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The model of the rational voter assumes that the choice between voling
and abstaining hasicilly depends on expected benelits and costs, This
article offers a test of these assumptions, conceiving benefits of voting as
deriving from the importance of politics (measured through the relative
public expenditure Y and from differential democritic system, and costs of
voting coming from voluntiry vote and voluntary registeation of electors.
The analysis compares average turnoat with other respective data trom 21
democratic countrics over the period 1971-87 Fhe results of TCEressions
strongly support the rational cheice theory,

The model of the rational voter assumes that the choice between voting and
abstaining depends on the expected benefits and costs.

rart of the discussion of this model has focused on the paradox that, in large
clectorates, the probability of one vote altering the outcome is so small that, when
there is some cost, a predictable rational action would be to abstain, But this
paradox has heen reduced in several ways, assuming a high subjective perception
of the political benefits from voting or a strategic behaviour of voters such as
conjectures on hehaviour of others, minimax regret decision, and so on (sce, among
others, Tullock, 1967; Ferejohn and Fiorina, 197-4; Owen and Grofman, 198 ),

16 appears, then, degitimate to take the bencfits and costs of voting as basic
explanatory factors of the rational decision ol the voter and, in a4 collective
aggregate, of the relative level of electoral participation (even though it can he
considerced that the voter's pereeption of the influence of his vote in the outcome
would enter, among other factors, in the absolute level of participation ).

The caleulus of decision based on bencfits and costs is also consistent with the
theory of abstention in spatial models of clectoral competition. In this there are two
types of absiention, for indifference and for alicnation. The former, based on the
idea of ‘cross-pressure’ coming from the behavioural theory, in rational terms means
that the clector obtains no differential benefits from the victory of one party or the
other. In the second type of abstention it is assumed there is ‘enough’ distance
between the elector preference and the position of the closest party to provide
disincentive to vote. This is an intuitive idea which must also be understood to
mean that the distance is ‘enough’ where benefits are regarded as inferior to the
costs of voting.

The design of this article is testing the basic assumptions of the rational voter
based on an operationalization in four variables of the benefits and costs of volting
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and on an analysis of the datu of electoral participation in 21 countries over a period
of 14 years, The result, as will be seen, strongly supports the rational choice theory.

Basis in the Theory

In Downs's interpretation of vote as an investment, the benefits from voting come
from the differential policies of parties in electoral contest and are conceptualized
as differential benefits of party. ‘The costs of voting are measured in time, money
and effort to obtain information, deliberate and vote, and other selective incentives
for voting are also pereeived.

However, Downs himselt points out that other political benefits derive from the
existence of the democratic system, independently of which party wins the
clections and is in the government. These political benefits can also motivate the
vote. In the author’s words: ‘Rational men in a democracy are motivated to some
extent by a sense of social responsibility independent of their own short-run gains
and losses’, and we can ‘view such responsibility as one part of the return from
voting”. Downs assumes that the clector can estimate that a low urnout would cast
the legitimacy of the democratic system in question and could endanger its survival:
‘One thing that all citizens in our model have in common is the desire to sce
democracy waork. Yet if voting costs exist, pursuit of short-run rationality can
conceivably cause democracy to break down” Thercfore, to summarize Downs, ‘the
reward i man obtains for voting depends upon: (1) how much he values living in
a democracy’, besides (2) the benefits derived from the government of one or
another party, from the competitivencess between partics (Downs, 1957: 267-8, 270),

Brian Barry has objected to this point stressing that the probability that one vote
can be decisive to save democracy is at least too small to be decisive for the electoral
triumph of one party (Barey, 1970: 20 ss.). But it is possible to reduce this paradox
in a similar way to the former, taking into account cach individual's subjective
pereeption of the importance of his vote as well as strategic or cthic considerations.
Particularly, the sense of social responsibility is stressed, calling it a sense of civie
duty, in Riker and Ordeshook's interpretation of vote as a consumption, valuable in
its own right. That sense expresses a subjective satisfaction to vote, from which are
cnumerated, as examples, the following components: ‘L. the satisfaction from
compliance with the ethic of voting: 2. the satisfaction from affirming allegiance to
the political system; 3. the satisfaction from affirming a partisan preference; 4. the
satisfaction of deciding, going to the polls, ete; 5. the satistaction of affirming onc's
cfficacy in the political system’ (Riker and Ordeshook, 1968: 28).

We can interpret that satisfactions 1 and 2 are connected 1o the benefits from
preserving the democratic system, which it is assumed could fail if most people fail
to vote. The authors themsclves seem to admit that a sense of social responsibility
or sense of citizen duty can be interpreted, in rational approach, as benefits: ‘the
scale of citizen duty turned out to be very similar to the scale of the sense of political
efficacy’, (Riker and Ordeshook, 1968: 36, note 16). Instead, satistactions 3, 4. and
5 could be identified as what Downs calls selective incentives, that is, satisfactions
derived from the act of voting,

I'hus, we obtain two types of benefits and two types of costs for the calculus of
the act of voting or abstaining:

Benetits from the party in the government (which Downs conceptualizes as
differential party ).
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Benefits from democracy (called a sense of social responsibility by Downs and a
sense of civic duty by Riker and Ordeshook ).

Positive costs, basically measurable in time and money (basic to the model),

Selective incentives, that is, satisfactions from the act of voting, which can he
considered negative costs {present in Downs as well as in some compongents of
Riker and Ordeshook’s subjective satisfaction of voting ),

Discussion and Operationalization

Benefits of Voting

As we have said, we can distinguish two types of benefits: the benefits from the
party in the government and the benefits from democracy.

HBencfits from the party in the government, According to Downs, we conceptual-
ize the differential benefits from the policies of the government as differential party
and propose a4 new way to measure i,

Perhaps it deserves to be said that the number of parties cannot be considered
as an index of ideological distance among parties or differential party. On one hand,
we could expect that few and ideological close partics is a disincentive to
participation (Bingham Powell jr., 1982, 1986). For example, in the United States,
the only country with a pure two-party system, and where there is not a socialist
party with parliamentary representation, there is a low turnout. But there are some
empirical paradoxes which allow us to doubt that correlation. Switzerland, for
example, with twelve or more parties in the Parliament has an even lower wrnout
than the United States. In this case it can be argued that there is a deliberate
demobilization, and not actual competition among parties at the federal level of
government in Switzerland, including rotating chairmanship. In fact, in cantons with
22 per cent of the population where only one representative is elected there is not
any kind of party competition. However, there are other paradoxical cases in
countries with a multi-party system: Japan, for cxumple, with seven or more partics
in the Parliament, or France, with six or more parties in the Parlizment, also have
@ low turnout. On the other hand, we should take into account that a multi-party
system reduces the role of the electoral result in the government formation, since
this usually requires the formation of coalitions. This can also reduce turnout. For
this reason, some authors consider the opposite argument rather than the Downsian
argament: multi-party system reduces turnout (see, for example, Jackman, 1987).

A similar indetermination can be found in relation to electoral systems. The
majoritarian system based on single-member constituencies distorts the vote—seats
ratio in the Parliament, and this can depress turnout, but proportional systems
favour multi-party systems and the subscquent formation of coalitions also produces
a distortion of the vote—scats ratio in the government.

In general, empirical evidence shows indetermination: ‘No substantial difference
can be found between the average turnouts of the seven countries which have meost
claim to be considered two-party systems (Austria, Canada, W. Germany, Ireland,
United Kingdom, United States) and the seven which have most claim 1o be
considercd predominant multi-party systems (France, India, Israel, ltaly, Japan,
Norway, Sweden)', according to criteria of G, Sartori {Crewe, 1981: 257), Likewise,
‘variations in turnout among European nation-states do not react consistently to
viriations in certain measures of the competitiveness of party systems’ ( Dittrich and
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Nprby Johansen, 1983: 113), and “the moderately  varying  degrees of party
competition found in most of the democracies are not very powerful shapers of the
{average] level of turnout” (Binglham Powell, Jr., 1982: 120).

Thus, we propose another way to approach the henefits from the policies of the
party that is in the government: the general influence of policies on the imerests of
the citizen or. what is the same thing, the level of state intervention in economic
and social activity.

That is not properly the differential party, which would be measured as a part of
this intervention—that part which is different when one or another party is in the
government. But we can suppose that the part of the gencral intervention of the
state that changes with a change of party in the government is more or less
proportionad to the volume of general public intervention of the state.

So. we propose to measure these henefits from the government by public
expenditure; more accurately, by the public cxpenditure ol the central government
(according to the selected type of general clections inour framework) as a
pereentage of the gross domestic product in every country. [noa country where
there is a high relative level of public expenditure ( as, tor example, the Scandinayvian
and central European countries ), we can suppose there will also be ahigh velume
of public expenditure the destination of which changes with a change of party in
the government, and therefore, a high differential party; in other terms, a high level
of differential henefits from policies for the citizen that can push him to vote rather
tan abstain. In a country with a low level of public expenditure (as the United
States), the opposite effect will be observed.

“This variable can also contribute to explain the higher level of turnout in national
or general clections than in local and regional elections, according to the different
level of public expenditure per poerson Gl every level of the administration. This
difference is not visible in the United States as a result of the muldtiple votations for
the different levels of representation which take place in the same clectoral process,
but is amply significant in the most decentralized Furopean regimes in which the
votations are separated in tdme, as well as in the low level of turnout in European
clections.

We can call this variable importance of politics”.

Benefits front democracy. Benefits from living in a democracy, independent of
which party wins the elections and is in the government, are henefits from liberties.

W cun expect that the perception of these henefits will be greater for people
who knew and remember altermative  (Gauthoritarian)  systems and - compare
difterential utilities of a democratic svstem to an authoritarian systenand in the
aggregate, in the countries with some authoritarian domination or serious threat
against democracy (for example, a war of aggression from the nazis ) during the life
of some curcent generation. More descriptively. this means that the memory of
alternative regimes can be an important source of legitimacy to the current regime
or sense of “civie duty” whicli promotes participation.

So, we propose to measure the subjective pereeption of the benetits from
democracy by the antiquity of a peaceful and not threatened democracy. According
(o this criterion, we can distinguish two groups of countrics: (1) those with
democratic regimes destroyed or threatened during World War 11 or more recently
converted o democracy (Japan and most European countrics, except the neutrals
swilzerland, sweden and Treland ), and ( 2) those with older democratic regimes.

