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[CN] Chapter 7
[CH] Democracy and Democratization 
For most of recorded history, people have been ruled. They have not governed themselves. Thus democracy is not the historic default option for a political regime. People living in long-established democracies, such as Canada or the United States, may find this counterintuitive, but it is the historical record. To use the language of historical institutionalism, democracy is an off-path change and a big one. 

Not only have most people not governed themselves through the ages, but history also suggests that authoritarian governments have been the norm. Authoritarian government is the label under which political science currently groups all governments that rely on arbitrary rule not constrained by the law. Thus, the category includes bloodthirsty dictatorships as well as polities that treat their citizens benignly but engage in electoral fraud and administrative malversion more generally. Giving everyone equal rights, treating all with equal respect, and limiting the use of coercion to enforce government’s will are fairly new ideas. 

To complicate matters further, what counts as a democracy is constantly changing and, more importantly, is dramatically different from what it was a century ago. Take the simple doctrine of one person, one vote. Not only was it one man, one vote until the arrival of women’s suffrage, but the slogan was not applied across the board. The United States granted full and unrestricted suffrage to all its citizens, other than certain classes of prisoners, in 1965, when the Voting Rights Act became law. Canadians will be pleased to know that they achieved universal suffrage a full five years before the Americans, when, in 1960, Indians living on government reserves got the vote. Yet nobody thought Canada or the United States to be anything but democracies in the 1950s. 
Obviously, democracy is a complex affair in both theory and practice. Accepting this, however, does not change the fact that Latin America has not done well in creating and sustaining democratic governments. Even if we exclude from consideration the first 50 years of independence, to 1875, to account for the age of caudillos (Chapter 4) and allow some time for the nations to get democratic government right, the region’s record is hardly inspiring. The political scientist Peter H. Smith presents data indicating that of the 1919 country-years from 1900 to 2000, 47 per cent were accounted for by autocratic governments, 18 per cent by constitutional oligarchies, 10 per cent by semidemocracies, and 26 per cent by electoral democracies.
 Yet we could apply the same calculus to Spain and Portugal and find something not too different, as electoral democracy only became established there in the last quarter of the twentieth century. Once again, it is the handful of historic democracies,
 those with electoral democratic rule throughout the twentieth century—except when under military occupation during war—that are the outliers.
Putting Latin America into global context shows that the region does not suffer from some antidemocratic pathology. The 20 republics are not alone in the world as relatively recently arrived democracies. What does set them apart from all but a few others is their lack of a recent colonial history. By 1825, 17 of these 20 countries were independent; the 18th, the Dominican Republic, in 1844; the 19th, Cuba, gained formal independence in 1898; and the 20th, Panama, in 1903. The question this chapter asks has two parts: why did democracy come late to Latin America and will it be sustained?
Before addressing those questions, though, there is another, more central one: why should it matter whether a country has a democratic form of government? Everyone knows Sir Winston Churchill’s quip about democracy being the worst form of government, except for all the others. But what makes the alternatives less desirable? 
Democracy, by allowing all adults who meet certain requirements (such as citizenship and age) to choose their country’s rulers, allows for governments to succeed one another peacefully. In lands with long histories of revolutions, coups, and the use of violence as a political instrument, this is a signal advantage. But a well-functioning democracy goes further, for if it is to work as it should, people have to enjoy a wide array of political and legal rights, the media must be free, and political organizations need to be free to form and operate. Obviously, none of these rights and freedoms is absolute, but democracy requires that more be permitted than excluded. Put differently, democracy gives ordinary citizens tools they can use to claim and secure greater liberty and equality. So if democracy is a “hurrah word,” there is good reason for it.
However, a working democracy needs more than just citizens: the state has to accept the same terms. It does so by agreeing to follow the directives of the electorate and to be bound more generally by the law. The state, which monopolizes the legitimate use of force and which directs the legally constituted instruments of coercion (police, military, intelligence services), cannot be compelled by force so to act, except in the rare cases of successful revolution. Rather, it has to accept the authority of concepts—nothing but ideas and words that convey control of the state to the mass of the people. 
Further, the state needs a government structured to facilitate democracy. In practice, that means that there are ways for people to participate in government directly, mainly through elections and various forms of citizen action, and indirectly, via representative institutions. Setting up representative institutions means that other parts of government—especially the executive but also the courts—listen to them and agree to be overseen by them, just as representative bodies are counterbalanced by the other branches. This is hard to achieve. In fact, throughout history very few governments have greeted the prospect of democracy with hurrahs.
[A] How Many Kinds of Democracy?

For much of its existence as a political concept, democracy was linked with class politics. Aristotle listed democracy as a corrupt form of rule because it was rule by the many in their self-interest. Elites subscribed to this view for centuries; however, contemporary views of democracy are more diverse and have a much broader empirical base. 


Political science has accepted a procedural definition, also called a minimal definition, of democracy. In this view, democracy is first and foremost a way to select leaders. It was the economist Joseph Schumpeter
 who first made a strong, sophisticated argument for a purely political definition. In operational terms, emphasizing the procedures used to make democracy work directs attention to the machinery used to organize and hold elections, assure citizens have access to enough information to let them make informed choices, count and report the results accurately, and see that the winner actually takes office. 
This is a substantial task because the electoral process is complex. Voters have to register. Parties have to organize and get on the ballot. Poll workers have to be trained. Voting procedures—the form of the ballot and polling hours are two of many—have to be chosen. The electoral system— proportional representation, plurality, or a mix—must be selected. All this has to happen before the vote is held, counted, and reported. Further, holding free, meaningful elections requires that guarantees of free speech and assembly are applied, and that voters exercise their franchise in a secure environment free from intimidation or threats of reprisals. And they must be decisive: the winner takes office and governs for his or her constitutionally stipulated term.
 Those are significant prerequisites.
Nevertheless, emphasizing elections has advantages. It focuses attention on what is arguably the central feature of democratic politics, namely being able to vote someone out of or into office. As voting is the peak of most individuals’ political involvement, an electoral focus also reflects the reality of citizen participation. And as elections put parties, platforms, and campaigns into the spotlight, they necessarily bring in policy issues and make us think about the media’s political role. 
Electoral-centered definitions of democracy derive from the theory of liberal democracy. This is the democratic tradition of Canada and the United States, whose origins are in seventeenth- and eighteenth-century Western Europe. At the core of this philosophy is the idea of individual equality that gets practical recognition in what would become legal and political rights applied to all men and women. Although liberal democracy per se does not address questions of social and economic equality, its advocates assume that people will use the legal and political right to press for economic and social rights.

