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Power and Public Politics

Russia once lived in a vital, vigorous moment of democratic hope. Aspi-
rations rose impressively in 1988. At that point, to be sure, the Russian
Republic still dominated the Soviet Union rather than existing as an inde-
pendent state. Russian Mikhail Gorbachev, general secretary of the USSR’s
Communist Party and (since that year) chairman of the Supreme Soviet’s
presidium, was then leading the drive toward glasnost’ (political openness)
and perestroika (economic and political rebuilding). During the historic
19th party conference that opened at the end of June 1988, Gorbachev
delivered an intensely hopeful three-and-one-half-hour address.

The sober Annual Register summarized Gorbachev’s speech as rejecting
Stalinism and calling for a new society that would preserve the benefits
of socialism:

Although it was impossible to describe such a society in a detailed way, a socialism
of this kind would be a system of ‘true things.’ The purpose of all social devel-
opment, from the economy to spiritual life, would be the satisfaction of popular
needs. There would be a dynamic and advanced economy based upon a variety
of forms of property and worker participation, combining a broad measure of
central planning with a great degree of autonomy for individual enterprises. The
basic needs of all would be provided, including health, education and housing,
but individual talent would also be rewarded, where appropriate, in both moral
and material terms. A society of this kind would have a high degree of culture
and morality, and would be managed by a system of ‘profound and consistent
democracy.’ (AR USSR 1988: 106)

Gorbachev claimed to be setting the Soviet Union, including his own
Russia, on the path to democratization. The Annual Register’s reporter
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noted, however, that economic performance was declining in the USSR
and that widespread demands for autonomy or even independence were
arising among the Union’s non-Russian nationalities. Despite Gorbachev’s
promotion of openness and rebuilding, no smooth transition to democ-
racy had begun at a national scale.

Nine years later, in 1997, the Soviet Union had splintered and Russia
had gone through fierce struggles for political control. Playing Russian
nationalism against Gorbachev’s effort to preserve what remained of the
Union, Russian party leader Boris Yeltsin had seized power in 1991. In
1993, Yeltsin had consolidated his grip by putting down a right-wing
parliamentary coup. Yeltsin won the presidential election in 1996, but by
1997 his health was faltering, a fact that caused feverish maneuvering for
influence within the presidential circle. The Register then broadcast little
good news about the domestic political situation:

Continuing into 1997, the struggle was conducted between the country’s major
financial-industrial groups, embracing the largest banks, key sectors of the econ-
omy and the newspapers and television stations in which they had acquired a
controlling interest. The wider political situation was one of relative stability,
apart from a far-reaching government reshuffle in the spring; but this was set
against a background of continuing economic decline and widening social differ-
ences, accompanied by an increase in organized crime and corruption. (AR Russia
1997: 135–136)

Russia’s fledgling democracy had fallen on hard times.
An enfeebled Yeltsin resigned the presidency at the end of 1999, open-

ing the path to his prime minister, Vladimir Putin. A career intelligence
officer who had headed the Federal Security Bureau (the KGB’s post-
communist successor), Putin made no effort to promote democracy. Dur-
ing his victorious electoral campaign of 2000, he even refused to debate
his rival candidates. But his public statements stressed the necessity of
restoring a strong state and a properly functioning market. He also
promised strong action against the “Islamic fundamentalists” he por-
trayed as threatening Chechnya and other sections of the Caucasus. Soon
after taking office, he reduced the powers of regional governors, started
restraining the mass media, and undertook a broad effort to tame the
country’s “oligarchs” – the capitalists in business and media who had
made billions and acquired enormous autonomy during the 1990s. Putin
emphasized state capacity at the expense of democracy (Fish 2005).

Reinforcement of central control continued. As the Annual Register of
2004 put it:
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Russia ended the year on a trajectory towards a more authoritarian state, and it
seemed unlikely – despite the hopes of the liberal groups that had largely been
sidelined in Russian politics – that the country would repeat the experience of its
neighbor Ukraine and see the political establishment give way before a popular
revolution. Developments in Russia in 2004 were dominated by two factors: the
government’s response to the terrorist reprisals carried out by Chechen separatists
beyond the borders of the republic, most horrifically in September against children
in the school of Beslan in North Ossetia; and the government’s campaign against
the “oligarchs” to regain control over energy interests, epitomized by the Yukos
saga. The campaigns against Chechnya and against the oligarchs generally won
popular approval. (AR Russia 2004: 105)

Consider the Putin government’s arrest, prosecution, and imprisonment
of Mikhail Khodokorsky, head of Yukos, the country’s largest privatized
energy company. It exemplified Putin’s relentless campaign to recapture
control of oil and gas supplies as a means of consolidating his personal
political power and eliminating wildcat capitalism “oligarchs” from his
possible political opposition. Soon the state-controlled energy corporation
became the world’s largest producer of natural gas. With nearly a quarter
of the world’s known natural gas reserves, Putin’s Russia used its energy to
buttress its international influence. As of 2006, Slovakia was importing
100 percent of its gas from Russia, Bulgaria 94 percent, Lithuania 84
percent, Hungary 80 percent, Austria 74 percent, Germany 40 percent,
Italy 30 percent, and France 25 percent (Schmitt 2006: 61). Clearly, the
state’s monopolization of energy supplies was lending it tremendous clout
both domestically and internationally.

Russian citizens felt the domestic clout. In 2004, Putin’s government
extended its surveillance of media as it began prosecuting both academics
and businessmen who showed signs of mounting political opposition or
embarrassing state authorities. In April 2004, for example, the Moscow
City Court sentenced 41-year-old Moscow researcher Igor Sutyagin to
15 years in prison for high treason and espionage. During the later
1990s, Sutyagin had helped run a Canadian-sponsored research project on
civilian-military relations in 12 post-Soviet and post–Warsaw Pact coun-
tries, including Russia. Sutyagin had no access to military or intelligence
secrets. Working from Moscow’s Institute of USA and Canada Studies
(once a major center of planning for glasnost’ and perestroika), Sutyagin
organized interviews with leaders across 12 countries using a standard-
ized survey instrument. The court convicted him – unjustly, by all external
accounts – of passing state secrets to British and U.S. intelligence.

In 2005, the Putin government passed a series of state-strengthening
laws. The new laws abolished direct election of governors, ended single
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figure 6-1. Russian Regimes, 1985–2006

constituency voting in parliamentary elections, tightened requirements
for registration of political parties, and raised the threshold for party rep-
resentation in parliament. The government also began considering laws
to restrict radically the autonomy of non-governmental organizations.
Human rights organizations working in the Caucasus found themselves
under extreme pressure, with the Russian-Chechen Friendship Society
the object of criminal cases for inciting racial hatred and violating tax
laws (Human Rights Watch 2006). In terms of breadth, equality, pro-
tection, and mutually binding consultation, Putin’s regime was visibly
de-democratizing Russia. Without following the twists and turns from
Gorbachev to Yeltsin to Putin, Figure 6-1 schematizes Russia’s astonish-
ing trajectory from 1985 to 2006.

