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Introduction
The Workshop on Transitional Democracies focuses on problems that new democracies face as a result of a successful transition from authoritarian to democratic rule. Once democracy is installed, the task becomes one of maintaining and strengthening the new democracy, and insuring that it does not devolve or collapse.

Democracy entails contestation and participation (Dahl 1971, 6). The focus, then, is on representation, with the implication that the mass public is the principal – democratic governments represent the interests of the citizens. Democratic consolidation is reached when all relevant actors accept the rules of the game (Przeworski 1991, 26). The focus here is on stability, with the implication that elite cooperation (in particular, elite commitment to democratic institutions) is necessary for democracy to survive. Furthermore, democratic consolidation also concerns the strengthening or deepening of the new democratic government, by removing nondemocratic elements such as authoritarian legacies defended by authoritarian actors (Valenzuela 1992, 66-67). The shift from a minimal democracy to a consolidated democracy, then, entails several tradeoffs, including the support of mass public interests versus elite interests and the creation of stable institutions versus democratic institutions.
 
This thought paper addresses the puzzle of sub-optimal cooperation and optimal non-cooperation. It is based on a project that I am currently working on regarding cooperation and democratization. Initially, I had hypothesized that in stable democracies, actors would learn to cooperate across time, while in stable autocracies, such cooperation would not emerge. However, what I am finding is that cooperation does not always strengthen democracy. Instead, cooperation can lead to a sub-optimal outcome (Elster 1989). 
This paper is organized as follows. First, I briefly discuss democracy and cooperation, with a focus on recent work that reevaluates the role of trust and the mass public. Second, I present a few cases from my current research project to illustrate the puzzles of sub-optimal cooperation and optimal non-cooperation. Finally, I conclude with a set of questions for discussion.
Reevaluating Democratization
This section offers a brief discussion of democracy and cooperation. A successful transition to democracy results in the installation of a democratic government. As discussed in this Workshop, these institutions may be more or less democratic. For the new democracy to consolidate, the actors need to remove authoritarian legacies (Valenzuela 1992). Furthermore, the new institutions may be more or less temporary. Again, to consolidate the new democracy, political actors need to agree on the permanent institutional framework.

Successful transitions to democracy, then, mark the start of a dynamic process of consolidation, in which, if successful, the new democratic government is stable and is strengthened. We have found that countries where elites bargained intensely to install democracy after a period of authoritarian rule were more likely to have negotiated a wider range of details concerning the new rules of the game (Casper and Taylor 1996). To the extent that this pattern of elite bargaining and cooperation continued, the new democracy would be more likely to consolidate. However, political actors whose interests have not been met by the transitional democratic institutions may attempt to change the political system rather than commit to it (Przeworski 1991).

Early work in democratization focused on the conditions under which actors would cooperate with each other. Scholars found that actors were more likely to cooperate if they trusted one another (Ostrom 1998, Bianco 1994). Actors were more likely to be trusting if they thought that their cooperative actions would be reciprocated (Axelrod 1984, Taylor 1987), if they interacted with each other repeatedly (Axelrod 1984), or if their opponent had a reputation for cooperating or carrying through with a threat (Chong 1991, Gates and Humes 1997). Furthermore, the likelihood that actors would cooperate increased if they shared mutual interests or received mutually beneficial arrangements (Ostrom 1990; Greif, Milgrom, and Weingast 1995), or if they were assured that other actors would comply with agreements (Levi 1988, Weingast 1997). 
Traditionally, democratization scholars have studied political elites. Such actors were more likely to cooperate if the unity of the elites or the coalition was maintained (Yashar 1997) or if elites engaged in political learning, rectifying the mistakes that they made during their previous interactions or succeeding in encapsulating conflict (Bermeo 1992, Levine 1978, Colomer 1995, Cohen 1994, McCoy 2000). Comparative elite scholars argued that the emergence of elite unity, via transformations or settlements, increased the likelihood that they would work together to install democracy (Higley and Gunther 1992, Dogan and Higley 1998).

However, this understanding of actor cooperation is currently being reevaluated. Regarding trust, Levi argued that distrust is not a barrier to cooperation (1998) – you can have “cooperation without trust” and “cooperation with distrust” (Levi 2005). Distrust can be an opportunity for institutional change (Levi 2005) and it can spur elites to agree to implement reforms (Geddes 1994). Regarding actors, Wood (2000) and Anderson and Dodd (2005) argued that the democratization process is not necessarily controlled by political elites. Rather, democracy can be reached and strengthened through the efforts of the mass public to pressure elites to compromise and to play active roles in the election process after democracy is installed. In the next section, I present cases of actor cooperation and noncooperation during crises.

