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“This book is an important contribution to the literatures on democratization,
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parties, and movements. The volume focuses on why democracy sometimes

emerges in unlikely places and circumstances. The authors argue persuasively

that parties and movements are the primary actors in creating and undermining
political regimes, and that these actors’ preferences and behaviors are not ' a n d D e m O C 1‘ a C y

predictable on the basis of structural variables. The contributors are among
the foremost scholars of the developing world.”
waring, Harvard University “ ®

in the Developing World
“[The contributors| argue convincingly that the social movements and political .
parties that shape democratic change derive from historical legacies and political \
choices that cannot be mapped directly to underlying social structure. These
arguments are set forth in an excellent framing chapter by the editors, Nancy
Bermeo and Deborah J. Yashar, and are pursued in historical detail by noted
specialists on India and Southeast Asia, Latin America, Sub-Saharan Africa,
and the Middle East. Taken as a whole, the volume provides a coherent and
sophisticated analysis that updates and extends a perspective pioneered in
earlier decades by Dahl, Rustow, and O'Donnell and Schmitter.”

Robert R. Kaufman, Rutgers University
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“The chapters in this volume map out the diversity of collective organizations
that make up contemporary democratization movements, and they provide new
theoretical tools to understand the consequences of that diversity, The chapters
take history seriously, showing how the organizational legacies of authoritarian
rule and transitions shape subsequent party system and regime trajectories.
Ilearned much from this book. Itis required reading for anyone interested in
regime change or party systems in the developing world.”

Steven Levitsky, Harvard University
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Parties, Movements, and Democracy in the Developing World

This volume analyzes regime politics in the developing world. By
focusing on the civilian collective actors that forge democracy and
sustain it, this book moves beyond materialist arguments focusing on
GDP, poverty, and inequality. With case material from four continents,
it emphasizes the decisive role played by parties and movements in
forging democracy against the odds. These pivotal collectivities are
consistently the key civilian collectivities that successfully mobilize for
democracy, that help forge enduring democratic institutions, and that
shape the quality of the democracies that emerged; they are the ones
tasked with mobilizing along a range of social cleavages, confronting
seemingly inhospitable conditions, and coordinating the process of
regime change. While the presence of parties and movements alone is
not sufficient to explain democracy, their absence is detrimental to
founding enduring democratic regimes. Thus, this volume refocuses

our attention on parties and movements as critical mechanisms of
regime change.

Nancy Bermeo holds the Nuffield Chair of Comparative Politics at
Oxford University and is a PIIRS Senior Scholar at Princeton University.

Deborah J. Yashar is Professor of Politics and International Affairs at
Princeton University and is Chief Editor of World Politics.
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TRT advanced a new basis for legitimacy.”> When the old elite reacted to
TRT’s electoral and popular dominance by supporting a pultsch, they
deepened a social cleavage that saw unprecedented mobilization by the
beneficiaries of TRT’s populist policies. .

The example of Thailand helps to emphasize a third, centra% pom.t of
this chapter regarding legitimacy: that what is being argued here is not just
that some authoritarian regimes, such as Singapore, are seen as legitimate,
but that the basis for legitimacy resides with political parties that have
purposeful agendas. Authoritarian regimes devoid of institutional struc-
tures that are needed to respond to the collective interest may lack legiti-
macy, particularly if their basis for rule is primarily founded on vicflence.
Thus, authoritarian regimes in Southeast Asia, such as Cambodia a.n.d
Laos, where weak parties have done very little to pursue socioeconomic
development and where coercion has been crucial to regime power, have
not built up the kind of legitimacy that sustains the PAP in Singapore.
On the other hand, a competitive authoritarian regime like Malaysia’s has
arguably gained some degree of performance legitimacy given thzj. eff'ec-
tiveness of its dominant party, the United Malays National Orgamzatlfm
(UMNO,), in successfully pursuing a policy trajectory of growth with
redistribution.”® As Samuel Huntington argued so forcefully in Political
Order in Changing Societies, the key distinction among political systems
has to do with institutional effectiveness. Ultimately, it is institutional
effectiveness — rooted in ideology and organization and born out of
political struggle — that underlies performance legitimacy and, to a great
extent, regime stability and quality.

73 In the Philippines, the Sakdal movement and the Communist Party of the Philippines also
sought to inject legitimacy into the polity based on democratic equality and performance,
but were unable to gain control of the polity.

7¢ The argument on Malaysia is fleshed out in Kuhonta (2011).

4

Democratic Divergence and Party Systems
in Latin America’s Third Wave

Kenneth M. Roberts

As the “third wave” of democratization spread across Latin America in
the 1980s, leading scholarly works largely abandoned efforts to theorize
the causes or preconditions for democratic governance. Since prevailing
structural, cultural, and institutional explanations of political regimes all
but precluded democratic outcomes in the region, scholars searching for
aray of hope chose to emphasize the contingent effects of political agency*
and the possibility of multiple pathways to democracy.* A generation
later, the surprising resiliency and virtual universality of democratic gov-
ernance in the region seemingly attests to the wisdom of this retreat from
the search for preconditions or determinants of democracy, at least at the
domestic level of analysis. Under the permissive international environ-
ment of the post-Cold War era, democratic breakdowns have been few
and short-lived since the early 1980s, and political actors on both the right
and left have largely eschewed authoritarian alternatives and pursued
public office by electoral means.? If democracy can withstand acute eco-
nomic crises, extreme socioeconomic inequalities, inchoate party systems,
and the gridlock-inducing institutional combination of presidentialism

" Guillermo O’Donnell and Philippe C. Schmitter, Transitions from Authoritarian Rule:
Tentative Conclusions about Uncertain Democracies (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins
University Press, 1 986).

* Samuel P, Huntington, The Third Wave: Democratization in the Late Twentieth Century
(Norman, OK: University of Oklahoma Press, 1991},

? Scott P. Mainwaring and Anibal Pérez-Lindn, “Introduction: The Third Wave of
Democratization in Latin America,” in Frances Hagopian and Scott P, Mainwaring,
eds., The Third Wave of Democratization in Latin America: Advances and Setbacks
(New York: Cambridge University Press, 2005, 1-59.

23
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with proportional representation, how much tract.ic.)n ca;n be provided by
theoretical arguments about its causes or precF}nfltluns. ’ —
Clearly, democratic regimes have been “easier” to establish a? hsu:hz};d
in the region than the “transitologists” expec_ted at the. onset of t el i
wave.* As Bermeo and Yashar explain in the mtroductl_on to this volull;nie,
democratization in the developing world in modern times is ao(ti‘tlg_ bt y
coupled to particular patterns of socioeconom'lc de.velopment orl istri u_
tive conflict, and spacio-temporal modes of d1ffus1‘on have clf:ar y cngend
dered a region-wide political shift in Latin A.melrlca. Th.e d1ffus1ox; ant_
persistence of democracy, however, do not .51gn1fy a uniformity o cn:
comes in the region; equifinality has its limits.” As D.ar_x Slater suggests,
democracy in the developing world “is generallly c!uthvmg ex;?ectatlo:;;
but not outperforming them,” and Latin America is no fexception tot f
generalization.® Democratic regimes have not collapsed in a new wave oh
authoritarian reversions, but neither have they fully consolidated 1]1;11 n:luc:d
of the region or converged on a singular mOdE of govein‘ance. st;:;lé
according to Slater, many new democracies have caree?:lfed ”1r'1 an unsettle
manner “between populist and oligarchic moc.ies‘ of Poh‘ncs, in thli pr;}cess
experiencing temporary breakdowns, periodic institutional overhau ts;,mcii
transgressions of basic democratic norms that fall short.of overt autl
itarian reversals.” Such careening, he argues, reﬂects. tlhe inherent t.ensmgs
between alternative visions of democratic accountability - one vertical, the
other horizontal — and chronic conflicts between thfa lpohtlcal ac'tmis who
deploy them. The challenge for democraticl theorizing, then, is ;sls: tlo
account for the installation of democratic regimes — an outcome Wit :tle
variance in the region beyond the Cuban anomaly — thian to .expla:m IE eir
varying forms and trajectories. Why do some democratic regimes in atifr;
America “careen” more than others, and why do those that careen veer o
i irections they do? .
: t’l}?gi(:“:;tapter slfggests that these questi(-)ns rt?garding demo;::l'atlc
outcomes — or, more properly, democratic trajectories — are amenabie tg
theoretical generalization. Careening in Latin America is not randomize

4 Philippe C. Schmitter, “Reflections on ‘Transitology’: Bef9re and Af[t]er,” in I;;\::{izl;nc'l‘:,
rcelo Leiras, and Scott Mainwaring, eds., Reflections on Uneven :
Thé;rc:e;ac; of Guillermo O’Donnell (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press, 2014},
s 8. .. . - -
2 %Zr:y Lynn Karl and Philippe C. Schmitter, “Modes of Transition in Latin An;en;a,
Southern and Eastern Europe,” International Social Science Journal 128 (May 1991), 269.
& Dan Slater, “Democratic Careening,” World Politics 65, 4 (October 2013), 729.

7 Ibid., pp. 730-731.
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variation; there are, as Slater puts it, “patterns within the everyday
chaos.”® These patterns have been conditioned by the explanatory factors
emphasized by Bermeo and Yashar in the introduction: party organiza-
tions, social movements, and the sociopolitical cleavages that undergird
them. The three democratic trajectories analyzed here — institutionalized
pluralism, hegemonic popular sovereignty, and oligarchic restoration —
were generally crafted by party organizations or the political elites (and
counter-elites) who led them, and they were shaped by diverse patterns of
social mobilization and different configurations of partisan competition
around central political cleavages. With roots in the “dual transitions” to
democracy and economic liberalism in the 1980s, these cleavages, mobi-
lizational patterns, and partisan alignments largely determined how
democratic regimes would manage the politics of inequality and process

societal claims in the aftermath to market-based structural adjustment.

