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Introducing Uncertainty

The present volume deals with transitions from certain authoritarian regimes
toward anuncertain “somethingelse.” That “something” canbe the instanra-
tion of a political democracy or the restoration of a new, and possibly more
severe, form of authoritarian rule. The outcome can also be simply confusion,
that is, the rotation in power of successive governments which fail to provide
any enduring or predictable solution to the problem of institutionalizing polit-
ical power. Transitions can also develop-into widespread, violent confronta
tions, eventually giving way to revolutionary regimes which promote changes
going far beyond the political realm.

The contributors to this project have approached their respective tasks
from perspectives which reflect their own values and preoccupations, as well
as the oftendistinctive characteristics'of the countries and issues that they are
confronting. We have respected this diversity, regarded it as desirable, and
tried to learn from it. Nevertheless, in our coordination of the projectwe have
tried to accentuate three general and shared themes; which we believe are
sufficient to ensure as reasonable a degree of convergence as is warranted by
theconsiderable variety of empirical material and the paucity of prior theoreti-
cal guidelines. We did not have at the beginning, nor do we have at the end of
this lengthy collective endeavor, a “theory" to test or to apply to the cas¢
studies and thematic essays in these volumes.

The first general and shared theme is normative; namely, that the instaura-
tion and eventual consolidation of political democracy constitutes per-se-a-

esirable goal. Some authors may have been more sensitive than others to the
trade-offs that this may imply in terms of forgone or deferred opportunities for
greater social justice and economic equality, but we all agreed that the estab-
lishmaent of certain rules of regular, formalized political competition deserved
priority attention by scholars and practitioners.

The second theme, toa certain extent a corollary of the fust; mvolve 81
effort to capture the extraordm

eory 0 SHCH processes, 1Twonld have to bea chapt:ex
in a much larger inquiry into the problem of “underdetermined” social
change; of large-scale transformations which occur when there are insuffi-
cient structural or behavioral parameters to guide and predict the outcome.
Sucha theory would have to inchide elements of accident and unpredictabil-
ity, of crucial decisionstaken in a hurry with very inadequate information, of
actors facing irresolvable ethical dilemamas and ideological confusions, of dra-
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matic turning points reached and passed without an understanding of their
future significance. In other words, it would have to be a theory of "'abnormal-
ity," in which the unexpected and the possible are as important as the usual
and the probable. Moreover, the actors’ perception of this very abnormality
surrounding regime change is itself a factor affecting its eventual outcome.
Compared to periods of “order” which characterize the high point of authori-
tarian rule, the uncertainty and indirection implied in movements away from
such a state create the impression of “disorder.” This impression some com-
pare nostalgically with the past, while overlooking or regretting the transi-
tion'sxevival of precisely those qualities which the previous regime has sup-
pressed: creativity, hope, self-expression, solidarity, and freedom.

-The third theme is closely related to the one we have just discussed. When
studying an established political regime, one can rely on relatively stable
economice, social, cultural, and partisan categories to identify, analyze, and
evaluate the identitics and strategies of those defending the status quo and
those struggling to reform or transform it. We believe that this "normal sci-
ence methodology” is inappropriate in rapidly changing situations, where
those very parameters of political action are in flux. Thisincludes transitions
from authoritarian rule: The increasingly free expression of interests and
ideals following liberalization, the variations and shifts in the conﬁguxation of
power and beneﬁt within the authantanan regime, and th imdetermi-

among other charat:tem—
tics we shail discuss belaw crucxal reasons for the inadequacy of using "nor-
mal" social science concepts and approaches to analyze such situations.
/ unng these transitions, inmany CWWW‘:
i le ta specify ex ante which classes, sectors, IHStIUtoNs, and other
\ Ingeed, it may be that almost all one can say is that, durmg crucial moments
and choices of the transition, mostmmw&wﬁmw"ge
likely to be divided a and ideals and, hence,
incapable of coherent collective action. Moreover, those actors are likely to
undergo significant changes as they try to respond to the changing contexts
presented them by liberalization and democratization. We believe, thercfore,
that this type of situation should be analyzed with distinctly political con-
‘cepts, however vaguely delineated and difficult to pin down they may be. This
is not meant to be a methodological credo, advocating the exclusive use of
“strategic” concepts heavily weighted toward political calculations and
‘immediate reactions to unfolding processes. Rather, we have attempted to
shape conceptual tools that may be reasonably adequate for dealing with
choices and processes where assumptions about the relative stability and
predictability of social, economie, and/instititional parameters—and, there-
fore, of their descriptive and explanatory power—seem patently inadequate.
Nor is this a denial of the long-run causal impact of “structural” including

macroeconomic, world systemic, and social classj factors. It is, to repeat
ourselves on a point that we would like not to be misunderstood, our way of

recognizing the high degr;a
unexpected even m@mm

chmces confusion about motives and mterestst plastwl . i
o of political identities, as wellas the talents of specific in indiv Viduals | )
mgﬁg@qmﬁnﬂxﬁamm&d&&mmmg@h@&u&ms This is not tﬁeuy ai
the macrostructural factors are still “there,” as we shall see at several points in
this volume. At some stages in the transition, in relation to certain issues and
actors, those broad structures filter down to affect the behavior of groups and
individuals. But even those mediations are looser, and their impacts more
indeterminate, than in normal circumstances, The short-term political caleu-
lations we stress here cannot be “deduced” from or “imputed” to such

structures-——except perhaps in an act of misguided faith. ‘

As the participants agreed at the beginning; the motivation of this project,
and now of the publication of its results, has been practical as well as contem-
plative. In terms of the latter, the challenge was to explore a theme as
uncharted as it is intriguing, taking advantage of the generoussupport of the
Latin American Program of the Woodrow Wilson International Center for
Scholars of the Smithsonian Institution; and itsunprecedented willingness to
bring together a working group of distinguished scholars from the United
States, Europe, and Latin America. On the side of praxis we believe that by
exposing the "state of our ignorance,” enriched by our refléctions about typi-
cal dilemmas and choices, and by some generalizations about typical pro-
cesses, we are providing a useful instrument—pieces of a map~—for those who
are today venturing, and who tomorrow will be venturing, on the uncertain
path toward the construction of democratic forms of political organization.
Allof us who have participated in this project hope that at least it will contrib-
ute to a more intelligent-and better-informed discussion, by activists and
scholars, of the potentialities, dilemmas, and limitations involved in the
complex process of the demise of authoritarian rule and its possible replace-
ment by political democracy.




2.

Defining Some Concepts
(and Exposing Some Assumptions)

One major difficulty confronting our collective effort was to create a common
language for inquiry among scholars with rather heterogeneous backgrounds.
While we cannot pretend to have resolved it completely—many words con-
tinue to be used diversely in the chapters of these volumes—the participants
did agree oo the significance of certain key concepts, and in so doing, they
exposed some shared assumptions. These we will try tocapture in the follow-
ing pages:

Transition

What we refer to as the “transition’! is the interval between one political
regime and another.! While we and our collaborators have paid some attention
to the aftermath [i.e., to consolidation); our efforts generally stop at the
moment that a new regime is installed, whatever its nature or type. Transi-
tions are delimited, on the one side; by the launching of the process of dissolu-
tion of an authoritarian regime and, on the other, by the installation of some
form of democracy, the return to some form of authoritarian rule, or the
emergence of a revolutionary alternative. It is characteristic of the transition
that during it the rules of the political game are not defined. Not only are they
in constant flux, but they are usually arduously contested; actors struggle not
fust to satisfy their immediate interests and/or the interests of those whom
they purport to represent, but also to define rules and procedures whose con-
figuration will determine likely winners and losers in the future. Indeed, those
emergent rules will largely define which resources can legitimately be
expended in the political arena and which actors will be permitted to enter it.

Moreover, during the transition; to the extent that there are any effective
rules and procedures, these tend to be in the hands of authoritarian rulers.
Weakly or strongly, depending on the case and the stage of the transition, these
rulers retain discretionary power over arrangements and rights which in a
stable demacracy would be reliably protected by the constitution and various
independent institutions. The typical sign that the transition has begun
comes when these authoritarian incumbents, for whatever reason, begin to
modify theirownrulesin the direction of providing more secure guarantees for
the rights of individuals and groups.

Defining Some Concepis » 7

Liberalization

tion." It is indicative of the beginning of the transition that its emergence
triggers a number of {often unintended) consequences which play an impor-
tantrolein ultimately determining the scope and extension of that process. By

liberalization we mean the process OWNW@W
protect both mdwxduals and sgs,;;,al groups from axhumx:mxmﬂgalmm

mitted by the state n the level of mdwxduals, these guaran-

t‘é’é*ém include the classical elementswi,jhﬁ_j;bg;mumdz ;

{The process of redefining and extending rights we have labeled “liberaliza-

& tnal accordm& to preestablish

ion; and so forth. On the level of groups, these rights cover such things as

reedom from punishment for expressions of collective dissent from govern:

ment policy, freedom from censorship of the means of communication, and
freedom to associate voluntarily with other citizens.

Granted that this complex of guarantees has probably never been totally
and unconditionally observed by public authorities in any country; and that its
content has changed over time, movement along these lines, however spo-
radic and uneven, constitutes an important departure from the usual practice
of authoritarian regimes. As‘Adam Przeworskiobserves in his chapterin Vol:
ume 3, such movements havethe éffect of loweﬁgg the costs—-real and
ammmd MWHVC action. This, in turn, has
-amultiplier effect. Once some actors have darad?&é’iféfétse*rhméﬂgm pubs
licly and have not been sanctioned for doing so as they were during the zenith
of the authoritarian regime, others are increasingly likely to dare to do the
same. There does not appear to be any necessary or logical sequence to the
emergence of these "spaces” for liberalized action, although thereacquisition
of some individual rights generally precedes the granting of guarantees for
collective action. Nor are progressions.in these domains irreversible. On the
contrary, a characteristic of this early stage in the transition is its precarious
dcpendence upon govemmemal power, which remains arbitrary wd capm
cious. If, however, th ractices are rmt too immedi

obviously threateni i me insti- .

tutionalized, and therﬁby raise the effective and percewed costs of their even-
£ is brings us to the relation between hberalizariom andthe
central concern of our analysis, democratization.

