
APPENDIX 3PRIVATE 


SOME FURTHER INSIGHTS


I will devote this appendix to illustrate the plausibility of another factor which would increase the probability of a coup: a fall in the income independent of government redistribution (W) of the civilian actors benefitted by the change of political regime. 


A decrease in W will increase, assuming decreasing marginal utility, the benefits dispensed to the actors by a successful coup; this would create an incentive for their participation in its support, consequently raising the probability of this non-democratic change of government.
 


In order to illustrate the plausibility of this hypothesis it will be necessary to identify a pressure group which would be benefitted by the change in the rules of the redistributive game embodied in the overthrowing of the democratic regimes, and then to analyze the behavior followed by some variables that may affect the income independent of government redistribution of its members. 


Given that there are no reasons to assume that in various countries the pressure groups benefitted by the overthrow of democratic regimes will be the same, I will center my interest on a specific one:
 Argentina, where the export (agricultural) sector appears to have been benefitted by the modifications in the commercial policy embodied in the overthrow of the democratic regimes (see Chapter 5).


Table 35 describes the behavior followed by the real foreign price index of exports; index highly associated with the income independent of government redistribution of the export sector. 


The index actually fell before the overthrow of each of the democratic regimes (1962, 1966, and 1976); this fact motivates us to further investigate the plausibility of the hypothesis by basing our analysis on the behavior followed by the international price of the main agricultural products.


TABLE 35


REAL FOREIGN PRICE INDEX OF EXPORTS (1960=100)

	PRIVATE 

Year
	Event
	Real Foreign

Price Index of Exports*
	Year
	Event
	Real Foreign

Price Index

of Exports*

	1960
	
	100
	1972
	
	113

	1961
	
	 97
	1973
	
	138

	1962
	Coup
	 91
	1974
	
	146

	1963
	
	 95
	1975
	
	121

	1964
	
	107
	1976
	Coup
	106

	1965
	
	105
	1977
	
	102

	1966
	Coup
	102
	1978
	
	 97

	1967
	
	 97
	1979
	
	111

	1968
	
	 92
	1980
	
	115

	1969
	
	 89
	1981
	
	109

	1970
	
	 93
	1982
	
	 89

	1971
	
	103
	1983
	
	 79



Source: Adolfo Sturzenegger, Wylian Otrera and Beatriz Martinez Mosquera, Trade, Exchange Rate, and Agricultural Pricing Policies in Argentina, World Bank Comparative Studies, The World Bank, May 1990.


*Foreign Price Index of Exports (CEPAL)/USA Wholesale Price Index.


Table 36 reports the relative participation of the main agricul​tural products between 1960 and 1984,


TABLE 36


RELATIVE PARTICIPATION OF THE MAIN AGRICULTURAL PRODUCTS

	PRIVATE 

	1960-1964
	1970-1974
	1980-1984

	Product
	Millionof U$S
	Percent
	Millionof U$S
	Percent
	Million

of U$S
	Percent

	Beef
	1038
	30
	2137
	30
	4182
	25

	Dairy Prod.
	 426
	112
	 753
	11
	1781
	11

	Wheat
	 368
	11
	 543
	 8
	1656
	10

	Corn
	 241
	 7
	 751
	11
	1266
	 8

	Total
	2073
	60
	4184
	60
	8885
	54



Source: Adolfo Sturzenegger, Wylian Otrera and Beatriz Martinez Mosquera, Trade, Exchange Rate, and Agricultural Pricing Policies in Argentina, World Bank Comparative Studies, The World Bank, May 1990.


All of the products, with the exception of the dairy ones, are traded goods; then, I will focus my attention in their real international prices.  To consider another independent source of information, I will also examine the behavior of an index elaborated by Adolfo Sturzenegger, Wylian Otrera and Beatriz Martinez Mosquera (1990):  the relative price of each of these agricultural products respect to non-agricultural ones in absence of any form of government intervention (direct or indirect).


The relative prices in the absence of any form of governmental intervention are defined as:


Pi*/PNA* = {[(PiFOB * Ee) - GPi]/1.03 - Ci}/PNA*

where,

- Pi*/PNA* = Relative price in the absence of government          intervention of agricultural good i respect to the             nonagricultural goods.