In so doing, they heavily influenced whether and how democracy would

careen in the post-adjustment era. The explanatory factors highlighted by

Bermeo and Yashar, therefore, conditioned not only regime transitions in
Latin America but also democratic trajectories over the course of the third
wave.

Simply put, democracy was less likely to careen where the dual transi-
tions aligned party systems along a well-defined left—right axis of
competition, or sociopolitical cleavage. Such alignments allowed parties
to consolidate their support, channel and contain social mobilization in
the post-adjustment era, and construct democracy as a form of institu-
tionalized pluralism with relatively strong horizontal checks and bal-
ances on executive authority and popular majorities. Careening was
more likely, on the other hand, where the dual transitions did not align
party systems programmatically along a left-right axis, either because
leftist and labor-based parties were electorally non-competitive, or
because they loosened programmatic commitments to popular constitu-
encies by playing a major role in the adoption of market reforms during
the critical juncture of structural adjustment. Democratic regimes with
de-aligned party systems were susceptible to a wide range of destabiliz-
ing patterns, especially in the post-adjustment era that began in
the second half of the 1990s. Established parties lost control over elec-
toral and/or policymaking arenas, opposition to market orthodoxy was
channeled into anti-systemic forms of social and/or electoral protest, and

% Ibid., p. 730.
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democracy lurched toward forms of oligarchic restoration® or hegemo-

nic popular sovereignty.
jectories of oligarchic restoration and hegemo-

The polar-opposite tra
nic popular sovereignty were associated with major institutional disconti-
dential overthrows, and the

nuities, including military coups, presi

plebiscitary re-founding of constitutional orders. They also posed alter-
native challenges to democratic governance along the two central dimen-
sions identified in Dahl’s classic study of polyarchy:™® whereas oligarchic
restoration was contingent on low levels of participation or democratic
inclusiveness, particularly of lower-class groups, hegemonic popular
sovereignty empowered democratic majorities in ways that threatened to
undermine the minority rights and institutional checks and balances
required for effective public contestation.

These alternative democratic trajectories crystallized in the region by
the first decade of the twenty-first century, but their genesis lay in the dual
transitions of the 1980s and the partisan alignments that shaped them.
Drawing from the comparative historical work on European democracy
in Capoccia and Ziblatt,"* I show how party organizations and partisan
competition influenced the construction of democratic regimes in modern
Latin America, as well as the transformation of those regimes in response
to social and political conflicts. 1 also show that social conflicts in Latin
America were not necessarily organized as class cleavages, even where
they were influenced by rival distributive preferences. As Bermeo and
Yashar suggest, the political articulation of social conflicts was heavily
conditioned by world historic time: the collapse of state-led development

in the debt crisis of the 1980s, the global diffusion of both democracy and
market liberalism, the generalized weakening of class-based forms of
collective action, and growing political mobilization around cultural or
territorial claims related to ethnic identities and community autonomy."”

in this chapter to refer not only to “rule by the few”

9 In contrast to Slater, Luse “oligarchy” ik
igarchy

but also to the politics of defending wealth and privilege. See Jeffrey Winters,
(New York: Cambridge University Press, 201 1).

10 Robert A. Dahl, Polyarchy: Participation and Opposition (New Haven, CT: Yale
University Press, 1971), 6.

1 Giovanni Capoccia and Daniel Ziblatt,
A New Research Agenda for Europe and

(August-September 2010), 931-968. _ _
12 Gee Deborah Yashar, Contesting Citizenship in Latin America: The Rise of Indigenous

Movements and the Postliberal Challenge (New York: Cambridge University Press, zc:wos}
and Eduardo Silva, Challenging Neoliberalism in Latin America (New York: Cambridge

University Press, 2009)-

«The Historical Turnin Democratization Studies:
Beyond,” Comparative Political Studies 43, 8-9
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Where dual transitions de-aligned (and ultimately de-stabilized) parti-
san competition, social mobilization and protest were often instrumental
to democratic careening in the post-adjustment era, particularly that
which led to hegemonic forms of popular sovereignty in countries like
Bolivia, Ecuador, and Venezuela.*> Conversely, careening in the direction
of oligarchic restoration in Honduras and Paraguay was designed to
extinguish (most likely temporarily) populist challenges that were not
grounded in extensive social mobilization. Such careening in the post-
adjustment era was absent from countries like Brazil, Chile, Uruguay, and
El Salvador, where programmatically aligned parties channeled social
resistance to market orthodoxy into the conflict-regulating mechanisms
of institutionalized pluralism.

The causal pathways that led to these three different trajectories are
traced in the comparative analysis that follows. Given that all of these
countries turned toward the left politically at some point in the post-
adjustment era, it is apparent that alternative democratic trajectories
were associated with quite different types of “left turns.” Indeed, their
leftist parties varied dramatically in their formative experiences,
approaches to democratic accountability, and relationships to organized
popular constituencies. Ultimately, they represented very different ways
of organizing the politics of inequality — an essential starting point for
understanding challenges to democratic governance in the world’s most
inequitable region.

DEMOCRACY AND THE POLITICS OF INEQUALITY

The breakdown of democratic regimes in Latin America in the 1960s and
1970s was routinely attributed to class and distributive conflicts. These
conflicts generated inflationary pressures and severe economic bottle-
necks, and they triggered virulent authoritarian reactions by economic
and military elites who sought to demobilize labor unions and their
affiliated populist or leftist parties.”* Not surprisingly, studies of regime

3 Properly .speaking, Venezuela was not a case of dual transition, since the country’s
fiemocratlc transition (1958) long predated its process of market liberalization (starting
in1989). I‘Qm’rertheless, the latter produced a clear-cut case of programmatic de-alignment

& that was similar to the patterns found in the dual transition cases of Bolivia and Ecuador.
See Guillermo O’Donnell, Modernization and Bureaucratic-Authoritarianism: Studies in
South American Politics (Berkeley, CA: Institute of International Studies, 1973);
D:fvid Collier, ed., The New Authoritarianism in Latin America (Prince;on, NJ;
Princeton University Press, 1979); and Hector Schamis, “Re-conceptualizing Latin
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transitions in the 198os were shaped by concerns that popl‘llar mot‘nhza-
tion and distributive conflicts would reemerge to block the 1nsta:llat10n or
consolidation of new democratic regimes. For this reason, leading works
emphasized the need to reassure elites that their 1nterests‘wc.>u1d be pro-
tected under democracy, if necessary through the negotiation of pacts
between rival actors to share power, narrow the policymaking agenda,
and limit mass mobilization — what O’Donnell and Schmitter conceded to
be an “undemocratic means” tO the construction of democracy.‘f T}.1ese
concerns were magnified by the fact that democratic transitions co.mmdcd
with the most severe economic crisis that Latin America had seen since the
Great Depression of the 1930s.

In retrospect, such concerns may appear unwarranted, as new demo-
cratic regimes — many lacking explicit foundational pacts = rode out t'he
debt crisis and the subsequent process of structural adjustment \V.lt.h
remarkably few breakdowns or disruptions. Im‘iee(?t, the economic crisis
may have actually been conducive to democratization, ’despltc the hard-
ships it imposed. As Remmer argued, the economic .crls1s.eroded support
for incumbent military rulers and discredited their claims to‘s.upcr.mr
economic mana.gen'm'l:n:.“5 For regimes that lacked other lcgmma.tmg
mechanisms and relied so heavily on coercive force,"” the descent into
economic crisis left few alternatives other than a return to the:- barrast.

More fundamentally, perhaps, the debt crisis combin-ed with an inter-
nationally leveraged process of market liberalization to 1Impose, b?' struc-
tural means, what O’Donnell and Schmitter though't pacts might do
through political agency: contain popular mobilization and foreclos'e
a broad range of statist and redistributive policy alternatives. Economic
crisis and structural adjustment weakened organized laboF as a pohtfcal
force,”® at the same time that global market and ﬁnanclall constraints
narrowed the policy options of national governments, forcing GVCI':, his-
toric populist parties to adhere to the “Washington Consensus” for

American Authoritarianism in the 1970s: From Bureaucratic-Authoritarianism to
Neo-conservatism,” Comparative Politics 23, 2 (January 199;}:‘ 201-220. »
75 O'Donnell and Scl’amitter (1986, p- 38). See also Terry L. Karl, Petroleum and Pf}hucal
Pacts: The Transition to Democracy in Venezuela,” Latin American Research Review 22,
I I 8 6 ‘-94. . . . . " I +
18 K:(srzn 7]1’ Raermner, «The Process of Democratization in Latin America,” Studies in
Comparative International Development 27, 4 (Winter 1992-1993 ) 3-24-

17 O’Donnell and Schmitter (1986, p. I 5). ’ . "
% Kenneth M. Roberts, “Social Inequalities without Class Cleavages in Latin America’s

Neoliberal Era,” Studies in Comparative [nternational Development 36, 4 (2002}, 3-34-
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market reform.*® Under such conditions, democratic threats to elite inter-
ests were minimized, and authoritarian rule became increasingly dispen-
sable as a guarantor of economic orthodoxy and a bulwark to defend
economic elites against working- and lower-class mobilization. As Carles
Boix argues, democratic distributive conflicts could be tempered in
a context of heightened global market integration,* especially where
social and economic dislocations had weakened the “union-party hubs”
associated with state-led development.**

This tempering of democratic threats to elite interests is captured in the
causal process observations of regime transitions in Haggard and
Kaufman.>* In their data set, only two authoritarian reversions were
motivated by elite reactions to distributive conflicts between 1980 and
2000 in Latin America (Bolivia in 1980 and the Dominican Republic in
1994), and both of these reversions were short-lived. Elsewhere, neither
popular mobilization nor distributive conflicts generated the types of
threats to elite actors that would derail democratization processes during
this period of economic crisis and structural adjustment.

