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Preface

Latin Anerica and the Caribbean, in part because of their proximty
to the United States, are inherently linked to this country. U S.
policy attention, however, has historically only been intermttently
focused on the Caribbean, and then generally in times of crises. In
t he post-cold war period, there is a danger that the region wll
fade frompolicy attenti on—precisely at the nonent when it nust

adj ust to global econonmc trends, strengthen its denocratic
traditions, and cope with a nyriad of potential stresses such as
drug trafficking and environnmental pressures.

The Center’s interest in the Caribbean CSIS dates back to 1965,
when it issued a report on the Domi nican crisis. Since then, the
Center has focused attention on the U.S.-Caribbean rel ati onship,
particularly in the areas of the regional trade agenda, governance,
and security issues.

In this Policy Paper on the Anericas, Howard Warda anal yzes
denocracy as an objective of U S. foreign policy in the Caribbean
and Latin Arerica. This report is one of a series of specia
studies of the region, including U S.-Caribbean Relations into the
21st Century: Policy Considerations, Denocracy in the Caribbean: A
Cause for Concern, Caribbean Integration into the Wrld Econom c
System and a CSIS Report, Haitian Frustrations: D |lenmms for U S.
Pol i cy.

Special thanks is due to the Andrew W Ml | on Foundation, whose
support hel ps make our work on the Cari bbean possi bl e.

CGeorges A Fauri ol
Director and Senior Fell ow
CSI S Anericas Program
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Introduction

Since the early 1980s the United States has been engaged in a

Vi gorous canpai gn to support denocracy in Latin Anerica and the

Cari bbean. The specific tool enployed has been support for free and
fair elections. Elections have been seen as the “entering wedge”
propelling a country toward denocracy; in some fornul ations,

el ecti ons have been viewed as the sine qua non or virtually the sole
criteria determ ning whether a country is denocratic.

The United States has in fact had a | ong history of supporting
denocracy in the region, going back into the nineteenth century, as
Tony Smith’s new book on the subject nakes cl ear.s, such as
t he Wodrow W 1| son era and again during the 1991-1994 crisis in
Haiti, U S. support for denocracy cane at the point of a bayonet;
the sincerity of Presidents WIlson's and Cinton’s desire for
denocracy for the region, however, should not be doubted. Franklin
Roosevel t, John F. Kennedy, and Jimry Carter all had pro-denocracy
progranms in Latin America and the Cari bbean, and Carter’s
intervention to secure a denocratic outcone in the Dom nican
Republic in 1978 is often cited as the beginning of U S. support for
a wave of denocratic openings in the region. A manifest canpaign in
favor of elections, however, with all its institutional
par aphernalia and trappings, did not begin until the 1980s.

Now, in the 1990s, these “paraphernalia” and “trappings” are a
considerable growh industry. Both the U S. Departnent of State and
t he Agency for International Devel opnent (AID) maintain offices to
support elections in Latin America and el sewhere. The Nati onal
Endownent for Denocracy (NED) and its subsidiary organizations (the
I nternational Republican Institute and the National Denocratic
Institute) support elections and denocracy abroad. A cottage
i ndustry of election observers, voting technicians, conputer
experts, and specialists in electoral |laws and party organi zation
has grown up in support of this effort. There is bipartisan
consensus on the denocracy policy, which is seen as both idealistic
(Carter) and hard-headed (Reagan). Moreover, the enthusiasmin the
United States for Latin American and Cari bbean el ecti ons and
denocracy appears to be matched, for one of the fewtinmes in US. -
Latin Anerican history, by the region itself. Everyone agrees that
el ecti ons and denocracy are good for Latin Anmerica and the Cari bbean
and good for the United States, not only intrinsically but also in
hel ping to solve U S. foreign policy problens in the area.

It is not the purpose of this report to cast doubts on the
fundanmental assunptions of U S. policy. Elections and denocracy are
desirable, and it is a positive devel opnent that U. S. interests and
Latin Anerican and Cari bbean aspirations are, for once, in

1

Tony Smith, America’s Mission: The United States and the Worldwide Struggle for Democracy in the
Twentieth Century (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, A Twentieth Century Fund Book, 1994).
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consi derable agreenent. It is nowtine, however, to review and

reassess the policy—-it is over ten years old, both the cold war and

the crises-of-the-nonment (the right wing and guerrilla challenges in

Central Anerica) have passed, and, in countries as diverse as Haiti,

t he Dom ni can Republic, Panama, Guatenala, and Mexico, flaws have

begun to appear init. In addition to a review of the elections in

t hese specific cases, it is useful to focus on any energi ng genera

patterns that mght require new thinking on the part of U S. policy.
It is time for some reservations and qualifications to be

i ntroduced into the denocracy and el ections policy.

Payne on Democracy in the Caribbean

In the excellent survey of Caribbean denocracy, significantly
subtitled * or concern,” that serves as a comnpani on piece to
this essayJﬁz;gjgﬁgj W Payne hints at sonme of the issues and
problens that lie at the heart of this study’s discussion.

Democratic Systems—Formal versus Truly Free

Payne’s anal ysis focuses on 16 Cari bbean countries. L _He finds that
of the 16, 15 (all except Cuba) have formal denocratic systens.
However, of the 15, only 11 are free in the sense that Freedom House
defines freedom enconpassing not just denocratic elections but also
political and civil liberties, denocratic institutions, and the rule
of law. The first step in deconstructing the denocracy and

el ections issue, therefore, is to distinguish between those
countries that have “formal” denocratic systens and those that are

“truly free.” Wiile holding formal elections is obviously a good
start, it cannot be used as the only criteria for classifying a
country as fully denocratic.

Levels of Democratic Stability

O the 11 free countries analyzed by Payne, only 6 are viewed as
havi ng secure and stable denocratic institutions. Five are viewed

2

Douglas W. Payne, Democracy in the Caribbean: A Cause for Concern (Washington, D.C.: CSIS,
1995).

