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We live in an era of democracy; for the first
time in history, most people in the world
live under tolerably democratic rule. This upsurge
in democracy reflects the transformation of the
world’s political landscape in the final quarter of
the twentieth century. Over this short period, the
number of democracies more than doubled.
Democracy expanded beyond its core of Western
Europe and former settler colonies to embrace
Southern Europe (for example Spain), Eastern
Europe (for example Hungary), Latin America (for
example Brazil), more of Asia (for example
Taiwan) and pares of Africa (for example South
Africa).

This shift to democracy, while important in
itself, will also have international ramifications. It
is likely to contribute to peace and prosperity since
democracies rarely go to war with each other and
are more likely to form trade agreements than are
non-democracies (Huth and Allee, 2003). The ter-
rorists who attacked the United States on
September 11, 2001, we should note, originated
from authoritarian rather than democratic coun-
tries.

As democracy continues to spread, so it becomes
more varied (Box 3.1). Understanding the forms
taken by democracy in today’s world is therefore a
central task for comparative politics. In this
chapter, we examine the established democracies
of Europe and its settler colonies, with their
emphasis on representative and limited govern-
ment. We then discuss the newer democracies
emerging from the ashes of communist and mili-
tary rule. Finally, we assess those awkward semi-
democratic regimes — Russia is an example — that
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straddle the border between democratic and
authoritarian rule. But to begin we must explore
the origins of democracy itself. And that task must
take us back to the fifth century BC to the world’s
most influential example of self-government:
ancient Athens.

BOX 3.1

Forms of democracy

Form Definition

Direct The citizens themselves assemble

democracy to debate and decide on collective
issues

Representative Citizens elect politicians to reach

democracy collective decisions on their behalf,
with the governing parties held to
account at the next election.

Liberal The scope of democracy is limited

democracy by constitutional protection of indi-
vidual rights, including freedom of
assembly, property, religion and
speech

New A democracy in which an authori-

democracy tarian legacy continues to influence
political action and debate.
Democracy is not the only game in
town

Established A consolidated democracy which

democracy provides an accepted framework for
political competition.The outcome
of free elections is accepted by the
losers as well as the winners

Semi- An illiberal democracy in which

democracy elected presidents do not respect
individual rights, or in which elected
governments form a facade behind
which traditional rulers continue to
exercise effective power
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Direct democracy

Democracy is a form of government offering a
workable solution to the fundamental political
problem of reaching collective decisions by
peaceful means. But it is also an ideal and an aspi-
ration. So we cannot understand democracy
simply by looking at contemporary examples.
Judged against the democratic ideal, even the most
secure ‘democracies’ are found wanting. Indeed,
the tension between high ideals and prosaic reality
has itself become part of the democratic condition
(Dahl, 2000).

So what, then, is the core principle of democ-
racy? The essential idea is self-rule: the word itself
comes from the Greek demokratia, meaning rule
(kratos) by the people (demos). Thus democracy in
its literal and richest sense refers not to the elec-
tion of the rulers by the ruled but to the denial of
any separation between the two. The model
democracy is a form of self-government in which
all adule citizens participate in shaping collective
decisions in an environment of equality and open
deliberation. In a direct democracy, state and
society become one.

The birthplace of democracy is ancient Athens.
Between 461 and 322 BC, Athens was the leading
polis (city-community, often translated as city-
state) in ancient Greece. Poleis were small indepen-
dent political systems, typically containing an
urban core and a rural hinterland. Athens, one of
the larger examples, held only about 40,000 citi-
zens. Especially in the earlier and more radical
decades of the period, the Athenian polis operated
on the democratic principle summarized by
Aristotle as ‘each to rule and be ruled in turn’ (see
Box 3.2). This principle applied across all the
institutions of government within the city-com-
munity. All citizens could attend meetings of the
assembly, serve on the governing council and sit
on citizens juries. Because ancient Athens con-
tinues to provide the archetypal example of direct
democracy, we will look at its operation in more
detail (Figure 3.1).

History has judged there to be no more potent
symbol of direct democracy than the Ekklesia
(People’s Assembly) at Athens. Any citizen aged at
least 20 could attend assembly sessions and there
address his peers; meetings were of citizens, not

their representatives. The assembly met around 40
times a year to scttle issues put before it, including
the recurring issues of war and peace which were
central to the prospects and prosperity of the polis.
In Aristotle’s phrase, the assembly was ‘supreme
over all causes’ (1962 edn, p. 237); it was the sov-
ereign body, unconstrained by a formal constitu-
tion or even, in the carly decades, by written laws.