Democratization

Democracy's guiding principle is that of QOn§h1p This involves both the
right to be treated by fellow human. beings as equal withrespect to the making

ofcollective chomes and the e{gfxgaugh ofthose 1mplementmg such choices to
‘be equall‘
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this principle imposes obligations on the ruled, that is, to respect the legiti-
macy of choices made by deliberation among equals, and rights on rulers, that
is, toact with authority (and to apply coercion when necessary| to promote the
effectiveness of such ch s, and to protect the polity from threats to its
persistence. There have been a great variety of decision-rules and procedures
for participation claimi embody the citizenship principle. Across time
and political units, the actual institutions of democracy have differed consid-
erably. No single set of specxfzc institutions or rules by itself defines democ-
racy, not even such prominent ones as majoritarianism, territorial representa-
tion, legxslatwe sovereignty, or popularly elected executives. Indeed, many
institutions now thought of as dxstmcnvely democratic were initially set up
with very different tions, and were only subscquemly incorporated
within its reigning definition, for example, parliaments, parties, mixed gov-
ernments, interest groups, consociational arrangements, and so on. What
specific foxm democracy will take in a given country is a contingent matter,
although given the existence of certain prominent “models” and international
diffusion, there is likely to exist a sort of “procedural minimum’ which
contemporary actors would agree upon as necessary elements of political
democracy Secret ballotmgz umversal adult suffrage, regulay elections, parti-

nd access, and executive account-

€ Other and, ot et mstitutlons, sucb as administrative accoumabﬁuy,
' stncted access to informa-

ri611; limitations on successive terms in office, provisions for permanentvoter
egistrationand a &-compulsory voting, and the like, might be

donsidered as less essential i itizenship
principle in more advanced, more “complete’’ democracies.

Demoeratization, thus, refers to theprocesses whereby the rules and proce-

dures of citizenship are exthe:x applied to political institutions previously gov-

ciples [€.g, coercive control, ‘social tradition, expert ;udg—

o

atve practu;e[ or expanﬂea o i

assocxatmn productwe enterpnses ‘educational i mstzmtmns, ete: ) Asisthe

case with liberalization, there does not seem to be any logical sequence to
these processes, although some regional and temporal patterns can be dis-
cerned. Nor is democratization irreversible; indeed, all of the countries
included in these volumes have had some of these rules and procedures in the
past, so that recuperatmn isoftenas xmportam agoal as extension and expan-
sion.

Notes on the Interaction of Liberalization and Democmtization‘

As we have defined them above, hberahzatmn and demccxauzatm

dual and group. freedoms inherent in the fnmer th
alism [namely, the so~calle&§3§ulax democ-
ut the accountability to mass publics and
consmment minorities institutionalized under the latter, liberalization may
prove to-be easily manipulated and retracted at the convenience of those in
government:. Nevertheless, during the transition the two may not oce
sxmultanenualy Authﬂntanan rulers may tolerate or even promote liberali
tioninbeliefthat by openingup certaing on;
~they can relieve various pressures and obtain needed information and support
wxmmmrfmltMat is, without Wmmg ‘
accountable to

M‘émnal}y been given the euphemistic label of "tutclary demoeracy "In ouy

discussions we referred to such cases as “lib
tablandas). Inversely, once democratizatidir Tias BEFUN 2 P
cates fear the excessive expansion 1 of such a process or wish to keep conten-
tious issues off the agenda of collactwe deliberation, they may well i
old, oreven cr n the
mwntly dangemmm i
| citizenship status. For these cases we invented the term %‘lxnmgd
democraduras).
“Based-on these distinctions we venture the following generalizations:

1. Liberalization is a matter of degree even if it is not, strictly speaking,
measurable according to a common scale for all cases. It cari be more or less
advanced, depending on the scope of its guarantees, as well as on the extent
to which persons:and groups can obtain rapid and effective protection
against eventual violations.

2:. Democratization alse admits of gradations, although again, we find it
difficult to specify, out of titne and national context, what rules and proce-
dures would be more or less democratic. In the formation of a political
democracy [i.e., one that restricts the application of the citizenship pmw
“plé to public institutions of governance) two dimensions seem particularly
important, however. One refers to the conditions that restrict party compe-
tmon and electoral chmcemfcr example, baxmmg certain political parties

g £SE ‘12 m!"}ﬂm
femuf.meﬁna.nmlkeothex dimension refers to the eventual creatmn
of a “second tier” of consultative and decisional mechanisms, more or less
explicitly designed to circumvent accountability to popularly elected rep-
resentatives by placing certain issues out of their reach—for instance,
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establishing autonomous parastate agencies, corporatist assemblies, and/
or consociational arrangements. Democracy itself may be a matter of prin-
ciples, but democratization involves putting them into practice through
specific and detailed rules and procedures; which quite often have effects
far beyond their seemingly microscopic significance.
3. Liberalization can exist without democratization.? Fundamental guar-
antees can be accorded while impeding individuals or groups from partici-
pation in competitive elections, from access to policy deliberations, and/or
from exercising the rights that may make the rulers reasonably accountable
 to them. This is frequently justified on.t wds-that “immature™sub-
jects must be tutored e theyeanrbeatlowed theexereise of full eitizen

responsibilities. Nevertheless, the cases studied in these volumes suggest
thmmmual ‘and collective rights have been granted, it
becomes increasingly difficult to justify withholding others. Moreover, as
liberalization advances so does the strength of demands for democratiza-
tion. Whether these will be strong enough tocompel suchashift and yetnat
too strong {or too premature, in terms of the field of forces given at any
moment in the transition| to provoke an authoritarian regression is one of
the major uncertainties of the transition.

4. In all the experiences examined, the attainment of political democracy
was preceded by a significant, if unsteady, liberalization. Admittedly, in
somg cases—DPortugal and Greece—the transiti id.tha
weee-almost contemporaneous, but even there, crucial individual and col-
lective rights were made effective before the convocation of competitive
elections, the organization of effective interest representation; and the sub-
mission of executive authority to popular accountability. Therefore, it

seems useful to conceptualize the overall transition as a sort of "double

stream” in which these two subprocesses interact over time, each with its

‘own hesitancics and reversions, and each with overlapping motives and -

constituencies. In the event of a successful outcome {i.e., viable political
democracy] the two become securely linked to each other. '

5."Tf liberalization begins the transition, then we can locate the terminus

ad quo of our inquiry at the moment that authoritarian rulers (or, more,

. .

often, some fraction thereof] announce their-intention-to-extend-signili-
cantly the sphere of protected individual and group rights—and are
beliey ior to this, a certain degree of de facto liberalization may have

. ‘

W@m&m Pasquino'schapteronltaly at the end of World
ar ll shows that even where armed insurrection did occur and its partisans

gk
hange in the strategies of other actors. This permits
to€s -pIObIeTATIqE Of THE TFansTHion actions by authori:
tarian incumbents intended either to ratify or to transform certain of the
characteristics of the regime, even when these take the form of a * popular
consultation.” The Pinochet plebiscite in Chile in 1980 s a case ini point,
although this strategy can backfire, as did the plebiscite in Uruguayand, in
asomewhat different way, the 1974 electoral upset in Brazil. This criterion
also permits us to identify abortive transitions in which the announced
intention to protect some rights is either withdrawn by its Pproponents or
canceled by rival factions within the regime.
6. One premise of this way of conceptualizing the transition is that it is
both possible and desirable that political democracy be attain i
mobilized violence and dramatic di inuity. T
even Irequent protests, strikes, and demonstrations are virtually always’
present, but-where the-via rew narig 1s taken, or when violefice
, the prospects for political-demeocracy
are drastically reduced. To use the terms suggested in Schmitter's original
essay, a "transfer of power," in which incumbents hand over control of the
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1on with some of their nonmaximalist opponents,
nore propitious for the i d consolidation of democracy

hrow of power” by implacable antagonists.® For most of the

es in point, the latter scenario has been a simple impossibility, despite
occasional terrorism and armed insurrection, given the military capacity of
those in government and the unwillingness of the population to support
ch an uncertain and costly: adventure. Nicaragua was the exception
among the cases discussed at our 1980 conference, where Richard Fagen
suggest i i ive for regime

controlled substantial portions of the coun the decision not to pres
forward—the famous."Sucltadi-Salerno! by trylb,g“am s=made.a ‘;W; ajr d{f.:

fgggce in that transition.

Secialization

b

_ emerged, especially in contrast to the arbitrary “excesses” which tend to
 characterize the immediate aftermath of an authoritarian seizure of power,
but this 15 likely to be a function of circumstance, inattention, or plain
weariness on the part of the agents of repression. What is important is not
just the expression of a subjective awareness on the part of the rulers that
something must change [often with the Lampedusan coda, "“if things are
going toremain'the same. . . .}, but the reception of this announcement by
others, In other words; the intention of liberalizing must be sufficiently

The advent of political democracy is the preferred terminus ad quem of our
interpretive effort, but it is not the end of struggles over the form and purpose
of politics. As Adam Przeworski argues in his chapter, democracy institition-
alizes uncertainty, not only with respect to the persons and groups who will
occupy positions of authority, but also with respect to the uses to which
authority will eventually be applied. In a sense, the transition to political
democracy sets up the possibility—but by no means, the inevitability—of

ol PR e

T Pyl s . . te
another transition. For the citizenship principle of equal treatment in matters
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affecting collective choices knows no intrinsic boundaries, except those set, at
4 given moment, by tradition, received wisdom, explicit agreement, or coun-
tervailing power. De Tocqueville was perhaps the first to grasp the powerful
potentialities of this fact and to glimpse the possibility thatonce applied to the
pracedures of public government, it could also be extended in two directions:
{1} to cover other, private!’ socialinstitutions; (2} to demand that not merely
formal equality of oppqﬂunity but also substantive equality of benefits be
attained.

