms of their empirical
scope. On the other hand, the explanatory variables themselves differ from
model to model. Thus, some rational choice theorists seek to explain demo-
cratic transitions with tipping models, which focus on proximate factors and
draw attention to the contingent nature of processes of democratic transition,
specificaly by highlighting the critical role of triggers or tippers (typically
students, intellectuals or dissidents), and cognitive aspects, such as belief
cascades (Kuran 1995, Petersen 2001). Others offer models that emphasize
the explanatory role of the prior, non-democratic regime, seeking to show
how actors within certain institutional settings engage in patterned forms of
action (Geddes 1999). And yet others develop what might be labeled political
economic models that focus on the long term and see action as driven by the
interests of actors, which are conceived either in class terms or more broadly
as elites and masses (Acemoglu and Robinson 2001, 2006, Boix 2003). In
sum, much as the rest of the literature, rational choice theories of democratic
transitions diverge in terms of their empirical scope and explanatory vari-
ables.

Even as the search for theoretical principles that would provide a basis for
theoretical integration and synthesis thus continues, another approach to the
task of theoretical integration that deserves emphasis is closely connected to
the previous challenge of defining and measuring the dependent variable
more carefully. This strategy has gone, for the most part, unrecognized. But it
has the potential to yield important payoffs. Indeed, inasmuch as the concept
of democratic transition is carefully disaggregated and measured in a nuanced
way, such work can be used to break down the big question at the heart of re-
search on democratic transitions—why have some countries had democratic
transitions while others have not?—into smaller, more anayticaly tractable
questions.

The disaggregation of the broad problem of democratic transitions into its
constituent parts, and the use of measures that distinguish a variety of mean-
ingful thresholds, is likely to assist in the identification of explanations by
helping analysts distinguish and avoid the conflation of aspects of democracy
that are likely to be driven by different processes. For example, because there

54



are good reasons to believe that the extension of the right of suffrage for men
is driven by a different process than the extension of the right to vote for
women, the disaggregation of the explanatory challenge in such a way as to
explicitly capture this distinction is likely to help analysts uncover stronger
associations. And, in turn, such an approach may help to show how argu-
ments that are presented as competing may actually be complementary.
Indeed, once a disaggregated approach to democracy is employed, there
would be little reason to consider the theses advanced by Barrington Moore
(1966) and Dietrich Rueschemeyer, Evelyne Huber Stephens and John Ste-
phens (1992) as rival explanations. Rather, in that democracy is defined by
Moore (1966: 414) in terms of the dimension of contestation, and by
Rueschemeyer, Huber Stephens and Stephens (1992: 303-04) in terms of par-
ticipation, it seems clear how their theories might be considered as partia
contributions to a general theory of democratic transitions.

In short, it is important to focus on the challenge of theoretical integra-
tion. And to tackle this challenge it is worth considering the way in which
theoretical debates have aready been organized to a large extent along cer-
tain axes, to continue the search for theories that serve as unifying principles,
and to recognize how analysts might integrate research findings regarding
conceptually connected parts of abroad question.

Combining Qualitative and Quantitative Forms of Causal
Assessment

Finally, athird challenge, concerning causal assessment, touches upon the as-
yet barely addressed problem of how to combine qualitative and quantitative
forms of research. Research on democratic transitions has been pioneered by
researchers who have given primacy to small-N and medium-N comparisons.
The reason for this strategy is obvious, in that the comparison of a small
number of cases has been particularly well suited to the crafting of fertile
concepts and has also provided a sufficient basis for introducing new ideas
into the debate—and for doing so rapidly. Moreover, the use of qualitative
forms of analysis has had the added benefit of being useful for the task of
causal assessment, in particular because its intensive nature and its emphasis
on process tracing makes it suited to address theories that highlight the role
of actors and changing situations.

This strategy, however, has also had its problems. Qualitative researchers
are limited in their ability to test the generalizability of their theories and to
offer precise estimates of causal effect that take into consideration a variety
of sources of bias. Moreover, they have not always been as systematic as they
could be. For example, though this literature has generated a great amount of
nuanced data, researchers have not always gathered data on all the explanatory
variables for al the cases they analyze, nor have they aways coded cases ex-
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plicitly according to a set of clear criteria. Finally, small-N researchers have not
given enough attention to issues of research design and have rarely conducted
stringent tests of their theories. As a consequence, researchers ability to test
their theories and draw strong conclusions has been constrained.

Though the weaknesses of qualitative research on democratic transitions
are not al inherent to the methods used and thus much progress can be made
by improving qualitative research, they certainly point to the need to combine
qualitative and quantitative forms of analysis. But, unfortunately, combining
these two types of research is far from easy. Indeed, though quantitative re-
search on the question of democratic transitions has been produced, the links
between qualitative and quantitative research on democracy have been very
weak. First, the measures of democracy used by quantitative scholars tend to
differ significantly from those used by qualitative scholars. What these schol-
ars think of as democratic transitions, thus, may be quite different things.
Second, the causal theories quantitative scholars actually test are often cari-
catures of the theories discussed in the qualitative literature. In this regard,
existing statistical tests have been very limited. Practically without exception,
they have focused on a narrow range of independent variables, related pri-
marily to social and economic questions, ignoring a variety of theories cast in
terms of the role of actors and choices. Moreover, tests have tended to use
additive models and also, for the most part, linear models that severely mis-
represent the causal argument in the literature. Finally, large-N data sets have
typically consisted of one observation per case per year. This restricts their
sensitivity to issues of time and process, which rarely obey the cycle of cal-
endar years. Indeed, it is important to recognize that there is a very steep
trade-off in the level of richness of information and explanatory arguments
discussed as one moves from the literature based on intensive but relatively
narrow comparisons of a small set of cases to the statistical literature based
on alarge number of cases.™

The difficulties of using a genuine multi-method approach that combines
qualitative and quantitative methods suggest that future research should
probably be based on a continuation of the multi-track approach used so far.
The qualitative track is likely to yield significant dividends by extending
the intensive analysis of a small to medium number of cases to some rela-
tively unexplored questions. Some significant works offer a historical
perspective on the democratic transitions that have been at the heart of the
debate, those occurring in the last quarter of the 20th century (Ruesche-
meyer, Huber Stephens and Stephens 1992, Collier 1999). But much

12 Indeed, from this perspective, the most fruitful comparative studies, in that they use hard-to-
collect data to test complex and dynamic theories, while retaining a broad enough basis to
make claims about generalizability, have focused on a medium number of cases (that is,
roughly 8 to 20 cases) (see, for example, Huntington 1991, Haggard and Kaufman 1995,
Linz and Stepan 1996, Collier 1999).
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remains to be learned by cross-time comparisons and a re-analysis, in light
of new theories, of the older cases of transitions discussed by Barrington
Moore (1966), Reinhard Bendix (1978), and Michael Mann (1987, 1993).

In addition, qualitative research can make contributions by broadening the
variation on the dependent variable it seeks to explain. The existing literature
has tended to focus on positive cases and has introduced variation longitudi-
nally by studying the process whereby countries that were authoritarian
become democratic, and through the concept of modes of transition (Main-
waring 1992: 317-26). Beyond this, some insightful work has been done
comparing cases of transitions that led to democracy but also to other outcomes
(Collier and Collier 1991, Yashar 1997, Snyder 1998, Mahoney 2001). But,
overall, when it comes to events in recent decades, little attention has been
given to the need to explain failed democratic transitions, that is, cases where
transitions from authoritarian regimes did not occur or lead to new authoritarian
regimes.”® Indeed, important questions that remain to be fully answered are:
why did many countries that saw the collapse of authoritarian regimes during
the last quarter of the 20th century experience transitions that did not lead to
democracy? And, why have some countries not had transitions at all? Espe-
cially inasmuch as this research is explicitly connected to the existing
literature and both draws upon its strengths and hones in on its lingering
problems, the continued use of qualitative methods focused on these and
other questionsislikely to be highly rewarding.

The quantitative research track, in turn, is likely to contribute to the de-
bate inasmuch as it addresses two tasks. One is the need for statistica
research that is more keenly aware of problems of omitted variables and en-
dogeneity, and hence that is more concerned with matters of research design
and is more closely connected to theory. A second, related task concerns the
collection of data. Not only should data collection focus on factors other than
the standard economic and institutional ones, which are the staple of statisti-
cal analyses. Data collection should also be driven by the need for data that
reflect the unfolding of events more closely than the standard practice of
gathering one observation per case per year. Indeed, the full benefits of sta-
tistical tools are likely to be felt in the debate on democratic transitions only
once data sets are generated with information on the actors involved in the
process of democratic transitions, the choices these actors make, the sequence
of events whereby democratic transitions unfold, and the institutional setting
in which actors operate.

The tasks facing quantitative researchers are formidable but they promise
important payoffs; thus, they are well worth pursuing. It is this sort of re-
search that will finally bring the strengths of distinct research traditions to

13 See, however, the discussion of post-Soviet cases in McFaul (2002) and Collins (2006), of
the Middle East in Bellin (2004) and Anderson (2006), and of Chinain Pei (1994, 2006).
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bear on the same research question, rather than remain as two somewhat dis-
connected approaches that never quite talk to each other. Indeed, a multi-
track approach, if properly implemented, could offer an important stepping-
stone and gradually give way to a truly multi-method approach that would
show how qualitative and quantitative research can be conducted in a com-
plementary fashion.

3.2. Beyond Democratic Transitions
3.2.1. The Subject Matter

Research on the politics that follows the completion of democratic transitions
is harder to assess than research on democratic transitions for the simple rea-
son that there is alack of consensus concerning the subject matter. Moreover,
some ways of defining the subject matter do not offer a clearly delimited fo-
cus for research. Overal, the agenda put forth by what might be labeled
regime analysts does share certain common elements. Thus, it can be con-
trasted as a whole with the voluminous research on narrower, institutional
issues, which are standard in the study of advanced democracies and are in-
creasingly a concern of students of new democracies.** This commonality
notwithstanding, regime analysts have conceptualized post-transitional poli-
tics in such diverse ways that the organization of the field of research around
clearly defined questions has been hampered.

The core of the problem is as follows. Initialy, one concept—democratic
consolidation—was widely used as a way to identify the subject matter of
interest. This concept was useful. It helped to identify issues that went be-
yond those discussed in the literature on democratic transitions. And it
provided an overarching frame for theorizing (Schmitter 1995, Schedler
1998, Merkel 1998, Hartlyn 2002). However, over time this concept was
used in such different ways that it ended up creating severe confusion. Then,
as a way to clarify the agenda of research, scholars gradually introduced a
new concept, the quality of democracy.™ But this new concept was itself de-
fined in such avariety of different ways that it did little to solve the problems

14 Ingtitutiona issues are of obvious relevance to fundamental questions in regime analysis.
This much is evident, for example, from the debate over the relative impact of consocia-
tional versus majoritarian arrangements, and presidentialism versus parliamentarism, on the
durability of democracies. But institutionalists more frequently take the democratic nature of
the regime for granted, while regime analysts are explicitly concerned with the ongoing sali-
ence of the democracy question.

15 Przeworski et al. (1995: 64), Linz and Stepan (1996: 137-38, 200), Linz (1997: 406, 417-
23), Diamond (1999: 28, 132), Huber and Stephens (1999: 774), Kitschelt, Mansfeldova,
Markowski and Toka (1999: 4-9), O’ Donnell, Vargas Cullell and lazzetta (2004), Diamond
and Morlino (2005).
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associated with the concept of democratic consolidation. Indeed, the concepts
of democratic consolidation and the quality of democracy used by scholars
have varied so much that research could simply not build around a clear set
of shared questions.