W cin call this variable “differential systemy’.
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Measuring the costs of voting in time and money, we can consider that the
penalization of abstention, thar is the legally compulsory vote, will increase the
turnout, and that the requirement of a greater effort in order to vote, such as the
registration of clectors by the initiative of citizens, will decrease the turnout. [t
would also be appropriate to consider other selective incentives which produce
positive or negative costs from the act of voting,

Compulsory vofe. There are several democratic countries in which the vote is
legally compulsory and, thercfore, there is a positive cost to abstention and a
selective incentive or negative cost to vole, According 1o an accessible cxposition:

In Australia, Belgiom, and Vencezucla a citizen who does not vote is in
violation of the law and subject 1o fines and other penalties unless excused
by illness. The potential sanctions in Venezucla are particularly harsh. Such
penalties have also existed in Costa Rica since 1960 and were in effect in
the Netherlands undd the 1971 election. Similar penadties and require-
ments also existed in Chile belore s democracy was overthrown, and
apparently in Greeee before the 1967 militiry coup as well as at present,
Haly does not have legally designated compulsory voting, but nonvoters
are stamped as such on their official work and identification papers, and it
is widely believed that they are discriminated against in employment and
other benfits. (L) The introduction of penalties in Costa Rica increased
turnout by about 15%. Llimination of penaltics in the Netherlands Ied to
an initial decrease of 16%  although turnout has leveled off at Tess than
10% below carlier levels, Uruguay enforeed constitutional provisions foe
compulsory voting lor the first time in the 1971 clection; turnout
increased sharply in that clection, from 67% 10 &i% (Weinstein, 1975:
125-0}) Morcover, Tingsien (1963) reports that the imtroduction of
compulsory voting in Australia led to an average increase in turnout of
around 18% for men, 30% for women (Bingham Powell, Jr, 1982 113)'

At the present there is also compulsory voting in Argentina, where there are
administrative penalties for the abstainers who cannot justify to being at least
500 km. away from the polling place on the clection-day; abstainers have to justify
their absence in embuassies and consulates in (he country where they are at the
moment. The turnout in Argentina in 1983 was appreciably high: 82 per cent. There
is also compulsory voting in Turkey, where there is o fine of about $8 for non-voting,
and where the turnout in 1982 was 91 per cent; and in Austria, although only in
three of the nine electoral districts.

Logically, we can expect a high percentage of spoiled ballots in compulsory voting
countries. For example, in Belgium in 1981 there were 8.5 per cent spoiled ballots,

Registration. In most democratic countries, registration of electors is the
responsibility of the state and is automatic for the citizen who legally resides in it.
In these countrics, the number of clectors is about that of the voting-age population.
In suome countries, however, there is registration by application of citizens: Australia,
Chile, Costa Rica, France, Jamaica, New Zealand, United States, Uruguay and
Venerucla, Voluntary registration produces a cost as it is as if the elector had o
vote twice, Thus it is to be expected that the electorate will decline in relation o
the voting-age population and the mrnout will decreasce.

Certain distinctions, however, should be noted. In the cases of New Zealand and
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Australia, registration is by application of citizens but compulsory. Thus, we will
consider them as non-voluntary registrations.

In the list of 21 countrics which are the object of our study there are only two
countrics with registration by application of citizens: France and the United States.

in the case of France, registration is at the same governmental bureau where a
citizen has to obtain his obligatory identity card. This could then be considered as
an incentive to register.

Instead, in the case of the United States (where there is no official identity card)
registration scems an especially arduous chore. Certainly, poll tax and literacy tests
were abolished in 196470, but, according to some cvidence, in most states,
potential voters have to register in the county scat and there are other bureauceratic
inconvenicnces as well. Also most states do not allow ordinary citizens (as party
activists, for example) to register potential voters. Registration is important because
of the high mobility of the population: nearty one-third of the population moves
every two years. ‘Thus, some observers have stated that ‘contemporary voter
registration obstacles thus function as de facto equivalents of the poll tax, literacy
test, and other class—and race—oriented restrictions on the suffrage of an eatlier
cra’ (Fox and Cloward, 1988: 1H(}).

As a matter of fact, there are significant differences of turnout in the states that
do not require pre-registration or allow election-day registration (see Table 1),

Tanie 1.
1980 1981 1988

States without registration:

North Dakota o8 0627 615
States with election-day registration:

Maine 0.0 ot 8 621

Minnesol 7001 o8.1 06.3

Oregon G5 Ol8 S58.6

Wisconsin 672 035 61y
United States 55.1 5540 50106

It all states had adopted registration laws as permissive as those in the most
permissive states (30 days closing date, offices open on Saturdays and in the
cvenings, allowing absentee registration), turnout would have risen by about nine
percentage points (Rosenstone and Wolfinger, 1978, and  Glass, Squire and
Wolfinger, 1987 ). Other variations could be explained by the number of places open
tor registration; for example, there is only one in Manhattan, but many in Chicago,
so there is a higher turnout (also in Chicago there are many polling places), (see
aiso Kim, Petrocik and Enokson, 1975).

Other selective incentives. There are also other less significant costs of voting.
Among them we can cite the fotlowing:

[t may be expected that the turnout will vary according to whether the elections
are held on a holiday or a work day, according to how many days the voting lasts
and the schedule for voting. In Spain the early democratic elections were on work
days but the companics were required to give four paid hours to every employee
in order to vote, obviously more than the necessary time to go to the polls and
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come back, and the clector was required to present a sealed application certifving
that he had turned in his vote. Arrangements for absentee voting, such as advance
voting (for example, 24 days in Sweden) and postal voting (10 per cent of votes in
Sweden), can also have an effect on turnout.

The effcct of other factors is more difficult to evaluate. Thus, for example, the
number and spatial distribution of polling places (for example, in New Zcaland an
clector can vote at any polling place, as is the case in Australia so long as it is within
the same state ). We can take in account, however, that having many places can
avoid queuing to vote but it can also increase the likelihood of being sclected to
serve on juries, which can promote abstention of registration. Another factor is the
good or bad weather on the electoral day: however, maybe good wcather is an
incentive to vote when elections are on a work day, but the same good weather
when the clections are on a holiday can increase the temptation to spend the
weekend at the beach or camping; inversely for bad weather. Travel facilities for
returning to home constituencics should also he cited (for example, in ltaly,
southern migrant workers in the North or beyond Italy's frontiers), gifts to voters
(for example, in Japan: coca colas and sandwiches, balloons for children ) frequency
of clections, as too frequent can tire the electors.?,

Data and Results

Our selection of 21 countries has been guided by the following criteria: existence
of democratic regimes, understanding democracy as a regime of liberties and
alternation of parties in the government; countrics with more than 1 million people;
and available and trustworthy turnout data.® The list includes 15 countries from
Europe: Austria, Belgium, Denmark, Finland, France, West Germany, Greece, Ireland,
Italy, the Netherlands, Norway, Portugal, Spain, Switzerland, United Kingdom; two
from North America: the United States, Canada: two from Oceania: Australia, New
Zealand; and one from Asia: Japan (see data Table 2),

The selected period is 197487, which fulfils the tollowing conditions. Firstly, it
allows the use of more recent data than other studics, Secondly, it is relatively
homogencous in the political aspect. It includes only periods not affected by major
changes of political system (such as, for example, those begun in France in 1958,
Greeee in 1974, Portugal in 1974—5, and Spain in 1976—7). Tt also excludes periods
with significant changes in electoral systems. For example, enfranchisement of
young people, which in most countries took place in the late 1960s and carly 1970s
(starting with Austria in 1968); the suppression of the compulsory vote in the
Netherlands in 1971, which produced a sudden reduction of turnout (from an
average turnout of 94.7 per cent in the period 194567 to 78 per cent in 1971 )
the beginning of female suffrage in Switzerland in 1971, which also produced an
apparent reduction of turnout (in 1971 71 per cent of men voted and only 49 per
cent of women ),

For measuring turnout, we have always chosen legislative or ‘general’ elections
(including some countries where there are direct presidential elections, like Austria,
France and Portugal), except in the United States, where we have chosen the
presidential elections, The measures are carried out using the average turnout of
cach country, taking into account that there are different numbers of clections
during the same period in the various countries, and in order to explain the relative
level of turnout in one country compared with other countries.”
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The first thing apparent on observing the statistics on average turnout in the
various countrics are the great differences berween them. There is more than S0
per cent difference between Italy, the first country on the list, and the United States
and Switzerlund, at the bottom. But there are also significant differences in tarnout
between countries of similar sociological characteristics and political cultures like
France and ltaly, with nearly 25 per cent variation between them.

Sccondly, it is important to point out the high stability of level of turnout within
countries across the period, withourt a clear general tendency to increase or decline
over time. Half of the countries have less than 5 per cent change in levels of turnout;
only three: Portugal, Spain and New Zealand, have more than 10 per cent change
in levels of turnouwt (the two former countries, obviously for reasons of instability
corresponding to the carly times of the new democratic regimes).

This aliows us to think that institutional factors (as stable features of cvery
political situation) arc important for the individual behaviour of many people and
comsequently for the aggregate: relative level of turnout in every country. Even so,
maybe some differences across time could be explained for conjunctural reasons:
closeness, ¢t

Appearing below are several comparisons of average turnout and cach one of the
other variables in different groups of countries formed according to the levels of
these variables, lincar regressions between turnout and cach of one of the other
viariables in all countrics, and multilinear regression between wrnout and the
selected four variables in all countries.

Benefits

Importance of politics. We obscerve the four Towest countries in relative public
cxpenditure (less than 25 per cent of GDP) are four of the five lowest countrics in
turnout (less than 72 per cent ). We find the following correlitions: 17 first countrics
with rclative high public expenditure have a turnout average of 824 pee cent; and
4 latest countries with relative low public expenditure (United States, Canada,
Switzerland and Japan) have a turnout average of 59.2 per cent,
The regression is:
Y =505 4+ 0.79 X5 8,01 = 9.58%; R = 0.37
{where ¥ average turnout; X, : average relative public expenditure)
Differential system, We observe these correlations: 14 countries with threaened
democracies  during World War 11 or converted  later to democracy  after
dictatorships have an average turnout of 81.7 per cent: and S countries with longer
political stability (United States, Canada, Australia, New Zealund, Switzerland Y have
an average turnout of 695 per cent.
The regression is:
V=095 + 122 X2 82 = L076% R = 0.21
(where ¥oaverage turnout; X0 recent threat to democracy)

Costs

Compulsory roting. We observe four of the five countries with compulsory voting
are the first four countries in level of turnout. There is the following correlation;
five countrics with compulsory voting (ltaly, Austria (1/3), Belgium, Greeee,
Australia) have an average wrnout of 88.6 per cent, and 10 countries withoul
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compulsory voting have an average turnout of 74.2 per cent.
The regression is:
Y = 747 + 146 Xy Sys = 10.6%; R = 0.23
{(where V) average turnout; Xy compulsory voting)

Registration. We find the following correlations: 17 countries with automatic
registration have an average turnout of 79.1 per cent, and four countries with
registration by application of citizens (Australia, France, New Zealand, and United
States) have an average turnout of 69.1 per cent.

The regression is:

Y = 04.2 + 149 X, Sy, = 1099%; R + 017
(where V:oaverage turnout; X,: automatic registration)

Benefits and Costs

Finally, there is this multilinear regression between turnout and the four selected
variables:

Y = G682+ 033X, + 178X, + 923X, + 0.4 X,

5. = 0.20; R = 0.73

{where Y:average turnout; X average relative public expenditure; X

recent threat to democracy; X 4 compulsory vote; X, automatic registration )

The coefficient of determination indicates that near to three-quarters of the

viriations in average turnout between countries are explained by the variables with
which we have measured the importance of politics, the differential system, and the
incentives (or negative costs) derived from compulsory vote and  automatic
registration of electors.

