
CHAPTER I


INTRODUCTION

Since the pioneering works of Anthony Downs (1957), James Buchanan and Gordon Tullock (1962), and William Riker (1962) most  of the public choice literature have been developed under a democratic framework.  These works, which are based upon the assumptions of utility maximization and rationality of the individual voters, present testable theories of political behavior.

Unfortunately, democracy, while highly desirable, does not represent an appropriate description of the political regimes that have ruled most countries in the world during a large part of this century.
  Table 1 pre​sents a compila​tion of the scores of democraticness estimated by Zehra Fatma Arat (1984) which clearly illustrates this point.  The measure of demo​craticness is based upon principles which lead to higher levels of popular control.  This control is perceived to have three components: political participation (which measures the extent that popular will is reflected at decision-making institutions), competitiveness (which measures the com​petitiveness of the political system), and civil and political liberties (which measures the coerciveness of the govern​ment).  Based on various indicators of these components, Arat built an index of democraticness for selected countries (countries which range from 64 in 1948 to 131 in 1977). The estimated scores, which are ranked in the (0-20) interval, fluctuate between 0.55 and 18.91; the higher the rank, the higher the degree of democraticness.


TABLE 1


SCORES OF DEMOCRATICNESS FOR 63 SELECTED COUNTRIES

	Year 
	Average

(63)
	First World

(17)
	Others

(46)
	Latin America

(19)

	1950
	11.32
	19.39
	8.34
	11.10

	1955
	10.94
	19.43
	7.80
	10.21

	1960
	11.42
	19.35
	8.49
	11.70

	1965
	11.25
	19.42
	8.23
	10.64

	1970
	10.94
	19.36
	7.83
	 9.96

	1975
	10.75
	19.42
	7.56
	 7.51

	Average
	11.10
	19.40
	8.04
	10.19


Source:  Compiled from Zehra Fatma Arat, "The Viability of Political Democracy in Developing Countries.

From the Arat sample I have selected the 63 countries which have been included during the whole period and I have classified 17 of them under the label of "first world countries", and the remaining 46 under the label of "others"; from the later I have selected the 19 Latin American countries.

While the average score for the 17 "first world countries" reached 19.40, it dropped for the 19 Latin American countries to 10.19, and to only 8.04 for the 46 "non first world countries" as a whole. From these scores it comes clear that, during this historical period, democracy, rather than be characterized as the rule, has to be considered as an exception!

The first paper in the public choice literature developed under an non-democratic framework was presented by Thomas Ireland in 1967.  This work, as well as the Gordon Tullock's (1971) paper, opened a new framework to the study of non-democratic changes of government.  Until Ireland's work, the study of revolutions was an exclusive field of political scientists; their studies have been concentrated on the public good aspect of the revo​lutions (Goldstone, 1980, presents a good review of this approach).  The public good approach can be summarized by portraying the object of the revolution as the 

improvement of the welfare of society.

Since the appearance of Ireland's and Tullock's works a group of scholars (Leites and Wolf, 1970; Tullock, 1974; Silver, 1974; Cao Garcia, 1983; Cartwright, Delorme and Wood, 1985; etc.) have challenged this romantic notion of revolution using the assumptions and methodology provided by the economic theory.

The by-product designation of this self interest theory is credited to Gordon Tullock (1971), who used the term following Mancur Olson (1965), whose analysis of the motivations of an agent as an active participant in a collective action can be extended to the revolutionary activity.

While most of the public choice literature in non-democratic changes of government center their interest in the so called "mass revolutions" (Ireland, 1967; Leites and Wolf, 1970; Tullock, 1971; Cartwright, Delorme and Wood, 1985; Kuran, 1989; Grossman, 1991; etc.), most of the actual irregular executive transfers are military coups d'etat. 

For example, mass revolutions like the French Revolution of 1789, the Russian Revolution of February 1917, or the Iranian Revolution of 1978-1979, are completely unusual events in Latin American countries; instead, military coups d'etat, as it is reported in Table 2, are a well known political tradition. 

Table 2 illustrates this fact by describing the close relation between military rule and low scores of democraticness that has characterized the Latin American countries during a large part of this century. From this table it becomes clear that military rule is an adequate variable which would explain the huge disparity in the documented scores of democraticness between the Latin American and the "first world" countries.