Sub-optimal Cooperation and Optimal Non-cooperation
I start my investigation of cooperation and democratization by considering how actors behave during crises in a stable democracy, Italy. Then, I turn to examples from a country that successfully installed democracy after authoritarian rule, Portugal. Finally, I consider actors’ behavior during crises in an unstable country (i.e. a country that experienced both a transition to authoritarianism and a transition to democracy), the Philippines. I use two crises from Italy to illustrate counterintuitive examples of cooperation and noncooperation. Then, I present the crises from all three countries to consider actor cooperation across time.

These three countries are part of the second stage of my current research project. In the first stage, I found that a democracy model, incorporating both socioeconomic and political factors and tested in 114 countries from 1951-1992, explained around half of the variance (.47) between countries’ actual and predicted levels of democracy (Casper and Tufis 2003). To see whether cooperation can influence democracy, I selected twelve cases,
 identified crises in these countries,
 and followed how actors interacted across the crises. I considered actors’ behavior during crises because crises signal that a country’s condition is “acute” (Lebow 1981), entailing a “sequence of interaction” between actors (Snyder and Diesing 1977) in a “noisy, dangerous, and unavoidable learning process” (Fearon 1992). I am investigating whether actors cooperate in the worst possible scenarios, when cooperation will not be easy (or cannot be taken for granted), in a situation where actors are forced to make a choice to either support or not support the status quo, and when the decisions that actors make, regarding how to interact with each other, will matter.

Tables 1 through 4 present the counterintuitive examples from the Italy case. Table 1 describes the Italian corruption case and presents the actors’ preferences. Table 2 presents the actions taken by both actors across the crisis. This crisis is an example of sub-optimal cooperation. In the corruption case, the supporters of the Clean Hands investigation announced that it would end the investigation and their opponents accepted this decision. The agreement, however, did not support democracy – former Prime Minister Bettino Craxi was allowed to return to Italy without threat of having to serve his prison sentence from his conviction on corruption charges. 
Table 3 describes the Italian terrorism case and presents the actors’ preferences. Table 4 presents the actions taken by both actors across the crisis. It is an example of optimal non-cooperation. In this case, primarily involving the Red Brigades but also including other groups, the government refused to compromise with the terrorists and instead implemented a series of anti-terrorist decrees that expanded the force that it could use against them. This case did not result in an agreement. However, the government’s refusal to compromise supported democracy. By the end of this series, the terrorists had significantly reduced their anti-state activities.
Why did the corruption case result in sub-optimal cooperation? The Clean Hands investigation was a crisis within the state rather than against the state – Clean Hands supporters wanted to implement a new policy of transparency, not replace the democratic government. Second, both actors were democratic. Third, it was in the interests of both actors to reach an agreement, with only minor sanctions applied, as members of the major parties were under threat of investigation for having accepted bribes. Thus, the actors cooperated with the result of weakening the democratic process.

Why did the terrorism case result in optimal non-cooperation? The case was a crisis against the state, where the terrorists’ goal was to overthrow the Italian democratic government. Second, while one actor was democratic (the government), the second actor was not (the terrorist groups). Third, it was in neither actor’s interests to compromise to reduce its own power. Thus, the actors did not cooperate but the extant democratic government survived.

Table 5 presents preliminary results from the ten crises that occurred in Italy, Portugal, and the Philippines. They are listed chronologically, from earliest to most recent crisis. Tables 6 through 21 present descriptions of the remaining crises, the actors’ preferences, and the actions taken by both actors across the crises. “Agreement” refers to whether or not the actors reached a formal or informal agreement at the end of the crisis period to which both sides complied. “Support for democracy” refers to whether or not the outcome of the crisis strengthened or weakened democracy, either through replacing an authoritarian regime with a new democracy or supporting a democracy government already in place. “Mass public” refers to whether or not citizens acted to support democracy, through actions such as voting in elections or protesting.