Concluding Comments

We can intuitively confirm the explanatory capability of the model by comparing
the chuaractetistics of the countrics occupying the top and bottom of Table 2,

At one ¢nd we have 1taly, where the following incentives to vote are present: a
high degree of state intervention in the economy (public expenditure is more than
40 per cent of the gross domestic product); a recent democracy with a vivid
memory of fascism and, as well, a difference with, for example, West Germany or
Japan, antifascism, which provokes a strong sense of civic duty which leads citizens
to vote; compulsory vote and automatic registration of clectors. Morcover, there
are in ltaly other factors not included in the model which could help to explain its
high level of electoral participation, such as allowing two days for voting: Sunday,
6 am. to 10 ponn, and Monday morning; and facilities on train fares to return home
to vote.?

At the other end of the Table we have the United States and Switzerland.

[n the United States we find a relatively low incentive to vote. This is partly duce
to severul basic characteristics of the country. One is the low central public
expenditure (less than 23 per cent of gross domestic product, nearly 20 points
lower than the average of the countries of the European Economic Community ).
Another is the fact of being the oldest and a highly stable democracy, which
produces neither memory of an authoritarian regime nor the feeling that democracy
can be threatened, and consequently a low sense of civie duty in the above-
mentioned sense of a lack of appreciation of a differential system. There are also



Joser M. COLOMER 323

disincentives derived from other institutional characteristics such as the voluntary
vote and registration by application of citizens. There are, finally, other disincentives
not included in the model derived from the high costs of the act of voting itself:
clections on a work-day; long and very complicated procedures for voting;® low
subjective pereeption of closeness of the results, given the existence of more polls
with trustworthy predictions of results than anywhere else; projections of votes with
virtual winners on television when polls are still open in the West,

Also in the case of Switzerland some of the disincentives to vote are derived from
the special historical characteristics of the country, such as the low level of public
expenditure, the minor role of the federal government ( which includes the non-
cxistence of electoral competition between parties at the federal level of
government and chairmanship by turns), and a long and stable history of neutrality
and peace, Along with voluntary vote, there are also other factors in Switzerlund
which could explain its low turnout figures such as the most recent enfranchisement
of women, and even the existence of more aliens than anywhere else included in
the caleulus of the voting-age population.

Notes

1. It is possible o adduce more interesting details on compulsory voting in some countries.
Note, for example, this information on Australia: “The practice {compulsory voting] was
universal [in Australia] by 1942, The measure was introduced by the political parties in
their own interests. Compulsory voting obviates the need to get out the vote, reduces
the need for a large corps of workers and increases informal voting (.. . ). Compulsory
voting has also brought about the phenomenon of the ‘donkey voter’, the elector who
numbers the candidates from top to bottom {or, on the Senate ballot paper, from left o
right), thus benefiting the candidate whose alphabetic preeminence placed him at the
head of the paper. (L.} As each voter accepts a ballot his name is crossed off the electoral
rolf by a polling clerk; those whose names have not been crossed off are pursued by the
divisional returning officer, who sends an inquiring letter (known popularly as a ‘please
explain’); those who cannot provide satisfactory explanations (in practice any plausible
reason apart from sheer forgetfulness or preoccupation with other matters) have the
option of accepting a small fince ( $2) at the hands of the commonwealth electoral officer
in their state or of contesting the matter in court. The vast majority of those receiving
‘please explain’ have the luck or the wit to be able o provide ‘valid and sufficient reasons’,
Court actions are uncommaon’ ( Aitkin and Kahan, 197:4; 440, 447).

[n Italy, the Constitution stiputates that voting is a duty, and ‘Did not vote' is stamped
on the identification papers of abstainers. ‘No specific penaltics are attached to this entry
(...} but such a procedure in a2 country with a long tradition of burcaucratic control
helps to spread the conviction that voting is not only a right but a public duty and that
failure 1o exercise the right might have unfortunate consequences’ (Galli and Prandi,
L1O70: 28—32).

2. The great varicty of selective incentives which can be considered to have an cffect on
the decision (o vote or abstain has even led 1o the following thought: perhaps the best
[attempt to fit voting into a framework of rational sclf-interest] is the half:scrious claim
that people will vote in order not to be pestered any longer by a succession of political
canvassers asking them if they have voted yet' (Fan McLean, 1987, 47).

3. These criteria have brought us not to consider, for example, Mexico, Colombia, South
Africa, Turkey, which appear as democratic countries in some statistic data; as well as
fceland, Luxembourg and other small countrics. Usually, there are several kinds of
difficulties in obtaining homogencous and trustworthy data because different results are
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found in different sources. In some cases, there is deficient basic information, such as

deficient census or unofficial results; in others, the use of different criteria, such as

registered clectors or voting-age population, only valid votes or all votes (including
spuiled voues), and so on.

. Maybe the closeness estimated of the results, which had been emphasized in Downs’s
initial formula, could explain some temporat changes in the level of turnout within a
country. Usually an electoral result is considered close in 4 two-party system when there
is less than 10 per cent difference between partics (ahout 55—15). It could be also
measured, for example, by freguency of change of the chief exeeutive or ol the
parliamentary nujority.

5. It would also be relevant to consider that there are high benefits to be derived from a
high differential purty. according to Downs™s formuli. In the period in question there
were ds many as 1 partics in the Parliament, as many as five parties in the government,
and a high rate of change of the chict executive, Note this simple description of several
lactors favourable to a high turnout in which the variables of our model are reflected:
I Haly, further [automatic inscription in the census], the high trnout is favored by the
celebration of the elections on o holiday, by the existence of speciad facilitics for certain
categories (sick prople. military personnel, sailors, emigrants, cte.), by the administrative
punishment o register "Did not vote” in the certificate of good conduct and, in general,
by an clement of political culture of postwar {tdy: the very extended idea thal the act
of voting is an important political and moral duty. an clement which is strongly influeneed
by the suppression of electoral participation under fascism.” ‘In laly the dominant
political culture steesses only or mainly the civic duty 1o vote and it is @ motivation more
linked 1o a4 more or less justificd fear of punishments than to positive elements” (Sani.
{9760,

6. There has been a recent introduction of an casier mechanical procedure for voting in
some stiates, but for example in P984 in San Francisco the act 1o vole was so complicated
¢~ ¢ decisions tor offices and referendums ) that the time 1o vote had o be limited 1o the
not short period of wen minutes for every clector, Consider also the probably Tow
differential party, in Downss sense, derived from the existence of only two parties,

References

om Aitkin and Michacel Kahan, “Australia: Class Politics in the New World' in Flectoral
Bebavior: A Comparative Handbook, Richard Rose (editor), (New York: The Free Press,
1971}

Briay Barey, Saciologls

s, Beonontists cand Democracy. (London: Collicr-Macmillan, 1970),

G Bingham Powcll, e Coutermprorary Democricies, Participetion, Stability, and Violence,
¢ Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1982).

G Bingham Powdll Je, CAmerican Voter Turnout in Comparative Perspective’, Americen
Political Science Revivw, 80 LY80, pp. 17—15

Ivor Crewe, “Electoral Participation’ in Democrdcy daf the Polls. A Comparative Study of
Competitive Natiomal Elections, David Buder, Howard R. Penniman, and Austin Ranney
(editors ) { Washington--London: American Enterprise Institute for Public Policy Rescarch,
198 1)

warl Dittrich and Lars Norby Johansen, “Voting Turnout in Europe, 19451978 Myths and
Realities” in Western Europedan Parly Systents, Continuity aud Chenge, Hans Diadder and
Peter Mair (editors ), (London: Sapge-ECPR, 1983).

Anthony Downs, An Econowdic Theory of Democraey, (New York: Harper and Row, 1957}

John Fercjohn and Morris Fiorina, “The Paradox of Not Yoting: A Decision Theorctical
Analysis', nericdtr Political Science Review, O8: 1971, pp. 525-30.

Frances Fox Piven and Richard A, Cloward, Winy Americans don’t rote, (New York: Puntheon
Books, 1988}



Josep M. Coremir 325

Giorgio Galli and Afonso Prandi, Patterns of Political Participation in Ity (New Haven:
Yale Univ. Press, 1970).

David Glass, Peverill Squire and Raymond Wolfinger, “Voter Turnout: An liternational
Compuarison’, Pubiic Opinion, December—January 1984, pp. 49-55,

David Glass, Peverill Squire and Raymond Wolfinger, ‘Residential Mobility and Yoter Turnout’,
American Political Science Review, 81: 1987, pp. 435-65,

Robert W Jackman, ‘Political Institutions and Voter Turnout in the Industrial Democracies’,
American Political Science Reviewe, 81: 1987, pp. -i05=23.

Jue-On Kim, John Petrocik and Stephen N Enokson, *Voter Turnout among the American
States: Systemic and Individual Components’, American Political Science Reviewe, 09: 1975,
pp. 10731,

lan McLean, Rational Choice, An hitroduction { Oxford: B. Blackwell, [987).

Thomas T. Mackic and Richard Rose. The International Atmanac of Electoral [istory, (New
York: Facts on File, 1982).

Guillermo Owen and Bernard Grofiman, “To Vote or Not to Vote: The Paradox of Nonvoting',
Public Choice, 12: 1984, pp. 311-25.

William Riker and Peter Co Ordeshook, ‘A Theory of the Caleulus of Voting', Arrericean
Political Science Reviewr, 62: 1968, pp. 25—i3.

Richard Rose (editor), Electoral Bebavior: A Compareative Handbook, (New York: The Yree
Press, 1974),

Steven ] Rosenstone and Raymond E. Wolfinger, “The Effect of Registration Laws on Voter
Turnowt’, American Political Science Keview, 72, 1974, pp. 22—15.

Glacomo Sani, " Astensionisma”. Partecipazione politicn’. in Dizionario di poditica, N, Bobbio
and . Mattenedd (editors), (Torino: Unione Tipografico-Editrice Torinese, 1976).

Herbert Tingsten, Political Bebavior: Studies {n Election Statistics, Totow, NJ.: Bedminster
Press, 1963 (originally issued in 1937 quoted by Bingham Powell, 1982 113),

Gordon Tullock, Yoward « Mathemeiics of Politics, ( Ann Arbor: Liniversity of Michigan Press,
1967).

Marvin Weinstein, Uruguay: The Politics of Failure, {Woestport, Conn: Greenwood Press,
1975) (quoted by Bingham Powell, 1982 113).



Flectoral Studies (1991 ), 1004, 326—347

Electoral Competition and Minority
Alienation in a Plurality System: Sri Lanka
1947-77

AMITA SHASTRI™

Department of Political Science, San Francisco State University, 1600 Holloweay
Ave, San Francisco, CA 94132, 1/SA

Till recently, Sri Lanka was distinctive amongst the less developed
countries for having a parliamentary democracy based on regular and fair
competitive elections. The present article analyses the long-term impact
that the plurality system of elections had on the consolidation of political
alignments and cleavages in Sri Lanka in its post-independence period. The
study finds that the very success of the plurality system in encouraging
popular pasticipation, hi-polar competition, political cohesion and stability
contributed to engendering their unacceptable extremes in Sri Lanka's
resource-scaree context. In the longer run, the increasing radicalization of
the clectorate, acute party competition for control of the state, ethnic
sectarianism, and absolute parliamentary majoritics served to undermine
the democratic aspects of the system.