To move forward, hence, some basic terminological and conceptua
choices must be made. First, with regard to democratic consolidation, it is
probably best, as some researchers have suggested, to simply jettison the
term “democratic consolidation” (O'Donnell 1996) and focus instead on
democratic stability, understood as involving nothing more than the
sustainability or durability of the democracy defined in Schumpeterian terms,
which result from successful democratic transitions. Second, with regard to
the quality of democracy, it is necessary to make some theoretically based
decisions concerning the concept that would serve to specify precisely how
this agenda is distinct from those of democratic transitions and democratic
stability. Indeed, these choices are essential to future progress in the field of
democracy studies.

3.2.2. Democratic Stability

A focus on democratic stability, as opposed to democratic consolidation,
helps to articulate a delimited yet still relevant subject matter. Indeed, re-
search on democratic stability focuses on a clear question, why have some
democracies been more stable than others? And the relevance of this question
is hard to dispute. Very few countries have followed the path of Great Brit-
ain, which moved toward democracy without ever suffering any major
reversa of its democratic gains. Thus, the potential breakdown of democracy
has been an important concern of students of democracy.

In the context of Western Europe, the history of France offers dramatic
evidence of the potential for democratic reversals. In turn, the interwar period
not only gave us the paradigmatic case of breakdown, Weimar Germany, but
also showed how the breakdown of democracy could become a widespread
phenomenon (Berg-Schlosser and Mitchell 2000, 2002). And the collapse of
democracy in Greece in 1967 showed that even post-World War |1 Europe
was not immune to the forces that could lead to an authoritarian backlash.

Beyond Western Europe, the history of post-World War |11 Latin America
is punctuated by frequent democratic breakdowns, including the dramatic
replacement of democracies by harsh authoritarian regimes in the 1960s and
1970s. Similarly, the African continent witnessed the breakdown of numer-
ous democracies in the early post-colonial period, and the history of
important cases such as Nigeria is essentially one of the oscillation between
democracy and authoritarianism. Even in Asia, where India provides a nota-
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ble exception,™® cases such as Pakistan are a reminder of the lack of guaran-
tees that the establishment of democracy does not always lead to democratic
stability.

Finally, even the most recent wave of democratization did not end the
continued relevance of concerns about democratic stability. In Russia, the
closing and bombing of the parliament in 1993, the serious doubts about
whether elections were going to be held in 1996, and the lack of basic free-
doms during the Putin years, helped drive this point home. Developments in
Belarus under Lukashenka, added further weight to worries about the erosion
of democracy in post-communist countries. Even more unambiguously,
democratic breakdowns in several cases in Latin America (Haiti 1991 and
2004, Peru 1992, Ecuador 2000), Africa (Nigeria 1983, Sudan 1989, Niger
1996, Sierra Leone 1997, Ivory Coast 1999, Central African Republic 2003,
Guinea-Bissau 2003) and Asia (Thailland 1991 and 2006, Pakistan 1999)
raised concerns about the potential of significant democratic losses. In short,
democratic stability offers amore tractable object of analysis and one that has
been and continues to be of great relevance.

Findings

A focus on the more delimited subject matter of democratic stability also
greatly aids the task of sorting through the large relevant literature and un-
covering findings.” Much of this research, and especialy the qualitative
research, relies on the concept of democratic consolidation. But it is usually
possible to separate out a narrower understanding of consolidation as stabil-
ity. And it is adso possible to identify some surprising and some not so
surprising findings on this delimited subject matter.

It is worth highlighting at the outset that a set of factors that were consid-
ered as potential determinants of the durability of democracy have been

16 But even this exception is somewhat tainted by the restrictions placed on Indian democracy
during the 197577 years.

17 The research on democratic stability, much as that on democratic transitions, draws on vari-
ous approaches. It includes important regional studies, on Latin America (Karl 1990,
Mainwaring, O'Donnell and Valenzuela 1992), Southern Europe (Gunther, Diamandouros
and Puhle 1995, Morlino 1998), Eastern Europe (Elster, Offe and Preuss 1998, Tismaneanu
1999, Janos 2000), and Africa (Joseph 1997, Wiseman 1999, Bratton, Mattes and Gyimah-
Boadi 2005, Lindberg 2006). Noteworthy works also offer cross-regional analyses, com-
paring southern Europe and Latin America (Higley and Gunther 1992), Latin America with
East and Southeast Asia (Haggard and Kaufman 1995: Part 111), southern Europe and East-
ern Europe (Maravall 1997), southern Europe and Latin America with Eastern Europe and
the former Soviet Union (Linz and Stepan 1996, Przeworski et a. 1995, Diamond 1999),
and Asia with Eastern Europe and the former Soviet Union (Shin and Lee 2003). Moreover,
thinking about democratic stability has been influenced by statistical studies to a greater ex-
tent than has research on democratic transitions (Remmer 1990, 1991, 1996, Diamond 1992,
Przeworski and Limongi 1997, Power and Gasiorowski 1997, Gasiorowski and Power 1998,
Mainwaring 2000, Hadenius and Teorell 2005).
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shown not to have much explanatory power. This applies to various proposi-
tions about the impact of the old regime and the modality of transition to
democracy (Karl 1990, Karl and Schmitter 1991),"® sequencing of economic
and political reforms (Haggard and Kaufman 1992, Przeworski 1991: 180-
87), economic performance and crises (Przeworski 1991: 32, 188), the
strength of civil society and political parties (Rueschemeyer, Huber Stephens
and Stephens 1992: 6, 49-50, 156, Mainwaring and Scully 1995: 1-2, 21-28),
and the presidential or parliamentary form of democracy (Linz 1994)." In
brief, countries that became democratic since 1974 display a tremendous
amount of variation with regard to these explanatory factors, yet they have
had a fairly common outcome: a durable democracy. Moreover, even depar-
tures from this trend toward democratic stability do not appear to be strongly
correlated to these factors.

This research has also produced some positive findings about the condi-
tions of democratic stability. To a considerable extent, the evidence confirms
Dankwart Rustow’s (1970) broad proposition that the causes of the origins of
democracy are likely to be different from those that account for the stability
of democracy (see aso O’ Donnell and Schmitter 1986: 65-66). Most notably,
this proposition is supported by the finding that even if economic develop-
ment is not a determinant of democratic transitions, the part of Seymour
Lipset's (1959, 1960) old hypothesis that states that there is an association
between the level of economic development and the stability of democracy
does hold (Przeworski and Limongi 1997).%°

But Rustow’s proposition should not be pushed too far. Indeed, another
old hypothesis that has received empirical support concerns the argument that

18 See also Valenzuela (1992: 73-78), Linz and Stepan (1996: Ch. 4), and Munck and Leff
(1997).

19 Concerning Linz's (1994) hypotheses that parliamentary democracies are more stable than
presidential democracies, some tests indicate strong support for the argument that parlia-
mentary forms of government better promote democratic stability (Linz and Valenzuela
19943, 1994b, Stepan and Skach 1993, Przeworski, Alvarez, Cheibub and Limongi 1996),
but others purport to show equally strong support for the argument that presidential forms of
government also promote democratic stability (Shugart and Carey 1992, Mainwaring 1993,
Mainwaring and Shugart 1997a, 1997b, Power and Gasiorowski 1997). As various authors
have stated, more plausible hypotheses would have to focus on variations within the broad
choice between parliamentary and presidential forms of government, as well as consider the
link between the power of presidents and the other institutional features such as the frag-
mentation of the party system and party discipline (Shugart and Carey 1992, Mainwaring
1993, Mainwaring and Shugart 1997a, 1997b). It is unclear, however, whether such hy-
potheses would refer to the likelihood of the survival of democracy as opposed to the
variable workings of stable democracies.

20 See aso Przeworski, Alvarez, Cheibub and Limongi (2000: Ch. 2), Diamond (1992), Ged-
des (1999), and Mainwaring (2000). For a theory and empirical test that shows why
economic development can have a different impact on democratic transitions and democratic
breakdowns, see Gould and Maggio (2007). However, for a skeptical view of the argument
that economic devel opment accounts for democratic stability, see Robinson (2006: 519-24).
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democratic stability is less likely in plural societies or multinational states
(Dahl 1971: 108-11, Powell 1982: 40-53, Diamond, Linz and Lipset 1995:
42-43), even if, as Arend Lijphart (1977, 1984) stresses, this negative factor is
mediated and potentially ameliorated by elite choices and power sharing ar-
rangements (see also Dahl 1989: 254-60, Linz 1997: 414-14).* Thus, what
might be labeled as the national question seems to affect, in broadly the same
manner, the prospects of democratic transition and democratic stability.

Another finding is that, much as there are multiple paths to democracy, so
too are there multiple equilibria that can sustain democracy. This basic thesis
is best established in research on the orientation of class actorsin more equal
and less equal countries. In more equal countries, as research on post-World
War |l Western Europe shows, a class compromise underpins the stability of
democracy (Przeworski 1985, Boix 2003). In this scenario, democratic sta-
bility was premised on a political exchange, whereby the moderation of the
demands of labor and the left—a key goal of elites—is exchanged for redis-
tributive policies, which is a core demand of mass actors. Both €lites and
masses, thus, have an incentive to accept democracy. In less equal countries,
in contrast, a class compromise does not represent an equilibrium. As evi-
dence from Latin America during the 1950s to 1970s shows, the
redistributive consequences of democracy threatened elite interests and thus
weakened the commitment of elites to democracy (O'Donnell 1973, 1999:
Ch. 1). Thus, democratic stability in less equal countries rests on a different
basis: the breaking, rather than the establishment, of any link between democ-
racy and redistribution.

The stability of the democracies that emerged in less equal countries in
the post-1974 period can then be related to two sets of factors. The potential
destabilization of democracy due to the polarization of politics has been re-
duced due to the weakening of popular sector actors and labor as a result of
recent experiences with authoritarian rule (Drake 1996, Munck 1998: Ch. 7)
and the conscious lowering of expectations and self-restraint, especially
among the left, which is aresult of alearning process begun in the context of
repressive, authoritarian regimes (McCoy 1999, Mainwaring 2000). Yet,
more broadly, democratic stability is also the result of the widespread adop-
tion of neoliberal policies in the 1980s and 1990s. Put in different words,
because democracy in these countries is currently not associated with redis-
tribution, business elites, who previously felt threatened by democracy and

21 One institutional proposal that has been the focus of much discussion is federalism. Some
authors argue that federalism is a particularly apt institutional choice for multinational so-
cieties (Stepan 2004). However, others show that at least under certain circumstances ethno-
federalism can be destabilizing and lead to the breakup of the state (Hale 2004).
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frequently sought to undermine democracy, have come to accept democracy
(Payne and Bartell 1995, Huber and Stephens 1999: 775-80).%

Finally, research has also shown that democratic stability is influenced by
international factors. Much as transitions to democracy, the stability of de-
mocracy is aided when neighboring countries, a country’s region and the
global context are more democratic (Gleditsch and Ward 2006, Mainwaring
and Pérez-Lifian 2007). In addition, joining international organizations with
high membership of democratic states increases the probability that democra
cies will endure (Pevehouse 2005: Ch. 6).

Challenges

The accomplishments of this literature notwithstanding, scholars of demo-
cratic stability face a series of challenges that are quite similar to those
discussed in the context of research on democratic transitions. With regard to
the manner in which democratic stability, the dependent variable in this re-
search, is measured, the problem and the solution are largely the same as in
the literature on democratic transitions. Indeed, though discussions of the
erosion, in contrast to the breakdown, of democracy introduce nuance in the
discussion of democratic stability, there is still a need for explicit criteria for
distinguishing changes of regime, that is, from a democratic to an authoritar-
ian regime, from changes within democracy. This challenge, it bears noting,
is simply the flip side of the challenge of measuring democratic transitions.
Thus, it does not constitute a new challenge in the context of the broader
study of democracy.

