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ABSTRACT

After a period of relative optimism about the presys for democracy around the world,
observers have raised concerns that democratitutists are being rolled back in a growing
number of countries. To the extent that a backdayglinst democracy may be emerging,
public officials in both the industrial and develog worlds will wish to ensure that they
adopt the policy mix—including foreign aid policiedest suited to democratic
consolidation. Making use of a newly constructethd®t of democratizations occurring
between1960 and 2004, this paper uses descripétistes and a continuous time hazard
model to explore the underlying reasons for revsiisayoung democracies. We find that
good economic performance and favourable initialditions are indeed significantly
associated with the survival of democracy, but emspe that high growth, low inflation, and
high per capita income by no means guarantee #mbdracy will endure. Strong
constraints on the power of the executive appeplayan equally important role in
increasing the probability of democratic surviv@hus, recognizing that democracy cannot
effectively take root when political and economawgr becomes too concentrated, we
recommend greater coordination between foreigrs@sgie programmes targeting economic
development and those focused on democracy-building
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WHY DEMOCRACIES FAIL

|. Introduction

Since the great wave of decolonization began irL8&0s, over 120 episodes of
democratization have taken place in nearly 90 atesit This means that several countries
have experienced multiple episodes of democrabizaiihailand and Pakistan, for example,
have each launched democratic regimes on four @&paccasions since gaining their
independence. While in general democratic regirstsbéshed since 1980 have had a better
chance of surviving than those that emerged inezgrbstwar decades, the last five years
have seen democracy overthrown by the militaryhailand, Bangladesh, and Fiji and rolled
back by Russia's elected leaders. Moreover, dangd¢ras come under intense pressure in
countries ranging from Georgia to Kenya to Boliarad Venezuela, which continue to risk
backsliding and reversal.

This paper makes use of a new data set to examenguiestion of why democracies
sometimes collapse.To date, scholars who have studied this issue tended to single out
economic performance as thmstimportant factor determining the fate of young denatic
regimes’ We do not dispute that poor economic performatues signal a higher risk that
democracy will fail. However, the survival of yaydemocracies in Eastern Europe in spite
of catastrophic economic collapse shows that ecandysfunction does not doom
democratic experiments to failure. Conversely,mtigary coup in Thailand in 2006
followed five years of robust growth. These camggyest that the story is much more
complex than simply bad economic performance ggthe stage for the failure of
democracy.

The data we have compiled and analyzed turn oentatn to the crucial role of
institutionsin democratic consolidation, and particularly imgions that place effective
constraints on executive power: thus our emphaspobtics. When leaders confront a weak
set of constraints, they may be tempted to takarmtdge of perceived vacuums and
concentrate economic and political power in thécefbf the executivarrespective of

! Based on the Polity IV dataset (Marshall and 8agg005), our definition of democratization isotissed in
more detail below, and in Kapstein and Convers@§20

2 The data set may be foundvaiw.cgdev.organdwww.ethankapstein.com

% See for example Haggard and Kaufman (1995). Foom recent example of this perspective, see Bvoli
(2007).




whether the leader is a president or a prime marigEvents in Russia over the last ten years
illustrate how an elected executive can amasscseifi unchecked power to render a country
undemocratic. At the same time, as power beconwes noncentrated the members of other
branches of government, investors, and the agéwrisibsociety more generally may begin
to doubt whether public policies will promote thengral welfare. Thus, even if the
executive does not engineer an outright reversdeafocracy, such concentration of power
may provoke the overthrow of the democraticallycedd governments by groups that feel
threatened. The tenure and eventual overthrovwhaf Prime Minister Thaksin Shinawatra
provides an example of such a trajectory. In eifeenario, insufficient checks on executive
power or the rollback of existing constraints babst risk that democracy will be
overthrown.

This paper is in four sections. Section Il beguith a description of our data set and
the theoretical and empirical motivations behiscciompilation. This is followed by
descriptive statistics on the relationship betwesgime survival and such factors as initial
conditions, economic policy and performance, arsdititional structure. In section Il we
employ a continuous time hazard model to asses®ltgve importance for the survival of
young democracies or the various factors introducesction 1. Section IV concludes with
thoughts for further research along with recomméada for the policy community.

Il1. Overview of the Data

One of the reasons that our findings regarding aeatic survival differ from earlier
studies is because our data set focuses exclusimgigung democracie®r those episodes
of democratization that have occurred since 19%&®a consequence, the vast majority of our
observations come from the developing world. Maasfier data sets, in contrast, have
tended to look at both old and young democracies tlaus include industrialized countries
which democratized in the nineteenth and early tisdncenturies. Further, many of the best

known studies on the subject have not included-Bostet cases of democratizatibn.

* For example, Przeworski, et al. (2000) do no idelpost-Soviet democracies in their well-known dta as
several of these emerged only after their datasdain 1990. Even those that democratized poid980
were not included due to the importance of theradtion of political power in their definition oednocracy.
Note that our definition of democracy doest require alternation.



Beyond the growing availability of data on devetgpand transition countries, we
also believe there are good reasons, both theaketd empirical, to focus on young
democracies as a unique set of polities that cstifigbly be analyzed on their owrrirst,
the substantial differences between the politiesiiiutions in place in democracies and those
in autocratic regimes make it appropriate to stilndycauses of democratic failure separately
from the causes of democratization or more broadlyime failure in autocracies. It seems
safe to assume that the challenges facing a ndedjee leader in a fragile democracy are
quite distinct from those facing an autocrat seglkamaintain his or her grip on power. In
restricting our attention to the causes of demeaxraversal, we differ from studies which
seek to identify common causes of transitions bathand out of democracy. Not only do
we believe that this focus on one direction of $raon is theoretically justified, it is also
supported by empirical work finding different caufsetors responsible for transitions into
and out of democracy (Przeworski et al. 2000, Epgteal. 2006, Persson and Tabellini
2006).

Secondwe focus oryoungdemocracies because of the particular challenggs s
regimes may face. Recent empirical work suggésitisthe “stock” of democracy—the
amount of time a democracy has existed—to be @alritariable with respect to its survival
(Gerring et al. 2005, Persson and Tabellini 200@)is finding is in line with both theory and
intuition. As Samuel Huntington (1991) and moreergly Philip Keefer (2005) have
stressed, the leaders of young democracies majefiyition, have difficulty establishing
their legitimacy and making promises that theirstdnents consider credible. This suggests
that the very youth of a democracy may cause iegance problems that could lead it
toward a premature collapse. As Huntington hagewrjtthe world’s “new democracies are,
in effect, in a catch-22 situation: lacking legitiny they cannot become effective; lacking
effectiveness they cannot develop legitimacy” (1 2288).

Moreover, young democracies are likely to be charaed by institutional
weaknesses. Again by definition, institutions tékee to build and to develop credibility.
Central banks need to maintain stable monetargipslover time if they are to establish
their inflation-fighting credentials and judicialthorities need time to establish that they are
independent from political intrusion. Parliameatsl executives must shape their roles and
responsibilities so as to forge power-sharing ayeaments that are productive and effective.
Political parties also take time to form and coedearound particular themes that aggregate
the interests of their core constituents



Third and finally, the political and economic performar young democratizers is
much more volatile as a group than the political aconomic performance of older
democratic states. Economies governed by newtgilled democratic regimes undergo
larger swings in economic variables like inflatiggovernment spending, and budged deficits
(Block et al. 2003; Brender and Drazen 2004). Sepay these volatile states into a unique
set and analyzing their particular pathologies thang reveal something useful about their
behavioural patterns.