However, there are other democratic traditions with different conceptions of democracy. These alternatives all point in one way or another to viewing democracy as more than a means of selecting leaders, even as more than a political theory. These stress economic and social democracy and judge the quality of a democracy by the socioeconomic outcomes it achieves rather than its procedures for processing inputs. Often, political systems that seek democratic outcomes are called real democracies, while those that focus on procedures are labeled formal democracies. Formal democracy is what is found on the books and only on the books. This was the case in much of Latin America for many years: constitutions replete with grand-sounding guarantees of rights and liberties, and manifold opportunities for citizen participation that were never applied. In this, they were like the Soviet constitution of 1936, which guaranteed every political right imaginable at the height of Stalin’s terror. 

A democracy that is only formal scarcely qualifies as a democracy. However, disregarding processes is dangerous. Although democratic outcomes, in the form of greater economic and social equality among people, are clearly desirable and something any democracy worthy of the name must work toward, too many regimes that boast of their democratic results—such as health care, education, an egalitarian distribution of income, and real opportunities for women and minorities—have one-party states that make it impossible for their highly equal citizens to expel them from office. 


Recently, the United Nations Development Program (UNDP) published Democracy in Latin America,
 which develops the concept of a citizens’ democracy. The document speaks of Latin America moving from a voters’ democracy, built on what it terms “political citizenship,” to a broader citizens’ democracy. The starting point is politics, and within the political sphere the foundation of such a democracy is built on free and fair elections, with universal suffrage, and elected public officials able to take office and serve a full term. Here, the 18 countries surveyed (all but Cuba and Haiti) do well. That said, there are some problems with weak judicial independence, oversight agencies (controllers or auditors) that are not as strong as might be desired, and the mechanisms of direct democracy that are still not widely employed.


The UNDP finds what it styles “civil citizenship”—the rule of law (which demands that government be as fully subject to the law as any citizen), functioning and enforceable guarantees of personal freedoms, personal security, and freedom of information—to be more problematic. This is not for want of a legal framework but rather because there are areas in which progress toward real equality before the law has been slow. There are similar problems in the sphere of social citizenship—the system of social services and supports for citizens. This area is proving problematic in no small part because the dominant economic policy since the 1980s has stressed a smaller state sector and balanced budgets.
 As result, those who need social supports to be active citizens are at a disadvantage.

What the UNDP proposes is a view of democracy that goes beyond elections and that sees democracy’s political component as only one part of the concept. The citizens’ democracy it envisions conceives of democracy as a way to organize and manage a society to make it easier to extend and safeguard individuals’ rights and freedoms. As this necessarily involves a substantial role for government, it stresses democracy’s political content more than some other views. And while the UN agency’s notion of citizens’ democracy is far being a reality in Latin America, there is movement toward that end.

Having at least two notions of democracy present in discussions of Latin American politics raises serious questions for political science and for anyone interested in how governments work. From one angle, the debate is positive, because it reminds us that democracy has many components. However, it also complicates attempts to analyze trends in countries throughout the region, as changing the definition of democracy can alter a study’s conclusions. It would be tempting to consign this issue to the realm of scholarly disputes, but doing so would affect our understanding of both how governments work in Latin America and what democracy can be expected to do anywhere.

[A] Latin America’s Experience with Democracy

In looking at Latin America’s experience with democracy, we should recall that it is really only since 1945 that the majority of the world’s states and political leaders have embraced even the notion of democracy. Latin America was actually ahead of the curve, because, since independence, its principal models were the French and American revolutions. Thus the principles of democracy and liberty have always been part of the region’s political discourse, even if not always of its practice. Once past the era of caudillo rule, though, the road away from authoritarianism opened, and tentative steps were taken toward full enfranchisement, broad participation, increasing equality, and extending the reach of the rule of law.

This first step has many names but civic oligarchy and oligarchic democracy are the best known and the most descriptive. The system’s oligarchic label came from its domination by elites and its maintenance of a restrictive franchise, often based on literacy. Its civic side refers to the elite’s acceptance of electoral outcomes, although this meant acknowledging that some degree of manipulation, such as vote-buying, was normal practice. Of course, it was the acceptance of electoral outcomes that earned the adjective democratic. An example will show how this system worked.

From 1858 to 1893, Nicaragua was known as “the Switzerland of Central America,” because of its stable, effective government. This system emerged after 37 years of nearly constant warfare, the last two of which saw the country occupied by US mercenaries who had come to Nicaragua to assist one side in one of the civil wars. Much of the underlying conflict grew from regional differences that were magnified through the lenses of ideology and personal animus. The failure of the Nicaraguan state, which is today’s term for what happened, prompted the feuding regional elites to find a way to manage their differences without violence. 


The regime that managed this had a government dominated by Conservatives (the Liberals had invited the mercenaries) and addressed through its constitution the two gravest problems of the era of instability.
 First, it addressed the question of presidential succession by having the Senate propose the names of five of its members to be presidential designates. Each of these went into an envelope and the five envelopes went into an urn. A child picked two names, which were discarded, and then the remaining three envelopes were numbered 1, 2, and 3 at random, giving the country three successors, should the president resign or die in office. It then dealt with the problem of regionalism by demanding that each of the nation’s 570 electors (out of a population of some 200,000) vote for two presidential candidates, one of whom could not be from the elector’s district. 

Scarcely democratic, the system ran by interelite accommodation, restricting popular participation, and balancing the interests of Nicaragua’s two most important cities, León and Granada. It endured until 1893 and only fell when a president sought and won re-election. This produced a revolution, emerging from a region of the country not included in the 1858 system. 