As the Haggard and Kaufman study suggests, the capacity of lower-class
groups to engage in collective action and politicize inequalities is highly
variable. The disarticulation of popular subjects in Latin America endured
so long as acute inflationary pressures kept stabilization and structural
adjustment at the forefront of the political agenda. Once inflation had
been tamed by the middle of the 1990s, however — when Brazil was the
last country in the region to vanquish hyperinflation — a new, post-
adjustment political era began. Popular sectors increasingly politicized
distributive outcomes, challenged market orthodoxy, and pressed claims
for social citizenship rights that new democratic regimes had largely

19 John Williamson, “What Washington Means by Policy Reform,” in John Williamson,
ed., Latin American Adjustment: How Much Has Happened? (Washington, DC: Institute
for International Economics, 1990), 7-20.

20 Carles Boix, Democracy and Redistribution (New York: Cambridge University Press,
2003).

2t Ruth Berins Collier and Samuel Handlin, “Logics of Collective Action, State Linkages,
and Aggregate Traits: The UP-Hub Versus the A-Net,” in Ruth Berins Collier and
Samuel Handlin, eds., Reorganizing Popular Politics: Participation and the New
Interest Regime in Latin America (University Park, PA: Pennsylvania State University
Press, 2009), 61-94.

22 Gtephan Haggard and Robert R. Kaufman, “Inequality and Regime Change: Democratic
Transitions and the Stability of Democratic Rule,” American Political Science Review
106, 3 (August 2012), 495-516. For the data set used in this study, see Stephan Haggard,
Robert R. Kaufman, and Terrence Teo, “Distributive Conflict and Regime Change:
A Qualitative Dataset” (http:/hdl.handle.nev/rgo2.1/18276, V1), {zo12).
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neglected during the period of structural adjustment. This re—PoliticfizaFion
of inequality shattered the technocratic consensus for Fnarket hbt?rahzanon,
and it spawned or strengthened a plethora of populist and.lefnst alterpa-
tives that had been relegated to the margins of democratic contestation
during the heyday of the Washington Consensus.

In contrast to popular mobilizations during the era of state.-lcd
development in the middle of the twentieth cenrury,f’_ f)rgzjlnlzed
labor was generally not a major player in this new pﬂlltICIZatIOfl of
inequality, and political fault lines were not well structured by cap{talv
labor cleavages. Instead, a variety of non-class actors often determined
the rhythms of popular mobilization, including indigenous movements
in Ecuador and Bolivia,>* unemployed workers and the urban poor in
Argentina,*’ low-income urban communities in Venezuela, a_nd student
organizations in Chile. Similar to historic patterns of labor incorpora-
tion, however, the new, post-adjustment mobilization lfrom below -
a classic example of a Polanyian “double movement” in response to
market insecurities*® — was heavily conditioned by party organizations
and partisan competition. Indeed, party politics largfl:Iy dcte%‘miner?l the
political expression of this double movement, which varied wndf:ly
across the region, producing very different types of “reacqvc
sequences” to the critical juncture of market rcforrrf."? These reactive
sequences assumed three distinct forms: (1) mass social protest, includ-
ing strikes, riots, demonstrations, occupations, and road blockages; (z.)
electoral protest, primarily through support for independent, anti-
system populist outsiders or new “movement” parties; afui (3) electoral
support for institutionalized parties of the left. These dl‘VErSC forrps of
Polanyian resistance to market society reflected the varying capacity of
party systems to channel and process disparate claims for social citizen-
ship rights; how they did so largely determined whether democracy

23 Ruth B. Collier and David Collier, Shaping the Political Arm:_Critical Junctures, the
Labor Movement, and Regime Dynamics in Latin America (Princeton, NJ: Princeton
University Press, 1991).

** Yashar (2005). _ B

*5 Javier Auyero, Routine Politics and Violence in Argentina: The Gray Zone of State Power
(New York: Cambridge University Press, 2007). ‘ "

26 Karl Polanyi, The Great Transformation (New York: Farrar and Rinehart, 1944). See
also Silva (2009). _ _ -

*7 For a discussion of reactive sequences, see James Mahoney, The L:egacses of L;bem!:s?ﬂ.

Path Dependence and Political Regimes in Central America (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins

University Press, zoo1).
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would careen in the post-adjustment era, and which of Slater’s trajec-
tories it would follow.

This variation was indelibly marked by the reconfiguration of party
systems during the earlier, dual transitions to democracy and market
liberalism in the 1980s. Regime transitions, where they occurred, were
“critical antecedents” that predisposed particular alignments of partisan
competition around the process of market reform.*® Structural adjust-
ment, in turn, was a critical juncture with institutional legacies that
heavily conditioned the reactive sequences of the post-adjustment period —
namely, whether societal opposition to market orthodoxy would be
channeled into or against established party systems.*® These differences
played a decisive role in shaping the alternative democratic trajectories of
institutionalized pluralism, hegemonic popular sovereignty, and oli-
garchic restoration in the aftermath to the critical juncture.

To explain these causal pathways, it is necessary to retrace how poli-
tical parties constructed new democratic regimes and aligned sociopoliti-
cal competition prior to the critical juncture of market reform. The section
that follows takes on this task, adopting a comparative historical perspec-
tive to identify the antecedent conditions that predisposed democracies to
experience the politics of structural adjustment in very different ways.
The analysis will focus on cases where these antecedent conditions during
regime transitions were especially transparent in shaping partisan align-
ments during the process of structural adjustment, creating institutional
legacies of institutionalized pluralism (Brazil, El Salvador, and Uruguay),
oligarchic restoration (Honduras and Paraguay), or hegemonic popular
sovereignty (Bolivia and Ecuador).

ANTECEDENT CONDITIONS: POLITICAL PARTIES
AND DEMOCRATIC TRANSITIONS IN THE 198058

In contrast to many third-wave democracies in developing regions, those
in Latin America generally inherited party systems that were at least

*¥ On critical antecedents, see Dan Slater and Erica Simmons, “Critical Antecedents and
Informative Regress,” Qualitative Methods 6, 1 ( 2008), 6-13.

* The argument suggests that structural adjustment was a critical juncture in political
development, whether or not it was preceded by a regime transition. For that reason,
I treat regime transitions as critical antecedents rather than components of the critical
juncture itself. For an elaboration, see Kennth M, Roberts, Changing Course in Latin

America: Party Systems in the Neoliberal Era (New York: Cambridge University Press,
2014).
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partially constituted by party organizations founded during earlier peri-
ods of democratic contestation. Although relatively “new” party systems
were formed at the onset of the third wave in Brazil, El Salvad'or,
Guatemala, Nicaragua, and Ecuador, in most of the regi_on en}ergmg
democracies had at least one major party with prior experience in ele.c-
toral politics. Whether old or new, parties often played a major ‘role.: in
promoting regime transitions and constructing new democratic Institu-
tions, albeit under heavy military tutelage in a rfu?nber of .c§)untr1es.
Parties challenged military rulers, c‘oordinated. civie opposition, énd
often negotiated with regime insiders over the political timing and institu-
tional rules of democratic transitions. Parties also mobilized pressure to
advance toward more open and inclusive forms of democratic com?etl-
tion, often blocking the consolidation of hybrid regimes w1th at;tohontar-
ian enclaves that would tightly constrain democratic rt}alontle'ls. '
The specific roles played by parties in regime transitions ‘vaned wndely,
however, depending on the character of aurhoritzfrlan regimes and.theu
linkages, if any, to established parties. Political parties were hardly u.mft.)rm
in their opposition to dictatorship or their support for clt:moo::::atlzatu:n::i
Indeed, many new democratic regimes inherited parties that l'md'supporte
or collaborated with authoritarian rulers — that is, © authorltana:n succes-
sor” parties.>” For such parties, democratic transitions prowde'd new
opportunities, but they also posed potential challenges. Democfratlz.m.on
could open new channels for public office and enhance the policymaking
influence of civilian elites, but they also exposed them to electoral uncer-
tainties and to the specter of popular mobilization from below. As suf:h,
authoritarian successor parties often played ambiguous‘ or even grudging
roles in regime transitions; they went along with transitions when author-
itarian rule and its attendant political repression became too f:ostly, too
divisive, or too isolating internationally, but they fre.quently tlned' to con-
strain popular majorities and devise forms of political and institutional
continuity with their authoritarian predecessors. ) '
The varied roles played by such successor parties, and by their partisan
rivals with more robust democratic credentials, heavily shaped the char-
acter of post-transition partisan competition. In the cases analyzed her-::,
three basic patterns can be identified. In the first pattern, democratic

39 Wendy Hunter, Eroding Military Influence in Brazil: Politicians against Soldier (Chapel

Hill, NC: University of North Carolina Press, 1997). . A )
37 See James Loxton, Authoritarian Inberitance and Conservative Party-Building in Latin

America (Ph.D, Dissertation, Harvard University, 2014).
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transitions took the form of an “oligarchic succession,” whereby military
rulers relinquished power to conservative parties with long-standing ties
to military institutions, in the absence of widespread social or political
mobilization of opposition forces. The paradigmatic examples are
Honduras (1981-1982) and Paraguay (1989), where new democratic
regimes were thoroughly controlled by elite-based parties with roots in
nineteenth-century disputes between rival factions of politically dominant
agrarian oligarchies. As depicted by Haggard, Kaufman, and Teo,’*
Honduras’ regime transition was largely a preemptive move by military
rulers, civilian elites, and the United States in response to fears of
a revolutionary contagion from their Central American neighbors.
The military remained a major political actor as the oligarchic Liberal
(PLH) and National (PNH) parties rotated in office, while political space
for popular mobilization was heavily restricted. In Paraguay, the 1989
regime transition was triggered by an internal split within the military and
its traditional ally, the Colorado Party of aging dictator Alfredo
Stroessner, Dissident military and Colorado elites staged a coup to force
a leadership succession and then oversaw a gradual regime transition that
ensured “the continuation of Colorado dominance” under more demo-
cratic forms.??