Atthe risk of confusing the term with other uses in the social sciences, we
have called this “second” transition “socialization.” It also involves a d(mble
stream, two independent but interrelated processes, The one, which some
label “social democracy” consists of making the workers in factories, the , 5
students in schools and universities, the members of interest associations, the LIBERAL - M iR ALIZED

ization } LIMITED
supporters of gohucal parties, the clients of state agencies, even the faithful of anenenonc) OCRACY POLITICAL

irches, the consumers of pmducts, the clients of professmnais, the panents orEQuaL - : DEMOCRACY

8 = statusror H(DICTABLANDA) o .
A vsnsons | x (DEMOCRADURA)
AND pRoURS - ||

“SUBSTANTIVE
BENEFITS &

elopment Their sxmultaneahs presence or attaxm
ere by “socialization,” and this remains a powerful

~.‘hope for many acmrs Whether these processes are, or can be made, compati- AUTOCRACY
ble with each cherﬁwhether equal participation in the units of social action ' : PEPULAR
wm;lc,i entail equal distribution of the benefits from collective choices, and (DICTADURA) : :

: ; ! A , ; DEMOCRAC
vice versa—is indeed one of the major, unanswered questions of our time. ... | PLEBISCITARY

Certainly the experience of both the modemn welfare state and "real-existing AUTOERACY
socialism” shows that more equal public provision of services and availability . ,
of goods does not always encourage higher levels of citizen participation—and . 10w B iy COCIAL
can even lead to recipient passivity, clientelistic structures, and dependence DEMOCRATIZATION DSTITUTIONS & | (NSTITUTIONS &
upon experts and administrators. Inversely, higher levels of participation in Proceson AL} EciNomiC
some institutions, through such devices as workers’ councils and corporatist .
" forums, can result in an increase rather than a decrease in the overall inequal-
ity of benefits, as each sector or unit seeks maximum returns for itself and
passes off the costs to others.

For our purposes, the persistent {if remote] goal of socializationhas adouble
relevance. On the one hand, the attainment of arelatively stable mix of liberal-

persist in private and semipublic institutions. In the contemporary world,
ization and democratmatwn ~what Robert Dahl has called Mpolyarchy!%-—

may have the ¢ & ; istin cconomic arrangements.

ThISISmO t obviously the c the compromiSe TEsEs on

_On the other hand,
the aspiration to socialism leads some actors to expect that the transition from
authoritarian rule will lead in relatively short order to mdespread substantive
benefits for all and to the destruction of the non:

these two transitions—to political democracy and to socialism-—are srmulta
neously on the agenda. There will always be “radicals’ advc)catmg the desiz-
ability of leaping to the latter without pausing for the former, as well as
“reactionaries” arguing that, by transiting to the former, societies are starting
inevitably on.a slippery slope toward the latter,

In this context, all we can do is reaffirm our earlier presumption that politi-
cal democracy per se is a goal worthy of attainment, even at the expense of
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forgoing alternate paths that would seem to promise more immediate returns
in terms of socialization. Not only is the probability of their success much
lower and the likelihood of their promoting an authoritarian regression much
higher, but the taking of such paths seems to require, at least in the interim,
the installation of a popular authoritarian regime which is unlikely to respect
either the guarantees of liberalization or the procedures of political democ-
racy. Bven leaving aside the predictable veaction of external powers to coun-
tries which take such a route {see the arguments advanced by Laurence White-
head in Chapter 1 of Volume 3 and the actions presently being taken by the

‘United States to “destabilize” the Nicaraguan revolution}, it is by no means

clear whether such a vig revolucionaria will in the long ran be more successful
th%nﬂ'n rﬁmentally and consensnally processed change in making socializa-
tion compatible with the values embodted-in-tiberalization and political

,demacxacy

For the convenience of the reader, in Figure 2.1 we have attempted to
digplay graphically the !property-space'” involved in the interaction between
liberalization and democratization, as well as their possible supersession by
sc:r:xahzanon The area of predommant concern m thlS volume is bounded ori

ofie’ by public
Within it, we identify two intermediate regime confxgurancns {dictablanda
and democradura), and several transition paths (involving defeat in war, revo-

‘lution from below or without, or negotiation through successive pacts) which

will be discussed in later chapters.

3-

Opening (and Undermining)
Authoritarian Regimes

The Legitimation Problem

During the interwar period, authoritarian rulers could ‘aspire to legitimate
their government through some combination of the mobilizing imagery of
FWWWMMMWW Such

regimes could (and did} promote themselves as long-term solutions to the

pIgQ itical order and le modes of governance for

theirsocicties-espeeially when compared to impotent and divided parliamen-
tary democracies elsewhere in Europe and to the prepotent and monolithic
regimein the Soviet Union. Authoritarian rulers emerging after 1945 have not
been able to count on such a possibility. This is their Achilles’ heel, and it
explains their ideological schizopbrenia: They are regxmes that practice dicta-
torshxp and repressionin thep ‘
“Thus; they can
gxaﬂsﬁiona} powers, while attempting to shift attention to their lmmedlate
ubstantive accomplishment§—typically, the achievement of “social peace”
or economic development.
The often haphazard attempts of these regimes at institutionalizing them-
lves clash with the limits imposed by their own discourse. These limits afe,

n part, imposed by the contemporary worldwide “marketplace’ of ideas and,
also, by enduring domestic aspirations, both-of which imply that legmmate
political domination can only be the expression of popular sovereignty or; in
exceptional cases, the issue of a revolutionary mandate for dramatic social
transformation. Under these conditions, the usual flurry of decree-making
and law generation, as well as the bureaucratic expansion, of authoritarian
regimes may increase their immediate capacity for control {and repression),
but such efforts are not likely to be considered, even by incorporated and
benefited social actors, as permanent arrangements. As for those sectors of the
population that are excluded and victimized, the schizophrenic stamp of the
regime opens the ideological space within which they can express what often
becomes their fundamental demand: the removal of the authoritarian regime
and its xepla;:emem by a democratic

“Hard-Liners” and “Soft-Liners"

In this context we must analyze the relationships between two groups typi
cally presentin suchregimes: in-the vocabulary of O'Donnell’s original essay

15
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for this project, “hard liners" {duros) and “‘soft-liners" (blandos].! The furstare
those who, contrary to the consensus of this period of world history, believg
tk etuation of authoritarian rule is possible and desirable, if not by
rejecting outright all democratic forms, forms, then by erecting some facade behind
which they can maintain inviolate the hierarchical and authoritarian nature of
their power. These hard-liners are usually composed of several factions. Some
adopt this position out of oppt ism, indifferent to 10nger~texm political
pm;ccts and preoccupied instea i i ~ i
i e of the spoils, Were these the only hard- lmers the task of
a matter of determining the cost of buying them
out at the right moment. But the main core of the hard-liners is formed by
those who reject viscerally th “cancers" 2 i cracy and
whao believe they have a mission all traces of such pathologies
from political life. Once atransition has begun, and even after political democ-
racy has been established, this nucleus of unconditional authoritarians is
likely to remain the stubborn source of attempted coups and conspiracies.
As for the soft-liners, they may be indistinguishable from the hard-liners in
the first, “reactive”? phase of the authoritarian regime. They may be equally
disposed to use repression and to tolerate the arbitrary acts of the appropriate

ministry or security agency. Wmmm

ing awareness that the re ime they | ,1 t n in which they

ral legitimation.
that, if its eventual legitimation is to be feasible, the regime capnot
Wm long before reintroducing certain freedoms, at least to the extent
acceptable to moderate segments of the domestic opposition and of interna-
tional public opinion.

But the timing of the first serious attempts at liberalization poses a typical
paradox that greatly weakens the prospects for regime incumbents during the
transition. The most favorable occasions for attempting liberalization come at
periods of widely acknowledged success of the authoritarian regime, includ-
ing a high economic conjuncture, in which the soft-liners hope that the
regime's effectiveness will be transferred into popular support for the regime
during the transxtzon But these are the periods (iurmg wluch the soft~lmers are

m’i“ngs arc gomg well and no important crises or ahallenges are foxeseen, why
decide on changes that will inevitably introduice new actors and uncertainties,
however tightly liberalization may be controlled by the regime? Why risk the
“achievements of the regime” for the sake of the fuzzy long-term advantages
advocated by the soft-liners? This is the typical argument used by hard-liners,

technocrats, and many others who prefer to continue enjoying the perquisites.

of unchallenged anthoritarian rule, against the soft-liners—if the latter dare to
express their views at all before such unpropitious publics. Thus, these
regimes lose their golden opportunity to liberalize under the conditions that
would maximize their chances for exercising close and enduring control over
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the transition. Of course, there have been authoritarian regimes, such as the
1976-83 Argentine one, which could hardly miss the opportunity, since they
experienced during their entire duration very few "successes.” But even those
regimes attempted liberalization only when they were already going thmugh
some serious crisis, perceived as such by at least some of the regime incum-
bents and--most importantly--by the entire opposition.?

In any case, when liberalization is attempted, the innovations mmany
introduced by the regime rarely go beyond highly contrelled-fand-ofténvindi-
rect) consultationsand the re:stxmtwn of some individual rights (not extensive
to social grolips or opposition parties). But even under such limited circum-
stances, soft-liners distinguish themselves from hard-liners by proclaiming
that some form of democracy is the necessary outcome of the authoritarian
episode that they “unfortunately’ had to impose. In the vocabulary of Schimit-
ter's original ‘essay, they have begun to accept the “dispensability’’ of the
regime and its incumbents. But like the hard-liners, the’5of-liners are them-
selves composed of diverse currents. Some have gotten what they wanted
from authoritarian rule and are prepared to withdraw to the enjoyment of
private satisfactions. Others wish to see the transition stop at alimited liberal-
ization which protects their tenuie in office or their privileged access to
authority, Still others aspire to elected positions in the emergent regime and
arg prepared to undertake the risk of leading down the trail to political democ-
racy.