According to the sketch, Russia moved toward democratic territory
after 1985 while losing substantial state capacity, then began reversing
its direction in both regards. As Chapter 2 reported, in 1991 through
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1992, Freedom House placed Russia at 3 both on political rights and
civil liberties – certainly not democratic by Freedom House standards or
ours, but far above the regime’s 6,5 for political rights and civil liber-
ties in 2005. A fixed 2004 presidential election in which Putin received
71.4 of the vote (his nearest competitor received 13.7 percent) removed
even openly contested elections from Russia’s claims for recognition as
a democracy. Responding to Russia’s snuffing out of opposition voices,
for 2005 Freedom House shifted the regime’s overall classification from
Partly Free to Not Free.

Freedom House’s ratings illustrate Russia’s de-democratization but
miss the arc of state capacity: from high in the period before the Gorbachev
reforms to declining during the Yeltsin years, then back sensationally
to high levels under Putin. The two trends obviously connected; Putin’s
regime was aggressively expanding state capacity as it squeezed out de-
mocracy. Yet in one regard Putin may surprisingly have been promoting
longer-term changes that will eventually facilitate Russian democratiza-
tion. Although he was permitting the Russian military dangerously broad
autonomy in the Caucasus, he was also subordinating capitalists who had
acquired extraordinary independence from state control. If, in the future,
the Russian state again becomes subject to protected, mutually binding
consultation in dialogue with a broad, relatively equal citizenry, we may
look back to Putin as the autocrat who took the first undemocratic steps
toward that outcome.

Transforming Power Configurations

In order to appreciate that ironic possibility, we must look at power config-
urations within and around whatever regime we are studying. Throughout
this book, we are analyzing changes in public politics: state-citizen inter-
actions that visibly engage state power and performance. After insulating
public politics from categorical inequality and contingently integrating
trust networks into public politics, the third essential alteration behind
democratization consists of reducing autonomous power clusters within
the regime’s operating territory, especially clusters that dispose of their
own concentrated coercive means. The clusters may operate outside the
state (e.g., warlords) or within it (e.g., military rulers). Their reduction
subordinates states to public politics and facilitates popular influence over
public politics.

This chapter takes up a fairly complex set of causal connections. Its
logic runs from 1) specific causal mechanisms to 2) recurrent causal
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figure 6-2. Causal Connections between Changing Power Configurations and
Democratization

processes to 3) effects of those processes on autonomous power clusters
to 4) effects of changes in autonomous power clusters on states and public
politics to 5) further effects of those changes in states and public politics
on democratization and de-democratization. Figure 6-2 omits detailed
mechanisms for the moment but schematizes the connections from 2 to
3 to 4 to 5. Its central logic runs like this: a recurrent set of alterations
in power configurations both within states and outside of them produces
changes in relations among states, citizens, and public politics, which in
turn promote democratization. Reversals anywhere in the causal sequence
promote de-democratization.

We are studying transformations in which autonomous clusters of
power such as warlords, patron-client systems, religious communities,
armies, and large kinship groups dissolve and/or become subject to pub-
lic politics with extensive popular participation. These transformations, as

C B 7 DB 2 2: 2 2C 9CC B  42 :58  8 4 C B 9CC B 5 : 8  , 0  
25 5 7 9CC B  42 :58  8 4  ,2 :58 1 : B:C .2: / 2C BD 4C C C9 ,2 :58 ,



P1: KAE
0521877718c06 0 521 87771 8 Printer: cupusbw January 23, 2007 20:38

Power and Public Politics 139

Figure 6-2 emphasizes, include both direct curbing of such power centers’
autonomy and citizens’ acquisition of collective capacity that indirectly
checks or bypasses autonomous power centers. On the first count, Putin
was reining in the autonomous power of capitalists, private protection ser-
vices, gangsters, and ethnic separatists who had all gained ground during
the turbulent 1990s. On the second, however, he was actually reversing
citizens’ acquisition of collective capacity. As he himself advertised, he
was pursuing an aggressively statist program.

Three connected processes reduce autonomous power clusters:

1. Broadening of political participation (which, after all, has often
occurred by force in authoritarian regimes and therefore does not
belong to democratization by definition)

2. Equalization of access to non-state political resources and opportu-
nities (which has frequently resulted from expansion of mass media
and acceleration of geographical mobility rather than changes in
political institutions as such and therefore qualifies as a cause rather
than a component of democratization)

3. Inhibition of autonomous and/or arbitrary coercive power both
within and outside the state (e.g., through military defeat, bureau-
cratic containment of previously autonomous armed forces, or
truces between the state and sometime rebels)

If these three big processes promote democratization, their impor-
tance contradicts a widespread view of democratization: that it depends
fundamentally on the assent, however grudging, of people currently
in power. Bargaining models of democratization (e.g., Acemoglu and
Robinson 2006, Alexander 2002) ordinarily incorporate such a view.
Although democracy does by definition entail a degree of elite assent in
the long run, elite assent is not a precondition for democratization. In fact,
the three processes regularly occur in the utter absence of any demands for
democracy. They even occur at the initiative of power holders, in efforts
to maintain their power.

But the three processes do involve new citizen-state bargains; Fig-
ure 6-2’s midsection summarizes the outcomes of new bargains as 1)
subjection of states to public politics and 2) facilitation of popular in-
fluence over public politics. Putin’s anti-democratic smashing of oligarchs
to reestablish state control over energy supplies helped eliminate rival
centers of coercive power within the Russian regime. As of 2006, how-
ever, Putin’s regime was not striking bargains that subjected the Rus-
sian state to public politics or facilitated popular influence over public
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politics. On the contrary, the state’s actions between 2000 and 2006 de-
democratized Russia. Elsewhere, however, the three processes of broad-
ening, equalization, and inhibition do regularly cause democratization to
occur.

Why and how do these processes promote democratization? Why and
how do their reversals promote de-democratization? Remember that our
fundamental standard for democracy is the extent to which the state
behaves in conformity to the expressed demands of its citizens, and that
democratization therefore consists of an increase in conformity between
state behavior and citizens’ expressed demands. Earlier chapters have
made the case that the contingent integration of trust networks into public
politics and the insulation of public politics from categorical inequality
increase the conformity of states’ behavior to citizens’ expressed demands.
Over and above the effects of changes in trust networks and categorical
inequality, positive versions of the three processes just identified have a
two-part effect: they subject the state to control by public politics, and
they facilitate popular influence over public politics. Their reversals – nar-
rowing of political participation, and so on – reduce external control over
the state and popular influence over public politics; so doing, they cause
de-democratization.