° Antigua and Barbuda, Bahamas, Barbados, Belize, Cuba, Dominica, Dominican Republic,
Grenada, Guyana, Haiti, Jamaica, St. Kitts-Nevis, St. Lucia, St. Vincent and the Grenadines, Suriname, and
Trinidad and Tobago.
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as wobbly or insecure, where denocracy could still be upset or
undermined. It is also necessary, therefore, to measure degrees or
| evel s of denocratic stability, even between the countries
classified as free. Wien this second qualification is introduced,
the proportion of free and denocratically stable countries is
reduced to 37.5% of those studied.

Cultural Practices

A third factor, not addressed by Payne, is cultural-political. All
the countries certified as free in his analysis are products of the
British Enpire, and hence of the British Wstni nster nodel of
denocracy. This is not to say that the British colonial |egacy was
al ways or necessarily nore conduci ve of denocracy than was French or
Spani sh colonialism But there is no doubt that there is a
correlation in the Caribbean between the British colonial tradition
and the institutions it bequeathed and the existence or persistence
of denocratic institutions. The correlation is not perfect, but it
is inportant, and historians and sociol ogists are increasingly
convinced that there is a significant relationship between the

| egacy of British culture (i ' its political institutions) and
t he exi stence of denocracy. House surveys over the | ast
two decades, for exanple, show that denocracy in the English-
speaki ng Cari bbean has been nore effectitﬁ;i;g;i;;able than in any
ot her subregion in the devel opi ng worl d. ne included in his
study the broader circum Cari bbean, including the H spanic mainl and
of Central America, the nunber of countries that were “formally

free” but not “fully free” woul d have been consi derably higher, and
t he percentage of denocratic and stable countries considerably
| ower .

Systems of Government

The system of governnent—parlianmentary versus presidential—-is a
fourth factor in assessing denocracy in the Caribbean, although it
requires significantly nore research than is possible here. Mst of
the countries addressed in Payne’'s survey have parlianentary

systenms. In addition, they have often incorporated systens of
proportional representation as distinct fromthe “first-past-the-
post” or “winner-take-all” systemof the United States. There are

strong argunments on both sides of the presidential versus
parliamentary systens debate, and on both sides of the proportiona
representation versus winner-take-all controversy. This issue is
addressed later in this report in the context of several recent
Latin Anerican and Cari bbean el ections (N caragua, Dom ni can

* Anthony M aingot, Small Country Development and I nternational Labor Flows: Experiencesin the

Caribbean (Boulder, CO: Westview Press, 1991).
® Freedom House, Comparative Survey of Freedom in the World (New York: Freedom House, annual).
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Republ i c, Mexico) where there has been a call for “governnents of

national reconciliation,” or pacts agreed to either before or after
the elections to share power as a better way of securing denocratic
stability than the wi nner-take-all-systenms. But are such pacts
denocratic? Wat is the purpose of holding elections if a system of
shared power is agreed to beforehand? This contradiction has not yet
been adequately answered in the U S. el ections/denocracy policy, but
shoul d be addressed, especially because such calls for unity
governnents are becom ng increasingly w despread.

Commitment to Democracy

Afifth worrisonme factor is the apparent weakeni ng of the successor
generations’ conmtment to denocracy. It is plain that in the

i slands, as on the nmainland, the early euphoria over a restored or
rei nvi gorated denocracy has passed and consi derabl e disill usionnment
has set in. The new denocracies have not delivered nmuch in the way
of goods, services, jobs, and prosperity. Sonme are sinply

di sillusioned with denocracy’s unful filled hopes, but others are

bl am ng denocracy for their troubles. This latter sentinent is a
nmore troubling feature—if an entire successor generation has a weak

commtnent to denocracy or is prepared to give up on denocracy’s
future, then U.S. policies and strategies in support of denpcracy
nmust be reconsidered. Payne hinself concludes that “the survival of
even the strongest denocracies in the Caribbean cannot be taken for
granted.”

Economics and Politics

A final consideration is the connection between econom cs and
politics. Mbst of the Caribbean, especially the former British
colonies, remain commtted to the denocratic ideal. But nost of
t hese denocracies are very small states that |ack resources, are
often conmtted to central planning and statist policies, have
limted capacities to operate effectively abroad, and perhaps,
unfortunately, are not viable as nation-states in the long run. At
some point, the United States will have to deal in a policy sense
wi th these tougher questions: not just the problemof still-shaky
denocracies but also the relationships in these states between
econom ¢ and political issues and, ultimately, the probl em of
viability itself.

These prelimnary comments suggest that Cari bbean denocracy may not
be as secure or as well institutionalized as sonetinmes thought.
There are weaknesses in political |eadership and governance, and
even greater worries concerning the future | eadership and its
continuing commtnent to denocratic values and institutions. The
institutional infrastructure in support of denobcracy renains
fragile, and the area overall is considerably behind Mexico and
South America in adjusting its econonmes to the requirenents of a
new, interdependent, nore market-oriented trading system Moreover
t hese probl enms are conpounded if Central Anerica and the |arger
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circum Cari bbean region are included. Finally, it may be that the

United States needs to rethink the very concept of denocracy itself

as it applies to the region, to introduce greater nuance and

variability into the concept of denpbcracy, and to adjust U S pot&i&::::]
away fromits previously ethnocentric perspective on this issue.

The Origins of the Democracy Program

Al t hough there will be other clainmants for the honor, it was really
t he Reagan adm ni stration that began the Denocracy Program as an
official action in the early 1980s. Earlier there had been a
variety of private and quasi-private efforts, centered in politica
groups and think tanks as well as public activities sponsored
initially by the CIA, AID, and the Departnent of State. The AFL-
CIO the Free Trade Union Institute, the Chanmber of Comrerce,

Congressnman Dante Fascell’s office, and party |eaders Bill Brock and
Charles Manatt were also involved in these early pro-denocracy
efforts. 1n 1982 these varied private and public efforts cane

together: the Reagan adm nistration was persuaded to support the
program AID put up the initial $400,000 in seed noney, and the
Denocracy Program (the predecessor of the NED) was organi zed. The
Denocracy Programinitially held conferences on denocracy, free

el ections, and constitution-witing, and issued a report urging the
establishment of an institution (later devel oped as the NED) to
pronot e denocracy abroad.