Political arrangements similar to the above were as close as Latin Americans got to democracy in the nineteenth century. Smith,
 who traces the growth of electoral democracy in twentieth-century Latin America through three cycles (1900–1939, 1940–1977, and 1978–present), found no democracies—either electoral, featuring free and fair elections, or liberal, stressing individual rights—in the region until 1916.The dominant regime type was oligarchic, and even semidemocracies—systems that have either rigged elections or elections that do not actually decide who governs—did not appear until after 1910. It is only toward the end of World War II that the number of democratic states starts to rise. With the exception of a series of coups in the early 1950s, it continues this trajectory until 1960. At that point, the second cycle moves away from democracy and by its end there are just three electoral democracies: Colombia, Costa, Rica, and Venezuela. By the start of the twenty-first century, however, the picture had changed dramatically (see Table 7.1), yet the newness of the electoral democratic systems is striking.
Table 7.1. Twenty-First-Century Electoral Democracies in Latin America
Country


Current democratic regime installed
Argentina


1983
Bolivia



1983
Brazil



1990

Chile



1989
Colombia


1990

Costa Rica


1953
Cuba



n/a
Dominican Republic

1978
Ecuador


2000
El Salvador


1994
Guatemala


1996
Haiti



1990
Honduras


1982
Mexico


2000
Nicaragua


1984
Panama


1994
Paraguay


1993
Peru



2001
Uruguay


1985
Venezuela


1958
Source: Author

Smith’s third cycle corresponds to the arrival of Samuel Huntington’s  “third wave of democracy”  in Latin America. Huntington argued that democracy did not expand at a steady pace across the world but rather grew in three large long-lasting waves, two of which ended in similarly large reverse waves.
 The third wave began with fall of dictatorships in Portugal and Greece in 1974, continued as Spanish fascism died with the dictator Francisco Franco in 1975, and by 1982 had landed in the western hemisphere. Today, only Cuba has withstood the push to adopt free, fully competitive elections.

Choosing a country’s leaders by election and then actually letting those leaders govern does not make a country a democracy, however. There are questions of individual rights and freedom to consider, along with questions regarding the rule of law, controlling government officials, and the ability of citizens to use democracy to secure greater social and economic equality that must be considered. Nevertheless, seeing electoral democracy nearly universal in Latin America would have seemed impossible at the end of the 1970s. Before we all cheer, though, we should ask what a minimum of 20 years of democracy has brought to the countries of Latin America. Democracy has had the misfortune to arrive in three-quarters of the electoral democratic states of Latin America at the same moment as the austerity policies of structural adjustment. Structural adjustment receives fuller treatment in Chapter 8, so it is enough for now to observe that the policy radically reduced the state’s economic and social presence. The areas the state vacated were colonized by the market. One result has been a generalized political weakening of the lower classes, who counted on their numbers to win redistributive policies from government. For many Latin Americans, democracy came to be associated with hard times
This revised role for government, in many ways a throwback to the night-watchman state of the 1890s, carried a special label: governance. Governance has two meanings. One is more common in the developed world, where the term refers to how government coordinates its activities with those of non-governmental actors, from businesses to voluntary organizations. Because this version of the concept deals with government interacting with its non-governmental partners, its democratic character is unquestioned. 
However, as the concept evolved in Latin America and other parts of the developing world, its impact on democracy was less clear. Governance there was not internally generated but externally imposed as part of Structural Adjustment Programs. Its content focused mainly on building stronger, more independent administrative institutions that are transparent and accountable. This is a more limited, even nonpolitical view of governance. And since what came to be called “good governance” came paired with deep cuts to government spending that shredded social programs and imposed disproportionate costs on the poor, it is easy to understand why Latin Americans might think differently about governance than North Americans do.
 
In summary, the austerity programs, necessary to confront high inflation, led to a generalized reduction of the size and scope of government as the state gave back to the market (that is, private enterprise) many functions related to social and economic regulation. This has made the state less useful to those who lose more under the market than they do dealing with government. The overall result is the social deficit seen plainly in poverty figures, which showed 36.5 per cent of Latin Americans classed as poor by the United Nations and 13.4 per cent as indigent.
 Translated into numbers, that means 195 million poor and 71 million indigent.
 Those figures help explain why Latin Americans have a less sanguine view of democracy than we might expect.
Every year the polling firm Latin Barometer (Latinbarómetro) publishes a report that gives important information about the state of democracy in Latin America. Table 7.2 reports the levels of support for and satisfaction with democracy recorded in 18 countries (Cuba and Haiti are not included). The results, with an overall level of support for democracy of 55 per cent and satisfaction with democracy of 36 per cent, are lower than the values in the high 70 per cent range usually reported in the United States and Canada.
Table 7.2 Levels of Support for and Satisfaction with Democracy in Latin America, 2007

Country



Support



Satisfaction

Argentina



63



33

Bolivia




67



41

Brazil




43



30
Chile




46



36
Colombia



47



32
Costa Rica



83



47
Dominican Republic


64



49
Ecuador



65



35
El Salvador



38



33
Guatemala



32



30

Honduras



38



31

Mexico



48



31

Nicaragua



61



43

Panama



62



38


Paraguay



33



09

Peru




47



17

Uruguay



75



66

Venezuela



67



59

All Latin America


55



36


Source: Adapted from Corporación Latinobarómetro, Informe Latinobarómetro, 2007:Banco de datos en linea. Santigaro, Chile: Lationbarómetro, 2007, 80.

It is, of course, impossible to posit a causal relation between structural adjustment and its form of governance, on the one hand, and low levels of satisfaction with democracy in Latin America, on the other. Yet it is equally impossible not to wonder if the economically straitened conditions in which free elections and improved legal and political rights came to much of the region will not affect citizens’ opinions about democratic government for at least a generation. Democracy, like any other political system, has to prove itself.
[A] From Authoritarian to Democratic Government: Democratic Transition
In 1978, The Breakdown of Democratic Regimes appeared,
 examining how democratic political systems failed. Just eight years later, Transitions from Authoritarian Rule came out.
 A great deal had obviously changed. The changes continued through the 1980s, Latin America’s decade of democratic transition. 

Political science developed a subspecialty in transitions during the 1980s and 1990s. Of special interest were democratic pacts and the resulting pacted democracies. In these cases, which were the dominant form in Latin America, democracy came not after a revolution or a mass popular movement, as was true in most of the ex-Soviet bloc, but after negotiations among a country’s established elites—linked to an authoritarian system—and challengers who wanted democracy.
 The essence of these deals was to protect the interests of the elites to a degree that convinced them to accept free competition for political power. Although pacts allow countries to establish democratic constitutions, they are not without their weakness. More than 20 years ago, the political scientist Terry Karl
 observed that pacts are made to fit the immediate needs of those who negotiated them. As time passes, not only do the needs of the original parties to the contract change, but new forces also emerge who are not easily accommodated in the pacted system. With a modicum of luck, the political system will have gained sufficient strength and flexibility to deal with new demands, but the case of Venezuela, whose pact Karl analyzed in the 1980s and which is discussed below, shows that this outcome is not inevitable.