Looking at the preliminary evidence from all ten cases, we can see that the Portuguese and the Philippines transition cases are similar to the Italian terrorist case. As in the Italian case, the two transition cases are also counterintuitive, where the actors refused to reach an agreement but the outcome supported democracy. Furthermore, in these cases, the mass public took strong action to support democracy, by engaging in protests and elections. The next section considers questions raised by the evidence from all ten cases.
Conclusion
This thought paper considered the puzzling cases of sub-optimal cooperation and optimal noncooperation. It presented preliminary evidence regarding actors’ behavior across ten crises in three countries that entered the process of democratic consolidation. To address these puzzles, it focused on three factors – the type of crisis (within the state versus against the state), the type of actor (democratic versus nondemocratic), and the actors’ interests. Of course, many questions remain. 

Regarding cooperation, we saw from the Italian corruption case that agreements reached by democratic actors can weaken democratic institutions. What causes actors to look beyond their own interests and work to strengthen democracy? Under what conditions can sub-optimal cooperation lead to the devolution or collapse of a democratic government? The Italian terrorist case showed us that the democratic government’s refusal to cooperate supported democratic institutions. Is noncooperation always optimal for democracy in crises against the state?

Regarding the mass public, we saw from the Italian Northern League case that mass public actions can encourage actors to reach an agreement. In the Portuguese and Philippine transition cases, mass public actions led to the successful installation of a democratic government. If actors initially refuse to cooperate, to what extent can the mass public cause them eventually to reach an agreement? Can the mass public serve as a referee, or a counterbalance, if elites choose to cooperate to weaken democracy?

Finally, looking at the cases across time, we can see that the last crises in each of the three countries results in both actors reaching agreements that support democracy. How long does the process take to successfully move from noncooperation that undermines democracy to cooperation that supports democracy? Once countries reach optimal cooperation, does this condition stick? How does this condition devolve?
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Table 1: Italy (Corruption Series)

Crisis: In 1992, the government launched the Clean Hands investigation to identify politicians who were awarding government contracts to businesses in exchange for bribes and kickbacks. The investigation expanded its scope of inquiry from local government officials to cabinet ministers, former prime ministers, and Prime Minister Berlusconi. 
	Corruption (1993-1999)
	Supporters of the Clean Hands Investigation (Magistrates and Legislators)
	Opponents of the Clean Hands Investigation (Legislators)

	
	
	

	Preferences
	1. Introduce transparency into the political system. 
	1. Corruption continues. 



	
	2. Corruption continues. 


	2. Introduce transparency into the political system. 

	
	
	

	Constraints
	1. Lack of information regarding the participants of corruption due to its secret nature.


	1. Corruption is illegal.



	
	2. Development of the party system contributed to the emergence of clientelism.


	2. New legislation in 1989 enhanced the criminal code and provided for stricter legal constraints against corrupt politicians.




Table 2: Actions in the Italian Corruption Crisis
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Move #
	 
	Old Event #
	 
	Actor
	 
	Comments:
	 

	1
	 
	Status Quo/ Context
	 
	Government
	Starting in 1969, violence begins to 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	escalate
	 
	 

	2
	 
	1
	 
	Terrorist
	 
	Increase in attacks
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	3
	 
	2
	 
	Government
	State cracks down on terrorist groups

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	3
	 
	Terrorists
	 
	 
	 
	 

	4
	 
	4
	 
	Terrorists
	 
	Further attacks
	 

	 
	 
	5
	 
	Terrorists
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	5
	 
	6
	 
	Government
	New measures against terrorists

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	6
	 
	7
	 
	Terrorists
	 
	Terrorists continue activities


Table 3: Italy (Terrorism Series)

Crisis: Beginning in the 1970s, Italy experienced a wave of terrorist events directed against the state. The most shocking events were the kidnapping and murder of the president of the Italian Christian Democratic Party, Aldo Moro, and the bombing of the Bologna central railway station.
	Terrorism (1977-1999)
	Government 
	Terrorist Groups 

	
	
	

	Preferences
	1. Status quo.  
	1. Overthrow the state. 



	
	2. Terrorist groups overthrow the state. 


	2. Status quo. 

	
	
	

	Constraints
	1. Until it changed the laws in 1975, the government was more restricted in its ability to act against terrorists.