6

Howard J. Wiarda, Ethnocentrism in Foreign Policy: Can We Understand the Third World?
(Washington, D.C.: American Enterprise Institute for Public Policy Resear ch, 1985).
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The details of this early history are described el sewhere. L—+—1
is inmportant to renmenber the cold war and the international context
in which the Denocracy Program was devel oped and that shaped its
earliest assunptions. Specifically, a good part of the initiative
began in response to U.S. policy needs in El Salvador. Are the
assunptions and conditions that shaped the programat that tine
still relevant in the changed circunstances of today?

In EI Salvador in 1981-1982, the United States faced a policy
dil emma. El Sal vador was governed by a viol ent, abusive, human
rights-violating junta. That junta and its supporters had recently
been responsible for the rape and nurder of four Anerican nuns and
religious | aywonen, as well as scores (and probably hundreds or even
t housands) of others whose human rights had been violated. The
public outcry in the United States was such that it was proving
i mpossible in terns of U S donmestic politics to continue supporting
such a brutal, albeit anti-comunist, regine. The alternative to
t hi s unacceptabl e regi ne, however, seened to be a triunph by the at
| east equal |y unacceptabl e Marxi st and Marxi st-Leninist guerrillas.

At that time, a third alternative—noderate, m ddle-of-the-road
denocracy—was either nonexistent, in hiding, or being squeezed out

of existence by nore radical forces on both the left and right. It
appeared that the Ni caraguan experience of only three years
earlier—when an outnoded dictatorship was pitted agai nst a popul ar

Mar xi st-1ed guerrilla revolution, and where the guerrillas  —
eventual |y triunphed—was about to be repeated in El Sal vador

" Howard J. Wiarda, The Democratic Revolution in Latin America: History, Politics, and U.S. Policy
(New York: The Twentieth Century Fund, Holmesand Meier, 1990).

® A fascinating compar ative study of this dilemma is Daniel Pipes and Adam Garfinkle (eds.),
Friendly Tyrants: An American Dilemma (New York: St. Martin’s Press, 1991).
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Wth neither a rapacious mlitary nor a triunph of Marxism
Leni ni sm as acceptable alternatives, a desperate Reagan
adm nistration (this was the time of Jeane Kirkpatrick's trip to
Central Anmerica and her depressingly pessimstic report to President
Reagan that led to the creation of the Kissinger Comm ssion) sought
to find a third option. The agency of this creation was to be
denocratic el ections—acconpani ed by a host of other overt and
covert prograrrs.ited St ates engi neered a series of
el ections—first for a constituent assenbly, then for |oca
officials, and eventually for national office. It assisted,
caj ol ed, persuaded, poured in i mense anounts of aid, and used
virtually every bit of |everage inmaginable, in all stages of the
el ectoral process, and ultimately succeeded in electing José
Napol eon Duarte to the presidency and his Christian Denocrats to
numer ous congressional and |ocal posts. As a skilled |eader and
politician, Duarte began to restore sonme order, hope, and justice in
El Sal vador, and al so saved the U S. foreign policy chestnuts at
honme by defusing the donestic debate and providi ng a noderat e,
acceptable third alternative on which nost congressional factions
and donestic interest groups could agree. The policy rescued the
Reagan administration fromthe two ugly and unaccept abl e choi ces
menti oned earlier.

The success of the El Sal vador policy encouraged, even
enbol dened, the Reagan adm nistration to expand its policy of
encour agi ng, pressuring for, and assisting elections in other
countries. El Salvador even becanme a nodel for other el ectoral
efforts. Honduras, Guatenala, Argentina, Brazil, Chile, and
eventual |y Pol and, Russia, Nicaragua, and South Africa were anong
the many countries where the el ections strategy was used to reduce
pol ari zation, create a healthy outlet for popul ar novenents, and
i ncrease the chances for noderate outcones. Meanwhile, over the
course of the 1980s, a vast array of institutions conmtted to the
el ecti ons/ denocracy agenda had fl ouri shed—either born of foreign
policy considerations or of denocratic idealism which in this case
happi ly coincided: the NED, the Denocrat and Republican Institutes,
of fices for denocracy and el ections in the Departnent of State and
Al D, various private groups, initiatives in think tanks, cadres of
el ection specialists and observers, etc.

But the El Sal vador elections initiative was born of an al nost
desperate and certainly cold war-driven foreign policy crisis, the
aid to Poland’'s Solidarity and ot her Eastern Bl oc denocratic groups
energed froma plan to underm ne and destabilize the Warsaw Pact and
t he Sovi et Union, and the nudgi ng and pressure the United States
exerted in Chile and other countries was derived fromthe i medi ate

9

Mark Falcoff and Robert Royal (eds.), The Continuing Crisis. U.S. Policy in Central America and the
Caribbean (Washington, D.C.: Ethicsand Public Policy Center, 1987); Robert S. Leiken and Barry Rubin
(eds.), The Central American Crisis Reader (New York: Summit Books, 1987).
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need to assist the renoval of authoritarianismfrom power. But
foreign policy desperation, the cold war, and the bl oody excesses of
repressive authoritarianismno | onger exist—the entire context has
changed. The policy that was devised in response to imredi ate
threat and cold war conditions should now be revisited and injected
wi th greater nuance, sophistication, and distinctions. |In the early
1980s there were good reasons for proceeding quickly with the
policy, but those pressing reasons have vani shed. The United States
shoul d now “return to basics” in order to better understand the
forces (denocracy, elections, social and political pressures) it has
set, or helped set, in notion, and to get its policy hats screwed on
correctly. This will require challenging sone firmy held beliefs

t hat have built up over the precedi ng decade, but the cost of not
doing so may well be a failed policy and the ruination of the very
countries the policy neant to assist.