One of the most striking facets of Latin America’s democratic transitions was the success that the bureaucratic authoritarian military regimes of the Southern Cone (Argentina, Brazil, Chile, and Uruguay) had in arranging their exits. Even in Argentina, where the ruling junta provoked a costly war with Great Britain that ended in an ignominious defeat for the South Americans, the military wrote its own ticket to a substantial extent. When the military lost power in Argentina, Uruguay’s dictators agreed to elections, but only after disqualifying perhaps the most popular and powerful contestant. The Brazilians, who had a carefully planned program of liberalization (distenção) and political opening (abertura) that was supposed to institutionalize the achievements of the military regime, did not secure their objective but the military did not leave in disgrace. And in Chile, where General Augusto Pinochet saw his 1980 constitution become the basis of a democratic regime, it seemed for a decade that the military would suffer no consequences for their years of iron rule. However, as already described in Chapter 6, in Argentina and Chile, at least, members of the bureaucratic authoritarian military governments are being brought to justice. The pacts the authoritarians struck in the 1980s have come undone.

[B] Toward Consolidation? 
The theory of democratic transitions developed in the 1980s and 1990s held that a transition ended with a transition election that returned a democratic government. After that, a country entered a phase of democratic consolidation. This concept refers to the process of strengthening the machinery of democratic government and the non-governmental institutions of democracy to the point where no important political actors espouse authoritarian alternatives. Democracy becomes the only game in town. In the past, Latin Americans had seen plenty of democratic governments rise on the ashes of authoritarian regimes and then fall soon afterward to a fresh dictatorship. Consolidating democracy would require stopping the pendulum that swung between authoritarianism and democracy.

At present, in 2009, the swings have stopped and electoral democratic regimes have remained even in the face of substantial governmental instability.
 There is a further question, however, whose answer is only now taking shape: what does a consolidated democracy look like? It obviously has to focus on elections as the only way power can be gained and lost. Yet to work well, democracy needs the rule of law, accountable government and transparent administration, active protection of human rights, and the ability to assure that citizens’ demands are fairly represented and responded to without discrimination.

Electoral democracy is the first step, and there is no guarantee that a given political system will go much beyond what is necessary to make an electoral democracy work. Nevertheless, this should not be disparaged. Elections give citizens the opportunity to participate in the most basic decision about government—who will run it. That people’s choices may be more limited than they ought to be is a problem that all democracies have faced. Yet elections both contribute to making governors accountable to the governed and solve the problem of succession of rulers in a way that minimizes disruption and maximizes a ruler’s legitimacy, assuming the vote is honestly run. Given Latin America’s historic use of violence as a political instrument, the institutionalization of electoral democracy is very welcome.

Recently another issue has arisen in the context of consolidation, namely populism. At its simplest, populism is a political movement of “the people versus the interests,” where “the interests” are “the aristocrats, the plutocrats, and all the other rats.” This at least was its essence in North America, from its origins in the United States in the 1870s to the peak of its power in Canada in the 1920s and 1930s. Although North American populism had its antidemocratic facets, notably in the United States where it eventually became a vehicle for the politics of racism, it has a strong democratic character, seen in its promotion of policies to benefit farmers, who then formed the largest subordinate class in the two countries.


However, populism has another connotation: that of a leader mobilizing a mass of people to take political power. There are certainly numerous examples of this kind of populism in Canadian and US history, but leader-based, top-down populism is more often associated with Latin America.
 Juan Domingo Perón, twice Argentina’s president (1946–1955 and 1973–1974), is generally thought of as the prototypical Latin American populist because he mobilized the Argentine working class against the country’s establishment of landholders, financial interests, and the Church. Yet his character as a personalist leader who arrogated power to himself has overshadowed his redistributive policies. 
More importantly, it is this marriage of caudillismo and a mass following that is the default definition of Latin American populism for most North Americans. And today it is regularly applied to Venezuela’s Hugo Chávez and the rest of the Bolivarian Group: Evo Morales of Bolivia, Rafael Correa of Ecuador, and Daniel Ortega of Nicaragua (see Text Box 7.1). Although each of these leaders identifies himself as either a socialist or at least a radical opponent of neoliberal capitalism, the four are often presented as populists, and thus as 
Text Box 7.1. The Bolivarian Model
When Hugo Chávez was elected president of Venezuela in 1998, he initiated the Bolivarian Model, named after his Bolivarian Revolution. Chávez, whose only earlier try for power was a failed coup in 1992, built a political movement (Movimiento V [Quinta] República/Fifth Republic Movement) around himself, campaigned on a platform of completely changing the existing and desperately enfeebled political order, and promised to hold a referendum on whether the country should have a constituent assembly to write a new constitution. Chávez won the election, held a referendum in which Venezuelans voted overwhelmingly in favor of a constitutional convention, saw his party elect a large majority of the representatives to that convention, and emerged with a new constitution designed to let him build a Venezuelan state that would let him develop both his Bolivarian Revolution and twenty-first-century socialism. 

In 2005, Evo Morales followed a similar electoral path to power in Bolivia and saw a new constitution drafted. A year later, Rafael Correa began the same process in Ecuador. The fourth member of the Bolivarian Group, Nicaragua’s Daniel Ortega, won re-election in 2006 after three straight losses; although he began concentrating power in the presidency, by 2009 the former guerrilla commander had not changed Nicaragua’s constitution. All four members of the Bolivarian Group plainly believe that political change beneficial to society’s poor and marginalized can be achieved by taking power at the polls, and thus they have maintained a commitment to respect electoral results.
 

It still too early to make definitive judgments about the long-term evolution of this new model Latin American left. However, the fact that radical reformers now find it plausible to use elections to gain and shape power constitutes an important break with the past. 

Each of the four leaders in the Bolivarian Group is a personalist leader, like old-time caudillos. However, the fact that all work within in an electoral framework and that two of them, Ortega and Chávez, have accepted electoral defeat (the former in three presidential elections and the latter in a critical referendum), is more significant than their leadership styles. Instead of looking at these four leaders as throwbacks to an authoritarian age, we should ask if they could repreent the democratization of a political style long institutionalized in Latin America. 
[A] Cases 

The best way to get a sense of the state of democracy in contemporary Latin America is to survey a selection of cases. Ten countries are included in this survey, representing five distinct categories. 
[B] Pacted Democracy: Colombia, Venezuela, and Nicaragua
As the political scientist 
Valerie Bunce has noted, all of Latin America’s transitions to democracy since 1978 grew from pacts.
 Pacts, however, are not new to Latin America but have also figured in authoritarian and pre-democratic systems, and can still be used for ends potentially subversive of democracy. Two examples of transitional, even transformational pacts were struck in 1958: the Liberal-Conservative accord establishing the National Front in Colombia and the Pact of Punto Fijo that gave Venezuela more than three decades of stable electoral democracy. The most recent Latin American pact was concluded in Nicaragua in 2000 between the Liberals and Sandinistas, with the objective of reducing the accountability of government and cementing the duopoly over power enjoyed by those two parties. Although all have been alluded to previously, each merits a brief examination.