On the basis of these arguments, and given theasurg availability of statistics on
the developing world, we compiled a data set oépisodes of democratization between
1960 and 2004 (as a result, recent reversals obdey in such countries as Thailand and
Fiji and perhaps Russia ametamong our cases). We built this data set usingvttiely
used Polity IV measures of democracy, in conjumctiith several other public sources of
economic and political data (see Appendix 2 faulblist of our variables and data sources).
Rather than simply defining democracy in termsrofebitrary threshold Polity score, we
coded as a democratization episode any positivegehaf six or more points in a country’s
Polity score during a three year period. Consedyéhie term “democratizers” rather than
“democracies” might be a more precise descriptioth® countries in our dataset. We
classify periods of democratic governance as haemied when the Polity democracy score
drops by more than six points (for a more extende&cription of our methodology, see
Kapstein and Converse 2008).

While this method of identifying young democraagsot without pitfalls, it has a
number of advantagésThe focus on sizeable jumps in the democracyxitaéps to ensure
that we indeed examine cases in which there wa#ta®a substantially more democratic
system of government. Defining a particular ingtalue as the threshold for democracy
might result in the inclusion of incremental chasgjeat, while perhaps important, do not
represent the sort of major regime change théteigdcus of our analysis. In addition, our
methodology reduces the potential for measurenreot ® bias our results. By definition
democracy indices involve subjective judgments, @hthe available indices have
documented shortcomings (for an overview, see MamckVerkuilen 2002). Analyzing
substantial changes in the Polity index, rathen tih@ating a country's score on a certain

® This technique could potentially lead us to clgsaitransition from an extremely oppressive regtma
moderately undemocratic one as a democratic transiThe Polity democracy index runs from -1A.6) so
we might, for example, classify a change from -d&4tas a democratization. This situation didaréte in
practice, in that all the transitions we considesult in a strictly positive Polity score.



democracy index or changes in that score (e.goB#99; Acemoglu, Johnson, and
Robinson 2005) as our dependent variable hopedellyes to filter out some of the noise
resulting from the subjective nature of such assesss.

This methodology identifies 123 democratizatiorsefdes in 88 countries, meaning
that a number of countries (like Thailand and Rakishave made several attempts at
establishing democratic polities. Table 1 presdmdistribution of our cases by region and
by decade (Appendix 1 gives a full list of the denatizations in our data set). Of the 123
democratic regimes in our data set, 67 surviveouin 2004 (the end of our sample period)
while 56 had been reversed. The shortest episafddmmocratic governance in our data set
lasted one year and the longest lasted 43 yeais s@imple yields a total of 1,376 country-
years of democracy during the 45-year period ustiaty.

Table 1: Democratizations by Region and Decade

After

1960s 1970s 1980s 1990s 2000 Total

Total 26 20 4 52 8 123
Latin America 6 3 11 5 1 26
Western Europe 1 3 0 0 0 4
Eastern Europe 0 0 0 19 2 21
Sub-Saharan Africa 15 6 2 19 4 46
Middle East-N. Africa 0 1 1 1 0 3
Asia 4 7 3 8 1 23

Source: PolitylV, Author's Calculations

As is evident in Table 2, rates of reversal varglely between regions. While sub-
Saharan Africa has been the site of nearly twicmasy democratizations as any other
region, 63 percent of African democratization efgesohave ended in reversal. Democracy
in Latin America and Asia has also exhibited liditburability, with nearly 35 percent and
57 percent of all cases, respectively, undergaawgnsal. By contrast, over 90 percent of
Eastern Europe’s democratizations have been sadtamof 2004, which is particularly
notable given the economic crisis they sufferetbfwing the post-Communist transition
(more on this below). North Africa and the Mid@ast have seen very few attempts at
democratization, sustained or otherwise.



Table 2: Democratizations by Region and Outcome

Sustained Reversed

Total 67 56
Latin America 17 9
Western Europe 3 1
Eastern Europe 19 2
Sub-Saharan Africa 17 29
Middle East-N. Africa 1 2
Asia 10 13

Source: PolitylV, Author's Calculations

Of those cases that ended in reversal, the avégagth of the democratic episode
was just under six years. Almost 68 percent ofuthguccessful democratic experiments
ended during the first five years and nearly 84eget failed within the first ten years (see
Figure 1). Although it is important to note that faed no threshold age beyond which a
democratic government is apparently safe from bvew, we have nonetheless focused in
our analysis in much of this section on the firge fyears of democracy in analyzing the
factors associated with the success and failudewfocratic regimes.

Figure 1: Democratic Reversals, Cumulative Percentage Distribution
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Among those democracies that were reversed, saweralater underwent second
and even third democratization episodes. Wherelgsapound 47 percent of cases in which
countries underwent democratization for the firsetwere sustained, those undergoing



democratization for the second time succeeded alé#opercent of the time, and four of the
six cases in which countries made a fourth atteahdemocratic governance were sustained
as of 2004. Only Peru and Pakistan failed to susit@ir fourth democratization, along with
Thailand more recently (again, the 2006 episodewdrsal is not included in our data, which
ends in 2004).

Figure 2: Reversal Rates by Decade
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This trend is closely aligned with the improvingsess rate of democratizations over
time, as is clear from Figure 2. Only 11.5 perca#rihe democratizations occurring in the
1960s were sustained, while 30 percent of thosadgMdace in the 1970s were sustained.
The success rate reached 76.5 percent in the B98082.5 percent in the 1990s. The reader
may suspect that democracies that came into egestater have simply had less time to run
into difficulty. However, the average length ohaecratic episodes in the pre-1980 period
was in almost identical to that of episodes thaneafter 1980. Moreover, if we compare
the reversal rates of democracies of a given afeeipre- and post-1980 period, we see that
the reversal rate is lower in the latter perioddimost all ages (Figure 3).We analyse this
change in success rates over time in detail ini@edt.

® The rate of reversal is the number of young deamies that reverse after a given number of yearsledl by
the total number of young democracies that surfavéhat number of years. Other authors have dahes the
“breakdown rate” (Bernhard, Reenock, and Nordste®®1, 2003).



Figure 3: Reversal Rates Before and After 1980
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Initial Conditions

We now turn to some features of young democrab@sare frequently cited as
possible causes of variation in their economicqrenance and political development. We
begin by comparing initial conditions (focusing social and economic as opposed to
geographic conditions) in democracies that werensad with the conditions in democracies
that were sustained through 2004. Since an inflalmody of research in modern political
economy (much of it theoretical) argues that iht@nditionsdeterminehe subsequent
development (both political and economic) of staites particularly important to see if this
view is supported by the data.

As scholars have recognized since the 1950s andrttiegs of Seymour Martin
Lipset, sustained democratizations have tendeddoran relatively wealthier countries, with
an average income in our data set of $2,618 (200&rd). Compare this figure with an
average of around $866 in per capita income fongalemocracies that ended in reversal
(see Table 3). This difference is of particulangigance given the growing number of
democratizations that have taken place in the deusd world in recent years, and raises the
guestion of how poverty and democracy interactefooverty make it difficult for

" See, for example, Engerman and Sokoloff (2002)As&moglu and Robinson (2006).



democratic regimes to consolidate, as modernizaiieory would suggest, or can democracy
help lift nations out of poverty? If poverty makemore difficult for a democracy to
consolidate, should foreign aid focus on promo&ngnomic growth as opposed, for
example, to providing support for the institutiaisivil society? We will explore these
guestions in more detail below.