	1. Terrorism is illegal.



	
	2. Some of the anti-terrorist officials were actually sympathetic to the terrorist groups.


	


Table 4: Actions in the Italian Terrorism Case

	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Sequence
	Move #
	Old Event #
	 
	Actor
	 
	Comment:
	 
	 

	I
	1
	1 through 3
	 
	Supporters 
	Investigate Corruption

	 
	2
	1 through 3
	 
	Opponents
	Continue Corruption

	 
	3
	1 through 3
	 
	Supporters
	Warrants/Arrests; Resignations

	II
	1
	4
	 
	Opponents
	Investigate Corruption

	 
	2
	4
	 
	Supporters
	Propose legislation to decrease penalty

	 
	3
	4 and 5
	 
	Opponents
	Pres. Refuses to sign; arrests continue

	III
	1
	6 and 7
	 
	Supporters
	Change in electoral system, abolish 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	immunity 
	MASS PUBLIC

	 
	2
	6 through 11
	 
	Opponents
	Continue Corruption

	 
	3
	6 through 11
	 
	Supporters
	Widen circle, arrests, Secret Service 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	investigated, imprisonments

	IV
	1
	12
	 
	Supporters
	Investigate and propose end

	 
	2
	12 and 13
	 
	Opponents
	P.M. rejects magistrate's plan

	 
	3
	13
	 
	Supporters
	Investigate Prime Minister

	V
	1
	14
	 
	Opponents
	Government ends investigation

	 
	2
	14
	 
	Supporters
	Accept new status quo

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 


Table 5: Agreements and Support for Democracy in Ten Crises
	Cases
	Agreement
	Support for Democracy
	Mass Public

	Italy:
	
	
	

	Terrorism
	No
	Yes
	No

	Corruption
	Yes
	No
	Yes

	Northern League
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	
	
	
	

	Portugal:
	
	
	

	Transition
	No
	Yes
	Yes

	Strikes
	Yes
	Yes
	No

	
	
	
	

	Philippines:
	
	
	

	Elections
	No
	No
	Yes

	New People’s Army
	No
	No
	No

	Muslim Insurgency
	No
	No
	Yes

	Transition
	No
	Yes
	Yes

	Coup Attempts
	Yes
	Yes
	No

	
	
	
	


Table 6: Italy (Northern League Series)

Crisis: The Northern League was created in 1982 to protect the northern region’s political and economic interests. The League complained that northern resources were being redistributed unfairly to the south. Eventually, it threatened to form an independent state in the north, the Republic of Padania.
	Northern League (1982-1999)
	Government 
	Northern League

	
	
	

	Preferences
	1. Status quo: retain legal authority over the entire territory.


	1. Establish an independent state in the Northern region. 



	
	2. Make some concessions to the Northern League (such as meeting economic demands). 
	2. Gain some concessions from the government (such as economic demands). 

	
	3. Grant independence to the Northern region.


	3. Accept the status quo.



	
	
	

	Constraints
	1. International systemic factors increased the importance of Northern Italy.


	1. The Italian legal framework did not allow for the degree of autonomy sought by the Northern League.



	
	
	2. Organizational weakness.



	
	
	3. Negative public image. 


Table 7: Actions in the Italian Northern League Case
	
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Move #
	 
	Old Event #
	 
	Actor
	 
	Comment:
	 
	 

	1
	 
	Status Quo/Context
	 
	Government
	Government starts action w/ status quo

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	2
	 
	1 through 10
	 
	Northern League
	Grows stronger, makes demands, etc

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	3
	 
	1 through 10
	 
	Government
	Talks, concessions, creation of new SQ

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	4
	 
	11
	 
	Northern League
	Accepts new status quo

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 


Table 8: Portugal (Transition Series)

Crisis: Military officers organized the Movement of the Armed Forces with the goal of overthrowing Marcello Caetano’s regime and installing a pro-left junta. 
	Transition (1974-1976)
	Government (Movement of the Armed Forces)
	Opposition

	
	
	

	Preferences
	1. Installation of leftist regime. 


	1.Replace the MFA regime.



	
	2. Return to right-wing dictatorship. 
	2. Installation of leftist regime. 



	
	
	

	Constraints
	1. Economic crisis.
	1. Opposition groups were not united.


Table 9: Actions in the Portuguese Transition Case
	(Transition - 1974 to 1976)
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Move #
	 
	Old Event #
	Actor
	 
	Comments:
	 

	1
	 
	1
	 
	Military Regime
	Overthrow Caetano government

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	Communists expand power

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	with the military regime

	2
	 
	1
	 
	Opposition
	Junta of National Salvation

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	splits (right wing splits from 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	MFA); demonstrations planned

	3
	 
	2 and 3
	 
	Military Regime
	Spinola resigns in protest of left.