A second challenge concerns the pressing need for integration of causal
theories. Some scholars have proposed causal factors that are structural in
nature and focus primarily on economic aspects (Lipset 1959, 1960,
O'Donnell 1973, Przeworski and Limongi 1997). Others have emphasized
the explanatory significance of arange of institutional arrangements (Shugart
and Carey 1992). And yet others advance theories that stress the importance
of choice (Linz 1978) and strategic issues (Przeworski 1991: Ch. 1,
O'Donnell 1992). As scholars have argued, each of these types of factors

22 This basic point can be fleshed out further. As Boix (2003: 38-44) argues, democratic sta-
bility is affected by the types of assets owned by elites and, specificaly, is positively
correlated with factor mobility (see also Rogowski 1998 and Wood 2000). In this argument,
then, the turn to neoliberalism has a positive effect on democratic stability in that it has in-
creased the credibility of the threat of capital flight, which induces moderation among the
poor and reduces the likelihood that electoral majorities would even propose redistributive
policies, and hence makes democracy acceptable to elites. This argument has some distinct
implications. First, it suggests that the moderation of labor and the left can be induced by
globalization as much as by harsh authoritarian rule. Second, and relatedly, it points to the
possibility that the rare and happy coincidence of democracy and prosperity that was the
trademark of post-World War || Europe may become rarer as neoliberalism takes root.
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seems to have some explanatory power; hence, a theory that ignored any of
these types of factors would be incomplete. The problem, however, is that
with a few exceptions (Lijphart 1977, Collier and Collier 1991), this litera-
ture has treated these variables in isolation even though processes affecting
the stability of democracy unfold simultaneously at the various levels of
analysis tapped by these variables. Thus, further progress on research on
democratic stability is likely to require efforts to connect different types of
explanatory factors and generate a more parsimonious and powerful theory
that integrates the long list of explanatory factors highlighted by existing
causal theory.

A third challenge that scholars of democratic stability face concerns
causal assessment. Statistical analysis has been more common in the study of
democratic stability than that of democratic transition. Thus, the need to find
ways to combine literatures using different methods is a prime concern. As
with the literature on democratic transition, however, future research on
democratic stability would still benefit from a multi-track approach. Specifi-
caly, qualitative researchers are likely to derive important payoffs from
efforts to extend their comparative analyses beyond the current successes and
failures to secure stable democracies. This might include comparisons with
older positive experiences, especially the successful post-World War 1l rec-
ord of Western Europe (Przeworski 1985, Maier 1987: Ch. 4).** Moreover, it
might address older cases of democratic breakdown, either by revisiting the
well-researched cases of interwar Europe (Linz and Stepan 1978, Luebbert
1991, Rueschemeyer, Huber Stephens and Stephens 1992: Ch. 4%°) and Latin
Americain the 1960s and 1970s (O’ Donnell 1973, Collier 1979, Collier and
Collier 1991, Rueschemeyer, Huber Stephens and Stephens 1992: Ch. 5), or
analyzing the failure to establish stable democracies in Africa and Asiain the
early post-colonial period (Collier 1982, Y oung 1988).%

The tasks faced by researchers who use statistical methods are much the
same as those they face in the context of the study of democratic transition.
Indeed, akey problem is that quantitative research on democratic stability has
assessed only alimited number of independent variables. Virtualy al studies

23 Weingast (1997) offers a noteworthy effort from a game-theoretic perspective to the task of
integration and synthesis. He interestingly frames the issue as a problem of credible com-
mitment and stresses how democratic stability may be threatened by those who are in power.
But his model fails to acknowledge that democracy can also be threatened from above or
below. Y et another line of research isimplied by Schmitter’s (1995) suggestion that scholars
might focus on “partial regimes,” a proposal which would focus on the challenge of integra-
tion by considering the interaction among various sites of politics rather than levels of
analysis. See also Mahoney and Snyder (1999).

24 For astudy that begins to address this comparison, see Alexander (2001).

25 See also Kurth (1979), Zimmermann (1988), Zimmermann and Saalfeld (1988), Linz
(1992), Berg-Schlosser and De Meur (1994), and Ertman 1998).

26 For examples that revisit European and Latin American cases, see Berg-Schlosser and
Mitchell (2000, 2002), Bermeo (2003), and Capoccia (2005).
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concerned with democratic stability still consider the favorite factor of mod-
ernization theorists: level of socio-economic modernization. To this factor,
others have been added. These include other facets of economic and social
life, such as economic performance (Gasiorowski 1995, Gasiorowski and
Power 1998), inequality (Midlarsky 1997) and political culture (Inglehart
1997). And, in what are probably the most significant departures, the quanti-
tative literature has begun to consider political institutions (Stepan and Skach
1993, Mainwaring 1993, Przeworski, Alvarez, Cheibub and Limongi 1996,
Power and Gasiorowski 1997) and the international environment (Pevehouse
2005, Gleditsch and Ward 2006, Mainwaring and Pérez-Lifidn 2007). In
short, this literature is richer than the quantitative literature of the 1960s and
1970s.

However, statistical research on democratic stability has remained fo-
cused on easily measurable variables and has tended to ignore the role of
actors and choices stressed by process-oriented theorists.?” And, as a result,
this research is unable to address the actor-centered theories that have been
increasingly appreciated and theorized by qualitative researchers. Hence, the
collection of data needed to assess the range of explanatory factors in the
broader literature is an important task for quantitative scholars and one that
would do much to foster a fruitful dialogue among quantitative and qualita-
tive researchers about the causes of democratic stability.

3.2.3. The Quality of Democracy

The stability of democracy does not exhaust the post-transitions agenda of
research. Rather, as numerous countries that democratized in the 1970s and
1980s faced no immediate threat of breakdown, scholars of democracy
gradually began to suggest that other issues deserve attention. Essentialy,
even though more and more countries had made transitions to democracy and
even though more and more countries remained democratic, these scholars
sensed that they differed in quite fundamental ways and that these differences
were not being captured by research on democratic transition and democratic
stability. Thus, the need for a new agenda, on the quality of democracy, was
recognized.”®

Thisnew agendais at an early stage in its development compared with the
well-established agendas of democratic transition and democratic stability.
Thus, there is not much in terms of research and findings to report. Indeed,

27 A few attempts aside (see, for example, Berg-Schlosser and De Meur 1994: 270-74), most
quantitative researchers have proceeded as though it were unfeasible to collect data on proc-
ess-oriented factors (Gasiorowski and Power 1998: 742, 745).

28 A more extensive discussion of the points that follow is provided in Munck (2004: 450-56,
2007).
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one of the most pressing challenges faced by scholars concerned with this
line of thinking concerns the delimitation of the subject matter of research.
This step in the research process is critical, in that the initial definition of the
agenda charts out the boundaries of subsequent research, and demanding, in
that it requires making complex conceptua choices in light of both theory
and empirical information. Yet, some important clues regarding how to de-
fine this agenda are emerging and the steps needed to advance this agenda are
also becoming clearer.

A key point of departure in the definition of a research agenda on the
quality of democracy isthat it addresses matters that go beyond a Schumpete-
rian conception of democracy. In other words, it differs from research on
democratic transitions and stability, which focuses on the concept of electoral
democracy, in that it seeks to address aspects of democracy that extend be-
yond the constitution of government and the question whether rulers gain
access to office through free and fair elections. On this point, there is broad
agreement: few dispute the need to broaden research so as to encompass
more than electoral democracy. Moreover, even though differences remain
concerning how far beyond electoral democracy this new agenda should go,
current theory offers a basis for making such choices.

The work of Robert Dahl (1989) in particular offers a theoretical founda-
tion for understanding the concept of democracy as involving governments
constituted through free and fair elections, but also a process of public deci-
sion-making and the implementation of binding decisions that reflects the
principle that voter preferences are weighed equally. Indeed, Dahl’s concept
of democracy, though procedural, is much broader than usually assumed and
provides a theoretical basis for a research agenda that goes well beyond
Schumpeterian-rooted agendas. And the question it gives rise to—why do the
actions of states reflect the preferences of voters more or less equally?—is of
utmost current political relevance. Thus, even as various conceptual questions
are addressed, it is probably advisable that scholars start focusing on steps
needed to empirically address this new question.

To this end, one key challenge concerns the production of data. Indeed,
though a learning process regarding the measurement of electoral democracy
is beginning to bear fruits, students of democracy have still to develop the
measurement methodologies and measures needed to advance this agenda.
Efforts to measure different aspects of democratic governance, including cor-
ruption, do offer some leads (Munck 2005). Thus, this work does not have to
start from scratch. But the work to develop adequate measures to address this
question has barely begun.

The other key challenge is the development of causal theory. Here again
there are several useful leads in various literatures, and particularly those on
corruption (Rose-Ackerman 1999, Heidenheimer and Johnston 2002,
Johnston 2005) and clientelism (Eisenstadt and Lemarchand 1981, Piattoni,
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2001, Kitschelt and Wilkinson 2007). Moreover, the application of the prin-
cipal-agent framework to the problem of democratic representation and
accountability has yielded some valuable insights (Przeworski 2003, Shugart,
Moreno and Crisp 2003). Y et some key issues remain to be tackled and hence
further theorizing is called for. Most urgently, the interplay between politi-
cians preferences and their capacity to make and implement policies is a
fundamental and complex issue that remains to be adequately treated.

But it is also important to note that this agenda is not only broader than
the previous agendas on democratic transitions and stability but also sub-
sumes these agendas. Thus, theorizing should build on and incorporate the
explanatory factors that research on democratic transitions and stability has
shown to be relevant. And theorizing should distinguish between questions of
transition and stability, or change and order. Indeed, the goa of this new
agenda should be to build a theory of democratization and democracy, much
as the literature on democratic transitions and stability has done, but to an-
chor this theory in a broader concept of democracy, one that goes beyond
democracy’s electoral dimension.

3.3. Conclusion

The literature discussed in this chapter makes many valuable contributions to
the study of politics around the world. It has addressed many normatively
pressing problems and has produced many important findings. Even though it
has not always focused on clearly articulated questions, as shown, it is possi-
ble to articulate its three core agendas in analytically tractable ways. Yet
future progressin the field of democracy studies hinges on analysts' ability to
face up to three closely interrelated challenges.

One challenge is the need to better measure the outcomes of interest.
More pointedly, more disaggregated and more nuanced measures of depend-
ent variables are needed. A second challenge is the development and
especialy the integration of causal theories. With regard to the study of the
quality of democracy, developing theory is a key concern. But the study of
democratic transitions and stability faces a different problem: the unwieldy
proliferation of explanatory factors. Hence, the need for greater theoretical
integration was stressed and three suggestions were offered: to rely on the
lines along which theoretical debates have aready been organized, to continue
the search for theories that serve as unifying principles, and to recognize how
analysts might integrate research findings regarding conceptually connected
parts of a broad question.

Turning to the third challenge, concerning causal assessment, the ideal to
be pursued in this field of studies is a multi-method approach that considers
the trade-offs associated with small-N and large-N methods and taps into the
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strengths of small-N methods (the generation of rich data, the sensitivity to
the unfolding of processes over time, the focus on causal mechanisms) and of
large-N methods (the emphasis on systematic cross-case and over-time com-
parison, the concern with generalizability, the formulation of precise
estimates of causal effect and statistical significance). There are good rea-
sons, however, why such a multi-method approach is hard to use in practice.
Thus, the need for large-N data sets on key, processua variables, and for sta-
tistical analysis based on stronger research designs, was discussed. And some
suggestions concerning small-N research projects that are most likely to yield
important benefits were presented. Finally, the hope that a multi-track ap-
proach would give way to a genuine multi-method approach was expressed.