Analysts of democracy, however, should not justifoohaverageincomes within a
country, since these may conceal severe inequitisecome, assets, or opportunities. It is
these inequities, as opposed to any averages, wiagtplay an even more significant role in
determining how a democracy fares and whethetimately consolidates and survives. If
large segments of the population do not shareemétion’s wealth, they may view the
political order, even if democratic in institutidriarm, as being unresponsive or even
detrimental to their interests. As Larry Diamond kaitten, “Economic inclusion is closely
related to political inclusion and, thus, to denaticrdeepening” (1999: 85).

Table 3: Initial Conditions and Democratic Reversals

Average, First 5 yrs Difference
Reversed Sustained (p-value)

Per Capita Income’ 866 2,617 1,750
(Std. Dev.) (1209.2) (2954.5) (0.00)
Gini Coefficient 47.1 42.8 4.3
(Std. Dev.) (3.8) (7.2) (0.00)
Poverty Rate ($1/day) 37.1 17.1 20.0
(Std. Dev.) (27.6) (21.2) (0.01)
Infant Mortality” 110.7 55.2 55.4
(Std. Dev.) (45.7) (38.5) (0.00)
Ethnic Fragmentation 0.55 0.45 0.10
(Std. Dev.) (0.29) (0.24) (0.02)
12006 dollars. Sources: WDI, UTIP, Alesina et al. (2003), Polity
2 per 1000 live births. IV, Authors' Calculations

Our data show that inequality was indeed signifilgamgher in democracies that
eventually underwent a reversal (again, see Tgbl&iBewise, the poverty rate (the
percentage of the population living on less tham BRP-adjusted dollar per day), is on
average higher in countries in which democratirati@s reversed than in those where it was
sustained, with an average of around 40 percetitegpopulation living on less than one
dollar per day in the former, as against just @@percent in the latter. Similarly, infant
mortality provides an indicator of how broadly thenefits of economic growth have been
distributed. The average rate of infant mortgbigy 1,000 live births during the first five
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years of democracy is fully twice as high in coiggmwhere democracy is reversed as in
countries where democracy is sustained. This stiffidrence suggests that the extent to
which economic development has benefited all aisz@ay be a key factor in determining
how democracy fares; economic growth alone maysefiicient to ensure democratic
consolidation.

Some non-economic divisions in societies also apjeegplay a role in determining
the fate of democracy. For example, ethnic fragatemn was significantly higher in those
cases where democracy was reversed in the fiestyBars than where democratic
governments persisted through the end of the pemaer study. Indeed, as Figure 4
illustrates, democratizations in countries withnétHfragmentation greater than the world
average are reversed 51 percent of the time, apar@ch to 38 percent of the time when
ethnic fragmentation was below average.

Figure 4: Ethnic Fragmentation and

Democratic Reversals during First 5 Years
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Source: Alesina et al (2003), PolitylV, Authors' Calculations

To summarize, our preliminary examination of theadadicates that the initial
conditions under which democratizations take ptiwexert a significant impact on the
survival of the regime. Democracy appears todigiificantly more often in countries with
low per capita income, high levels of inequalitighhrates of poverty, and higher ethnic
fragmentation. However, these relationships arg giearly not deterministic. There are
several countries (e.g. Ecuador, Malawi, and Mozqud) in which initial conditions were
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extremely unfavourable, yet where democracy has bestained, albeit not without
difficulty. In fact, we wish to stress that mosttlee countries in our data set that reversed in
the past have subsequently re-democratized. Agaelative success of these re-

democratizers poses a puzzle for those who taletesrdinistic view of initial conditions.

Economic Performance and Policy

The literature on the causes of democratic revéigalong emphasized that
democracies are put under stress by poor econariicrmmance more than any other factor,
with the collapse of Weimar Germany during theye&fl30s a paradigmatic case. The data
that we have gathered lead us to conclude thavige should to some extent be revisited.
After all, most Eastern European democracies hadared despite suffering an economic
collapse of Great Depression magnitude during #iny 990s; conversely, democracy failed
in Thailand despite robust growth rates betweer®20@ the 2006 coup, and it is arguably
under threat in Venezuela, Georgia, and Russig/t@dleof which have enjoyed strong
growth in recent years. Overall, these examplggest that low economic growth per se is
not a clear sign that democracy is threatened gwhgh economic growth provides no
guarantee against democratic reversal.

Turning to our data, descriptive statistics doneveal a clear relationship between
the economic performance of young democracieslaidguccess or failure. Democratic
regimes that were sustained averaged annual gaivathly 1.4 percent during their first five
years, as against nearly 3.8 percent during thialifive years of democracies that were
ultimately reversed (see Table 4). Initial investrinwas higher at 20 percent of GDP in
cases where democracy was sustained, versus Jlehpeigere it was reversed.

Table 4: Economic Performance and Democratic Reversals

Average, First 5 yrs Difference
Reversed  Sustained (p-value)
Growth 3.8 15 2.3
(Std. Dev.) (4.80) (5.94) (0.01)
Investment 18.4 19.8 1.4
(Std. Dev.) (8.78) (6.38) (0.16)
Inflation 167.3 161.0 6.3
(Std. Dev.) (782.50) (496.50) (0.48)
Median 10.824 18.205

Sources: WDI, Polity IV, Authors' Calculations
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Inflation was somewhat more clearly related to dematic reversal. Where
democracy was ultimately reversed, inflation infils five years of democracy had jumped
relative to the five years prior in 74 percent a$es, and often increased sharply, while it
remained on average unchanged in sustained demzatiats, falling slightly in a majority
of cases. This relationship may stem from the ta&t inflation erodes real incomes in a
manner that is very noticeable and very frustratorg country’s population. Interestingly,
though, hyperinflation does not appear to be aasedtiwith the reversal of young
democracies. Of the 20 young democracies in whielahnual change in consumer prices
topped 100 percent during the first five yearsydive were reversed. This 25 percent
reversal rate compares to a 43 percent revergairrgbung democracies where inflation
remained under 100 percent during the early years.

The extent to which economic reforms and democcatisolidation are compatible
has also been a key question for economists ariticpbscientists studying developing
countries. Some have argued that the two processemplimentary (Fish 1991; Milner
and Kubota 2005; Biglaiser and Danis 2002), whileets have argued that so-called shock
therapy could threaten fragile democratic regingeg. (Przeworski 1991). Our data indicate
that democratization is not in fact threatenedddgnm. Taking the case of foreign trade, we
note that most young democracies have openeddbanomies without suffering the
expected protectionist backlash or political oventih On average, trade rises by nearly 6
percentage points (as a share of GDP) in the faags/following democratization. Trade as a
percentage of GDP increased following democrabrath over sixty percent of cases, both
in the subgroup of young democracies that werenaliely reversed and in those that were
sustained. Indeed, Figure 5 suggests that thoseatacies in which the economy remained
closed (according to the well-known Sachs—Warniggraa) were overthrown at a rate nearly
four times greater than that of democracies thdetnok economic liberalization (as
indicated by a shift in the country’s Sachs—\Waw@gnness score from zero to one).
However, keeping in mind our earlier discussioe@titable distribution, we suggest that the
extent to which the benefits of economic reformwaidely shared, giving everyone a stake in
the process.

13



Figure 5: Economic Liberalization and Democratic Reversals
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In sum, much of the conventional wisdom on younguaoeracies has held that poor
growth threatens their survival while rapid refospolitically destabilizing. Our evidence
suggests that one must look beyond economic vagable are to understand the causal
factors behind democratic consolidation or revesatordingly, we next turn to the role of

political institutions.