With low levels of economic development, socially and politically
dominant agrarian oligarchies, and long traditions of authoritarian rule,
labor-based populist and leftist parties had never developed in Honduras
and Paraguay, and they had no significant electoral presence following
their transitions to democracy. Likewise, distributive conflicts and popu-
lar mobilization played little role in their regime transitions. Authoritarian
elites withdrew from power and conservative parties supported regime
change because they were confident that they could “control the post-
transition democratic order in ways that limit democracy’s redistributive
impact.”3*

Conservative successor parties also played a leading role in a second
pattern of democratic transition, but in contrast to the oligarchic succes-
sions in Honduras and Paraguay, the leadership of these parties was
seriously contested by a major party of the left and its affiliated popular

3* Haggard, Kaufman, and Teo, p. 35.

35 Ibid,, p. 51. See also Diego Abente, “A Party System in Transition: The Case of
Paraguay,” in Scott Mainwaring and Timothy R. Scully, eds., Building Democratic
Institutions: Party Systems in Latin America (Stanford, CA: Stanford University Press,
1995), 298—320.

3% Haggard and Kaufman (2012, p. 500).
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movements. Prominent examples of this pattern of “contested succession”
include Brazil, Uruguay, and El Salvador, where diverse forms of labor,
peasant, and leftist mobilization in the 1960s and 1970s ensl.ured tihat
conservative elites would be challenged by popular rivals following regime
transitions. In Brazil, the military regime founded an allied conservam:e
party that split during a protracted regime transition, but the party’s
successors led the first new democratic government after 198§ and. played
a major role in center-right coalition governments thcreafter.?’ Vigorous
opposition was provided by the leftist Workers Party (PT), w!u'ch emcr?,ed
from a wave of labor strikes and social protests against the mihtatry regime
in the late 1970s.%¢ In Uruguay, factions of the two illistoric nmcteepth-
century oligarchic parties — the Colorado (PC) and National (PN) parties —
collaborated with the military regime after the 1973 coup, but the parties
shifted toward support of a regime transition after the military losta 19?30
referendum to impose an authoritarian constitution.’” The two parties
alternated in office after a wave of strikes and protests led to a pegouated
regime transition in 1984, while the labor-backed leftist cola!mon kno?gn
as the Broad Front (FA) emerged as a major rival to the traditional parties.
In El Salvador, dissident military and intelligence officers Witl‘l hnks. to
economic elites and paramilitary death squads founded the rlght-@g
Nationalist Republican Alliance (ARENA) as the country descended into
civil war and the United States pressured a military regime to ufldcrtalfe
democratic reforms in the early 1980s. ARENA captured the presidency in
four consecutive elections after 1989, while a 1992 peace agreemenE
incorporated the leftist revolutionary movement, the Far-;abundo Marp
Front for National Liberation (FMLN), into a more inclusive democratic
regime as the leading opposition party.>® ;
In these three countries, regime transitions were shaped by major
distributive conflicts and popular mobilization from below that raised
the costs of repression and prevented authoritarian incumbents from
fully controlling the terms of regime transition. Power was transferred

35 Timothy J. Power, The Political Right in Postauthoritarian Brazs:l: Ef_ites, Institutions,
and Democratization (University Park, PA: Pennsylvania State Unwgrmy Press, 2000).

35 Margaret Keck, The Workers® Party and Democratization in Brazil (New Haven, CT:
Yale University Press, 1992). N _ )

37 Charles G. Gillespie, Negotiating Democracy: Politicians and Generals in Uruguay

New York: Cambridge University Press, 1991). N N )

28 ESee William Stanley, The Protection Racket State: Elite Politics, Military Exforﬂ?n, m:tﬁ
Civil War in El Salvador (Philadelphia, PA: Temple University Pres‘s, 1996) and IEJ.tzabe
J. Wood, Forging Demacracy from Below: Insurgent Transitions in South Africa and El
Salvador (New York: Cambridge University Press, 2000).
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to conservative parties with varying ties to authoritarian predecessors, but
these successor parties were challenged by well-organized leftist rivals that
had been bitter opponents of military rule. In contrast to Honduras and
Paraguay, then, partisan competition under new democratic regimes in
Brazil, El Salvador, and Uruguay was clearly aligned along a left—right
axis that reflected not only programmatic or ideological differences but
also a generative “regime cleavage” between parties with rival authoritar-
ian and democratic (or revolutionary) preferences during the period of
military rule. As explained below, such partisan alignments shaped the
politics of market reform in ways that made democratic regimes less likely
to careen in the post-adjustment period.

A third pattern of democratic transition was found in Bolivia (1982) and
Ecuador (1978-1979), where military regimes in the 1970s had been
plagued by factionalism between conservative and left-leaning tendencies,
and where right-wing successor parties were relatively weak (i.e., a coalition
of conservative parties led by the Social Christian Party [PSC] in Ecuador,
and the National Democratic Action [ADN] of former dictator Hugo
Banzer in Bolivia). In the Andean region, economic elites and conservative
parties often supported regime transitions during the early stages of the
third wave not because they could control democratic outcomes, but rather
because they had little confidence in military rulers and limited influence
over their policy choices. Indeed, initial post-transition presidential elec-
tions were won in Ecuador and Bolivia by populist or leftist forces — the
populist Concentration of Popular Forces (CFP) in Ecuador and the leftist
Democratic and Popular Unity (UDP) coalition in Bolivia. In these coun-
tries —in essence, cases of “open succession” — left-right competition existed
following democratic transitions, but it was not anchored in strong regime
cleavages, and the balance between conservative and populist or leftist
parties was not tilted in favor of the right.

These very different alignments of partisan competition during demo-
cratic transitions weighed heavily on the politics of economic crisis and
market reform in the 1980s and early 1990s. Indeed, they were critical
antecedents that predisposed countries to experience the critical juncture
of market liberalization in strikingly different ways, with major conse-
quences for the resiliency of both party systems and democratic institu-
tions in the third wave. The collapse of state-led development in the debt
crisis of the 1980s forced new democratic regimes throughout the region
to grapple with the challenge of market-based structural adjustment, but
the political impact of the shift in development models was far more likely

to produce democratic careening in some countries than others. This
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variation depended largely on the competitive aligpment and balance ?df
power within national party systems - factors that 1nﬂuen§ed who w:;mh
lead the process of market reform and whether or not a major party ot the
left was available to channel opposition to market orthodo;.ry.' =
Simply put, regime transitions that bequeat‘hed democratic 1nst}tut1(:;1:.15
dominated by conservative parties — that is, the cases of ohgarcl ic
and contested succession — were more likely to experience consentan:::-
led patterns of market reform. These cases differed, hov?ever;. in the
strength of institutionalized leftist opposition 10 market. libera ization.
Alternatively, regime transitions that left cqnservatwe 1::art{eav.l in
a weakened position relative to populist or leftist‘nvals were more likely —
in contexts of severe economic Crisis and heightened global market
constraints — to experience “bait-and-switch” market rch@s ledf Fay
actors that traditionally supported more heterodox or statist policies
and campaigned against orthodox structural ad;ustn?lent. In. sho::t, _the
three different types of regime transition were associated .w1th filst}nclf
partisan alignments during the critical juncture of market_ !1berahzat10n,
although these alignments did not fully determine the p?llncal outcomes
of market liberalization and its regime effects, they .welg.hec! heavﬂ.y on
subsequent trajectories of political developmer%t. T.he n_mphcfanons of tll.lesc
alignments for the democratic trajectories of 'mstltutmrTalchd plur? fsmc,l
hegemonic popular sovereignty, and oligarchic restoration are explaine

below.

