
CHAPTER II


THE FIRST BUILDING BLOCK:  TULLOCK'S FRAMEWORK

I will dedicate this chapter to the development of the first build​ing block of the theory: the military side of the coup. In order to ad​vance this goal, in the first part of this chapter we will introduce an alternative definition of a military coup d'etat.  This definition will help us to better understand the role played by "public good" considera​tions on the behavior of the army officers who face the decision to take part in a coup.

It is usually argued that the main difference between a revolution and a coup d'etat is that in the former case, a significant proportion of the revolutionaries are not members of the government or of the ruling coalition; while in the latter, the members of the plot are part of the government.

In actuality, this definition fully applies to most, but not very type of coup d'etat; the military coups d'etat which overthrow democratic regimes should be considered an exception, given that they are headed by high ranking officers who only supposedly are part of the government.  The army officers are professionals, they are neither elected officers nor are they part of the governmental coalition; therefore, the usual definition "in a coup d'etat the members of the plot are part of the government or of the ruling coalition," is inadequate to characterize this type of irregular executive transfer.  In order to adequately characterize this class of non-democratic change of government, I will introduce the following alternative definition:  A military coup d'etat that overthrows a democratic regime is characterized by the fact that its actors are supposedly, but not in fact, members of the government.

This subtle difference is of great relevance in the understanding of the role played by public good considerations on the behavior of the army officers.  For example, Gordon Tullock (1974) sustains that public good considerations are apt to play as small a part in the decision to participate in a coup as in the participation in any outside revolution (Tullock, 1974, p.62); indeed, it is clear from his arguments that he bases this conclusion in the traditional definition of a coup.  However, it can be shown that under my alternative definition it is not possible to reach such a conclusion; in order to demonstrate this point, we will explicate Tullock's line of argumentation.  

Gordon Tullock (1974) studies military coups d'etat by means of a microeconomic analysis of benefits and costs, analyzing structural factors that affects the participation of the army officers in the coup. He proposed a framework where, in order to  choose his position, every army officer compares the total expected payoff that he would receive if he joins the coup (Pr); if he stays loyal to the government by joining the repression (Pd); or if he remains neutral (Pin);

A) The army officer will join the coup if:

              Pr > Pd, Pin 

B) Similarly, he will join the repression if:

              Pd > Pr, Pin 

C) Finally, he will choose to remain neutral if:

              Pin > Pr, Pd 

where:

   Pin = Pg Lv - Np

   Pr = Pg (Lv + Li) + Ri (Lv + Li) - Pi [1 - (Lv + Li)] - Lw - 

        - Ir + E

   Pd = Pg (Lv - Li) + Di [1 - (Lv - Li)] - Pp (Lv - Li) - Lw 

        - Ir + E

and,

   Pg = Public good generated by a successful coup.

   Lv = Likelihood of a revolutionary victory assuming that            the subject is neutral.

   Np = Punishment for remaining neutral. 

   Li = Change in the probability of revolutionary success             resulting from the subject participation.

   Ri = Private reward to the subject for his participation            in the military coup d'etat if the coup succeeds.

   Pi = Private penalty imposed on the individuals for his             participation in the coup if it fails.

   Lw = Likelihood of injury through the participation in              support or against the coup.

   Ir = Injury suffered in action.

   E  = Entertainment value of participation. Silver (1974)            defines this term as the "psychic income from                  participation," given that it may includes a wide              variety of factors, like the individual's sense of             duty to the law, race, humanity, the rulers, the               revolutionary brotherhood, his taste for conspiracy,           etc.

   Di = Private reward to the individual for his                       participation in putting down the coup if the                  government wins.

   Pp = Private cost imposed on the defenders of the                   government if the coup succeeds.

The public good reward (Pg) will have a relevant role in the de​cisions of the agents if, and only if, the change in the probability of revolutionary success resulting from the participation of the agent (Li) is significantly different from zero.  As in a mass revolution the participation of the subject will have an infinitesimally small effect over the probability of success of the action (Li ( 0), then I can conclude that public good considerations do not play a role in the behavior of the agents; therefore, the subject will be motivated to participate by the expectation of a private return and the public good reward generated by a successful revolution must be interpreted only as a by-product. 

Gordon Tullock also argues that public good considerations are not an important factor in explaining coups d'etat; in order to support this statement he analyzes the following facts:

A) For most of the junior government officials Li will be         close to zero.

B) For the high rank government officials while Li will be        significantly different from zero, the important               governmental positions that they hold imply that they are      basically satisfied with the government, such that if          public good considerations (Pg) have any role at all, it      will be against their participation in the coup.