In sum, the field of democracy has made significant strides but still faces
important challenges. In this sense, it constitutes an exciting research agenda.
Researchers on democracy have opened up and continue to open up new sub-
stantive agendas and have generated some important findings. Moreover, the
issues addressed by this field of study put it in dialogue with some of the
main debates about theory and methods in comparative politics. Students of
democracy focus consistently on core issues of modern politics, the conflict
over how the power of the state is accessed and used. In turn, the study of
democracy is a site of important methodological innovations and a substan-
tive field where a range of methodological issues have come into sharp focus.
In short, the study of democracy is avibrant research program.
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4. Determinants of Democratization:
Taking Stock of the Large-N Evidence

Jan Teorell and Axel Hadenius

4.1. Introduction

Since the third wave of democracy peaked some 10 years ago, large-n studies
of the determinants of democratization have expanded across space and time,
covering more countries and longer time periods. In terms of the theories
tested and variables employed, however, most analyses have been highly
specialized, focussing on the effects of but one or a few major explanatory
factors. A large number of studies have assessed the effect on democracy of
economic development and socioeconomic modernization (Burkhart &
Lewis-Beck 1994; Helliwell 1994; Londregan and Poole 1996; Barro 1999;
Przeworski et al. 2000; Boix & Stokes 2003; Epstein et al. 2006), whereas
others have largely focused on the impact of economic crises (Gasiorowski
1995; Bernard et al. 2001, 2003), resource weath (Ross 2001), colonial
heritage (Bernard et al. 2004), or international factors such as globalization
(Li and Reuveny 2003; Rudra 2005) and diffusion effects (O’ Loughlin et al.
1998; Starr and Lindborg 2003; Brinks & Coppedge 2006).

Without denying the merits of specialization, we shall argue that this
large-n literature has serious limitations. To begin with, the results pertaining
to each determinant of democratization may be incorrect if the assessment is
not performed in the context of al relevant controls. In other words, speciali-
zation may lead to erroneous conclusions even with respect to the one or few
explanatory variables under study.

Second, and equally important, these previous studies do not address the
question of how far al hypothesized determinants together can take us in
explaining movements to and from democracy. The latest most comprehen-
sive large-n study even reached the conclusion that, whereas democratic
survival “is quite easily predictable’, transitions to democracy appear to be
explained by chance factors (Przeworski et a. 2000, 137). If that really
proves to be the case, it would lend support to the anti-structural, actor-
oriented, "no preconditions’-approach to democratization proffered in par-
ticular by Rustow (1970) and O’ Donnell and Schmitter (1986), an approach
which played a key part in the "transition paradigm” recently proclaimed
dead (Carothers 2002). Apart from the distinction between transitions toward
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or away from democracy, however, the question of overall explanatory per-
formance could critically hinge upon the time perspective applied. What may
appear unpredictable and erratic in the short-run sometimes turn out to be
stable and predictable in the long-run. As a matter of fact, O’ Donnell and
Schmitter were themselves well aware of this in that they did not deny “the
long-run causal impact of ‘structural’ (including macroeconomic, world sys-
temic, and social class) factors’. Their assertions regarding the non-structural
determinants of democratic transitions only concerned short-term dynamics
(1986, 4-5).

In this chapter we propose to remedy the problem of specialization in the
large-n literature on democratization by drawing on a considerably expanded
range of available cross-sectional time-series data. Using a combination of
two predominant democracy indices, we purport to explain variations in de-
mocracy over time across 142 countries over the period 1972-2000. These
analyses break new ground on several accounts. First, in terms of the range of
explanatory variables entered into our models, we outperform most, if not all,
earlier studiesin the field. Second, we present some novel findings pertaining
to factors hitherto not tested on a global scale. This particularly concerns the
democratizing effects of mass protest, a posited determinant of democratiza-
tion which hitherto has attracted limited attention in large-n studies. Third,
although we deploy a graded measure of democracy, we make an effort to
test whether different determinants affect movements in different directions
along the democracy scale. In other words, we endeavour to separate the ef-
fects on movements towards as well as reversals from the democratic end of
the graded scale. Fourth, we systematically explore the effects as well as the
overall predictive performance of these determinants in both the short-run
and long-run perspective. To the best of our knowledge, the third and fourth
endeavors have never before been systematically undertaken.

Our results indicate that the most important determinants of democratiza-
tion or the lack thereof are the share of Muslims in the population, the degree
of religious fractionalization, country size, the level of socioeconomic devel-
opment, natural resource abundance in terms of oil, trade dependence, short-
term economic performance, democratic diffusion among neighboring states,
membership in democratic regional organizations, and the frequency of
peaceful anti-government demonstrations. Taken together, however, these
determinants display a strikingly poor explanatory performance in the short-
run; this particularly concerns models of reversals toward authoritarianism,
but applies for movements toward democracy as well. Yet in the long-run
perspective the explanatory performance can be deemed fairly satisfactory.
Thus, what were considered to be well-established structural predictors of
democracy, these do not take us very far in understanding short-term
changes. They do however help explain the long-run equilibrium levels of
democracy towards which countries gravitate.
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The chapter is organized as follows. We start by reviewing the previous
research on explaining democratization. We then present our research design,
followed by the results. We conclude by summing up and discussing impli-
cations for future work in the field.

4.2. Explaining Democratization

Theories purporting to explain why some countries develop and sustain
democratic regimes whereas other remain or become authoritarian have not
been cast in asingle mold (see aso chapter 1 above) .At least four theoretical
approaches may be distinguished in the literature. The first, which we shall
focus on here, is the structural perspective, seeking to locate the most signifi-
cant triggers of democratic advancement outside the immediate reach of
human agency: in the economy, in society at large, or in the international en-
vironment. Lipset (1959) stands out as the most important forerunner of this
tradition. A second approach, which we have aready touched upon, is the
strategic approach, also dubbed the “transition paradigm” (Carothers 2002).
According to this view, the installation of a democratic regime is largely ex-
plained through a process of strategic €lite interaction, where the
indeterminate process of democratization itself in large parts explains its out-
come (see, eg., Rustow 1970; O'Donnell and Schmitter 1986; Casper and
Taylor 1996). A third approach, emanating from the work of Moore (1966),
is the “social forces’ tradition (Bellin 2000). By locating the origins of de-
mocracy in organized interests and collective action in society, this approach
blends structural with actor-centric perspectives (see, e.g., Rueschemeyer et
al. 1994; Collier 1999). Fourth, in recent years a new approach to explaining
democratization has appeared. Deploying theoretical tools common in eco-
nomics, most notably by anchoring macro-level predictions in game
theoretical models of self-interested economic micro behavior, this emerging
literature has begun to cast new light on the determinants of democratization
(see, in particular, Boix 2003; Acemoglu and Robinson 2006).

We should make it clear from the outset that this review does not purport
to pay equal attention to all these theoretical traditions, nor all hypothesized
determinants of democratization. Our focus is limited to explanatory factors
that have been put forward within the structural tradition, and that are amena-
ble to testing in a cross-sectional time-series setting. We distinguish among
three types of determinants of democratization to be reviewed below: domes-
tic economic, domestic social, and international factors.*

1 Wedo not cover institutional determinants, neither democratic institutions such as electoral
systems or forms of government, nor authoritarian institutions such as types of dictatorship.
The reason is that these institutions are endogenous features of the two systems we want to
explain shifts to and from. In a recent paper, however, we find that some types of authori-
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We are thus not interested in testing or developing a particular theory of
democratization, but in assessing a broad range of theories or empirical
regularities that emerge from previous large-n studies on the topic. Having
said this, we will in a way pay attention to the non-structural perspectives,
too. The strategic approach will indirectly be assessed in terms of the residual
variance in democratization that our long list of structural determinants does
not explain. The socia forces tradition will be assessed in terms of one of its
key predictions. that democratization occurs as the response to large-scale
popular mobilization. The economic approach, finaly, will in the concluding
section serve to illustrate the need for a more integrated theory of democrati-
zation to be developed in the future.

4.2.1. Domestic Economic Determinants

Since the seminal article by Lipset (1959), there have been countless studies
confirming that one of the most stable determinants of democracy across the
globe is the level of socioeconomic modernization. For the most part, this
empirical support has been based on measures of modernization in terms of
economic development, such as energy consumption and GDP per capita.
This pertains both to earlier cross-sectional studies (for an overview, see
Diamond 1992) and to the more recent tests based on pooled time-series data
(Burkhart & Lewis-Beck 1994; Helliwell 1994; Londregan and Poole 1996;
Gasiorowski and Power 1998; Barro 1999; Przeworski et a. 2000; Boix &
Stokes 2003; Epstein et a. 2006). In Lipset’s (1959) origina account, as well
as in the early studies following in its wake (Cutright 1963; Neubauer 1967;
Olsen 1968; Winham 1970), however, a much wider range of indicators of
socioeconomic development was employed. Apart from national income they
included industrialization, education, urbanization and communications. Ac-
cording to modernization theorists these developmental processes should be
viewed as parts of one underlying syndrome, socioeconomic modernization,
which eventually enhances democratic development (Lerner 1958; Deutsch
1961). This broader theoretical underpinning for the Lipset hypothesis has
received surprisingly little attention by the more recent comparative democ-
ratization literature. In this chapter we try to remedy this situation by treating
socioeconomic modernization as a coherent syndrome with multiple observ-
able indicators?

tarian institutions, most notably limited multi-party systems, appear to enhance the prospects
for democratization (Hadenius and Teorell 2007).

2 A particular version of the modernization hypothesis is Inglehart and Welzel’s (2005) cul-
tural theory of democratization. Apart from not being amenable to testing on time-series
cross-section data, we question the tenacity of this theory elsewhere (Hadenius and Teorell
2005b; Teorell and Hadenius 2006).

72



We also attempt to reassess the widely cited finding by Przeworski et al.
(2000) that socioeconomic modernization does not trigger transitions to de-
mocracy, but instead helps to sustain democracies once installed. This finding
has been amply criticized on empirical grounds (Boix and Stokes 2003; Ep-
stein et a. 2006), but rarely without clinging to a discrete measure of
dictatorships and democracies.® By separating the effects on upturns from
downturns, as discussed below, we perform a systematic test of this finding
using agraded democracy scale.

A theoretical argument that has developed alongside the modernization
hypothesis has been concerned with the impact of economic performance
(Haggard and Kaufman 1995, 1997). The large-n empirical support for this
contention has mostly been based on yearly growth rates as the measure of
performance, and on dichotomous conceptions of the dependent variable,
basically indicating whether regimes are authoritarian or democratic. Two
findings have been predominant. On the one hand, that growth is negatively
related to transitions from authoritarian to democratic rule, or, inversely, that
authoritarian regimes fall under the pressure of economic crisis (Gasiorowski
1995; Remmer 1996; Przeworski et a. 2000). On the other hand, growth has
been shown to positively affect democratic survival, implying that democra-
ciestoo are vulnerable to economic crises (Przeworski et a. 2000; Bernard et
al. 2001, 2003). These results do not trandate easily into contexts where
graded measures of democracy are being used. They could however imply
that the coefficients for economic performance should be differently signed
depending on the direction of change in the democracy scale, which might
explain why the few studies that have tested them on graded measures have
produced weak and inconsistent results.*

A more robust finding appears to be the anti-democratic effect of natural
resource abundance. In a set of regressions predicting the development of
democracy over time, Ross (2001) found that both the abundance of oil and
of other non-fuel minerals as the primary sources of nationa exports had a
markedly negative effect on the prospects for democratization. Earlier studies
purporting to show the negative impact of oil had only made cursory remarks
on the ill-performance of democratic governance in a few oil producing
countries on the Arabian Peninsula (Helliwell 1994; Barro 1997, 1999). Ross
(2001), by contrast, was able to show that the effect occurred on a global
scale, and pertained to other sources of strongly profitable materials. Ac-

3 The one exception we are aware of is Acemoglu et a. (2005), who (in Table 12) make use
of the same technique as we in order to separate the effects of transition toward and away
from democracy.