CRITICAL JUNCTURES, REACTIVE SEQUENCES,
AND DEMOCRATIC TRAJECTORIES

Although new democratic regimes in Latin A'mcrica’s third wave ldf:monc-i
strated surprising resiliency during the penc?d of economic crisis an

structural adjustment, democratic careening in the pos.t-ad]ustment ;Fa
was widespread and often unexpected. In genera!, careening was rooted 1n
the post-adjustment revival of distributive confh(?ts as Popul?.r sectors Er'.e-
politicized inequalities and pressed claims for social atlzepshlp rights. 1:1t
if this re-politicization occurred throughout tl:xe region, democratic
careening did not; it was most prevalent in countries lwhere party systems
were not programmatically aligned along a left—right axis by regime
transitions and the politics of structural adiustrm?nt. Where party systems
had been programmatically aligned, societa? resistance to market orthr‘)-
doxy was channeled toward established parties .of t‘%lc lf:ft, a;f:d denl'noc?nc
regimes consolidated relatively stable forms of institutionalized pluralism

Democratic Divergence and Party Systems 107

even as they turned to the left in the aftermath period. Where party
systems were not programmatically aligned by the dual transitions, how-
ever, democratic regimes tended to careen toward oligarchic restoration
or hegemonic popular sovereignty in the aftermath to the critical juncture.
These alternative trajectories, the contingent outcomes of divergent criti-
cal junctures, are depicted in Figure 4.1.

From Contested Successions to Institutionalized Pluralism
in Brazil, El Salvador, and Uruguay

The hallmarks of institutionalized pluralism are relatively stable rules of
the game, robust horizontal checks and balances on executive authority,
and institutionalized competition between partisan rivals that have mean-
ingful opportunities to alternate in office. Institutionalized pluralism sig-
nifies that diverse social and political forces have the right to engage in
collective action, to articulate claims in the public sphere, and to compete
on a reasonably level playing field to influence collective decision-making
processes. Reasonable approximations of this democratic trajectory
clearly emerged during the third wave in Brazil, El Salvador, and
Uruguay despite, it could be argued, less than propitious beginnings in
their respective regime transitions. All three countries experienced highly
repressive military rule prior to the onset of the third wave, and new
democratic regimes inherited legacies of severe human rights violations,
restrictions on lower-class social and political organization, and military
tutelage of domestic political institutions. Transitions typically began
under institutional rules that proscribed or marginalized some of the
military’s opponents, limited the range and authority of government
positions filled through democratic elections, and tilted the playing field
to the advantage of conservative successor parties with varying ties to
authoritarian rulers.

Nevertheless, vigorous partisan competition and popular mobiliza-
tion from below eventually whittled away at electoral proscriptions,
military prerogatives, and other constraints on civic participation.
As discussed by Bermeo and Yashar, social movements played major
roles in the opening of democratic spaces, culminating in the construc-
tion of new democratic regimes that were more inclusive and pluralistic
than those envisioned by military rulers and their civilian collaborators
at the outset of regime transitions. In Brazil’s protracted and tightly
scripted regime transition, the military allowed for national legislative
and gubernatorial elections in 1982 under a restrictive electoral formula
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variation depended largely on the competitive alignment and balance of
power within national party systems — factors that influenced who would
lead the process of market reform and whether or not a major party of the
left was available to channel opposition to market orthodoxy.

Simply put, regime transitions that bequeathed democratic instimtiox.m
dominated by conservative parties — that is, the cases of oligarchic
and contested succession — were more likely to experience conservative-
led patterns of market reform. These cases differed, howevcr,' in.the
strength of institutionalized leftist opposition to market liberallz’atlofa.
Alternatively, regime transitions that left conservative parties in
a weakened position relative to populist or leftist rivals were more likely -
in contexts of severe economic crisis and heightened global market
constraints — to experience “bait-and-switch” market reforms led by
actors that traditionally supported more heterodox or statist policies
and campaigned against orthodox structural adjustment. In short, the
three different types of regime transition were associated with Fiist?nct
partisan alignments during the critical juncture of market liberalization;
although these alignments did not fully determine the political outcomes
of market liberalization and its regime effects, they weighed heavily on
subsequent trajectories of political development. The implications of :l}ese
alignments for the democratic trajectories of institutionalized plural}sm,
hegemonic popular sovereignty, and oligarchic restoration are explained
below.

CRITICAL JUNCTURES, REACTIVE SEQUENCES,
AND DEMOCRATIC TRAJECTORIES

Although new democratic regimes in Latin America’s third wave demon-
strated surprising resiliency during the period of economic crisis and
structural adjustment, democratic careening in the post-adjustment era
was widespread and often unexpected. In general, careening was rooted in
the post-adjustment revival of distributive conflicts as popular sectors re-
politicized inequalities and pressed claims for social citizenship rights. B1:1t
if this re-politicization occurred throughout the region, democratic
careening did not; it was most prevalent in countries where party systems
were not programmatically aligned along a left-right axis by regime
transitions and the politics of structural adjustment. Where party systems
had been programmatically aligned, societal resistance to market ortho-
doxy was channeled toward established parties of the left, and democratic
regimes consolidated relatively stable forms of institutionalized pluralism
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even as they turned to the left in the aftermath period. Where party
systems were not programmatically aligned by the dual transitions, how-
ever, democratic regimes tended to careen toward oligarchic restoration
or hegemonic popular sovereignty in the aftermath to the critical juncture.
These alternative trajectories, the contingent outcomes of divergent criti-
cal junctures, are depicted in Figure 4.1.

From Contested Successions to Institutionalized Pluralism
in Brazil, El Salvador, and Uruguay

The hallmarks of institutionalized pluralism are relatively stable rules of
the game, robust horizontal checks and balances on executive authority,
and institutionalized competition between partisan rivals that have mean-
ingful opportunities to alternate in office. Institutionalized pluralism sig-
nifies that diverse social and political forces have the right to engage in
collective action, to articulate claims in the public sphere, and to compete
on a reasonably level playing field to influence collective decision-making
processes. Reasonable approximations of this democratic trajectory
clearly emerged during the third wave in Brazil, El Salvador, and
Uruguay despite, it could be argued, less than propitious beginnings in
their respective regime transitions. All three countries experienced highly
repressive military rule prior to the onset of the third wave, and new
democratic regimes inherited legacies of severe human rights violations,
restrictions on lower-class social and political organization, and military
tutelage of domestic political institutions. Transitions typically began
under institutional rules that proscribed or marginalized some of the
military’s opponents, limited the range and authority of government
positions filled through democratic elections, and tilted the playing field
to the advantage of conservative successor parties with varying ties to
authoritarian rulers.

Nevertheless, vigorous partisan competition and popular mobiliza-
tion from below eventually whittled away at electoral proscriptions,
military prerogatives, and other constraints on civic participation.
As discussed by Bermeo and Yashar, social movements played major
roles in the opening of democratic spaces, culminating in the construc-
tion of new democratic regimes that were more inclusive and pluralistic
than those envisioned by military rulers and their civilian collaborators
at the outset of regime transitions. In Brazil’s protracted and tightly
scripted regime transition, the military allowed for national legislative
and gubernatorial elections in 1982 under a restrictive electoral formula
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that favored the two “official” parties. It subsequently ignored massive
protests for direct presidential elections, insisting on the election of
a civilian president by the conservative-dominated congress in 1985.
Nevertheless, military tutelage eroded with the fracturing of the pro-
military bloc during the transition process, while electoral reforms and
a new constitution laid the foundations for open and inclusive demo-
cratic contestation. Direct presidential elections were finally held in
1989, with the PT emerging as the primary rival to politically dominant
but organizationally fragmented conservative forces.*”

In Uruguay, the military proscribed leading opposition figures from
running in the first new presidential election, but otherwise conceded on
institutional reforms and was forced to accept the incorporation of the
leftist FA into the democratic arena. The first democratic government led
by the conservative Colorados quickly asserted its authority and signaled
the onset of unrestrained competition by ending proscriptions and declar-
ing an amnesty for political prisoners. Included in the latter were prisoners
from the Tupamaros guerrilla movement,*° the remnants of which were
incorporated into the FA.

Finally, in El Salvador a military stalemate between the armed forces
and the FMLN eventually led to a peace accord that transformed both
military and civilian institutions and incorporated the revolutionary
movement into a new democratic regime. Institutional reforms dissolved
the repressive National Guard, Treasury Police, and civil defense patrols;
established civilian control over the army and a new civilian police force

that included former guerrillas; created governing bodies to investigate
and prosecute human rights abuses; strengthened judicial independence;
and established a new electoral tribunal with representation from differ-
ent parties to oversee elections and voter registration. As stated by Wood,
the peace agreement “also mandated the legalization of the FMLN as
a political party, recognizing its right to meet, to mobilize, to publish, and
to hold licenses for communication” for its clandestine radio stations.*"
Although some of the leftist currents that congealed in the PT, FA, and
FMLN had revolutionary backgrounds, lengthy struggles to defend
human rights and secure basic democratic freedoms — in contexts of
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violent and traumatizing repression — encouraged leftist parties to .treaf
new democratic regimes as popular conquests, whatever these regimes
origins and defects. Even where regime transitions cmpowreret% conserva-
tive successor parties, they opened new political and organizational space
for leftist parties and their affiliated popular movements. In’ post-
authoritarian settings, such space was seen by leftist parties as
a precondition for their efforts to build popular support for socu.xhst
alternatives. Indeed, such alternatives were increasingly conceptualltzef}
in terms of an open-ended and pluralistic process of t‘d?eperflng
democracy,** a paradigmatic example of the pro-democratic 1d‘eat10'nal
shifts discussed by Bermeo and Yashar. Meanwhile, for conservative elites
who had a vested interest in asserting the authority of civilian govern-
ments and scaling back military prerogatives,*? mobilizatior'a jﬁrom E’Jelow
created pressures to tolerate more open competition and politically incor-
porate an institutionalized leftist opposition that agref:d to p}ay by t}:lc
democratic rules of the game. Those rules allowed leftist parties to gain
a foothold — and even become stakeholders — in new democratic regimes,
as they quickly won significant blocs of legislative seats along Wllth
mayoral and (in Brazil) gubernatorial positions. These electoral gains
encouraged a long-term strategy of accumulating forces at the subnational
level, demonstrating a capacity for effective and rcsponmblt? governance,
and progressively enhancing national-level political competitiveness.
The viability of such a strategy was buttressed by the pohty:al dynam}cs
of economic crisis and market reform in these three countries. Following
the onset of the 1982 debt crisis, conservative dominance of post-
transition regimes virtually assured that rightist parties wc'uu_ld have to
assume responsibilities to manage economic crises and admm{ster Strl:lc-
tural adjustment policies. That was the case for the conservative admin-
istrations of José Sarney (1985-1990) and Fernando Collor (1990-1992)
in Brazil, along with the center-right coalition governments lcfl by
Fernando Henrique Cardoso (1995-2002). In Uruguay, the National
Party government of Luis Alberto Lacalle (1990-1995) lmplementf:d.the:
deepest reforms, while the first ARENA government of Alfr’edo Cnstu'mt
(1989-1994) took the lead in El Salvador. In all three countries, the major