The first argument, while fully correct, is generally not important for explaining military coups d'etat; in most cases, given the verti​cality of the army, the only relevant behavior which explains a military coup d'etat is the behavior of the senior officers; officers whose Li's will be significantly different from zero.

The second Tullock's argument is based upon the fact that the senior officers are members of the government; so, while the argument is entirely correct for any coup d'etat which satisfies the traditional definition of a coup, it is no longer satisfactory for military coups d'etat which overthrow civilian regimes, given that this type of non-democratic change of government satisfies my alternative definition instead of the traditional one.

Therefore, in order to understand the behavior of the army officers who face the decision to participate in a coup it is insufficient to analyze the private interest motivations that they may have, as it is stated by the by-product theory of revolutions; it is also necessary to analyze the public good rewards that the high rank officers may consider. There is no reason to assume that public good considerations are not a relevant factor in explaining a military coup d'etat that overthrows a democratic regime; thus, it seems appropriate to view private returns and public good considerations as complementary factors in the decisions of the army officers.  It is surprising that the romantic public good con​siderations which are prevalent in most political science literature on non-democratic changes of government cannot be rejected only in the less romantic type of irregular executive transfer: the military coup d'etat that overthrows a civilian regime, which is the center of interest of this dissertation.

I will devote the rest of this chapter to introduce the first building block of the theory:  the military side of the coup; in order to do so I will closely follow Tullock's approach, but I will contemplate private returns and public good considerations as complementary factors in the decisions of the army officers.  My goal will be to present a framework from which it would be possible to obtain any one of the Tullock's results; I will make use of this framework in the following chapter, after introducing the second building block (the civilian side of the coup), which will provide further insights, that are unattainable if I only consider the military side of the coup.

An army officer may support a coup heavily, leading it, or he may want to participate only as a follower in the event that most of his colleagues participate.  In the first case his level of support of the coup (Xi) will be high, while in the second it will be small but posi​tive.  Similarly, he may want to lead the repression, which will imply a large, in absolute value, but negative (Xi), or he may want to partici​pate in the repression as a follower which will imply a smaller, in absolute value, and negative (Xi).  Obviously, neutrality implies Xi = 0.

In order to choose his optimal level of participation in support of the coup or of the repression (Xi) the army officer will take into ac​count the different payoffs that he expects to receive if the coup succeeds (Ri, Pi), or fails (Di), and his own assessment of the proba​bility of success of the action (Li).

The army officer expects to receive a private interest payoff (Ri) if the coup succeeds.  It will be positive for the army officers who support the coup and negative for the officers who join the repression. An example of this payoff would consist in a higher rank that an officer may obtain if the coup succeeds and he participates in its support; another example may be a penalty, like an early retirement if the coup succeeds and he participates in the repression,

         Ri = Ri(Xi);         Ri(0) = 0;         dRi/dXi > 0     

Each army officer also expects to receive a public good payoff (Pi) if the coup succeeds. An example of this reward is a higher budget for the army which may even imply higher salaries for the army officers in​dependently of their level of participation in support or opposition to the coup; another example may consists in a change in the ideological orientation of the country.

By the same token, every officer expects to receive a private in​terest payoff (Di) if the coup fails. It will be positive for the army officers who join the repression and negative for the officers who sup​port the coup,


Di = D(Xi);         Di(0) = 0;         dDi/dXi < 0

Then, in order to choose his optimal level of participation in support of the coup or of the repression each army officer will face the following maximization problem,

                  Ti                          Ti                   Max E(Ui) = Li ( Ui(Rit+Pit) e-δt dt + (1-Li) (  Ui(Dit) e-δt dt

        {Xi}      0                           0 

In order to maintain my framework as simple as possible I will assume:

1) Rit = Ri,  Pit = Pi,  and  Dit = Di.  This assumption is also  employed by Mirani (1984), and Usher and Engineer (1987), in frameworks where an agent face the possibility to participate in the production of violent political pressure (ie., riots, rebellions, etc.).  While this assumption implicitly precludes the possibility that the agent takes into consideration the likelihood that the revolution's success will create an unstable political situation and that other revolutions may occur as a result, it is completely innocuous to my present goal:  obtain a better understanding of military coups d'etat, not the much more complicated issue of cycles of military and civilian regimes.