Thus, different orientations toward political order and political time have a
subtle, but not insignificant Wﬂﬁﬁﬁhﬁn&m :

Moreover, the motives and” cucumstauces under whi’

regime came to power can

hard-liners Wlkammamm;gm i the initial phases, all the more so
and preceding crisis have been the most severe.* Thi

a tendency for a greater and more systematic use of repression and the proba-

bility that there will be a more extensive effort to eradicate the institutions of

previous democratic experiences. Even in such an unfavorable context, how-*

ever, soft-liners do eventually emerge with their recognition that, at some
ti?ﬁ@mmm{ffcal Topéning™ will be niecessary. At that
point, some of the exchuded actors will have to be allowed to reenter political
life~-however purged of "extremists' and “intransigents” —and this will be
all the more difficult the longer harsh repression and violation of rights are
practiced. Hence, even in the very moimments when the regime’s discotrse
seems most monolithic and cohesive, these elements of differentiation are

likely to have appeared and to have sent out ambiguous signals to potential
allies and real opponents.

The Context for Transitional Openings

As Philippe Schmitter, Laurenice Whitehead, and others have pointedout, the
most frequent context within which a transition from authoritarian rle has
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begun in recent decades has been military defeat in an international eonflict.
Moreover, the factor which most probabilistically assured a democratic out-
come to the transition was occupation by a foreign power which was itsclfa
W the other hand, in spite of the Greek hasco in
vprus, and until the Malvinas/Falklands war caught us by surprise, the deus
ex machina of military defeat seemed unlikely for the cases which interested
us; Italy was an exception among our cases, and Gianfranco Pasquino shows
that the Allied invasion and subsequent occupation played a key role there.
Portugal represented a partial exception, in the W&mpmdmg
defeat of its colonial pretensions was a major factor in bringing down
authoritarian regime. Bu i-
cates, domestic conflicts and motives were important factors in the regime's
inability to defend itself against what was, after all, initially 4 putsch by a
small group of junior army officers.
) Inall the other cases, the reasons for launching a transition can be found
o predominantly in domestic, internal factors. Of course, ideological con-
@ straints at the international level have some effect on actor perceptions of the
long-term viability of agivenregime, and the negative impact of adownturn in
the international economy can accelerate matters. Nevertheless, it seems to
() us fruitless to search for some international factor or context which can reli-
(23\* ably compel anthoritarian rulers to experiment with liberalization, much less
which can predictably cause their regimes to collapse. Even if one seizes upon
the impact of military fiascos such as the Malvinas/Falklands for Argentina
and Cyprus for Greece, it is more accurate to interpret them as the result of an
already tottering and stalemated regime launching a fuite en avant rather than
as the cause for the regime's having reached such an impasse.

In this sense our explorations took arather different turn from those which
have attempted to explain the advent of the very authoritarian regimes whose
demise-—actual or potential—was the object of our interest. This is somewhat
ironic, given the fact that several of the participants in our project (one of the
coauthors included) were active protagonists in the research and discussions
generated by attempts to account for the emergence of those authoritarian
regimes.¢ This may be asign of intellectual flexibility—or of theoretical fuzzi-
ness. But in our opinion, it is basically a recognition that political and social
pxocesses are neither symmetric nor reversible. What brings down a democ-

rs that bring down an authoritarian

regimewa,gd the sam same can be WMW&?
respective regime types. Political democracies are usually brought down by
nspiracies involving few actors (even though, usually at later stages, those
s may obtain mass support for their efforts], and this may give special
leverage to-external manipulations and calculations. The liberalization and
eventual democratization of authoritarian regimes may have its conspirato-
rial side, butit also involves; as we shall see, a crucial component of mobiliza-
tion and organization of large numbers of individuals, thereby attenuating the

<\ role of external factors:
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But the main reason for this asymmetry springs from the themes and
assumptionswe stated at the beginning of this volume, thatis, the high degree
of indeterminacy of social and political acnon and the 1n0rdmate degrees of
freedom that collective and even individual acti -

.tous junctures of the transition. Hope, opportunity, choice, mcoxporatmn of

new actors, shaping and renewal of political identities, inventiveness—these
and many other characteristics of the politics of the transition stand in sharp
contrast to the mode and tone of politics in the periods preceding the break-
down of democratic regimes. One of the basic arguments [which we share) of
the Juan Linz and Alfred Stepan volume to which we have just made implicit
reference,’ is that none of those breakdowns was fatalistically bound to occur,
thatis, they could have been avoided if some strategic decisions Rad been”
made and especially if summmm
however; doesHiot detract from the fact that cmcxafp?}mmmmreak
down period seem in retrospect like actors in a Greek tragedy, anticipating
their fate but fulfilling it to the bitter end, powerless either to modify their
solidarities; alliances, and styles, or to mmrqmgl_g_mmmamonal,wmmeca‘
nomic, macrosoci di
In'contrast, the uncertainties, risks, and deficits of mformatmn characteristic
of the transition away from authoritarian rule have as theu counterpart a
context of expanding (if uncertain) choices, of wi er-

atedmho&es*mmmmmmmmmmm@mmms

toward the expansion of the political arena,® and of manifold levels of social

participation. What actors do and do not do seems much less tightly deter-™

ined by “macro stmatuﬁmmgg ngwgmmudz here than
dungg the breakdown of democratic regimes. The dismayed impotence of
“most democratic political actors during the latter contrasts sharply with what
gives a characteristic flavor to many moments of the transition--namely, the
exultant feeling (even if it is usnally quite exaggeratedithat the future is open,
and that ideals and decisions count as much as interests and structures. Even
by itself, this strong belief is likely to be a powerful factor, in the short and
medmm run; for reinforcing the high degrec of structural indeterminacy that
characterizes such moments

«{ Leaving these speculations asxd Iﬁtusmmm toour statement that d{)mefr

the consequc:memduect or

o;i soft-liners.”

middle cchclon of the military, wha Wi
spantaneous popular mobzhzamon ncat

)
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influenced by the presence of strong opposition forces in the civilian popula-
tion. Nevertheless, several putschs and purges had to oceur, in the govern-
mentand in the armed forces, before the soft-liners acquired sufficient control
over governmental and military positions to be able to implement such a
decision.
Nor can the timing of an opening toward hberahzauon be correlated pre-
dictably with the performance of authoritarian rule ing socioeco-
mic goals. Both relative success and relative failure have characterized
‘these moments, although admittedly, standards are highly subjective, and
evaluations are likely to differ both inside and outside the regime. Most cases
fall somewherein the middle, but it is interesting to contrast Brazil and Spain,
on the one hand, with Peru, Greece, and Argentina, Inthe latter cases, notjust
opponents but most of those within the xegime concluded that the experience
of authoritarian rule i ¢ even according tothe standards
the regime itself had estabhshed Opponents were stimulated to act becanse
the failure was so obvious. Ruling groups, including the armed forces, were
less and less confident of their own capacities, as well as deeply fragmented by
recriminations over who was responsible for the regime's failures. Mediators
_were no longer willing to arbitrate dissent and hold coalitions together. Faced
with this, the authontarian rulers sought a rapid "political outlet” {salida

politica): This gave ample room to the soft-liners, for whom it scemed less

risky to launch the country into liberalization, and even democratization,
than to continue struggling inflexibly and ineffectively against a rising tide of
apposition, fed by defection from the regime’s ranks.

In contrast, authoritarian régimes that had been relatively successful and
hence had encountered a less active and aggressive opposition opted for the
transition with a higher degree of self-confidence. Hoping that they could put
together a comfortable majority, they aimed at attaining electoral ratification
and popular legitimation for what has always been the most sensitive internal
management problem for authoritarian rulers, namely, succession to top exec-
utwe offu:& In addltxon, they expec;ted o earn a nice banus in the eyes of

cem over the expan-

ich had accompanied eco-

decade. In Spain, a business

was also p}:@pamd to support a

, ite to eventual
—but the exac.t txmmg of its occurrence
he death of Prancisco Franco. Even with

e
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these peculiarities, the general point remains: those regimes that felt them-
selves successiul were those in which the decision to embark on a transition
was taken without a high degree of prior internal dmaggxez.,auoz:t or external
pressure.

As O'Donnell notes in the Introduction to the vc»lume on Latin Amenca,
the military-populist authoritarian regime in Peru had goals and social bases
quite different from the other experiences we have examined. Also, it applied
only moderate repression and made few changes in habitual patterns in this
regard. Similarly, the experiment in hurcaucratwauthomanan rule-which
began in 1966 in Argentina was chamc alowlevel of previous t}meat

mand-theunions in their bpor

fW@QwWWw and development
would be relatively easy to achieve; hence, the level of repression was rela-
tivelylow.” In both cases, policy failures led to generalized dissatisfaction, and
the regime lost contml Df the agenda and timing of the transition. This sug-
gests that where high and regime self-confidence low, unless the
cost of organizing collectively is raised[i ¢, umtess:
to invest more and more in repression, which may well bea seif‘dtz*featmgw
proposition), the transition will bei

cases, the latter is likely to have comparatively high influence over the rules

d issues of the transition. Conversely, no transition can be forced purely by

Opponents against a zegimc which maintains the cohesion, capacity, and dis-
08itio B-Perpettiafion 1 power of armed revolutionary
struggle become the only likely outcomes of such cases. On the other hand,
where the cost of acting in dissent is rather low, but the objéctive performance
and subjective confidence of the regime are high, a transition is not likely to
occur, and when it does, it ishound to be restricted initially to rules and issues
which the authoritarian rulers feel they can control;