Sri Lanka was, until recently, distinctive amongst the less developed countries as a
showcase of pacliamentary  democracy based on regular and fair competitive
clections. However, the electoral irregularities and cthnic hostilities that divided Sri
Lankan socicty in the 19805 and continue to do so today call for a re-examination
of the political system that prevailed in the preceding decades. The present article
analyses the long-term impact that the single-member plurality system of clections
ciun be discerned to have had on the consolidation of political alignments and
cleavages in Sri Lanka in its post-independence period berween 1947 and 1977,

Theoretical Perspectives

In the well-known discussion on electoral systems, scholars have pointed out that
the advantage of the single-member simple plurality (SMSP) system over the
proportional system of representation (PR) lics in the fact that the former is the
more likely to result in a stable government and a democratic two-party system
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TRANSITIONS BY AGREEMENT:
MODELING THE SPANISH WAY
JOSEP M. COLOMER

Autonomous University of Barcelona

Several nonrevolutionary cases of transition to democracy are modeled. Dif-
ferent preferences and strategic choices between the alternatives of continuity, reform,
and rupture of the authoritarian regime are used to define conventional distinctions
between hard-liners, soft-liners, and opposition more precisely. Six groups of actors
emerge. Using game theory, the interactions among these actors are formally analyzed.
The possibility of political pact in the first phase of change is identified with the possi-
bility of cooperation between players in games in which the equilibrium is a deficient
outcome. Three models of transition by agreement are established: agreed reform within
the ruling bloc, controlled opening to the opposition, and sudden collapse of the authori-
tarian regime., Each of these models entails differences in the pace of change and in the
limits of the pact and can be associated with different cases of transition in Southern
Europe, Latin America, and Eastern Europe.

Around one-third of the demo-
cratic regimes existing today are the result
of transitions from authoritarian regimes
that have taken place since 1973. Three
large waves can be distinguished: in
Southern Europe in the mid-1970s, in
Latin America in the 1980s, and in Eastern
Europe since the end of the 1980s. In
many of these processes, frequent and
praiseworthy references to the Spanish
model of transition to democracy have
been made, generally identifying it with
negotiations and pacts among political
elites and consensus among the citizenry
that avoid acts of revenge, violent con-
frontations, and civil war. Spanish politi-
cians have often presented themselves
abroad as protagonists of this process;
and numerous politicians from other
countries in transition have sought in-
spiration in the Spanish experience.’ At
the same time, scholars on comparative
transitions in Southern Europe and Latin
America have paid particular attention to
the “Spanish model.” One of them, Juan J.

Linz, who has studied the breakdown of
democracies extensively, returned to this
subject after the first wave of transitions
to democracy (Linz 1978, 1981). The
references to the Spanish model are also
abundant in the important collective
work directed by O'Donnell, Schmitter
and Whitehead (1986) in which Adam
Przeworski goes so far to say that “Spain
seems the country to be studied” (1986, 3,
61).

To model the Spanish transition, it is
important to observe the first phases of
the process. It should be especially noted
that real negotiations and pacts between
the former Francoists, converted to re-
formists of the authoritarian regime, and
the democratic opposition—which tend to
be presented as characteristic of this
case—did not take place until after the
first free elections, held on 15 June 1977, a
year-and-a-half after the death of the dic-
tator on 20 November 1975. In fact, these
postelectoral pacts (especially the elabora-
tion of a new democratic constitution, the

AMERICAN POLITICAL SCIENCE REVIEW
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decentralization or creation of the “auton-
omous communities” and the “"Moncloa
agreements” in economic policy} were
largely conditioned by the composition of
the elected Cortes, in which the reformists
of the government, the Uni6n del Centro
Democrético, failed to obtain the major-
ity to which they aspired. Instead, in the
preelectoral period, which tends to be
decisive in many aspects of processes of
transition, the reformists did not agree
with the democratic opposition but,
rather, with the continuists of the authori-
tarian regime.

Based on this case, some of the charac-
teristic features of the first phase of the
transition to democracy are modeled
below in a manner I believe valid for
interpreting processes of change of regime
in multiple real cases. The conceptual
categories and the analyses presented,
based on game theory, are especially
appropriate for a phase characterized by
much uncertainty among the actors about
the future and by the predominance of
strategic behaviors—namely the phase
between the liberalization (which permits
the definition of positions and the identifi-
cation of actors) and the first free elec-
tions (which establish a more precise rela-
tionship of forces and tend to move the
interaction of groups within parliamen-
tary and state institutions).

Game theory furnishes useful tools to
study situations of interaction between
several groups with contradictory and at
the same time interdependent interests,
such as transitions to democracy. The
theoretical framework focuses on choices
and strategies; but some findings of our
formal analysis also indicate the impor-
tance of social and cultural factors in
identifying the relevant actors and their
orders of preferences, aspects to be fur-
ther developed in the future. For the
moment, 1 present a definition of the
alternatives and actors of the process and
a formal analysis of the interactions,
especially in some games permitting a

beneficial cooperation between players, in
order to interpret and stress certain fea-
tures of real processes of transition.

Alternatives and Actors

In light of numerous cases, it may be
said that in the face of an authoritarian
regime, three basic alternatives can be
defined. First, there is the continuity (C)
of the regime, which sometimes may be
based on a successful institutionalization
process of the authoritarian government.
Second, there is a moderate reform (r) of
the authoritarian institutions, which gen-
erally leads to a limited democracy. Those
who favor this alternative accept that a
postauthoritarian regime has to be based
on a plurality of parties and on free elec-
tions by universal suffrage but usually
attempt to impose some restrictions on
the activity of certain parties, an electoral
system that deviates representation in
their favor, the continuity of certain insti-
tutions, and the absence of the settling of
accounts and reprisals against authori-
tarians. When the transition necessarily
entails change in the economic system, as
in the socialist countries, they also
attempt to maintain control of some parts
of the productive apparatus. Third, there
is the rupture (R) with the legal and insti-
tutional framework of the authoritarian
regime and the initiation of a constituent
process without restrictions for the estab-
lishment of a democratic regime (as well
as a market economy in the transition
from the socialist regimes).

It is easy to line up the three alterna-
tives according to a greater or lesser
degree of change or discontinuity with the
past: R, r, C. There are six different
orders of preference of the three alterna-
tives, which define six different actors or
strategic groups in the political process of
transition, as seen in Table 1. Understand
that column 3, for example, means that
for the persons of this group the first pref-
erence is r, the second preference is R, and
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Table 1. Transition Preference Orders of Strategic Groups

Opposition Ruling Bloc
Soft-liners Hard-liners

1 2 3 4 5 6
Strategic Groups ~ Revolutionaries  Rupturists Reformists Openists Continuists Involutionists
(Maximalists) (Gradualists) (Maximnalists)

Most Preferred R R T r C C

C r R C r R

Least Preferred r C C R r

Note: R = rupture; C = continuity; and r = reform.

the third prefrence is C; that is, reformists
prefer reform to rupture and rupture to
continuity. The rest of the columns indi-
cate the other possible orders of pref-
erences.

These different orderings exist among
citizens as well as among political elites
and allow us to identify the actors of the
political process of transition more pre-
cisely than the usual simple distinctions
between “hard-liners” and “soft-liners.”
Broadly, they can be defined as follows:

1. Revolutionaries. Of the existing alter-
natives, they prefer rupture; but rather
than reform, which would only half-
way satisfy popular demands and
would mortgage possibilities for more
radical change for many years, they
prefer to preserve revolutionary mili-
tancy and continue the struggle against
continuity.

2. Rupturists, or democratic opposition,
They prefer rupture but would rather
accept reform (which can provoke
internal contradictions among continu-~
ists and allow a more gradual and
somewhat slower advance toward the
achievement of some democratic objec-
tives) than continuity. Some former
members of the revolutionary opposi-
tion may join this group following
experiences with negative results, such
as a previous civil war. However, the

failure of a transition by agreement can
also push some members of this oppo-
sition toward the first group’s position
of intransigent radicalism.

. Reformists. They desire a change of

regime, controlling it better from
above, preserving some elements of
continuity, and benefiting from the
advantages that their positions of
power give them. Some members of
the democratic opposition may adapt
their preferences, identifying them
with those of the reformists, after hav-
ing reached the conclusion that rupture
is impossible or too costly and because,
above all, they wish to rid themselves
of the dictatorship.

. Openists or promoters of a political

thaw (aperturistas in Spain or aber-
turistas in Brazil). They desire mod-
erate reform, but faced with the danger
of rupture, they prefer to resist by join-
ing the continuists. Some authoritari-
ans may adopt this position after
reaching the conclusion that continuity
is impossible and that rupture is to be
feared more than anything else.

. Continuists. They prefer continuity

but would rather accept reform (which
would allow them to conserve some
privileges from the past) than the
feared rupture.

. Involutionists (known as “el bunker”

during the Spanish transition). They
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aspire to continuity, but in the face of a
democratizing reform that would
dilute the foundations of the authori-
tarian regime, they would prefer a
direct confrontation with the rupturist
opposition as a way to establish a new
dictatorship. Some continuists may
feel compelled to radicalize their posi-
tion toward those in this column if
their initial concessions to reform end
up leading to the success of rupture.

Observe that groups 2-5 maintain
orders of preference consistent with the
above gradation R, r, C; for this reason I
will call these groups gradualists. On the
other hand, groups 1 and 6 prefer the two
extreme options to the intermediate one;
for this reason I will call these groups
maximalists.

Maximalists may adopt more or less
bombastic expressions, such as “Better to
die on one's feet than live on one’s knees,”
as some Spanish communist leaders said
during the civil war of 1936-39, or “Better
to die with honor than live in contempt,”
a common expression in some publica-
tions of Spanish fascists of the 1960s.
Often, the political culture of these groups
includes elements such as the interest in
“unmasking the true nature” of the
enemy, the opinion that their possibilities
for success increase in a situation of open
confrontation, the rejection of “lukewarm
attitudes,” the shared hatred of liberalism
more than even communism or fascism,
and dialectical pirouettes such as “The
worse, the better.” Obviously, in both
cases, to live on one’s feet or with honor is
preferred above all; but in contrast to the
magnificence attributed to that main
objective, the alternative implying humili-
ation or mediocrity is relegated to last
place. Understandably, characteristic slo-
gans of the gradualist groups, such as the
“lesser evil” or “A bird in the hand is
worth two in the bush,” are judged by
maximalists to be expressions of moral

misery. The actors in columns 2-5 tend to
be characterized by risk neutrality or risk
aversion, that is, caution and fear, and
those in columns 1 and 6, by a propensity
for risk and a taste for vivere pericolosa-
mente (“living dangerously,” the slogan of
Italian fascism).

This distinction between gradualists
and maximalists may be compared with
that outlined by Duncan Black in his
study of the conditions of equilibrium in
voting. While the preferences of grad-
ualists may be represented by single-
peaked curves, those of maximalists
would take the form of multipeaked
curves. According to this theory, max-
malist opinions would always be defeated
in any voting in which gradualists con-
verge around an alternative preferred by
the majority; but if the maximalists had
sufficient support, they would generate
cyclical majorities (Black 1987, esp.
chaps. 4-7). This suggests that if maxi-
malists are sufficiently influential, they
can generate a situation of prolonged
political instability, with an absence of
equilibrium. Otherwise, they tend to be
excluded from the consensus among grad-
ualists. 1 will return to this suggestion
later.