But the assembly did not exhaust the avenues of
participation in the Athenian democracy.
Administrative functions were the responsibility of
an executive council consisting of 500 citizens
aged over 30, chosen by lot to serve for a one-year
period. Through this device of rotation, the
council exemplified the principle of direct democ-
racy: government by, and not just for, the citizens.
Hansen (1991, p. 249) suggests that about one in
three citizens could expect to serve on the council
at some stage in their life, an astonishing feat of
self-government entirely without counterpart in
modern democracies.

A highly political legal system provided the final
leg of Athenss complex democracy. Juries of
several hundred people, again selected randomly
from a panel of volunteers, considered lawsuits
which citizens could — and frequently did — bring

BOX 3.2
Aristotle’s characterization of
democracy

» All to rule over each and each in his turn over all.

» Appointment to all offices, except those requiring
experience and skill, by lot.

» No property qualification for office-holding, or
only a very low one.

» Tenure of office should be brief and no man
should hold the same office twice (except military
positions).

» Juries selected from all citizens should judge all
major causes.

» The assembly should be supreme over all causes.

» Those attending the assembly and serving as
jurors and magistrates should be paid for their
services.

Source: Aristotle, The Politics, Book VI.
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Figure 3.1 The direct democracy of ancient Athens

against those considered to have acted against the
true interests of the polis. The courts functioned as
an arena of accountability through which top
figures (including generals) could be brought to
book.

Thus the scope of the Athenian democracy was
extraordinarily wide, providing an all-encom-
passing political framework within which citizens
were expected to develop their true qualities. For
the Athenians, politics was intrinsically an
amateur activity, to be undertaken by all citizens
to develop both themselves and the broader com-
munity.

Of course, we should not blind ourselves to
serious flaws in Athens’s little democracy:

» Citizenship was restricted to a small elite: it was
a birthright of males whose parents were them-
selves citizens. Most adults — including women,
slaves and foreign residents — were excluded.
Women played no significant public role and
critics allege that slavery was the platform
which allowed citizens time to devote to public
affairs (Finley, 1985).

P DParticipation was not in practice as extensive as
the Athenians liked to claim. Most citizens were
absent from most assembly meetings even after
the introduction of a payment for attendance.

» Athenian democracy was hardly an exercise in

lean government. A modern management con-
sultant would conclude that the system was a
time-consuming, expensive and over-complex
method of governing a small society. Its applic-
ability to a modern world in which people are
committed to paid work, and the affluence
resulting therefrom, is questionable.

» The principle of self-government did not
always lead to decisive and coherent policy.
Indeed, the lack of a permanent bureaucracy
eventually contributed to a period of ineffective
government, leading to the fall of the Athenian
republic after defeat in war.

Perhaps Athenian democracy was a dead-end in
that it could only function on an intimate scale
which precluded expansion and proved inherently
vulnerable to predators. As Finer (1997, p. 368)
observes, ‘the polis was doomed politically if it
expanded and doomed to conquest if it did not. It
had to succumb and it did.” Yet for over 100 years,
the Athenian democratic experiment survived and
prospered. It provided a settled formula for rule
and enabled Athens to build a leading position in
the complex politics of the Greek world. Athens
proves that direct democracy is, in some condi-
tions, an achievable goal.

Certainly, Finer (1997, p. 371) was cotrect in
acknowledging the Athenian contribution to
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Western politics: ‘the Greeks invented two of the
most potent political features of our present age:
they invented the very idea of citizen — as opposed
to subject — and they invented democracy’.

Representative and liberal democracy

The contrasts between the classical democracy of
ancient Athens and the modern democracies of
today’s world are clear. Most obviously, citizenship
is no longer an elite status but has been extended to
the vast majority of the adult population. But two
other contrasts are equally important.

First, todays democracies are representative
rather than direct. The democratic principle has
transmuted from self-government to elected gov-
ernment. This transformation can be seen in the
contrasting treatment of elections offered by
ancients and moderns. The Greeks viewed elec-
tions as an instrument of aristocracy: a device for
selecting qualified people for technical tasks which
required an unfortunate departure from self-gov-
ernment. However, as the phrase ‘representative
democracy’ shows, the modern world regards elec-
tions as an exptression rather than a denial of
democracy.