None of these generalizations exclude the possibility of accidents de par-
cours in even the most carefully crafted of transitions, especially with regard
to electoral results. Nevertheless, the reglme—conhdent self~m1t1atcd s¢e-

dtd- Imcﬁ'@f‘é prepared

{
3

,Q
)
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nario differs from the opposition-induced one in two key respects: {1} the &

sequence, thythm, and scope of liberalization and democratization tfmd to
remain more firmly in the control of incumbents {and, therefore, occur more

slomh less generalized uncertainty}; and (2} the social and political
forces which supported the authoritarian regime stand a better chanée of
playing a significant electoral and representational role in the subsequent

regime. S

Mm'"}
The Preauthoritatian Legacy

Another important element differentiating the cases in these volumes con-

cerns the extent to whichrepresentative institutions--political parties, social

maovements, interest assomatmns, autonomous agencxes local govermn-

ments—have survived from-the-peried-prior-to-autharitarian rule. In spme
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cases, the longevity of such regimes and/or the ruthlessness with which they
eradicated national political institutions and local autonomies meant that the
transition faced almost a tabula rasg, Portugal is a case in poipt, and Manuel
Antonio Garretén argues in his chapter that a similar situation might occur in

Chile in the event of a liberalization-demacratization of the Pinachet dictator-

i

ship_In other cases, usually of shorter duration, the structures and even the
personnel inherited from the previous democracies have shown a surprising
capacity for revival. Brazil and Peru are examples of this. Even in ltaly, where
the Fascists were in power ing, the military, and
even the Fascist Grand Council played a crucial role—for good and for ill—in
e:nsuxing,somefcemmuitydWcho QPas»

quino shows. In Spain, the institutions and legislatio

; e,
(> with roots in previous Spanish experience, were of major importance. The

Cortes, its personnel unchanged, committed the extraordinary act of voting

its own extinction and opening the way for the establishment of democratic

institutions. In addition, the-person-ot-the-king-and-the-institution-of the ~

crown. were cssential in providing a central focus which consistently sup:

ported the transition and was accepted bmm as being above party,.
ction; and particolar interestg———

“Ironically, the more episodic and incoherent authoritarian experiences of
Latin America, as well as that of Greece, seem to have done more to under-
mine the institutions of the more-or-less democratic regimes which preceded
them than the longerlived and ideologically stronger authoritarianisms of -
Italy, Spain, and Portugal "Th TER Ve often destroved previous
institutions and practices without replacing them-swith veto
representation, decision-maki icyimiplenientation, This may testity
marzmer resiliency of civil society in Southern Europe than to the
inefficacy of authoritarian rulers in Latin America. Additional factors seem to
be extreme fear of the “‘chaos'’ which preceded authoritarian rule in Latin
America and the much stronger military component in these countries as
compared with Italy, Portugal, and even Spain, which probably made them
more hostile to any form of civilian political representation.

In this respect, Brazil is an interesting exception. As was the case with
Argentina, Chile, Peru, Greece, and all other recent cases elsewhere, no seri-
ous attempt was made in Brazil to create distinctively authoritarian institu-
tions: Rather, the generals who have gt 00
sensetoqul
tions of pol mag P

estiToence was tolerated under the all-
party system. Parliament was periodically closed down and had little to do
with legislation and pelicy-making, but it did function most of the time and
gradually acquired effective authority. Candidacies were controlled, but elec-
tions were held fairly regularly, especially at the local level, where competi-
\tion rernained lively. Thus, by the time the liberalization (abertura) was sig-
naled by therelaxation of censorship in 1972, and then launched with the 1974
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elections, some channels of organized political expression were already in
place. Admittedly all this was carefully monitored by the regime, regressions
did occur when '"undesirable” results happened or even seemed likely, and the
transition has gone much slower than elsewhere. Nevertheless, the role of
representative institutions grew steadily, to the point that opposition parties
became heavily represented in Congress'® and controlled several important
state governorships. Nevertheless, until 1984, they were denied the opportu-
nity to compete under democratic rules for the highest national executive
office:

Maost of the other cases analyzed in these volumes have been different. The
institutional context has had to be invented and learned almost ex novo.

uthoritarian incumbents, having failed to create new institutions or to.con-

erve old ones, have found themselves facing uncertain futures and dim pros-

ects for protecting what they consider to be their vital interests. Regime
opponents, having been given virtually no role within the authoritarian
scheme of governance and, in some cases, having returned from exile to act in
societies which have undergone substantial changes, often have had to rely on
precarious past identities, outmoded slogans, and unimaginative combina-
tions.

Once liberalization has been chosen-—for whatever reason and under what-
ever degree of control by incumbents—one factor emerges which hangs like a
sword of Damocles over the possible outcome. This is the fear of a coup that
would not only cut short the transition but impose a regression to an even
more restrictive and repressive mode of governance.

- Fearing the Present

If there is one characteristic common to all our cases it is the omnipresent fear,
during the transition, and often long after political democracy has been
installed, that a coup will be attempted and succeed. Yet with the exception of
Bolivia and the rather special case of Turkey, such coups did not occur during
the transitions we have studied, There have been uncountable conspiracies
and not a few failed attempts, but none of our other transitions was inter-
rupted by a successful coup.

Why, then, has this nonevent received so much attention and generated so
much anguish? In part, the question itself provides the answer: by being
obsessed withits probable occurrence, contending forces in the transition take
steps to prevent such an outcome and avoid taking decisions which they feel
might encourage it. Obviously, this double negativity—the coup that doésn't
happen and the actions not taken which could have encouraged it to happen-—
is most difficult to examine empirically. But there is subjective evidence from
the actors themselves with which one can gain a better understanding of this
crucial problem.

The possibility of acoup is not fictitious. Many groups withina decliningor
defunct regime—and not just military ones—are initially opposed 1o an open-
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ing, and become even more so once the conflicts and uncertainties it generates
manifest themselves. These actors, the hard-liners, fear that the transition
and political democracy are bound to lead to an abyss, and are prepared to force
at any cost a return to the "good old times" of "order,” "social peace,” and
“respect for authority.” However secretly they may conspire, their existence
and activities are known to the proponents and supporters of transition. How-

§evex divided these proponents and supporters may be on substantive and pro-
@this provides a crucial convergence, which may lead to explicit or implicit
By

3

cedural issues, they share an overriding interest in avoiding a coup. Indeed,

ccmpemtion among these actors:

The impending coup poses difficult choices, especially to those pressing for
full-fledged political democratization. They may feel it imperative to prevent
or discourage the mobilization and the politicization of issues by groups

which could be their erucial allies in the medium and long term but whose

&mactwuy could constitute the casus belli that might trigger the coup. But how

%

can those who want to push the transition avoid a coup without becoming so
'paralyzed by fear of it that they will disillusion their supporters and diminish

Jtheir ability to press for further steps in the transition? Indeed, if they pursue

this anticipated reaction too far, the promoters of the coup will have achieved
their objectives without having acted: the transition will remain limited toa
precarious liberalization, and the regime opponents will end up divided and
deluded. Faced with such a dilemma, there does not appear to be a formula
correct for each case and every conjuncture, but itis important to keep in mind
the shifting strategic context. This will occupy us in the following pages.

Playing Coup Poker

Typically, at the beginning of the transition the soft-liners within the regime
have a strong hand in relation to the opposition, the more 50 to the degree that
they feel successful in baving attained past gaals Thcns acein the hale is the
thxeat thatif the oppo ition re

amdm@&mmbivp@hwmmmthey wzl} smplyc:ancel the game and k

return to the authﬂmanan status quo ante. This tends to weaken and divide
the proponents ~démocasization. Some believe the threat and, pre-

to avoid the worse outcome, agree to play the soft-liners’ game. Others
prefer the risk of a showdown to accepting such a self-limited outcome. But,
despite the initial strengths and intentions of the soft-liners their hand will
eventually be recognized for the bluff thatit has become, What forces the cards
tothetableis the growing evidence that, 1f a coup doesindeed oceut, the hard-
linerswillno hgveto
overthfow the soft-liners within its ranks. The factionalism of the regime is
likely T6 1i€rease 16 the point that the soft-lthers come to recognize the inter-
est thev share with the oppositionin avmdmg areturn to full-fledged authori-

§
Q-
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tarian rule, even if the tranmmn turns out to extcnd beyond the political
forms and policy issues iti oreover, by continu-
ing with'the transition, the soft-liners can keep alive the hope that they will
eventually be able to control the process and protect their interests: {This is
the other side of the uncertainty of democracy; it can lead to'self-limiting,
conservative outcomes as well as to expansive, progressive ones.) Further:
more, if the transition results in the implantation of democracy, the soft-liners
will hot'only be protected from the accusations of treachery laid on them by
the hard-liners; but also be rewarded by ''history” for having led their countey
to an arguably more honorable future. As Albert Hirschman has noted;'* pas-
sions; even virtuous ones, can be as important as interests, and—we would
add~—concem for future reputation can be as powerful a motive as the desire
for immediate satisfaction.

These factors generate a subtle but effective, and most often implicit,
“first-order understanding”—the “foundation of eventual pacts—between
soft-liners and those inthe opposition who are preemineatly intérested in the
installation of political democracy. Ofcourse, this does not mean that the two
tacit allies will not continue to struggle with each other. Butitdoes imply that
their conflicts will tend to attenuate and to shift more.and more to procedural
rules and substantive restrictions. Once the soft-liners’ biuff has been called;
theu‘ manipulation of the spécter of a coup becomes less direct an

mtghm argue that if the opposition exceeds certain limits, this wﬂl
strengthf:n the hand of the hard-liners in theif coup attempts and/or in-the
competition for positions in the governing and military hierarchies that could
be decisive for the rthythm and extent of the transition. But, as we shall see,
this is very complicated, too.