It may be significant of maximalism
that the same expression, ultras, was used
in Spain during the 1970s to describe the
nostalgics of the early Francoism, which
would correspond to Group 6 of our
table, and in the Soviet Union of the 1980s
to refer to certain members of the radical
opposition who would fall into group 1.
Although perhaps in both cases these
would be persons of similar right-wing
ideology, in conventional terms, transi-
tion politics is characteristically not
ideology- or class-based; rather, actors
are distinguished fundamentally by their
strategic orientations in the face of
change. In fact, the orders of preference
here presented can be adopted by various
ideologies and, of course, by civilians as
well as members of the military. The same
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ordering can be shared by different organ-
izations; and several of them may coexist
within a party, a platform of several par-
ties, a government, or a military body, so
that in each case an applied analysis will
have to carefuly delimit those collectives
to which one can attribute the same will
and a single criterion of choice,

The proportions of political strength
and social support of one or another stra-
tegic group probably depend on factors
like the social structure and the duration
and forms of domination of the authori-
tarian regime. They are also, however,
the expression of attitudes of initiative,
self-confidence, daring, imitation, and
opportunity of their leaders, as well as of
the opinion formed in different sectors of
society through reflection on past experi-
ence. As I have already suggested in pre-
senting the various groups, some persons
may change their affiliation to one group
or another in the course of the transition
process, given the characteristic uncer-
tainty in which the actors perform and the
abundancy of unexpected or undesired
consequences of their choices in such a
fluid situation. In any case, the identifica-
tion of the six groups of actors is, as we
shall see, sufficiently pertinent and allows
us more precisely to define the “various
currents and factions” that O'Donnell and
Schmitter (1986) perceived among hard-
liners and soft-liners (see also, for some
ideas of this sort, although centered on
alternatives of economic change, Hirsch-
man 1963, 277-97).

It is also convenient for our analysis to
retain affinities by blocs: the opposition
bloc, made up of groups 1 and 2, revolu-
tionaries and rupturists, coincide in their
first preference R; the bloc of soft-liners,
made up of groups 3 and 4, reformists and
openists, coincide in their first preference
r; and the bloc of hard-liners, made up of
groups 5 and 6, continuists and involu-
tionists, coincide in their first preference
C. The last two blocs make up what can
be called a broader-ruling bloc.

Formal Analysis of the
Interactions

The interesting situations—because
their result is not obvious—are those in
which none of the mentioned groups or
blocs is sufficiently predominant to
impose its first preference by itself on the
others. In these situations, in which the
“nonrevolutionary transitions” are in-
cluded, each of the groups may use dif-
ferent forms of legal or illegal pressure,
from the use of repressive mechanisms to
the mobilization of the masses or threats
of boycott. Each group, however, must
necessarily enter into relations of conces-
sions and compromises with one of the
other groups in order to obtain their
objectives. In the Spanish transition of
1976~77, for example, the expression rup-
tura pactada (agreed rupture) expressed
the desire of the democratic opposition to
negotiate the rupture with soft-liners,
while the expression reforma pactada
(agreed reform) expressed the desire of the
reformist government to attract other
groups to its reform project.

Though each group interacts with the
others, I limit myself to interactions by
twos. Thus, each actor has to choose not
between the three alternatives defined
above, R, r, and C but between pairs of
alternatives, that is, situations defined by
the actor’s choice and the choice of the
interlocutor. We need to establish, then,
orders of preferences for each actor with
respect to each pair of alternatives, To do
this, in accordance with the three alterna-
tives, I construct the ordering of pairs of
alternatives presented in Table 2, gradu-
ated from greater to lesser degree of pres-
sure for change.

To avoid unnecessary complications
and in order to maintain an appropriate
degree of realism, | will consider only the
situations created by the choices made
between each actor’s first two preferences.
The choice of an actor’s last preference
should be considered, rather than an
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Table 2. Pairs of Transition Alternatives
By Level of Pressure for Change

Pressure Level Pairs of Alternatives
Very high RR

High Rr, IR
Medium r, RC, CR
Low Cr, rC

Very low cc

Note: R = rupture; C = continuity; and r =
reform.

interaction, a complete defeat or sur-
render to the predominance of the other
actor; hence, its inclusion would not add
any interesting development. I adopt the
logical hypothesis that each actor’s first
preference is the pair of alternatives with
a degree of pressure for change that corre-
sponds to the first preferred alternative
(high and very high for those who prefer
R, medium for those who prefer r, and
low and very low for those who prefer C);
each actor’s second preference is the pair
of alternatives with a degree of pressure
for change that corresponds to the second
preferred alternative, and so on. I assume
that each actor follows the complemen-
tary criterion that when there are several
pairs of alternatives, with the same degree
of pressure for change (as at the medium
level), the achievement of the objective
that satisfies that level by coinciding with
the interlocutor is preferred to the con-

stant conflict and confrontation between
incompatible alternatives, since in the lat-
ter situation no alternative can win. Con-
sequently, the order of preferences de-
rived from this criterion can be considered
an expression of an attitude relatively in-
clined to pacts. I will return to this later.

These assumptions are enough to con-
struct a complete order of preferences for
the six actors defined with respect to the
pairs of alternatives, as seen in Table 3
(where the initial sign of each pair indi-
cates the choice of the actor and the
second sign the choice of the interlocutor).
Thus, for example, group 2 (rupturists)
prefers the pair of alternatives following
the same order from top to bottom as pre-
sented in Table 2 (eliminating those where
the choice would be the actor's last pref-
erence, C); group 5 (continuists) prefers
the pairs of alternatives in an exactly
inverse order (eliminating those where the
choice would be the actor’s last pref-
erence, R); group 3 (reformists) first
prefers the pairs of alternatives with a
medium degree of pressure for change,
then the pairs with a high and very high
degree of pressure, and finally the pairs
with a low degree of pressure (eliminating
those where the choice would be the
actor's last preference, C) and, in case of
pairs with the same degree of pressure for
change, giving priority to the pair in
which there is a coincidence with the
interlocutor and in which the actor’s most

Table 3. Preference Orders of Pairs of Transition Alternatives of Strategic Groups

1 2 3 4 5 6

Strategic Groups  Revolutionaries Rupturists Reformists  Openists Continuists  Involutionists
Most Preferred RR RR e ¢ r cC cc

Rr Rr RC CR Cr Cr

CcC rR R rC rC RR

Cr r Rr Cr rr Rr

RC RC RR cC CR CR
Least Preferred CR rC rC 1414 R RC

Note: R = rupture; C = continuity; and r = reform.
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preferred alternative is adopted, and so
on.

Games

We can now proceed with the formal
analysis of the interactions among the
actors using game theory. The combina-
tions of six elements by twos give us a
total of 15 different pairings of actors. In
each situation defined by the choices of
two paired actors, an ordinal value from
four to one is given for each actor, accord-
ing to the orderings in Table 3. The corre-
sponding games, whose matrices can be
found in the Appendix, can be classified
according to the complete taxonomy of 78
nonequivalent two-by-two games elab-
orated by Rapoport and Guyer (1966).
We find the following categories:

No-conflict games. Those with inter-
actions between two groups of the
same bloc: 1-2, 3-4, and 5-6 (Figure
A-1).

Games with a single strongly stable
equilibrium. Those with interactions
between contiguous groups of different
blocs: 2-3 and 4-5 (Figure A-2).

Games with a single, strongly stable
deficient equilibrium. That with inter-
action between gradualist groups of
distant blocs: 2-5 (Figure A-3).

Games with a single, threat-vulnerable
equilibrium. Those with interactions
between other groups of distant blocs,
with presence of maximalists: 1-5 and
2-6 (Figure A-4).

Games with a single, force-vulnerable
equilibrium. Those with interactions
between gradualist distant groups of
neighboring blocs: 2-4 and 3-5 (Figure
A-5).

Games with a single, unstable equilib-
rium. Those with interactions between
other distant groups of neighboring
blocs, with presence of maximalists:
1-3 and 4-6 (Figure A-6).

Preemption games, or two-equilibria
games with nonequilibrium outcome,
That with the remaining interaction
between groups of distant blocs, the
two maximalist actors: 1-6, It is inter-
esting to observe that in an interpreta-
tion of this game as a confrontation,
known as Let-George-Do-It, or Apol-
ogy, each party wants to settle with a
conciliatory apology, but each prefers
the other to take the initiative to avoid
“losing face”—a very appropriate
image for a confrontation between
political extremes (Figure A-7).

Cycle games, or games without equi-
libria. Those with interactions between
the most distant groups of neighboring
blocs, also with maximalists; 1-4 and
3-6 (Figure A-8).

Rapoport and Guyer (1966) employ the
notion of natural outcome (defined by the
dominant strategies of the actors, the
Pareto equilibrium, and the maximin
strategy), represented always in the upper
left-hand corner of the matrix. Observing
these outcomes in the matrices of the
Appendix, we can establish three different
types of interactions with three different
types of outcomes.

Alternative Acceptable to Both Actors,
This alternative is rupture, R, in game 2-6
and continuity, C, in game 1-5. In descrip-
tive terms, this means that the democratic
opposition can obtain its objective of rup-
ture if the relevant adversary in confron-
tation is a hard-liner group with maximal-
ist strategic attitudes. This model might
possibly explain some aspects of the
establishment of democracy in certain
countries in Europe in historical periods
previous to those I consider here, includ-
ing some processes that took place at the
end of World War II, at least in those
countries where there was an organized
antifascist resistance by the main demo-
cratic parties. In a similar manner, the
continuists can obtain their objective,
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continuity of the authoritarian regime, if
the adversary with which they are in con-
frontation is a group with maximalist
strategic attitudes, as shown by the sur-
vival capacity of certain nontotalitarian
dictatorships when they confront a revo-
lutionary opposition. In other words,
maximalists on each side are defeated by
the gradualists of the opposite bloc.

Confrontation between Two Alternatives
or a Cycle. In games 1-3 and 2-3 an out-
come Rr is obtained; that is, the inter-
action of the two opposition groups and
the reformists produces a confrontation
without agreement between the alterna-
tives of rupture and reform. In games 4-5
and 4-6 an outcome rC is obtained; that
is, the interaction of the openists and the
two hard-liner groups produces a con-
frontation without agreement between the
alternatives of reform and continuity. In
game 1-6 an outcome RC is obtained; that
is, the interaction of the two maximalist
groups, revolutionaries and involution-
ists, produces a confrontation without
agreement between the alternatives of
rupture and continuity. In games 1-4 and
3-6 cycles are obtained; that is, in the
remaining interactions of the maximalists
not included in the cases already men-
tioned, confrontations without agreement
also take place between different alterna-
tives, in these cases with changing out-
comes that may indicate a situation of
general political instability.