4 Using the same democracy index (Polity), but different controls, Londregan and Poole
(1996) found a negative but small short-term impact of growth on democratization, whereas
Li and Reuveny (2003) found no effect of growth but a positive effect of inflation that de-
creased over time.
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cording to Ross the relationship is due to the development of a“rentier state”
in countries rich in natural resource wealth. Regimes that are predominantly
reliant on such vast resources are capable of using both the carrot (tax cuts
and patronage) and the stick (repression) to hold contestation at bay.

4.2.2. Domestic Social Determinants

Apart from the economic factors, a large number of other domestic determi-
nants have been suggested in the literature. One is the sheer size of a
country’s population. There is an old school of thought arguing that democ-
racy should be more likely to prosper in smaler countries. Another well-
established presumption is that democracy’s prospects are dimmed by social
heterogeneity. Religiously or ethnically diverse societies, the argument goes,
are more prone to intercommunal conflict and hence are less likely to democ-
ratize (see, e.g., Hadenius 1992, 112-4, 122-5; Fish and Brooks 2004).

A longstanding debate concerns the effects of colonialism on a country’s
prospects for democracy. This literature has pointed to the fact that colonial-
ism has been associated with underdevelopment and high levels of social
fractionalization, which in turn impede democratic development. Usually the
effect of colonialism is not assumed constant across different colonial pow-
ers. Most importantly, a British colonial legacy has been assumed more
conducive to democracy than the effect of other colonizers. On most accounts
the Britons supposedly were better at nurturing self-government and a more
independent civil society in their colonies (Bernard et al. 2004, 227-32).°

Y et another non-economic determinant of democracy is religious tradi-
tion. Various scholars have asserted that Catholicism, Orthodox Christianity,
Islam and Confucianism should be expected to negatively impact on the
prospects for democracy, whereas Protestantism should be positively linked
with democracy. According to Lipset (1993, 5), “These differences have been
explained by (1) the much greater emphasis on individualism in Protestant-
ism and (2) the traditionally close links between religion and the state in the
other four religions’.

In a recent study Barro (1999) tested the effects on democratization of
these non-economic determinants, once the level of socioeconomic develop-
ment was controlled for. He found only a marginally significant negative
effect of ethnolinguistic fractionalization, and no effect of country size or

5 In two much-cited articles Acemoglu et a. (2001; 2002) argue that colonial origins deter-
mine a country’s institutional quality and long-run levels of growth. There are two reasons
why we do not address this theory. First, Acemoglu et al. only purport to explain variations
among former colonies, whereas our assessment includes non-colonies as well. Second,
Acemoglu et al. do not discuss different legacies of the colonizing countries, which is what
the democratization literature on colonialism has been concerned with.
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colonial history. The only significant predictor in this set of variables turned
out to be the size of the Muslim population, which had a markedly negative
impact. A negative impact of the size of the Muslim population was aso
found by Ross (2001), but vanished once he introduced a dummy for coun-
tries residing in the Middle East and Africa. Stepan and Robertson (2003,
2004) aso urge us to rethink the seemingly negative impact of Muslim ma-
jority countries in terms of a contextual effect peculiar to the Arab world.

Before leaving the domestic scene, we shall take note of a possibly more
proximate trigger of democratic transitions operating at the societal level:
popular mobilization. In the founding texts of the transition literature, mainly
derived from the experience of democratization in Southern Europe and Latin
America, the analytical focus was almost entirely directed at the elite level.
Democracy in these countries appeared to have been brought about in the
context of demobilized masses (O’'Donnell and Schmitter 1986). Although
this view has been challenged empirically in more recent accounts of the
same region (Bermeo 1997; Collier 1999), the contrast still seems sharp in
relation to the subsequent collapse of authoritarian regimes in Eastern Europe
and Sub-Saharan Africa. In these instances, collective action on behalf of the
mass public appears to have been a widely occurring phenomenon, with al-
legedly democracy enhancing effects (Bratton and van de Walle 1997, 83f.;
Geddes 1999, 120; McFaul 2002, 222f.; Bunce 2003, 171-8). Anecdotal evi-
dence also suggests that democratization in both Western Europe and Latin
America in the early 20™ century followed in the wake of social unrest and
popular mass action (Acemoglu and Robinson 2006, 67-8, 71-3).

From atheoretical perspective, thisiswhat we should expect if the “social
forces’ approach to explaining democratization should prove to be correct.
Strike activity should thus be one form of popular mobilization predicted to
impact on democratization, particularly within the strand of this tradition that
emphasizes the importance of organized labor (Rueschemeyer et a. 1994;
Collier 1999). But an effect of more general forms of protest activity under-
taken by other groups in society, including both violent clashes and peaceful
demonstrations, could also be conjectured (Foweraker and Landman 1997,
Gill 2000; Wood 2001). Although less attention has been paid to the subject
lately, there also seems to be a growing awareness of an older tradition
claiming that popular mobilization may not be unreservedly beneficial for
democracy (Bermeo 2003; Armony 2004).

In light of these observations there are surprisingly few large-n studies of
the possible effect that popular mobilization may exert on democratization.
To our knowledge only two other global studies relate to the effect of popular
mobilization (Lipset et al. 1993; Przeworski et al. 2000), but neither of them
makes this assessment in dynamic equations explaining regime change. We
thus concur with Coppedge’s verdict that “[t]he true impact of political mo-
bilization ... remains an open question” (2003, 125).
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4.2.5. International Determinants

There is alarge and growing literature on factors impeding or enhancing de-
mocratization at the international level. An old school of thought in this
regard are the so-called dependency theorists (for an overview, see Hadenius
1992, 91-3). They claimed that international capitalist exchange involving
trade and investments favored wealthy international “centers’ at the expense
of the poor “periphery”, which was exploited. In order to maintain such rela
tions democratic rule in peripheral countries is stifled, according to
dependency theorists, since authoritarian leaders supposedly are more recep-
tive to the interests of the international economic centers.

However, most of the early cross-sectional tests of the dependency pre-
dictions produced weak or inconsistent support. In a recent account—
although couched in the language of “globalization”, presently more in vogue
—Li and Reuveny (2003) tested some of the old predictions in a cross-
sectional time-series setting. Interestingly, their results by and large confirm
dependency theory. According to their findings, both trade openness and
portfolio investments inflows negatively affect democratization. And while
foreign direct investment inflows—their third indicator of globalization—had
a positive impact, it has weakened over time. They concluded by stating that
“the economic aspects of integration into the world economy are beginning to
cause adecline in national democratic governance” (2003, 53).

Li and Reuveny (2003), however, found a positive effect of another facet
of international dependence: the spread of democratic ideas across countries,
or what is usually referred to as democratic diffusion. To systematically as-
sess such external diffusion or demonstration effects with large-n data is a
fairly novel enterprise. Yet hitherto the evidence has by and large been con-
firming expectations. Diffusion has been showed to affect democratization
both at the most proximate level of neighbour states, at the level of world
regions, and at the global level (Starr 1991; O’ Loughlin et al. 1998; Kopstein
and Reilly 2000; Brinks and Coppedge 2006; Starr and Lindborg 2003;
Gleditsch and Ward 2006).

In a recent book, Pevehouse (2005) suggests another potent non-domestic
determinant of democratization: regional international organizations. With a
mixture of case-study and statistical evidence, Pevehouse demonstrates that
homogenously democratic regional organizations can pressure authoritarian
member states to undertake democratic reforms, socialize military and eco-
nomic elites into accepting democratic procedures, and bind newly elected
ditesin fledgling democracies to these reforms once committed. In this way,
membership in democratic regional organizations, according to Pevehouse
(2005), both precipitates movements toward democracy and enhances demo-
cratic survival.
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Most of these studies of international determinants have, however, not as-
sessed the impact of globalization, diffusion and regional organizations net of
all other domestic influences of democratization. As should be evident, what
appears to be a diffusion linkage between two countries could disappear once
possible confounding factors simultaneously affecting democracy in both
countries are taken into account. Basically the same goes for economic de-
pendence and shared membership in regional international organizations. In
this chapter we try to remedy this by assessing international effects in the
context of more fully specified models.

In sum, there is a large literature specialized in different global determi-
nants of democratization. What has gone missing along the road to
specialized knowledge is atest of what effects remain in the presence of the
full possible set of controls, and an overall assessment of how well al deter-
minants, when taken as a whole, predict movements to and from democracy.
Moreover, few studies have tried to separate direct from indirect effects, and
short-run from long-run performance.® This is exactly the kind of assessment
we purport to make in this chapter.

4.3. Data and Research Design

The dependent variable in our study is based on two well-established graded
measures of democracy: the average scores of political rights and civil liber-
ties reported by Freedom House (2003), and the revised combined autocracy
and democracy scores derived from the Polity |V data (Marshall and Jaggers
2002). A previous study has shown that despite their high inter-correlation
the democracy indices reported by Freedom House and Polity may produce
different results (Casper and Tufis 2003). Whereas Munck and Verkuilen
(2002) limit their discussion to the methodological strengths and weaknesses
of these indices (see also chapter 2), we show in a recent paper that both are
actually subject to systematic measurement error. Polity tends to underesti-
mate the limits of political freedoms, whereas Freedom House underestimates
the freedom and fairness of elections. To mitigate these tendencies, it makes
sense to combine the two indices (Hadenius & Teorell 2005a). Hence, we
first transform the Freedom House and Polity to vary between 0 (“least
democratic”) and 10 (“most democratic”), and then average them.

Using this combined democracy index implies both space and time limi-
tations. In terms of time, the Freedom House data only pertain to the period

6 Partia exceptions are Barro (1999) and Londregan and Poole (1996). Barro computes the
long-run forecasts of democracy for each country, but without reporting the long-run pa-
rameters. Londregan and Poole (1996), by contrast, report the long-run effect parameters but
without computing the equilibrium democracy levels. None of them assess the long-run pre-
dictive performance.
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from 1972 onwards. In terms of space, the Polity scores only cover countries
with a minimum population of 500,000 in 2002. After taking missing data in
the explanatory variables into account, this leaves us with a data set of 2628
annual observations in 142 countries of the world from 1972-2000.

The results reported below are based on regression analysis, using yearly
changes in the combined democracy index as dependent variable, and a series
of measures of potential determinants of democratization as independent
variables (see Appendix A for a detailed description of the variables). Al-
though we give a more detailed account of the statisticall model used in
Appendix B, we would like to highlight some critical features of this model
here.

First, we make important use of the temporal dimension of the data. To
begin with, for all years we include our measures of the independent vari-
ables from the year before the dependent variable is measured. This is done
in order to mitigate the problem of “reversed causation”, that is, that the ex-
planatory variables at least in part are also being caused by the dependent
variable. We aso include measures from previous years of the dependent
variable itself in the model. There are both theoretical and methodological
reasons for this. Substantially it makes sense to include this control for the
past experience of democracy in a country, since democracy is afairly sticky
phenomenon: neither democracy nor autocracy is invented anew each year in
every country. There is a lingering presence of the past, or “path depend-
ence”: having democracy (or not) today positively impacts on the incidence
of having democracy (or not) tomorrow. Methodologically, the presence of
this control most importantly “proxies’ for a host of other potential determi-
nants of democratization that cannot be measured but still might have
affected a country’s level of democracy at earlier time points.

