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Session	  11.	  Quality	  of	  Democracy	  



Plan	  of	  the	  lecture	  

•  What	  is	  democracy?	  

•  Our	  point	  of	  departure:	  liberal	  democracy	  

•  Problems	  with	  liberal	  democracy:	  

–  When	  it	  becomes	  less	  democra,c:	  

•  “Partyarchy”	  (Chile)	  
•  Inchoate	  or	  fragmented	  party	  systems	  (Peru)	  

–  When	  it	  becomes	  less	  liberal:	  

•  Delega,ve	  democracies	  	  
•  Compe,,ve	  authoritarian	  regimes	  	  

•  La,n	  America	  in	  search	  of	  new	  models	  of	  democra,c	  
governance	  



Quality	  of	  Democracy	  

•  What	  is	  democracy?	  

•  What	  can	  we	  (or	  should	  we)	  
expect	  from	  democracy?	  



Democracy:	  

•  Rule	  of	  the	  people:	  	  

– Direct	  or	  representa,ve	  democracy?	  

•  How	  to	  make	  collec,vely	  binding	  decisions?	  

–  Elec,ons	  

•  How	  much	  par,cipa,on?	  How	  much	  compe,,on?	  

– Delibera,on	  



Liberal	  
Democracy	  

•  Representa,ve	  and	  electoral	  

•  Individual	  rights	  

•  Separa,on	  of	  powers	  and	  checks	  and	  balances	  	  

–  Presiden,alism	  versus	  Parliamentarism	  
–  Majoritarian	  or	  Coali,on	  Governments	  

•  Polyarchy	  (Robert	  Dahl):	  par,cipa,on	  +	  
contesta,on,	  res,ng	  upon	  a	  list	  of	  liberal	  rights	  

–  Freedom	  to	  form	  and	  join	  organiza,ons	  
–  Freedom	  of	  expression	  
–  The	  right	  to	  vote	  
–  Eligibility	  for	  public	  office	  
–  The	  right	  of	  poli,cal	  leaders	  to	  compete	  for	  support	  and	  

votes	  
–  Alterna,ve	  sources	  of	  informa,on	  
–  Free	  and	  fair	  elec,ons	  
–  Ins,tu,ons	  for	  making	  government	  policies	  depend	  on	  

votes	  and	  other	  expressions	  of	  preference.	  	  



Two	  forms	  of	  erosion	  of	  liberal	  democracy:	  

•  When	  representa,ves	  are	  no	  longer	  
responsive	  to	  the	  demands	  of	  the	  
represented.	  

•  When	  liberal	  rights	  are	  no	  longer	  
protected.	  	  



When	  liberal	  democracies	  become	  less	  
democra,c:	  

	  
When	  representa(ves	  are	  no	  longer	  responsive	  
to	  the	  represented:	  
	  
•  Partyarchy	  
•  “Inchoate”	  or	  fragmented	  party	  systems	  	  
•  Par,san	  Dealignment	  



Chile	  (1989-‐2014):	  a	  “partyarchy”?	  

Partyarchy:	  excessively	  strong	  poliKcal	  parKes,	  
detached	  from	  civil	  society	  

	  
•  Ins,tu,onal	  legacies	  (reformed	  in	  2005)	  from	  the	  

dictatorship:	  veto	  power	  for	  the	  armed	  forces,	  
Na,onal	  Security	  Council,	  limita,ons	  to	  the	  president	  
as	  commander-‐in-‐chief,	  appointed	  senators	  

•  Binomial	  electoral	  system:	  propor,onal	  
representa,on,	  two	  member	  districts,	  open	  lists	  

•  The	  need	  to	  engage	  in	  coali,onal	  poli,cs	  (cuoteo)	  
	  

•  Con,nuity	  with	  economic	  model	  of	  the	  dictatorship	  

–  Private	  pensions,	  educa,on,	  health	  
–  Free	  market	  and	  macroeconomic	  orthodox	  

policies	  
–  Low	  levels	  of	  public	  spending	  



Chile:	  A	  “partyarchy”	  

Consequences	  of	  having	  too	  strong	  poli,cal	  par,es:	  
	  
•  Voter	  de-‐alignment:	  loss	  of	  voter-‐party	  iden,ty	  

•  Candidates	  and	  elected	  officials	  are	  not	  accountable	  to	  the	  
ci,zenry	  but	  to	  the	  party	  leadership	  

•  Legisla,ve	  gridlock	  and	  bias	  towards	  status	  quo	  

•  Democra,c	  stability,	  policy	  con,nuity,	  and	  strong	  checks	  and	  
balances	  



Peru	  (2000-‐present):	  An	  inchoate	  or	  fragmented	  
party	  system?	  