That those who begin the transition by threatening a coup become the
principal guarantors against such an outcome is-one of the numerous para-
doxes of ‘our theme. But for this guarantee to be effective, the skills and
machinations of the soft-liners may not be enough. It is ¢rucial that among

them, ina pmmmem role, should be fuund well»-g acg“mmsmally

respected mi

stresses the role of “swingrien” at crucial conjunctures '*sothe | ncmexmtem}
literature on noncoups shoul gl Qmphémze the strategic importance of

“swingmen’' in making alter 5 possible_These officers may

¢ transition much more becau&c of what they believe is good for the
armed forces than because of any enthusiasm for democracy. In'any case, their
weight within the armed forces means that acoup will have to be made against
them and in the fuce of armed forces that are likely, for that very reason, to be
deeply divided. This makes the launching of a coup quite risky and its out-
come predi sful, especially if we consider the numerous mili-
tary off are appartumstlc in their political options; they basically
wish to come out on the winning side, and when in doubt about the odds they
are more likely to support the existing situation than rebellious alternatives,
We shall return to this theme,
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The Cycle of Mobhilization

But the real importance of these choices internal to the regime and to the
armed forces can be appreciated only when they are related to concomitant
developments in the opposition camp. The “opening,"” “thaw," "decompres-
sion,” or whatever it is called, of authoritarian rule, usually produces a sharp
and rapid increase in general politicization and popular activation—"the res-
urrection of civil society,”” as O'Donnell has described it. However, this wave
crests sooner or later, depending on the case. A certain normality is subse-
quently reasserted as some individuals and groups depoliticize themselves
again, having run out of resources or become disillusioned, and as others
deradicalize themselves, having recognized that their maximal hopes will not
be achieved. Still others simply become tired of constant mobilization and its
intrusion into their private lives. These “shifting involvements" *—first with
depoliticized life under the authoritarian regime, then with rapid and strong
politicization during the first periods of the transition, and, later on, with a
return to some form of relatively depoliticized citizenship (which may be, asit
was in Spain, temporarily reactivated for the defense of democracy from hard-
line threats)—are typical of the processes we studied. The inverted U-shaped
curve formed by the strike rate in the Spanish case represents this pattern
graphically and can be repeated with many other indicators of mobilization -
and protest in all our cases. In terms of the strategies of hard liners and soft-
liners, those three periods have differing significance, First, at the onset of the
transition, before most actors have learned that they can act at lower cost to
themselves and their followers and, therefore, before an explosion of opposi-
tion has occurred; the soft-liners may well believe [and convince others) that
they have and can keep f..omml of the transition. The hard-liners then find it
difficult toenli of their potential recruits prefertoanait
and see if the soft-liners can deliver their pr0m1se ef xetammg&gg;mmm,@ .
the same time achieving 2 2 ; ‘
more e

stmd?dlers” mcreasr:s Then the condatx
wuul produce thefe authionitar 1TCP
theTe h : predominant interest
in preventmg such an outcame n the other hand, the greater themobiliza-
tion and PYOTESTof The BPposition, the more obvmus to the promoters of the
coup that more extensive and systematic r will be necessary. This
1mphes not memly retumm,g t“?ﬁ%“siafus quo anze ite but to. seme very extreme
h aria .

e kind of repression thaz such authontanan regression implies.
jut in order todoso, th 1 their would-be supporters need to count on the
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one element that the very existence of the soft-liners denies to them—a high é
degree of cohesion thhmm

CTIfT6llows that, contraty to the wishes of the soft-liners and the advice of
almost everyone, the regime’s opponents should increase their activity
instead of prudently diminishing it, as the feared moment of the coup seems to
approach. In particular, they should promote the diversification and extension
of opposition throughout society, since that increases the perceived costs of
repression for the hard-liners. However, we are confronted with one of thase
tricky, parabolic, if not sinuous relationships in which only good political
judgment can test the limits of a situation. Tf the opposition menaces the
vertical command structure of the armed forces, the territorial intégrity of the
nation-state, the country's position in international alliances, or the property
rights underlying the capitalist economy, or if widespread violence recurs,
then éven bland regime actors will conclude that the costs of tolerance are
greater than those of repression. " In such situations; the longer-term benefits
of an eventual liberalization {not to mention democratization} will seem to
those actors much less appealing than the shorter-term security of animmedi-
ate return to authoritarian rule.

Adding to the uncertainty of such ualculatmnb is the fact that the capacity
for tolerating disorder and threats varies by CI&GS andsector of each society, and
b){ historical period. What is rega; i insult to-the armed forcesy an

“act of secession,” or a “threat to property is hardly a constant. Nor is it
possible to specify a priori how specific social sectors will interpret the situa-
tion and react. One class condition which does seem unavoidable for the
viability-of the transition is that the bourgeoisie, or at'least important seg-
ments of it, regard the authoritarian xeg:mc as "dxspensablc" m Sc itter's
terms, either because it has lai ; :
rﬁEﬁ””m‘f‘ﬁecause ithas Wmmhau}d the
mohilization of regime opponents seem togo 'too far,” however, then authori-
tarian rule may again be judged to be indispensable, if unfortunate. Moreover,
as was suggested by the study of the breakdown of democracy,'® an authoritar-
ian inflection by a large part of the bourgeoisie is usually accompanied by
another symptom of impending dapger: the maobilization of middlesectors in
favorof acoup that will bring 'order” to society. This class convergence, along
with suitably inclined elements within the armed forces, is a necessary—if
not sufficient—condition for a successful authamanan seizure of power,
against both a democratic regime and a transitional one.

By the time the third, or relatively demobilized, phase is'reached, the
capacity for tolerance of diverse actors has increased. Soft-liners and indeci-
sive elements within the already defunct regime, as'well as the social classes
and: sectors which supported it, have come to countenance conflicts and
demands, modifications in the rules of the game and institutional arrange-
ments, as well as levels and patterns of popular demands and organization they
would never hiave accepted at the beginning of the transition—and have found
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that they can live with them This is another way of illustrating that the
transition involves continuous, if not linear or irreversible, modifications in
both the relations of force between diverse actors and the conceptions they
have about their interests.

But our analysis of this complex process of dissuasion, threat, and learning
cannot advance further without tackling the problem which most contami-
nates the ethical and political climate of the transition and which, because of
its reverberations within the armed forces, feeds the worst fears of a brutal
regression. Thisis the problem of dealing with the repressive acts perpetrated
during the authoritarian regime.

Settling a Past Account (without Upsetting a Present Transition)

In the cases analyzed here; the respective authoritarian regimes applied, at
ieast for some period of their existence, severe and consistent coercion o
broad segments of the population, and even more systematic and focused
repression to particular parties, organizations, and individuals which they
held responsible for the "chaos and corruption”” that preceded their seizure of
power. But behind this generalization lie significant differences from case to
case,

A first difference hinges on whether or not the armed forces as such were
directly responsible for most of the acts of repression. In those regimes which
were scarcely militarized, such as Fascist Italy, Salazar’s Portugal, or even
Franco's Spain {where, despite its origing in 4 civil war and the prominentrole
this assigned to military officers, the government was progressively civilian-
ized over the long period of the dictatorship), the most direct and “dirty" tasks
were executed by a political police not formally subordinated to the military
establishment. The latter may have “helped out” occasionally and looked on
with sympathy, but its officers could claim not to have been directly impli-
cated in such crimes. This facilitated their eventual acceptance of a demo-
ciatic opening for two reasons: {1} they had less grounds for fearing revenge by
civilian rulers, which would have affected their persons or their institutional
integrity; {2} havingintrudedlessinto the administrative and functional appa-
ratus of the state, they had a less traumatic adjustment to make in their

individual careers or pmfessmnal structures when ordered to-réturn to their -

barracks. ~

In contrast, the cases of authamanan rule in Latin America and Greece
exhibit a more direct and unambiguous link between the armed forces and the
commission of repressive acts. But here variations are also significant. Even
where the separation between the political police and the military is, at best,
unclear, there are cases—such as Brazil and Chile—where at least the dirtiest
acts were comm;tted {and inthe latter case, are still being committed) by more
or less specialized units within the armed forces. This prevents the military
from merely feigning disgust and attributing to other agencies the "“unfortu-
nate'" atrocities carried out, but it does exempt the bulk of military officers

Opening Authoritarian chimes * 20

from charges of direct responsibility. The situation is worse in ﬂxgemma and
Uruguay. There, repression reached levels equivalent to those of Chile,
much higher than those of Southern Europe {except those that fallowcd the
end of the civil war in Spain). Furthermore,such repression was the “institu-
tional responsibility” of the armed forces—indeed, of many of its operative
units. This makes it even more difficult for the bulk of the armed forces to
disengage itself from the worst acts of the regime.

But we must take into account still other factors. One is the sheer magni-
tude and “quality” of physical repression—the degree to which particularly
repulsive acts were committed, and the extent to which clearly innocent
persons suffered. The more brutal, inhumane, and extensive were the repres-
sive actions, the more their actual perpetrators—the institutionsinvolved and
thosa persons who collaborated in them or supported them-—feel threatened

and will tend to form a bloc-oppesing-any-transitian. Where they cannot

event the transition, they will strive to obtain iron-clad guarantees that

under no circumstances will “the past be unearthed"; failing to obtain that,
they will remain a serious threat to the nascent democmcy

This observation must be corrected by amore optimistic one, illustrated by
the Spanish case. The passage of time attenuates the bitterest of memories,
both of the regime’s acts and of those of the opposition which “justified” the
regime's-atrocities. In such cases, those directly involved will have retired or
been forgotten, and leaders of parties and groups representing those who suf:
fered can invite all political actors “not to dig around in the past,” as Santiago
Carrillo, head of the Spanish- Communist party, put it during a strategic
moment in Spain's transition. This may calm the fears of those who might
intervene to stop the transition, but in cases where the agerits of repression are
still very much alive and active, it will leave entrenched in'important posi-
tions some of the most violent and dangerous protagonists of the outgoing
regime~—a point made forcefully in Alain Rouquié's chapter.