- PiFOB = FOB price of product i.

- Ee = Equilibrium adjusted nominal exchange rate.

- GPi = Port costs for product i.

- 1.03 = Export commission costs.

- Ci = Transport and distribution costs (from the farm to the    port) of product i.

- PNA* = Xnat Inat [d/(1+tinat)] + Xs Is + Xcc Icc
- d = E*/E. Divergence between the actual real exchange rate     (E) and the sustainable equilibrium free-trade/real-           exchange rate (E*). 

- tinat = Estimated implicit tariff for the nonagricultural       tradable index.

- Inat = Nonagricultural tradable index.

- Is = Service index.

- Icc = Cost of construction index.

- Xnat = 0.36

- Xs = 0.57

  Xcc = 0.07


Table 37 summarizes all the relevant information provided by both indicators (at the end of the appendix there are reported the time series of each of them). 


TABLE 37


SUMMARY OF THE RESULTS

	PRIVATE 
Items
	Increasing Path
	Decreasing Path

	Real International Prices

	Beef
	0
	4

	Wheat
	1
	3

	Corn
	2
	2

	Relative Prices in the Absence of Government Intervention

	Beef
	0
	3

	Wheat
	0
	3

	Corn
	1
	2



Both indicators have usually fallen before military coups d'etat that have overthrown democratic regimes (the real price in 75 percent of the observations and the relative price without any form of governmental intervention in 89 percent of the cases).


Therefore, it seems fair to state that the evidence I have examined does not reject the proposed hypothesis, because the income independent of government redistribution of the agricultural sector seems to have fallen before coups that have overthrown democratic regimes; which would have risen, in terms of my framework, the probability of this non-democratic change of government. 


TABLE 38


BEEF

	PRIVATE 

Year
	Event
	Real Value of Exports (1951=100)

	
	
	Chilled Beef
	Corned Beef

	1951
	
	100
	100

	1952
	
	104
	115

	1953
	
	132
	118

	1954
	Coup
	133
	112

	1955
	
	125
	100

	1956
	
	 95
	 94

	1957
	
	 89
	 87



Source:  I.M.F., International Financial Statistics.

	PRIVATE 

Year
	Event
	Real Price FOB

Buenos Aires

(1960=100)
	Relative Price

without

Intervention

	1960
	
	100
	10.05

	1961
	
	 95
	 9.56

	1962
	Coup
	 88
	 8.57

	1963
	
	 87
	 7.15

	1964
	
	123
	 9.07

	1965
	
	143
	11.67

	1966
	Coup
	100
	 8.21

	1967
	
	 90
	 7.65

	1968
	
	 86
	 7.44

	1969
	
	 81
	 7.11

	1970
	
	 87
	 6.71



TABLE 38.--Continued
	PRIVATE 

Year
	Event
	Real Price FOB

Buenos Aires

(1960=100)
	Relative Price

without

Intervention

	1971
	
	119
	 8.51

	1972
	
	127
	 8.53

	1973
	
	165
	 9.01

	1974
	
	140
	 8.30

	1975
	
	 92
	 6.31

	1976
	Coup
	 60
	 3.60

	1977
	
	 85
	 5.66

	1978
	
	 72
	 4.74

	1979
	
	112
	 6.25

	1980
	
	117
	 7.31

	1981
	
	120
	 9.28

	1982
	
	100
	 8.98

	1983
	
	 91
	 8.67



Source:  Adolfo Sturzenegger, Wylian Otrera and Beatriz Martinez Mosquera, Trade, Exchange Rate, and Agricultural Pricing Policiess in Argentina, World Bank Comparative Studies, The World Bank, May 1990.


Note:  Price FOB, Buenos Aires:  annual, U$S/ton.


TABLE 39


WHEAT

	PRIVATE 

Year
	Event
	Real Value of

Exports

(1951=100)

	1951
	
	100

	1952
	
	119

	1953
	
	122

	1954
	
	 88

	1955
	Coup
	 87

	1956
	
	 75

	1957
	
	 71



Source:  I.M.F., International Financial Statistics.