The Colombian case stands out, because the National Front put an end not to just the decade-long Violencia, a civil war that killed 200,000 people (1.5 per cent of the population), but also to the violent struggles between Liberals and Conservatives that had brought so much death and destruction to Colombia since its independence. To keep the two parties from again resorting to violence to settle which of them would exercise power, the Liberal-Conservative pact declared that from 1958 to 1974—four electoral periods
—the two parties would alternate in the presidency, share legislative seats equally, as well as divide appointive positions within the state between them on an equal basis. 
This pact’s success is seen in the fact that the two main parties have continued to confine their struggles to the electoral arena. But it has also generated substantial costs. Not having to contest elections for 16 years meant that both the Conservatives and Liberals lost contact with citizens, especially the country’s poor. Some have argued that this gave insurgent groups, such as the Fuerzas Armadas Revolucionarias de Colombia (FARC, or Revolutionary Armed Forces of Colombia), an opportunity to strengthen themselves and let new kinds of political violence—first guerrilla insurrection and later struggles between guerrillas and paramilitaries—take shape in Colombia.


Venezuela’s Pact of Punto Fijo was long seen as the model for democratic pacts everywhere. Before 1958, Venezuela had known only three years (1945–1948) of anything but authoritarian rule since independence. Punto Fijo was a classic pact of the genre. Engineered by the two biggest, pro-democratic parties (Acción Democrática, or AD, the social democrats; and Comité para Electores Independientes, or COPEI, who were Christian democrats), the pact excluded the communists, who had been in the forefront of struggles against dictatorships for years, gave the established elites (military, industrial, agricultural, ecclesiastical) guarantees that their interests would not be gravely harmed and extended benefits to the working class and peasantry by using petroleum revenues to fund redistributive programs. 
Until oil prices plummeted in the 1980s, the political system built on the pact worked well. However, declining government revenues led to skyrocketing public debt and eventually to a Structural Adjustment Program. Structural adjustment brought popular protests, Hugo Chávez’s failed coup in 1992, and the collapse of the Punto Fijo system by 1998, when that same Chávez won the presidency in a landslide. This pact’s weakness was the near-monopoly of power it concentrated in AD and COPEI, creating what came to be called a partydocracy. In the end, the two main parties had become so set in the ways of the pact that they were unable to mobilize their objectively substantial resources to address Venezuela’s economic and social problems effectively.
Nicaragua has a rich if not always savory history of pacts. We have already seen the beneficial effects of that country’s nineteenth-century deal between Conservatives and Liberals that brought Nicaragua three decades of peace and stability. However, pact became a term of opprobrium due to the use of pacts by the Somoza family dictatorship (1936–1979). The Somozas’ Partido Liberación Nacional (PLN) made deals with its opponents in the Conservative party that guaranteed the latter a share of legislative seats and government posts—first a third but later 40 per cent—in return for accepting fraudulent electoral results. The dictatorship got to claim that it ran competitive elections—the opposition won a third of the seats—and the opposition got what Nicaraguans call quotas of power—positions in government and access to patronage—that would let the party survive.
Nicaragua’s latest experience with pacts began in 2000 when the governing Liberals (Partido Liberal Constitucionalista, or PLC) and the largest opposition party, the Sandinistas (Frente Sandinista de Liberación Nacional, or FSLN) allied to pass a series of constitutional amendments and important changes to several ordinary laws. The effect of these changes was to reduce the accountability of the president, put ordinarily nonpartisan positions such as Supreme Court appointments under the direct control of the two parties, and make permanent the leading positions of the Liberals and Sandinistas (the two parties had taken 90 per cent of the vote in the 1996 national elections) by making it extremely difficult for other political parties to form. Unlike elections under the 
pacts struck between the Liberals, the party of the Somozas’ dictatorship, and their Conseravtive opponents from the 1940s to the 1970s, though, electoral outcomes were not predetermined. 
While the Colombian and Venezuelan pacts are now defunct, the Nicaraguan pact still functions. However, it did not produce the results that the more powerful of its signatories, the PLC, expected. The FSLN was able to combine clever use of its quotas of power with advantages gained from conjunctural crises within the Liberal party to gain control of the judiciary. This produced court decisions favoring the Sandinistas, increasing the power they controlled. The party then capitalized on an unprecedented four-way electoral race in 2006 to win the presidency. Now the senior partner, the FSLN continues to use its pact with the PLC to pursue its goals.
Pacts were hailed by theorists in the 1980s and 1990s as the way to move from authoritarian rule to democracy. Venezuela’s experience suggests that even arrangements that succeed in establishing democracy can fail. The Colombian pact produced unintended consequences that arguably have weakened democracy there. And what has happened Nicaragua may be taken as evidence that pacts between or among the powerful can be used to secure the goals of the pact partners instead of seeking the common good.
[B] After Bureaucratic Authoritarian Military Dictatorships: Argentina, Brazil, Chile, and Uruguay
We have already seen that the four bureaucratic authoritarian military regimes of the Southern Cone made graceful exits from power. All four militaries left unpunished for their many violations of human rights and with their institutional integrity undamaged. It is now more than 20 years since the last of these, Chile’s Pinochet, surrendered office, and the political panorama existing in the four countries is hardly what the military wanted: in 2009, all four states are not only democratic but also have left-of-center presidents. This is not to say that the period since the withdrawal of the military has been easy in any of these states, as a quick examination of the four cases, will attest.


Argentina has had the rockiest road. After its failed invasion of the Falkland Islands, a British possession claimed by Argentina, the military turned the state back to civilians. The first elections, in 1983, were won by Raúl Alfonsín, a Radical.
 Alfonsín, however, had grave problems with a military that was near revolt over attempts to bring torturers to justice and an economy that spun out of control due to hyperinflation. In 1989, Carlos Menem, a Peronista, succeeded Alfonsín, settled the military question temporarily by giving most of those involved the functional equivalent of a pardon, and controlled inflation with a tough austerity program and by pegging Argentina’s peso to the US dollar. Although this gave Argentina stable prices for more than a decade and made the country the darling of international bankers, when the US dollar rose in value through the 1990s, Argentina’s industrial economy suffered and a grave crisis was at hand.