Thus, a policy of clemency would seem most viable and least dangerous for
democratization where the repression was initially less brutal and extensive,
or whereit occurred a long time ago. Even so, the Spanish and Brazilian cases
show the extreme sensitivity to this'issue, and the ease with which'it can
threaten the transition or a recently consolidated democracy. Greece i§
another case in point. There, the authoritarian rulers committed a number of
horriblecrimes, but they were lessrepressive than the regimes of the Southern
Cone of Latin America. Nevertheless, the succeeding civilian government had
to rein in its stated intention'to sanction all the military officers who had
committed such acts, even where, a8 in contemporary Argenting, sucha pur-
pose was facilitated by the deep unpopularity of such officers following the
army's military defeat in an external adventure. When the government of
Karamanlis tried tocondemn some important military figures: itlimited itself
to prosecuting a few—which led to accusations “from the other side” that it
‘was perpetrating a "'farce’” that exculpated all the others. Nevertheless, this
government founditself walking a tightrope over a series of attemipted coups
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and assassinations. In other words, even a successor government as impecca-
bly conservative and anti-Communist as that of Karamanlis had considerable
difficulty in applying justice to what was almost a personal clique—
embarrassingly defeated in war, moreover—of middle-level officers within the
Greek armed forces.

Here we encounter yet another of the paradoxes that plague {and enervate)
these transitions: where and when it i$ easier to bury the past, is where and
when it is less important to do so. On the contrary, ‘where these “past

accounts’ are of greater weight and more recent origin and involve a wider”

spectrum of persons, it is much more difficult and dangerous to attempt to
collect thern: Memories are more intense; victims {or-their survivors) and
victirnizers are still present. Superficially this may seem to suggest that it is
better (or at least more prudent) in such cases justto bury the past and to get on
with the future. But this risks provoking justifiably indignant reactions,
which may prove more difficult to cope with than the specter of a possible
coup. We are here in a situation of most difficult ethical, as well as political,
choice. Morality is not as fickle and silent as it was when Machiavelli wrote
his expediential maxims of political prudence; transitional actors must satisfy
not only vital interests but also vital ideals—standards of what is decent and
just. Consensus among leaders about burying the past may prove ethically
unacceptable to most of the population: All our cases demonstrate the
immense difficulty of this dilemma;'% none provides us with a satisfactory
resolution of it.

But even under the worst of circumstances—heavy and recent occurrence,
and heavy and widespread military complicity, as in contemporary
Argentina~—we believe that the worst of bad solutions would be to try to ignore
the issue. Some horrors are too unspeakable and too fresh to permit actors to
ignore them. Part of the cost of such a cover-up, as observed by Alain Rouquié
in his chapter in Volume 3, would be to reinforce the sense of impunity and
immunity of the armed forces, especially of the most sinister of its elements.
A second cost is more diffuse but no less crucial. It is difficult to imagine how a
society can return to some degree of functioning which would provide social
and ideological support for political democracy without somehow coming to
terms with the most painful elements of its own past. By refusing to confront
and to purge itself of its worst fears and resentments, such a society would be
burying not just its past but the very ethical values it needs to make its future
livable. Thus, we would argue that, despite the enormous risks it poses, the
“least worst'! strategy in such extreme cases is to mustet the political’and
personal courage to impose judgmentuponthose accused of gross violations of
humanrights under the previousregime. This requires due process of law fully
guaranteeing the defendants’ rights: No doubt, the first of such trials will be a
traumatic experience,!” but it is to be hoped that it can be made clear that
judgments with respect to even widespread arrocities by military officers do
not imply an attack on the armed forces as an institution.

Opening Authoritarian Regimes = 31

What is even more fundamentally at stake in this issue is the change of the
armed forces’ messianic self-image as the institution ultimately interpreting
and ensuring the highest interests of the nation—a conception, alas, even
enshrined in the written constitutions of some countries. Such a conception,
frequently linked to ideologies of ‘national security,” implies that the armed
forces should have an indisputable monopoly on determining what those
interests are, and when and how they are being menaced, This, in turn, "com-
mands” the military to intervene whenever it feels that some-unaceeptable
{"subversive or "antinational”} party is about to come to power, that some
intolerable degree of "disorder” or conflict has been reached, or that some
vengefulforce is about to act against the armed forces itself. The list of possible
casus belli is Jong and varied—a tribute to the imagination, if nothing else, of
the military and their civilian ideologues.

This reference to civilians remindsus of a crucial point: demilitarization is
not a problem referring only to the military. The political tradition of the
countries examined hete has been plagued {and continues to be plagued) by
civilian politicians who refuse to accept the uncertainties of the democratic
process and recurrently appeal to the armed forces for “solutions,” disguising
their personal or group interésts behind resounding invocations of the national
interest; in no case has the military intervened without important and active
civilian support.

How the messianic self-image of the armed forces' role and the manipula-
tion of it by civilians can be transformed, is one of the key guestions of the
transition, and one which persists well into the phase of democratic consolida:
tion. The answer depends not only upon whether and how certain actors are
punished for their past transgressions, but also upon the lessons everyone
draws from the authoritarian experience. We may be turning necessity into
virtue, but it is important to note that many of the transitions examined here
resulted from a traumatic and obvious failure of the preceding authoritarian
regime: There is some reason to hope thatin such cases quite a few actors will
have been "vaccinated” against the temptation to pursue further authoritar
ian adventures, at least long enough (and here again, time and timing are
crucial dimensions of our theme) for political democracy to emerge and take
its first steps toward consolidation. Here we may have found—for a change—a
fortunate paradox: the will to resist the temptation will be all the stronger the
more resoundingly unsuccessful the previous authoritarian regime has been.
Inversely, where the previous experience has been reasonably successful and,
hence, where ensuing problems can be more credibly imputed to transitional
or democratic rulers, the more likely it will be that actors will look back
nostalgically (and selectively] to the “good old times" and be disposed to favor
an authoritarian regression. This means, conversely, that a very negative eval-
uation of an obviously failed and highly repressive authoritarian experience,
shared even by important segments of those who supported it, can be a subtle
but important immunization against the risks and uncerfainties that kind of
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transition is bound to face. Thus, if civilian politicians use courage and skill, it
1may not necessarily be suicidal for a nascent democracy to confront the most
reprehensible facts of its recent past.'®

Defusing {but Not Necessarily Disarming) the Military

We have suggested some necessary conditions for the armed forcés to find and
retain a 'normal’’ institutional status within a functioning political democ-
racy: they must somehow be induced to modify their messianic self-image;
they must be given a creditable and honorable role in accomplishing {but not
setting] national goals; and they must be made more impervious to the entice-
ments of civilian politicians who turn to them when frustrated in the advance-
ment of their interests by democratic means.

Only lengthy experience on the part of military officers presently on active
duty and, especially, a concerted effort at educating future generations of
recruits are likely to produce such a change in political behavior and expecta-
tions. This cannot be called into existence just by some fortunate coalition of
political forces or by some clever distribution of material payoffs. Rapid
changes can be made in the juridico-formal definition of the military’s role,
such as redrafting constitutions and laws which assign it the role of sovereign
adjudicator, or which link it to institutions other than those held by elector-
ally accountable executives [e.g.; commander-in-chicf positions], but these
are not likely to have much impact upon the deeply rooted self-images and
attitudes of the officer corps.

There is also the issue of the armed fomes rolein running state and para-
state enterprises, a role that has been quite extensive in several of our cases
{Brazil, Argentina, Peru, and Turkey). While this raises the prospect of milita-
rization of the state and productive apparatuses, one could argue that suchan
engagement may be more positive than negative, especially where the armed
forces play only a weakly credible role in the country’s defense against exter-
nal aggressors. Setting aside the question of whether; in a given society, offi-
cersmay be uniquely qualified for such managerial positions (a favorite theme
of the North American literature on “the military in development” of the

- 1960s], one can observe rather cynically that such activities can be useful in

‘oceupying the time and interests of officers—active and retired—who might

otherwise find little else to do. Moreover, this exposes those officers to a range

, oi nonmilitary contacts wider than that provided by the unavoidable civilian

“coup-inducers’ discussed above. Even at the risk of increasing the danger—

and cost—of corruption, such widening of civilian contacts may prove useful
in diminishing the likelihood of a coup.

- Again we find that we cannot advance further without drawing distinctions
between the various situations represented by our cases. The form and pres-
ence of the armed forces, as well as the nature of civil-military relations, differ
considerably from country to country. At one extreme we find the most tradi-
tional or “sultanistic” dictatorships, in which the armed forces are hardly