2) Li = Li(L) and dLi/dL > 0, where (L) represents the probability of success of the coup; a similar assumption is implicitly employed by Silver (1974) and O'Kane (1981),


L = L(X1,...,Xn; V);    (L/(Xi > 0;     (L/(V > 0

where (V) summarizes the exogenous factors that affect the probability of success of a military coup d'etat for given levels of participation of the army officers.  An example of this variable may be the participation of a foreign country in support of the coup (V > 0), or of the repression (V < 0).

Under these assumptions the maximization problem faced 

by each army officer becomes,

Max E(Ui) = π {Li (X1,...,Xn; V) Ui(Ri + Pi) + 

  {Xi}

            + [1 - Li(X1,..,Xn; V)] Ui(Di)}   

             Ti
where,   π = ( e-δt dt

             0

The interaction between the officers is modeled as a Cournot-Nash non-cooperative game in their level of participation; then, the equi​librium is determined by the utility maximizing condition for each officer with respect to his level of participation in support of the coup or of the repression, taking as given the level of participation of any other officer, 

dE(U)/dX = (L/(X [U(R+P)-U(D)]+L U'(R+P) R'+(1-L) U'(D) D'= 0

where I am omitting from now on the subscript i, and I am 

assuming π = 1.

Intuitively, it is possible to interpret the first two terms of the first order condition as the expected marginal income of participation in support of the coup and the last one as the expected marginal cost. Similarly, it is also possible to interpret the first and third terms of this condition as the expected marginal income of participation in sup​port of the repression and the second one as the expected marginal cost.

The maximization problem faced by each of the army officers allows them to choose their optimal level of participation in support of the coup (repression) in the contingent stage of a military coup d'etat, but it does not explain how the coup has begun. I will assume, as it is also implicitly done by Gordon Tullock (1974) and Rosemary O'Kane 1981), that an increase in the probability of success will increase the likeli​hood that a subgroup of the army officers would decide to begin the action,


C = C(L)     and     dC/dL > 0      

where, (C) represents the probability of a coup. Then, anyone of the structural factors proposed by Gordon Tullock, which would increase (decrease) in his framework the number of army officers who support (oppose) the coup, would increase in mine the probability of this non-democratic change of government. 

But, while this framework allows me to reproduce the results proposed by Tullock, it does not provide additional insights on the causes of this non-democratic change of government; in order to obtain further insights, it will be necessary to introduce the second building block of our theory:  the civilian side of the coup.

      �For example, Ramon Cao Garcia (1983), p. 77, states, "In contrast to revolutions, which are activities organized by persons outside the government, a coup d'etat is an attempt of a subset of this ruling coalition to overthrow from office the head of a government, together with a subset of his supporting coalition, by means of political violence . . . The basic difference between a revolution and a coup d'etat, therefore, is that, while revolutionary activities are made, ex definitio, by individuals outside government, coups d'etat are carried out by government officials."


Pr-Pin = Pg Li + Ri(Lv+Li) - Pi[1-(Lv+Li)] - Lw Ir + E - Np





Pd-Pin = Pg Li + Di[1-(Lv-Li)] - Pp(Lv-Li) - Lw Ir + E - Np





then Pg will play a role only if Li �EQ \O(=,/)�  0.


Note that Li, the effect that the individual may have on the coup, is not necessarily infinitesimally small for a government official.  Under these circumstances, the expression Pg Li may be more significant for the government official than it is for the private citizen.  This is dubious, however.  Most of the junior government officials will still have very small Li's; therefore this expression should be close to zero. On the other hand, the senior government officials, although they will indeed have somewhat larger Li's are also likely to receive very large rewards or very large punishments in the private sphere from the success or failure of the coup.  Under the circumstances, it is likely that for them, too, the public good aspect of the coup is relatively minor.  Another feature that must be emphasized is that the participants in the coup or in defense against the coup are officials of the government.  They are that group of people who are least likely to be unhappy about the policy of the government. Further, the higher rank they have, the higher the Li; but at the same time, the more likely it is that they are  basically rather satisfied with the existing government, except insofar as they would like to have a higher rank.  Under the circumstances, public good considerations--if they are of any importance at all among government officials considering a coup--are more likely to weigh in on the side of retaining the present government than on the side of attempting to over�throw it.  Thus, public good considerations are apt to play as small a part in the decision to participate in a coup as in participation in any outside revolu�tion" (Gordon Tullock [1974], p. 62).


      As Gordon Tullock (1974, p. 63) argues, "The infantry private who is suddenly informed by all of his officers that they have joined the revolution probably finds it extremely dangerous to do anything except to agree with them."