4* Gee Kenneth M. Roberts, Deepening Democracy? The Mode_m Left and Social
Movements in Chile and Peru (Stanford, CA: Stanford University .Press, 15.;28} gud
Benjamin Goldfrank, Deepening Local Democracy in Latin Amqnca: Pamcz?mnqn,
Decentralization, and the Left (University Park, PA: Pennsylvania State University
Press, 2011).

*3 See Hunter (1997).
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party of the left remained in opposition throughout the decisive period of
structural adjustment, providing an institutionalized channel for societal
dissent from the neoliberal model. As such, the critical juncture of struc-
tural adjustment was conditioned by the partisan alignments of regime
transitions, but it also reinforced them; left-right regime cleavages
mapped closely onto left-right programmatic alignments during the pro-
cess of market reform.

Such aligning critical junctures produced relatively stable institutional
equilibria for both party systems and democratic regimes in the post-
adjustment era, despite an initial high level of turbulence in the Brazilian
party system during the period of economic crisis. Indeed, aligning critical
junctures moderated and institutionally contained the reactive sequences
of the aftermath period. The PT and FA spearheaded labor and popular
resistance to structural adjustment measures, but levels of social protest
were relatively moderate, and much societal dissent was channeled into
electoral outlets by the partisan left. Established leftist parties, therefore,
progressively strengthened in all three countries, finally breaking through
to capture the presidency in Brazil in 2002, Uruguay in 2004, and El
Salvador in 2009.

Leftist victories, however, represented an alternation in office within
the basic parameters of institutionalized pluralism, rather than
a careening away from it. Established conservative and centrist parties
did not break down; they remained major power contenders with large
blocs of legislative seats, and along with conservative judiciaries they
provided horizontal checks on executive authority. Neither the PT nor
the FMLN elected a legislative majority from their own ranks, and the PT
depended on a series of multiparty coalitions with politically diverse allies
in order to legislate — a basic institutional constraint that reinforced the
party’s moderation in office. Given the presence of major opposition
parties, tenuous legislative coalitions, and conservative judicial institu-
tions, none of these leftist parties made any attempt to alter the constitu-
tional order by circumventing congress and making plebiscitary appeals to

popular sovereignty — that is, to shift from horizontal to vertical forms of
accountability. They sometimes created new participatory and consulta-
tive spaces for a variety of labor unions, community organizations, and
social movements, but these fell well short of the direct forms of partici-
patory democracy they had once promised, and they supplemented rather
than supplanted the core institutions of representative democracy.
Having been key players in the construction of institutionalized plur-
alism during the third wave, as well as major beneficiaries of it, the PT, FA,
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and FMLN were not about to transgress its norms after gaining access to
national executive office. Democratic regimes mrne.:d to tht? lefF undefr their
watch, but they did not careen toward al.terflatwel !nstlltuuonal Oﬂm'
The legacies of contested successions and aiswg critical ] unf:tm'-es, atl : enc;
were relatively stable forms of electoral competition and psntut:o;: ize
alternation in public office between parties of the left and right. To e sure,
electoral stability provided no guarantee of clean and responsive %ovemi
ment; as the corruption scandal against the PT demonstrated, e cc'to;ad
success and extended periods of rule could taint even the most ancnp e :
of parties, and presidential democracies offered few corzz?cnw;s s orttod
a presidential impeachment. In general, however, the legacies o czgtes e f
successions and aligning critical junctures have been a far cry from those o

the dual transitions analyzed below.

Oligarchic Succession and Restoration in Honduras and Paraguay

If conservative-led regime transitions in the cases of' contested. succession
culminated in relatively stable forms of institutionalized pll.l1ral1sm, transi-
tions characterized by oligarchic succession had a very different fate in
Honduras and Paraguay. Nineteenth-century oligarchic party sys;:ems_
weathered the regime transition and the critical iunctu.rle of ma}rket re Z;'ltp
in both countries, but they proved to be an unstable {nrsifltutn?nal equili-
brium in the aftermath period as societal pressures politicized mequahm?s
and spawned new political alternatives to mar!&et orfhodox'y. Den'lntocra.nlci
careening occurred in both countries when oligarchic parties broke ;m;
democratic norms — though not entirely with th‘e demo?rauc rules of the
game in Paraguay — in order to remove left-leaning presidents and restore
the traditional order. Oligarchic restoration occmrer.i by means of a military
coup in Honduras in 2009, and by means of a premdenna} mpeachI;nzntth—-
arguably, an ill-disguised legislative coup — in Paraguay in 2012. In oh
countries, then, the parties that constructed new democratic regimes in the
1980s eventually violated regime norms when t.hey lost control of executive
office and confronted new popular challenges in the early 2000s. .

In both countries, conservative successor par.ties baf:ked by .n%lhtal.-y
allies fully controlled the democratic arena following regime t.:r?nm:;ic:lns u;
the 1980s, as the opening to partisan and electoral competition n;:
lead to the rise of a major populist or leftist party. In Honduras, lé e

military remained a powerful actor behind the scenes but .aﬂow'ed olr
the election of a constitutional assembly in 1980 and a C1V1.113f1 (Liberal)
president in 1981. The Liberals were victorious once again in 1985 as
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electoral reforms helped to institutionalize the new political order, and
thereafter rotated in office with the National Party.** In Paraguay,
Colorado military and civilian dissidents who launched the 1989 coup
against Stroessner lifted the country’s de facto state of siege, dissolved
Stroessner’s compliant congress, and quickly organized new elections that
delivered the presidency to Lieutenant General Andrés Rodriguez.
The Rodriguez government passed a new constitution in 992 and relaxed
restrictions on non-communist parties, including the major center-right
opposition party, the descendent of the nineteenth-century Liberal Party
known as the Authentic Radical Liberal Party (PLRA). The Colorados,
however, captured the presidency in the first four national elections of the
democratic period, remaining in office from 1989 until 2008.

In a context of oligarchic succession, conservative parties led the pro-
cess of market reform by default. Structural adjustment, however, did not
align partisan competition programmatically between conservative sup-
porters and leftist critics of the neoliberal model. With the left side of the
political spectrum all but vacant, the two major traditional parties in both
countries supported the general course of market liberalization at the
height of the region-wide Washington Consensus. The major push for
reforms occurred in the early 1990s under the National government of
Rafael Callejas in Honduras and the Colorado government of Rodriguez
in Paraguay. Although labor strikes and other forms of social protest
greeted some of the reforms, labor and popular movements in both
countries were too weak to seriously challenge national governments
that imposed structural adjustment policies.

Nevertheless, the political control of traditional conservative forces
eventually broke down in the aftermath period as destabilizing reactive
sequences detached voters from established parties and spawned new
leftist alternatives. Honduras experienced a sharp decline in electoral
participation, while public opinion surveys demonstrated that civil society
organizations had weak ties to traditional parties, S that citizens ranked

** See Natalia Ajeno Fresno, “Honduras,” in Manuel Alcintara and Flavia Freidenberg,
eds., Partidos Politicos de América Latina: Centroamérica, México y Repiiblica
Dominicana (Mexico City: Instituto Federal Electoral and Fondo de Cultura
Econémica, 2003), 181-273, and Mark J. Ruhl, “Honduras: Problems of Democratic
Consolidation,” in Howard J. Wiarda and Harvey F. Kline, eds., Latin America: Politics
and Development, 6th ed. (Boulder, CO: Westview Press, 2007), 519-533.

43 Sara Dewachter and Nadia Molenaers, “Who Takes a Seat at the Pro-Poor Table? Civil

Society Participation in the Honduran Poverty Reduction Strategy,” Latin American
Research Review 46, 3 (2011), 112-132.
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Honduran democratic institutions the lowest in the SCentral Amenca!n
region on basic indicators of political legitimacy,? gnd t?‘xat lnga.tryl'
a quarter of citizens placed themselves in a le&-of—centt?r “130 oglga't
space that was devoid of organized partisan representation. In }tl rcsi
context, Liberal president Manuel Zelaya, a business leader who a
run for office on a law-and-order platform, unexpectedly veered in
a populist direction after his election in zoos.‘Zelaya decreed a s.h:a.rpl
increase in the minimum wage, launched a wide range of new socia
programs, and steered Honduras into an alignment w1t,h a Venezuela;—led
regional trade bloc and oil assistance program. Zela.y‘a s about-face frac-
tured his Liberal Party and ultimately provoked a ml'htary coup ~ bz‘lcked
by congress and the supreme court — when the maverick president tr'lcd to
schedule a non-binding poll on a referendum to convoke a constituent
assembly. Although the 2009 coup was followed b_y new elecn'ons. tha:
restored the National Party to office, the rupture in 1:.he constitutiona
order was indicative of the increasingly tenuous abiht)f of democratic
institutions to reproduce traditional forms of oligarchic rule. Indeed,
following a period of exile, Zelaya returned to Hondlfras :cmd f(?unded
a new leftist party that sponsored the candidacy of his wife, Xiomara
Castro de Zelaya, for the presidency in closely fought‘Novcmber 2013
elections. Although the National Party retained the presidency by capturi
ing a narrow plurality of votes amid widespread charges of e'lectorz.i
fraud, the election posed the most formidable challenge to oligarchic
domination in Honduran political history.