TABLE 2


MILITARY REGIMES AS INDICATORS OF THE LEVEL OF DEMOCRATICNESS

	
	Latin America
	First World

	Period
	Irregular Executive Transfers
	Scores of Democrat.*
	Irregular Executive Transfers
	Scores of Democrat.*

	1950-1954
	12
	11.10
	0
	 19.39

	1955-1959
	10
	10.21
	1
	19.43

	1960-1964
	16
	11.70
	0
	19.35

	1965-1969
	 8
	10.64
	0
	19.42

	1970-1974
	11
	 9.96
	0
	19.36

	Total
	57
	10.72
	1
	19.39


Source: Compiled from Charles Taylor and Michael Hudson, World Handbook of Political and Social Indicators, Yale University Press, 1972; Charles Taylor and David Jodice, World Handbook of Political and Social Indicators, Vol. 2, Yale University Press, 1983 and Zehra Fatma Arat, op. cit.

*The reported score of democraticness refers to the first year of the period; while "Total" represents the average score of 1950, 1955, 1960, 1965 and 1970.

To the best of my knowledge, only Gordon Tullock (1974), Silver (1974), Cao Garcia (1983), and Mbaku and Paul (1989) analyze coups d'etat. Of these scholars, only Gordon Tullock's illuminating work explicitly studies military coups d'etat by means of a microeconomic analysis of benefits and costs. Tullock  differentiates coups d'etat from mass revolu​tions and analyzes structural factors that affect the participation of the army officers in the coup. 

Is point of fact, as Gordon Tullock (1987) emphasizes, that much more progress has been done in understanding democracies than dictatorships; this dissertation, then, is intended to contribute to fill this gap in the literature by introducing a simple theory which may help us to better understand military coups d'etat.

In the following chapter I will present the first building block of the theory:  the military side of the coup; in order to do so I will suggest an alternative definition of a military coup d'etat, definition which will allow to contemplate private returns and public good considerations as complementary factors in the decisions of the army officers.  This building block will closely follow the framework developed by Gordon Tullock. 

Chapter 3 will introduce the second building block:  the civilian side of the coup; the inclusion of civilian considerations constitute the basic difference between my framework and that of  Tullock, and radically departs from the by-product theory of revolutions since it proposes a theory that provides public good considerations, instead of private interest rewards, as the engine for the motivations of the civilian actors.  This theory is based upon the pressure groups approach to the economic policy, developed from the seminal work of Arthur Bentley (1908).  The consideration of the role played by civilian groups will allow me to obtain further insights into the causes of military coups d'etat; insights which are unattainable if I consider solely the military side of the coup.

In order to analyze the plausibility of my theory I will devote Chapter 4 to the examination of its main empirical implication:  a military coup d'etat that overthrows a democratic regime will produce changes in the outcome of the redistributive game which are not expected to be verified after a coup that replaces a military ruler by another one or after a democratic presidential transition.  Finally, in Chapter 5, I will provide an specific illustration by centering the attention in the Argentine case.

The dissertation is concluded by a chapter devoted to the summation of the main highlights of the proposed theory and the evaluation of its empirical plausibility.

      �"The dominant form of government in the  world today is dictatorship. Further throughout history, dictatorship has been the commonest form of government in the world" (Tullock [1986], p. 4).


      �I have classified under the label of "first world" the Western European countries in addition to the USA, Canada, Australia and New Zealand.


       I have  classified under the label of "others" the remaining forty six countries:  Afghanistan, Albania, Bulgaria, China, Czechoslovakia, Ethiopia, Greece, Hungary, Iran, Iraq, Jordan, Lebanon, Liberia, Mongolia, Nepal, Philippines, Poland, Portugal, Romania, South Africa, Saudi Arabia, Spain, Thailand, Turkey, USSR, Yemen, A.R., Yugoslavia plus the following nineteen Latin American countries:  Argentina, Bolivia, Brazil, Chile, Colombia, Costa Rica, Cuba, Dominican Republic, Ecuador, El Salvador, Haiti, Honduras, Mexico, Nicaragua, Panama, Paraguay, Peru, Uruguay and Venezuela.


      �This challenge can be summarized by the following statement which concludes Tullock's (1971) paper, "In sum, the theoretical arguments for the view that revolutions are carried out by people who hope for private gain and produce such public goods as they do produce as a by-product seems to me very strong.  As for now, no formal empirical test has been made of it, but a preliminary view of the empirical evidence would seem to support the by-product theory.  This, of course, is a paradox.  Revolution is the subject of an elaborate and voluminous literature and, if I am right, all of this literature is wrong."


      �"Irregular Executive Transfer:  It is a change in the office of national executive from one leader or ruling group to another, that is accomplished outside the conventional legal or customary procedures for transferring formal power in effect at the time of the event and accompanied by actual or directly threatened violence" (Taylor and Jodice [1983], p. 88).


      �"I must now once again confess that I do not have a general theory of dictatorship or a general theory of how dictators stay in  power.  I've been concerned about the problem of dictatorship for almost as long as I've been interested in public choice . . . The reasons that my writings have mainly been concerned with democracies is simply that dictatorships turns out to be a very difficult subject" (Tullock [1987], p. 18).





