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Week 1

Comparative Politics: Looks at the consequences of choices, what happens when people do this/choose a certain political system

· Society is chosen
· Parameters of choices: Impose certain costs; make it difficult/easy for people to continue
· Parameters of Action
· State is at the heart of this course
· Page 7* (The State)
· Paul Ricoeur - most important development in human history is that of the state
· State plays a huge role in creating and maintaining the economy as we know it
· State is essential to our lives - (Taxes, fees, duties, etc.) 
· with taxes/fees comes entitlements (subsidies) 
· giving half of our income in return for what we need/use
· Yugoslavia - the “Yugo” car - lead to war
· Somalia 
· Problem with the State’s power: How do you control it?
· How do you control something that is everywhere, is involved in every aspect of life
· Central Question: “How do you control the state?” 
· Political systems are nothing more than efforts to control the state
· *Democracy is a method to control the state
· Civil Society - first introduced by G.W.F Hegel 
· Both individuals and groups 
· “A soup” - everything that’s not the government/state that is moving around and organizing itself
· In democracy, civil society organizes a portion of itself to interact with the state (Political Society)
· A subset of civil society
· Political parties
· Dedicated to controlling, influencing, and even defending against the state
· Shapes/is shaped by the state
What would happen if we got rid of the state?

· without the state, we cannot have democracy
· State provides equal treatment and services
David Held - the heart of democracy is equality

· Arbitrary treatment - the opposite of democracy
· bias, judging, bribery
· corrupt
· Max Weber: abstract rules allow us to treat everyone equally 
The state
· creates identity/solidarity
· Through education
· become citizens of this country
· National anthem
· creates a sense of trust within you
· basic trust between voters/participants
· Administers public policy
· Phenomenology
Phenomenology: - human beings download schools of thought from their environment

· we are ultimately made by our environment
· Nurture
· if the state shapes you to have democratic values, you will have democratic values
Niccolo Machiavelli - concept of gratitude

· All compete for a piece of the pie..
· When enemies come to the gate, all citizens develop a sense of community and gratitude for one another
· Need a sense of solidarity before we can act democratically with one another 
Why Countries fall to dictatorship

· before the 1930‘s, many economies in Latin America were export lead economies
· started exporting to Spain, Britain, and eventually U.S.
· Exporters of raw materials, no manufacturing
· in return, they buy manufactured goods
· 4 essential elements of export lead countries 
· have a low currency
· can sell more in cheep currency (buyers pay less, can buy more)
· low wages
· can produce more
· low taxes
· reduce taxes by not having government services
· authority 
· tough police, militia, etc.
· to prevent riot and unhappy labourers 
· Fairly authoritarian
· 1930’s 
· the golden era in Latin America 
· the great depression (U.S.) - beneficial to Latin America
· good for Latin America because buyers died out (can’t afford)
· countries in Latin America must resort to selling domestically
· boom in industry and manufacturing 
· cycle: local people buy the goods produced and manufactured by the local people
· emergence of small industry (Argentina, Brazil, Bolivia)
· 2 social classes emerge
· Working Class (lower class)
· Bourgeoisie (higher class, wealthy) 
· control economy 
· own factories and industries
· like the idea of democracy
· neighborhoods start to reflect social classes
· both classes have similar macroeconomic interests 
· not only changes economy, but also the politics
· Latifundia - large tracts of land held by the same people 
· stick to the old public policies (export lead, authoritative)
· landed aristocracy
· Working class/Bourgeoisie
· new group that favor the new economic and political system 
1944

· not a good year for Latin America 
· Bretton Woods - a hotel in New Harrington; where the allies agree on free trade, currencies will become convertible 
· wants Latin America to go back to producing raw materials for U.S. and other countries 
· the new American dollar is attractive to Latin America 
· The bourgeoisie and working class are not interested in this option
· the Latifundia are
· Paul Baran - explains that the landed aristocracy used the fear of communism to rally the bourgeoisie and make them choose an economic model against their interest 
· scare the bourgeoisie by saying the working class is mostly communist
· starting in the 1940’s, these countries are flooded with cheap american goods 
· gradually, domestic production begins to decline
· with lowering wages, taxes and currency, Latin America stops selling domestically and the golden era ends 
Brazil was the only country to resist these policies until the 1990s 

Latifundia = similar to a meritocracy
· larger land ownership = larger influence in the political economy 
· want to take down communism and democracy and restore “peace and prosperity” to their land 
· believe they need to act and protect their ownership 
· How they sell this to the bourgeoisie
· The communists want to kill you
· solution to getting “out of the muck” in Latin America is getting rid of democracy and implementing tougher authority/military 
· military will provide order, will lead to progress
Modernization theory - we can make the world modern (political, socially developed, can improve lives)

· based on the notion that when a country modernizes, it starts with outdated practices and social structures
· primitive 
· before developing, a country has to get rid of its all original, primitive ways 
· once shed of all these traditional ways, they can start modernizing
· Eventually, they can reach the TFA (Technology Frontier Area) 
· In our world, the TFA is the U.S. - the goal 
· Latin America essentially wants to be like the U.S. 
***Role of the military (Latin America) 
· Samuel Huntington
· describes how the military became a professional machine
· dedicated to the concept of efficiency
· became a tool of politics 
· Alfred Stepan - argues this did not work out in Latin America
· As the military became more professional, it became more political 
· decided to get involved in society and politics - mission was to take the lead in transforming society
· Democratization of warfare 
· Napoleon - ruler of france at the beginning of the 19th century
· mobilized an army of 2 million men, forces nearly every young man in the country to take up arms
· massive industries are created to provide military necessities 
· led to change in warfare - mobilization of an entire country as support for warfare
· best way to attack is not to attack the forces, but to subvert, infiltrate, create instability, etc.
· if a country is going to fall to a threat, it will be because society will have failed, not the forces
· The real battlefield of the modern world is everyday life (the factories, the homes, etc.)
· Change in military education -> focuses on protection of people from subversive forces, building a better economy, nation building 
· Underdevelopment as a problem: lack of modernization, backwards school of thought
· could not stand up to communist subversion because of their poverty, easy prey to communist ideology
· the Goal of nations should be to modernize as quickly as possible - allows them to resist the communist ideologies
· “Fighting backwardness”
The Cold war (Latin Countries)
· providing a cause - officers were convinced communism was a real threat, a reality, would eventually topple their regimes - cause them to modernize
· providing a justification - using the threat of communism as a justification, a scapegoat to essentially mobilize a nation around their project of modernization
· use communism as a scare tactic for the nation to follow them 
· making the threat look bigger than it is to get support 
· military officers of the 50s, 60s, and 70s saw themselves as the leaders of their countries
· the elite of their country
· able to travel to the U.S. for military school -> return to their countries feeling superior because they have seen modernity in the U.S., “have seen the 20th century”
· Feel it is their duty to show their country the (American) way - how to fix economy, society, politics and fight infiltration, insurgence, subversion 
· “Physicians with the cure”
Manichaeism - a term that denotes an attitude where you think there is good/evil, black/white, and nothing in the middle

· us and the enemy
· for Mani, if you are a follower, you go to heaven, if you are not a follower, you go to hell
· Military officers felt that if the country wasn’t doing well it was a result of traitors or enemies who were working to sabotage efforts at modernization; did not believe social factors were the cause
· need to eliminate this enemy, and once they do it will be victory, all will be well
· could be no other option, need to explain the problem with the presence of an enemy 
· 1960’s and 70’s, if there are problems going on in Latin America, it is because of enemies
· Military goes after these “enemies” 
Max Weber - when organizations expand and become bureaucratic, these bureaucracies become specialized - organize themselves to carry out a task

· in doing so, they believe it is their mission to do that task and save the world
· “To a hammer everything looks like a nail”
“It is ok to force someone to be happy” - military perspective (relates with Plato, Hobbes)

· ok to force people to be safe/prosperous/live in a safe society
· ok to use whatever means necessary to make people safe and prosperous
· believed they were doing the right thing 
· soldiers believed the means they were using were acceptable
· Moral Justification 
Week 2

ISI - Import Substitution Industrialization

· 1930’s/40’s 
· Some countries like Brazil used it until this century 
· Instead of importing goods, factories and industries are created as substitutes for imported goods
Organic Statism

· Human societies have been governed by some kind of Organic statism for 3000 years
· Democracy is a new thing, most societies have been managed by organic statism for thousands of years
· Monarchies are expressions of Organic Statism 
· An ideology, a system of thinking, gives the state/king not only the right to shape/control people’s lives, but it’s duty to do so 
· “Force” individuals to be happy
· Plato
· A very paternalistic view of society
· The political community comes first, the individual is a subordinate member of the political community 
· Society (The Polis) is essential to becoming human beings 
· You have a duty to be a good member of the polis 
· Community comes first (Premise of Organic Statism) - without a good community, your life as human beings would be unfulfilled; a waste
· Liberal society vs. Organic Statism
· Liberal - value individual and individual rights
· Organic Statism - value the group/community 
· Ex. Maryus and his son
· Disobeyed orders of Rome, even though it might have been a good idea you are not to make individual decisions - not to rise above or try to defy the state
· Implemented in Roman State, picked up by the Catholic Church
· Catholic Church - your place is determined by god, you must live in this position and fulfill the duties required of you in this Position
· Ex. Locusts & field
· Catholic version of organic statism - to be a good christian and discover and follow the will of god 
Modern Organic Statism
· 2 developments lead to modern organic statism in Latin America
· 1. Rise of the state: gives organic statism means it has never had before
· King/Lord in middle ages had very little control over people 
· without a state, it is tough to control people (need bureaucrats, police armies, etc.)
· the rise of the state gives the means to control the people 
· 2. Rise of Technology: Authoritarian Regimes take control of the political sphere, tend to leave rest of society alone
· Regimes in Latin America (Quasi-Totalitarian) try to control what people see, hear, think, etc.
· Are able to do so using technology
· technology has made it possible for those at the top to control masses of people 
· Why do we see the emergence of organic statist forms of dictatorship in Latin America
· Latin Americans do not distrust the state (to the same extent we do) because historically because the break between organic statist governance did no take place there
· European bourgeoisie revolutions create divide between dominant economic class and the state - leads to distrust of the state
· Never took place in Latin America because it was originally made up of colonies which expanded raw materials
· Bourgeoisie didn’t emerge until 1930’s 
· United states takes over Europe for the manufacturing of goods for Latin America
· no Bourgeoisie, a colonial relationship 
· Dependencia - an economy is kept dependent, imports manufactures goods and produces raw materials, never picks up
· No capitalist revolution
· W/o a bourgeoisie, there is no one to rebel against the state and the regulation imposed by the state 
· Religion - Latin America is staunchly Catholic
· First moment of distrust of the state comes with the protestant reform (in U.S. and Europe) 
· Belief in 2 different religions creates a gap between the polis and the state 
· never happened for Latin America, the polis and the state share the same religion (Catholic) 
How does organic statism operate
· Textbook
1.

· In the liberal pluralist model - the state is a dependent variable 
· assume the society does things, and the output of the state is the result of what society wants
· Independent variable causes something, dependent variable is the result
· In organic statist model - the state is the independent variable, and society is the dependent variable
· It is the role of the state to make society and control it
· Reverses the relationship from the liberal pluralistic model
· State seen as the ultimate agent of change and making society
2.  Under Organic statism, there is an assumption that the state and society are part of the same system - organized by Corporatism (different groups in society)
· *society is like a body, the military is like the head (because they know better), the different groups in society are the limbs, all follow the head* 
· the various corporatist (limbs) groups are controlled by the military (head)
· Mussolini: Organic statist mindset is that everyone is incorporated in the project of the state - “everything in the state, nothing left outside of the state” 
· everyone becomes an agent of the state
Sept. 17th

Julius Caesar 

· from a family of Patricians
· Needed support of the Plebs - gave money to the poor to gain popular support
· Used popular support to become Emperor of Rome - created a populist movement to take down senate
· i.e. To take down democracy, you need the support of the general population
Napoleon Bonaparte III
· portrayed himself as a friend of the poor
· used this to become emperor of France 
· Bonapartism (In Readings) - the process by when a dominant class gains the support of a poorer class to support it and therefore gain power
· saying they are going to do something for the poor
· Instead of winning by force, it is winning by getting class support 
· Is a lie, a ploy; creating a populist movement to gain support, but is actually just an effort for the dominant class to gain power 
· Often don’t follow through with promises to the poor
· A response to a problem
· A way for those who are not quite strong enough to rule by force, to rule by popular vote
· Echoes the notion of Organic Statism
Mussolini & Hitler used Bonapartism and Organic Statism to their advantage

· A leader of Bonapartism is playing a “protection racket”
· giving citizens protection for absolute control; citizens obeying 
Democracy is messy, is confrontational; (House of commons verbatim 1960) 

Transaction costs: The costs that you incur in the process of the fighting that happens in democracy

· Ex. Strikes in Canada - all classes unhappy
Tripartite arrangement (Business - State - Labour - Business) 
· Businesses promise to pay a certain amount of money to the state
· The State provides a certain amount of services to Labourers
· Labourers promise to show up for work (back to Businesses) 
· A triangular formula 
· peaceful arrangement (in appearance) 
· brings the body (as shown in the corporatist model of organic statism) into harmony
· takes all the social conflicts in society and quiets them down 
Mechanism: Bonapartism + Corporatism