Theinclusion of previous levels of democracy in the model is also the key
to our distinction between short-term and long-term effects and explanatory
performance. Since the level of democracy in the previous year represents all
changes in the dependent variable up until that time point, our direct esti-
mates of the effects of all other explanatory variables only pertain to the
change in democracy over thislast year. Thisisour definition of a short-term
effect. Democracy being a sticky phenomenon, however, the effect of a
change in one independent variable also makes itself felt in more years to
come. If the system of government in a country is perturbed by a shock in a
given year, say a deep recession, then the effect of this shock will slowly dis-
Sipate, being strongest at the outset and then slowly loosing its strength over
the years. The sum of all these yearly effects of a hypothetical change in a
given independent variable is our definition of a long-term effect. How long

7  With respect to countries that have merged or split during the period of observation, we treat
Germany as a continuation of West Germany, and Ethiopia as a continuation of itself before
the secession of Eritrea.
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it takes for such an effect to reach its limit depends on the degree of sticki-
ness in the dependent variable, and is thus an empirical question. According
to our estimates in the analyses that follow, it takes approximately 40 years
for the full long-run effects in our models to occur.

In order to compare the explanatory performance in the short-run and the
long-run, we make use of this same distinction in time horizons. In order to
assess short-term performance, we simply compute a standard measure of
model fit, such as the explained variance. This measure compares the predic-
tions our model yields over a one year period to the actua yearly change in
the level of democracy. In order to assess long-term performance, we must
instead compare the actual level of democracy in a given year with the level
of democracy that would ensue if al variables were allowed to experience
their full long-run effects. We may think of this later state as the long-run
equilibrium to which a country is attracted. The question of long-run ex-
planatory performance then pertains to how far from this long-run
equilibrium the level of democracy isin each country.

Finally, we take a simple approach to comparing the effects on move-
ments toward and reversals away from the democratic end of the scale. Since
the yearly change in level of democracy may be either positive (upturns) or
negative (downturns), we simply run the same analysis after having set all
downturns to zero in order to estimate the effect on upturns, and by setting all
the upturns to zero in order to estimate the effects on downturns. By com-
paring these results together with the result when both upturns and downturns
are considered jointly, we draw conclusions as to whether a particular deter-
minant exerts most of itsinfluence in either or both directions.

4.4. Results

In order to save space and avoid too many technicalities, we will in this
chapter not present any numerical coefficients or other statistical quantities of
interest (these are available from the authors upon request). Instead we sum-
marize our main findingsin Figure 5.

4.4.1. Social and Demographic Determinants

Turning to our first determinant of democratization, religious denomination,
our results show—contrary to the earlier literature summarized by Lipset
(1993), but in line with Barro's (1999) findings—that there are no significant
effects on democratization of different forms of Christianity. In other words,
Protestant countries have no democratizing advantage. By contrast, societies
dominated by Muslims have an evident anti-democratic propensity. This ef-
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fect is fairly substantial. If we compare two hypothetical countries, one with
100 and one with O percent Muslims, the Muslim dominated country will
have an estimated democratization rate of .311 less in the short-run, and a
long-run equilibrium level of 3.47 less on the 0-10 democracy scale. In terms
of the direction of change, it appears that Muslim societies are both signifi-
cantly lesslikely to make upturns towards democracy, and significantly more
likely to make downturns towards authoritarianism. Even more importantly,
the negative impact of Islam holds even as we control for regions, that is,
taking into account the difference between Middle Eastern and North African
countries and the rest of the world. Thus, pace Ross (2001) and Stepan and
Raobertson (2003, 2004), the Muslim gap according to our estimates is not
merely an “Arab” gap.®

Figure 5: Summary of robust statistical findings.

TRIGGERS IMPEDIMENTS (to)

Neigbour diffusion

Muslim population

Upturns | Regional organizations Religious fractionalization
Peaceful demonstrations Size
Oil
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Downturn | Muslim population socioieconomic

Religious fractionalization

modernization
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Having said this, we are the first to admit that we do not know why the Mus-
lim effect appears. Fish's (2002) suggestion that the anti-democratic effect of
Muslim countries would be due to female subordination finds no support in
our data (cf. Donno and Russett 2004).° Moreover, cultura interpretations
falter when checked against individual-level data, mostly showing that Mus-
lims, if anything, are relatively more supportive of democracy than other
people (Tessler 2002; Norris and Inglehart 2004; Hofmann 2004). While sta-
tigtically robust, then, the Muslim effect currently lacks an intelligible
explanation.

8 We get the same finding as Barro (1999) with respect to the fraction of non-religious people
in the population: athough this factor at first seems to exert a significantly negative impact
on democratization, the result vanishes once China, an extremely influential outlier, is ex-
cluded from the analysis. We also find that the proportion of orthodox Christians has a
positive effect when only downturns are considered, but this effect is also due to the influ-
ence of one single outlying country: Cyprus.

9 We tested this by including the ratio of secondary school enrollment among women over
men. Thisfactor, if added to our range of determinants, is miniscule and not statistically sig-
nificant initself, and does not reduce the Muslim effect.
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Y et religion aso impinges on democratization in another way: the degree
of religious fractionalization has a clearly significant and negative impact.
Net of other influences, the more the population of a country is split among
different religious denominations, the weaker are its chances to democratize
and the larger is the risk that democracy will falter.® The impact of religious
fractionalization in model (2) means that if a country would make the hypo-
thetical move from having a population of a single religious denomination
(perfect homogeneity) to one where each individual has his or her own de-
nomination (perfect heterogeneity), the yearly democratization rate would
decrease by —194, whereas the long-run equilibrium level of democracy
would be shifted downward by 2.17 on the 0-10 democracy scale. Countries
with a population that is heterogeneous in terms of its ethnolinguistic compo-
sition, by contrast, are not significantly more prone to move in either
direction on the democracy scale.™

Why are religiously heterogeneous societies less prone to democratize?
Fearon and Laitin (2003) find that neither religious nor ethnolinguistic frac-
tionalization increases the risk of civil war. Thus, the hypothesized link
between fractionalization and resistance to democratization running through
inter-communal conflict does not hold water. What the mechanism then
might be is again an areaworthy of further study.

With respect to colonia heritage we find, in line with Barro (1999), that
democracy has not fared significantly better in former British colonies thanin
countries of other colonia origin. Nor do we find that there is any general
negative democratic legacy of being a former Western overseas colony. Co-
lonial heritage simply does no add to our understanding of third wave
democratization.*

10 Although the general effect of religious fractionalization is statistically significant, its effect
on upturns is only marginally significant (p=.077) and its effect on downturns is insignifi-
cant (p=.129). The effect magnitude is however similar for its effect on both upturns and
downturns (around —.10 in both cases). We interpret this as evidence that religious fraction-
dization has a general effect driven both by upturns and downturns, but that this effect is
underestimated when these two directions of change are considered separately.

11 Ethnolinguistic fractionalization (ELF) has a somewhat ambiguous effect when upturns and
downturns are assessed separately: the effect is positive (I) on upturns, but negative on
downturns; both these effects are however only marginally significant (p=.073 and .089, re-
spectively).

12 There is one minor exception: former Spanish colonies have had significantly larger down-
turnsin their democracy scores. It turns out, however, that if we enter the effects of colonial
legacy without controlling for religion, the effect of being aformer Spanish colony is minis-
cule and no longer significantly different from zero. Being confined to Latin America, the
religious composition of the former Spanish colonies is of course almost exclusively Catho-
lic, undisputedly a heritage from their colonial past. This situation is markedly different in
the former French and British colonies, where the religious denomination of the colonizers
(Catholicism and Protestantism) has left a relatively small imprint on society. In sheer num-
bers, the mean fraction of the population being Catholic is .91 in the Spanish colonies of our
estimation sample, whereas the corresponding figure is .15 in the French colonies, and only
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As opposed to Barro (1999), however, we find that small size—measured
as the log of population—has a significant and positive, athough not very
substantial, impact on democratization. What drives this result turns out to be
that fact that smaller and medium sized countries have had somewhat larger
upturns in their democracy scores compared to larger countries. There is
however no net association between size and downturns.

4.4.2. Modernization, Resource Wealth, and Economic
Performance

In terms of economic determinants, we first replicate the finding from some
50 years of comparative research on the positive relationship between socio-
economic modernization and democratization. It should be noted, however,
that our result is based on a composite measure of the entire process of mod-
ernization, not only one of its macroeconomic sub-components. A standard
deviation change in the modernization index—which is approximately
equivalent to a move from the level of Somalia (at the very bottom) to the
level of Namibia, or from El Salvador (at the mean) to the level of Ireland—
results in an expected increase of .082 in the level of democracy the
following year. The same shift amounts to about a unit increase in the long-
run equilibrium level of democracy.

Interestingly, moreover, the effect of modernization according to our es-
timates is not propelled by a tendency among modernizing countries to
advance towards democracy. Rather it is the tendency among less modern-
ized countries to revert towards authoritarianism that drives the result. In
other words, whereas we find a significant impact on (the absence of) down-
turns, we find no such relationship with respect to upturns. This pattern bears
a striking resemblance to the finding by Przeworski et a (2000) that socio-
economic modernization does not effect transitions to democracy, but hinders
reversals to authoritarianism.

When looking at short-term macroeconomic performance, we find no ef-
fect of inflationary crisis on regime change. Recessionary crisis (measured as
the yearly growth rate), however, basicaly performs according to expecta-
tions. Whereas growth recessions have a positive impact on upturns toward
democracy, they also trigger downturns. The former effect (on upturns) is

.12 for Protestants in the British colonies. By way of comparison, the mean fraction of Mus-
lims is 0 in the Spanish colonies, .35 in the British and .53 in the French colonies. As a
result, there appears to be no net effect of Spanish colonialism after all. Although the Span-
ish colonial power left conditions in its wake that—net of al other influences—have
negatively impacted on democratization (presumably unfavorable social and institutional
conditions), they also left a religious composition that has enhanced democratic develop-
ment to such extent that this negative impact is leveled out by now.
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however weaker and only marginally significant. These results thus most
closely confirm Gasiorowski’s (1995) findings, that recessionary crises more
strongly affect democratic breakdown than transition to democracy.

Despite the fact that we control for a much larger set of determinants, our
results confirm Ross (2001) findings on the anti-democratic effect of oil.
According to our estimates the discovery of an oil find increasing the export
share of oil from 0 to 100 percent of GDP would lead to an expected decrease
of .323 in the level of democracy the following year, and to a downward shift
of 3.61 in the long-run equilibrium level of democracy. This effect is primar-
ily caused by a much larger share of upturnsin the level of democracy among
countries not dependent on oil relative to oil-rich countries. Probably due to
the fact that so few oil-rich countries have reached higher levels of democ-
racy, the effect of oil asatrigger of downturnsisweak and insignificant.

Whereas we thus confirm Ross' primary finding with respect to the effect
of natural resource wealth, there are two qualifications. The first is that we do
not find any significant negative impact of non-fuel metals and ores. The sec-
ond is that the oil effect isin our data more restricted to the Middle Eastern
region. Although a substantial negative effect of oil on democratization re-
mains after controlling for world regions, the effect is weakened (the short-
term coefficient being -.278) and, more importantly, only marginally signifi-
cant (p=.074).