Political Institutions

The literature on democratic political institutiomss most frequently compared
parliamentary and presidential systems, generiatirfg the former to be more durable than
the latter, especially in the face of economicesi@Przeworski et al. 2000, Bernhard,
Reenock, and Nordstrom 2001). Parliaments with dantiparties, it is argued, can more
readily take the tough decisions needed to stabdconomies and thus fragile political
orders as well. The results from our dataset, hewediffer notably from the findings of this
earlier work. Of the 123 democratizations we analgetween 1960 and 2004, 81 initially
put in place presidential systems and 27 put ingfzrliamentary systems (data were not
available on the remaining 15 cases). Of the geesial systems, nearly 36 percent ended in

reversal, while just over one half of the parliataey regimes ended in reversal (Figure 6).
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Figure 6: Political Institutions and Democratic Reversal
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Strikingly, these ratios are almost the exact rey@f those recorded by Przeworski et
al (2000) in their seminal work. The differencdimdings stems from two sources. First,
and most simply, by looking only at countries tamocratized after 1960, we are excluding
a large number of European nations with parliamgragstems that were established much
earlier. Second, the difference is a result ofdifferent methodologies used to classify
governments as democratic or authoritarian. Itiqdar, the emphasis that Przeworski et al.
(2000) place on alternation of elected governmkads them to classify as authoritarian a
number of governments which we characterize as deatio. These are cases (many of
them post-colonial, many of them in Africa) in whia government came to power
democratically, but never handed power over toraateatically elected successor
government. Thus, numerous short-lived experimetits parliamentary democracy are
excluded from the Przeworski et al. (2000) lisdemocracies. We believe that inclusion of
these failed democracies in our study is justifggden that one of the threats that looms
particularly in new democracies is that the firstydelected government will refuse to hand
over power to a successor, or alter the rulesawvgnt effective challenges.

Why have scholars (and perhaps policy-makers a3 teatled to prefer
parliamentary regimes? In addition to their roleasis managers, as noted above, the
general view among political scientists is that/thee better suited to guard against abuses of
executive power, because their system of checkdalathces is more effective (Persson and
Tabellini 2003). But our data suggest that theyehaoat performed this function particularly
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well in new democracies. Presumably, this ingonhal arrangement is not always robust
enough to compensate for a lack of strong oppaosjiarties or an independent judiciary.

Figure 7: Constraints on Executive Power and Democratic Reversal

Difference: 31.2%

(p-value: 0.0043)
80

70 +

60

50 -

40 -

30 -

Percentage Reversed

20 -

10

Weak* Constraints  Strong* Constraints
on Executive Power on Executive Power

* "Weak" constraints received a score less than 5
on Polity IV's scale of executive constraints
Source: Polity IV, Authors' Calculations

Consequently, we turn our attention to a more timegasure of constraints on
executive power, irrespective of whether the leaslarpresident or a prime minister. We
divide our 123 cases into two groups, those whadoaling to the Polity IV data set have a
relatively high level of executive constraints, ahdse with a relatively low levé&l.This
institutional feature does appear to have a sicpnifi relationship with the fate of the regime,
as we see in Figure In cases where executive constraints on the execate weak,
democracy is reversed just over 70 percent ofithe, tcompared to only 40 percent of the
time when constraints are strong. We therefoesstthe importance of assessing the actual
balance of power in new democracies, regardlessether the regime type is parliamentary
or presidential.

8 For a democracy to be classified as having stommgtraints on the executive, at a minimum othantines of
government must be able to defeat executive prdgpfmaaction. The reader may object that the higheersal
rate simple reflects the fact that the governmemare authoritarian to begin with; however, thedes should
keep in mind that we define democratization an@res not based ontlaresholdPolity score, bur rather in
terms of the magnitude ofclangein that score.
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[11. Regression Analysis

In the previous section we examined a number dadriate relationships between
reversals in young democracies on the one handhérad conditions, economic
performance, economic reform, and political insiiias on the other. However, we have not
yet assessed thelativeimportance of these various factors for the suavof democracy.

We now put these descriptive statistics into canbgxpresenting a series of multivariate
regressions that show which factors are most styasggociated with an increased risk that

the democracies in our sample will be overthrown.

Model

Given the nature of our dependent variable, natieyisk of democratic reversal, it
is appropriate to use event history methodologgralyze the dataset we hav&Ve employ
a continuous time hazard model, which can deal watimables that vary from year to year,
like inflation or economic growth. Specifically, vused a Weibull model as opposed to, for
example, an exponential model because the deserigtatistics we examined in the previous
section indicated that the rate of democratic reslanay decline over time (see Figures 1
and 3 above). The Weibull will allow us to expligitest this hypothesis with the following
model:

h(tx,) = pt* exdB, + X, B, + X By + X Bs + X Ba).
whereh(t|x,) is the (limiting or instantaneous) probabilityd#mocratic reversal afteyears
andp is a time-dependence parameter. If the rate obdeatic reversal is independent of the
age of the democratic regin@will be equal to one. The vectots Xz, X3, andx, contain
independent variables selected based on the degergpatistics we saw in the previous
section. In particular; contains economic variables, institutional variablesys variables
characterizing initial conditions, anxg variables measuring economic policies (again, see
Appendix 2 for a complete list of the explanatoayiables employed and their sources).

° For an excellent introduction see Box-Steffensmaie Jones (2004). Cleves, Gould, and Gutie&@@4)
provide an extremely useful guide for implementinig type of analysis.
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Results

The regressions results are summarized in Talles swhich report the effect in
percentage terms of a one-unit increase in eadpertent variable on the baseline hazard
rate (the instantaneous risk of democratic reversalr example, according to our estimates,
a one-point increase in a country’s Polity IV scfameconstraints on the executive reduces
the risk of reversal by around 20 percent (whewthiér variables are set at zefd).

Table 3 presents the results on the relationshipd®sn economic performance and
political institutions on the one hand and the n§klemocratic reversal on the other,
controlling for initial conditions using log GDP peapita and a dummy indicating the decade
of democratization, as well as for government golas represented by government spending
on consumption as a percentage of GDP. In TabMe4geport our findings on how initial
conditions and democratic reversal are relatedroling for economic performance
(average GDP growth during the previous five yeaus log consumer price inflation),
political institutions (constraints on executivenmss), and government policy. The sample
used for the regressions reported in Table 6 wadlanthan that used in Table 5, due to the
more limited availability of data on, for exampilecome inequality. Table 7, making use of a
further reduced sample because of the availalofiyata on foreign aid, contains the result
of regressions assessing the relationship betweegrigment policy and democratic reversal,
controlling for economic performance, politicaltifgtions, and initial conditions. Note that
all our specifications significantly (at a 99 pertkevel) improve on a constant-only model,
as indicated by a Wald test of the joint null hypestis that all coefficients are equal to zero.

Beginning with the economic variables analyzedabl€ 5, we see that higher GDP
growth is significantly associated with a reduceabability of democratic reversal. Because
the five-year average growth rate was associatddamnotably larger reduction in risk of
reversal, and was more consistently significanbsgspecifications than individual year-on-
year growth, we chose to include the average measuhe rest of our regressions. We also
found that high rates of inflation in any one yeare significantly associated with a
substantial rise in the probability of democrageersal in all specificatiors.

Our analysis of political institutions earlier img chapter suggested that stronger
constraints on executive power, independent oflisinction between presidential and

19 Clearly, the exponential form of the model medra the marginal effects of each variable depenthen
values taken by the other regressors.