Second, modern democracy is based on a liberal
philosophy in which the state’s scope is restricted
by the constitution. This limit is based on a dis-
tinction between public and private that would
have been unacceptable in classical Athens where
citizens who lived an entirely private life were dis-
missed as idiotes. Today’s democracies are liberal
democracies and it is the constitution as much as
the legislature that is ‘supreme over all causes’.

In this section, we examine how these modern
concepts of representation and liberalism were
grafted on to the original democratic idea so as to
deliver a new hybrid. The requirement for this
new form was clear. In contrast to the little
democracy of Athens, any modern version of
democracy must be compatible with the much
larger states found in today’s world.

In reinventing democracy for the modern era,
the key breakthrough was to modify traditional
ideas of representation. In itself, the idea of leaders
representing their community in a wider assembly
was nothing new. In Europe, for example,

medieval monarchs had summoned leaders of the
various estates of the realm — lords, commoners
and representatives of the cities — to help them
with their tasks of raising revenues and fighting
wars. But unlike the Athenian assembly, the
members of these royal advisory assemblies were
summoned or self-appointed, not elected. They
wete not clected by those they represented, nor
would they have deigned to have been so.

Indeed, representation was still viewed as a desir-
able brake on democracy. Thus James Madison, an
architect of the American constitution, judged that
representation served to ‘refine and enlarge the
public views, by passing them through the medium
of a chosen body of citizens, whose wisdom may best
discern the true interest of their country’ (Madison,
1787, p. 45). At this stage, then, representation was
still a device for limiting ‘pure democracy’.

But in the nineteenth century, stimulated by the
French Revolution of 1789 and by the diffusion of
power brought about by mass literacy and indus-
trialization, the notion of turning assemblies into
representative bodies elected from a wide franchise
rapidly gained ground. One of the first authors to
graft representation on to democracy was the
British-born pamphleteer and international revo-
lutionary Tom Paine. In his Rights of Man (first
published in 1791 or 1792), Paine wrote:

The original simple democracy . . . is incapable
of extension, not from its principle, but from
the inconvenience of its form. Simple democ-
racy was society governing itself without the aid
of secondary means. By ingrafting representa-
tion upon democracy, we arrive at a system of
government capable of embracing and confeder-
ating all the various interests and every extent of

territory and population.
(Paine, 1984 edn, p. 180)

Scalability has certainly proved to be a key strength
of representative democracy. The conventional
wisdom in ancient Athens was that the upper limit
for a republic was the number of people who could
gather together to hear a speaker. However,
modern representative government allows massive
populations (such as 1.05 billion Indians and 290
million Americans) to exercise some popular
control over their rulers. And there is no upper
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limic. In theory, the entire world could become one
giant representative system. Adapting Tom Paine’s
phrase, representative government has proved to be
a highly convenient form.

As ever, intellectuals were on hand to secure the
transition of representative democracy from an
inherent contradiction to a workable system of rule.
Prominent among them was Joseph Schumpeter
(1883—-1965), an Austrian-born economist who
became an academic in the United States.

Schumpeter (1943, p. 269) conceived of democ-
racy as nothing more than party competition:
‘democracy means only that the people have the
opportunity of refusing or accepting the men who
are to rule them’. He wanted to limit the contribu-
tion of ordinary voters because of his jaded view of
their political capacity: ‘the typical citizen drops
down to a lower level of mental performance as
soon as he enters the political field. He argues and
analyzes in a way that he would recognize as infan-
tile within the sphere of his real interests. He
becomes a primitive again.’

Reflecting this jaundiced view of the public,
Schumpeter argued that elections should not be
construed as a device through which voters elect
representatives to carry out their will; rather, the
role of elections is simply to produce a govern-
ment. From this perspective, the elector becomes a
political accessory, restricted to selecting from
broad packages of policies and leaders prepared by
rival parties. Representative democracy is merely a

way of deciding who shall decide:

The deciding of issues by the electorate [is made]
secondary to the election of the men who are to
do the deciding. To put it differently, we now
take the view that the role of the people is to
produce a government . . . And we define the
democratic method as that institutional arrange-
ment for arriving at political decisions in which
individuals acquire the power to decide by means
of a competitive struggle for the people’s vote.

(Schumpeter, 1943, p. 270)

These ideas represent a considerable thinning of
the democratic ideal envisaged in classical Athens.
But that is not all. The second distinctive feature
of modern democracy, its liberal character, con-
tributes a further qualification to strict rule by the

people. Like representative democracy, liberal
democracy is a compromise: it seeks to integrate
the authority of democratic governments with
limits on the scope of their action.