more than the practorian guard of the despot. Even lf
Nicaragua, they have modern arms, their Pr
Max Weber pointed out, in these cases pasmons and line d
on the whxms of the ;e,fe mdximo, and | the benefits of a mlhtaxy c:axf  CO
institutionalized Finge ben nehits thai in pr
in payoffs extracted diréctly fror
ti@;ﬂAs the direct coercive agent of the despot, these military are diffi
distinguish from the ruling clique. They act more like armed bands than hke
armed forces. This makes it possible for revohitionary militias to mount a
serious challenge to their monopoly of violence over a given territory. To this
shouldbe added that with the patrimonial, even "sultanistic,” administration
of the despot, and with the extractions of the military absorbing a large part of
the country’s economic activity, there tends to exist only a very weak native
bourgeoisie. This pattern makes it most unlikely that a loyal opposition and a
competitive political process will develop. In such cases, armed insurrection
seems to be the only way for regime change and eventual democratization.
In the contemporary world, however, sultanistic du.mmmmps
tional cases. None are left in Southern Burope, and very few st
America. Moreover, the interest of world powers in ext an tabﬁlzmg
their "“zones of influence” has raised the capacity of armed bands in these
countries through military “assistance.” They may still be far from profes:
sionalized armed forces; but they have made it more difficult for armed popu-
lar insurrections to succeed. Once the military hasreached a minimal level of
professionalization, only a severe rupture within it can open the way to a
successtulrevolution. Buteveninsuch acase the persanahtws and factionsof
ﬁemﬁemmed with diverse parties and groups, are likely to become
the principal protagonists (and antagonists) of the transition, as Portugal dem-
onstrated in the aftermath of the 1974 “Revolution of the Carnations.” But
this happened under circumstances ‘difficult to repeat elsewhere, First, a3
Kenneth Maxwell's chapter in Volume 1 makes clear, the Portuguese armed
forces were in an nnusual situation, due not only to their frustrated effort to
defend the country’s colonial empire; but also to their patterns of recraitment
and promotion of officers. Second, even though the army’s internal unity was
broken by the putsch, there was no civilian insurrection in the metropole to
challenge the armed forces’ supremacy in the control of the means of violence,
In the other countries which concern us here, the armed forcés are reason-
ably professionalized and have clear coercive supremacy within their territo-
rial dominions. The regimes in which they find themselves (and which often
they brought to power) are more formalized and depersonalized than patrimo-
nial or sultanistic dictatorships. Morcover, there are local bourgeoisies with
firm roots in the national productive structure. These features of the military
and dominant classes make it highly improbable that the insurrectional route
will be successtul. In fact, attempts to impose a radical alternative by those
means were crucial factors in the emergence of the authoritarian regimes
whose eventual transition we are d1scussmg {Argentina and Uruguay) or in the
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hardening of one already in place (Brazill. Our factual conclusion—stated
above as a normative preference—is that for such countries the only route to
political democracy is a pacific and negotiated one, based on initial liberaliza-
tion and on the subsequent introduction of institutions of electoral competi-
tion, interest representation, and executive accountability—with the costs,
trade-offs, and uncertainties such a course, as we shall see, entails.

Degree of Militarization of the Authoritarian Regime

The degree of military penetration of the polity and society varies across
authoritarian regimes, as well as across the democratic ones that may follow
them. The Franco regime may have been markedly military in its origins, but
by the time of its transformation, the armed forces had become only one of
several elements in what Juan Linz has called its “limited pluralism.”!? Portu-
gal and Italy were even less military right from the start. At the other extreme,
the Argentine regime of 1976 was governed institutionally by the armed
forces, which designated the president, himself a high-ranking officer, who
wias in turn quite closely controlled by a military junta. Between these
extremes, one can discern other combinations. Forexample, the authoritarian
regime in Chile was originally headed by Pinochet as primus inter pares with
fellow officers, but was gradually transformed into the personal dictatorship of
Pinochet. Something similar occurred with Velasco Alvarado in Peru (1968~
73} and Ongania in Argentina (1966~70}. In the case of Brazil since 1964, the
military have governed with a not insignificant civilian participation and
without such a personalization of authority; moreover, high officers have
rotated into upper executive office without incumbents always being able to
control their successxan These differences have i important consequences.

tional values of stability and autonomy, as well as public order and national
security. In such cases the armed forces can remain relatively indifferent tothe
emerging rules of the political game, the identity of partisan actors, and the
content of policy demands. When the transition is initiated from regimes with
~.extensive military participation, and especially where military officers
remain as chief executives during the transition itself, the impact is - more
direct and xmmedlata theinstitutional interests of the military—not to men-
tion the personal interests of the officers involved—cannot but be affected by
emeiging cwxhan amhomxes who may not be sympathetic to such consider-
ations.
Thesituationis dlfferent whenacaudillo has emerged from the pack totake
ersonal command of the regime. Such individuals cannot imagine that the
country could do without their services. In no case has a transition been
initiated or guided by one of these caudillos. The only way out seems 1o
“depend exther on the supreme leader's death {Pranco and Salazar] or hisover:
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throw (Ongania, Velasco Alvarado, Papadopoulos, and, perhaps so(m, Pino-
chet}. According to the latter scenario, the leader's colleagues arrive ¢
conclusion that his perpetuation in power poses a serious risk to them.
tral to this caleulation is the perception within the upper ranks of the armed

forces that pmtracted exposure to the temptations and conflicts of govern-
ment is causing an erosion of the military's Erof&ssxom%tomptzon

is part of the problem, but the greatest concern centers on the politicization of
the military establishment itself. Once a consensus forms within the armed
forces that, in order for it to remain in power i.e., to preserve its capacity to
intervene in matters of importance to itself), it wxll have to get out of power
{i.e., remove itself from direct responsibility for governing), the stage is set for
a putsch aimed at transferring or surrendering political office to civilians, The
more personalistic and concentrated power was in the authoritarian regime,
the easier it will be for the putschists to make the ousted despot and his clique
uniquely responsible for the failures and “excesses” of authoritarian rule, and
the less they are likely to feel institutionally threatened by the subsequent
transition.

Another factor encouraging a withdrawal from government concerns the
agencies of repression. Whenever this "instrument” is used protractedly and
indiscriminately, and whatever the initial formal éngagement of the military,
the units specifically responsible tend to develop an increasing autonomy and
capacity to command resources. This exacerbates old rivalries between serv-
ice branches and leads to skirmishes over jurisdictions and methaods. Not only
do'the security agencies tend to prevail over more orthodox militarytinits in
suchconflicts, but the verylogic of their task leads them to apply their “skills”
of survelﬁance, mtimidation, interrogation, internment, and torture more
widely, eventﬁaﬁl“ﬁ“iﬁ“iﬁéwﬁiﬁ% “of thé regitne itsell {or to their friends and
family members}. The information they extract becomes an integral part of
the regime's arcanae imperii and can be used to affect military promotions and
lines of command. Faced with the growth of such a force in their midst,
professionally minded officers may become willing to support a civilianiza:
tion of authority which can deal effectively with such excesses. If such is the
case, oneimperative is that democratic civilians should aceept {and encour-
age| inthe armed forces the spiritof corporate professionalism that gave them
the opening in the first place. This means following predictable and fair crite-
ria with respect to promotions, while at the same time asserting the right of
civilian authorities to control such appointments: Following such a policy is
difficult since, on the one hand, the armed forces will be demanding decisional
autonomy as a guarantee of their institutional interests and, on the other,
some civilian political forces will be wishing to install individuals loyal to
their aspirations in high military office, even if that means jumping ranks or
appointing less professionally competent candidates:

The transitional regime and the eventual nascent democracy will also have
to deal with the sensitive issue of military expenditures. During and immedi-
ately following the transition, there will be many competing claims for public
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tunds and a generalized revulsion against materially rewarding the armed
forces for what many are bound to feel 1s the mess they have made of civic life
and, often, of the cconomy during the authoritarian period. It may even be
tenipting to disarm them or, at least, to scale down their salaries, perquisites,
and equipment,* but this would ict with-the-goal of encouraging
professionalization—and it may trigger a violent reaction. We have not sys-
tématically inquired into the effects of a transition on military expenditures,
but our impression from available evidence is that they tend to increase or, at
least, not to decline. What seems crucial is not so much a crude buying off of
the military as the devising of a shift in the strategic doctrines and operational
capabilities of the armed forces which can provide them with a credible role in
society-~and that costs money.*

Qur conclusion, then, is that there are conditional possibilities for coaxing
the military out of power and inducing them to tolerate a transition toward
democracy. The most difficult immediate problems are how to administer
justice to those directly responsible for past acts of repression and how to
assert some degree of civilian control over decisions about promotion and
resource allocation within the armed forces. As we argued before, the longer-
term issues-—and hopes—involve a gradual change in the military's image of
itself as ultimate guardian of the national interest and a shift from preoccupa-
tion with internal security to some more crediblée and orthodox role as
defender of the country’s {or the region's) external security.

While we are guardedly optimistic about the prospects for controlling the
behavior of those within the armed forces who are antagonistic to democracy,
the success of the transition may depend even more on whether some civilian,
as well as military, leaders have the imagination, the courage, and the willing-

Dess to come to interim agreements on rules and mutual guarantees.

iy

Negotiating (and Renegotiatin

Pacts

The concept f,\i;:g_z}_qg_’gmerged rather early in our discussions about
transitions from authoritarian rule and was subsequently reiterated on man
occasions. Only Terry Karl's chapter on Venezuela deals explicitly
oughly with su : eplents?%@mﬁcts ave alsa been an impor-
tant feattre of the Spanish ransition. If Colombia had been included in our
sample, we would have encountered more evidence for their crucial signifi-
cance.! While we are not claiming that such arrangements are necessary fea-
tures of a successful transition, we believe that they can play an important role
in any regime change based on gradual installment rather than on a dramatic
event, '
A pact can be defined as g sifd-but-not-alwa i plicated or»,
justified, agreement ammong 4 velves of actors which seeks to define [or,
better, toredefine] rules governing the exercise of power on the basisof murual,
guarantees for the "vital interests” of those enteringinte it. Such pacts may be
of prescribed duration or merely contingent upon ongoing consent. In any
case, they are often initially regarded as temporary solutions intended to avoid

certain worrisome outcomes and, perhaps, to pave the way for more perma-
nent arrangements for-the-resolutionof-eontlicts..Some of the elements of

those pacts may eventually become the law of the land, being incorporated

into constitutions or statutes; others may he institutionalized as the standard

operating procedures of state agencies, political parties, interest associations,,
Otto Kirchheimer, who may have been the first to recognize the emerging

importance of pacts in the contemporary world, pointed out that these com-
promises involve adjustments to standing contradictions between social con-
tent and political form.? Where the underlying distribution of de facto power
in classes, groups, and institutions differs from the distribution of de jure
authority, such arrangements permit a polity to change its institutional strug-
ture without violentconfrontatien-and/or the predominance of one gr
over another—Moreover, he argued, the Tature of these compromises was
shifting away from the traditional liberal pact based on a strict delimitation of
the spheres of civil society and the state, guaranteeing the individual right to
dissent and the private privilege to own property, toward modern, “post-
liberal" pacts based on complex exchanges between public and privategroups,
mutually guaranteeing their collective right 16 ammpﬁm"ulm

M
andtheir Tespective privilege Yo Tepresent and sccure vit | interests,