1 Because consumer price inflation ranged from -di@gnt (in Sudan in 1968) to over 11,000 perceatiy&
in 1986), we used the log of one plus the ratafdtion as our measure of inflation.
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parliamentary democracies, were associated widdaced risk of democratic reversal. Our
regression results provide further evidence of iibligtionship (note that endogeneity should
not be a problem here as we are taking a compaf¢nelevel of the Polity IV score and
regressing it on the probability oichangein that score). Although the Polity score for
constraints on executive power was significanhattO percent level across most of our
specifications, a dummy variable taking a valué &r presidential regimes was never
significant. We consequently reiterate that insititus providing checks and balances do
appear to play a crucial role in whether young denacies consolidate or collapse, but again
note that this affect appears to be independethteoparticular institutional structure in place.

Table 5:

Economic Performance, Political Institutions, and Risk of Democratic Reversal

Regressions: Impact on Risk of Democratic Failure, Weibull Hazard Model
Reporting estimated % change in baseline hazard rate resulting from a one-unit increase in the independent variable

(@) (@) (©) 4 ®) (6 U] ® ©

Growth -0.072 *
(0.022)
Growth, 5yr Ave -0.114 **= -0.075 ¥+ -0.072 * -0.085 **  -0.066 **
(0.029) (0.028) (0.029) (0.033) (0.031)
Log Inflation 1.343 *+* 0.826 ***  0.834 *** (0.785 **  (.883 ***
(0.330) (0.340) (0.320) (0.340) (0.380)
Investment -0.050
(0.037)
Investment, 5yr Ave -0.050
(0.032)
Executive Constraints -0.206 -0.223 * -0.191 -0.201 -0.190 -0.214 * -0.204 * -0.225 *
(0.110) (0.110) (0.110) (0.110) (0.110) (0.110) (0.110) (0.110)
Presidential -0.097
(0.360)
Prior Democratizations 0.227
(0.300)
Cummulative Years -0.019
of Democracy (0.013)
Log GDP per capita -0.576 ¥+ -0.593 *** -0.620 *** -0.542 *** -0.541 *** -0.613 *** -0.647 *** -0.641 ** -0.593 ***
(0.087) (0.088) (0.084) (0.089) (0.089) (0.085) (0.077) (0.094) (0.097)
Pre-1980 3.986 *** 5366 *** 5230 ** 3752 ** 3.800 *** 5.857 *** 5580 *** 6.075 *** 5.499 ***
(1.950) (2.540) (2.530) (1.840) (1.850) (2.770) (2.600) (2.860) (2.640)
Government -0.105 *** -0.110 ** -0.105 ** -0.095 ** -0.092 **  -0.110 *** -0.123 *** -0.104 ** -0.108 ***

Consumption (% GDP) ~ (0.038)  (0.037)  (0.036)  (0.038)  (0.037)  (0.037)  (0.037)  (0.039)  (0.037)

Time Dependence 1.051 1.085 1.081 1.095 1.085 1.101 1.087 1.135 1.166
Parameter (0.100) (0.110) (0.110) (0.130) (0.120) (0.110) (0.120) (0.140) (0.120)
Log Likelihood® -69.08 -66.51 -65.81 -69.76 -69.81 -64.36 -65.5 -63.98 -63.41
(54.0) (49.5) (70.4) (34.9) (35.0) (123.0) (105.4) (122.2) (119.0)

Observations 1140 1140 1140 1140 1140 1140 1140 1140 1140

Note: Robust standard errors, clustered on democratic episode, in parentheses
** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
! Chi-squared statistic from a Wald test against a constant-only model in parentheses.

The variable “prior democratizations” in Table kda a value of one if the episode of
the democracy was the first in the country’s higttwo if it was the second attempt at
democratic governance, and so on. This measubeaountry’s previous experience with
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democracy does not appear to significantly affieetrtsk of democratic reversal. As an
alternate and more sensitive measure of a courprios experience with democratization,

we also used a variable measuring the cumulatigesy& democracy that the country had
experienced up to and including the present Yedtis variable also showed no significant
relationship with the risk of reversal. Moreovitre time dependence parameter in our model
is almost never significant, and indeed, is corsidy greater than one (which would signal
that the risk of reversal increases over time)usTih seems that once we control for other
factors influencing the success or failure of yodegnocracies, the apparent learning effects
that some scholars have flagged may not in fasidpgficant®®

Turning our attention to Table 6, on the relatiopdietween initial conditions and the
risk of democratic reversal, we see that a highidial level of GDP per capita is associated
with a lower probability of reversal. This relatghip is not only statistically significant at
the one percent level for nearly all specificatibng of a sizeable magnitude. However, when
infant mortality is included, the coefficient on ®per capita is no longer significant. These
two variables are in fact highly correlated (theretation coefficient is above 0.75), and both
presumably provide a broad indication of a cousttgvel of development. Infant mortality
in theory provides a better indication of how bigatie benefits of that development have
been shared. We note, however, that the qualdyfraguency of data on GDP per capita
were greater. For this reason, and because theilmagof the coefficient on GDP per capita
was significantly higher than that of infant moittglwe chose to include that indicator as a
control for the level of development in the resbaf specifications.

As we would expect from our preliminary examinatafrthe data, income inequality
and ethnic fragmentation were both associated iwdireased risk of democratic reversal, but
these relationships were not statistically sigafic Dependence on oil is not significantly
related with the overthrow of young democracies!, e sign associated with oil
dependence is the opposite of what we would expaf.find that regional effects for Africa
and Latin America were not statistically signifitgwe did not include a regional dummy for

12 More specifically, the variable “cumulative yeaf democracy” measured the total years of dersgcra
according to our measure, that a country had espeed from 1800 or its independence, up to anddig the
year in question. This variable therefore resemtile measure of "domestic democratic capital” eyga by
Persson and Tabellini (2006), although we do rlotefor depreciation as those authors do.

13 There are a number of reasons why our findings dif#gr from those of Gerring et al. (2005) and $3en
and Tabellini (2006). First, we restrict our atien to recent democratizers, while they do noteyallow for
depreciation of so-called "democratic capital” white do not. We also believe that this variablg be
subject to particularly large measurement errag:Rblity scores of a number of developing countaies
surprisingly high during the nineteenth and eanlgrtieth century (both studies use Polity data).
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Asia because the heterogeneity of the region’s deatiaers). However, we do find that,
ceteris paribus, democratizers in Eastern Europedfa significantly lower risk of reversal
than those found elsewhere, perhaps because lofdkn effects of accession to the
European Union.