4.4.3. International Determinants

Turning to international determinants of democratization, our results partly
confirm the finding by Li and Reuveny (2003) that openness to trade impedes
on democratization. We find no general effect of trade, however, but only
when upturns in the level of democracy are being assessed.”® This effect is
primarily due to arelatively large share of democratic upturns among less or
intermediately trading countries. This pattern would thus at face value seem
to confirm the old prediction by dependency theory that largely trade depend-
ent countries are hindered from democratizing. However, the assumption key
to this theory—that the negative impact on democracy is due to trade with the
international “centers’ of the world system—does not hold water in our
data In other words, thisis yet another finding in want of theoretical expla-
nation.

13 Although there is a significantly positive effect of trade when only downturns are being
considered, this effect is solely due to two extremely influential outliers: Ghanain 1981 and
Turkey in 1980 (that is, two relatively trade independent countries facing amilitary coup).

14 We tested this hypothesis by controlling for bilateral trade share, as a fraction of GDP, with
the US, the UK, France, China and Soviet Union/Russia (based on data from Gleditsch
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Moreover, larger integration into the World economy in terms of gross
capital flows does not impact on democratization. Apart from being incon-
sistent with dependency theory, this contradicts Li and Reuveny’s (2003)
findings for both foreign direct investment and portfolio flows. Since both
these forms of dependency measures are lumped together in our variable for
gross capita flows, it would be worth further study to try to disentangle their
effects with amore fully specified model and on a fuller sample of countries.

Our next set of international determinants aim at capturing diffusion ef-
fects—the spread of democracy or autocracy from one country to another. Of
the three spatial levels included, only the most geographically proximate ap-
pears to have an effect. If the mean level of democracy among neighbouring
countries is shifted upward one unit between time t—2 and t-1, the net ex-
pected change in democracy at timet is.139. The long-run equilibrium level
of democracy, moreover, is increased by 1.55. This implies a fairly tight
long-run adjustment of the levels of democracy among neighbouring states.
At the regional and global level, however, there seem to be no diffusion ef-
fects at work net of other influences. In this regard our results differ from the
existing literature on diffusion effects (see, e.g., O'Loughlin et al. 1998; Starr
and Lindborg 2003), the probable reason being our more fully specified ex-
planatory models.

Interestingly, our results confirm one key prediction of Pevehouse's
(2005) argument on the importance of regional organizations: membership in
relatively democratic regional organizations precipitates upturns in the level
of democracy of a country. Thisis a noteworthy finding in light of the fuller
set of determinants of democratization taken into account by our model. We
find no support, however, for the flip side of Pevehouse's argument: that re-
giona organizations also help democracies survive. In terms of our empirical
strategy for assessing this, we find no effect of regional organizations on
downturns (neither do we find a general effect when both upturns and down-
turns are being assessed jointly).

4.4.4. Popular Mobilization

Turning to the last group of determinants entered in our model, we are able to
present some novel insights into the role played by popular mobilization.
Confirming expectations, large numbers of peaceful anti-government demon-
strations facilitate upturns toward democracy. It should be kept in mind that
this variable, much as all the other time-varying determinants tested, is
lagged one year. What we observe is thus not an upsurge of popular protest

2002). We found no significant effect of any of these five trading variables, and no change
in the general trading variable once these sources of trade were controlled for.
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that is an integral part of the democratization process. What is captured is
instead the impact of popular mobilization in one year on the propensity to
democratize the following year, al else being equal, which lends support to a
causal interpretation of its impact. This estimated short-run increase in the
rate of democratization is .030 per demonstration, whereas the long-run equi-
librium level of democracy is increased by .340 per demonstration. This
confirms, on systematic evidence, the observation referred to above by nu-
merous observers of democratic transition processes in Eastern Europe, Sub-
Saharan Africa, and even Latin America that popular mobilization played a
more influential role for the outcome than “transition paradigm” theorists
initially acknowledged (as they believed the process was mainly elite driven).
However, we do not observe homogeneous effects of all forms of popular
mobilization. Neither riots (i.e., violent clashes involving the use of physical
force) nor strikes aimed at national government policies or authority exert
any impact on democratization. Thus, although the effect of demonstrations
is consistent with the more general “social forces’ approach to explaining
democratization, we find no systematic evidence in favour of a specia role
played by labour through the organization of strike activity (Foweraker and
Landman 1997; Collier 1999). Moreover, pace Bermeo's (2003) insightful
analysis of the Latin American experience of the 1970s, no form of popular
mobilization appears to work as triggers of downturns towards autocracy.

4.4.5. Explanatory Performance

We now turn to the question of how well these determinants, when taken to-
gether, explain the incidence of democratization. It is easily verified that the
predictive performance of the short-run model is fairly modest. The R-
squared reaches some 11 percent explained variance at its best. Interestingly,
there is a large difference in explanatory performance of upturns versus
downturns. Whereas the explained variance in upturns reaches some 13 per-
cent at best, the corresponding figure for downturns is only 6 percent. In
other words, although our model fairs rather poorly in both instances, it does
a better job at explaining short-term movements upward on the democracy
scale than at explaining movements downwards. This result clearly contra
dicts the pattern found by Przeworski et a. (2000) that transitions toward
democracy are more or less arandom process, whereas reversals to autocracy
may be more easily predicted. The most likely reason for this difference is
that we include a much broader array of explanatory factors that mainly af-
fect the upturns, such as ail, regional organizations and popular mobilization.
More importantly, by looking at explanatory power in the long run the
picture radically changes. In the full model the R-squared reaches its long-run
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maximum of 64.5 percent explained variance.”® This means that the actual
level of democracy on average comes fairly close to the long-run equilibrium
level determined by the explanatory variables. In sum, whereas our models
explain little of the short-term dynamics, they fare considerably better in ex-
plaining regime change in the long-term.

4.5. Conclusions and Discussion

To sum up, neither economic, societal nor international determinants of de-
mocratization trump each other unequivocally in terms of explanatory
performance. What we find is that a mixture of these different types of ex-
planatory factors is needed in order to explain democratization. The most
important impediments to democratization appear to be a large Muslim
population, a high degree of religious fractionalization, natural resource
abundance in terms of oil, and heavy dependence on trade. Although the evi-
dence is somewhat weaker, we aso find larger countries to have a smaller
likelihood of moving towards democracy. Democratization is instead en-
hanced by democratic diffusion among neighboring states, membership in
democratic regional organizations, and popular mobilization in terms of
peaceful demonstrations. Socioeconomic modernization primarily works as
an impediment to downturns, implying that more modernized countries are
more likely to uphold the level of democracy aready achieved. Short-term
economic crisis also mostly works as a trigger of downturns toward autoc-
racy. Finaly, factors appearing to have no imprint on the incidence of
democratization include: colonia origin, the form of non-Muslim religion,
natural resource abundance in terms of minerals, gross capital flows, demo-
cratic diffusion at the regional and global level, inflation and popular
mobilization in terms of riots and strikes.

Overdl, these determinants perform rather poorly in explaining short-
term democratization. This result is well in line with the uncertainty and un-
predictability so much stressed by O’ Donnell and Schmitter (1986) and other
adherents of the “no preconditions” paradigm. It also seems to support the
chance argument as far as transitions go proffered by Przeworski et a (2000),
although our results indicate that, albeit till at alow level, upturns are more
easily explained than downturns.

15 We reach the same conclusion by looking at another measure of fit, the standard error of
regression. In the short-run models this index is .643, which certainly is not a far cry from
the standard deviation of .699 in the yearly democratization rate itself. This only amounts to
an increase in predictive performance of (.699-.643) /.699 = 8.0 percent. In the long-run
model assessment, however, the standard error of regression is 2.0, which compared to the
standard deviation of 3.38 in the democracy index itself amounts to an increase in predictive
performance of (3.38-2.0)/3.38 ~ 41 percent.
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By contrast, our models do a fairly good job when trying to predict the
long-term equilibrium levels of democracy. In other words, when projected
against a longer time horizon democratic development is not as unpredictable
as adherents of the voluntaristic or chance-oriented views have asserted. On
the contrary, in this time perspective the structural approach to democratiza-
tion performs relatively well. This might explain why, as noted by Carothers
(2000), over the long haul the actor-oriented approach associated with the
"transition paradigm” has not been a very helpful theoretical lens through
which to understand democratization.

In light of these findings, we recommend future studies on determinants
of democratization to pay particular attention to the following two observa-
tions. The first concerns the need for a theoretical synthesis of the empirical
regularities uncovered. We have already commented upon the lack of aviable
causal mechanism accounting for the negative impact of the percentage of
Muslims, religious fractionalization and trade dependence (after taking trad-
ing partners into account). We now turn to the want for a broader model that
could fit the pieces together into a coherent theory of democratization. What
is it about these factors, together with size, modernization, economic crises,
resource abundance, democratic diffusion, regional organizations and peace-
ful mobilization that make them foster or hinder democratic development?
And why do structural factors mostly exert their influence on a long-term
basis, whereas the short-term dynamics appear more erratic?

In our view, the most promising approach to such theoretical integration
to date is the work of Boix (2003). Firmly based in the tradition of formal
economic theory, Boix assumes that people only care about their income, and
hence evaluate their preferences for democracy or autocracy in terms of this.
By implication, the fundamental struggle over democracy occurs between the
rich and the poor. Since under democracy the poor set the tax rate in order to
redistribute income, the poor generally prefer democracy whereas the rich
prefer autocracy. Two fundamental parameters may, however, ater this
scheme of things. The first isincome inequality: the more equally distributed
the level of income is to begin with, the less the rich have to fear from con-
ceding democracy to the poor. The second is capital mobility, or asset
specificity: the less productive an asset is at home relative to abroad, the
lower will be the tax rate in order to avoid capita flight. This means that the
burden of democracy to the rich decreases as asset specificity decreases.’®
From these simple assumptions, Boix develops a simple game theoretic
model in which the rich may choose to repress (sustain autocracy) at a certain
cost or not repress (allow democracy), and the poor may choose to revolt

16 Interestingly these two fundamental parameters parallel Bellin’s (2000) discussion of two
factors that determine the stance toward democracy among the capital class: on the one hand
fear (of redistribution) and state dependence (the latter, among other things, leading to low
capital mobility).
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(mobilize against the regime) or acquiesce. A key part of this setup is played
by an informational asymmetry: the poor are uncertain about the likelihood
that the rich will use repression.

A surprisingly large number of predictions ensuing from Boix’s model
concur with our findings. Popular mobilization, quite evidently, should in-
crease the likelihood of democratization by increasing the repression costs of
the rich (ibid., 44-46). The estimated probability on behalf of the poor that
the rich will employ repression, moreover, may help explain two of our
findings. The first concerns the apparently erratic nature of short-run changes
in the level of democracy as compared to the more predictable long-run equi-
libria. By prompting citizens to update their beliefs on the likelihood that
different courses of actions will have different consequences, short-term po-
litical events have more unpredictable consequences than the more slow-
moving forces that shape the income distribution and the degree of asset
specificity. The second concerns diffusion effects: the presence of informa-
tion uncertainty helps explain why events in neighbouring countries, for
example, may lead domestic actors to re-estimate the chances of achieving
their goals in light of the recent experience of similar actors abroad (ibid.,
29).