By breaking the three big processes into specific mechanisms, Box 6-1
identifies concrete and relevant changes that have recurrently subjected
states to control by public politics and facilitated popular influence over
public politics. They range from obvious to obscure. It should be obvi-
ous, for example, that coalitions between segments of ruling classes and
excluded political actors (mechanism number 1) both subject states to
public politics and facilitate popular influence over public politics. As
seen in Chapter 2, France’s turbulent long-term moves toward democracy
repeatedly involved such coalitions: urbanites’ backing of the dissident
aristocrats who led the Fronde (1648–1653); tense alliances among seg-
ments of the nobility and haute bourgeoisie; dissenting sovereign courts,
law clerks, and again city-dwellers (1787–1789); and repeated insider-
outsider alignments during the 19th century.

In retrospect, we easily think of those coalitions as proto-democratic
(Westrich 1972). But note two crucial features of their politics: first, par-
ticipants were often defending threatened rights or interests rather than
calling for broad, equal, protected mutual consultation; second, when
their actions did move the regime toward democracy (as they did not in
1648 to 1653 but did in 1787 to 1789), they did so indirectly, by subjecting
the state to public politics and facilitating popular influence over public
politics (Markoff 1996a, Nicolas 2002, Tilly 1986).
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BOX 6-1. Mechanisms Subjecting States to Public Politics and/or
Facilitating Popular Influence over Public Politics

1. Coalition formation between segments of ruling classes and constituted
political actors that are currently excluded from power (e.g., dissident
bourgeois recruit backing from disfranchised workers, thus promoting
political participation of those workers)

2. Central co-optation or elimination of previously autonomous political
intermediaries (e.g., regional strongmen join governing coalitions, thus
becoming committed to governmental programs)

3. Dissolution or transformation of non-state patron-client networks (e.g.,
great landlords become commercial farmers, expelling tenants and bond
workers from the land)

4. Brokerage of coalitions across unequal categories, distinct trust net-
works, and/or previously autonomous power centers (e.g., regional
alliances form against governmental seizure of local assets, thus pro-
moting employment of those alliances in other political struggles)

5. Expansion of state activities for which sustaining resources are only avail-
able through negotiation with citizens (e.g., a war-making state creates a
mass national army through military conscription)

6. Mobilization-repression-bargaining cycles during which currently
excluded actors act collectively in ways that threaten survival of the
regime and/or its ruling classes, governmental repression fails, struggle
ensues, and settlements concede political standing and/or rights to mobi-
lized actors (e.g., negotiated settlement of resistance to governmental
seizure of land establishes agreements concerning property rights)

7. Imposition of uniform governmental structures and practices through the
state’s jurisdiction (e.g., creation of uniform nationwide taxes increases
likelihood of equity, visibility, and conformity)

8. Bureaucratic containment of previously autonomous military forces (e.g.,
incorporation of mercenaries into national armies reduces their indepen-
dent leverage as political actors)

Negative versions of these mechanisms (e.g., multiplication of autonomous
political intermediaries and creation of special regimes for favored segments
of the population) promote declines in breadth, equality, and protection of
mutually binding consultation and hence cause de-democratization.

Major processes combining these mechanisms include 1) broadening of polit-
ical participation (as seen chiefly in mechanisms 1 to 4), 2) equalization of
access to non-state political resources and opportunities (chiefly mechanisms
3, 5, and 7), and 3) inhibition of autonomous and/or arbitrary coercive power
both within and outside the state (chiefly mechanisms 1, 6, 7, and 8).
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For a more complex, less obvious democracy-promoting mechanism,
consider item 6: mobilization-repression-bargaining cycles during which
currently excluded actors act collectively in ways that threaten survival of
the regime and/or its ruling classes, governmental repression fails, struggle
ensues, and settlements concede political standing and/or rights to mobi-
lized actors. Such cycles typically occur as a state expands through con-
quest, as previously subjugated regions or power holders bid for auton-
omy, and as a state demands increased resources from subject populations
through taxation, conscription, or confiscation of property. Most often
such confrontations end at neither extreme – neither successful evasion of
state power nor total state victory. Instead, bargaining usually produces
some compliance with state demands in return for some reduction in those
demands combined with some specification of the parties’ future rights.

The mechanism is important because it affects the state’s long-term
viability. States fail without continuing supplies of sustaining resources:
money, goods, and labor power. They acquire those supplies in three
main ways: 1) through direct operation of enterprises that produce the
resources, 2) through exchange of goods or services over whose produc-
tion and/or distribution they exert control, and 3) through extraction of
necessary resources from their subject populations. The first two bypass
any significant consent to the state’s actions on the part of citizens. The
third depends on at least a modicum of consent. It results from mech-
anism 5 in Box 6-1: expansion of state activities for which sustaining
resources are only available through negotiation with citizens. In these
circumstances, rulers have no choice but to extract resources from an
often reluctant citizenry and therefore to bargain with citizens (Levi 1997).
Extraction therefore opens the way to new citizen-state bargains that sub-
ject states to public politics and facilitate popular influence over public
politics. To that extent it promotes democratization over the long run.

How? As Chapter 5 indicated, it depends to some extent on the major
resources on which the regime’s economy builds. A regime relying pri-
marily on control of land, labor, animals, and coercive means typically
draws its sustaining resources through regional holders of power who
retain great autonomy within their own domains but yield a portion of
their surplus to the state or assist the state in collecting that portion of the
surplus. A highly capitalized and commercialized economy, in contrast,
makes it easier for the state to draw resources from capital, wealth, wages,
and commercial transactions.

Kingdoms, for example, have commonly operated land-coercion sys-
tems in which royal domains yielded significant shares of the money,
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goods, and labor power required by state activities. By doing so they
were adopting the first strategy: direct operation of the enterprises that
produce the resources. More recently, states have regularly monopolized
the production of precious goods such as oil and exchanged those goods
for other state requisites. This is the second strategy: exchange of goods or
services over whose production and/or distribution they exert control. But
ever since the beginning of state rule, most states have also requisitioned
or otherwise acquired goods and services directly from their own subject
populations. Those states adopted the third strategy: extraction of neces-
sary resources from citizens. Russia moved away from the first strategy
as the largely self-sufficient economy of the Soviet Union and its satel-
lite states disintegrated. It pushed the third strategy – direct extraction –
harder, but with mediocre success. Under Putin, it has put greater empha-
sis on the second strategy, especially by exchanging energy supplies for
other national necessities.