Deficient Equilibrium Improvable by

Cooperation between the Two Actors,
They are those represented by games 2-4,
2-5, and 3-5. According to the orders of
preferences 1 have hypothesized, the
cooperation leading to an agreed and effi-
cient outcome is only one possibility.
There is no guarantee that this outcome
will occur, especially if the actor or actors
motivated, in each case, to choose the
alternative leading to a better outcome do
not have the necessary capability for
promise and threat to make the other
comply with the commitment. This means
that cooperation would not be possible if
the structure of preferences of the actors
did not follow the complementary cri-
terion adopted before on the preferability
of coinciding over confrontation when
both cutcomes entail the same degree of
pressure for change. But even following
this criterion, the possibility appears only
in very few interactions, as we have seen.
The real meaning of these games, the
matrices of which I reproduce in Figure 1,
is the possibility of political change by
means of a pact. As can be easily ob-
served, success depends in large part on
the subjective conditions of the actors to
take advantage of the opportunity.
Game 2-5 is the celebrated prisoner’s
dilemma, where a deficient outcome is
reached, situated in the upper left-hand
corner of the matrix, and both players are
motivated to cooperate to transfer the
outcome to the lower right-hand corner of
the matrix, that is, to reform by agree-
ment. However, once there, both players
are also motivated to depart from this

Figure 1. Games of Transitions by Agreement

Reformists
R r
Cl23]la1 2 R
Continuists Rupturlsts
r 1213 4 r

4 5
Openlsts Continulsts
c r c r
2 3141 s Rjl22]41
Rupturists
1 213 4 r|f1 4|3 3
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outcome—so they need mutual promises
and threats to consolidate the agreement.
In games 2-4 and 3-5, games with a single,
force-vulnerable equilibrium, a deficient
outcome is also achieved in the upper left-
hand corner of the matrix, and both
players are motivated to cooperate to
transfer the outcome to the lower right-
hand corner, that is, to reform by agree-
ment. In these cases, however, once there,
only one player (group 2 in the first game
and group 5 in the second) is motivated to
abandon this outcome—so it is the other
player who needs promises and threats to
consolidate the agreement.

Transitions by Cooperation

These theoretical findings signify in
political terms that there are several possi-
ble outcomes to the pressures faced by an
authoritarian regime. One possible way
to democracy is the change achieved by
rupturists confronting an adversary with
involutionist strategic attitudes (inter-
action 2-4). In many other situations a
confrontation without solution between
different alternatives—that is, a more or
less permanent political instability and
perhaps a civil war—can occur. Finally,
there are three possible pacts, or non-
revolutionary transitions. These are

1. between rupturists and openists (inter-
action 2-4)

2. between reformists and continuists {in-
teraction 3-5)

3. between rupturists and continuists (in-
teraction 2-5)

In other words, there is one possible pact
between an opposition group and a soft-
liner group, another between a soft-liner
group and a hard-liner group, and an-
other between an opposition group and a
hard-liner group. The exclusion of maxi-
malists from the ¢onsensus among some
gradualists appears, then, to be con-
firmed.

It seems logical to assume that the
groups that occupy intermediate positions
among the pairs mentioned are also incor-
porated in the new political framework,
although they occupy a subordinate role
in the process of change (e.g., the pact 3-5
would entail the inclusion of group 4). But
what is most interesting is that there do
not seem to be real possibilities for agree-
ment when the two main actors of the
interaction are situated in contiguous
spaces in the continuum from greater to
lesser change (like those represented in
Tables 1 and 3) but only between actors
relatively distant in their strategic posi-
tions. Thus, the pact between soft-liners
and hard-liners is not carried out by prox-
imate openists and continuists-—as seen in
the interaction 4-5, the outcome of which
is a confrontation between reform and
continuity—but rather by the more dis-
tant reformists and continuists (3-5). In
the same manner, the pacts of the rup-
turist opposition are not reached with
reformists—the outcome of the inter-
action 2-3 being a confrontation between
rupture and reform—but, rather, with
openists (2-4) or continuists (2-5).

This paradox is explained by the capac-
ity of threat and deterrence that can be
found between actors who are relatively
distant in their strategic positions, leading
one or both of them to accept a second-
best alternative more readily than the
proximity of strategic positions does.
Expressed in more formal terms, in inter-
actions 2-3 and 4-5 the two players coin-
cide in their two most preferred alterna-
tives, although they prefer them inverse-
ly. In this manner, neither of the two can
threaten the other with choosing the sec-
ond preference, since it would only satisfy
the first preference of the interlocutor.
Conversely, in interactions 3-5 and 4-2,
the player named first in each case can
threaten to adopt the second preference,
which is the worst for the interlocutor.
The latter is then forced to pick the lesser
evil of the second preference, which is the
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first preference of the first player. In inter-
action 2-5 the threat is mutual, given that
the first preference of each player is the
worst for the other, so that both are moti-
vated to coincide in the second.

In the real world, this capability of
agreement between actors who are rela-
tively distant can explain surprising and
apparently mysterious occurrences, such
as great difficulties in reaching agreements
in negotiations between groups whose
preferences are too proximate, reformist
government’s capacity for maneuverabil-
ity in trying to persuade continuists to
accept reform of the authoritarian regime,
and the outstanding role of certain hard-
liners with a notorious history of repres-
sion in some pacts with the opposition
(whom they themselves might have perse-
cuted at one time).

The Spanish Way and
Other Ways of Transition

If we follow the analysis of Rapoport
and Guyer (1966), the three games men-
tioned can be the object of some interest-
ing observations that help to enlighten
real cases of transition by agreement.

Agreed Reform

We can cobserve that in game 3-5 only
group 5 (continuists} is motivated to
accept reform at first. But in the efficient
outcome reached through cooperation,
only group 3 (reformists) is satisfied (hav-
ing obtained the first preference, with
ordinal value 4), while the second is moti-
vated to return to continuity. For this
reason, the first needs promises and
threats to consolidate reform and avoid
the possible generation of a cycle. These
characteristics suggest that cooperation
toward the outcome rr can only occur at
the initiative of group 3, which is actually
the most interested in reform.

An initiative of this type by reformists

toward continuists led to the success of
the reform in Spain between July 1976 and
June 1977. After the death of the dictator
Franco in November 1975, King Juan
Carlos named as president of the govern-
ment the last president of General Franco,
Carlos Arias, who can rightly be con-
sidered a genuine continuist. However,
the new government also included some
openists—promoters of a reform of the
Francoist legal framework-—particularly
Manuel Fraga, who was named second
vice president and minister of the interior.
The openists of the government tried to
negotiate the reform in a mixed commis-
sion (especially created for that purpose)
between representatives of the govern-
ment and the Consejo Nacional del Movi-
miento, the single party of the dictator-
ship where there was a heavy concentra-
tion of Francoists. With a logic that my
framework may explain with interaction
4-5 (openists and continuists), the
openists’ capacity to pressure the continu-
ists was insufficient, and the reform nego-
tiations failed. Meanwhile, popular
movements in the form of strikes and
demonstrations promoted by the rupturist
opposition and some revolutionary
groups, reached their highest levels.

After this failure, in July 1976, King
Juan Carlos named a new president of the
government, the reformist Adolfo Suarez,
who resolutely faced down the continu-
ists. Suarez soon presented a bill for polit-
ical reform and submitted it to the con-
sideration of both the commanders of the
armed forces and (as the Francoist laws
required) the organic Cortes.

Suarez pressured the continuists with a
new combination of promises and threats.
On the one hand, he promised the Franco-
ists the continuation of the menarchy in
the person of Juan Carlos de Borbén, who
had been designated by General Franco as
his successor; the maintenance of the
“unity of Spain”; and (“given its current
status and demands”) the exclusion of the
communists, as well as the revolutionary
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opposition, from the political arena. The
Francoists were particularly sensitive to
these questions ever since the military
uprising against the Spanish Republic and
the subsequent civil war of 1936-39, in
which the form of government, regional
nationalisms, and the influence of the
communists were some of the main issues.
Suérez also accepted the petitions of con-
tinuists and openists in favor of an elec-
toral system that rewarded representation
in rural areas (which also benefited him
personally) and the establishmnt of a sec-
ond chamber elected by a plurality system
with a certain number of senators desig-
nated by the king.

On the other hand, the army chief of
staff and Suérez's direct collaborator,
Lieutenant General Manuel Gutiérrez
Mellado, called for political abstention by
all military commanders under threat of
expulsion from the military. This threat
was applied exemplarily to hard-liner
Lieutenant General Fernando de Santiago,
first vice-president since the previous gov-
ernment, who was dismissed and rele-
gated to the reserve for having expressed
his disagreement with the government
project on labor unions. Suarez also
threatened the members of the Cortes
named by Franco with the dispossession
of their posts in state companies, with
making public the recordings of telephone
taps the government secret services had
made in their homes and offices, and with
the transmission on television of the nom-
inal vote of their bill for reform in case
they decided to vote no.

With these and other measures, Adolfo
Suarez obtained the acceptance of the
reform of the authoritarian regime by the
very Francoists who occupied the institu-~
tions; that is, he successfully promoted
the cooperation we have seen is possible
in interaction 3-5 {reformists and continu-
ists) while avoiding a further cycle and
convoked general elections that would
open a new phase.

It is important to note that during this

process there was never any real coopera-
tion between the reformist government
and the rupturist opposition. The latter’s
member parties—communists, socialists,
Basque and Catalan nationalists, and a
few liberals and Christian democrats—
joined together in the Plataforma de
Organismos Democraticos to defend the
formation of a provisional government
with the participation of the opposition.
This government would have convoked
elections without any positions of advan-
tage for any group, along with the parallel
establishment of regional governments in
Catalonia and the Basque Country, free-
dom of activity for all parties, and the free
choice by the constituent Cortes of the
forms of state and government. This
Plataforma even designated a nine-man
commission to open a dialogue and nego-
tiate with the government. However,
Suarez received only a few members, not
informing them of his projects or allowing
them any sort of negotiation, and he
made only a few minor concessions. In
other words, interaction 2-3 (rupturists
and reformists}, as my formal framework
explains, did not lead to real cooperation.
In fact, Suarez used the conversations
with the opposition as a latent threat to
the continuists that he would join the rup-
turist project if they did not accept the
reform. It can be said, then, that the first
phase of the Spanish transition was a
reforma pactada within the ruling bloc,
without interaction with the opposition.
The only important concession made
by Suarez to the opposition before the
elections was the result of his direct nego-
tiation with the general secretary of the
Spanish Communist party (PCE), Santi-
ago Carrillo, for the party's legalization.
After the legal approval of the reform by
the organic Cortes, the leaders of the PCE
followed the rest of the opposition parties
and presented the documents that the law
required to be legalized. The communists,
however, did not present their traditional
statutes, but other improvised documents
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in which they substituted an affirmation
of democratic principles for their tradi-
tional revolutionary and republican
objectives. At a secret meeting in Madrid,
Suarez and Carrillo agreed that the PCE
would be legalized if it expressly accepted
the monarchy and the two-colored mon-
archical flag, an agreement fulfilled by
both parts two months before the elec-
tions convoked by Suarez. In this man-
ner, all the parties of the rupturist opposi-
tion accepted the legal framework of
reform agreed upon by reformists and
continuists, excluding from their electoral
platforms any questioning of the monar-
chical form of government or the unitary
form of the state. Meanwhile, Suarez
imposed an electoral system that favored
him and utilized the advantages of power
to organize a candidacy with himself lead-
ing the Unién del Centro Democratico
{UCD) ballct.