Democracy, Elections, and Political Processes

The Denocracy Programis over ten years old. Now that the cold war
is over, it is a good tinme to reflect and reassess the actions taken
to pronote el ections and denocracy. An understandi ng—| argel y
lacking in the early initiatives—of Latin Anerican and Cari bbean
culture and political processes needs to be introduced into the U S.
nodel of denocracy, because these influences have a powerful shaping
and sonetinmes even determning effect on elections and denocracy.
Denocracy has several different forns and is of several distinct
types, elections are not viewed the sanme in all societies, and
political processes often respond to particular rather than

uni versalistic norms. There is no need to underm ne the policy that
supports denocracy and el ections, but rather to nmake the policy
better by attuning it to local realities. The universal norns of
denocracy and its institutions need to be blended with the nore
particular political patterns of Latin America and the Cari bbean—and
other areas. And to do that, it will be necessary to both build the
region’s political realities into the nodel of denocracy and to go

beyond the Westm nster Mddel countries of Douglas Payne’s survey to
enconpass the broader Hi spanic circum Cari bbean as well. Wen
consi dering denocracy in Latin Anerica and the Caribbean, five main
poi nts shoul d be enphasi zed.

1. Elections are one, anobng several, routes to pomer}”
Hi storically, elections have been only one of several routes to
power. O her nethods included skillfully-executed revol utions,
heroic guerilla struggles, well-run general strikes to bring down a

' Theclassic statement is Charles W. Ander son, Politics and Economic Changein Latin America: The

Governing of Restless Nations, 2nd ed. (New York: Van Nostrand Reinhold, 1967).
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corrupt or obstreperous mnister or even governnment, and street
actions that nobilized |arge nunbers, often created martyrs, and
af fected governnent policy. |In this conplex political process,
el ections, while valued, did not carry conplete or definitive

| egiti macy; other paths remai ned open.

By the 1990s, el ections have acquired considerably greater
legitimacy in Latin America and the Cari bbean, and, obviously, as a
matter of policy, the United States wants and needs to support
el ections and denocratic outcones. It nust be recognized, however,
that elections are still not the only formof acquiring or
i nfluencing power. Haiti is only one of many exanples. Violence,
street denonstrations, marches, purposeful provocation (of U S
forces as well as Haitian officials), and mlitary maneuvering
(including both the internal politics of the several mlitary
institutions and overlapping civil-mlitary factions) are al so
i nport ant —perhaps as inportant as the original election won by Jean-
Bertrand Aristide—in the political process. The United States may
prefer that elections be the only route to power, but the reality is
that other processes are still present in varying degrees in the
Hai ti an and other Latin American and Cari bbean political systens.

El ections as the only legitimate route to power can be the ultimte
policy goal, but in the neantinme the United States nust operate on a
realistic plain, not a w shful one.

2. Elections convey tentative, rather than definitive,
legitimacy. Once in office, an elected official cannot be sure that
the actual mandate will be for the time specified in the
constitution. |Instead, the political process is nore informl and

i nvol ves virtﬂ%LL¥_chsLanL_nﬂqotiation and renegotiation of power
rel ati onshi ps.

This may involve negotiations with the armed forces chiefs,
various elite groups, the general population, and clientelistic
groups. Power is seen as fragile and dynam c, and may ebb and fl ow
as these negotiations continue. |If a president allows his power
base to deteriorate, |oses control of the negotiation process, or
| oses the confidence of nain power groups, he may be asked to | eave
office before his constitutional termis conplete. This occurs not
by sone formal inpeachnent process, but by an emergi ng consensus
that his tinme has cone and gone.

In this sense, Latin Anerican countries are closer to the
Eur opean continental parlianentary systens than to the fixed-term
presidentialismof the United States. Latin Anerica has a forna
system of presidentialism but the president is always subject to a
vote of “no-confidence,” as reflected both in public opinion and in
his relations with najor interest groups. |If the president |oses
public confidence, he should | eave office; if he refuses to |eave
voluntarily, he may be forced out—even if his termis not yet over

The cl osest analog in the United States is the case of Richard
Ni xon in 1974: a discredited president, whom nost Anericans agreed

' Anderson, Politics and Economic Changein Latin America; also Howard J. Wiarda, Latin

American Politics: A New World of Possibilities (Belmont, CA: Wadsworth Press, 1994).
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shoul d | eave office, recogni zed the | oss of confidence and, though
not formally inpeached, voluntarily went into retirement. |In Latin
Arerica this sem -parlianmentary understanding is strongly present:
el ections carry a tentative mandate that is subject to
renegotiation. Hence, when there are “extra-constitutional”
runblings in the streets or barracks in Latin America, the United
St ates needs to be cognizant that elections in the regi on convey
only a tentative mandate, and U S. policy may need to be adjusted
accordi ngly.

3. Denocratic legitimcy nmay cone from several sources. The
United States believes that denocratic |egitinmacy, defined as the
“right to rule,” can energe only fromfree and fair elections. This
sentinment is also growing in Latin Anmerica, which should be
acknow edged and cel ebrated. Historically, however, and continuing
today in the tradition and consciousness in nmany Latin Anerican
nations, denocratic legitimacy could be acquired after the taking of
power, even if the route to power was not via denocratic el ections.

For exanple, such mlitary presidents as René Barrientos in Bolivia
and Orar Torrijos in Panama were consi dered denocratic even though
they cane to power through coups d'etat. That is because, once in
power, they ruled as populists, nationalists, and reforners who
devi sed and i npl enented prograns for the poor. They acquired
denocratic legitinmacy not because they were el ected denocratically
but because they carried out what their own popul ati ons vi ewed as
denocratic prograns after they seized power. Even Fidel Castro in
Cuba was | ong considered by many Latin Americans as having
denocratic legitimacy because of the vast social reforms—education,
medi cal , housing—carried out during his rule, regardless of the fact
that he came to power by non-el ectoral neans. Denocratic |egitimcy
does not result only froman el ectoral mandate (although that also
hel ps), but nmay also be built up and acquired once in office. By
t he same token, a president who is elected in fair and honest
el ections may | ose his denocratic legitimcy and be forced to | eave,
as in the case of Fernando Collor of Brazil, if he fails to carry
out denocratic progranms or rules inappropriately or with too nmuch
corruption once in office.