•  Between	  1985	  and	  1995	  the	  vote	  
share	  of	  the	  four	  dominant	  par,es	  
(APRA,	  PPC,	  AP,	  IU)	  fell	  from	  97%	  to	  
6%.	  

•  Elec,on	  of	  populist	  outsider	  Alberto	  
Fujimori	  in	  1990.	  Personalis,c	  rule	  
from	  1990	  to	  2000.	  	  

“Inchoate”	  party	  systems:	  poorly	  insKtuKonalized	  parKes,	  liIle	  conKnuity	  in	  
poliKcal	  agenda,	  liIle	  ideological	  coherence,	  liIle	  connecKons	  across	  levels	  
of	  government.	  



Peru:	  an	  inchoate	  party	  system	  
	  
•  In	  the	  absence	  of	  par,es:	  	  

–  Who	  finances	  campaigns?	  
How	  are	  organiza,onal	  
challenges	  solved?	  

–  Problems	  of	  poli,cal	  
coordina,on:	  ,me-‐
horizons,	  private	  interests	  
over	  public	  goods	  

–  Amateur	  poli,cians	  

–  Weak	  separa,on	  of	  powers	  

–  An,-‐poli,cs	  

•  Rise	  of	  “independent	  movements”	  and	  
use	  of	  established	  par,es	  as	  
“personalis,c	  vehicles”	  

	  



When	  liberal	  democracies	  become	  
less	  liberal:	  

When	  liberal	  rights	  are	  not	  protected:	  
	  
•  Delega,ve	  democracies	  

•  Compe,,ve	  authoritarian	  regimes	  



Delega,ve	  Democracies	  	  
(Guillermo	  O’Donnell)	  

•  “Delega,ve	  democracies	  rest	  on	  the	  premise	  that	  whoever	  wins	  
elec,on	  to	  the	  presidency	  is	  thereby	  en,tled	  to	  govern	  as	  he	  or	  she	  
sees	  fit,	  constrained	  only	  by	  the	  hard	  facts	  of	  exis,ng	  power	  rela,ons	  
and	  by	  a	  cons,tu,onally	  limited	  term	  of	  office”	  (59).	  

•  HORIZONTAL	  ACCOUNTABILITY:	  Separa,on	  of	  powers	  

•  Examples:	  

–  Peru	  under	  Fujimori	  1990-‐1995	  
–  Argen,na	  under	  Carlos	  Menem,	  1989-‐1999	  
–  Colombia	  under	  Alvaro	  Uribe	  2002-‐2010	  
–  Venezuela	  under	  Hugo	  Chavez,	  1998-‐2013,	  

and	  Nicolás	  Maduro,	  2013-‐present	  



Compe,,ve	  Authoritarian	  Regimes	  	  
(Steven	  Levitsky	  and	  Lucan	  Way)	  

•  “Compe,,ve	  authoritarianism	  is	  a	  hybrid	  regime	  
type,	  with	  important	  characteris,cs	  of	  both	  
democracy	  and	  authoritarianism.”	  

•  C.A.	  regimes	  are	  dis,nguished	  from	  full	  
authoritarianism	  in	  that	  cons,tu,onal	  channels	  
exist	  through	  which	  opposi,on	  groups	  compete	  in	  
a	  meaningful	  way	  for	  execu,ve	  power.	  

•  C.A.	  regimes	  are	  dis,nguished	  form	  democracy	  in	  
that	  incumbent	  abuse	  of	  the	  state	  violates	  at	  least	  
one	  of	  three	  defining	  amributes	  of	  democracy:	  (1)	  
free	  elec,ons;	  (2)	  broad	  protec,on	  of	  civil	  liber,es,	  
and	  (3)	  a	  reasonably	  level	  playing	  field.	  

•  KEY:	  UNEVEN	  PLAYING	  FIELD	  
–  Harassment	  
–  Media	  



Par,cipatory	  
Democracies?	  	  

La,n	  America	  in	  search	  for	  alterna,ve	  models	  of	  
democracy:	  

Delibera,ve	  
Democracies?	  	  