      It is possible to find examples where the privates, organized into battalions, resist orders (i.e., the 1991 Moscow coup), but these examples are clearly the exceptions; exceptions which do not characterize the traditional Latin American military coup d'etat.


      I will assume that the army officers will not take into account some of the factors proposed by Tullock, like their estimation of the likelihood of injury through the participation in support or against the coup, the cost associated to that injury, or the entertainment value of participation. This assumption is done for simplicity, given that the inclusion of anyone of these factors will have no relevancy for this research.


      Gordon Tullock (1974), p. 64, introduce the hypothesis that the army officer will face a punishment if he remains neutral, "For the neutral, the slogan "He who is not with me is against me" may lead to positive punishment. More commonly, however, the injuries inflicted upon a neutral come from the need for the winning side to distribute rewards to their supporters.  He is deprived of his position not because he is disliked, but because the position is needed for other purposes."


I have assume that there is no punishment if the officer remains neutral in order to allow for the continuity of Ri(Xi); this assumption is completely innocuous since from my model I can reproduce anyone of the Tullock's results.


      As Ireland (1967), p. 51, states, "Something should be said about the nature of an individual's expected utility from a revolutionary outcome.  His expected utility must be seen as discounted utility for an indefinite period of time into the future following the success of the revolution.  It involves the individual's expectations about what laws will be put into effect and how the balance of political power in the society will shift as a result of the intro�duction of the revolutionary institutions.  The individual will also take into consideration the possibility that the revolution's success will create an unstable political situation and that other revolutions may occur as a result. If this is so, the individual will make guesses about the changes these potential revolutions might bring.  All of these factors and others will be weighed and balanced into the individual's expected utility."


      "Students of revolution have long been aware that revolutions frequently occur after conditions have markedly improved or while in process of improve�ment . . . Reforms often increase the political capabilities of the revolutionaries (e.g., by giving them seats in Parliament, coverage in the mass media, and access to financial contributions) which raises their Lv (likelihood of success of the revolution, [mine]) . . . Perhaps most important in a world of imperfect knowledge, many persons will quite rationally interpret the reforms as a sign of weakness or submission. In this event their subjective estimate of the Lv will rise" (Silver [1974], pp. 65-66).


      "The decision of a group of conspirators to intervene, however, is based upon calculation of the chances of success . . . Following Luttwak's method, three obstacles to coups may be suggested.  When they exist, . . . , they will reduce the likelihood of success of the coup.  Being part of the calculations of the conspirators, they will also reduce the probability of such an attempt" (O'Kane [1981], p. 294).


      "So far we have discussed why individuals would join a coup, not the decision process which might lead people to entrepreneur one.  In essence, what happens is that a number of high officials--or in some cases low officials who happen to have access to exceptional opportunities-- . . . . quickly take action which is intended to set off the kind of cascade effect we have described.  How�ever, the group that issues the pronunciamento or the small unit which simply grabs, can hardly make the type of calculation described above.  What they do, of course, is observe a situation in which they believe that a sudden move will set off a cascade toward themselves.  Since the profits of pulling off such a coup are very great (albeit the dangers of failure are also great), profit-seeking individuals might be expected to look for such opportunities" (Tullock [1974], p. 81).


      "That coups are just a particular strategy for overthrowing governments is generally agreed in the literature . . . Given the importance of planning and timing, mistakes will be made.  Sometimes coups may be attempted and fail due to tactical errors.  At other times coups which would have been successful may not be attempted because the conspirators are unready or have simply miscalculated their potential for success.  The crucial question to be answered, therefore, should not be why coups occur, in the sense of for what reason conspirators stage them--fools may stage failed coups at any time--but under what conditions, if attempted they would like to succeed.  Such conditions would, in principle, be capable of explaining both successful and genuine but unsuccessful coups" (O'Kane [1981], p. 288).


      For example, a parametric increase in the private interest reward of participation in support of the coup will increase, in the Tullock framework, the total expected payoff of supporting the action,  (Pr/(Ri = Lv + Li > 0





which would raise the number of army officers who bear a part in the coup.  By the same token, it would raise (lower), in my framework, the optimal level of participation of an army officer in support of the coup (repression),





	Sign (X/(Ri* = Sign {(L/(X U'(R+P) + L U''(R+P) R'} > 0





if, for example, the agents are risk neutral, as it is implicitly assumed by Tullock; increasing in this case the probability of a military coup d'etat,	





	(C/(Ri = dC/dL (( (L/(Xi (Xi/(Ri) > 0


                                     i 


(*) assuming from now on that the partial derivates of the reaction function of any actor respect to any one of its arguments are not negative.
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