	4
	 
	4
	 
	Opposition
	Right attempts to overthrow

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	the military regime
	 

	5
	 
	5
	 
	Military Regime
	General Assembly dissolved;

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	Create SRC; Ban right-wing and

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	center wing parties; proposes

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	armed forces remain in power

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	for 3 to 5 years; forces parties

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	to accept the armed forces 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	remaining in power
	 

	6
	 
	5 and 6
	 
	Opposition
	Win majority of seats
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	****Mass Public****
	 

	7
	 
	6 and 7
	 
	Military Regime
	MFA announces plans to 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	continue on path despite 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	election results; communist

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	labor unions granted official

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	recognition; dissolve coalition;

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	opposition parties withdraw;

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	new coalition government forms;

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	Armed forces ready to use

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	harsh repression
	 

	8
	 
	7
	 
	Opposition
	Protest manifesto; 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	demonstrations against

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	Goncalves
	 

	9
	 
	7
	 
	Military Regime
	Begin talks with moderates

	10
	 
	7
	 
	Opposition
	Characterizes military regime as

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	a dictatorship; launches anti-

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	communist campaign

	11
	 
	8
	 
	Military Regime
	Name new Prime Minister;

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	Appoint Goncalves as Chief of 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	Staff of the armed forces

	12
	 
	8
	 
	Opposition
	Protest Goncalves new appoint-

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	ment and he resigns
	 

	13
	 
	8
	 
	Military Regime
	New Prime Minister appoints

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	cabinet that includes most of

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	the right and center parties;

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	Communist party openly 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	supports extremist left-wing 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	factions of the military; terrorism

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	against the right and an 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	attempted coup by the extreme

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	Left; Communist party loses

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	influence (***Mass Public***)

	14
	 
	9 and 10
	 
	Opposition
	Revisions of constitution;

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	Rejects military proposals;

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	****Mass Public**** approves

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	Socialist highest vote getters


Table 10: Portugal (Strikes Series)

Crisis: In 1976, Portugal installed a democratic government and began to nationalize industries. Labor unions were able to gain favorable agreements from the government covering workers in these nationalized industries because of their ability to mobilize workers for political action. By 1983, Portugal was experiencing an economic crisis and was forced to implement austerity measures in exchange for a loan from the IMF. Labor unions responded to this policy change by initiating a series of strikes.
	Strikes (1983-1989)
	Government 
	CGTP (General Confederation of Portuguese Workers)

	
	
	

	Preferences
	1. Privatize the economy. 


	1. Government accepts their demands to protect the public sector.



	
	2. Accept all of the union’s demands. 
	2. Privatization of the economy. 



	
	
	

	Constraints
	1. The IMF forced Portugal to implement austerity measures in exchange for a loan.
	1. Laws existed (but had never been implemented) that allowed businesses to fire workers.

	
	
	2. Economic crisis.


Table 11: Actions in the Portuguese Strikes Case

	(Strikes - 1983 to 1989)
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Move #
	 
	Old Event #
	Actor
	 
	Comments:
	 

	1
	 
	SQ/Context
	Government
	Mass public interest in 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	privatization
	 

	2
	 
	1
	 
	Trade Unions
	Twenty four hour strikes in 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	protest of government policies

	3
	 
	2
	 
	Government
	Joined GATT and new economic

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	policies
	 
	 

	4
	 
	2
	 
	Trade Unions
	Strike against food price inc.

	5
	 
	3
	 
	Government
	Bill favoring businesses 

	6
	 
	3
	 
	Trade Unions
	Strike against bill
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	Courts rule bill unconstitutional

	7
	 
	4
	 
	Government
	Announce higher inflation

	8
	 
	4
	 
	Trade Unions
	More strikes against government

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	policies; As a result wages

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	increase
	 
	 


Table 12: Philippines (Election Series)

Crisis: President Marcos ran for reelection in 1969. He had implemented popular reforms during his first administration and became the first president to win reelection. However, opposition to Marcos significantly expanded immediately after his reelection as it became clear that he had used massive electoral fraud.  
	Election (1969-1970)
	Government (Marcos)
	Opposition

	
	
	

	Preferences
	1. Marcos remains in power past 1972.