	PRIVATE 

Year
	Event
	Real Price FOB

Buenos Aires

(1960=100)
	Relative Price

without

Intervention

	1960
	
	100
	1.64

	1961
	
	106
	1.83

	1962
	Coup
	107
	1.41

	1963
	
	102
	1.49

	1964
	
	113
	1.41

	1965
	
	100
	1.33

	1966
	Coup
	 82
	1.10

	1967
	
	 90
	1.05

	1968
	
	 96
	1.49

	1969
	
	 92
	1.46

	1970
	
	 87
	1.21



TABLE 39.--Continued
	PRIVATE 

Year
	Event
	Real Price FOB

Buenos Aires

(1960=100)
	Relative Price

without

Intervention

	1971
	
	 85
	1.06

	1972
	
	 85
	1.22

	1973
	
	138
	1.62

	1974
	
	221
	2.62

	1975
	
	179
	2.68

	1976
	Coup
	124
	1.44

	1977
	
	 81
	1.03

	1978
	
	 94
	1.22

	1979
	
	 88
	0.99

	1980
	
	119
	1.44

	1981
	
	121
	1.07

	1982
	
	 99
	1.20

	1983
	
	 81
	1.44



Source:  Adolfo Sturzenegger, Wylian Otrera and Beatriz Martinez Mosquera, Trade, Exchange Rate, and Agricultural Pricing Policies in Argentina, World Bank Comparative Studies, The World Bank, May 1990.


Note:  Price FOB, Buenos Aires: January (December or 

February during 1966-1970, 1973 and 1975), U$S/ton.


TABLE 40


CORN

	PRIVATE 

Year
	Event
	Real Value of

Exports

(1951=100)

	1952
	
	100

	1953
	
	 68

	1954
	
	 53

	1955
	Coup
	 63

	1956
	
	 56

	1957
	
	 52



Source:  I.M.F., International Financial Statistics.

	PRIVATE 

Year
	Event
	Real Price FOB

Buenos Aires

(1960=100)
	Relative Price

without

Intervention

	1960
	
	100
	1.37

	1961
	
	 94
	1.31

	1962
	Coup
	 96
	1.23

	1963
	
	104
	1.27

	1964
	
	104
	1.06

	1965
	
	112
	1.34

	1966
	Coup
	 93
	1.02

	1967
	
	 99
	1.35

	1968
	
	 89
	1.17

	1969
	
	 89
	1.20

	1970
	
	 96
	1.11



TABLE 40.--Continued
	PRIVATE 

Year
	Event
	Real Price FOB

Buenos Aires

(1960=100)
	Relative Price

without

Intervention

	1971
	
	 95
	0.97

	1972
	
	 97
	1.03

	1973
	
	127
	1.02

	1974
	
	128
	1.16

	1975
	
	139
	1.31

	1976
	Coup
	125
	1.45

	1977
	
	 95
	1.09

	1978
	
	 95
	1.07

	1979
	
	 83
	0.74

	1980
	
	102
	0.97

	1981
	
	 89
	0.85

	1982
	
	 70
	0.82

	1983
	
	 80
	1.18



Source:  Adolfo Sturzenegger, Wylian Otrera and Beatriz Martinez Mosquera, Trade, Exchange Rate, and Agricultural Pricing Policies in Argentina, World Bank Comparative Studies, The World Bank, May 1990.

Note:  Price FOB, Buenos Aires:  May (July in 1967), U$S/ton.




    �The income independent of government redistribution may be influenced by a large number of variables, like the economic growth of the country, a change in the international price of the traded goods, an unexpected war, etc.  A decrease in this variable will increase, assuming decreasing marginal utility, the benefits dispensed to the actors by a successful coup, which would increase their participation in its support,
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raising in this way the probability of this non-democratic change of government.


    �Actually, there are no reasons even to assume that in a given country the groups benefitted will be the same across time, since different variables that affect the outcome of the redistributive game may vary (see, for example, Becker [1983]).