Ideology: Organic Statism 

In this system, there is no social mobility 

· These systems ensure the social divide between rich and poor, freeze society in a moment in time - do so because they believe society is preordained
· God made you what you are and you should respect that 
· “Don’t defy god” by going outside of your boundaries in society (Maryus and his Son; last lecture) 
· very traditionalist but promise economic growth and modernization
· Latin America believed the Nation could modernize without modernizing it’s social structures
· USA and European Countries modernized with social mobility (straying away from the system) 
These regimes (Latin America) were Normative - saw themselves as having a mission to promote the good and fight the evil

· In Liberal democracies (Canada, USA), we don’t think in normative terms 
· Have no real mission to fight for good
· In Latin America, there was the notion that their nation was always in battle; fighting for good 
· Notion that they were caught in a crusade 
· saw themselves as being much more moral than liberal democracies
Concession theory and subsidiarity (developed by the catholic church)

- what holds the body together

· Subsidiarity: each estate/group/limb in society has a right to exist because it fulfills an essential function for the body 
· are meant to take direction from the head 
· Concession theory: puts these limbs firmly under the control of the head 
Harmony is the number one value of these systems, promises peace - creates the need of these systems by creating fear of threat and then offering protection of this feared threat 

Why did the military believe they needed to intervene in the 60’s and 70’s in Latin America 

Sept 19th
September 19 Lecture (Chloe)
Liberal Pluralism
· Opposite of organic statism – therefore tells us a lot of organic statism (vice versa)
· System that we have in Western countries, democracies
· Basic characteristics:
· Countries characterized by a history of religious conflict
· Learned quickly that the state is not identical to the beliefs of individuals, different minds (i.e. wars of religion)
· Must be distrustful of the state
· Bourgeois revolution of some sort
· Merchant class (proto-capitalists) emerge; want to do commerce – buy stuff, sell stuff, take goods around the world for distribution
· State leader (king or government) taxes them too much, regulates them too much  mercantilism 
· Bourgeois class developed a distrust/hatred of the state – wanted a government who could control the monarchy 
· Led to development of a democratic parliament, or bourgeois revolution
· Liberal pluralism comes out of distrust of the state, some negative thinking about the state
· Different from organic statism which thinks of the state as the mother, bringing people into modernity
· Existence of private sphere which allows citizens to have a private life  individuals are allowed to do their own thing (private life vs. public life)
· In organic statism, private life is conditional if it even exists 
· Individuals are all granted the right to equal treatment under the law in the public sphere (when they interact politically); one person, one vote – all identical
· Assumed that individuals have own preferences, interests and values (developed on one’s own)  free to voluntarily organize and mobilize to promote these interests
· Citizens are essentially engaged in an exchange operation
· Like a market – citizens are all buyers, buy influence in the state by paying a price (time, money, effort)  voters are like buyers
· Anthony Downs, “Economic Theory of Democracy”

· Democracy is a series of exchange relationships, not authority
· There is no truth – all there is opinion (my opinion, your opinion, her opinion, etc.) 
· Alexis de Tocqueville  Americans don’t believe in truth, only in their opinion, argue about these truths
· What determines what happens in society if there is no truth?  numbers
· At some point, a number of people who believe in something is a greater number than those who believe in the opposite – leads to victory in election and their truths reflected in policy
· We try to push interests, opinions, beliefs because they are ours, we have the right to promote them and “win”
· In liberal pluralism, people are the ones who command and steer the ship; state is neutral, no opinion of its own
· State has no motive force of it’s own
· Purely dependent variable – must be given direction by the dominant forces in society
· There is no common good; replaced by the public good (Nicollo Machiavelli)

· Public good: the processed sum of all of your private goods, all of the things you want, are interested in, value  once processed through political system, we end up with the political good (what most of think is okay and acceptable) 
· Sum of what individuals put into political sphere
· Fuzzy, fickle, fluid thing; constantly changing
· Public good defines democracies
· Jean Jacques Rousseau: for a democracy to work, there has to be perfect equality – talking in ideal terms
· People must trust one another, trust comes from living in equality  solidarity
· Trust is very difficult in inequality
· The community of trust comes from Machiavelli’s idea of gratitude – liberal democracy is held together by a sense of gratitude (grateful for one another because together we can achieve more, we are more)
· Privatism: says that the individual is responsible for their own fate; if you end up poor, it is your fault  if you take values of private sphere, you end up with privatism
· Puts all responsibility and blame on the individual
· Harsh, uncaring side of liberal pluralism (extreme flaws in system)
Week 3 
Sept. 23 

Review of Last Week

· Reglobalization of world economy post-WWII led by US led to imports of goods from all over the world  Latin American markets were flooded with foreign goods
· *Forced domestic companies to close or slow down operations
· Clash between working class and owners of institutions  civil unrest, emergence of authoritarian regimes
· Landed aristocracy and bourgeoisie support the authoritarian regimes 
· Ruling elite is at first too weak to take over power, rely on Bonapartist ploy where they convince bourgeoisie to join their cause out of fear (of communism)
· About survival for the bourgeoisie – convinced by aristocracy
· Military wants to rally peasants to their cause, had to appease the poor 
· Peru – military divided land that belonged to latifundia and gave it to the peasants  land reforms
The Example of Chile
· Aristocracy/elites are strong from start, bourgeoisie are weak  not efforts are made to contain import substitution, thus appeasing the bourgeoisie
· Election in 1970 of Salvatore Allende as president of Chile; socialist who has built a coalition of left-wing parties/groups (communists)
· Elites of Chile (military) can point to a real threat  communists are members of government
· Allows elites to bully bourgeoisie of Chile more effectively, rally around General Pinochet – because Chile could at any moment turn into the next Cuba
· How did Pinochet regime sell itself and its vision to the people (that democracy should be replaced by dictatorship)?

· Defensive narrative of Pinochet regime was that the country was facing a threat; if the country wasn’t performing well (i.e. riots, social unrest), it was because of the leftist government, the disunity of the government
· Defensive narrative shows why something needs to change, narrative that links past with future
· Offensive narrative is that under General Pinochet the country will be cleaned up, forces will be organized to act effectively – social peace and stability, economic success  result will be more foreign investment, more exports, more wealth for everyone 
· Offensive narrative shows what needs to be done
· Michael Foucault: nothing more power to control people than a utopia; it is difficult to argue against because it doesn’t exist, fuzzy idea
· Pinochet presented a utopian idea to Chileans about how the whole country will eventually be richer, more stable and more prosperous
· Pinochet was friend of the poor  may be harsh for a time while the cleanup is happening, but eventually after initial period, the whole country will be better
· Social peace and economic growth as values of Chilean society; Pinochet used reification to convince people that these values were always good
· Social peace means that people aren’t allowed to speak out, must conform with government’s ideals
· “Economic growth” might not mean that all people in society are rich; the state may become richer, but doesn’t mean that everyone will be rich
· Reify: when something is reified, it is taken out of it’s context and give it qualities that it doesn’t originally have
· I.e. turning capitalist economy into a symbol that is always great (ignore the negative qualities; remove critiques, challenges, nuances)
· Offensive project also included a reform of the state  Pinochet believed that the problem of democracy was that people were asking too much from the state (would work better if people stopped asking for stuff), people are too immature for democracy
· Promoted idea that dictatorship would clean Chile up, make it rich, stable, modern (without specific ends)  once we’ve reached “paradise,” then we will be ready for democracy
· Need to create a new state that isn’t there to dole out goods and services; once state is created, people will stop protesting in the streets (because there wont be a need to protest)
· There is social unrest because people are asking things from the government; if they are unable to ask and protest, then there will be no unrest
· Pinochet believed that democracy should not be involved in giving stuff to people, however democracy doesn’t work without providing goods and services
· Pinochet proposed to depoliticize society; by doing so, he believed he would solve the nasty sides of democracy (fighting, bickering, asking for stuff)
· By depoliticizing things, you reduce accountability, absolve self of responsibilities  one’s private life is their own responsibility, if you don’t like it you should work harder – state not interested in private lives of people
· Chilean state would be absolved of responsibilities which would lead to social peace
· Pinochet wanted to eliminate sense of community which was problematic; if they see themselves as individuals, there will not be social unrest
· Result of depoliticization of society is that the arguments of opposition to government services are reduced, arguments of organized labour are undermined (destroy ability of trade unions to represent and request) 
· Eliminate organized labour
· Passed laws that prevented organized labour for organizing nationally – no national strikes in an industry (had to be factory by factor) which weakened labour unions
· “Closed shop” – people were forced to be part of union  this reduced ability of unions to mobilize and recruit
Week 4

Sept. 30th
Military dictatorship from 64-85 was always unable to move bourgeoisie completely out of the way -> always influential government knew they had to satisfy demands of bourgeoisie 

· Military used clientelism which is the approach of buying someone’s support and cooperation
· Regime was unable to impose a return to export-led development, unable to create traditionalist, organic statist country 
Working class autonomous in Brazil - not under the control of the regime

continued expansion of the working and business class

· workers and trade unions continues to grow
· as these groups continue to expand, they ask for certain things,
· ask for safety, guarantees (before the law)
· Working class continues to demand the rule of law
· Business class if often divided - allows regime to stay in power and not give democracy
· the regime is forced to allow the business/working classes to grow
· Business class also includes accountants, lawyers, media, etc.
· These groups don’t adhere (don’t buy) to organic statism
· Want a modern, liberal society where the rights of individuals are protected
· Regime is increasingly stressed because it creates the conditions of its own downfall, creates social forces that eventually will want parliament and liberalism within the state 
· Regime is unable to use the threat of communism after 1968, must resort to clientelism 
Bringing down the regime

· 1970 Oil shock - price of oil worldwide goes up
· Economy takes a dive
· in a clientelist political system, when a regime is unable to give economic growth to it’s client (bourgeoisie), the client starts lose interest in supporting
· Government starts building infrastructure in order to appease the bourgeoisie; in order to do so, they took out a large loan from foreign governments
· Brazil most notable
· No plan on repaying
· Mortgaged the future, taking out loans to keep peace in present
· 1981, world recession
· Brazil is hit hard
· Can’t pay back initial loan so they start taking out more money
· interest rates up everywhere in the world, harder to borrow money
· Interest rates keep rising as Brazil borrows more 
· Regime comes against a wall, borrowed a lot of money which can’t be repaid
· Unable to repay the promises to the bourgeoisie 
· Clientelism can no longer support the regime in the late 1980s 
· As the economy worsens, there is civil unrest and protest, and the regime becomes more repressive 
· People organize against the regime, discussion between different groups - created horizontal linkages
· Civil society starts to have linkages within that don’t involve the state (Ex. the body-head model of government without the head [state]) 
· Almost impossible for a dictatorship to fall if it does not partly from within 
· In Brazil, the military becomes scared of the secret police (which they created/hired); this structure is everyone, people are being watched and beaten - military starts to think that they have created a machine they cannot control
· Military wants the rule of law to protect it from the machine it has created
· to be protected from punishment for their human rights abuses once democracy is reinstated 
Monism (opposite of pluralism)

· in a pluralist society, you have several different voices, parties, input, etc. 
· In a monist system, you have one voice, one structure, one common good (Ex. Dictatorship, King)
· Bureaucratic-authoritarian regime
· Stepan divides Monist society in 3 chunks
· 1. the state
· Police, bureaucracy, the army, the secret police, etc.
· A machine
· employs one 5th of society
· 2. civil society
· us, different professional organizations, trade unions, business associations, etc.
· The state tries to control civil society (in monist society)
· 3. Political society
· Subset of civil society
· Political party - a portion of political society 
· When a trade union funds a political party, it becomes part of political society
· If we become politically active, we become part of political society
· The role of political society defines political society itself
· dedicated it’s control to having an effect on the state [to try and control the state,  oppose the state, limit the state, escaping the state (I have a right to exist, I have a right to my own views, a right to exist, and to not be bothered by the state)]
· About claiming your private sphere
· The portion of civil society that reacts to the state
· Alfred Stepan: The key to stopping an authoritarian-regime is political society
Oct 1st. 