Elections in 1999 brought the Radicals back to power, this time in alliance with the left-of-center Frepaso (Front for a Country in Solidarity), and made Fernando de la Rua president. Almost immediately, de la Rua faced the consequences of Menem’s refusal to alter his austerity policies: high unemployment and a 4 per cent fall in gross domestic product (GDP). The full crisis hit just before Christmas 2001, when fear of currency flight led to the government ordering banks to limit withdrawals and abandon the convertibility of pesos into dollars. Massive demonstrations followed, soon turning violent. De la Rua resigned; in fact five presidents served in December 2001. In 2002, even though parity with the dollar was abandoned, Argentina’s GDP fell by 10 per cent and many turned to barter to get by. Through all this turmoil, however, Argentina remained democratic

Things improved in 2003, and that year’s election brought the Peronista Nestor Kirchner to office. Kirchner’s heterodox, expansionist policies saw the economy grow by roughly 10 per cent annually, even though unemployment and poverty remained high. In 2007, Kirchner declined to seek a second term and was succeeded by his wife, Cristina Fernández de Kirchner. 

Although less dramatic than Argentina’s, Brazil’s post-dictatorship history is hardly uneventful. Full civilian rule was restored via indirect presidential elections in 1985. The first directly elected president under the new democratic system, Fernando Collor de Mello, was impeached for fraud and would been convicted had he not resigned just before the final vote in 1992. His vice-president, Itamar Franco, finished the term, with his greatest achievement being to have named Fernando Henrique Cardoso, one of the founders of the dependency school of political economy (Chapter 8), finance minister. Despite making his academic reputation as a radical sociologist, Cardoso masterminded a tough austerity policy (the Plano Real, after a new currency, the real) that stabilized the nation’s economy and paved the way for his election as president in 1994 as a centrist.

As president, Cardoso accelerated the privatization program that was part of the Plano Real and succeeded in getting the constitution amended to allow him a second consecutive term. Although this was controversial, as Latin Americans have come to associate extended presidential terms with authoritarian rule, it allowed Cardoso more time to lay the foundations for a successful economic policy. Equally important, FHC, as he was called during his years in office, proved a successful diplomat. Being on good terms with world leaders such as Bill Clinton helped Cardoso raise Brazil’s international profile, a trend continued by the country’s next president, the leftist Luiz Inácio Lula da Silva, leader of the Workers’ Party.

Winning the presidency on this fourth try (he had already lost to Collor and then twice to FHC), Lula surprised many observers. Not only did he continue the economic policies set down by his predecessor, but Lula was also able to take significant initiatives in social policy. Two of the latter have become well known: Fome Zero (Zero Hunger) and the Bolsa Família (Family Budget). Both are cash transfer programs that aim to increase the purchasing power of the poor and can be seen as steps toward a form of guaranteed minimum income. Fome Zero gives unconditional grants to very poor families to allow them to buy more food. Bolsa Família gives money to a broader group of the poor on the condition that their children go to school and get all their required childhood shots. Moreover, Lula assumed a leading role at the World Trade Organization in 2003, where he played a key role in bringing together other big developing countries, such as India and South Africa, to oppose the positions on agricultural subsidies put forth by the wealthy countries.

A relatively successful first four years did not spare Lula a run-off to win re-election in 2006. He has shown no interest in a third term, perhaps institutionalizing a two-term presidency in Brazil. That a labor radical can become president of Brazil without provoking a strong reaction from the military and can then secure policies that are both moderate and progressive should be seen as auguring well for the country’s democratic prospects.

Despite having a long tradition as both a constitutional and democratic government, for the first decade following the restoration of democracy it seemed that Chile would be hobbled by authoritarian holdovers—elements of the Pinochet constitution of 1980 that limited the reach of democratic government. Among the institutions were lifetime senate appointments for ex-presidents, designated senators-for-life (which included retired chiefs of all the armed services), special privileges for the military (included designating their own chief of staff), and the binomial electoral system (Chapter 6) that favored parties of the right. Despite these advantages, since 1989 Chile has been governed by an alliance of parties of the left and center (the Concertación). The parallel alliance of parties of the right (the Alliance for Chile) has done well in municipal elections but has yet to take power nationally.

The remnants of the military regime began to weaken when ex-President Pinochet, then a senator-for-life, was arrested in London on charges of violating human rights (Chapter 6). Although the former dictator never stood trial, the fact of being charged and having to resort to a plea of mental incapacity to avoid judgment changed the correlation of political forces in favor of the left. The clearest proof of this was the approval of a series of constitutional amendments in 2005 that did away with all the authoritarian holdovers, except the binomial electoral system.


Although the right has yet to govern nationally in Chile, the ruling Concertación, which groups Socialists, Christian Democrats, and two smaller parties, has maintained substantially intact the free-market model installed during the dictatorship. Chile’s economy is the most robust in Latin America and has made a successful adjustment to the demands of globalization. In particular, it has taken advantage of its location in the southern hemisphere to specialize in the provision of out-of-season fresh produce to the north. Nevertheless, the Concertación has restored enough of the Chilean welfare state to let the country reduce its rate of poverty to the lowest in Latin America: 13.7 per cent in 2006.
 What the government has been unable to do is move the country from a resource-based to a knowledge-based economy or take effective steps toward redressing Chile’s highly unequal income distribution.

Chile’s current president, Michelle Bachelet, is not only the first woman to govern the country, but she is also a victim of torture whose father, an air force general, was killed by the dictatorship. In one sense, she can be seen marking the end of the dictatorship and the turning of a page in Chilean political history. However, the closeness of election results—the last two presidential races had to go to run-offs—points not just to an ideologically divided society but also to the existence of a significant reservoir of support for the military regime. The next step in Chile’s return to democracy would seem to be electing a president from the Alliance, the coalition of the right, to permit the country’s conservatives to demonstrate that they can govern effectively within a democratic order.
Uruguay, the last case, has the highest levels of support for and satisfaction with democracy in Latin America (Table 7.2). This is in keeping with the country’s democratic reputation, which dates from the end of the nineteenth century and the election of José Batlle y Ordoñez as president. Under his guidance, Uruguay became known as “the Switzerland of South America,” due principally to Batlle’s construction of the continent’s first welfare state. As a result, the country developed important social legislation, such as the eight-hour day, the recognition of women’s rights, and Latin America’s first divorce law.
Batlle’s reforms were not universally welcomed, and opposition to them led to an episode of dictatorship. In 1933, President Gabriel Terra suspended the constitution, dissolved the legislature, and imposed strict press censorship. The 1930s, in fact, brought dictatorships, some of them admittedly short-lived, to all Latin American countries except Colombia, Costa Rica, and Mexico. Nonetheless, Uruguay retained its reputation as one of Latin America’s model democracies until the late 1960s, when escalating urban guerrilla warfare saw the government declare a state of emergency. Democracy came to an end in 1973 with the seizure of power by the armed forces. After losing a referendum in 1980 that would have enshrined a constitution drafted by the dictatorship, the military regime began a liberalization that led the return of civilian rule in 1985.
Once again a democracy, Uruguay returned to its familiar two-party politics that pitted the more liberal Colorados against the more conservative Blancos. As in Argentina, the new government, presided by the Colorado Jorge Sanguinetti, had to address the question of whether members of the military should be prosecuted for human rights abuses. The administration granted the soldiers an amnesty to put an end to military unrest. In 1989, a public initiative led to the holding of referendum on the amnesty, which upheld the government’s original position. That was not the end of the story, for in 2006 and 2007 a number of leading figures from the dictatorship were brought to trial, bringing Uruguay into line with Argentina and Chile. 
Uruguay’s 2004 elections returned a president from outside the historic two-party framework, Tabaré Vázquez, who led his Frente Amplio (FA), a left-wing coalition, to majorities in the house and senate as well. Among the members of the FA now in congress or the cabinet are some former guerrillas who have embraced democratic politics.
 