Negotiations and pacts between re-
formists and the rupturist opposition as a
whole did not take place in Spain, as 1
have said, until after the elections of June
1977. The reformist candidacies of the
UCD received a plurality of votes; but
despite the serious deviations created by
the electoral system imposed by the gov-
ernment, they failed to obtain a majority
of deputies. That is why Suarez's reform-
ists had to abandon the limited constitu-
tional reform they had prepared and
accept the elaboration of a new constitu-
tion with a wide consensus in the new
democratic Cortes in December 1978
{finally approved a year-and-a-half later).
The majority of parties also agreed on a
new decentralization or creation of the
“autonomous communities” and the
“Moncloa agreements” in economic pol-
icy. It was in this later process when
the objective of rupture—a democratic
regime without restrictions—was ob-
tained, although by a different path than
the one originally desired by the ruptur-
ists. But these postelectoral pacts no
longer correspond to the initial phase of

the transition, which I am modeling by
defining the actors according to their stra-
tegic orientations. In fact, other actors,
better defined by government platforms
and ideologies—mainly the centrist,
socialist, communist, and Catalan na-
tionalist parties—did this by way of vote
trading, logrolling, and parliamentary
coalitions, which were based no longer on
fears and subjective expectations of the
future but, rather, on the specific number
of deputies each obtained.

These later concessions and pacts of
Susrez with the rupturist opposition led
to his confrontation with the continuists.
They accused him of “treason” and re-
peatedly conspired with some involution-
ist groups to organize a coup d'état, which
failed. In fact, the partial agreement of
Suérez with the communists and, after the
elections, the constitutional and other
pacts with the opposition parties, broke
the agreements that the reformist presi-
dent of the government had contracted
with the Francoists during the first phase
of the transition.

Nevertheless, the fact that the transi-
tion was initiated by way of an agreement
between reformists and continuists (3-5),
without the participation of the opposi-
tion, has had consequences for the Span-
ish democracy. For many years, the ele-
ments of continuity with the previous
authoritarian regime have been very
important. Not only was the monarchy
consolidated, but no breakdown in the
armed forces or any purge of the political
police took place. At the same time, there
has been a low level of politization of the
citizenry, thus conceding a broad margin
of autonomy to the political elites.

The process and the result of the Span-
ish transition of 1976-77 contrast with the
process and result in a previous historical
situation, the Second Spanish Republic of
1931-36. Its instability and tragic end
were influenced in large part by the prom-
inent activity of the maximalists and the
weakness of gradualist attitudes in the
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various ideological fields. There is no
doubt that the reflection on that disaster
and the trauma that the civil war of
1936-39 provoked in broad layers of
Spanish society fed the fear of the repeti-
tion of a violent confrontation. This fear
induced in the principal political actors a
predisposition to negotiation and com-
promise that has been formalized in our
analysis and that is usually pointed out as
the characteristic feature of the “Spanish
model” of transition. (For a more in-depth
analysis of the events of the Spanish tran-
sition and its implications for consoli-
dated democracy, see my book [Colomer
1990]; for an analysis in English, see
Maravall and Santamarfa 1986 and, for
the postelectoral period, Gunther 1985.)

Controlled Opening and Collapse

Unlike the Spanish model, the other
ways of transition by agreement that have
been identified coincide in including the
opposition among the decisive actors of
the first phase. In game 4-2 only the sec-
ond player (rupturists) is motivated to
accept reform at first. But in the efficient
outcome obtained by way of cooperation,
only the first player (openists) is satisfied
with obtaining the first preference (with
an ordinal value of 4}, while the second is
motivated to return to rupture. For this
reason, the first player needs to have
enough deterrent capability to consolidate
reform and avoid the possible generation
of a cycle, These characteristics suggest
that in this game, the cooperation toward
an rr outcome can only occur at the initia-
tive of group 4, the openists, while the
rupturist opposition has to adapt to it.

There are several cases where, coincid-
ing with the indication of this framework,
the openists have tried to set the condi-
tions of transition and have maintained a
certain control over the initial, rather
slow, rhythm of the liberalization and
democratization process. Although my

purpose here is more conceptual than
descriptive, I can illustrate its analytical
possibilities by referring briefly to several
cases.

The clearest one is probably Brazil
between 1982 and 1985, where there was
first a period of liberalization (distencao)
and opening (abertura), exercised by the
governments of generals Ernesto Geisel
and Jodo Figuereido against the hard-
liners of General Sylvio Frota. Later, a
slow democratization process included an
implicit—or explicit but secret—political
pact of some government soft-liners, the
regime party, and the armed forces with
the opposition to name opposer Tancredo
Neves, leader of the Movimento Demo-
cratico Brasileiro as president, in January
1985. Following this, direct presidential
elections were convoked for November of
that same year. Although some differ-
ences between the Spanish, Brazilian, and
other cases probably have to do with
broad differences in socioeconomic and
other structural factors, these would not
necessarily explain the attitudes and
strategic choices of the relevant actors
that I stress here.

A formally similar situation of inter-
action between openists and rupturists
may be seen in the transition that took
place in Uruguay between 1983 and 1984,
Some soft-liners of the authoritarian
regime, headed by the president, General
Gregorio Alvarez, and General Rapela of
the political affairs commission of the
armed forces, maintained conversations
over a period of months with representa-
tives of most of the opposition, the Par-
tido Colorado and the Frente Amplio
{excluding the Partido Blanco, which they
considered to be responsible for most of
the political instability in the period pre-
vious to the coup d'état). Finally, the
Acuerdo del Club Naval was reached, and
presidential elections were convoked for
November 1984,

A similar process of cooperation might
also explain the democratization process
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initiated in Chile in 1989, including the
agreement that General Augusto Pinochet
would continue to be head of the armed
forces while presidential elections were
held with the participation of the opposi-
tion parties led by Christian Democrat
Patricio Alwyn. Given the initiative of the
openists in all these processes and their
imposition of certain initial conditions,
such as a calendar, the offices to be
elected, the electoral system, and the
absence of acts of revenge, I propose to
call this model of transition controlled
opening to the opposition.

The third model is the one formalized in
game 2-5 (rupturists and continuists},
which, as 1 have said, is a prisoner’s
dilemma. Here, both players are moti-
vated to abandon their initial choice and
shift to reform, as long as the other coop-
erates in the same maneuver. But once
this new result has been cobtained, neither
is fully satisfied, and both are motivated
to return to their dominant strategy.
Thus, the success of the cooperation
requires that the two actors employ deter-
rents and that the two make concessions.
This need for symmetrical and condi-
tioned efforts by both parts suggests that
the agreement needs to be more synchro-
nized and probably quicker than in the
previous games, where one of the actors
maintains an initiative to which the other
adapts. This leads us to think that this is
the most appropriate formal explanation
for situations where a power vacuum has
been created that must be filled without
delay, that is, transitions provoked by a
sudden collapse of the authoritarian
regime.

A situation of this sort can be perceived
in the crises produced, for example, by
the military defeat of a dictatorship from
abroad. This would be the case of the
colonial crisis of Portugal in Africa,
which led to the uprising in 1974 of the
same armed forces that had carried out
the colonial domination, followed by the
transitional agreement between the army

and the regime’s opposition parties. While
General Antonio di Spinola became presi-
dent of the republic, a provisional govern-
ment led by the centrist Adelino di Palma
Carlos, with the participation of Socialists
and Communists, was formed, quickly
leading to the holding of constituent
elections.

As clear, or more so, would be the case
of Greece a few months later. Following a
failed liberalization in the period of Gen-
eral Papadopoulos, the loannides hard-
liners organized a disastrous military
intervention in Cyprus, after which they
convoked a “national council” with the
opposition of radicals and centrists. This
led to the naming of exiled Constatino
Karamanlis as first prime minister, while
General Fedon Ghizikis remained as tem-
porary head of state until the celebration
of elections in November of that same
year, 1974.

Finally, the transition in Argentina in
1983 also offers many elements that can
be clarified by way of a game of coopera-
tion between continuists and rupturists.
The failed invasion of the Falkland/
Malvinas Islands provoked the dismissal
of President Galtieri by other members of
the military. His substitute, General Rey-
naldo Bignone, soon established a concer-
tacién with the traditional parties, the
Justicialistas and the Radicales, that led to
presidential elections in October of that
same year.

In all of these latter cases there is no
such thing as a liberalization process that
precedes the democratization, but rather
the two take place at the same time. The
result obtained, however, is fairly vul-
nerable, since, unlike the other two
models, the two principal actors are moti-
vated to break commitments that had
been so urgently and pressingly reached.
Hence, the breaking of promises in the
postelectoral phase should not surprise
us. Reprisals against past authoritarians,
as well as destabilizing conspiracies and
plans to overthrow the regime, are rela-
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Table 4. Models of Transition by Agreement

Agreed reform Controlled opening Sudden collapse of the
Model within the ruling bloc to the opposition authoritarian régime
Actors 35 4-2 5-2

{Reformists-Continuists) {Openists-Rupturists) (Continuists-Rupturists)
Game Game with a single force- Game with a single force- Prisoner’s Dilemma

vulnerable equilibrium

3 needs threats to
consolidate cooperation

Characteristics of
the game

3 is satisfied in the
cutcome

Initiative of reformists,
adaptation of continuists

Political meaning

Liberalization precedes
democratization

Elements of institutional
continuity (no revenges,
offices out of elections)

Spain 1976-77, Soviet
Union 1985-1991

Cases

vulnerable equilibrium

4 needs threats to
consolidate cooperation

4 is satisfied in the
outcome

Initiative of “openists,”
adaptation of rupturists

Liberalization precedes
democratization

Elements of institutional
continuity (no revenges,
offices out of elections)

Brazil 1982-85, Uruguay
1983-84, Chile 1989-90,
Poland, Hungary 1987-90

(a single strongly stable
deficient equilibrium)

Both players need threats
to consolidate cooperation

Both are aggrieved in the
outcome

Mutual concessions between
continuists and rupturists

Sudden change of régime

Greece 1974, Portugal 1974,
Argentina 1982-83, East
Germany, Czechoslovakia,

Bulgaria, Rumania 1989-90

tively frequent (as in the three countries
mentioned).

Unlike the other two models, in this
third model of transition, the “sudden col-
lapse” of the dictatorship does not allow
the hard-liners a gradual reconversion to
openist positions but gives them an un-
foreseen role in the negotiations and pacts
with the opposition. In the controlled-
opening-to-the-opposition model the in-
tentions of the openists may have ripened
longer, either because from the start the
authoritarian regime publicly maintained
that its intentions were to return to
democracy (as occurred in Brazil) or
because their attempts at institutionaliz-
ing the regime failed (as occurred with the
governmental defeats in the Uruguayan
referendum in 1980 and the Chilean in
1988). The Spanish model, or agreed
reform, maintains an intermediate pace
between the other two. It sprang from a
situation of moderate social support for

the authoritarian regime, as seen, for
example, in the success of the institution-
alization of Francoism (including its vic-
tory in 1966 in a referendum similar to
those already mentioned). However, a
sudden event—the death of the dictator—
accelerated the process and oriented it
toward democratization. In this latter
case, the first free elections had a doubtful
constituent character when they were
convoked. Instead, in the case of the two
models with the participation of the oppo-
sition, the process led to the reestablish-
ment of the previous democratic constitu-
tion or elections to a constituent assembly
with the possibility of deciding the form
of government (which signified, for exam-
ple, that in Greece, unlike Spain, the
monarchy was abolished by popular ref-
erendum). A summary of the achieve-
ments presented is seen in Table 4.2

It should also be possible to apply the
formal categories presented up to this
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point to the transitions from the socialist
regimes that have recently taken place in
Eastern Europe. At least two categories
can be distinguished. For example, we
have two processes, those of Poland and
Hungary from 1987 to 1990, in which we
can perceive a liberalization prior to
democratization and where the authori-
tarian governments developed a certain
capacity for initiative. Their dealings
seem to correspond in large to the model
of cooperation 4-2 (openists and rup-
turists).