Taxation, Negotiated Consent, and Avoidance of Consent

Taxation follows the third strategy. State taxation poses interesting ques-
tions for political analysts because in general taxpayers receive little or
no individual quid pro quo when they pay. They may receive nothing at
all, or they may receive small shares of collective goods. Why should they
ever contribute (Herzog 1989, Levi 1988)? Yet states have regularly built
themselves up through taxation, forced or otherwise (Ardant 1971, 1972;
Brewer 1989; Daunton 2001; Kozub 2003; Tilly 1992, chapter 3; Webber
and Wildavsky 1986). As they have extracted taxes, they have often initi-
ated mobilization-repression-bargaining cycles ranging from small-scale
resistance to mass rebellion.

Those cycles impose hidden political costs on states: although they
commonly increase the flow of resources to the state, they also make the
state dependent on that flow and set terms for the next round of extrac-
tion. In both these ways, they subject states to public politics and facilitate
popular influence over public politics. Without, for the most part, pro-
moting democratic consultation in the short run, they set conditions for
democratization in the long run. As we saw previously, over the long
run of French history, the shift of a state toward dependence on citizens’
compliance with continued extraction increases the susceptibility of the
regime to alternation between democratization and de-democratization.
Mobilization-repression-bargaining cycles push regimes across the sus-
ceptibility threshold.
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Such cycles continue in contemporary China. Thomas Bernstein and
Xiaobo Lü have surveyed Chinese rural tax resistance and its resolu-
tion during the 1990s. Despite governmental secrecy on such matters,
Bernstein and Lü accumulated substantial evidence of rising resistance
to arbitrarily imposed taxes and fees. Moreover, the peasants sometimes
succeeded, received concessions from local authorities, drew the attention
of high state officials to local abuses, and renegotiated the terms of future
extraction.

A famous series of struggles in Renshou, Sichuan, during 1992 and
1993 incorporated a mobilization-repression-bargaining cycle of this sort.
There, local cadres continued to impose heavy taxes and forced labor
for road-building on peasant households despite a state campaign for
“burden reduction.” When they could not get workers or cash, they seized
household goods, including TVs, grain, and hogs. But under the leadership
of peasant Zhang De’an, local people began fighting back. The county
prosecutor tried to have Zhang arrested for tax evasion, but:

Zhang publicly tore up the arrest warrant as seven to eight hundred peasants
carrying farm tools and shoulder poles gathered in Xie’an township. They drove
the arresting officers out and burned a police vehicle. Violence erupted the Xie’an
township in January and February. Stores closed and the government was para-
lyzed. “Hundreds of peasants were said to have been involved in a ‘guerrilla war’
of throwing stones.” Farmers marched to the county seat and jostled into the
government compound, loudly demanding justice.

This popular mobilization aroused the Sichuan Party and government leaders
to send a work team to Renshou in February. Given the national offensive on
excessive burdens, the provincial and Renshou county officials “affirmed that
Zhang De’an was reasonable in giving publicity to the policy about lessening
peasants’ burdens and calling on people to refuse to pay the excess cash levy.”
(Bernstein and Lü 2002: 132–133)

Cadres fought back, and struggles continued in Renshou. By 1994, nev-
ertheless, provincial and national authorities were clearly making conces-
sions. They released peasants who had beaten cadres and police, replaced
numerous officials, and contributed provincial funds for the building of
local highways (Bernstein and Lü 2002: 136).

Let me be clear: the Renshou events did not establish that China was
democratizing rapidly during the 1990s, much less that the Chinese state
was collapsing. Since they provided a widely publicized model for state-
citizen negotiation, nevertheless, these events did activate a mechanism
that subjected the state to public politics and, to a small degree, facilitated
popular influence over public politics. In this case, the crucial mechanism
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was the mobilization-repression-bargaining cycle. The accumulation of
such confrontations and resolutions creates openings for democratization
that did not exist before. As more Renshou-style cycles appear in China,
the regime moves closer to broad, equal, protected, mutually binding
citizen-state consultation – to democracy.

With the collapse of state socialism outside of China and North
Korea, states that acquired their sustaining resources by producing
those resources themselves practically disappeared. But the second state-
sustaining strategy – exchange of goods and services over whose pro-
duction the state exerts control – has survived and even thrived. Earlier
we saw Vladimir Putin moving toward such a strategy by recapturing the
state control over oil and gas production that had largely escaped into pri-
vate hands during the 1990s. Over the same period, many oil-rich states
avoided bargaining for citizen consent by seizing control of oil production
(often in collaboration with obliging foreign capitalists), selling on inter-
national markets, buying coercive means on other international markets,
and paying off their main local supporters with the surplus.

During the 21st century, Libya, Chad, Sudan, Venezuela, Bolivia,
Uzbekistan, Kazakhstan, and a half-dozen Middle Eastern states pur-
sued different versions of the basic consent-avoidance strategy. This book
opened with a picture of undemocratic Kazakhstan, where in December
2005 President Nursultan Nazarbayev gained a democratically incredible
91 percent of the presidential vote. The Kazakh state’s control of produc-
tion and distribution of the country’s immense energy supplies permitted
Nazarbayev to avoid bargaining for citizen consent to his rule.

Kazakhstan represents an extremely successful version of a more gen-
eral strategy on the part of energy-rich states. Consider Algeria, where
in 2004 President Abdelaziz Bouteflika won re-election with a suspi-
cious 84.99 percent of the vote. In 1999, army-backed Bouteflika had
run unopposed after all opposition candidates withdrew from an elec-
tion they called a “charade.” In effect if not in form, Algeria’s army
has controlled the state through a long series of compliant presidents
since independence from France in 1962. Algerians often refer to the
military power structure as la boı̂te noire – the black box. During the
1990s, military control strengthened as the army first aborted a 1992
election in which an Islamist front seemed likely to win a parliamentary
majority and then pursued a bloody but ultimately victorious campaign
to wipe out Islamist guerrillas. Both the army and government-backed
militias responded to the Islamists’ attacks with massacres and disappear-
ances.
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After 1999 a massive rise in oil revenues was giving Bouteflika room to
maneuver. Algeria’s state-owned energy company Sonatrach has become
the world’s twelfth largest oil producer and a major supplier of natural
gas to Europe as well. By 2006, rising international oil prices had built the
Algerian treasury up to $55 billion in official reserves, enough to cover
two years of the country’s imports (Séréni 2006: 8). Using that revenue
and allying with a small circle of civilian tycoons, Bouteflika had leverage
to reduce the general staff’s prominence in the regime. But he did so by
building up the power of another military branch, the Département de
renseignement et de sécurité – the Algerian KGB (Addi 2006: 7).