Likewise, oligarchic rule broke down in Paraguay when the (;olorado
Party lost control of the electoral arena and Fernando Lugo, an snt:hapenc-l
dent leftist Catholic bishop with ties to peasant land struggles, was el?c.te
president in 2008. Lugo ran at the head of a multiparty somolpolt’tlcal
coalition that included the PLRA and social movement cl)rgamzanons.
President Lugo was abandoned by the PLRA and abruptly 1m1?eached by
congress in 2012, however, when a peasant land occupation led to
a violent clash with police forces. Lugo was given a mere two hours to

defend his actions in a swift one-day impeachment hearing before being

ies.” i ent
removed on grounds of “poor performance of duties.” The impeachment,

i i jcti ¢ Democratic Vulnerabilities,
48 Mitchell A. Seligson and John A. Booth, Predicting Cq@s ' _
the AmericasBarometer, and the 2009 Honduran Crisis. A.n%encas lliarometer Insights
Series, Vanderbilt University (Latin American Public Opinion Project, 2009) (www
.vanderbilt.edu/lapop/insights/lo82ren.pdf). ‘ .
47 [nforme Latinobarémetro 2006 (Santiago, Chile: Latinobarémetro, 2006), 84.
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while constitutionally legal, was clearly used “as a political weapon,”*® and
it paved the way for the Colorado Party to return to power in 2013
elections. As in Honduras, this oligarchic restoration involved
a considerable transgression of democratic norms, and appears likely to
be contested by a new party of the left founded by Lugo’s supporters.

In both Honduras and Paraguay, then, regime transitions by means of
oligarchic succession bequeathed conservative-dominated democratic
orders that did not provide institutionalized outlets for societal dissent
in the aftermath to structural adjustment. Left-leaning presidents even-
tually took office in the aftermath period with little institutionalized
partisan support, and democracy careened toward tenuous forms of
oligarchic restoration that entailed significant institutional disruptions.
In both countries, oligarchic restoration is challenged by unprecedented
social and political mobilization from below, as popular sectors pressure
traditional elites to accept — in Dahl’s terms*® — more inclusionary and
participatory forms of democratic governance. Political conditions would
appear to be ripe in both countries, therefore, for iterative and highly
unpredictable patterns of democratic careening,.

Party System De-Alignment and Hegemonic Popular Sovereignty
in Bolivia and Ecuador

If conservative-led market reforms failed to align party systems program-
matically in Honduras and Paraguay, bait-and-switch reforms were mani-
festly de-aligning in Bolivia and Ecuador. Critical junctures in these
countries generated powerful reactive sequences that thoroughly trans-
formed both party systems and democratic regimes in the post-adjustment
period. Both countries experienced mass, indigenous-led protest move-
ments that toppled multiple elected presidents, while traditional party
systems broke down and were outflanked on the left by more radical
populist or “movement” parties that relied on plebiscitary expressions
of popular sovereignty to re-found constitutional orders. Although poli-
tical dynamics in both countries were shaped by partisan alignments
during periods of democratic transition, it is important to note that their
pattern of democratic careening was not strictly dependent on such transi-
tions; Venezuela experienced a very similar careening dynamic without

¥ Leiv Marsteintreder, Mariana Llanos, and Detlef Nolte, “Paraguay and the Politics of
Impeachment,” Journal of Democracy 2.4, 4 (October 2013), 111.
4 Dahl (1971).
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undergoing a transition from military rule at the outset of th{: third wsf.ve}:;
‘What these three cases shared in common was a de-a!lgmng, balt—and-smtcal
process of market reform during the critical juncture of stru];:btir ]
adjustment —a process that led all major parties to converge on the nec; r:j
model and channel societal resistance toward anti-systemic forms of soci
T rotest. )
mizl;clz:c:lt?oﬁed above, internally fractious militar)f regimes in tl:le 19708
did not empower conservative successor parties_ during democratic transi-
tions in Bolivia and Ecuador. Consequently, as in Vcnefzuela,‘con.sen'rat:;e
parties did not take the lead in the process of market hbcrahz?non uld e
1980s and 1990s.°° In Bolivia, structural adjust@ent was 1mposethnz
a hyperinflationary context in 1985 by the historic Popu}m party at
led the 1952 Revolution — the Revolutionary Nano_nahst’ Movemen
(MNR). Market liberalization continued under the MNR s :E:lccessor;
the left-leaning Movement of the Revolutionar?' Left (MIR), wi su;;por
from the conservative ADN — what Slater and er.m:nons ha've callec.i a ol:m
of “promiscuous powersharing.”** All of Bohwla’s major parties lt' u:l
converged on variants of market orthodoxy, leaving no mstm?tllona 1zet
party of the left in opposition, despite widcspreafd labor and socia p;otesc;
In Ecuador, very partial market-based austerity measures were afﬁopte
in the mid-1980s by the conservative PSC dur?ng its c?nly term’m o Hc’e, as
well as by the independent conservative pl‘e‘Sl.deflt’ Sixto Durén Bz én :;1
the early 1990s.5* Major liberalization initlat.lves were also a on;e‘ 5
however, by presidents from the country’s leading leftl’st (Rodrigo ; r}}la
of the Democratic Left) and populist parties (Abdald Bucarafn of the
Ecuadorean Roldosista Party). Likewise, independent pt_)puhst ﬁgufe
Lucio Gutiérrez shifted in an orthodox direction after being elected in
2002 with the support of the left-leaning indigenous party Pacha.fz;;:k.
A consistent pattern of bait-and-switch reform by parties and presi .entcs{
that ran for office as opponents of the neoliberal model thus deprive
voters of a reliable partisan outlet for dissent from market orthodoxy.

5° In Venezuela, structural adjustment was initially impqscd by Carlos Andf::s Pérez of ai:z
labor-based center-left party Democratic Action (AD) in 1989. Marketz:e : rf:txlm w;re :
adopted in a bait-and-switch manner by President Rafael Caldera and his leftist planning
minister Teodoro Petkoff in the mid-1990s. . N ‘

Y Dan Slater and Erica Simmons, “Coping by Colluding: Polmcgl Unosljtaltn;ymz{:d
Promiscuous Powersharing in Indonesia and Bolivia,” Comparative Politica ies

' mber 2013), 1339-1365. ‘

e E?t;:rﬁo‘;. Ceonag,ha:,l and James Malloy, Unsettling _Stat:scmﬁ: I?smocrac:;’ a:;f

Neoliberalism in the Central Andes (Pittsburgh, PA: University of Pittsburgh Press,

1995).

Democratic Divergence and Party Systems : S

In neither country, then, did the critical juncture of structural adjust-
ment align the party system programmatically between supporters and
opponents of the neoliberal model. Instead, patterns of “neoliberal con-
vergence” and programmatic de-alignment prevailed.? In the absence of
a reliable partisan outlet, societal resistance to market liberalization was
more likely to be channeled into extra-systemic forms of social and/or
electoral protest — far different types of reactive sequences than the pro-
gressive strengthening of established leftist parties that followed the align-
ing critical junctures in Brazil, El Salvador, and Uruguay. In Ecuador, an
indigenous movement that staunchly opposed the neoliberal model gath-
ered steam over the course of the 1990s, eventually joining forces with
other popular actors in a series of mass protests that directly or indirectly
toppled three consecutive elected presidents in 1997, 2000, and 2005.54
After 2000 — when a popular uprising triggered a short-lived military
coup —established parties were displaced by independent populist figures,
culminating in the election of the left populist outsider Rafael Correa in
2006. Likewise, in Bolivia indigenous movements, coca growers, labor
unions, and community organizations converged in a series of mass pro-
tests — the so-called water wars in 2000 and the gas wars in 2003 — that
challenged market reforms, forced two presidents to resign, and led to the
collapse of the established party system. Bolivia’s reactive sequences
culminated in the election of coca union leader Evo Morales to the pre-
sidency in 2005 at the head of a new, heavily indigenous “movement
party,” the Movement Towards Socialism (MAS).55
In both countries, then, as in Venezuela, mass social protest was
followed by mass electoral protest — that is, the transfer of votes en
masse from established or “systemic” parties on both the left and the
right to new “outsider” parties, movements, or independent personalities.
As Morgan and Lupu suggest, parties that lost their programmatic
linkages to voters or diluted their “brands” paid a steep price at the ballot
box. Indeed, the vote for independent figures or new parties formed after

5 Kenneth M. Roberts, “Market Reform, Programmatic (De)alignment, and Party System
Stability in Latin America,” Comparative Political Studies 46, 11 (November 2013),
1422-I452. '

** See Yashar (2005) and Silva (2009).

% Raul Madrid, The Rise of Ethnic Politics in Latin America (New York: Cambridge
University Press, 2012},