To summarize, all four former dictatorships now have elected governments from the left and all but Chile have seen power change hands between parties. Moreover, the most obvious residues of their authoritarian pasts are disappearing. 
[B] A Special Case: Mexico

When the Partido Revolucionario Institucional (PRI) governed Mexico between 1929 and 2000, the country was known as “the perfect dictatorship.” What made it perfect was that Mexico did not look like a dictatorship, even though it vested nearly total powers in the hands of the president, who was always a member of the PRI. In terms more reminiscent of the analytical discourse of political science, the PRI regime featured:

· a hegemonic party that monopolized state power by excluding others, while permitting a licensed opposition;
· control of the presidency, congress, state governors and legislators, and many municipal governments thanks to electoral rigging;
· a president who had tremendous power for his six-year term (including the power to name his successor) but who then exited political life;

· state control over important economic resources that gave the governing party an enormous pool of funds and jobs;

· a willingness to use coercion less frequently than in a dictatorship but more readily than in a democracy;

· an important reserve of legitimacy stemming from the PRI’s identification with the Mexican Revolution and its strongly nationalist foreign policy.

So how could it lose power?

In one sense, the PRI’s decline begins in 1982 when Mexico declared that it could not continue paying its foreign debt, then $82 billion.
 This opened the door to Structural Adjustment Policies that began shrinking Mexico’s public sector, thereby reducing the PRI’s ability to use government employment to co-opt support. As well, austerity policies made it increasingly difficult for the Mexican government to meet the demands of the poor. The more specifically political side of the equation began with the 1988 presidential election. Not only was this widely regarded as having been stolen by governing party, but it also saw Cuauhtémoc Cárdenas, son of the legendary president Lázaro Cárdenas (1934–1940), lead his newly formed Partido Revolucionario Democratico (PRD) against the PRI. 
Things got even worse for the PRI in 1994. On New Year’s Day, when Mexico’s entry into the North American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA) with Canada and the United States took effect, the Ejército Zapatista de Liberación Nacional (EZLN) rebelled in the southern state of Chiapas, destroying the country’s image as a peaceful, well-governed society. Just a few months later, the PRI’s presidential candidate and assured winner of the 1994 elections, Luis Donaldo Colosio, was assassinated. He was replaced at the head of the PRI ticket by his campaign manager and ex-minister of education, Ernesto Zedillo.
 
Zedillo, something of an outsider, then carried out electoral reforms that made possible the election in 2000 of Vicente Fox, the candidate of the Partido Acción Nacional (PAN). In fact, the star of those elections was the Instituto Federal Electoral (IFE), which handled the vote flawlessly. The results were universally accepted, and Mexico launched forth into a new era of competitive electoral democracy with substantial optimism. After six years, however, Fox had proven to be less than totally effective in managing a minority congress and had been able to do little to address the needs of Mexico’s poor, who had been paying for the country’s economic restructuring since 1982. The outcome was the 2006 election, outlined in Chapter 1, which tarnished the IFE’s reputation and left president-elect Felipe Calderón of the PAN with a weakened mandate.

Besides competitive elections, Mexico also has the makings of a three-party system (PAN, PRD, and PRI) and a highly fractionalized electorate. Combine this with the lack of any provision for run-offs in cases where a presidential election leaves the winner without a majority of the vote—something that would never have been allowed to happen while the PRI controlled Mexico’s politics, 1929-2000—and a repetition of 2006’s highly conflictive election is possible. The step forward of competitive elections has been matched by a step back in the form of electoral results that make Mexico a particularly difficult country to govern. 
[B] The Oldest Democracy: Costa Rica

Since the civil war of 1948, Costa Rica has been a democracy. By 2009, it had completed 60 years of continuous democratic rule, making it Latin America’s oldest democracy. What is more, its democracy was, for more than 30 years, not just electoral but social as well. Its indicators of social well-being matched or exceeded those of Cuba, proving that social equity could be achieved through free elections and the rule of law. Costa Rica was model for what should be possible in Latin America.

Behind this record of good government was the Partido  de Liberación Nacional (PLN), which became the political vehicle for the victors of 1949. The party’s chief, Jose Figueres, had led the insurrection against the government of the day and on taking power committed himself and his followers to a political regime inspired by the New Deal, the program of US president Franklin Roosevelt in the 1930s. The PLN identified itself as social democratic, expanded a welfare state that had been begun even before 1949, continued Costa Rica’s tradition of emphasizing education, and during the 1950s and 1960s worked to bring down dictatorships throughout the Caribbean Basin.


To finance its ambitious social programs, the PLN and the various right-of-center parties who won to the presidency at least every eight years
 relied on foreign aid, as well as sales of coffee, sugar, and bananas—the classic basket of exports of an “after-dinner country,” the label often applied to exporters of those commodities. The oil shock of the 1970s hit Costa Rica hard, forcing it into a Structural Adjustment Program. By the mid-1980s, the Costa Rican welfare state was but a shadow of its former self, and the country, led by the social democratic PLN, turned to embrace the market. Economically, this transition has been successful, as Costa Rican GDP per capita has grown rapidly and the nation has diversified its economic base to include a broad range of services, a substantial tourism sector, and some high-tech industries.