The Annual Register for 2004 portrayed Bouteflika’s move as a power
grab:

During the summer, emboldened by his overwhelming election victory, he moved
to consolidate his position by making changes among the senior ranks of the armed
forces, promoting a number of his own protégés to key posts, and appointing new
governors of most of Algeria’s provinces. The military changes began with the
departure in July of General Lamari, chief of staff for more than a decade and one
of the leading military décideurs, “on grounds of ill health”. He was replaced by
General Salah Ahmed Gaid, commander of land forces, who was reported to be
less hardline and politicized than Lamari. Four out of the six regional commanders
were also replaced. Later there was speculation in the local press that Bouteflika
intended to transfer control over the intelligence and security services from the
military command to the presidency, and appoint a Cabinet minister to the Defence
portfolio. (AR Algeria 2004: 222)

Like Putin in Russia, then, Bouteflika was taking advantage of his vast
energy revenues to move toward containment of the military’s auton-
omous power, without in the least directly subjecting the state to public
politics or increasing popular influence over public politics. If a civilian-
ruled Algeria democratizes, nevertheless, we may eventually see Bouteflika
as the ruler who for entirely undemocratic reasons took a crucial step
toward democracy.

Spanish Democratization

After all these cases of de-democratization and blocked democratiza-
tion, we need to think about cases in which the mechanisms and pro-
cesses under review actually promoted substantial democratization. We
are now re-entering familiar terrain. In many contemporary regimes
we observe not only the mechanisms reviewed earlier – insider-outsider
coalitions, mobilization-repression-bargaining cycles, and expansion of
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state activities for which sustaining resources are only available through
negotiation with citizens – but also other mechanisms listed in Box 6-1
such as:! Dissolution or transformation of non-state patron-client networks! Imposition of uniform governmental structures and practices through

the state’s jurisdiction! Bureaucratic containment of previously autonomous military forces

Spain’s experience since World War I provides an ideal opportunity for
thinking through how such mechanisms work. The troubled country went
through multiple crises and reversals, but finally became democratic dur-
ing the later 20th century (Ortega Ortiz 2000). Indeed, Spain’s rapid adop-
tion of democratic institutions after dictator Francisco Franco’s death in
1975 made the regime a prominent test case and poster child for theories
of democratization.

Analysts of Spanish democratization typically adopted four moves that
we have encountered before. First, in their search for causes, they con-
centrated closely on regime changes immediately preceding and during
the crucial period of transition – defined most often as the period from
Franco’s death to the early 1980s. Second, they tried to identify not
democracy-promoting processes but necessary conditions for democracy.
Third, they distinguished between background factors and immediate
causes of democratization. Fourth, they centered the inquiry on what they
commonly called consolidation: not the initial adoption of democratic
forms but the creation of conditions making massive de-democratization
both difficult and unlikely.

Pursuing that four-part agenda, Nikiforos Diamandouros identifies
these conditions as favoring Spanish democratization (Diamandouros
1997: 5–19; see also Linz and Stepan 1996, chapter 6; Maravall and
Santamaria 1986):

Background Factors! Other European states’ increasing disapproval of undemocratic
regimes! Socioeconomic development! Prior democratic learning! Social pluralism, fostered by economic growth in the 1950s and after-
ward! Franco’s civilianization of his regime

C B 7 DB 2 2: 2 2C 9CC B  42 :58  8 4 C B 9CC B 5 : 8  , 0  
25 5 7 9CC B  42 :58  8 4  ,2 :58 1 : B:C .2: / 2C BD 4C C C9 ,2 :58 ,



P1: KAE
0521877718c06 0 521 87771 8 Printer: cupusbw January 23, 2007 20:38

148 Democracy

Immediate Causes! Readiness of power holders to relinquish some of their power if they
retained substantial advantages! Restriction of major negotiations to the national elite, which means
exclusion of popular mass actors from consideration except as threats
to any compact that might emerge! Decoupling of political from economic demands (e.g., wage demands
on the part of organized labor)! Leadership by Prime Minster Adolfo Suarez, King Juan Carlos, and
Prime Minster Felipe González! Clever solutions to the problem of balancing central power and
regional rights

This miscellaneous list of factors does not reflect a systematic theory
of democratization. But it does incorporate a commonsense explanation
of this sort: in favorable international and domestic circumstances, wise
national leaders who were prepared to compromise saw that they could
negotiate a transition to a fairly stable political system without devas-
tating conflict and without losing much of their power; preferring that
outcome to chaos, they negotiated the transition.

As descriptions, most features of the checklist make considerable
sense. Surely a postwar European and Atlantic environment that granted
rewards to democratizing regimes while penalizing holdouts weakened
the Franco regime’s authoritarian position. Certainly economic growth
deeply altered citizen-state relations. Economic growth of the 1950s and
1960s undoubtedly urbanized the Spanish population, raised the stan-
dard of living, lifted educational levels, increased mass media exposure,
and thus facilitated popular political participation.

Unlike Algeria or Kazakhstan, furthermore, Spain did have experience
with democratic regimes in the past, however transient and troubled.
From this book’s point of view, however, such a summary remains frus-
tratingly vague about mechanisms and processes. Except for pointing out
its effect on historical memory, the summary also fails to specify how this
historical experience affected both public politics’ relation to the state and
citizens’ control over public politics – the two interacting loci of changes
promoting democratization itself. Our task, then, is not so much to reject
the Diamandouros analysis as to refine and systematize it.

Let us step back a bit before concentrating on Spain’s major spurts of
democratization. Using what he regards as phases that occurred in regime
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after regime elsewhere in Europe, Stanley Payne schematizes Spain’s his-
tory from the end of the Napoleonic occupation to 1976 as follows (Payne
2000: 6):

Early Convulsive Liberalism: 1810–1874
Stable Elitist Liberalism: 1875–1909
Democratization: 1909–1936
Authoritarianism: 1923–1930 and 1936–1976

For Payne, the Tragic Week of 1909 (when protests against the inequalities
of conscription for military service in Morocco mutated into revolutionary
action, anticlerical attacks, and a general strike in Catalonia) marks the
point of transition to democratization. Whether we place the pivot at
1909 or (as I will in a moment) at 1917, the main point remains: early in
the 20th century, Spain moved from a long stage of oligarchic rule with
frequent military intervention to a new phase of susceptibility to both
democratization and de-democratization.

What historical changes must we explain? From around World War I
to the late 20th century, Spain made a spectacular series of shifts between
democratization and de-democratization. Spain de-democratized signifi-
cantly with Primo de Rivera’s 1923 military coup, and catastrophically
with Francisco Franco’s military victory in the civil war of 1936 to 1939. In
contrast, Spain democratized weakly as Primo de Rivera’s regime relaxed
its central control during the mid-1920s, spectacularly with the revolution
of 1930 to 1931, and again dramatically after Francisco Franco’s death
in 1975. At least so far, the democratization of 1975 through 1981 has
not reversed. To what extent do our three basic processes – broadening of
popular political participation, equalization of access to non-state polit-
ical resources and opportunities, and inhibition of autonomous and/or
arbitrary coercive power within and outside the state – and their conse-
quences explain Spain’s long-term experience with democratization and
de-democratization?