Table 6: Initial Conditions and Risk of Democratic Reversal

Regressions: Impact on Risk of Democratic Failure, Weibull Hazard Model
Reporting estimated % change in baseline hazard rate resulting from a
one-unit increase in the independent variable

(10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) (16)
Growth, 5yr Ave -0.174 ** -0.133 ** -0.136 ** -0.134 ** -0.131 ** -0.130 *** -0.229 **
(0.041)  (0.044) (0.045)  (0.047)  (0.046)  (0.045)  (0.058)
Log Inflation 0.220 0.272 0.323 0.266 0.282 0.286 0.528 *
(0.240)  (0.320) (0.320)  (0.330)  (0.340)  (0.330)  (0.340)
Executive Constraints -0.269 *  -0.225 *  -0.236 *  -0.215 -0.218 -0.227 *  -0.290 **
(0.097)  (0.120) (0.120)  (0.120)  (0.120)  (0.120)  (0.110)
Log GDP per capita -0.296 -0.628 **  -0.593 *** -0.634 ** -0.639 ** -0.637 *** -0.550 **
(0.160)  (0.086) (0.110)  (0.080)  (0.082)  (0.079)  (0.120)
Pre-1980 4.693 ¥+ 8.024 ¥ 7147 ¥+ 8031 ¥ 8.026 ¥ 7.896 ¥ 7.491 *+

(2.690) (3.970) (3.690) (4.290) (4.410) (3.730) (3.730)
Infant Mortality 0.024 ***

(0.008)
Gini Coefficient 0.031
(0.039)
Ethnic 1.316
(3.110)
Oil Dependent -0.230
(0.740)
Post-Colonial -0.097
(0.470)
World Growth -0.018
(0.130)
Lat.Am -0.727
(0.230)
E.Europe -0.970 **
(0.043)
Sub-Saharan Africa -0.301
(0.340)
Government -0.133 *** -0.139 ** -0.144 *** -0.141 ** -0.138 *** -0.141 *** -0.164 ***

Consumption (% GDP) (0.037)  (0.042) (0.042)  (0.041)  (0.044)  (0.041)  (0.044)

Time Dependence 1.373 = 1.179 1.176 1.185 1.189 1177 1.273 =
Parameter (0.17) (0.12) (0.12) (0.13) (0.14) (0.12) (0.15)
Log Likelihood® -51.37 -54.99 -54.94 -55.18 -55.22 -55.23 -52.43
(91.1) (98.8) (84.4)  (113.9)  (101.4)  (101.7) (94.8)
Observations 1052 1052 1052 1052 1052 1052 1052

Note: Robust standard errors, clustered on democratic episode, in parentheses
*** n<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
! Chi-squared statistic from a Wald test against a constant-only model in parentheses.

As in the Section I, the association betweentitmeng of democratization and its
success or failure is both statistically significand of large magnitude yet presents an
important question as opposed to offering any arsvilemocratizations that took place
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before 1980 appear to have faced a substantiaigla@hance of reversal than those in
subsequent decades. Dummies for the 1980s, 199)2080s were tested but were not
significantly associated with any change in thk asdemocratic reversal. Dummy variables
for the 1960s and 1970s, by contrast, were bothifgignt, and because a Wald test failed to
reject the null that their coefficients were ideatj we include a single variable, flagging
democratizations that occurred before to 1980.

As Table 6 makes clear, this relationship remaigsificant even when we include
regional dummies in our model, indicating that ligher probability of success in the post-
1980 period is not due to the fact that, for exanghlstern European states that emerged
from communist rule had a greater chance of maiimgidemocratic rule. Indeed, we can see
in Figure 8 that the rate at which democraciesdadlined inall regions in the post-1980
period. A young democracy was more likely to sueviluring the 1990s than during the

1970s, regardless of the region.

Figure 8: Democratic Reversal Rates
Over Time, by Region
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*Upturn in 1990s due to 2 failed democratizations in Haiti.

Percent of Democratizations Reversed

We also considered several other factors that @dhoger the period in question.
Suspecting that the significance of the timing aile was driven by difficulties experienced
by postcolonial democratizers, we included a dunfilagging democratizations immediately
following independence from colonial rule, but able 6 shows, the timing variable
remained highly significant. One might expect thebgl economic environment to have

some affect on the probability of democratic suayibut the timing variable was still
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significant and of a large magnitude when we cdlgrdor the rate of world output growth
(see Table 4). In the previous section, we notatidbscriptive statistics raised the possibility
that the timing effect was due to an increase iaifm aid, but in Table 7, we see that the pre-
1980 dummy variable remains highly significant ewdren we control for levels of foreign
aid. Factors such as the advance of globalizati@anchange in U.S. foreign policy may play
help explain this change in the success of demmgawer time.

We now turn our attention to the policies pursugdjvernments in our set of young
democracies. As discussed in Section I, the gquestf whether young democracies can or
should implement economic reforms has been hothatdel. To assess whether shifts in
economic policy were associated with democratiersad, we included as a regressor trade
as a percentage of GDP, as well as a dummy variakieg a value of one after the
democratic government liberalized the economyr{dated by the Sachs—Warner openness
measure). We also include as a regressor goverrsopatmption spending, as a percentage
of GDP, and the amount foreign aid the countryikexk as a percentage of GDP.

Table 7 summarizes our findings regarding the &fetpolicy on the survival of
young democracies. Spending seems to matter, srtggvernment consumption was
associated with a significantly lower risk of res@l** At the same time, not only do more
open economies appear to face a lower risk of salgout we also found a significant
negativerelationship between liberalization and the rhtg iemocratic governments were
overthrown®® Thus, we do not find support for the propositibatteconomic reforms such as
the liberalization of trade provoke a backlash tteat undermine young democracies.

Finally, we look at the policies of donor governrteeand find that more foreign aid is
associated with a lower probability of reversalatiNally, there could be problems of
endogeneity at work here if more aid is given ia finst place to countries that are less likely
to fail. We do not probe that issue in any detaileh particularly as the relationship in our
model is not statistically significant. Moreoves, @ready noted, the direction of causality is
also open to question.

1% As a robustness check, we also tried various measii thechangein government consumption during the
period of democracy. The results were broadlylainto those presented here, and thus are notdedlin the
tables.

>We also tested the model with ttizangein trade as a percentage of GDP. This did notaffe basic
results.
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Table 7: Government Policies and Risk of Democratic Reversal

Regressions: Impact on Risk of Democratic Failure, Weibull Hazard Model
Reporting estimated % change in baseline hazard rate resulting from a one-unit

increase in the independent variable

(16) (17) (18) (19)
Growth, 5yr Ave -0.053 ** -0.072 ** -0.051 * -0.05 *
(0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03)
Log Inflation 0.895 *** 0.85 *** 0.773 **=* 0.94 ***
(0.33) (0.34) (0.33) (0.34)
Executive Constraints -0.174 * -0.172 * -0.154 * -0.18 *
(0.10) (0.09) (0.10) (0.09)
Log GDP per capita -0.559 *** -0.548 *** -0.555 *** -0.604 ***
(0.09) (0.08) (0.09) (0.09)
Pre-1980 6.213 *** 6.141 *** 4,395 *** 5.524 ***
(2.43) (2.42) (1.88) (2.25)
Government -0.086 *** -0.064 ** -0.094 *** -0.078 **
Consumption (% GDI (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03)
Trade (%GDP) -0.016 *
(0.01)
Liberalization -0.735 ***
(0.13)
Aid (%GDP) -0.021
(0.02)
Time Dependence 1.073 1.214 1.26 ** 1.108
Parameter (0.12) (0.15) (0.14) (0.12)
Log Likelihood1 -72.1 -69.56 -68.21 -71.53
(106.0) (72.4) (111.4) (103.3)
Observations 987 987 987 987

Robust standard errors, clustered on democratic episode, in parentheses
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
! Chi-squared statistic from a Wald test against a constant-only model in parentheses.

We conducted two sets of robustness checks oresutts. First, we ran the
regressions using an exponential model (equivatefiting the time dependence parameter
at one) and a non-parametric Cox proportional lthaerdel. In both cases, the coefficient
estimates and the results of significance testg wearly identical to the results for the
Weibull model that we present here. Second, wehamegressions presented here on a data
set created using an alternate definition of deamcr Defining democracy as having a
strictly positive Polity score (a methodology enyad by Persson and Tabellini 2006, among
others) identifies 136 democratizations in thegukfrom 1960 to 2004. The resulting data

set, consisting of 1,481 country-years of democrgieyded coefficient estimates very
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similar to those presented here and unchangedisaymie levels (these results are available
from the authors on request).