The central feature of liberal democracy is
limited government. The goal is to secure indi-
vidual freedom, including freedom from unwar-
ranted demands by government itself. The object
is defensive: to protect the population from its
rulers and minorities from the danger of majority
tyranny (Held, 1996). Liberal democracy is a set-
tlement between individual liberty and collective
organization which reflects the key issues involved
in its emergence. These issues include the desire to
entrench religious {reedom, to protect against the
recurrence of tyranny and to secure the rights of
property against the mob. All these elements were
central to the design of the American system of
government, the most liberal (and perhaps the
least democratic) of all the democracies.

In place of the all-encompassing scope of the
Athenian polis, liberal democracies are govern-
ments of laws rather than men. Even elected rulers
are subject to constitutions that almost always
include a statement of individual rights. In theory,
citizens can use domestic and international courts
to uphold their rights when the government
becomes overbearing. In this way, a liberal demo-
cracy is democracy disarmed.

Both the representative and liberal elements of
modern democracy dilute the original principle of
self-rule. We find in contemporary democracies a
form of rule in which decision-making is the
responsibility of governments rather than the gov-
erned and in which the public sphere is limited by
protecting the rights of citizens in general and of
property-owners in particular. The watering down
is considerable but the outcome is a flexible and
scalable political system which is coming to domi-
nate the world.

Waves of democratization

How then were these principles of representative
and liberal democracy implemented in the transi-
tion to democracy? When and how did modern
established democracies emerge? As with the
phases of decolonization discussed in the last
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chapter, so too did democracies emerge in a series
of distinct waves (Box 3.3). As defined by
Huntington (1991, p. 15),

A wave of democratization is a group of transi-
tions from nondemocratic to democratic
regimes that occur within a specified period of
time and that significantly outnumber transi-
tions in the opposite direction during that
period . . . Three waves of democratization have
occurred in the modern world.

The first modern democracies emerged in the
‘first long wave of democratization’ between 1828
and 1926. During this first wave nearly 30 coun-
tries established at least minimally democratic
national institutions, including  Argentina,
Australia, Britain, Canada, France, Germany, the
Netherlands, New Zealand, the Scandinavian
countries and the United States. Some of these
fledgling democracies were later overthrown by
fascist, communist or military dictatorships during
Huntington’s ‘first reverse wave’ from 1922 to
1942.

However, democracy did consolidate in the
eatliest nineteenth-century democratizations, in-
cluding the United States and the United
Kingdom. We will examine these two transitions
of the first wave in more detail, not least because
the USA remains the leading example of liberal
democracy while Britain usefully illustrates repre-
sentative democracy.

The emergence of democracy in the United
States was rapid but it was a transition nonethe-
less. The founders had thought of political leader-
ship in non-democratic terms, as the duty of a
disinterested, leisured gentry. However, the idea
that citizens could only be represented fairly by
those of their own sort quickly gained ground,
suppotted by the egalitarian spirit of a f{rontier
society. The suffrage quickly extended to nearly all
white males. But some groups had to wait until
the twentieth century for the full franchise.
Women were not offered the vote on the same
terms as men until 1919 and the black franchise
was not fully realised until the Voting Rights Act
of 1965 (Dahl, 2001).

Today, the USA gives us the clearest picture of a
liberal democracy in which limited government is
entrenched by design. The Founding Fathers
wanted, above all, to prevent dictatorship, in-
cluding tyranny by the majority. To prevent any
government — and especially elected ones — from
acquiring too much power, the constitution set up
an elaborate system of checks and balances
between the institutions of government (Figure
3.2). Because power is so fragmented, the danger
of any particular faction manipulating public
authority for private ends is much reduced. Power
checks power to the point where it is often diffi-
cult for the government to achieve even needed
reforms. The constitution placed government
under law before government by all the people. In
this way, the liberal dimension of America’s

BOX 3.3

Huntington’s three waves of democratization

lude is termed backsliding.

Wave Period Examples

First 1828-1926 Britain, France, USA

Second 1943-62 India, Israel, Japan, West Germany

Third 1974-91 Southern and Eastern Europe, Latin America, parts of Africa

Note:The first wave was partly reversed between 1922 and 1942 (for example, in Austria, Germany and Italy) and the second wave similarly
between 1958 and 1975 (for example, in much of Latin America and post-colonial Africa). A return to authoritarian rule after a democratic inter-

Source: Huntington (1991). For some criticisms of the wave approach, see Grugel (2002), pp.32-7.