In the form of a chronology from 1914 to 1981, Box 6-2 illustrates
what we must explain.

The chronology describes repeated encounters with both democratiza-
tion and de-democratization. Only during the 1970s do we see more than
a decade pass without significant reversals of direction. The chronology
also makes clear that, as had been true long before 1914, military interven-
tion in Spanish national politics occurred frequently and almost always
damaged democracy. More so than elsewhere in Europe, furthermore,
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BOX 6-2. Democratization and De-Democratization in Spain, 1914–1981

1914–1918 Spain neutral during World War I, with consequent industrial
expansion, especially in Catalonia

1917 Under constitutional monarchy, military regime suspends
constitutional guarantees, Catalans agitate for home rule,
workers stage general strike

1923 Mutiny of Barcelona garrison, military coup of Primo de
Rivera, weakened monarchy

1925 Partial civilianization of Primo de Rivera dictatorship, but
continuation of military rule under weak monarchy with
Primo de Rivera’s prime minister

1930 Resignation and death of Primo de Rivera, interim government
of Damaso Berenguer

1931 Municipal elections produce landslide for republicans, king
flees country without abdicating, provisional government
declares republic, establishes universal male suffrage for ages
23 and over, bans army officers and clergy from presidency

1932 Military rebellion quelled, Catalan charter of autonomy
1933 Radical uprisings in Barcelona and elsewhere, elections

produce center-right rule, female suffrage established, fascist
Falange forms

1934 Catalan declaration of independence, radical risings, miners’
insurrection in Asturias, all repressed

1936 Popular Front victory in national elections, strike waves and
occupations in agricultural and industrial sectors, Spanish
government grants home rule to Basque region, military rising
in Morocco spreads to Spain, civil war begins, rebels name
Franco chief of state, Germany and Italy aid rebels while USSR
supplies leftists

1939 Franco’s forces win civil war and establish authoritarian state,
German and Italian forces withdraw

1939–1945 Spain neutral during World War II; through successive
struggles and administrative reforms, Franco subordinates
military to civilian control

1948 Ten-year-old prince Juan Carlos, heir to throne, arrives in
Spain for education under the regime

1950 After long diplomatic isolation, both the United States and the
UN open diplomatic relations with Spain
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1953 United States establishes military bases in return for economic
and military aid; after long tension over state control of the
Spanish church, Franco signs Concordat with the Vatican
extending church autonomy

1960–1974 Unprecedented industrialization and economic growth
1968 Franco names Juan Carlos his eventual successor as head of

state
1973 ETA (Basque nationalist) assassination of Franco’s prime

minister, Carrero Blanco
1975 Franco dies and Juan Carlos becomes king, extensive worker

mobilization begins
1976–1978 Under Prime Minister Adolfo Suarez, Spain initiates

democratic reforms, elects new parliament, and adopts
democratic constitution, with voting age lowered first to 21,
then to 18

1979 Basque and Catalan autonomy statutes
1981 Attempted military coup defeated, new regional autonomies,

beginning of continuous (if often turbulent) democratic rule

demands for regional autonomy or independence complicated Spain’s
national democratic programs throughout the 20th century.

The chronology itself omits another factor that greatly influenced the
texture and course of Spanish democratization and de-democratization.
From the late 19th century onward, both agricultural and industrial
workers organized and politicized in Spain to a remarkable degree.
Integration of organized workers (both industrial and agricultural) into
Spain’s national public politics generally marked the country’s periods
of democratization, just as their collective exclusion signaled periods of
de-democratization.

As we have seen in earlier cases, Spanish democratization generally
occurred through substantial expansion of popular political participa-
tion, and de-democratization through defection of elites from burdensome
democratic consultation. Spain’s timetable of democratization and de-
democratization therefore clarifies what any analysis must explain: how
the Spanish military finally lost its notorious autonomy and fell under
civilian control, how excluded workers finally became durably integrated
into the national regime, but also how elites withdrew from democracy
during the Primo de Rivera regime and the Civil War.
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Analytically, these problems generalize into a quartet of questions
about Spain’s phases of democratization:

1. Did our three crucial processes – broadening of popular political
participation, equalization of access to non-state political resources
and opportunities, and inhibition of autonomous and/or arbitrary
coercive power within and outside the state – actually cause sub-
jection of the state to public politics and facilitation of popular
influence over public politics?

2. Did the mechanisms listed in Box 6-1 – coalition formation, central
co-optation, and so on – contribute to the three crucial processes,
as the box argues?

3. Did subjection of the state to public politics and facilitation of
popular influence over public politics play indispensable parts in
democratization?

4. Did reversals of the three crucial processes cause de-democrati-
zation?

Without pinning down all the details, the historical narrative that follows
replies “Yes” to each of the four questions.

Despite the massive return of military power under Franco, Spain went
through important phases of the three crucial processes during the period
between World War I and the revolution of 1931 – the period Spanish
historians commonly call the crisis and decline of the Restoration. After
the abortive First Republic of 1873 to 1874, a constitutional monarchy
(the Restoration), generally backed by the military, governed Spain with-
out direct military intervention from 1874 to 1917. The regime installed
manhood suffrage in 1890 but the “existing patronage and party-boss sys-
tem, commonly known as caciquismo, largely contained or deflected pop-
ular voting for about thirty years” (Payne 2000: 5). Loss of the Spanish-
American War (1898) weakened the military’s political position, but by
no means eliminated it as a national political actor.

Prior to World War I, nevertheless, workers and nationalists began to
organize in a dazzling array of ideological formations, from anarchism to
Catalan separatism. In parallel with developments elsewhere in Europe,
1917 brought violent confrontations between the right and left, with the
military temporarily seizing power and forcing suspension of constitu-
tional guarantees. At that point, we can reasonably say that Spain had
entered a phase that earlier chapters have shown us in French and other
regimes: a phase in which rulers depended for their survival on citizens’
compliance and in which alternation between democratization and de-
democratization became possible as never before. We cannot, of course,
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date Spain’s democratic “consolidation” at 1917 or 1931. But we can
identify the span of years between those dates as crucial for the transfor-
mations of public politics that undergird democratization.

Introducing his subtle, deeply documented study of Spanish political
conflict from 1917 to 1931, Eduardo González Calleja makes a telling
observation:

Study of public order, subversion, and violence during the three brief phases that
signal the Restoration’s definitive collapse is marked by the presence of various
factors that seem to confirm the full establishment in our country of a modern
repertoire of collective action: linking of protest to political activity in general,
its almost exclusive channeling by formally organized groups (especially parties,
unions, and large corporatist actors) pursuing objectives well matched to defined
political programs, and adoption of forms of struggle that were more flexible,
autonomous with respect to power holders, modular (that is, consisting of basic
routines that could be used and combined by a wide variety of actors in pursuit
of very different goals), with national and even international scope and impact.
(González Calleja 1999: 17)

The repertoire change coincided with a great expansion of political orga-
nization among workers and other citizens. Even while elites were defect-
ing from the modest democratic gains of 1917 to 1923 under Primo de
Rivera’s protection, popular participation in public politics was increasing
energetically.