Essential elements of Transition from Dictatorship to Democracy
· The Makeup of Society: State, Civil Society, Political Society
· State - non monolithic machine that offers different services that carry out the duties and operations of the state
· Civil Society - made up of civil society in all of it’s diversity
· divided in thousands of little boxes 
· Political Society - part of civil society, but also fragmented 
· hundreds of groups, political parties/associations
· in relationship with various elements of civil society
· positive and negative
· In a dictatorship, civil society can increase the costs of repression and the regime
· When civil society strikes and paralyzes society, they can increase the costs of operating the regime
· Nicaragua 1978
· Political society cannot put pressure on the regime to increase costs of repression
· Just want to be the government
· Stepan argues that you need an alliance between political and civil society to bring down a dictatorship -> civil society increases costs of regime, political society provides credible alternative
· Regimes ultimately prevent the alliance of civil society and political society
· 2 Methods: Anti-politics, Nationalism 
· Anti-politics: telling people in civil society that they cannot trust politicians 
· Only care about their party, are careerists, are corrupt
· telling people they don’t need politics
· The Regime accedes to your thoughts and desires, why would you need politicians? 
· Creates a distrust of politicians
· Nationalism - plays, to an extent, with anti-politics 
· nation should be united, shouldn’t be divided by politicians or game of politics
· one nation, one us, should not be divided by politics 
· the leader knows whats best, easier to find harmony 
· But, if you reject the game of politics, who will watch over the state? Who will make sure it does not become corrupt
What we need to pay attention to

- Not enough to have liberalization, which just means an increase in civic rights (to a point)
· Habeas Corpus - “Where is the body” - set of rules required to make accusations against somebody, protect against arbitrary treatment
· Part of liberalization
· Similar to “probable cause’ 
· Many dictatorships will give liberalization
· Stepan argues liberalization is often a trap, they give you all these rights to feel more free, but what ultimately matters for democratization is that some elements of political society exists and is able to participate in the state
· Opposition is required, competition for position of head of state
· Difference between democratization and liberalization
· For a regime to be weakened, you must create horizontal linkages
· undermine the vertical linkages of corporatism
· Importance of the links between civil society and political society
· links are essential 
· Civil society is made and shaped by the state; need to pay attention to the state’s influence on what we think and believe (can be more subtle) - civil society has to fight hard to break away from the ‘colonialization’ of the state
· reinforcing and weakening of groups by the state
· Civil society needs to redefine itself, gain independence, wants to be reflexive
· State is made up of certain groups, sometimes certain groups will go against other groups, or even the state itself
· The state is not one will/voice/one thing 
· The divisions within the state are the most important element
Oct. 3rd

Ways of bringing down dictatorships 

· theoretical overview
· A sequence of events that leads to the enactment of these countries
(1) WW2

(2) Internal reformulation after an external conquest

· The allies liberate France and Greece and internal forces battle it out
· not helpful for purpose in Latin America
(3) Externally monitored installation by external forces

(4) Democratization initiated within country, within the authoritarian regime itself - regime plays big role in bringing back democracy 

- heavily relied on modern technology

· when an authoritarian regime falls, at some point, some of the forces of the regime have to make the choice to give up 
· 2 reasons why people in the regime would give up
· Cost: at some point, if society can’t take down the regime, they can increase the cost of repression
· At some point the regime realizes the costs of maintaining the regime are too high
· Fear: Fear that at some point they will be out of power, and will need protection from the rule of law
· dictatorship about arbitrary use of force and they never know when they’re 
· going to be overthrown or taken out of office
· Don’t want to be treated once out of office like they have been treating their civilians 
(a) Military becomes civilianized

To question the leader of a dictatorship is to be a traitor

- regime is personified 

(b) - Junto/Junta (Uruguay) 
- military as government EEXAMPLE IN WEEK 3 READING
(c) - case of Argentina
· lower level military people (junior officers) 
· don’t want military involved in government anymore, developing a negative view of the military
· “the butt of all jokes”
· no longer trust the military - EXAMPLE IN WEEK 3 READING
· military structure falling apart, no longer a credible fighting force 
these 3 patterns explain the vast majority of the transitions from dictatorship to democracy in Latin America

(5) A society led regime termination
· Society would rise up in bring down the regime
· Never happened with Latin America, always someone in the Regime who stops it 
· Can only really fall from within 
· need to have 4 a, b or c to take down regime, can’t just happen from rioting in the streets
(6) - the grand alliance of political party forces
· not likely to happen
(7) - a marxist armed rebellion
· an uprising
· Castro did it (Cuba)
· However, after, everyone prevented anyone but Castro from doing it
· people learned from Cuba how to prevent this in the future
· make for good press, but not for good comparative politics
Number (4) a, b and c are the most common/efficient 

How it happens on the ground
· Psychology of the military
· the military in power has the tendency to have the military mindset - if something is going wrong, it must be because there are enemies doing it 
· Consociational arrangement: different parties come together to share their views and try and reach a consensus
· Military officials don’t think this way
· Always think they have the solution, if people don’t like it they can get out of the way
· If someone doesn’t like the absolute best solution it’s because they are misguided or ill-informed 
· doesn’t make everyone happy - becomes very frustrating
· the regime creates opposition - don’t adhere to the request of the civilians, creates civil unrest
· the militaries response to trouble is to impose a solution 
· When something doesn’t work they have to go after enemies
· need to create enemies to justify the problems
· military people without enemies are pointless
· these regimes are structured based on the presence of an enemy, if there is no enemy anywhere, why do you need the military
Week 5
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Conditions That Lead to Collapse of Dictatorships
· Regimes seek new enemies, create new enemies in order to maintain power; must be something to explain failures 
· Having an enemy allows them to keep power, they are the only force able to defeat these enemies and therefore the people need them
· Inherent paranoia
· Reaction to the enemies is repression, finding enemies, hunting them down, eliminating them – leads to large security apparatus
· Targets are regular civilians, civil society, professional groups, etc.
· Argentina: 55% of disappeared people were white collar professionals, middle class people – majority of people know people who have been roughed up, violence takes on personal aspect
· Regimes who had originally promised harmony and peace deliver violence and insecurity

· At some point, it becomes difficult to accept this security apparatus  threatens one’s family
· The more that people see the arbitrary use of force, the more people that rebel against the regime
· Repression of the regime creates the enemies of the regime that the regime is supposed to be fighting against  create the enemies that they fear
· Movements will emerge, headed by those who oppose the morality of the regime
· The moral credibility, basis of legitimacy of the regime is undermined by the regime’s action
· Regime radicalizes opposition and mobilization
· Spain:
· ETA in the Basque country in Spain
· In 1970s under Franco, they resorted to bombing and assassinations because they so no other way for their voices to be heard
· Earlier on, regime had gone after them with force and radicalized them
· Currently, Spain still dealing with the resounding effects of this resistance
· Regimes create polarization in society  regimes repress, which leads to opposition, which leads to more repression, leads to more opposition, etc.
· “Pressure cooker”
· Cycle where repression is answered with violent insurgency, to which they respond with more repression and violence  eventually, this society must explode
· Society characterized by violence and terror, live in presence of fear and violence
· Opposite of what was promised by regime when they began to take power
· Nasty irony of these systems
· People blame regime for insecurity, inability to deal with it and stop it
· Arbitrary use of force by a machine (state) can’t be stopped once it has begun  lesson of dictatorship
· Fear of the state led to desire for democracy; felt that democracy would protect from the state
· Bureaucratic-authoritarian regimes teach people to love democracy, especially democracy that upholds rule of law (allows protection)
· Regimes create the conditions of their own collapse – teach people to hate them
· Adam Prezworski: democracy creates uncertainty because you don’t know who will specifically be the next government
· Stepan adds to this argument by saying that democracy also creates certainty because of trust in the type of system/regime that is in place
· Social violence: being denied food, work, healthcare, education, protection, being threatened, living in fear/terror because of state  leads to insecurity, victimization
· Different than physical violence but kills just as much, hurts just as much

· Concept of social violence emerges in Latin America because people say that conditions of life under bureaucratic-authoritarian regimes are socially violent – put a name on what they have been feeling, labeling and responding
· As a result, people start to reject violence and use of force as legitimate means of managing society  don’t just reject leaders or regime, goes beyond this as they reject the concept of the use of force to solve problems
· Democracy becomes defined as the political system that doesn’t rely on violence
· Czechoslovakia:
· Party that brought down democracy was the Vernost Proti Nailiu – means the people against violence
· Regime relied not as much physical violence, more social violence
· Democracy should be the thing that frees the people from violence (physical & social) – don’t want to live in fear of the state
· Very quickly the bureaucratic-authoritarian regime starts to look self-interested  leaders of regime live well, live in privilege, protected from violence/oppression, children are safe, no fear of arrest, richest people in society 
· People begin to realize that they are working for themselves, not for common good (which was sold to them)
· Judged by their own moral standards  moral standards that they used to promote the regime are the same moral standards that people eventually use to judge them
· These regimes create a unified identification for the political system and the leader
· Under democracy, there is differentiation between leaders and the political system; you can replace the leader without replacing democracy
· Under bureaucratic-authoritarian regimes, leaders project that they are the system, the government; no separation, regime’s identity is the leader’s identity
· When the leaders become discredited, the regime is also discredited; when the people want the leader to be replaced, they also want the regime to be replaced
· In a democracy, when a government messes up they are simply replaced  people are dissociated from the system
· More flexible, easier to replace while still maintaining stability

· Stability comes from flexibility
· Greatest weakness of authoritarian regimes is that whole regime is associated with individuals; when they are discredited or die, people believe this is the end of the dictatorship  because the legitimacy of the regime was based on this one individual
Dynamic Process That Leads to Collapse
· If regime wants to stay in office, they will; may resort to extreme violence, but will not be forced out of office
· People convince them to give up their position in office  undermining their legitimacy and status
· How are regimes convinced to give up power?
· Bureaucratic-authoritarian regimes are relationships of domination; it leads, people will follow
· Regime will stay in office if it has supporters
· If no supporters, it can have mechanisms of violence (i.e. tanks, guns) but who will carry out this violence?  social structures because they need support
· Role of opposition is to undermine support
· 5 actors on spectrum:
1. Core group of regime supporters

· People that are basically the regime – generals, elite, 
· Personal and class interest in supporting regime; in return for support they get power, status, bigger budgets
· Ideological belief in the regime – believe it is better than democracy
· Motivated by regime’s offensive project; dream of creating a better society run by them  main motivation
2. Coercive apparatus of the state

· The army, the police, secret police; state as a whole – people who manage economy, education, infrastructure, healthcare, etc.
· People who enforce the “obey or pay” ideology of regime
· Support regime because they feel it will increase their power, lead to personal benefits 
· Motivated by defensive project of the state  want to protect the state from change, communists, rebels, troublemakers
· Keep and maintain power within existing framework
3. Passive supporters 

· Will vote to keep regime in power, won’t object to regime’s action
· Middle class, bourgeoisie
· Support regime because of utilitarian calculations – about what has been done for them, if regime creates more benefits than deficits then support will be maintained (i.e. give up parliament, obey regime, lack of voice in exchange for protection from communism)
· About what has been done for them
· Convinced by regime to buy protection (fall for ploys of Bonapartism)
· When regime becomes discredited, these people are likely to become passive opponents
4. Passive opponents of regime

· Utilitarians – don’t like regime, but not willing to do something about it because this will negatively affect them (i.e. harmed, killed)
· Don’t like regime because of what it does to them
· About what has been done to them
· Behaviour is conditioned by risk that they take in opposing the regime
· Often those who began as mildly passive opponents become aggressively active opponents
5. Active opponents of the regime


· Strong personal or class interests in opposing the regime; regime hurts their interests on a daily basis
· Strongly motivated – don’t like dictatorship or military juntas, believe in working class revolution or democracy, opposed to violence  active opponents
· People who undertake action and risk to oppose the regime
· Suffered under the repression and torture of the regime which has led to development of hatred 
· Willing to put life on the line to oppose regime; this action is only restricted by repression of regime
· Waiting for opportunity to go after the regime
· These actors play a role in bringing down the regime
Oct 8th - this lecture is the transition from the description of these 5 groups to how they changed/actively bring down regimes 

· 5 key groups related to the authoritarian regime 
· the military officials and another is the core
- around are 2 key groups - 

· Pro Regime: secret police (the people doing the monitoring and repressing), and the passive supporters of the regime (middle class/bourgeoisie - have accepted that the regime is the best option) 
· the moment they start to feel the regime is more negative than positive, they will likely withdraw their support 
· Anti Regime: willing to take risk in bringing down the regime
· an active opposition (members of civil/political society) - aggressive
· passive opponents of the regime - oppose the regime on utilitarian grounds
· hurts them more than it helps 
· one effort of the opposition is to get the core supporters to drop out of the leadership/support of the regime
· How does this happen??
· A crisis: prompts this effort (Economic or defeat at war)
· Ex. Argentina + the Malvinas War (Week 3 reading)
· “A Stage is set” - economic turmoil and downturn, a backdrop that allows democracy to be removed by dictatorship
· When one regime falls, it’s neighbors usually follow
· Eastern Europe 
· 1980’s - most of the dictatorships in Latin America fall and are taken over by democracy
· The State apparatus:
· When things go bad, they will be divided in different groups
· When thee is trouble, what do leaders do
The 4 groups: How they all bring the regime down

- These 4 groups are very important
(1) Core Leaders: of the regime will start to splinter

- 4 directions they can take: 

· 1. Radicalization: Leaders believing there should be more repression 
· arrest more people, torture more people, etc. 
· often speeds up the collapse of the regime - creates a “Backlash” 
· group of core supporters help bring down the regime - “to save their own necks”
· Having a core of leaders who race ahead (with more violence) often helps bring down the regime
· 2. Also Radicalized - but believe the Regime can survive if they improve themselves
· More free speech, better leaders, more Habeus Corpus
· Want to modernize the regime
· Problem: makes the regime look weak, agreeing there is a problem
· discredits the regime 
· Everyone thinks they would be a better leader - causes chaos in the core of the regime; dysfunctional 
· Regime can collapse because of divisions
· 3. DeRadicalized - Regime giving up 
· Want to hand over the power and stop ruling
· Ex. Syria, abandoning the government
· “Maybe it’s time for democracy - dictatorship has run it’s course” 
· send a powerful message: even the strongest supporters of the regime are abandoning ship
·  4. Disilusioned - former supporters of the regime have changed their mind and start thinking the dictatorship is bad
· Ex. Leon Trotsky
· not only abandoning the regime, but also become rebels of the regime
· End up discrediting the regime significantly - risking their lives to tell you the regime is evil; very powerful statement 
(2) Coercive apparatus of the state
- The army, military, navy, police, etc. 