	1. Marcos is defeated in 1969 election -- he serves only one presidential term.



	
	2. Marcos wins reelection in 1969 – serves two presidential terms.


	2. Marcos wins reelection – serves two presidential terms.



	
	3. Marcos loses the 1969 election – serves only one presidential term.


	3. Marcos remains in power past 1972.



	
	
	

	Constraints
	1. Informal constraint – no president had even been re-elected in Philippine history.
	1. Marcos had strong mass public support leading up to the 1969 election, because of policies under his first administration.

	
	2. No broad support for Marcos to remain in power after two terms as president.
	


Table 13: Actions in the Philippine Election Case

	Elections 1969 - 1970
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Move #
	 
	Old Event #
	Actor
	 
	Comments:
	 

	1
	 
	Context and 1
	 
	Government
	Elections lead to Marcos' 
reelection.  Massive fraud 
and violence. 

Plans constitutional convention.

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	

	2
	 
	2
	 
	Opposition
	Demonstrations against

elections for upcoming 

convention. Demand 
non-partisan elections, 
lower voting age, and no

third term for Marcos. 
Crowd attacks Marcos 
and his wife.

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	

	3
	 
	2
	 
	Government
	Police respond, 300 students 
and 73 police injured.

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	

	4
	 
	2
	 
	Opposition
	Students protest police actions, 
storm palace and set fire to 
buildings.

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	

	5
	 
	2
	 
	Government
	Troops and police respond, 
several students killed. 
Marcos makes concessions 
(no third term, no nationalistas 
in convention, troops 
demobilized).

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	

	6
	 
	3
	 
	Opposition
	Pre-election rally in Manila.

	7
	 
	3
	 
	Government
	Grenades explode at rally.  
Blame attacks on communists, 
suspends habeas corpus, 
threatens martial law.  
Charges Aquino with aiding 
the communists.

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	

	8
	 
	3
	 
	Opposition
	Accuses government of attack 
on rally.  Opposition has strong 
public support.  Wins elections.

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	


Table 14: Philippines (New People’s Army Series)

Crisis: The New People’s Army (NPA) was the military wing of the Communist Party of the Philippines. Formed in the late 1960s, the NPA established small units in northern Philippines with the goal of training peasants to overthrow the government. President Marcos used the NPA as a justification for his declaration of martial law in 1972. Although the NPA was relatively small in 1972, it expanded significantly during the Marcos regime, both in terms of its size and its expansion across the country.
	New People’s Army (1971-1998)
	Government 
	New People’s Army (NPA)

	
	
	

	Preferences
	1. Defeat NPA.


	1. Overthrow government.



	
	2. Cease-fire agreement with NPA – NPA makes concessions.


	2. Cease-fire agreement with NPA – government makes concessions.

	
	3. Cease-fire agreement with NPA – government makes concessions.


	3. Cease-fire agreement with NPA – NPA makes concessions.



	
	4. Overthrown by NPA.
	4. Defeated by government.

	
	
	

	Constraints
	1. NPA received financial support from the People’s Republic of China during the 1970s.
	1. Financial support from the PRC ended in the 1970s.

	
	2. NPA’s use of guerrilla tactics made it difficult to infiltrate and defeat.
	2. The NPA did not have enough arms or soldiers to overthrow the government.


Table 15a: Actions in the Philippine New People’s Army Case

	New People's Army (under Marcos) 1971 - 1986
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Move #
	 
	Old Event #
	Actor
	 
	Comments:
	 

	1
	 
	Context / 1
	 
	Government
	Marcos declares 
martial law in 1972.  
Military campaigns 
against the NPA.

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	

	2
	 
	1
	 
	NPA
	 
	Fight against Marcos.
	 

	3
	 
	1,2,3
	 
	Government
	More campaigns 
against the NPA.  
Announce the NPA 
is crushed.  Offers 
amnesty.  Captures 
leaders of NPA.

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	

	4
	 
	4
	 
	NPA
	 
	Increase in size and 
expand operations with
the assassination of 
Aquino.

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	


Table 15b: Actions in the Philippine New People’s Army Case

	New People's Army 1986 - 1998
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Move #
	 
	Old Event #
	Actor
	 
	Comments:
	 

	1
	 
	5
	 
	Government
	Marcos overthrown by 
democratic opposition.  
Aquino takes power.  
Free two leading Communists.  
Starts talks with the Comm. 
Party.

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	

	2
	 
	5
	 
	NPA
	 
	Truce, ceasefire, and 
negotiations.