4. Distinct types of elections. In the United States, elections
are elections and there is and can be only one type: fair, free,
open, and conpetitive. But in Latin America and the Cari bbean the
nomencl ature allows for nmany types of elections of which fair, free,
and conpetitive elections are only one form (al though they are
increasingly the only type acceptable). The United States mnust
recogni ze and conme to grips with these distinct types of elections,
whi ch are again closer to the European continental tradition than to
the North American one. It should be willing to adjust policy in
recognition of the plurality of types of elections even while
favoring the denocratic and free kind.

Mark Ruhl and Ronald H  MDonal d have |dent|f|ed ten dlstlnct
types of Latin Anerican elections ranging from ol en
or thoroughly corrupt to fully denocratic ones. enes

12

Ronald H. McDonald and J. Mark Ruhl, Party Politics and Election in Latin America (Boulder,
CO: Westview Press, 1989).
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are obvious and do not warrant |engthy attention in this analysis.
Sorme of the intermediary types, however, are still quite comon in
Latin Anerica, and interesting froma policy perspective.
“Pl ebi scitary elections” are, as the nane inplies, simlar to a
pl ebiscite, in which the public is asked to vote “yes” or “no” on a
reginme already in power or on its prograns. President Charles De
Gaul l e in France used such plebiscitary elections in the 1960s in
seeking citizen approval for his policies: those who call such
el ections usually assune that the citizens will vote in favor of the
reginme. They may vote “no,” however, which is equivalent to a
parliamentary vote of no confidence and may lead to the toppling of
the regime. Several of the transfers away frommlitary-
authoritarian rule and toward denocracy in Latin Arerica in the
1980s (Brazil, Chile) were initiated by plebiscitary elections in
which the citizens voted against the continuation of mlitary rule,
t hereby unl eashing a dynam c process and a renegotiation of power
relations that led eventually to genuinely conpetitive elections and
denocracy. Denocracy may thus conme gradually, in stages, rather
than all at once.

Anot her type of election is called a “ratificatory election.”
The popul ation is asked to ratify an existing reginme in power rather
than to choose anong real alternatives. The Mexican politica
system for many years ran, in part, on this basis: the Party of
Revol utionary Institutions (PRI) |argely nonopolized politica
power, and every six years it was “ratified” in power through the
popul ar vote. The opposition was either token or did not
participate at all. The elections of 1970 and 1974 in the Dom nican
Republic were also ratificatory: President Joaquin Bal aguer sought
to retain his denocratic |egitimcy, and el ections were held
regularly even though the opposition, claimng repression, opted not
to participate. Every four years Bal aguer was returned to office
with a huge el ectoral mandate—but not necessarily one achieved in a
genui nely conpetitive context.

G rcunstances are now different. First, Latin Anmerica,
i ncluding the Caribbean, is itself nore denocratic than before and
demands free and conpetitive el ections; second, scores of
i nternational observers, as well as chiefly U S. television caneras,
are | ooking over their shoulders to ensure their elections are free
and denocratic. It is thus difficult to carry out the purely
ratificatory type of election in the historical way, and conprom ses
nmust be made. Two Eﬁg;g%ﬁﬁ;g;g:ggggl994 Mexi can and Domi ni can
Republic el ections, ratificatory and conpetitive.

In the Dom ni can Republic, President Bal aguer viewed the vote
as a referendumon his rule, and proceeded to canpaign as if he were
the only issue, and the only choice for the voter was to confirm or
deny his continuation in office. He allowed for an opposition
(al though he treated it roughly and as if it had no legitimcy) so

¥ These elections are analyzed in Howard J. Wiarda, The Dominican Republic Elections of 1994,

CSISWestern Hemispher e Election Study Series, Vol. X1, Study 9 (August 1994), and John Bailey, The 1994
Mexican Presidential Election: Post-Election Report, CSIS Western Hemispher e Election Study Series, Val.
XI11, Study 13 (October 1994).
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that it would appear, both donestically and to the foreign observer
teans, as if it were a conpetitive, denocratic election. But
Bal aguer had no intention of allow ng the opposition to win, or, if
it did win, of assum ng office. The protracted controversy over the
final results and Bal aguer’s continuance in office nade this point
clearly.

The situation in Mexico was simlar. A long-tinme (even |onger
t han Bal aguer!) quasi-authoritarian regine that desired to stay in
power, at all costs, was faced for the first tinme by serious
opposi tion. Because of NAFTA, close connections with the United
States, and the need to denonstrate the country’s denocratic
| egitamacy, the ruling party also needed to inpress foreign and
domestic observers that its elections were “denocratic.” Indeed, the
i nconcei vabl e at first seened conceivabl e-that the PRI m ght
actually lose. The PRI, however, cranked up its considerable nedia
and propaganda nachi nery, its vast patronage mechani sns, and its
consi derabl e coerci ve power—for exanple, in dealing harshly at first
with the rebellion in Chiapas. The result fromthe governnent’s
perspective was the best of all possible worlds—the PRI had its
ref erendum whi ch overwhel mngly returned it to power, the opposition
had their canpaign, and the foreign observers cane away testifying
that the election was “denocratic.” In both countries, in short, two
processes were under way at once: the governnent achieved
ratification of its continuance in office, and the oppositionhad a
fair and denocratic election. Everyone energed nore or |ess happy.