· support regime out of interest 
· Don’t want to go down with the regime
· Bureaucrats abandon regime because they see it going down - self interested 
· Ex. Czechoslovakia 
· Ex. From Latin America - Argentina
· The soldiers of the institution started to abandon the regime after the Malvinas War
· Asked generals to give up power
(3) The regime’s passive supporters 
· start to see the cost of the regime is higher than the benefit
· passive supporters of the regime are making a new calculation 
· change from support to opposition
(4) The regime’s passive opponents 
· don’t like what’s going on, but don’t do anything about it
· these people realize the police will not shoot protestors; not decisive, don’t know what they’re doing anymore
· Knowing the regime is falling, the passive opponents become courageous 
· numbers helps them stand up: once they realize they are not alone, they’re calculation becomes “they can’t shoot all of us” 
· Key element: Anonymity - people lost in the crowd, covering their faces, not giving their name
· regime relies on knowing who their opponents are 
· Plays a huge role in helping opposition movements rise
· civilians becoming unrecognizable 
Oct. 10th

(5) Active opponents of the regime - hate the regime, but fear of doing anything active for fear of repression
· radicalized, ideologically driven, fundamental dislike of the regime
· associated with the labour movement, dissident organizations
· Don’t share the vision of society that the regime takes
· as people move away from society, people look to these active opponents of the regime for leadership
· Have a choice to make
· 1. Voice their radical opposition to the regime; call for armed rebellion
· If they do so, they will most likely lengthen the revival of the regime (paradox)
· Help the regime stay in power longer (playing right into the rhetoric of the regime)
· These active opponents become the enemies the regime needs 
· **Violent opposition to the regime is not effective in taking down the regime
- Only helps the regime
· or 2. “Extend an Olive Branch”
· Rally former passive supporters of the regime into a credible democratic force that can offer an alternative to the regime
· Organize political society/political parties 
· Bring in the core supporters of the regime who have become either neutral or in opposition to the regime
· Will create a democratic coalition to oppose the regime
· Advertise peace through democracy 
· Opponents of the regime should turn themselves into proponents of non-violence (make this the core platform)
· Using the same argument that made the regime come in to power, against them
· Regime is then isolated
· Most people in society just want peace
· Machiavelli 
· Ideological monopoly of the regime on the ‘truth’ has been destroyed; regime has opponents show that this isn’t true
· Peaceful opposition
· End of the regime = once you can convince people that all you need is peace
· Role of the opposition
// End of information for paper #2

Roles of Opposition
· 1. Resisting integration of the regime
· Regime wants to reshape society; wants to bring everyone in to it’s corporatist structure
· Opposition has to resist this
· If the opposition allows itself to be incorporated, the opposition is then subserving to the regime - no real success 
· Ex. Miroslav Kusy
· 2. Guard zones of autonomy against regime
· “Islands of freedom” - a place where the regime’s intervention in your life is limited
· Places in society where trust has been established between individuals that allows them to speak freely
· Ex. Your family, friends, the church, sports teams, etc - can speak freely to all because of trust 
· Allow people to collectively express opinions, create feelings of support
· Any group in society can become an island of freedom - a source of opposition
· The regime will spend most of it’s energy trying to eliminate islands of freedom, even try to infiltrate them (especially in totalitarianism - infiltrate everything) 
· Ex. Pavlik Morosov
Week 6

October 15 Lecture
Roles of Opposition (Continued From Week 5)
3. Dispute the regime

· Role of opposition starts with remaining independent and guarding “zones of autonomy”
· Next task is to dispute and challenge the regime, increase cost of repression for the regime  cause trouble, challenge monopoly of truth, regime’s ability to portray itself as good 
· By using violence, opponents play into the regime’s rhetoric – regime is able to argue that there is an enemy that needs to be defeated
· Regime is able to deal with violent opposition well (because of military infrastructure, weaponry, tanks)
· Opposition needs to show that the regime is failing in order; people want to feel that there is a mass movement against regime, can be organized and protest
· Peaceful opposition  forms of expression that show that the regime can’t keep the streets clean, isn’t unchallenged, life isn’t harmonious and peaceful (this is a veneer)
· General strikes, large protests, graffiti, etc.
· Challenge regime’s claim that they are doing a good job
· When you have an authoritarian regime, protests undermine the authority of the regime
· Regime is humiliated when there is public expression of its lack of success, it’s inability to modernize and provide societal good
· Challenges to modernization undermine the regime’s claim of bringing modernity and prosperity to society
· Opposition wants regime to show it’s ugly side (that it is thugs who bully society around)  do this by having protests that bring out the regime’s violent nature
· Most successful protests are the ones that bring out people who are willing to sacrifice their lives for the good of the cause/society (martyrs), that create victims 
· Marytyrs show the brutality of the regime  says it is working for the people, but it is actually killing the people
· Want to reveal that the regime is corrupt and self-interested (only cares about it’s own survival)
· Criminals who have stolen the government and refuse to give it back
4. Increase the costs of repression

· Force the military to create a security apparatus that goes against zones of autonomy
· Send the people to the front lines – force the military to respond with force/violence
· Large security apparatus – secret police, strong military, try to control people’s lives
· Best way to do this is with imaginary enemies; letting the regime believe it has enemies that it doesn’t actually have (i.e. making the opposition seem larger than it is, newspaper)  play into natural paranoia of the regime
· Plays with the psychology of the regime in the same way that the regime plays with the psychology of the people 
· Often means having international support, rally international opposition, sympathizers all around the world, international campaigns 
· South Africa: only when US and Great Britain joined embargo, did SA start to ‘feel the heat’; costs of doing business were increased  white regime of apartheid had to give up
5. Offer credible alternative

· People who look like they could form an alternative form of government
· Represent a higher ideal  people who look like they can represent the ideals of democracy (and non-violence)
· Fight claim to leadership of generals with your own leadership; leaders of the alternative must be a stronger (and nicer) leader than the current leader of the regime
· Will be likely to oppose the regime if there is an alternative that can protect them from violence or economic chaos, who can
· If opposition is unable to present itself as alternative to regime (defender of democracy, rule of law, safety) or remains radical and violent, the regime will likely ‘squash’ it
· It is only when opposition is able to rally society around dream of non-violent alternative that democracy can successfully be implemented in society; everyone will have a voice
· Can’t have radical opposition vs. radical regime – will lead to new radical regime 
· Run risk of cycles of violence and cycles of repression
· Basic values sold to the people: openness and non-violence
· Different opposition groups need to suspend fighting amongst themselves; opposition groups form coalitions where the form a procedural democracy
· Procedural democracy: not based on things we want to get, but based solely on procedures (i.e. right to compete, protection under rule of law, elections)  establishes the “rules of the game”
· Essential because this shows that the game is neutral, respectful, safe, allows people to compete fairly and without fear
· Peaceful cooperative opposition counters chaos of the regime; if the opposition is divided, the regime can use this against their cause
· All people are given equal chance to participate, given protection if they do
· Democracy is a procedural arrangement for competition without violence; rule of law is fundamental
· If a broad coalition (of people who are normally be competitive) can be created, the regime has been undermined significantly  proven that soldiers/military are not needed to monitor their relations to ensure safety
· Remove claim to be being indispensible; society not actually based on idea of “generals or death”  Present an alternative
· People and generals are likely to take this alternative
· Generals honestly believe that they are indispensible and don’t see an alternative – once they are shown they are dispensable and opposition has a viable alternative, they are more willing to give up power (4b)
· Coming to power is a game of PR, images, convincing people to join regimes; appeal to symbols, images, interests, values
Transition to Democracy
· Best way to transition to democracy is through a pacted transition – what is this?
· 4 groups:
· Radical supporters of regime (1) and radical opponents of the regime are unlikely to make a deal
· However, moderate supporters of regime (3) and moderate opponents of regime (4) may be able to work together
· Not ideologically committed, they are instrumentalists

· Pacted transitions are based on agreements between moderate supporters and opponents that yield benefits for both groups  discuss better ways of life than cycles of violence and repression
· This alternative is procedural democracy 
· When the regime sees that the majority of the state’s population is against them, there is a strong incentive for the state to give up power
· Would be able to stay in power for a long time if they wanted to (because of military strength/power) 
· Often regimes don’t want this; when they are presented with an alternative and a way out, they want to take this (don’t want to be hated by society)
· Under certain conditions, the cost of keeping power is higher than giving up power 
· When working out the deal, the moderates must have a voice; can’t be overpowered by the hardliners on either end
· Pact comes from discussion – starts as a small secretive discussion and then grows to be a more public, inclusive discussion
· In private settings people were able to say whatever they wanted
· Gradually moderates were able to speak to each other and moderates on the other side, occasionally secret police
· Pacts start with ability of moderates to speak to each other in the absence of the hardliners  island of freedom that allows them to make a deal without hardliners
· To make hardliners accept deal, there must be special arrangements provided 
· I.e. leaders of regime will not be prosecuted and will be allowed to run for election (Spain); leader will have immunity for life, have hand in writing constitution and will be a senator for life (Chile)
· The regime leaders and hardliners must be offered a deal in order to have them agree
· Deals do not guarantee that the terms of the agreement will be met (as happened with Pinochet in Chile); the contract is broken and the arrangements are taken away
· Point is that these promises must be made in order to remove leaders from power; leaders know that the promises aren’t guaranteed but are so eager to get out of power that they accept them anyways
October 17 Lecture
Role of Opposition in Transition to Democracy
· 2 conditions when you can’t have a pacted transition
· When you have a totalitarian regime – has managed to eliminate majority of islands of freedom, no moderates in opposition, no ability to discuss  unable to negotiate
· When you have a sultanist regime – people are considered private property of the state (decide everything for them), don’t allow moderates to exist (either completely devoted  
· Brought down through foreign intervention or internal coup (often doesn’t yield democracy)
· Don’t have democracy unless a foreign country invades, conquers and imposes democracy
· Must have moderates for pacted transitions to occur; totalitarian regime must be ‘post-totalitarian’ regimes where moderates are allowed, opposition able to talk and discuss transition plan
· Key element for pacted transition: opposition moderates must transform themselves  must shed any image of radicalism or violence, must present themselves as advocates of non-violence and ‘procedural democracy’, must claim to provide everyone with protection under the law
· Opposition transforms itself from radical to moderate, open
· Advocate peace and non-violence
· Allow competition and feelings of safety/security despite competition
· What leads to establishment and continuance of new democracy, is that a democracy is ultimately nothing more than an arrangement, mechanism by which people can compete in safety, without violence **
· Regimes change because they embrace this vision of democracy
· Democracies must promise competition, but competition must be protected (non-violence)  management of competition
· “Safe competition”
· Authoritarian regimes don’t believe in competition – leader knows best; head leads while limbs obey/follow
· Democracy depends on the rule of law, protection of personal harm based on political opinions
· What happens in periods of transition teaches us about democracy in real life
5 Roles of Opposition in Transition
1. Resist integration

2. Guard zones of opposition and autonomy

3. Organize and mobilize people in transitions and consolidated democracy; recruit people so that they can oppose

4. Dispute the regime – publicly saying how the regime is wrong

· Make it difficult for the regime to ‘coast’
5. Offers credible alternative; important for game of government and opposition

Democracy in Transition and in Practice
· Consolidated democracy mimics the moment of transition  in everyday life, democracy is in many ways a ‘cleaned-up’ version of what happens in moments of transition
· Opposition must try to topple the regime/government in a peaceful way (according to rules of the game)
· Democracy as a play or game  consolidated democracies relive the drama and the moment of toppling governments
· Same mechanisms are used, done without violence
· Democracy celebrates its foundation during moments of transition (i.e. every 4 years when government is re-elected or replaced)
· 5 basic roles of opposition aren’t just important in replacing BA regimes; they also transfer in consolidated democracies and in political life
Bad Roles of Opposition
· There are roles of the opposition that are not functional in democracy – Stepan argues that they are bad in a consolidated democracy
· “Diseases” of opposition are inherited as a consequence of living in BA regimes; may prevent opposition from playing the right role in government
1. Opposition movements define themselves as truth and regime as liars

· Useful in getting rid of dictator
· Democracy has no truth – only interests and attitudes
· Truth is very powerful; if one thinks that they have the truth then it most important thing in the universe, must win at all costs
· Defeat of the truth not acceptable
· One’s truth gives them the right to kill or torture those who oppose this truth
· John Locke: adamant on the idea of uncertainty; as a human, you must understand limitations and that nothing you have is certain (only opinions)
· After the dictator has been taken down, the regime needs to move into the realm of opinions and respect for the opinions of others  democracy requires that you give up the notion of truth
2. Emphasize the power of the nation
· Create a category of “the nation, the people” against the dictator
· Often nationalist
· Useful in forcing the dictator to leave  majority against the dictator
· Helpful in transition, but difficult in democracy because it leads to notion of one nation
· Under these conditions, those who try to undermine the vision of the nation are considered the enemy; anyone who disagrees with the movement is an enemy of the nation (of all people)
· BA regime creates the idea of ‘nation’, opposition then tries to hijack this idea of nation – this idea becomes so engrained in people’s minds that people have trouble opposing this notion
· Leads to pseudo-democracy – due to lack of credible opposition
· Notion of nation is useful in fighting the dictator; once you have eliminated the dictator and try to have a democracy, the notion of unity is extremely dangerous
· Opinions of everyone must be valued as equal
3. Intolerance of Dissention
· Whole point of democracy is to allow dissention; people need to be allowed to say they disagree
· In BA regime, intolerance of dissention prevents people from being different, thus prohibiting opposition
· Democracy is built on idea of internal conflicts (between people and parties)
· Dissention and conflict should be promoted
· Need forms of expression of opposition
4. Rejection of Compromise
· In pacted transition, there had to be compromise between moderates and leaders about how to implement this transition
· Transition always involves compromise; this is not told to supporters though  they are told that they need to be united, tough, no surrender, must win, etc.
· Hypocrisy
· If people are told this often enough, it starts to carry over even after democracy
· Democracy must be about compromise, people need to accept this
· Without compromise, society becomes polarized; may lead to political crisis
· People need to be able to live amongst those whom they hate and disagree with
5. Spontaneous Popular Expression
· In transition, people are told that the views/voice of the people are all that matter; views of the dictator are not important
· Leads to territory of ‘anti-politics’ – basically saying that politicians don’t represent anyone, different voice than the voice of the people, only one who represent voice of the people is me  politicians presented as trying to drive people astray
· Have to accept that voice of people is best expressed through political class (politicians)
· Without political class, people can’t express their views in a meaningful way 
· By discrediting the political class, you leave the people to become abused by a populist leader – someone who claims to represent all the people, soul of the people
· If you have one person representing the whole nation do you have democracy?
· Biggest pitfall of democracy is the distrust of politicians (passed on by bureaucratic-authoritarian regimes)
· Anti-politics is the biggest threat  drives people into the ‘claws’ of populist leaders who use nationalism to control them
· Important that the people trust politicians
· Culture of anti-politics leads us into populism, cult of personality, identity politics
· Identity politics: when someone says “follow me because I am like you – I am the nation”; those who disagree are labeled enemies, traitors
· This is why you end up with ethnic conflict that leads to breakup of states
· These leaders need enemies – claim that people are not like “us”, don’t share into the common good, want to hurt/betray you; leader is only one able to provide protections