Once Primo de Rivera’s dictatorship ended in 1925, for example, the
number of organized workers shot up rapidly, then accelerated with
the peaceful revolution of 1931 (Soto Carmona 1988: 303–305). In that
abrupt transfer of power, republicans won overwhelming majorities of
Spain’s urban voters in the municipal elections of April 1931. The king
(no longer assured of support by an increasingly unenthusiastic general
staff) fled the country. Republicans declared the monarchy defunct.

The break with the previous regime came quickly. No formal act of the
exiting regime endowed the new one with legitimacy. The new Republic’s
national assembly included only four members of the Primo de Rivera
legislature, 1.2 percent of the total seats (Genieys 1997: 123). In terms of
control over the state, a revolution had occurred (González Calleja 1999:
627). The new rulers took control of a state with weak infrastructure but
powerful means of top-down intervention:

Republican rulers inherited a state that disposed of formidable despotic power,
greatly superior to that of any other organization within the territory, but lacking
sufficient infrastructural power to apply its rulers’ policies when it came to the
production and distribution of goods and services. (Cruz 2006: 333)
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Revolutionary bases remained quite narrow, and the new regime lacked
the means of either incorporating its opposition or containing its own
allies. Popular attacks on churches, disestablishment of the Catholic
Church, and extensive land reform soon alienated both rural landlords
and the Catholic hierarchy (Malefakis 1970, chapter 6). These groups, as
well as the military, soon began to defect.

Indeed, Gerard Alexander argues that the Spanish right never really
committed to the Republic. By right, Alexander means mainly secular
liberals in existing political parties plus Catholic politicians, especially
those affiliated with the Confederación Española de Derechas Autónomas
(Alexander 2002: 106). The right did not commit to democracy and the
Republic therefore failed to consolidate, Alexander claims,

because rightists detected high risks in democracy. These high risks were the result
of the perceived susceptibility of millions of landless laborers and industrial and
mining workers to revolutionary political appeals threatening the right’s safety,
property, income, control of the workplace, and church. Many on the right traced
these risks to Spain’s underlying social structure. (Alexander 2002: 103)

In short, not only the military but also the old civilian ruling classes under-
stood that the revolution seriously challenged their power.

The new rulers acted on precisely that assumption. Despite shrinking
the army’s active officer corps rapidly, the new regime continued to apply
the old regime’s instruments of exclusion and control (Payne 1967: 268–
276). The provisional government installed on 14 April 1931 pursued an
exclusive line, denying the right of public assembly to monarchists, anar-
chists, and communists alike (Ballbé 1985: 318). The bourgeois republic
that then came to power regularly used military force to repress leftist
and striking workers, thus excluding them from the new regime (Ballbé
1985, chapter 11). As rulers cried anarchy, excluded actors cried persecu-
tion (Cruz 2006: 334–335). The small Spanish Communist Party withdrew
within its shell; it took the position that the revolution of 1931 could at
best serve as a wedge for a true proletarian revolution and that collab-
oration with bourgeois rulers would delay the coming revolution (Cruz
1987: 127–128).

Yet, on the whole, workers – especially those represented by the Social-
ist Party – stuck with the republic. Significantly, the first group of workers
to defect from the republican coalition and align themselves with the mil-
itary in 1935 and 1936 was the small but active Catholic workers’ union
(Soto Carmona 1988: 313). Peasants and agricultural wage laborers ben-
efited from the extensive land reforms of 1931 and generally continued
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to support the regime. Indeed, they soon went beyond it by occupying
uncultivated fields and striking against low-wage landlords.

By 1936, rural strikes and land occupations were threatening the precar-
ious republican regime as the regime also faced military opposition from
Francisco Franco and his collaborators (Malefakis 1970, chapter 14).
Military support from Germany and Italy greatly facilitated Franco’s inva-
sion of the Spanish mainland from Morocco. At the same time, already
fragile elite support for the republican regime was fragmenting. In Aragon,
for example, mobilization of landless laborers turned landowners fiercely
against the new rulers (Casanova et al. 1992: 86–87). Aragon landlords
got their revenge: counter-revolutionaries eventually killed 8,628 sus-
pected supporters of the republican cause (Casanova et al. 1992: 213).
As Franco came to power, his regime’s violent repression snuffed out
Aragon’s previously energetic democratic mobilization. Across the coun-
try as a whole, however, deaths from combat, executions, and murders
hit Franco’s supporters harder than they did republicans: about 132,000
deaths for nationalists and 96,000 for republicans (Payne 2000: 219). The
civil war left vivid scars on both sides.

Franco and After

Once in power, Franco built a regime in alliance with the military,
the clergy, the authoritarian Falange, and the syndicalist movement the
Falange controlled. From the viewpoint of long-term democratization,
Franco’s most significant move was to subordinate the military so thor-
oughly to his control that it lost its fabled, dangerous autonomy. Spain’s
Cold War alliance with the United States (which had previously shunned
the Franco regime) furthered that subordination by increasing U.S.-
backed military expenditure, sending thousands of officers to the United
States for training and generally making military careers more attractive
to those officers who were willing to conform.

During the 1950s, Franco also managed to strengthen his ties with the
church through a papal concordat and to sidetrack the Falange’s post-
Franco political ambitions by governing increasingly through technocrats
and bureaucrats rather than zealots. An era of compromise and of clerical
reform muted the furious anticlericalism that had been one of the most
striking features of republican activism during the Republic and the Civil
War (Cruz 1997). All this became easier because during the same period
Spain was entering the most rapid period of economic growth in its entire
history and was attracting foreign capital as never before. Managing the
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new industrial economy left less room in the regime for military officers
and political traditionalists.

At the same time, the transformation of Spanish social life undermined
the bases of Franco’s rule. Stanley Payne sums up:

Though Franco was never seriously challenged as long as he lived, the surviving
government administrators would find that by the time of his death, the kind of
society and culture on which the regime had primarily been based had largely
ceased to exist, and that would make it impossible for the regime to reproduce
itself. Ultimately, the economic and cultural achievements that took place under
the regime, whether or not they were intended to develop as they did, deprived
the regime of its reason for being. (Payne 2000: 493)

Domestic opposition grew during the 1960s, and the physically depleted
Franco’s reactions were nothing like the repressive steps that had made
him fearsome in the 1930s. Industrial workers, students, regional nation-
alists, and – more surprisingly – lower-level clergy began voicing dissent.
Formal designation of Prince Juan Carlos as Franco’s successor in July
1969 signaled that regime transition had already begun. Overthrow of the
authoritarian Portuguese regime in 1974, furthermore, threatened Spain’s
conservatives and encouraged its progressives.