5. Distinct neanings of denobcracy. Not only do el ections
often inply different things in North and South Anerica, but even
the term “denocracy” carries different connotations. To the United
States, denocracy inplies fair, free, and conpetitive el ections, as
wel | as checks and bal ances, the famliar three-part division of
power, civil liberties, social and political pluralism and perhaps

now soci al and welfare prograns as well. This conception of

denocracy derives from Locke, Jefferson, and maybe even John F’aV\As.Jl4
The Latin American conception, ' in contrast sténmmed originally

from Augustine, Aquinas, and Suarez (a strong state, centralized
authority, group rights over individual rights) and found nodern, or

post - i ndependence, expression mainly in thegﬁigizggf;ﬁ;;tiﬁgﬁSth
century phil osopher, Jean Jacques Rousseau, e or
Jefferson. Rousseau stressed organic unity over separation of

powers; heroic, even revolutionary, |eadership over Locke’s
seeni ngly prosaic procedures; and the “general wll” over regular
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and denocratic elections. It is not coincidental that Rousseau has
been viewed as a heroic figure in Latin Anerican constitutiona

hi story whereas the founding fathers of the United States are sel dom
menti oned. Rousseau countenanced, even appl auded, a degree of
authoritarianism centralization, and corporatismthat woul d never
be permtted in the U S context. And it is fromthis centrali zed,
group- or comunity-oriented, and denocratic-Caesarist or quasi-

aut horitarian conception that the idea of Latin American denocracy
deri ved-al beit now updated and with many overl aps and infl uences
fromthe U S. conception. Neverthel ess, the Rousseaui an | egacy
remains strong in all the Latin American countries, and again policy
prudence demands that the United States recogni ze these distinct
forms of denocracy realistically rather than attenpting to wi sh them
awnay.

Even today, in the nmany constitutions witten in Latin Amrerica
since the return to denocracy began in the |ate 1970s, the | egacy of
Rousseau and of the earlier H spanic-nedieval tradition is strong.
The Roman Cat holic Church and economic elite groups in many cases
continue to enjoy special privileges, group rights still often take
precedence over individual rights, and the executive authority
remains far nore inportant than the | egislative or judicial.

Per haps the nost obvi ous undenocratic feature of these constitutions
and the supposedly denocratic regines ushered in with them concerns
the special role of the armed forces. The mlitary in Latin Anmerica
still has special privileges as alnost a fourth branch of

governnent, it serves as the protector and guardi an of denocracy,
there is explicit constitutional provision for the internal security
and political roles of the arned forces, and “regi mes of exception”
are still incorporated as bhasic elenents in the Latin Anerican
consti t uti ons..—Fhese—provisiens and many others inply that the
“transitions to denocracy” in Latin Amrerica, notable though they
have been in many respects, are still partial, guided, and tutelary
denocr aci es—denocraci es, in essence, that retain many features from
their traditional and not-very-denocratic past. O course, for
policy purposes, denocratic transitions should be appl auded, and
their undenocratic features gl ossed over, but for serious policy
anal ysis a deeper and nore guarded assessnent of Latin American
denocracy i s necessary.

Elections as Destabilizing Instruments

The Denocracy Program was based on the assunptions that conpetitive
el ections are the only route to power and that only a politica
systemthat is cast nore or less closely on the U S nodel is
denocratic and has the possibilities for reformand stability. This
view has energed either froma | ack of understanding of the Latin
Areri can and Cari bbean political process or a profound hostility to

" Brian Loveman, The Constitution of Tyranny: Regimes of Exception in Spanish America

(Pittsburgh, PA: University of Pittsburgh Press, 1993).
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it (inplying that the United States should reconstruct the region’s
political systens or that, for policy purposes, it is too difficult
for the U S. public or Congress to deal with distinct forms of

denocracy) . _ _ _ _
Recent events in Latin Anerica and t he Cari bbean force a cl oser
| ook at these assunptions. |In several recent cases, elections, and

even denocracy itself, may be pronoting instability rather than
stability and causi ng denocratic unravelling rather than
consolidation. A few of many possi bl e exanples are cited bel ow

Haiti

The nost obvious, clear-cut, and dramatic case is Haiti. Jean-
Bertrand Aristide’s initial electoral victory, even after garnering
67.5 percent of the popular vote, clearly did not guarantee
definitive legitimacy, a full termof office, or denocratic
stability in the country. |Instead, it ushered in instability,
fragnentation, polarization, and ultinmately national collapse and
breakdown. Part of the responsibility for Haiti’s sad state of
political affairs obviously lay wth the rapacious mlitary regine
and its allies who overthrew Aristide and began a reign of terror
and brutality. But part of the responsibility lay wwth Aristide,
who pol ari zed the country and refused to abide by the rules of the
Haitian political ganme—that power is tentative and nust be
constantly renegotiated, and that it is necessary to bring all
groups (including the mlitary and economc elites) into the
political process rather than excludi ng and antagoni zing them
Aristide violated Rousseau’'s principle of ruling through unity
rat her than confrontation, and short-sightedly antagoni zed the very
groups in the country that had the power to overthrow him

This is by no neans a brief for the successor mlitary regine,
whi ch may be viewed as far worse than Aristide’s, but it is a plea
for a realistic understanding of the Haitian political process. In
this sense the efforts of Anbassador Lawence Pezzull o (speci al
advisor on Haiti to the U S secretary of state) to try to push both
the military reginme and Aristide into a broad-based governnnment of
national unity and reconstruction, with greater shared powers and
with all groups participating in the political process, was cl oser
to the realities of the Haitian situation than the w nner-take-all,
Ari stide-as-the-only-basis-of-denocratic-1egitinacy policy of the
U. S. Congressional Black Caucus, Randall Robi nson’s TransAfrica,
and, after Pezzullo’s ouster, the Cdinton adm nistration. Aristide
was, of course, returned to power on the shoulders of U S mlitary
forces, and it remains to be seen if a truly denocratic system can
be established and nai ntai ned.

Dominican Republic

In the Dom nican Republic the U S. goal was not to reverse a coup
d'etat but to preserve a denocratic political process—even if that
meant clinging to a conception of denocracy so pristine that it
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woul d not apply in the United States itself. |In 1994, President
Bal aguer sought to perpetuate hinself in office for another term
whi |l e the opposition Dom nican Revol utionary Party and Dom ni can
Li beration Party sought to oust himfromit. To help ensure his
reel ection (Balaguer initially trailed in the polls, but later the
gap closed to the vani shing point), Balaguer’s henchnen apparently
installed what they called “cushions” at various levels in the
el ectoral system the nbst notorious being the om ssion fromthe
final electoral list of a disproportionate share of voters thought
to support the opposition. The irony is that while the “fix” was
i n, Balaguer mght well have won the election fairly and honestly;
as it turned out, no matter how | ong he stays in office and whet her
he won fairly or not, his legitimcy will always be tainted because
of the charges of fraud raised by the opposition and supported by
the United States.