5¢ See Jana Morgan, Bankrupt Representation and Party System Collapse (University Park,
PA: Pennsylvania State University Press, 2011} and Noam Lupu, Party Brands in Crisis:
Partisanship, Brand Dilution, and the Breakdown of Political Parties in Latin America
(Ph.D. dissertation, Princeton University, zo11).
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1990 - roughly, the midpoint of the critical juncture — reacihed Ioodpercené
in presidential elections in Venezuela after 2000 and in Ecua or arlll
Bolivia in 2009. This was in striking contrast to the programmatica by
aligned party systems in Brazil, El Salvador, and Uruguay, wh?re esta d
lished parties closed off the electoral marketplace to new com;:ettti)lrs, an
the vote for parties or movements formed after 1990 was virtually non-
em’?ﬁ:zocietal backlash against traditional parties in Bolivia and Ecuado;
had even larger regime-level consequences, as democracy careent:;ll tol;v]fur
hegemonic expressions of popular sovereignty. In contrast to the PT in
Brazil, the FMLN in El Salvador, and the FA in UrugU:aY — leftist pam;ﬁ)s
that were forged in high-risk struggles to bring down dictators and estab-
lish basic democratic rights — the new populist and movement lefts th;t
came to power in Bolivia and Ecuador (as ir‘n Ver}ezuela) were shaped by
more recent cycles of popular rebellion against melﬁfectual and unrepre-
sentative democratic regimes. Such rebellions were, in essence, manifesta-
tions of a crisis of democratic representation,’” and they 'sPa:vned.brf)'ade:
struggles to exercise popular sovereignty and escape the .self-lnm}tlmi
constraints on democratic majorities imposed by Fhe honzontallc ecks
and balances of institutionalized pluralism.*® Like Htllgo Chévez in
Venezuela, Correa and Morales ran for office on the b'asm of pledges. to
convoke constituent assemblies, and they did so im@edaately after taking
office by means of plebiscitary appeals to a sovereign Quebio (p’eople} -
a more vertical form of democratic -accounFablhty, in Slater’s terms
(2013). They bypassed or dismissed sitting legl.slatures, elected new con-
stituent assemblies with the authority to rewrite the rules of the demo-
cratic game, approved those rules thl"(}t_.lg'h Po.p}llar 1:e=.-fe1'«;31rl1:iurns;i
reorganized judiciaries, and re-founded regime institutions ws:;.h enhance
executive powers and new spaces for popular participation. ’ ‘
The plebiscitary re-founding of regime institutions created constl?u}e]r;t
moments”°® in Venezuela, Bolivia, and Ecuador, and they reflected highly
majoritarian approaches to democratic governance. As such, they

i i ia Bej do Pizarro, eds., The Crisis of

57 Scott Mainwaring, Ana Maria Bejarano, and Eduar ro, e _
Democratic Representation in the Andes (Stanford: Stanford University Press, 2006).

58 Karl and Schmitter (19971, p. 274). -

+ l\;;x:rell A. Cameron, Eric Hershberg, and Kenneth E. Sharpe, eds., Neg) Inst:tstﬂo;s f{lf:
Participatory Democracy in Latin America: Voice and Consequence (New York:
Palgrave Macmillan, 2o012). ) _ )
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(Durham, NC: Duke University Press, 2010).
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depended on exceptional capacities for civic and political mobilization,
which only increased as commodity prices rose after 2003 and provided
windfall revenues to these rentier states. Chévez, Correa, and Morales all
shattered national records for the highest first-round presidential vote
share in the post-1980 period, with Morales reaching 64.2 percent in
2009, Chdvez 62.8 percent in 2006, and Correa 57.2 percent in 2013,
The capacity to mobilize such broad popular majorities behind a common
political project was especially unusual in Ecuador and Bolivia, where
previous third-wave presidents had averaged less than 30 percent of the
first-round vote, and none had ever surpassed 40 percent. In each case,
new popular majorities were constructed in contexts where traditional
parties of the right, center, and left had lost any capacity to enforce
institutional checks and balances.

On its own, broad electoral appeal is hardly incompatible with democ-

racy as a form of institutionalized pluralism. The latter, however, requires
the presence of institutional checks on the behavior and prerogatives of
democratic majorities and the executives they empower, along with institu-
tional protections of the rights and voice of political minorities. Such
institutional restraints and protections, however, are inevitably in tension
with the ability of popular majorities to govern, and in contexts of institu-
tional crisis — such as those found in the aftermath of de-aligning critical
junctures in Latin America — they can be easily overwhelmed or neutralized
by the mobilization of new popular majorities. Returning to Dahl’s
formulation,®" this mobilization undoubtedly created more inclusionary
and participatory democratic institutions that responded in significant
ways to long-neglected popular demands. It also, however, narrowed the
institutional spaces that allowed opposition forces to contest public author-
ity. Indeed, opposition parties weakened, and their ability to fill the
institutional spaces that still existed for the representation of minority
interests progressively declined. The challenge to institutionalized pluralism
in these countries, therefore, was not a simple function of hegemonic
majorities; it also reflected the disorganization of minorities, given the
failure of centrist and conservative forces to rebuild anything more than
fluid electoral fronts once traditional parties collapsed. Consequently, even
if the end of the commodity boom weakens left populist alternatives in these
rentier states, opposition forces are not well positioned to construct democ-
racy as a form of institutionalized pluralism.

% Dahl (1971).




120 Kenneth M. Roberts

CONCLUSION

The study of democracy in Latin America’s third wave is necessarily a’study
in contrasts, given the diverging paths of democra‘nc development in 'th:i
region. This divergence is rooted in the alternatwe_ ways that pohtua:
parties and social movements constructed —and sometimes decm;structe -
democratic orders. Party systems that were progran?mamfally? aligned from
left to right by democratic transitions and market hberalmatlo?:l.have been
more stable than those that were de-aligned by the d‘ual.tra;nsmons of Fhe
1980s and 1990s. They also moderated sociall mobtlllzat:lon by channe_hng
opposition to market orthodoxy into institutionalized outlzets of parnsaxcll
representation and electoral competition. In the pljocess,.pames rfnpsuuclls;:l
democracy as a form of institutionalized plurah.sm .W.1th rclam’rely st::lﬂ e
rules to regulate competition, protect political minorities, restrain pop dar
majorities, and check executive authority. th_:re party systems were n;
aligned by the dual transitions, however, they failed to prowde.: institutio
outlets for societal opposition to the neoliberal model, allowing dissent to
be channeled into extra-systemic forms of social or electoral protest. Und?r
such conditions, democracy tended to careen toward ft?rms of' oligars{hlc
restoration or hegemonic popular sovereignty that entailed r‘nalcu: institu-
tional discontinuities, ranging from military coups to presidential over-
throws and the plebiscitary re-founding of constitutional orders. N
Although all of the countries analyzed here tur.ned to the l.eft. p?lltl-
cally at some point in the post-adjustment era, thglr fign.:locraflf: regimes
did not all careen institutionally. Aligning and de-a!1gnmg critical junc-
tures produced very different kinds of lefts, and their afterm?tl} periods
spawned different types of “left turns” — not to mention distinct con(i
servative reactions to them. Whereas some turns to the left both rcﬂcctt?
and reinforced institutionalized pluralism, others were embedded in
highly disruptive reactive sequences that caused dem(?cracy to careen
toward oligarchic restoration on the right, or hegemonic popu.lar sover-
eignty on the left. Whether democracy careened, a.md wh.at direction it
took, were thus divergent outcomes of t‘hc partisan ahgmr'len’ts tha;
shaped the construction of democratic regimes in Latin America’s thir
wave. ' .
In comparative perspective, dual transitions to democracy afnd market
liberalism and the left-right structuring of partisan compeltmon appear
more central to the Latin American experience during the third wave thfan
in the other regions covered in this book. To. be sure, authontana'n
legacies and regime transitions heavily conditioned party systems I
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other parts of the developing world, as seen in the chapters by Kuhonta,
Beatty Riedl, and Lust and Waldner. The intersection of these legacies
with partisan alignments during the process of structural adjustment,
however, was more decisive in shaping democratic outcomes in Latin
America, where competitive party systems under new democratic
regimes — rather than single-party or military regimes — had to manage
the debt crisis of the 1980s, and where market liberalization was often
deeper, more comprehensive, and highly contentious politically.
Likewise, although left-right programmatic structuring of political
competition has ebbed and flowed in Latin America, it has been more
prevalent in the region than in other parts of the developing world during
the third wave, especially in the post-adjustment era. The depth of struc-
tural adjustments — in countries with historic traditions of state-led
industrialization and labor-based forms of populist and corporatist repre-
sentation — made some sort of left-right programmatic structuring very
likely in Latin America once hyperinflation had been defeated, social
mobilization intensified, and democratic competition became institutio-
nalized in the world’s most unequal region. In contrast to other parts of
the developing world, religious, ethnic, and nationalist divides play little
role in the structuring of partisan competition in Latin America, and
where they do — as in Bolivia and Ecuador - they largely reinforce rather
than cross-cut cleavages based on class distinctions and left-right
ideological preferences. Furthermore, the ability of conservative, elite-
based parties to use patron-clientelism to control lower-class political
behavior clearly eroded in the post-adjustment phase of the third wave
in Latin America. Although the region’s left-right competitive alignments
will undoubtedly be challenged by the narrowing of programmatic space
with the end of the commodity boom, they have shaped Latin America’s
democratic experience in fundamental ways that are not clearly replicated
in other parts of the developing world.