DEMOCRACY 41

| Constitution of the United States |

divides power between
|

| The Federal Government |

|
| Fifty States of the Union

Judicial Branch
Senate con- Supreme Court of Court can Each state has its
firms judicial the United States declare own constitution
appointments; presidential
can impeach actions
and remove unconstitutional
judges from
office Court can President
declare laws appoints
| unconstitutional  judges

! L

Legislative Branch

President can

Executive Branch

Judicial Branch

president from office

The Congress & —— The President State Supreme
—House veto legislation Court
—Senate | Executive Office of
c — 7| the President,
ongress approves appoint- Cabinet, Legislative Branch Executive Branch
ments, controls budget, can Departments, | [ i
pass laws over president’s Independent ag’en- State Assembly Governor
veto, impeach and remove cies

Figure 3.2 Liberal democracy: the separation of powers in the United States

democracy emerged victorious over its representa-
tive aspect. Only during periods of external threat,
including post-9/11, do individual liberties come
under threat (Lyon, 2003).

In Britain, by contrast, the outcome of the
democratic transition was a less liberal but more
representative form of government. By the eigh-
teenth century, the power of the monarch had
been checked by the authority of parliament
However, the rights of the individual citizen were
never stated as clearly as in the USA. The
widening of the suffrage also occurred more
gradually in the United Kingdom, with each
step easing the fears of the propertied classes
about the dangers of further reform (Table 3.1).
As the House of Commons acquired democratic
legitimacy, so both the monarchy and the non-
elected House of Lords retreated into the back-
ground. As in the United States, the
implementation of democratic procedures in
Britain continued well into the twenteth century

but the battle of principle was fought and won in
the nineteenth.

Yet if the USA emphasizes liberal democracy,
Britain gives priority to its representative clement.
Where American democracy diffuses power across
institutions, British democracy emphasizes the
sovereignty of parliament. Representation operates
through parties that retain tight control over their
own members of the House of Commons. A
single governing party wields extensive powers
until the voters offer their verdict at the next elec-
tion. Except for the governments sense of self-
restraint, the institutions that limit executive
power in the United States — including a codified
constitution, the separation of powers and feder-
alism — are absent. Instead the electoral rules nor-
mally ensure a secure majority of seats to the
winning party. In reality, the hallowed sovereignty
of parliament is leased to the party in office.

Far more than the United States, Britain exem-
plifies Schumpeter’s model of representative
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democracy as an electoral competition between
organised parties. ‘“We are the masters now’,
trumpeted a Labour MP after his party’s triumph
in the British election of 1945; similar thoughts
must have occurred to many Labour MPs after
their party’s equally emphatic victory in 1997.
From a comparative perspective, a governing
party in Britain is still given an exceptionally free
hand.

Despite these contrasts between Britain and the
USA, both countries are of course examples of
consolidated democracies emerging during the
first nineteenth-century wave of democratization.
Huntington’s second wave of democratization
began in the Second World War and continued
until the 1960s. Like the first wave, some of the
new democracies created at this time did not con-
solidate. For example, elected rulers in several
Latin American states were quickly overthrown by
military coups. But established democracies did
emerge after 1945 from the ashes of defeated dic-
tatorships, not just in West Germany but also in
Austria, Japan and Italy. These postwar democra-
cies were introduced by the victorious allies, led by
the USA and usually acting with the support of
domestic partners. Yet despite their partly imposed
character, these second-wave democracies did
establish firm roots, helped by an economic
recovery itself nourished by American aid. During
this postwar wave, democracy also consolidated in
the new state of Israel and the former British
Dominion of India.

Second-wave democracies differed in character
from their predecessors. Their liberal traditions
were somewhat weaker as representation through
parties proved to be the stronger suit. Parties had
gone unmentioned in the American constitution
but by the time of the second wave they had
emerged as the leading democratic instrument.
Indeed, Germany’s Basic Law (1949) codifies their
role: ‘the political parties shall take part in forming
the democratic will of the people’. In several
second-wave democracies, the importance of
party was confirmed by the emergence of a single
party which dominated national politics for a gen-
eration: Congress in India, the Christian
Democrats in Italy, the LDP in Japan and Labour
in Israel.