Politically, however, the picture is more somber. The two PLN governments of the 1980s stabilized both the economy and the political system, although only at the cost of shrinking the welfare state. Further, the leader of the second of these administrations (1986–1990), Óscar Arias, put Costa Rica in the international spotlight by brokering the Esquipulas Peace Accords that brought to an end the guerrilla wars that had rocked Central America during the 1980s.
 After 1990, the magic ended. In Chapter 6 we saw that the three men who held the country’s presidency during the 1990s had either served time for corruption or had chosen exile over facing Costa Rican justice. Further, along with the decline of the welfare state, the country has also seen its infrastructure start to crumble, crime rates soar, and its once-famed education system fail to produce the well-trained young people necessary to let Costa Rica shift into a knowledge-based economy.

There is, though, some good news. Costa Rican citizens remain stubbornly democratic and will mobilize themselves to defend what they think is right. For example, in 2000, massive demonstrations halted plans to privatize the state-owned telephone and electric company. Then in 2007, public resistance to the country’s entry into the Central American Free Trade Agreement (CAFTA) forced a referendum, which the pro–free trade forces won. 
[B] The Outlier: Cuba

In a way, Cuba has always been Latin America’s outlier. To begin with, it was the last country to attain independence from Spain (1898). Further, its independence was unlike any other in the hemisphere, as it was strictly controlled for three decades by the United States. Then, in 1959, Fidel Castro led his barbudos (bearded men) to power, nationalized US–held firms without compensation—although other companies whose Cuban assets were nationalized were paid. He soon afterward repelled an invasion organized by the CIA and then declared Cuba communist and allied with the Soviet Union. For the next three decades, Castro not only represented the reality of Third World socialism to many Latin Americans but also worked to extend the reach of Marxism by word and deed. Not only has the Havana regime defied Washington for a half-century by existing in the face of diplomatic pressures and an embargo, but during the 1980s many Cubans also fought and died trying to make Marxist regimes in first, Ethiopia, and later Angola, secure from their enemies.

Many thought that the days of the revolution and its leader were numbered when the Soviet Union, Cuba’s biggest aid donor and customer, ceased to exist in 1991. Castro, however, proved resourceful. Cuba developed what has become a booming tourism sector, made important advances in biotechnology and pharmaceuticals, and experimented timidly with market reforms, which were soon rolled back. Nevertheless, Cuban living standards suffered. Food became more expensive and less readily available, and those who had access to dollars via remittances from relatives in the United States were able to access goods out of the reach of Cubans who depended wholly on their salaries in pesos. 

What remained constant was the political system. Although Castro’s government has provided Cubans with free health care and education, subsidized food, and a level of social and economic equality unmatched in the hemisphere, it has remained a one-party state. Cubans, that is, cannot turn the Communists out or even select a different cohort of Communists to govern them. And until illness and age forced Castro to leave office in 2008 (see Chapter 1), Cuba was also a personal dictatorship, like so many others that have flourished over the years in Latin America. To emphasize this side of Castro’s politics, US sociologist Irving Louis Horowitz has long called Fidel a Communist caudillo.


A window on political change opened in Cuba when Raúl Castro formally succeeded his older brother as president in February 2008. Obviously, the main lines of the regime remain unchanged. The Communist Party still holds a legal monopoly on state power and the security forces keep a tight rein on dissidents. However, there are signs of a relaxation of some of the most restrictive regulations of the past that will permit a more open society. In April 2008, for example, Cubans received the right to own cell phones and to travel abroad without getting an exit visa. Whether this leads to full competition for posts within the Communist Party or even interparty competition is a question that future events will answer.
 The future will also tell us if the Cuban Revolution can be more successful than the Chinese in combining economic growth with social and economic equity.
[A] Problems of Latin American Democracy in the Early Twenty-First Century

Twenty-first-century Latin American democracy is electoral democracy. This means that elections decide who governs. It need not and often does not mean that other attributes of liberal, constitutional democracy are present. For example, while governments and governors are held accountable at elections—vertical accountability—there are few mechanisms of horizontal accountability—courts, legislatures, other levels of government—to make them explain their actions and stay within the limits of the law between elections. As a result, citizens’ rights may be less secure, courts may be less able to render justice, and legislatures may not actually represent the views of the people.

Counterbalancing these limitations are the highest levels of media freedom ever known in Latin America and the rise of an increasingly self-reliant and capable civil society. This latter point deserves elaboration. Civil society is the name given to all the political organizations that are formed by citizens, are independent of government, and which pursue some public objective. Although there is no agreement regarding exactly what organizations get included in civil society—for example, whether formally constituted pressure groups belong—there is no question that democratic government demands that citizens be able to form organizations to pursue their goals and to have some reasonable chance of influencing government to turn their demands into law. Formal political institutions, governments and political parties, cannot monopolize the political sphere in a democracy. Too often in Latin America’s past revolutionary governments have declared themselves vanguards, able to interpret the people’s will without letting the people express that will freely, and even more conventional elected governments have sought all claims on the state channeled through them. This pluralization of political power in the region may be the most important and enduring effect of democracy’s third wave.

If the pluralization of politics is to persist, however, it will have to offer opportunities to historically underrepresented and even unrepresented sectors, such as women, indigenous people, and the poor, to use government to advance their own agendas. Doing so will require that political parties both recruit more individuals from these groups to serve as legislators and incorporate them into the decision-making structures of the party and the policy-making structures of the state. Moreover, it will require that parties recognize that movement politics are legitimate vehicles for making demands on the state and for expressing collective interests. Put differently, the ambit of politics has to be widened to permit more entrants and deepened to let those entrants make new and possibly unconventional claims.

But what if reigning economic doctrine isolates most of economic policy from the public’s demands? It is this question that the Bolivarian Group (see Text Box 7.3)—Venezuela, Bolivia, Ecuador, and Nicaragua—sought to address. Although their objective is admirable, the fact that each of the four countries builds its politics around a strong leader with a propensity for personalist rule is troubling. The United Nations Development Programme’s proposal for a citizens’ democracy, a way to organize and manage a society to make it easier to extend and safeguard individuals’ rights and freedoms, is doubtless what all democrats, everywhere, want to see. Just how to configure a political system to make a citizens’ democracy work is the central question, and one that political science can help answer.
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[A] Discussion Questions
1. Why does it appear that more Latin American states have not been more successful in establishing durable democratic government? What factors would have to be addressed to let this happen?
2. We often distinguish real democracies, those that produce egalitarian social outcomes, from formal or procedural ones, those whose definition of democracy stops at free elections, legal equality among citizens, and the rule of law. Why should the two forms not automatically coexist? What would need to happen to make sure that they do?
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