In Poland, the government's defeat in a
referendum on economic policy toward
the end of 1987, as well as a resurgence of
labor strikes in the following months, led
to the convocation of a round table in
1989. The president, General Wojciech
Jaruzelski, began negotiations with the
opposition Solidarnosé movement led by
Lech Walesa. As a result of these conver-
sations, free elections were called, but
with some restrictions: the communists
kept the majority of seats in one of the
chambers for themselves, and Jaruzelski
was named as president without taking
part in the elections.

In Hungary, the liberalization, especial-
ly the economic one, had begun in the
previous period. But it was also in 1987
when the general secretary of the Com-
munist party, Karoly Grosz, announced
the initiation of dialogue between the gov-
ernment party and the opposition. This
announcement was followed by the re-
moval of Communist leader Janos Kadar
and the isolation of the hard-liners, as
well as a series of “national reconciliation
meetings’ between governmental com-
munists and the opposition round table.
Before the celebration of free elections,
the openists had time to carry out a series
of changes under their own initiative: the
opening of frontiers, the proclamation of
a nonsocialist republic and the reconver-
sion of the Communist party into a
Socialist party to improve its electoral
possibilities.

The other processes have followed,
instead, a much faster pace. It has been
said (with a certain chronological impre-
cision but a suggestive image) that while
Poland needed 10 years to rid itself of
authoritarian communism, Hungary did
it in 10 months, East Germany needed but
10 weeks and Czechoslovakia just 10
days. (It could be added that a little over
10 hours was enough time for Rumania.)
The truth is that something close to a sud-
den collapse of the regime took place in
the fall of 1989 in the rest of the countries
of Eastern Europe after Poland and
Hungary. The opening of the borders by
governments and their crossing by citi-
zens, combined with protests in the streets
(i.e., as much or more “exit” as “voice”)
accelerated “tipping” and the downfall of
those republics.

In November, hard-liner Egor Krenz,
general secretary of the communists in
East Germany, opened the Berlin Wall
and called free elections, after which he
began a round table of negotiations with
the Democratic Forum and the opposition
parties. In Czechoslovakia, in December,
there were direct conversations between
the communist leader Ladislav Adamec
and the leader of the Civic Forum, Vaclav
Havel, which resulted in Havel's rise to
the presidency and the formation of a
government of national union as a step
toward elections. In the same month, in
Bulgaria, the head of state and of the
party, Petar Mladenov, promised free
elections, following which the Commu-
nist party started negotiations with the
Union of Democratic Forces. In Rumania,
a popular revolt and—as everything
seems to indicate—a parallel communist
and military conspiracy brought down
the dictatorship and led to the creation of
the National Salvation Front, in which
high-ranking members of the communist
regime and the opposition coincided,
including the newly named president, Ion
Iliescu, and Doina Cornea the Christian
democrat. It seems, then, that many of
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the agreements between members of the
ruling bloc and the opposition in all these
cases can be interpreted with our model of
cooperation 2-5 (rupturists and continu-
ists). The difference with respect to the
previous cases is that the collapse of the
regimes in Eastern Europe has not been
the direct result of a military defeat of the
authoritarian rulers by a foreign power
but rather of the collapse of its inter-
national support structure, that is, the
USSR’s abandoning of its guardian role.

In this limited overview, cases of transi-
tion by agreement best comparable to the
“Spanish model” of cooperation between
reformists and continuists (3-5) surpris-
ingly do not abound. However, 1 suggest
that some elements of this model can be
usefully applied to the analysis of the pro-
cess in the Soviet Union in 1985-1991,
Following a first stage of glasnost
(liberalization) the process of perestroika,
which implied democratization but also a
federal redefinition of the Russian Empire
and a complex change of the economic
system, ran into serious difficulties, As a
result, change in the USSR gave way to
the transition in the other socialist coun-
tries of Eastern Europe, which have gone
from being its wards to being its support
cushion.

In this particularly slow process, the
reformists led by Mikhail Gorbachev
were to operate between two main actors.
On the one hand, there were the powerful
continuists installed in the Communist
party apparatus, the secret services and
part of the army. On the other, there was
a relatively weak opposition, which,
unlike other Eastern European countries,
maintains practically no connections with
previous democratic movements, has
practically no relationship with the main
democratic tendencies of Western coun-
tries, and is led in part by recently con-
verted former communists (like the Rus-
sian Boris Yeltsin). At some point, it ap-
peared that Gorbachev's negotiations
with the opposition might lead to specific

agreements, such as the economic reform
known as the Five Hundred Day Plan
discussed during the summer of 1990. But
the president of the USSR avoided any
commitment and seems to have used his
contacts with the opposition as a threat to
overcome the resistance of the continuists
to the controlled changes he wished to im-
pose. A few months later, Gorbachev
named some openists as high-ranking of-
ficials. Possibly he thought that these
threats and concessions, as well as his vic-
tory on a March 1991 referendum to
preserve the union, were enough to im-
pose his reform project to hard-liners.
However, when he tacked again toward
the opposition to sign a new union treaty,
openists and continuists, considering that
their agreements with Gorbachev were
not upheld, turned against him. In this
way, and independent of the applied
analysis remaining to be done, our model
allows us to stress some aspects of the
process that in a comparative perspective,
may gain importance and improve our
understanding of the factors of change in
the TJSSR.

I would reiterate that everything that
has been said up to this point refers only
to a preelectoral phase of the processes of
transition. Electoral results tend to change
the delimitation of the actors and formu-
late new relevant issues, so that the out-
come obtained by way of interactions by
agreement may then be more or less
dramatically altered. As I said, in the
agreed-reform and controlled-opening-to-
the-opposition models, frequently, the
ruling bloc makes efforts to preserve some
of its advantages, and recourse is made to
“national reconciliation” or the “law of
silence” to avoid acts of revenge against
the authoritarians. Sometimes there are
also attempts at restructuring the future
system of parties “from upstairs.” How-
ever, electoral results, which always carry
with them a certain unrelinquishable
degree of uncertainty, can defeat some of
these expectations; and the process of
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reform itself can then lead to a clearer
obtainment of the objectives of the
rupture (e.g., in Spain, Uruguay, and
Hungary). As I have also indicated, in the
sudden collapse model, it seems even
more logical to expect surprises and a cer-
tain instability.

Conclusion

Several nonrevolutionary ways of tran-
sition to democracy, with different actors,
paces of the process, and contents of the
agreements have been identified. One of
them, the first phase of which is based on
a pact between reformists and continuists
of the authoritarian regime, is that that
best coincides with the Spanish model,
that is, the transition begun in Spain in
1976. A characteristic that distinguishes
this model from the others presented is
that the opposition does not have the
opportunity to intervene directly and con-
spicuously in the pacts until after the first
elections have been held, which concedes
to members of the ruling bloc opportuni-
ties to introduce some elements of institu-
tional continuity in the future democratic
regime.

However, the three models share cer-
tain characteristics that can be considered
necessary conditions for a transition by
agreement. A first condition is the weak-
ness or absence of maximalist actors,
because their participation causes dis-
equilibrium and political instability. This
formal condition might lead us to explore
the social and cultural factors that may
explain the greater or lesser relative
importance of the gradualist and maxi-
malist actors in a specific society. A sec-
ond condition is a preference among the
gradualist actors for coinciding over con-
frontation when both outcomes entail
pairs of alternatives with the same degree
of pressure for change. This formal condi-
tion is linked to the existence of subjective
attitudes favorable to cooperation or

compromise, possibly the result of having
learned the lessons of historical experi-
ences of civil wars, the failure of authori-
tarian regimes, and the suffering caused
by repression and violence. Finally, it is
necessary that given the greater capacity
of threat or deterrence between actors rel-
atively distant, the main actors of the
agreement be noncontiguous in a grada-
tion of orders of preference. This condi-
tion emphasizes the strategic aspects of
the processes of transitions, where polit-
ical structure and the initiative of some of
the actors toward others create inter-
actions that entail various possibilities of
negotiations.

Some formal aspects of the analysis
here presented could be further ad-
vanced—for example, by the study of
some interactions or games of three or
more players. However, the framework
seems to already allow a few retrospective
explanations. These can be more descrip-
tively developed and extended to transi-
tions in other countries and other more
distant historical periods. In a process of
change where one can distinguish several
actors by their strategic orientations—
which tends to require a liberalization
process—the present formal models
should also contain a certain capacity for
prediction.

Appendix

In this section the matrices of two-by-
two games of the six actors in transitions
to democracy are presented. The natural
outcome is always located in the upper
left-hand corner of the matrix. In games in
which cooperation toward a more effi-
cient outcome is possible (Figures A-3 and
A-5, representing the interactions for
transitions by agreement), this coopera-
tive outcome is located in the lower right-
hand corner.
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Figure A-1. No-conflict Games

Figure A-2. Games with a Single,
Strongly Stable Equilibrium

Figure A-3. Games with a Single,
Strongly Stable Deficient Equilibrium

Figure A-4, Games with a Single,
Threat-vulnerable Equilibrium

Figure A-5. Games with a Single,
Force-vulnerable Equilibrium

Figure A-6. Games with a Single,
Unstable Equilibrium

Figure A-7. Two-Equilibria Game with
Nonequilibrium Qutcome
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Figure A-8. Cycle Games, or Games
without Equilibria

Notes

I began working on this subject while [ was a visit-
ing scholar at the University of Chicago. I am grate-
ful to David Laitin, for his welcome at Wilder
House, Center for the Study of Politics, History, and
Culture, and for all I learned at the seminar,
“Rational Madels in the Social Sciences,” convened
by Gary Becker and James Coleman.

1. Limiting to recent declarations by East Euro-
pean politicians to Spaniards, we can mention, for
example, those of Romanian prime minister Petre
Roman, those of the president of the Czecho-
slovakian Parliament and former general secretary
of the Communist party Alexander Dubcek, and the
Polish president Wojciech Jaruzelski, respectively, in
“Roman arranca a Gonzalez la firma de un docu-
mento,” El Pais (Madrid), 18 April 1990; “Gonzélez
rinde homenaje a la figura de Dubcek,” El Pafs, 27
April 1990; and Hermann Tertsch, “Los vecinos no
se pueden cambiar,” EI Pals, 10 June 1990. President
George Bush has also presented the Spanish mode]
as "a very special example” for the march to
democracy in Eastern Europe (José Maria Brunet,
“Bush propone a Espafia como modelo para la
evolucién de la Europa del Este,” La Vanguardia
(Barcelona), 20 October 1989. Qutside the Spanish
context, see, e.g., the repeated comments of veteran
Polish oppositionist Adam Michnik, an "enthusiast”
of the Spanish way (e.g., “The Two Faces of
Europe,” New York Review of Books, 19 July 1990).

2. 1 only know of one conceptualization com-
parable to that here presented, that of Share and
Mainwaring (1986). Three “ideal types’ are dis-
tinguished and called “transition through regime
defeat,” “transition through extrication,” and "tran-
sition through transaction” (although the study is
limited to the latter).
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