Discussion

In figure 9, we provide the distribution of the had rates predicted by our model, in
particular the specification used in regressiomflfable 7, which includes two measures of
economic performance, two indicators of initial di@ions, two indicators of government
policy, and one indicator of institutional struadf In slightly more than 40 percent of the
country-years in our dataset, the hazard ratelesbene percent, and it is under five percent
in just over 80 percent of country-yeafs.

Figure 9: Distribution of Predicted Hazard Rates
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Figure 10 helps to illustrate the implications af cegression results by comparing
the predicted impact of changes in economic outspmstitutional structure, and policy.
This figure plots our model's predicted hazardgatehe first five years after
democratization for various values of the indepanbdariables: GDP growth, log inflation,
constraints on executive power, log GDP per cagaernment spending as a percentage of
GDP, and trade as a percentage of GDP.

'8 Recall that the hazard rate is the probability thdemocracy fails in a given year, conditionaltdraving
survived through that year.
Y This is broadly in line with the distribution pnaced by Persson and Tabellini (2006).
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The baseline case depicted in figure 10 sets therdkent variables at half a standard
deviation below the mean in each year, and setduhany variable flagging pre-1980
democratizations equal to zero, so that we conglrsterisks faced by more recent
democratizers. Interpreting the hazard rates,egdlsat in the baseline case, the probability
that democracy fails in our hypothetical underperiog country in its first year is 3.9
percent. The probability that this hypotheticainderacy fails in its second year, conditional
on having survived its first year, is 4.9 percami so on.

Figure 10:
Hazard Rates, Post-1980: Impact of Improvements in Selected Variables
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First, we consider an improvement in growth perfance from half a standard
deviation below the mean to half a standard deanadibove the mean, an increase in GDP
growth of between four and five percentage poiftsis reduces the hazard rate by between
1.1 and 1.9 percentage points in the years we densiAn analogous one standard deviation
increase in (logged) GDP per capita, implying angfeafrom around $500 to around $1600,
reduces the hazard rate by between 2.2 and 3.&rmiage points.

Finally, we consider an increase in constraintexgcutive power from half a
standard deviation below the mean to half a stahdaviation above the mean. Broadly
speaking, this entails a shift from a situationvimch, according to the Polity IV project
documentation "The executive has more effectivh@ity than any accountability group but
is subject to substantial constraints by themgre approaching parity between the
executive and other branches of government (Mdrahdl Jaggers 2005: 23-24). This
improvement in checks and balances produces aindtbe hazard rate of between 0.8 and
1.1 percentage points during the first five yedrdemocracy.
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The conclusions drawn from these comparisons depkeoaurse on the relative
difficulty of changing political institutions as ppsed to economic outcomes. This, in turn,
presumably varies from case to case. We note hawibat, employing the same baseline
case, the reduction in the hazard rate that reols the relatively small increase in
executive constraints we considered above is rqugdplivalent to the impact of a three
percentage point increase in GDP growth, a $20@&se in GDP per capita, or a 10
percentage point jump in government consumptiora (@srcentage of GDP). Consequently
reigning in executive power—even marginally—appdarse an effective method of
reducing the threat to young democracies, relatite available alternatives.

This perspective on our results also highlightsitgortance of taking a multi-
pronged approach to reducing the threat of revémsalung democracies. A one standard
deviation increase ibothgrowth and constraints on the executive reducesisk of reversal
by around two and a half percentage points, as acadio a one point change from either of
the changes on their own.

V. Conclusions

Policy Implications

In recent years “democracy promotion” has riset luig the agenda of the
international community and of foreign aid donargarticular. The newest U.S. foreign aid
program, the Millennium Challenge Corporation (MCfo)y example, includes only
countries that “rule justly” among its recipienigiile USAID funding for the building of
political parties, the training of legislators gndges, and the expansion of civil society have
increased many times. Somewhat more obliquelyWhdd Bank and International
Monetary Fund have promoted “good governance” atahae world, calling for greater
transparency and accountability by public servantsgreater empowerment of citizens.

Given the research that we have presented in $8&yeit seems appropriate to ask
what underlying theory of democratic consolidat@ems to guide these efforts. We would
assert that the implicit assumption underlying mattoday’s foreign aid is that economic
growth will help to consolidate democracy, whilegier democracy will provide the
institutional underpinnings of sustained growthe(B@pstein and Converse 2008 for a more
extensive discussion of aid policy). In short,wtto and democracy make for a virtuous
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circle. This leads to a two-track approach in whigashington Consensus policies of
economic reform are advanced by foreign aid agerarethe one hand, while democracy
promotion assistance, focusing on legislaturescanbsociety, is granted on the other. There
seems to be little consideration in the policy camity of whether the type of growth—and
especially the extent to which incomes, assetspapdrtunities are distributed—matters to
democratic survival. Going forward, we would tHere urge the foreign assistance
community to consider the following policy recomrdations that incorporate our concerns
with both economic policy and institutional design:

First, aid for democracy assistance must emphasizetice&atrole of effective
checks and balances in building durable democirasidutions. We would suggest that there
has been a tendency to support regimes that promeantieet oriented reforms even at the
expense of institutional development, a tendenaywas especially clear in Latin America
and Russia during the 1990s. More generally, daations will often seemingly support a
given leader (e.g. a Carlos Menem or a Boris Y@ltsrespective of the institutional damage
they might be causing, given the fear that thediieve must be much worse. Even if leaders
in young democracies use amplified executive pao@nplement welfare-enhancing
reforms, the positive impact of improved economitcomes on the risk of democratic
reversal is offset by the negative institutionahmae.

Secongforeign donors must confront problems of incomeé asset distribution in
recipient nations. We would submit that equitabé&alth and income distribution is just the
economic mirror image of political checks and bakm in both cases the objective is to
dilute the concentration of power. Evidence frawwuad the world that globalization and
technological change are leading to higher levelsame inequality is therefore troubling.
Higher levels of inequality may threaten young derabc regimes—indirectly if not
directly. If that is the case, a major challeng@alicy reform is to ensure that a growing
number of citizens have access to education amdriggprograms. Further, in certain
countries ethnicity may play a role in access tacation and to good jobs. The concentration
of economic power facilitates the undemocratic emtiation of political power, while those
who are left by the wayside may lose confidenciédemocratic form of government.

Third, the international community must support youngnderacies not just with aid,
but also through opening their borders to trad@uhh exchange programs of various kinds
(e.g. educational and cultural), and through mestbprin international organizations that
can help lock in the political and economic refgrocess. In this respect the advanced
industrial countries’ protection of domestic agtiate at the expense of developing world
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exports are particularly counter-productive, inttey deny small farmers opportunities
income growth. Again, if donors wish to nurture thorld’s young democracies this must be
done through a battery of policies whose overrigingoose is to distribute political and
economic power more widely while increasing the thances of all citizens.

In conclusion, we remind readers that most youngateacies fail during their first
five years, as leaders and institutions struggkctoeve credibility and legitimacy in the face
of monumental challenges, like economic reform.tThakes it essential for targeted foreign
assistance strategies to be maintained durin@st teese crucial years, when the fate of
newly democratic state lies in the balance. Thasgegies must be aimed at diluting political
and economic power and at augmenting the oppomsrfir betterment available to the
voting public, particularly those who are leastaabaged. In the absence of such
redistributive policies, short-run economic growatbne is unlikely to save a young

democracy from the threat of reversal.