In the days follow ng the election, in the context of
Bal aguer’s razor-thin margin of victory and charges and counter-
charges of fraud, both Bal aguer and the opposition took actions to
negotiate a solution. |In this context Dom nican politicians are
masterful, wheeling and dealing, trading off a congressional seat
here, a senate seat there, finding negotiable “irregularities”

rat her than outright (and non-negotiable) “fraud,” and ultimtely
arriving at a conprom se—Bal aguer agreed to a termof two years
instead of the normal four, and he was prohibited from seeking
reelection. U S. policy eventually bowed to the inevitable and
accepted the conprom se, but for a long tinme at |east sonme U S
officials insisted that the elections had to be absolutely pure and
that no conpromise with that principle was possible. 1In the
process, U. S. policy canme perilously close to destabilizing the
Dom ni can Republic—one of the last countries in the world, given the

adm ni stration’s preoccupation with the Haiti crisis and the need
for Dom nican cooperation in solving it, the United States shoul d
want to see destabilized. There was such a “true believer” nentality
operating on the free elections issue, such tunnel vision on this
one aspect of policy, that the United States cane close to |osing
sight of the bigger picture of U S. -Domnican relations. A
denocratic and freely-el ected governnment in Santo Dom ngo is

obvi ously desirable, but there is also the need for a stable,
functioning regine with which the United States will be able to dea
on a host of issues, including Haiti.

Mexico

In Mexico the PRI candidate in 1994 appeared | ackluster and
possi bly beatable in the summer |eading up to the election, and the
Nati onal Action Party (PAN) candidate initially appeared confident
and ascendant. The PRI began to speak of a governnent of nationa
unity, which was obviously ained at guaranteeing it a share of power
and a “place at the table” even if it should lose in the el ectoral
arena. Later, as the polls showed the PRI forging ahead and the two
mai n opposition groups falling behind, the PRI's talk of a
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governnent of national unity faded away. But, sinultaneously, a
call for such a power-sharing arrangenent began to cone fromthe PAN
and the left opposition Denocratic Revolutionary Party (PRD).

In both the Dom nican Republic and Mexico in 1994 there was a great
deal of talk about the need for a national unity governnent.
I ndeed, given the divisiveness and fracti onness of denocratic
politics, the cry for governments of national unity are being heard
t hroughout Latin Anerica and the Caribbean. The |logic is obvious:
in deeply divided states, national unity governments hel p provide
stability, hold out the promse of an end to divisiveness and
fragnentati on, enable both winners and | osers to share the spoils of
office, and help maintain continuity. The preference for nationa
unity governnents is quite understandable and very nuch in accord
wi th Rousseaui an principles, but by US. standards it is not very
denocratic. It suggests an arrangenent, sonetinmes even a
conspiracy, arrived at either before or after an election, that has
the practical result of either denying the inportance of a
denocratic vote or of nodifying the results after the fact. |If the
United States is going to be consistent in pushing hard for
denocracy in Latin America, then it also needs to worry about this
trend toward governnments of national unity that have the practica
effect of denying a denocratic outconme. This is not to say that
national unity governnments are undesirable, only that it should be
recogni zed that such outcones may at tinmes conflict with the desire
for denocratic purity.

There is often a pattern and dynamc to these calls for
national unity governments. The parties and groups that stand to
| ose froma denocratic election tend to call for national unity
governnents that would give thema share of the power, while w nning
coalitions, naturally enough, tend to have a w nner-take-al
attitude. But what if the winning coalition feels threatened by a
di sruptive or violent opposition, or what if the |losers hint at or
threaten to use violence to prevent the winners fromcarrying out
their program-as in the Mexican Chiapas revolt or the opposition’'s
threat in the Dom nican Republic to “burn every corner of the

country” if it were denied electoral victory? Such threats raise the
stakes in the political ganme, |leaving the front-runners the options
of coopting the opposition by, possibly, giving it cabinet or other
posts (thus fulfilling the demand for a governnment of nationa
unity), repressing it, or—nost |ikely—some conbi nati on of both.

Both these options—a national unity governnent and the use of
coercion agai nst the opposition—are profoundly undenocratic acts in
the sense that they either negate the vote count or put in place
processes for achieving or exercising power that are other than t he
el ectoral route. Yet both are very nuch a pa he 3
style of politics practiced in Latin Anmerica. , e B
this neans that at sone point it wll have to decide how much to
insist on the purity and consistency of U S.-like denocratic
principles, and when and to what degree it wll need to accommpdate

® Again, the point applies morein the Hispanic countriesthan in the English-speaking Caribbean.
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the realities of the Latin Anmerican political process.

In this exercise only the exanples of Haiti, the Dom nican
Republic, and Mexi co have been used, because they are the nost
recent and vivid exanples, and have received the greatest publicity.

But in recent elections and political events in Col onbia,
Venezuel a, Honduras, Guatenmala, Argentina, Pananma, Brazil, and other
countries, these sane trends are under way. That is, there are
calls for national unity, orchestrated threats to use (or the actua
use of) violence by the opposition or sonme elenents of it, coercive
strategi es enpl oyed by the governnment, and very often a conbi nation
of cooptation and coercion. None of these are very denocratic acts,
but all are integral parts of the general Latin American political
process. They may be | anentabl e, but they also force a rethinking
of some of the sinplistic categories, such as “denocracy” versus
“dictatorship” fromthe 1970s and 1980s, and a concentration instead
on the gradations and various mxed forns that |ie between these
polar points. It is in these mxed forns that nost Latin Anerican
and Cari bbean politics takes place, and it behooves U S. policy to
begin to nove away fromthe overly-sinple categories of the 1980s
and to deal with the region’s politics on a nore conpl ex and
realistic basis.