Week 7
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Anti-Politics 

Democracy = the opposite of a bureaucratic-authoritarian regime

· organized opposition requires the existence of a political class that has access to power/the government
· Anti-politics = an attitude of distrust and hatred of the political class
· So destructive to a liberal adversarial democracy
· All politicians are corrupt, don’t trust their career
- All pathologies in week 6 are a result of anti-politics

· Two consequences to Anti-politics 
· opens the door to populism - the voice of the people
· A political approach by which there is an identity between an individual and the rest of society following that individual blindly - political interpreters, identity politics  
· 1.Identity politics - one of the consequences 
· 2. Anti-politics used by dictators and corrupt regimes - using anti-politics to disqualify the political class
· Only an organized political class can represent a real opposition (Political society is needed - Alfred Stepan)
Nationalism
· a modern phenomenon 
· the most important development in human history has been the growth of the state
· Only the state that can impose upon an entire nation
· Cultural identity is recuperated by the state and changed into Nationalism
· Best Example: France (the French revolution 200 years ago)
· messengers sent from village to village to tell people that the king was dead
· in many of these areas the people could not speak french - took them a long time to figure it out
· Intense effort in France to build a nation out of competing and spiteful regions 
· First did this by building a strong military - made sure that the whole army spoke french (Napoleon) 
· Created national education - imposed national identity 
· The power of the state imposed national identity 
· Was not a Nation until these changes
· The role of the state is to impose upon others an identity 
· The state created the identity which we can call French Identity 
· Even imposed identity on people who were not necessarily part of that identity (French regions in Africa, etc.)
- Allows the state to invade your private sphere - creation of the public identity

· Don’t allow to define your identity anymore
· Allows the state to label you and use that label to do stuff
· “Only Canadians can do this, vote, etc.”
· gives some privileges and denies others 
· Creates 2 groups: Those who are in the identity, and those who are without
· Allows the state to exercise power over people 
- Consequences of nationalist identity

· 1. The culture and the nation become one
· The nation is defined by it’s culture - that culture is then imposed on the entire nation
· becomes the reference point for personal identity 
· 2. Culture and nation become officialized, and become the truth of the state
· State creates the nation and then justifies its own existence by saying that it needs to be there in order to protect the nation
· 3. Culture and nation become policy
· Imposed upon people via process of repression, assimilation 
· repression - people are not allowed to leave, the imposition of a national identity 
· 4. 
· Every nation should have its own culture and its own cultural identity 
· Corresponds to zone #2 in the reading.. 
· 5. National identity is exclusive 
· creates space for the exercise of power
· determines boundaries
· people can be excluded legally or discreditably if they refuse to play this game
· 6. Serves to structure all of society
· social interactions are structured by identity 
· Often when trying to assert an identity you are doing so against another identity
· Construction in reaction to separate identities 
When is National identity bad for democracy?

· 1. Holding on to a very cohesive national identity (at first glance) prevents the expression of opposition
· prevents the emergence of diversity in society
· seems to be the case only when one national identity is used to define the state and other identities (domestic or foreign) are used as the enemy 
· can be used to silence opposition
· identity politics - a political movement hijacking the national identity 
· nationalism captured by one party/one group
· tendency to think every country should have one nation
· however, can be bad for the adversarial game of democracy
· Gellner (in readings) proposes 2 solutions to nationalist problem: assimilation or separation
· we should have one country one nation (might be the worst thing we could do) 
· fairly homogeneous countries often suffer the effects of identity politics 
Oct. 22nd
HZDS
· Hyper-nationalist movement led by Vladimir Meciar 
· go after opposition, discredit opposition, label them as enemies of the people 
· Form of Anti-Politics
· Nationalism can be used to prevent a liberal adversarial democracy from even emerging
· How do we ensure national minorities and nationalism can be useful?
· we can often promote the voice of nationalism with constitutionalism 
· refers to any constitutional arrangement/feature of the constitution that protects the rights of minorities 
· includes a number of methods/techniques that can be used to protect and promote the voice of minorities - allows them to enroll as the basis for political opposition
· Consociational arrangements: arrangements whereby different oppositional groups are given special representation by the executive level
· Ex. Switzerland 
· Special representation in the Cabinet: Ex. Northern Ireland 
· speaks for the minority interests in Northern Ireland 
· Proportional representation
· Federalism
Complementary identity - recognizing people can have multiple identities 

· Seeing yourself as having multiple interrelated identities 
· sharing identities with different groups - not feeling completely identified or self contained within one identity 
· empathetic for different cultures/identities that you feel a part of 
· if we allow people to develop these multi-complementary identities, it deradicalizes them - difficult to mobilize people for war/genocide (Stepan)
· By creating these multi-complementary identities, you resist the idea of one single identity that goes against an enemy
· by developing these multi-complementary identities, we become less likely to believe in the truth of the nation - less nationalistic 
· these identities are key - Stepan
· one person is not defined by only one thing
· the sources of opposition are not just the national identity but the multiple complementary identities that we have 
Week 8

· Without the state, there is less of a need for democracy
· 3 reasons democracy needs a state
· 1. it takes a bureaucracy to deliver services and goods
· In a democracy we assume one person, one vote, one right - needs equal treatment
· Democracy is the opposite of arbitrary rule 
· you need a bureaucracy to implement democracy 
· 2. Only the state can protect your rights and private life from the attacks of individuals 
· not only can it protect you from others, but also protects you against itself - protects against the abuses of power 
· A paradox - the state protects you from the state 
· Why we have electoral processes
· 3. only the state can produce justice
· adjudicates what is right and wrong
· the ultimate judge in a democracy is the people - definition of democracy
· Everything in a democracy should be judged and adjudicated by the people - say what they want
· The voice of the people can only be heard through the state 
· For these 3 reasons, the state is a prerequisite for consolidated democracy
· State gives itself the right to intervene everywhere and anywhere
· Paradoxical - to have a liberal democracy you need a strong state; you need a strong state to fight the encroachment of the state on the private sphere
· Free fair elections where you get to vote is what’s important
· The presence of law is freedom; not the absence of law
· For a consolidated democracy to exist, people have to believe democracy is it
Week 9

Nov. 4th

One party state = prerequisite for modernization

· Macpherson
· focuses on the concept of democratic centralism
· Don’t need inter-party competition to have democratic accountability 
· Openness/debate + opposition + accountability= prerequisites for Macpherson’s democracy
· results in a different kind of democracy - not an adversarial democracy
· A democracy of ends or goals (equality and human dignity = the goals) 
· Liberal model of democracy - requires meaningful elections, protection for opposition, procedures
· Now we have a none procedural democracy proposed by macpherson - advertises equality and dignity 
· equality is defined differently 
· Democracy of ends (8 criteria)
· 1. Mass participation (starch opposite from liberal democracy) 
· 2. Solidarity - participating with a view of promoting social goals
· 3. Equality - built on general will, assumption that humans are inherently the same 
· 4. Empathy, fraternity, dignity
· 5. The general will
· Expression of everyone’s fundamental attitudes/needs/interests
· 6. Mass mobilization
· 7. Accountability 
· Free because people are being ruled in the laws of their own making - Rousseau 
· Ex.  Cuba - Macpherson’s idea of democracy would be best suited for Cuba 
· Ultimately, Macpherson’s dream of democracy is either not implemented anywhere, or has been implemented in Cuba
· It remains a powerful idea
· remains an ideological guiding post on the road to democracy
· democracy as a utopian ideal - gives a more full understanding of where democracy is then by the institutions that it creates
· Attempts in the 1960s to build many different kinds of democracy 
What has happened post 1960s?

· Many decolonized countries experienced one-party states with dictators as leaders - pseudo-democracies
· emergence of pure and simple dictatorships or sultanist dictatorships
· Search for liberal democracy failed
· Revolution brings back these ideas to rally people
· rejected class society but have now created class society which is even more inegalitarian and more aggressive than anything else in the world
· Individualism is increasingly prominent in these societies 
· Liberal democracy based on the value of negative freedom
· Negative freedom = “my individual freedom is protected from others”
· Either the state or other individuals
· Animates liberal democracy
Nov. 5th

Wiarda starts his book by telling us there are many different conceptions of democracy

· Different countries are forced to emulate the American conception of democracy for american recognition
· Democracy has become “trendy”
· Neighborhood (different countries adopt different forms of government depending on what they see around them)
· Democracy riding on the wave of popularity - enjoying some ideological hegemony
· Reified - Democracy is assumed to be natural 
· The natural outcome of human social evolution (teleology - Aristotle) 
· Ultimate development in human social engineering 
· Easy to believe there is something such as an “ideal democracy” - Wiarda’s book has a certain bias for American democracy, Stepan’s book has bias towards parliamentary democracy 
· Every country has their own idea of democracy - every country values their democracy 
· Every democracy has it’s strengths and weaknesses 
· Every democracy has room for improvement 
· The ideological hegemony of democracy is undeniable
· people around the world believe democracy is the key to prosperity and social modernization - people believe it does good things, “key to modernity”
Where does Democracy come from?
· Wiarda - democracy is meshed in the cultural fabric of the west (has been since ancient Greece)
· Were only unique examples of democracy, not a prevalent pattern like today 
· For most of western history, Organic forms of government were the norm, not democracy 
· Ex. Monarchy, Feudal system, etc
· The first liberal democracies emerged in the 17th century (Europe) 
· to say that democracy is part of the western cultural tradition is a faulty statement 
· The association of democracy with western cultural tradition is problematic 
· Iroquois Confederacy
· had democratic patterns that were far more similar to our conception today than the ancient greeks
· Participative - maybe our democracy comes more from our encounters with the first nations than from Ancient Greece
· Democracy seems to have been something that was adopted in response to a certain necessity 
· Democracy was not adopted easily
· 1848 - Uprising striking continental Europe demanding democracy
· most put down
· Democracy was implemented in the West through blood, murder, “mess” - Democracy (Ex. France) was not a seamless pattern; 2 steps forward, 1 step back
· Democracy in the West was not easy
· Democracy is not naturally western, not done easily in the west, and is a very recent development 
· However, it became very quickly the norm
· Democracy’s greatest virtue is that it become natural quickly 
· Liberal Democracy is only 100 years old, but feels like it has been around for ever 
· Democracy is “the easiest game in town” - do not require a degree or anything to make your voice heard
· Problem is giving them the opportunity to participate in democracy 
· We can expect that newly democratic countries will follow patterns of early Democratic Europe in their emergence of liberal democracy (bloody and messy)
· A question of necessity 
· 1492
· Christopher Columbus discovers the new world
· Spain, Portugal, Britain and France realize they can make a lot of money by trying something new
· Ex. 18th century India; “Clive of India”
· Clive is a bastard, gets a job becoming a clerk for the east indian company - supposed to trade with local people and England
· Go-between guy
· realizes that if he could just have a few soldiers of his own, he could have something really cool
· gathers an army, picks fights with people not part of his coalition
· Every time he conquers a place, he destroys local industry; forces people to destroy their materials - ships them to England to be transformed and them ships them back to the same people to be sold as transformed goods
· The power of trade and the power of the state together - the birth of the British Empire
· Changed the world - all other countries imitated Clive 
· Empires were able to reshape the world
· British state developed to have a powerful navy and army - able to “redraw” trade groups around the world
· The #1 Consequence of this power is the state, the #2 consequence is the birth of the bourgeoisie class 
· The bourgeoisie has an ambivalent relationship with the state early on - like a “Rottweiler”, don’t want it to go rogue 
· How do you manage the state to make sure this doesn’t happen? - Liberal Democracy 
· Liberal Democracy is a response to a problem
· the bourgeoisie were able to look on their cultural tradition and devise a form of governance (liberal democracy) allowing them to control the state 
· Liberal Democracy is a pragmatic solution - is a necessity 
· The victory of reason over culture 
· We have different forms of Democracy from different problems with the state 
American Democracy
· Starts out of a certain land ownership pattern
· When people went to America in the 18th century, they could buy/receive land 
· Ended up being a country of small land owners
· Created a Democratic system to prevent the Oligarchic and Aristocratic agents from controlling - separation of powers
· Alexander De Tocqueville 
· Describes American Democracy as a Democracy with a rejection of Authority 
· Reject Authority, elites, and truth
· Shocked that American’s don’t believe in intellectual authority 
· Americans have a negative reaction to everything that seems to powerful - anti-statist bias 
· Also based on the concept of Negative freedom 
· American democracy responds to a situation
· The situation of small landowners against those in power trying to control them (Oligarchic class, Great Britain, etc.) 
· As a democracy, it works - designed to protect the individual and their property, which it does
European Democracy
· Did not emerge out of the demands of small land owners, emerged out of the clash of social classes
· Working class and Bourgeoisie 
· A question of social classes balancing each other out 
· France
· parties on the right/left fighting it out to figure out who will be government and who will be opposition
· Reflects Stepan’s ideal democracy - A democracy requiring opposition
· About groups that are antagonistic; balancing each-other out while allowing them to live and prosper and compete within reason
· In Europe we have different forms of corporatism - very similar to the way of BA regimes
· Have adopted these corporatist practices for a long time and they work
· Austria
· Every year, representatives of the business class and the labour organizations would meet with government representatives in a room
· would negotiate the wages and social benefits of the economic indicators for the next room
· would come out of the room with an agreement 
· if you are not part of the state, business, or labour groups, you would not count in this meeting
· Triangular corporatist pattern with the state bringing together these antagonist groups and making sure they can create a deal 
· Different kind of democracy - operates by borrowing corporatist mechanism
· Different in approach and yet are still democracies 
We now have 2 different democracies:

· Europe - represented by political party associated with trade union or business association\
· Group based
· America - parties represent people and individual interests 
· Individualistic
Week 10

Nov 11th
France: we see that the people have no difficulty in voting or proceeding in democracy

· If a democracy took a long time to consolidate itself in France, it is not because of the people
· It is because it took the different political/regional groups to develop, organize themselves, balance themselves out, and create a situation that they could realize they could not eliminate the other - matched forces
· Only once they realize this does democracy become the best possible option
· “We agree to continue to compete knowing we cannot compete with violence” 
· 1870 - the third republic
· One way to measure the length of the process that took democracy to consolidate in France is through voting rights
· The republic had created universal suffrage for man - ultimately ends up being consolidated as meaningful suffrage in 1870
· Great Britain
· List of important components to consolidating democracy:
· First fights for democracy take place after the first english civil war (last from 1642-1646)
· English civil war opposes the King to the parliamentarians 
· The parliamentarians were ultimately noblemen - land owners aristocracy, allied with new commercial elite (via colonialism) 
· the army created by the parliamentarians meets and people start to say we risked our lives to defeat the king - maybe we need the right to vote
· Pupny debates - people are saying (common folk), because they risked their lives, they should have the right to vote
· Opposition: There should be a right to vote but only for landowners (aristocrats) 
· 1688 - glorious revolution 
· 1689 - Bill of rights - guarantees the rights of members of parliament to be elected freely and voice opposition against the king 
· Building blocks of democracy 
· 1760-1840 - Industrial revolution - sets the course for democracy backwards
· Changes the makeup of british society; creates the poor 
· Before the industrial revolution you have landed aristocracy, commercial elite; fairly diversified, but no where near the inequalities in wealth that are created from the industrial revolution
· the poor don’t own their own land; work in factories or workhouses 
· Accounts for 80% of the British population near the end of the Industrial revolution
· Have landed aristocracy, a bourgeoisie owning the factories, and the working class
· Have to start from scratch - revisit democracy
· For democracy to emerge, the different groups have to emerge, compete, and recognize they cannot eliminate the other 
· The poor have to fight for their rights within the political system 
· Peterloo - 1819 - people gather in this square demanding political rights - 15 people are killed, hundreds are killed 
· 1832 - The first reformat - Government of England gives voting rights to the middle class the bourgeoisie 
· effort to create a group that would oppose the poor
· worked for a while, but means only 1/7 people are able to vote (poor can’t vote; make up 80% of population) 
· Doesn’t work for long
· Second reformat - gives right to vote for emerging working class
· Gives voting rights to 1/3 adult males - first time the working class are allowed to vote
· However, their employers force them to vote their way, not secret; if you worked for a factory, you would only be allowed to vote a certain way or you would lose your job
· 1872 - Secret ballot is introduced 
· Protected in their act of voting without undue pressure
· Great victory for anonymity 
· 1884 - The rest of the working class is allowed to vote
· 1918 - All men above the age of 21 can vote, even those who are unemployed
· Women above the age of 30 can vote
· 1928 - women above the age of 21 can vote 
· Took almost 300 years for democracy to really work in a modern way
· The big obstacle that occurs for democracy is the interplay between groups; democracy is set back and must renew itself with the creation of new groups (usually the poor)
· the poor must create a sense of self and consolidate so they can fight for their rights to compete/vote 
- Social, economic, and regional groups that bring about democracy 
Nov 12th
· Europe during the middle ages - very organic, made up of limbs of society
· Democracy based on groups and the interaction between groups
· Results: 
· 1. Human/group rights - rights of people to form unions 
· 2. Social Market capitalism - The free market should not be standing alone - should be seen as one of the pillars of society, a safety net
·  Union Bargaining 
· Private business, to be legitimate, has to play a positive role in society 
· Important that every limb contributes positively to the body of society
· 3. Interventionist state
· Bureaucracy that will intervene forcefully and aggressively to manage society and to manage the economy 
· State feels entitled to play a role in the economy
· Society is politicized - high government involvement means that government is responsible for everything that happens in society
· 4. Neo-Corporatism
· Democratic, post world war 2 version of corporatism
· Government inviting business unions, trade associations, etc. to talk behind closed doors, try to find a compromise that works for everyone
· Has deep roots in Western European democracy - come from medieval practice
· Not strictly democratic... give voice to business representatives, but not the actual people/polis
· A bypass of democracy, asking the representatives what they want, not everyone
· One the other hand, Neo-Corporatism has been credited as being key to the rebuilding effort after WW2; it created social peace and consensus around the goals of rebuilding the economy 
· In many ways, Western Democracy is the result of Neo-Corporatist practices
· Welfare State
· State feels responsible for safeguarding of different groups in society - Welfare society
· geared to protect the different segments of society - in order to prevent social class
· Response to group pressure
· Constitutionalism 
· There are special constitutional measures to favour different groups; most prominent is federalism, which helps different groups to be represented 
· Mercantilism
· Role of the state in managing, protecting, controlling trade
· has played a larger role in European history in the last 500 years - state has played huge role in managing trade and allowing bourgeoisie to make money off of that 
· Bourgeoisie is allied with nationalistic forces 
· Throughout western Europe, Parliament is seen to be sovereign; the highest authority in government 
· The holder of the sovereign power of the people
· Same thing in France: The national assembly (the lower house) is the national sovereign of the people 
- Problem of immigration...

· Netherlands - question has become “a hot potato” because more than half the children in elementary schools are immigrants
· In 50 years, more likely half of the population of Netherlands will be from non-European roots 
· Some say this is the end of Western European democracy, Perreault argues it is not
· Ex. 19th century - working class in England and the rest, fights were rough but democracy prevailed
· These events will lead to a renewal of democracy
· 2 things:
· 1. Democracy is not done: Democracy continues to change
· Never a final change, a consolidated democracy is a democracy that is simply waiting for the next “evil”, the next change 
· Never a done deal, never having arrived at democracy
· Always changing and evolving
· 2. The Birth place of modern democracy is Western Europe
· Neo-Corporatism, State interventionism, Mercantalism; all not liberal, come from tradition/necessity 
· Western European democracy is not liberal democracy, is a weird adaptation of democracy
· Not purely liberal
· Every Democracy has adopted illiberal, non-liberal conditions to adapt to it’s surroundings 
· Demnocracies deal with problems in different ways, necessities are the guiding principle
· The Blue Banana
· A region in Europe growing quickly; people are moving from other regions in Europe
· Some parts of Europe are losing population quickly, while the Blue banana is gaining population quickly 
· Immigrants move to Blue Banana
· Area of Europe where the politics are more tolerant 
· Different aspects of European Democracy, different regions which are tolerant
· Then there are other regions, where they don’t think it is positive
Concludes Section on Western Europe

Nov 14th
Universities

- Chile

· get notes....
· Solution to social issues is social conflict..? 
· Latin American protests to schools - wouldn’t happen as much in Canada
- Canada
· Cynicism towards the universities 
· Resignation
· Privatist 
· Our response to social issues/inequalities is not social conflict, but is work harder and do better in school
· Social life is lived in groups
· If you are a student, you feel like you are a member of a group
· Life is lived in organic terms; society is a body, you are part of one of the limbs
· If somebody is doing something to your limg (group), you feel a sense of solidarity within that limb and a sense of duty to do something about it 
· Response is collective
· Society; is it a thing?
· Canada: We mostly think of it as an umbrella term for ‘us’ the individuals
· Latin America: It is a thing; is a creature, has existence of its own
· Canada: We are privatist individuals; stuff happens to other people but we generally don’t care enough
- Latin America: Organic in nature - get upset about things happening to us but not to others

· Social justice - Any digression from the harmonious system triggers a response of disillusionment, betrayal, and injustice 
· What sparked the protests in Latin America
- Canadians don’t care that much 
Politics of obedience/indifference
· Latin America - when someone is elected president, you have a duty to follow
· indifferent to authority 
· Politics of obedience: leaders has to have earned respect, people have to give obedience
· In Canada we do not go through this
2 types of politics
Week 11
November 18
Democracy in Latin America
· Democratic governments in Latin America have produced different outcomes than in other democratic regions
· I.e. governments of Juan Perron in Argentina, Alberto Fujimori in Peru, Hugo Chavez in Venezuela
· Elected democratically, use authority and force in characteristic ways, discredited, usually end up exiled, indicted or prosecuted
· How do we explain these democratically elected political leaders that are so different than what we find in ‘traditional’ (i.e. liberal democratic) democracies?
· Charisma – expectation that the political leaders who are elected will be imbued with charisma, have the persona of champions, larger than life, capable of leading an entire society  being leaders
· Comes from medieval notion that the leader is the person to implement and fulfill God’s will on earth, expected to do something special on earth
· These strong leaders have restrictions placed on them, must fulfill certain expectations that have to with the organic view of society
· Promote harmony within society, balance the needs of different estates/groups in society, fulfill notion of divine intent or natural law (goodness)
· At first people believe that they will fulfill these requirements, this gains them popularity; eventually people realize that they can’t fulfill these requirements, leads to decline in popularity and disillusionment
· Influences on democracy that come from organic statist tradition:
· Divine right
· Leader will fulfill the will of God or something equivalent (doesn’t necessarily have to be religious)  there is a destiny to be fulfilled by leaders, mission that needs to be fulfilled
· Leader is supposed to guide society toward the divine right
· Driving society toward a common goal
· Those who are elected are given special responsibilities, duties and rights; people are therefore obligated to follow  corporatist view of society stems from this (head and body)
· Not elected to fulfill a job description of menial tasks, elected to achieve something great 
· Leaders see themselves as having the right to make laws and go beyond laws; many people believe that in the pursuit of great goals leaders should be able to go beyond the bounds of legality
· Use of force and authority, corruption, rewriting of constitution
· Special duties = special privileges
· When people use these privileges for selfish goals rather than the good of the nation and people find out about this, people lose faith in their leaders  decline in popularity, protests, indictment, etc. 
· Circular process – the leader is supposed to elicit the support of the people by promising to take care of them; as long as the leader is acting for the people then he is owed obedience; when the leader is found to not be fulfilling the nation then he is owed rebellion, violence, revolution
· Politics of obedience and politics of rebellion
· Organic view of society
· Leaders feel a right to rule if they have charisma, once they lose this support they no longer feel that they have the right to stay in office  explains why leaders in the 1980s left their posts
· Right to rule was anchored in charisma, divine right
· In a way, this is highly democratic – people leave when they lose popularity  respond to popular will
· Checks and restrictions on the ability for leaders to remain in office
· These obligations are related to the concept of the Great Chain of Life

· God (top)  Pope  Bishops  Priests  Regular People  Animals (bottom)
· All living creatures are part of a divine plan; the higher you are on the chain, the more that it is assumed that you are knowledgeable and skilled and therefore are more deserving of obedience
· Therefore, leaders in Latin America tend to be held to a high standard of accountability – forgiven for very few things
· The powerful have responsibilities, limitations, duties toward those below them
· Group response (in Latin America, where people are part of a group) vs. individual response (in the West, where people value their individual rights)

· Organically-influenced democracy vs. liberal democracy
Criteria for Comparing Types of Democracy
· Public participation
· Which form of democracy promotes public participation the most? 

· Latin American regimes have elicited more public participation – thousands of people protest for and against the government

· Large scale, long lasting protests are rare in Western liberal democracies
· Latin American countries seem to do better at bring people out, making them participate actively in the political process
· Liberal democracy has a more passive approach to participation
· That being said, is it such a good thing to have public participation?
· Arguments can be made to say that public participation does matter
· Social justice
· Which society is more just?

· In terms of numbers, Latin American countries have been the most inegalitarian in the world – vast income inequalities between groups, wide range of injustices perpetrated against people and groups
· At the same time, many of these inequalities and injustices were exacerbated by dictatorships; reduction of inequities in these countries post-dictatorship
· In liberal democracies, there are increasing inequalities – as a result of capitalist systems
· Western liberal democracies have done better at bringing social justice – perhaps because we are richer
· Latin American countries are more responsive to inequalities, take more action; in Western countries we are more passive, use privatist responses

· Latin American democracies have mechanisms that appear to be more effective in countering injustice – based on notions of justice and duty
· Protection of the people
· Richer countries (i.e. Canada) are able to protect people because of resources
· In Latin America, people feel that they are more protected from the powerful in comparison because of the state’s corporatist structure
· Spiritual enlightenment
· Which type of democracy produces spiritual enlightenment better?

· Liberal democracy isn’t as concerned with spiritual enlightenment
· In Latin America, there is a preoccupation with spiritual development 
· Common good
· Which system brings people closer to God’s will, brings the nation closer to one divinely ordained goal?