Directions for Further Research

Our research presents at least one puzzle andstaggeral directions for further
research. The change in the success rate of ydemgcracies over time has not, to our
knowledge, been adequately explained, and theretorstitutes an important area for future
research. Apart from the factors we explored atise lll, leading hypotheses include the
role of the United States and European Union iroeraging democratization—particularly
of the latter in generating so-called lock-in efein Eastern Europe—and the role of
globalization and international institutions in proting good governance in open economies.
Further research is needed to determine precidedy lhas changed since 1980 to mitigate the
threat to young democracies.

While we have stressed the importance of limitexacutive power, we have
considered onlyormal institutions in our analysis. We note that infatnmstitutions may
also play an important role in reigning in execatpower. A free press, an education system
that is tolerant and open to diverse ideas, aridram civil society (including the private
sector) can all contribute to the building of a @enatic culture in which power is widely
distributed. These informal institutions may aphielduce the development of independent
judiciaries and central banks among other bodiasptovide formal checks on power and
prevent abuses of office.
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Finally, the contrast between the Russian casdhand@hai case discussed in the
introduction suggests an additional avenue of iguio our knowledge, little research has
been done to determine whether the threat do detiogovernments comes more often
from power-hungry elected leaders or from disgethtiroups outside the regime. We have
suggested that a lack of constraints on executiveep signals a threat from both insiders and
outsiders, but it would be illuminating to know wher one group acts more frequently to put

an end to democracy.
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Appendix 1: List of Young Democracies

Table A1.1: Young Democracies in Latin America

Year of Year of Reversal

Country Democratization (If Any)
Dominican Republic 1962 1963
Trinidad 1962

Dominican Republic 1978

Haiti 1990 1991
Haiti 1994 1999
Guatemala 1966 1970
Honduras 1982

El Salvador 1984

Guatemala 1986

Panama 1989

Nicaragua 1990

Mexico 1997

Peru 1963 1968
Guyana 1966 1978
Ecuador 1968 1970
Argentina 1973 1976
Ecuador 1979

Peru 1980 1992
Bolivia 1982

Argentina 1983

Brazil 1985

Uruguay 1985

Paraguay 1989

Chile 1989

Guyana 1992

Peru 2001
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Table A1.2 Young Democracies in Western Europe

Year of Year of Reversal (If
Country  Democratization Any)
Cyprus 1960 1963
Greece 1975
Portugal 1976
Spain 1978

Table A1.3: Young Democracies in Eastern Europe

Year of Year of Reversal

Country Democratization (If Any)
Hungary 1990

Czech Republic 1990

Bulgaria 1990

Romania 1990

Poland 1991

Albania 1992

Macedonia 1991

Slovenia 1991

Moldova 1991

Croatia 2000

Yugoslavia 2000

Estonia 1991

Latvia 1991

Lithuania 1991

Ukraine 1991

Belarus 1991 1995
Armenia 1991 1995
Georgia 1991

Russia 1992

Slovakia 1993

Armenia 1998
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Table Al.4: Young Democracies in Sub-Saharan Africa

Year of Year of Reversal

Country Democratization (If Any)
Benin 1960 1963
Nigeria 1960 1964
Sierra Leone 1961 1967
Gambia 1965 1994
Equatorial Guinea 1968 1969
Sierra Leone 1968 1971
Ghana 1970 1972
Burkina Faso 1978 1980
Ghana 1979 1981
Nigeria 1979 1984
Benin 1991

Mali 1992

Niger 1992 1996
Ghana 1992

Guinea-Bissau 1994 1998
Sierra Leone 1996 1997
Niger 1999

Nigeria 1999

Senegal 2000

Ivory Coast 2000 2002
Congo Brazzaville 1960 1963
Congo Brazzaville 1992 1997
Central African Republic 1993 2003
Somalia 1960 1969
Uganda 1962 1966
Kenya 1963 1969
Sudan 1965 1969
Uganda 1980 1985
Sudan 1986 1989
Mozambique 1994

Ethiopia 1995

Djibouti 1999

Kenya 2002

Zambia 1964 1972
Lesotho 1966 1970
Botswana 1966

Zimbabwe 1970 1987
Namibia 1990

Zambia 1991

Lesotho 1993 1998
Malawi 1994

Mauritius 1968

Comoros 1975 1976
Comoros 1990 1995
Madagascar 1992

Comoros 2004
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Table A1.5: Young Democracies in the Middle East/North Africa

Year of Year of Reversal
Country  Democratization (If Any)
Turkey 1973 1980
Turkey 1983
Iran 1997 2004

Table A1.6: Young Democracies in Asia

Year of Year of Reversal

Country Democratization (If Any)
South Korea 1960 1961
South Korea 1963 1972
South Korea 1988

Mongolia 1992

Taiwan 1992

Pakistan 1962 1971
Bangladesh 1972 1974
Pakistan 1973 1977
Pakistan 1988 1999
Nepal 1990 2002
Bangladesh 1991

Thailand 1969 1971
Thailand 1974 1976
Thailand 1978 1991
Thailand 1992

Cambodia 1993 1997
Fiji 1970 1987
Papua New Guinea 1975

Solomon Islands 1978 2000
Philippines 1987

Fiji 1990

Indonesia 1999

East Timor 2002
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Appendix 2: Data Sour ces

Source Definition
Economic Variables
Growth WDI (2006) % change in GDP from previous year
Growth, 5yr Ave WDI (2006) Average GDP growth rate over previous 5 years
Log Inflation WDI (2006) Natural log of 1 plus the annual rate of inflation
Investment WDI (2006) Investment as a % of GDP
Investment, 5yr Ave WDI (2006) Investment as a % of GDP, average value for

Institutional Variables

previous 5 years

Executive Constraints
Presidential

Prior Democratization

Cumulative Years of
Democracy

Polity IV

Przeworski et al. (2000); WB

Database of Political
Institutions (2006)
Polity IV, authors'
calculations

Polity IV, authors'
calculations

Initial Conditions Variables

1 if presidential regime, 0 if parliamentary
Number of democratizations country has experienced
since 1800, including the current episode

Cumulative years of democracy in the country since
1800, including the current year

GDP per Capita
Infant Mortality
Pre-1980

Gini Coefficient

Ethnic
Oil Dependent

WDI (2006)

WDI (2006)

Polity IV, authors'
calculations

University of Texas
Inequality Project (2006)
Alesina et al. (2003)
WDI (2006)

Per 1,000 live births
1 if episode of democracy began between 1960 and
1979, inclusive; 0 otherwise

1 if oil rents account for more than 10 % of GDP; 0
otherwise

Post-Colonial Polity IV, authors' 1 if episode of democracy immediately followed
calculations colonial rule

World Growth WDI (2006) % change in world GDP from previous year

Lat.Am Polity IV, authors' 1 if country located in Latin America or the
calculations Caribbean; 0 otherwise

E.Europe Polity IV, authors' 1 if country located in Eastern Europe; O otherwise
calculations

Sub-Saharan Africa Polity IV, authors' 1 if country located in Sub-Saharan Africa; 0
calculations otherwise

Policy Variables

Government WDI (2006)

Consumption (% GDP)

Trade (%GDP) WDI (2006)

Liberalization

Aid (%GDP)

Wacziarg and Horn Welch
(2003)

WDI (2006)

1 if Sachs-Warner openness measure went from 0 to
1in an earlier year of the current democratic episode;
0 otherwise
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