In most regards, Franco’s death on 20 November 1975 was therefore
an anticlimax. Nevertheless, only after Juan Carlos’ succession did the
regime implement the formal institutions of parliamentary democracy
as westerners generally understand them: freedom of press and associ-
ation, broad electoral competition, independent judiciary, and more. In
that sense, students of the Spanish transition are correct to consider the
years from 1975 to 1981 a wonder of political engineering.

Figure 6-3 sketches what the political engineers wrought. After minor
increments of democratization and enhancement of state capacity between
World War I and 1930, Spain’s Second Republic brought dramatic democ-
ratization combined with substantial loss of state capacity and Franco’s
regime built state capacity to unprecedented levels at the total expense of
democracy, but from the 1960s onward democratization proceeded at an
increasing pace with only minor losses of central capacity.

Spain therefore underwent two major cycles of democratization, an
interrupted and ultimately reversed cycle from World War I to the mid-
1930s and another more continuous cycle from Franco’s postwar years
to the 1970s. Each cycle corresponded roughly to the causal sequence
sketched in Figure 6-2:! Broadening of popular political participation, equalization of access

to non-state political resources and opportunities, inhibition of
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figure 6-3. Spanish Regimes, 1914–2006

autonomous and/or arbitrary coercive power within and outside the
state! Reduction of influence by autonomous power clusters, including those
of rulers, over public politics! Subjection of state to public politics plus facilitation of popular influ-
ence over public politics! Increase in the breadth, equality, and protection of mutually bind-
ing consultation in citizen-state relations, which equals democratiza-
tion

The first cycle left important political residues in the form of popular
political organization (both public and clandestine) as well as accumulated
experience with democratic institutions. But Franco’s victory in the Civil
War temporarily reestablished autonomous power clusters: both the army
and Franco’s own ruling clique. Franco’s authoritarian rule then decisively
subordinated the army to civilian control.
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Less deliberately but no less decisively, the state’s management of eco-
nomic expansion and increased international involvement after 1960 sub-
jected Franco’s state to public politics and facilitated popular influence
over public politics. Without denying the astute leadership of Adolfo
Suarez and King Juan Carlos, we can see that Spain’s changing power
configurations were becoming favorable to democracy well before 1981.
Although the new constitution that took effect in 1979 formalized the sub-
ordination of the military to the Basic Law and to the king, it merely rati-
fied the decline in military independence that Franco had already managed
during the later decades of his rule. The failed military coup of 1981 sim-
ply demonstrated to the world what Franco’s regime had accomplished:
the army that had for two centuries set the rhythms of Spanish poli-
tics no longer enjoyed the autonomy and power to reverse the regime’s
direction.

Power, Trust, and Inequality

Despite earlier chapters’ stress on trust networks and categorical inequal-
ity, I have written this chapter as though changes in power configurations
and their consequences occurred independently of alterations in trust and
inequality. Yet they clearly interacted. In fact, in earlier analyses of trust
networks I looked at the same period of Spanish history to propose a
conjectural sequence of this kind (Tilly 2005: 149):

1931–1933: Substantial integration of workers’ and peasants’ trust net-
works into national public politics through the mediation of
unions and political organizations, combined with partial
exclusion of the military

1933–1935: Confrontations between partially integrated workers, peas-
ants, and regionalists on one side and national authorities
on the other

1936: New mobilizations of workers, peasants, and regionalists;
counter-mobilization of military

1936–1939: Incremental (and violent) exclusion of worker, peasant, and
regionalist trust networks from national politics

1939–1960: Return to the prevailing patronage, particularistic ties, and
evasive conformity of the 1920s, now coupled with author-
itarian integration of the military and the Catholic Church
into Franco’s system of rule
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1960–1975: Undermining of old local trust networks by economic
expansion, relaxation of repression, and expansion of trust
networks within workers’ organizations

1976–1978: Democratization resting on and facilitating integration of
popular trust networks into national public politics and par-
tial extrusion from the regime of trust networks based in the
church and the military

This chronology describes a set of complementary processes with regard
to connections between public politics and the routine forms of organiza-
tion – especially trust networks – within which Spaniards pursued their
daily lives. Looking at this chronology in conjunction with changes in
relations between major power configurations and public politics makes
the period from 1939 to 1960 much more interesting. During that period,
after all, republican workers’ and peasants’ trust networks did not simply
dissolve. Their members somehow worked out accommodations with an
alien system of rule, mostly through evasive conformity in public com-
bined with clandestine collaboration inside those networks.

As for categorical inequality, its insulation from public politics appears
to have occurred before the Second Republic burst onto the scene. To be
sure, Spanish women did not get voting rights until 1931 – that is, under
the Second Republic. But on the whole, despite the country’s remark-
able social inequalities, Spanish regimes avoided inscribing differences by
class, religion, ethnicity, language, or nobility directly into public poli-
tics from the 1890 enactment of manhood suffrage onward. That neces-
sary insulation of public politics from categorical inequality prepared the
way for Spain’s ultimate democratization and prevailed throughout the
period in which trust networks and power configurations were changing
turbulently.

As South Africa’s drama has already shown us, Spain did not follow
the only possible sequence with regard to trust networks, categorical
inequality, and power configurations. On the contrary, in South Africa
the crucial transformations of the three arrived late and more or less
simultaneously, thereby contributing to the intensity of struggle during
the 1980s and 1990s. Even as power devolved into African hands, the
South African regime faced the serious problem of dissolving or integrat-
ing largely autonomous armed forces on both sides.

The United States followed yet another sequence. Its Civil War largely
subdued any autonomous centers of coercive power, and (as we have seen)
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major integration of trust networks into public politics had occurred by
the early 20th century. But categorical inequality by gender and (espe-
cially) race continued to scar American public politics long after then.

We still face the problem of analyzing sequences and interactions
among the three large sets of changes in the course of democratization
and de-democratization. Trajectories in both directions vary according to
sequences and interactions among changes in trust networks, categori-
cal inequality, and autonomous power centers. Up to this point, further-
more, we have received intermittent signals of two other influences on
those trajectories. First, the existing level of state capacity when a regime
begins the process of democratization or de-democratization affects how
the process works; consider how differently democratization looked in
low-capacity Switzerland and high-capacity France. Second, the shocks
of domestic confrontation, conquest, colonization, and revolution accel-
erate the same processes that take place in more incremental democra-
tization and de-democratization, but that acceleration produces a more
intense interaction among their effects. Again, South Africa’s revolution
demonstrates how intense such an interaction can be, and how drastic its
effects on the quality of public politics.

These problems set the agenda for the next chapter. Let us look care-
fully at the variable paths of regimes through democratization and de-
democratization.
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