· Which system neutralizes the power of interest groups, politicians, etc. to create a unified goal?
· In liberal democracies there is the public good, but no common good – this is distressing to Latin Americans, see us as without a common goal or reference points
· With these 5 criteria you can’t determine which system is better, but you can see that in the eyes of each group they feel their system is best
  must be careful of ethnocentrism when looking at different kinds of democracy, democracies must be evaluated with criteria specific to each case

Nov 19th
The Case of Russia 

· Begs a number of questions
· Is Russia a democracy? How far away from being a democracy is it?
· Is democracy simply institutions or does it require a culture of democracy? Does Russia lack this culture of democracy?
· Does democracy have to look like liberal democracy? - maybe there is another model of democracy hidden somewhere in Russia
· Two Arguments
· 1. Russia is not a democracy 
· the party that is associated with Vladimir Putin (Edinaya Rossiya), founded in 2001, has dominated the duma ever since
· For the last 12 years, Russia has been a one party state - one party dominating the parliament
· Putin has been the head of government since 2000 - wins elections with over 50% of the votes; has a large following, is adored/worshiped/even feared 
· Has a cult of personality
· Assumption of many russians that Putin knows best - plays the role of a champion 
· The people running russia are doing so as a “closed clique” - insulated by any opposition by the fact that Putin keeps getting elected and Edinaya Rossiya keeps dominating
· represents the sovereignty and true voice of the people
· How has Putin been running the show?
· Has used rule by decree - the head of government can impose the rule of law without the approval of parliament 
· Has used the security apparatus (secret police) to spy on political opponents to expose their corruption and discredit them; attacking them
· Has used nationalism and anti-politics to silence/marginalize opposition leaders 
· Has gone after the opposing oligarchs - they have criticized Putin for his authoritarian style 
· Putin plays favourites, goes aggressively against his opponents 
· Most people in Russia want a strong leader who runs the country with a strong hand - favour this style of leadership
· Most reject the forms of liberal adversarial politics
· Putin promised to eliminate corruption, but corruption continues to be rampant - not only in the government but throughout society 
· Russia has failed to be like us - the failure to be like us disqualifies Russia from being a democracy
· 2. Russia is a specific form of democracy
· Russia does not have a democratic tradition - first experience with democracy was 20 years ago
· However, most of the democratic countries did not have histories of democracy before becoming democratic 
· The most important element in a democracy is to have a state that functions - a state that can impose authority and actually do things
· 1990’s, many could have argued that Russia did not have this type of state
· employees of the state were generally not paid
· State was bankrupt, unable to pay it’s bills or employees 
· Authority of the Central bank in Moscow was denied, challenged, rebelled against - no state authority 
· Putin has restored this state authority - government can pay it’s bills and it’s employees, laws exist and people are constrained to the rules of laws 
· Restoring an effective state has been one of the consequences of Putin’s rule 
· Emphasis on normal elections 
· Since 1993 - Russia has had regular normal elections; have not been particularly chaotic 
· turnout has been 60-70 % of eligible voters voting - most vote for parties of the center (not left nor right); Edinaya Rossiya 
· Good turnout, a congealed party seam (parties returning over and over again; grabbing the majority of votes)
· People in the Duma often form coalitions and alliances, not on the basis of ideology, but on the basis of convenience and strategic alliance
· Is this not one the hallmarks of democracy? - willing to grab deals in order to sustain power 
· Career politicians are a hallmark of stable democracy - come in with the intent to participate in the game of power; to play their role in that game
· Even in the radical powers of Russia, these are people who come back over and over again to run for election, put their name on the ballot, and accept the seat once given to them 
· 1995 - Communist party of the Russian federation got the most seats (opposition to the Edinaya Rossiya party) 
· opposition is able, sometimes, to impose itself 
· this party ran for election, accepted the seats, played their role in the duma, and were kicked out at the next election without a fuss - accepted the rulings of the Duma 
· Voters are instrumental in their voting decisions - if a party promises to give them more, the people will tend to vote for that party
· Instrumental voting is another cornerstone of a consolidated democracy
· In Russia, Instrumental voting is the rule - under Putin, the GDP has doubled in the last 20 years (a good selling point) 
· Not on the basis of ideology, party affiliations, or anything like that - on the basis of merit and credible promises of the party 
· Most Russians like the concept of Democracy - they like their democracy
· they like going to vote; they admire democracy but not our American/Canadian version of democracy
· higher voting turnout than ours
· no party in the duma is saying democracy needs to be replaced
· In other words, democracy fulfills this requirement; “It is the only game in town” (Linz - book) 
· 1991 - there was a coup organized by the military
· Was defeated, military took over Parliament, kidnapped Gorbachev, lasted for a few days 
· The soldiers went home, they refused to participate (shoot at civilians) 
· The people of Russia said no the coup 
· Protests in the street agains the coup - were democratic enough in their culture to say no to the coup
· The democracy in Russia is clearly different than ours, but claims to be just as democratic 
· As Macpherson argues, in new democracies there is a preoccupation with nationalism, making sure the nation stays together
· This was the case in RUssia - people were preoccupied with keeping the nation together 
· Makes sense because of challenges to borders; Russia is a country that is insecure in it’s borders and it’s identity 
· Does this discredit Russia as a Democracy? Is it undemocratic to have a focus on nationalism?
· Russian mindset is geared toward this identity; mindsets that they need to be cautious and aware of threats to their national identity 
· Putin has used concerns over national integrity to silence opposition; has crossed a few lines, redeeming qualities to fight against corruption 
· Has used decrees forbidding state employees from having foreign bank accounts - using authority not approved by duma/parliament to impose his will on citizens
· On the face, this is an abuse of power; however when facing these circumstances (corruption and high capital flight), rule by decree may be warranted
· In the case of Russia, rule by decree is non-democratic practice that actually helps to make society more democratic 
· The fight against oligrachs - oligrachs are those who managed to grab and become owners of large portions of assets 
· Small group of people controlled majority of RUssian economy - using investment funds which were funded by the mafia (organized crime)
· These oligarchs are the front men for organized crime, allow it to control the Russian economy 
· Putin’s government fought back against the oligrachs and took back control of the economy - is Putin a ‘Robin Hood’ figure?
· Argument for democratic vs. non-democratic depends on circumstances
· Macpherson says that there are 2 types of democracy: democracy of procedure and democracy of ends
· Russia is a democracy of ends - goal is to make Russia great
· According to standards of democracy of procedure, Putin and Russia are in essence, not democratic 
· Economic growth has not translated into helping the poor 
· Economy has grown, but the notion of everyone benefiting from it is still only a promise 
· income and equality continues to be a significant problem - Russia today under Putin continues to be one of the most inegalitarian countries in the world 
Russia is clearly not a democracy like ours, not a democracy of groups, it has the myth of one nation that has to stick together under one strong leader

· Looks like the non-liberal models of Democracy described by Macpherson
· READ THE PIECE BY MACPHERSON***
· To call Russia a real democracy, it requires a new definition 
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Africa
· We assume that Africa from a democratic point of view should be right on; but they’re not, they have problems just like Russia and EU
· Problems are not intractable; there is optimism to be had 
· 51 countries in Africa; diversity of experiences and conditions throughout the continent 
· GDP in the countries of Africa has increased by 5% per year in the last decade
· impressive growth, never before seen in their history
· booming economically 
· a growth rate that has been higher than the growth rate of the population
· per capita income went from 2000$ per person to 3200$ per person per year 
· much of this growth has come from new production of natural gases and oil 
· GDP of the African continent today is about 3.5 trillion dollars 
· now has a population of around 940 million people 
· highest growth rate in population 
· rates of urbanization in Africa are higher than other regions in the world; although not reaching standards of countries such as Canada or U.S.
· Africa is seeing the development of a new middle class
· growth of the middle class is most impressive in South Africa
· middle class in South Africa represents 20% of the population 
· used to be entirely white, but today the white proportion in that middle class is less than 30% 
· Whites are accounting for a smaller and smaller portion of the middle class 
· this middle class represents about 45% of the income of the country - the share of income is unfortunately declining slowly
· As the country gets richer, the income drops slowly because the top 3% of the countries in South Africa is starting to earn more
· South Africa is getting richer 
· top 3% used to get 18% of all income, now they get 32% 
· As the upper class sees its income rise, the middle class and poorer are seeing theirs drop 
· significant development, African society is changing fundamentally 
· no longer the society of 1964 (Macpherson) where everyone shares the same standard of living 
· Africa represents 4% of the world economy 
· Economic patterns that we notice
· Very little industrialization 
· most of the economies continue to be managed according to an export led development pattern 
· Export oil, natural gas, natural resources, minerals, agricultural products
· produce large amounts of products for China and Europe 
· Accounts for 3% of world trade, but not increasing rapidly 
· Africa is not accounting for less and less of the world’s exports, but they are simply not getting a fair price for their exports and are therefore falling behind other countries 
· One of the major issues that leads to poverty in Africa has nothing to do with Africa per say, but has to do with the world economy 
· You can be poor when it might not be your fault 
· Supply in world economy of some products increased where the demand stays the same
· price drops, can’t make money selling natural products such as cotton or coffee 
· On the other hand, Africa's population has been growing, increasing the demand for foreign products while keeping the supply steady (Ex. Phones from U.S.) 
· United states and Europe have been subsidizing their Agricultural needs year by year
· Making it difficult for Africa to actually sell their products 
· 5 out of the 51 countries account for most of Africa’s income and growth 
· about half of the income/growth 
· Inequality between countries but also within countries 
· Social inequality is facilitating the political and economic strife that we so often read about 
· Perreault; none of the problems are related to culture (although they are presented as being cultural problems in the book)
· They are economic, social and political problems 
· Example of the social inequality present in Africa comes from the democratic republic of the Congo
· Some regions are wealthy and don’t want to share it with the other poor  regions
· reject the authority of the central government because they feel they get nothing from them
· At the same time that there is a growing upper class, and a struggling middle class, there is also a poor class categorized by deprivation 
· Comparable numbers to those in 1920-30’s Germany with Hyperinflation 
· Problems in terms of the conditions related to the development of Democracy in Africa 
Corruption
· Corruption and the underground economy are good ways of clearing the markets
· however, ultimately, corruption and underground economy tend to be a drag down on market economy
· Africa suffers from corruption and underground economy 
· Perreault is not sure if these concepts are ultimately evil or if they are perhaps somewhat virtuous
· Some African habitants may need the underground economy to feed their families or survive 
- Corruption and underground economy, at the same time, alleviates any real legitimacy in the state 

· The first problem of Africa is creating credible states that can fund themselves and manage the state 
Infrastructure
· Many regions in Africa are deprived of having developed infrastructure 
· Can we really talk about the implementation of real authority without real infrastructure to facilitate them?
· Cannot control suburban areas and regions that have no infrastructure to do so 
· On the other hand, Urbanization is changing Africa fundamentally 
· people are moving to the city to enjoy access to services and goods
· The state may not be able to control the suburban areas fundamentally, but there is a reducing need to as more and more people move towards the cities 
Week 12
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Essay Question: How can CB Macpherson and Juan Linz help us understand the emergence and special circumstances of democracies in Latin America, Russia and Africa? In what ways are these different the Western European experience of Democracy?


- Link the cases to Macpherson and Linz and all the European cases we have examined 

· Chapter 14 of Juan Linz 
· Page 295 of Stepan
· Article on Macpherson
- Lessons about Democracy; contrast these examples with Western Europe