Although previous studies of the importance of income inequality for de-
mocratization have tended to produce mixed results (see, e.g., Bollen and
Jackman 1985; Muller 1995; Burkhart 1997),% several others of our findings
support Boix’s conjectured importance of asset specificity. Socioeconomic
modernization, to begin with, and even more notably the large spectrum of
societal processes included in this phenomenon taken into account by our
broader measurement strategy, should be expected to go hand in hand with
decreased asset specificity. As countries industrialize and develop from rural
to urban economies, and as people become more educated and informed
through the mass media, productive capital may not be as easily taxed with-
out the risk of moving abroad. Natural resource abundance, by contrast, is a
fixed asset that may not be productively moved abroad. Country size, moreo-
ver, should be negatively linked to asset specificity since it increases the
physical distance that has to be traversed in order to reach another country
(ibid. 41-44). Hence, in line with Boix’s predictions, socioeconomic mod-
ernization should increase, whereas oil weath and country size should
decrease, the chances of democracy.

17 We have not included income inequality among our determinants of democratization in this
chapter due to the poor coverage of existing time-series cross-sectiona data. If we replicate
Boix’s (2003, 76) measurement strategy, that is, by taking 5 year moving averages of Dein-
inger and Squire's (1996) “high quality” observations, we get 1014 country year
observations from 93 countries. The effect of income distribution (lagged one year) in this
dataset is however insignificant (either with or without including all other determinants as
controls).
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Obviously, Boix’s model cannot explain al our findings, nor are al of
them consistent with his predictions. Thisis also not the place to make a full
assessment of the strengths and drawbacks of Boix’s theory of democratiza-
tion. The purpose of the preceding discussion is merely to highlight the
fruitful potential involved in trying to apply more integrated theories of de-
mocratization to future empirical assessments. As to date, the forma models
based on the economic approach are the most suitable candidates for such an
exercise.

A final observation concerns the methodological future of the field. We
have in this chapter tried to show that the actor-centric and structure-centric
approaches to democratization need not be incompatible; they simply speak
to different factors operating at different time horizons. This has been done,
however, on the basis of results produced completely within a statistical and
large-n framework. The next generation of democratization studies ought to
take this as cue for integrating small-n and large-n analysis into the same re-
search program. Only in this way may the gap dividing the two approaches to
democratization be bridged not only in theory but also in practice.

Appendix A: Definition of Variables

Democracy: The graded measure from Freedom House (2003) is computed by taking
the average of their 1-7 ratings of Political Rights and Civil Liberties, and then in-
verting and transforming this scale to run from 0 to 10. The graded measure from
Polity is the Revised Combined Polity Score (Marshall and Jaggers 2002, 15-16)
transformed to run from O to 10. These two graded measures are then averaged into a
combined index running from 0 to 10. We have imputed missing values by regressing
the average FH/Polity index on the FH scores, which have better country coverage
than Polity.

Religious denomination: The data on religious denominations have been collected
from Barrett et al. (2001). The data are estimates of the fraction of the population as
of 1970 being Catholics, Protestants, Orthodox, Other Christians, Muslims, Hindus,
Buddhists, Other denomination (including miscellaneous East-Asian religions and
Jews), and Nonreligious.

Fractionalization: We employ data on ethnolinguistic and religious fractionalization
collected by Alesina et al. (2003), both reflecting the probability that two randomly
selected individuals from a population belong to different groups. The figures on eth-
nolinguistic fractionalization are based on 650 distinct ethnic groups (ethnicity being
defined in either racial or linguistic terms), those on religious fractionalization on 294
different religions. Although the underlying data only pertain to one year for any
given country (in most instances from the 1990s or around 2000), we treat these fig-
ures as constants over the entire time period 1972-2000. Although this of course
might distort real world developments and cause problems of endogeneity, we concur
with Alesina at al.’s claim that treating these figures as constants “seems a reasonable
assumption at the 30 year horizon” (2001, 160).
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Colonial heritage: We include five dummies for countries being a former Western
overseas colony: British (including 39 states in the estimation sample), French (20
states), Spanish (17 states), Portuguese (4 states), and finally a collapsed residual
category consisting of the former Dutch, Belgian and Italian colonies (including 6
states in the estimation sample). We thus follow the practice of Bernard et al. (2004)
in exclusively focusing on a particular form of colonia legacy (Western overseas
colonialism), and by excluding the “settler colonies’ from the group of British colo-
nies (including the US, Canada, Australia, New Zealand and Isragl). We coded as a
colony each country that has been colonized since 1700. In cases of several colonia
powers, the last one is counted, if it lasted for 10 years or longer. Source: Encyclope-
dia Britannica and Atlas till Varldshistorien (Stockholm: Svenska bokforlaget, 1963).

Population: In order to measure country size, we use the logged population figures
from WDI (2004).

Socioeconomic modernization: The indicators combined into this index are: (1) in-
dustrialization, measured as the net output of the non-agricultural sector expressed as
a percentage of GDP; (2) education, measured as the gross secondary school enroll-
ment ratio; (3) urbanization, measured as the urban percentage of the total population;
(4) life expectancy at birth (in years); (5) the inverse of infant mortality (per 1000 live
births); (6) the number of radios per capita; (7) the number of Television sets per cap-
ita; and (8) newspaper circulation per capita. The source of indicators (1)-(5) is WDI
(2004), of indicators (6)-(8) Banks (2002). We used linear intrapolation, country by
country, to fill in missing years for secondary school enrollment, life expectancy and
infant mortality. We used the secondary school enrollment ratio since it has the
strongest correlation with the Barro and Lee (2000) indicator “average years of pri-
mary schooling in the total population”, although with more extensive country
coverage. Our final indicator is (9) GDP per capita. In order to maximize country
coverage, we used WDI (2004) data expressed in constant 1995 US dollars (thus not
corrected for PPP), completed with WDI (2004) data expressed in current USD for
Libyaand Somalia.
The principal components factors loadings for these 9 indicators are (n=2965):

Industrialization .83
Education 91
Urbanization .89
Life expectancy 91
Inverse infant mortality .90
Radios .83
TVs .88
Newspapers 81
GDP/capita .93

The eigenvalue of thisfirst dimension is 6.94, explaining 77.1 percent of the variation
in the indicators across time and space. The eigenvalue of the second component is
.67, strongly supporting unidimensionality. The factor loadings are extremely similar
if computed at any given year instead of pooled across al years. The index of socio-
economic modernization is computed by taking the factor scores of the above pooled
solution, and then using imputation on the regression line with all 9 indicators as re-
gressors.

90



Apart from the theoretical argument proffered in the text, there are two more
technical reasons why we base our results on this summary measure instead of any or
some of its constituent parts, which has been the dominant approach in the field. First,
since our index is based on multiple indicators it should have a reliability edge over
any of its sub-components. Second, all of the indicators used have a theoretical under-
pinning in the modernization literature. Y et were we to introduce them separately into
a regression equation we would introduce huge amounts of multicollinearity. We
avoid this by only including the summary index.

Economic performance: Following Gasiorowski (1995), we employ two measures of
short-term economic performance (both based on WDI 2004): recessionary crises,
measured as the annual growth rate of GDP per capita in fractions, and inflationary
crises, measured as the annual inflation rate (based on the GDP deflator), also in frac-
tions. This measure of inflation correlates at .98 with the one based on consumer price
index, but has much larger country coverage.

Qil and Minerals: Following Ross (2001), ail is the export value of mineral-based
fuels (petroleum, natural gas, and coal), minerals is the export value of nonfuel ores
and metals, both expressed as fractions of GDP, based on data from WDI (2004). Also
following Ross (2001, 358), we replaced the values for Singapore and Trinidad &
Tobago by .001. We filled in missing values from Ross' original data set, which he
generously made available to us, and by yearly linear imputation (country by coun-
try).

Trade openness: Defined as “the sum of exports and imports of goods and services
measured as a share of gross domestic product”, expressed as a fraction of GDP.
Source: WDI (2004).

Gross capital flows: Defined as “the sum of the absolute values of direct, portfolio,
and other investment inflows and outflows recorded in the balance of payments finan-
cial account, excluding changes in the assets and liabilities of monetary authorities
and general government”, calculated as a fraction of GDP. This measure captures both
of the two capital exchange variables tested by Li and Reuveny (2003)—i.e., foreign
direct investment and portfolio investments—but with considerably improved country
coverage. Source: WDI (2004).

Diffusion effects: We employ three proxies for diffusion effects. They are composed
of mean scores of the combined democracy index computed at three different spatial
levels. The most proximate level is that of neighbouring countries. Neighbours are
defined as countries separated by a land or river border, or by 400 miles of water or
less, using Stinnett et a.’s (2002) direct contiguity data. The rationale behind the wa-
ter contiguity distance is that 400 miles is the maximum distance at which two 200-
mile exclusive economic zones can intersect (ibid., 62). This criterion creates the
maximum number of contiguous states in the world system, only leaving New Zea-
land (among the ones for which we have data on the dependent variable) without any
defined neighbouring countries at any time. Beyond contiguous neighbours, we also
test whether diffusion effects may operate at the regional (regions being defined be-
low) and global level. Both these measures are computed as yearly means.

Regional organizations. Following Pevehouse (2005), we compute the average degree
of democracy among the countries belonging to the same regiona organization as a
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country. For countries belonging to more than one regional organization, only the
score for the most democratic regional organization is included. Countries not be-
longing to any regional organization a particular year are scored zero; instead, a
dummy variable is entered scored 1 for these countries, zero for al others. Data on
membership in regiona organizations are provided by Pevehouse et a. (2004). Again
following Pevehouse (2005, 49-50, 67-70), we have only included political, economic
and/or military intra-regional organizations, thus excluding inter-regional organiza-
tions and international financial institutions, as well as cultural, technical and
environmental organizations. To the list of regional organizations existing up until
1992 provided by Pevehouse, we have added a small number of organizations formed
afterwards.

Popular mobilization: We used Banks' (2002) data on the yearly number of demon-
strations, defined as “any peaceful gathering of at least 100 people for the primary
purpose of displaying or voicing their opposition to government policies or authority,
excluding demonstrations of a distinctly anti-foreign nature”; riots, defined as “any
violent demonstration or clash of more than 100 citizens involving the use of physical
force”; and strikes, defined as “any strike of 1000 or more industrial or service work-
ers that involves more than one employer and that is aimed at national government
policies or authority”.

According to Banks (2002), al these figures are “derived from the daily files of
The New York Times’. This could be a source of bias, since press coverage of protest
events are known to overestimate events in their geographical proximity, and under-
estimate events of minor intensity (see, e.g., Mueller 1997). In our case, however, we
believe the potential geographical bias makes our tests of the mobilization variables
conservative, since there is smaller variation in the dependent variable in the West.
Moreover, the fact that minor protests are underreported might seem less of a problem
from a theoretical point of view, since one could argue that only large-scale events
should stand any chance to affect regime change.

Regional effects: As a check on the robustness of our findings, we include dummy
variables for six world “regions’: Eastern Europe & Central Asia, Latin America &
the Caribbean, Middle East & North Africa, Asia & the Pacific, the West, and Sub-
Saharan Africa.

Appendix B: Statistical Model

Let Dj ¢ be the democracy index of country i at time t. We then model (Di,t - Di,t-l)’
or AD; for short, as a function of x, a vector of explanatory variables. Most of these
variables vary over time, in which case we have lagged them one year as a partia
check on endogeneity bias. Moreover, we control for previous levels of democracy,
Dj t-1..p - that is, Dj  lagged up to amaximum of p years.

There are numerous reasons to include lagged values of the dependent variable.
First, as argued in the text above, a lagged dependent variable may work as an ex-

planatory factor in itself. Second, including lagged values of the dependent variablein
the model helps to control for the possibility of endogeneity bias, that is, causaity
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running in the direction from democracy to the explanatory variables instead of vice
versa. Lagging the explanatory variables is only a first step towards this contro