Conclusion

The concept of elections as an inperfect synbol of denocracy, and
the necessity of being forced at tines to accept outcones that are
not fully denocratic, are very difficult issues, both intellectually
and froma policy viewoint. On the one hand, the United States
wants and needs to stand for denocracy, human rights, and fair and
honest elections. There is w despread and bi parti san consensus both
i n Washi ngton and the nation as a whole that has built up since the
1970s on this issue. Not only do all groups and virtually all
citizens support this agenda, but it provides coherence to the

bur eaucracy and helps the United States to carry out a successful
foreign policy. Moreover, in contrast to the Carter and Reagan

adm ni strati ons when there was a great deal of conflict associated
with many aspects of U S. foreign policy, the denocracy agenda

provi des a consensus on which virtually all parties and bureaucratic
el enents can agree. It is along and difficult process to build a
foreign policy consensus on virtually anything in Washington, and it
i s under standabl e why the adm nistration would be reluctant to
sacrifice the very consensus that was so hard to achieve. |In short,
it is inconceivable that the United States can or would stand for
anyt hing other than denocracy in its relations with Latin Anerica
and the Cari bbean, or other parts of the gl obe.

But the United States nust also deal with the region’s
realities. There has been an enornously inpressive novenent toward
denocracy in recent years. That journey, however, is still
i nconplete in nost countries in the region and the | egacy of the
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past is still powerful. Institutional processes and ways of doing
things in Latin America and the Cari bbean sinply are not fully in
accord, by history, culture, and tradition, with U S ways. As nuch
as the United States may wi sh away mlitary machi nations, electora
irregularities, non-electoral routes to power, patronage politics,

or the governnents of national unity that may result fromthe post
facto renegotiation of electoral outcones, these are often the
realities of Latin Anerican politics and at sone | evel nust be dealt
with realistically. Mreover—and this is particularly galling to
policy refornmers of the true believer stripe—even as Latin Anerica
has noderni zed and continues to nodernize, its institutions and
processes will likely never be in exact conformty with U S.
practices. Latin America is, for the nost part, a part of the West

but it is also a distinctive tradition or fragment within the Wst.T

In this sense the coments offered here have w der
applicability—-they are relevant for Asia, Africa, and Islamc
societies as well. All these societies are nodernizing and
Westernizing in various particulars, but they are also-like Latin
Amrerica and the Cari bbean—nodernizing in their own ways, through
their own institutions (i.e., clans, patronage networks, caste
associ ations, and nullahs), and in ways that often represent fuses
and overlaps of Western ways with |ocal practices.

The issue, therefore, is how the United States can both
encour age denocracy and free elections in the world and at the sane
time deal realistically wwth the existing |local conditions in many,
especially Third World, countries. Another inperative is to view
this not as a static balance, but as one in which U S. policy can
continue to nudge countries in the direction of greater denocracy.
This requires a delicate balance, sensitivity to political systens
not cast in the U S nold, and, at the sane tinme, perseverance and
soneti mes hard-nosed politics. Herewi th sone suggestions; the
United States nust:

1. Stand tall publicly and rhetorically for denocracy, human
rights, and free el ections throughout the world-there is a consensus
on the issue, and the U S. governnment has no choice in the matter.

2. Continue to support financially and in other ways the NED,
the international affairs institutes of both parties, the election
observer organi zations, and the various denocracy support groups.

At the sane tine, it nust be prepared to reign in sone of their
over - zeal ous representatives.

3. Recognize that there are nmany and nunerous hal f-way houses,
i nternmedi ate stages, and crazy-quilt patterns en route to denocracy.

In Latin America and the Cari bbean the situation is no | onger so
much the narrow and di chotonobus one of dictatorship versus
denocracy, but one of various stages between these two pol ar points.

These may include broadly based juntas, denocratic reginmes that may
sonmeti nmes have to resort tenporarily to energency |aws, popul ar
unity governnents, power sharing, and so on. Qbviously it is
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desirabl e to encourage these countries toward greater denocracy, and
to continue to nudge and push themin that direction, but
sensitivity to what these diverse political systens, at different

| evel s of devel opnent and institutionalization, can bear and
sustain, is equally inportant. Conprom se and acconmpdati on between
| ofty principles and realistic expectations will be necessary. U S.
policy must distinguish between what is desirable (obviously
denocracy) and what is feasible (often sonething short of that).

4. Avoid tunnel vision. Certainly the United States wi shes to
pronot e denocracy and free elections in Latin Amrerica and the
Cari bbean. But there are other issues in U S relations with the
region. These include increasingly inmportant econom c interests,
political interests, some remaining security interests, inmgration
t he environnment, investnent, trade, tourism and a host of others.
The role of the anbassador or policynmaker is to see this bigger
picture, or, as respected former Assistant Secretary Viron “Pete”
Vaky once put it, to recognize the “inter-connectedness of
t hi ngs”—not to focus on one aspect of policy (elections) to the
exclusion of all others.

5. Understand Latin Amrerica and the Cari bbean. Even with al
our efforts in the denocracy/el ections area, the region will never
be the mirror image of the United States. The Rousseauian tradition
tends toward organic unity, centralized authority, and a preference
for group rights or a corporatist polity over the U S. -style
i ndividualistic one. Even as it nodernizes, Latin Amrerica and the
Cari bbean (as well as Japan, China, and other newly devel oped areas)
will always be different fromthe United States. Such diversity is
not to be | anented, although it does conplicate U S. policy.

Pol i cymaki ng woul d be nuch sinpler if all societies developed in the
same direction and along the same route as the United States, but
that is unrealistic, and may not even be desirable. So instead of

| amenting that Latin Anerica and the Cari bbean do not always foll ow
the U S. lead, there should be sonme roomto celebrate the diversity,
meanwhi l e continuing to prod and push in the direction of the norm
that is universal: denocracy itself, in its several manifestations.
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