· Need to include examples, detail 
· Write draft answers to this question 
· Pack as much detail as possible 
Africa Continued
· Leaders of African nations are increasingly requesting that Africa be left to devise it’s own form of governance; own form of democracy
· 3 Examples of African Democratization: 
· Nigeria 
· has 170 Million people; 1 out of 7 people in Africa live in Nigeria 
· Sets the tone for the rest of Africa 
· Became independent in 1960; military takes over and creates a series of military regimes in 1966
· These regimes last from 1966 to 1999 - 33 years of military rule 
· Not predisposed to the winner of the game of democracy 
· 1999 - Nigeria holds an election; elects a President (Obasamjo...); leader of the PDP
· election is a mess; qualified as a sham 
· Violence, irregularities 
· However, is upheld by the courts and was for 4 years 
· 2003 - President was re-elected and was even more of a sham 
· once again upheld by the courts and the President remained in Office
· 2007 - Another leader of the PDP elected; once again contested, with voting irregularities and abuse of power 
· For the third time, the president is elected
· Dies in 2010, and becomes replaced by a new leader of the PDP and stays until the election in 2011
· 2011 - Clean election, much less violence, some intimidation but much less
· President elected with 59% of the votes (landslide)
· Courts uphold the votes, seen as a clean election by international observers
· We have a progression from rotten/tainted elections to eventually, an election that is relatively clean
· The Nigerian model is a model of adversarial competition 
· Looks very much like the French model of the 19th century; competitive, adversarial, and a bit of violence 
· Looks like a European model of politics 
· Observers have said Nigeria was predisposed to this type of politics because they are such a large. divided country
· Divided by religion as well as 18 distinct ethnic groups 
· Many different regional identities within the country
· With this kind of background, one could assume they would have divisive, adversarial, competitive elections
· However, presidents that were elected were not elected by a single group; all of the presidents who were all members of the PDP were elected from a base that included people from many different groups
· Yes there are divisions, but some candidates are able to bridge these divisions and overcome them to get elected
· Therefore, can see Nigeria as an adversarial democracy, but can also see it as a successful cross-over over the divisive lines of religion, language and ethnicity
· Most observers tend to see Nigeria as not a democracy; too messy
· Perreault argues that we should look at the case of Nigeria as a “glass half full” situation
· Sees the bridging of divides, the overcoming of military history, choosing of a common leader with an overwhelming majority as important 
· Good first steps towards the path of democracy; impressive steps 
· Maybe Nigeria is more predisposed on the path of democracy than France was in the 19th century
· Argued to be a one-party state because the PDP is constantly elected
· However, Perreault gives the example of Saskatchewan...
· Elected the Liberals 6 times in a row... never heard anyone say Saskatchewan has a bad democracy - has nothing to do with culture (can argue Africa’s isn’t either)
· **A one party rule does not invalidate a democracy; the same party over and over again is not a problem in itself
· Depends on how the one party deals with it’s power 
· Botswana 
· Small country of only a few million people; but is considered the model of Democracy in Africa 
· independent since 1966 - has had 9 elections since then 
· All elections were peaceful, and all proceeded according to the rules 
· Never been a “coup d’etats” - have not taken power by force 
· 79% of the people are from the Swana ethnic group
· All 9 elections were won by the same party; the BDP (Botswana Democratic Party)
· Again is a model of democracy, but once again is a one party state (The same party always winning the elections) 
· The system seems to be open enough that no one has felt the need to rebel 
· No significant violence, Botswana has been a model of stability, has run elections properly since 1966 
· Botswana is a different model of Democracy 
· Closer to the Consociational Model of Democracy (Case of Switzerland a few weeks ago)
· Upper house in the legislature; 14 tribal representatives in Botswana get to have a say in how things are run 
· Consociational element of Democracy in Botswana; may explain how the system seems to work without revolt or conflict 
· Is relatively responsive to a broad portion of civil society 
· Different model to Nigeria 
· Senegal 
· Also showcased as a successful democracy in Africa 
· population of 12 million people 
· Became independent in 1960- First President is Leopold Senghor (remained president from 1960-81) 
· Continually elected with no violence, no coups 
· In 1981, his successor Deuf comes to power; he is of the same party
· He remains in Office from 1981 to 2000 - 19 year presidency 
· 40 years of the same party 
· Looks again like a one-state party
· Taken over in 2000 by a Wade..? who remains in power until 2012
· Is of different party
· When there is change in party power there is no violencme or difficulty, peaceful transition of power
· Looks more like a consolidated democracy 
· This, by many accounts, is an example of consociational democracy in Africa 
· Democracy has always been a matter of consensus, discussion - not an Adversarial, winner take-all model of democracy
· Gives us an idea of where Macpherson was coming from - a more open democracy
 
· Very early on, the path of Senegal was consociational 
· Saw it as a democracy of ends, not of procedures (Like Western Democracy; centered around who wins or loses) 
· Democracy of responsibility to the people 
· It
 is possible to have one party states that rank very highly on indicators of Democracy 
· Is possible for a one party state to be responsive and show outcomes that are in fact democratic 
· To do this, they have to be democracies of ends
· Do You have to Change society before you can have democracy? 
· The cases of Senegal and Botswana show that no, you don’t 
· Can have a democratic system so long as it created and constructed correctly, so it won’t require change in civil society 
· Our books argue that ultimately, you have to change society to make it democratic 
· Perreault argues this is not true
· Democracy seems to be able to grow, initially, in non-democratic surroundings
· *Pinochet did not create the democratic civil society that allowed him to be replaced 
· Even in Western Europe, the Third Republic in France is created at a time of rejection of democracy; most of civil society were favoring a monarchy
· Democracy is brought in despite civil society being unprepared for it and unwilling to accept it 
· Democracy seems to provide and create a democratized civil society; institutions and structures of democracy lead people towards participation in the game of democracy 
· We often make the mistake of thinking that we need to become a democratic people in order to play the game -> Perreault argues the opposite 
· Need to play the game in order to become players, opver time the level of playing will improve
· Exemplified with the case of Nigeria
· 2 processes by which people form communities
· Transactionalism 
· Karl Deutsch
· Through interactions people are able to understand one another
· See positive benefits of connecting with one another, therefore want to interact
· The more that people interact in democracy, the more they are likely to see the benefits of democracy
· Neofunctionalism 
· Ernset Haas
· In the case of the EU, the government creared institutions and forced people into the; created European parliament, changed school curriculums, made Europeans out of creating institutions and putting people into them
· Similar to democracy - if an election is created than people will come
· Have to create the institutiions and backdrop for people to participate
· Play an impotant role in creating the framework for which behaviours and cognitive elements can be altered
· In Senegal and Botswana, the government decided that there was an election; people participated because of the creation of these institutions 
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One impressive use of success in Nigeria (not mentioned last class) is the use of federalism

· Has been used to stabilize; regional groups have been granted the opportunity to manage their own affairs; give them some power
Does democracy require ethnic and linguistic homogeneity?
· Hopefully not - this would prevent a lot of societies from adopting democratic forms of governance
· One of the most prominent examples in the world that is not ethnically and linguistically homogenous is Canada 
· If it is required, we are in trouble... Obviously not a requirement 
Does Democracy require that citizens have an active will to be part of a country?
· To an extent, yes - people have to want to participate
· However, it does not mean they have to be part of one nation/one identity 
· The book talks about the will to be part of one culture/one identity
· Perreault thinks this is wrong - in most democracies, people have a strong desire to be heard
· People want to participate/belong because it pays and it works (utilitarian)
· People choosing to be part of a democratic purpose without having to choose one racial/ethnic identity 
· One of the beautiful things about democracy is that it allows people with different identities to join together, compete in the same game (although not having to identify with one group) 
· Around the world, people participate in the same democratic purpose without identifying with one nation
· People vote out of utility - people are willing to invest time and money to get what they want; democracy is a vehicle for this 
· Seen obviously in Canada, but also in European history 
· Same is also true in Africa 
Trust is not a prerequisite for democracy

· Ex. of Southern Ontario/rest of Canada
· People don’t need to trust each-other to participate in the same democratic process 
· Personal attitudes and personal self-definitions can be influenced and shaped by context
· The more people interact, the more people start to see themselves as sharing something 
· The practice of democracy changes people 
· Readings: Civil society has to change before a democracy can flourish
· Perreault argues the evidence presents the opposite: you build a democracy, and then civil society can begin to change 
· People learn democracy from playing the game, then the values of democracy begin to internalize
· Democracy Reshapes Civil Societ
y
· What is best given is a model of democracy based on utility
· People do things that work and pay because they are practical and pragmatic 
· This seems to be what is happening in Africa - people saw democracy as worth trying 
· Appeal to utility seems to be universal
· Robert Bates
· Kenya: In certain areas of Kenya where people live in hills and walleys, there is a tradition of marrying from the opposite geographic group. There is solidarity in difficult times, especially times of famine. People can reach out to those in the other group to help them out. Ultimately the solidarity between the people in the hillsides and valleys is born out of utility. Tradition of mixed marriage is a way of cementing that utility
· Democracy as a question of survival 
· Pragmatic approach - same approach John Locke described in case of England in the 17th century 
· Perreault - Human beings have been pragmatic and have had a modern outlook for a thousand years
· Facilitates democracy
· The boarders of Africa, as the Book suggests, are completely artificial
· Book argues you cannot live in a society with artificial boarders
· This argument is invalid as in Canada, we too have informal boarders 
· Until the late 1930s, people crossed the boarders in the prairies all the time 
· boarders were solidified in the late 30s 
· Democracy is a mechanism
Liberalization and Democratization

· Do you need the development of a bourgeois class/a free market/a modern economy for Democracy to emerge?
· The emergence of a business class seems to be a prerequisite to the development of Liberal Democracy
· Without a business class, you are unlikely to develop a model of liberal adversarial democracy
· Business class has interest in using the state, but making sure that the state doesn’t control them
· Also leads to the emergence of a working class - facilitating competitive class trying to control the state 
· The pattern goes as the business class emerging, then creating a working class, and creating competition for laws/rights/taxes etc..
· Ex. Eastern Europe
· Most countries adopted nationalist movements rather than political parties
· Led to one party states (stopped by emergence of business class)
· Business class wanted to control the state, working class opposed because they wanted to control the state 
· Liberal Democracy developed out of this ‘dance’ between the working class and business case both trying to gain control of the state 
· This process is reproduced in almost every case where there is a successful liberal democracy
· On the other hand, If you are trying to create a communitarian democracy (not a liberal democracy) based on consensus, consultation, participation, the worst thing that could happen is the emergence of the business class
·  (integration of civil society within the state)
· This is Macpherson’s imagined democracy
· the way you balance this type of democracy is through participation and voice
· Communitarian experiments of democracy are based on notions of equality, on the fact that civil society becomes integrated with the state 
· More consociational, based on consensus - works on the basic principle that no one is going to be a systematic loser
· These types of democracies in Botswana and Senegal have managed to endure because of the lack of Bourgeoise 
· The emergence of the business class leads to conflict and competition between classes, therefore creating a liberal adversarial democracy and killing the communitarian democracy 
2 models of Democracy
· Communitarian - No losers, no competition
· Based on community and Equality
· Ex. Africa
· Liberal Adversarial - Class competition, inequalities 
· Based on inequality
· Ex. Europe/U.S. 
Religion

· The book argues that religion and religion that occupies civil space, would be incompatible with liberal democracy
· If people are too religiously motivated than they cannot make the pragmatic calculations that democracy requires - very little evidence for this 
· Little evidence that shows that those who are religious are less able to participate democratically 
· In Nigeria there has been increasing affirmations of religious affiliations
· Religion does not preclude making pragmatic choices
· Democracy actually seems to be quite good at managing this type of division
Urban migrations
· The book mentions urban migrations are problematic for democracy 
· In the new cities of Africa, you have combinations of ethnic, linguistic and racial backgrounds 
· Creates a lot of slums and variation within cities
· According to the text, this should be problematic for Democracy
· Perreault: argues the opposite; urbanization seems to be creating the kind of transactions (Ernst Haas) that allow people to look beyond their identities and focus on certain traits
· Becomes unifying rather than divisive 
· Conflicts rarely start within the cities
· One of the things that is hopeful (In Africa) is that urbanization is changing the social patterns; allowing people to come together/vote together; often for the same candidate
· Not a negative, is a positive
· If it was a problem, then we in Canada would have a problem in our cities
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Using constitutional mechanisms such as federalism, you can bridge the gap between different identities 

· can be a positive thing 
· Senegal, Botswana, Switzerland
· One is not like the other...? 
· Consociational forms of government are implemented in all 3 
· want to give everyone at least some gain to the game
· Consociational arrangements based on voice seem to be a necessary choice for solving ethnic and cultural problems
· However, you begin to move away from liberal democracy 
· Seems to do a lot better than liberal democracy... 
· Consociational forms of democracy can arguably be good for Africa 
· Liberal democracy has limitations; however, a movement towards a more communitarian and consociational government seams to solve these issues - no winners or losers, all are winners
· Federalism limits rights to create partial winners throughout the system
· utilized in Liberal democracy
· Our different models of democracy adopt different mechanisms to deal with different issues
· In Germany, Federalism makes sense
· Is divided by region and religion
· Also makes sense in Canada
· Given the makeup of our society and history
· Different democracies adopt different methods; some closer to purely democratic and others closer to communitarian and consociational methods
Education
· Book says there won’t be strong democracies in Africa until everyone is educated
· However, this poses a problem
· In Canada, we have various problems with education; illiteracy, not knowing governmental officers, etc. 
· People vote on the basis of charisma or promises; they then vote them out of office because they have a weird sense that they did not complete these promises 
· Democracy has always been democracy by scandal 
· Does Civil society have to be democratic before you can have a democracy?

· Perreault - Don’t think so 
· Too many cases where civil society becomes democratic/modernized after the implementation of civil society 
· very few cases where civil society was first democratic before the implementation of democracy 
· People ultimately become democratic once they live in a democratic environment 
· Democracy is an arrangement (Stepan) a mechanism without killing each-other
· Result of Utilitarian calculations 
· Creating themselves anew to be democratic citizens because it pays 
Consider 2 things
· Democracy is a long road 
· England; start talking about Democracy in the 17th century (1647)
· From the 17th century to the 20th century, woman didn’t have the right to vote - a long road
· France; French revolution in 1789 - third republic in consolidated democracy in 1870 (80 years later) 
· Africa: Countries became independent only 60 something years ago 
· People must cross many hurdles to eventually reach democracy; take steps back and steps forward, long process
· Latin America now has a system of democracy that is doing quite well 
· However, the road to democracy in Latin America is not just since the re-emergence in 1980, but rather more like 130 years 
· takes time for people to change 
· If Haas and (Dertsch..?) are correct, it takes time to facilitate a process of transactions and interaction between groups 
· Whether it is possible to have a democracy of ends rather than a democracy of procedures
· Is adversarial democracy the only one possible? Or is it possible to have a democracy of ends; a communitarian one where accountability comes from participation 
· For a democracy of ends, accountability comes from having a voice and being heard, and rules of consensus that when someone is speaking, they should be listened to until we can find consensus 
· IS it possible to have a democracy like this? A democracy that is built around discussion, deliberation 
· The road to a communitarian democracy may lead to something wonderful, but could also lead to authoritarian behaviour, anti-politics, abuse of the law, etc...

· The road to an alternative democracy is promptly dangerous
· very few examples to point to good outcomes of this type of democracy, many more cases of bad outcomes
· Doesn’t mean we shouldn’t try 
· Often ends up being an authoritarian view of ends 
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Contradicts earlier arguments from Latin America (Stepan’s book)
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Dangerous to try and facilitate a democracy of ends 