The third wave of democratization, finally,

Table 3.1 The British electorate as a percentage
of the adult population, 1831-1931

Year Electorate
(per cent of population aged 20+)
1831 44
1832 First Reform Act
1832 7.1
1864 9.0
1867 Second Reform Act
1868 16.4
1883 18.0
1884 Third Reform Act
1886 28.5
1914 30.0
1918 Vote extended to women over 30
1921 74.0
1928 Equal Franchise Act
1931 97.0

Note: In 1969, the voting age was reduced from 21 to 18.

Source: Adapted from Dahl (1998),fig. 2.

began in 1974 and continued until 1991. Its main
and highly diverse elements were:

» the end of right-wing dictatorships in Southern
Europe (Greece, Portugal and Spain) in the
1970s

P the retreat of the generals in much of Latin
America in the 1980s

» the collapse of communism in the Soviet Union
and Eastern Europe at the end of the 1980s.

This third wave has transformed the global polit-
ical landscape: the predominance of democratic
forms in today’s world itself places added pressure
on those non-democratic regimes that survive.
Within the third wave, it is only the Southern
European group that provides consistently secure
cases of democratic consolidation, aided by mem-
bership of the European Union and economic
development. Elsewhere, in Eastern Europe and
Latin America, many third-wave democracies have
not yet fully consolidated, if indeed they are ever
to do so at all. The category of new democracy —
as also of semi-democracy — remains central to
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understanding these uncertain regimes. We will
explore this theme further by examining in more
detail the political and economic challenges facing
these new democracies.

New democracies

Just as the first wave of modern democracies repre-
sented a severe dilution of the Athenian vision of
self-rule, so too many new democracies of the third
wave are developing a further compromise with
their own authoritarian histories. Certainly, the
distinctions between most new democracies and
the early modern democracies such as the United
States and the United Kingdom remain important.
In this section, we review the challenges facing
these new additions to the democratic family.

To be sure, many new democracies do seem to
have consolidated by one crucial test: a peaceful
transfer of power through elections. For example,
the South Korean presidential election of 1997
witnessed the first peaceful transfer of power to
the centre-left in that country’s history. Similarly,
Herbst (2001) notes that by 1999 a dozen African
states had experienced at least one change of gov-
ernment through the ballot box. Peaceful transfers
have also become almost routine in Eastern
Europe and parts of Latin America.

Yet even when elections have succeeded in the
delicate task of replacing a governing elite, most
new democracies remain distinctive; the question
is not whether they will consolidate but what
exactly they are consolidating into. The difficulties
facing new democracies can be grouped into two
clusters: the political problems associated with an
illiberal inheritance and the economic problems
caused by the combination of limited develop-
ment and extreme inequality.

The political challenge

Consider first the political challenges facing new
democracies of the third wave. Reflecting an
authoritarian legacy, liberal ideas often remain
weak. As Luckham and White (1996b, p. 7) point
out, the development of democracy requires more
than just competitive elections. It also requires the
enforcement of legal restraint on state powet, pro-

tection of civil rights, the establishment of rela-
tively uncorrupt and effective bureaucracies, and
the imposition of democratic control over poten-
tially authoritarian forces such as the military and
the security services.

Definition

A democracy has consolidated when it provides
an accepted framework for political competition.
As President Havel noted in Czechoslovakia after
communism’s collapse, democratic consolidation
requires more than creating appropriate institu-
tions:‘we have done away with totalitarianism
but we have yet to win democracy’The standard
definition comes from Przeworski (1991, p. 26):

Democracy is consolidated when under given
political and economic conditions a particular
system of institutions becomes the only game
in town and when no-one can imagine acting
outside the democratic institutions.

To the extent that democratic consolidation
requires substituting a government of laws for one
of men, the task is still incomplete in new democ-
racies. The inheritance from the old regime con-
tinues to limit progress. After all, ruling
communist parties and military councils had
brooked no interference from the judiciary and
paid no heed to consttutions, including state-
ments of human rights. The agencies of repression
— the military, the intelligence services and the
police — were as strong as the mechanisms of rep-
resentation were weak. However well-intentioned
the new rulers may be, constructing a /liberal
democracy from an authoritarian history is a
greater challenge than the blank canvas facing the
framers of the United States constitution,
designing a new state where none of any signifi-
cance had previously existed.

Take, for example, the post-military democracies
of Latin America. Here the generals sdll possess
considerable prestige deriving from their historical
role as providers of order to unstable societies.
This status is sometimes reflected in a guaranteed
budget, seats in the legislature and virtual exemp-
tion from civil law. Even in the civil arena, justice
in much of Latin America remains underdevel-
oped. Lower courts ate often inefficient and