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	3
	 
	5
	 
	Government
	Capture Salas, chairman of CPP

	4
	 
	5
	 
	NPA
	 
	NPA rejects talks.  4,000 NPA 
soldiers accept amnesty.

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	

	5
	 
	5
	 
	Government
	Policy of 'Total War.'  
Anti-communist vigilante 
groups increase.

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	

	6
	 
	7
	 
	NPA
	 
	Refuse offer to restart talks.

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	Begin to target US Personnel.

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	Assassinate a US Colonel.

	7
	 
	7 through 9
	 
	Government
	Military granted free hand.  

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	Amnesty rescinded.  Arrest 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	several NPA leaders.  Accept a 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	limited ceasefire.
	 

	8
	 
	9
	 
	NPA
	 
	Break ceasefire claiming that the 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	government never followed it.

	9
	 
	10
	 
	Government
	Convict and sentence Salas.

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	More arrests (leader of NPA)

	10
	 
	11
	 
	NPA
	 
	Announce ceasefire
	 

	11
	 
	11
	 
	Government
	Reject ceasefire
	 

	12
	 
	12
	 
	NPA
	 
	Boycott 1992 elections
	 

	13
	 
	13
	 
	Government
	Release 65 communist prisoners.

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	Legalize the CPP
	 

	14
	 
	14
	 
	NPA
	 
	Fighting continues.
	 

	15
	 
	15
	 
	Government
	Ceasefire agreement.  Capture 2

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	leading CPP members.  Amnesty 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	deal.  Talks reach agreement on 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	Human Rights and signs 
exchange 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	drafts for social and economic

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	reforms.
	 
	 

	16
	 
	16
	 
	NPA
	 
	Kidnap army general and others

	17
	 
	16
	 
	Government
	Agree to resume talks.
	 

	18
	 
	16
	 
	NPA
	 
	Reject resuming talks until 
they are

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	outside of the Philippines.


Table 16: Philippines (Muslim Insurgency Series)

Crisis: The Muslim insurgency arose in the southern Philippines as Christian settlers began to outnumber Muslim farmers on the island of Mindanao. The Moro National Liberation Front (MNLF) was created in 1968 to fight for independence for Mindanao.
	Muslim Insurgency (1974-1999)
	Government 
	Moro National Liberation Front (MNLF)

	
	
	

	Preferences
	1. Defeat the MNLF.


	1. Creation of independent state of Mindanao.



	
	2. Cease-fire agreement with the MNLF – minor concessions. 
	2. Cease-fire agreement with the MNLF – agree to Mindanao autonomy.

	
	3. Cease-fire agreement with the MNLF – agree to Mindanao autonomy.


	3. Cease-fire agreement with the MNLF – minor gains.



	
	4. Creation of independent state of Mindanao.
	4. Defeated by the government.

	
	
	

	Constraints
	1. MNLF received significant international support.
	1. Splinter groups broke off from MNLF.

	
	2. The military was already fighting a guerrilla war against the NPA.
	

	
	3. Christian farmers on Mindanao did not support autonomy.
	

	
	4. Economic crisis.
	


Table 17a: Actions in the Philippine Muslim Insurgency

	Muslim Insurgency (under Marcos) 1974 - 1986
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Move #
	 
	Old Event #
	Actor
	 
	Comments:
	 

	1
	 
	Context
	 
	Government
	Fighting between 
Muslim groups and 
the government.

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	

	2
	 
	1
	 
	Muslim Groups
	Offer peace plan 
	 

	3
	 
	1
	 
	Government
	Amnesty plan.  
Muslim appointments.  
Agency for land 
disputes.

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	

	4
	 
	1
	 
	Muslim Groups
	Agree to drop 
secession demands 
for autonomy instead.

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	

	5
	 
	1
	 
	Government
	Offer amnesty, hold 
talks in Saudi Arabia.  
Announce that the talks
have failed.

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	

	6
	 
	1
	 
	Muslim Groups
	Continue to resist.
	 

	7
	 
	1
	 
	Government
	Make concessions to 
the Muslim groups, 
including increased 
funding to regions.

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	

	8
	 
	2
	 
	Muslim Groups
	Accept ceasefire.
	 

	9
	 
	3
	 
	Government
	Announce a plebiscite 
to determine which 
regions will join the 
autonomous area.

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	

	10
	 
	3
	 
	Muslim Groups
	Increase demands.  
Oppose plebiscite and 
boycott.  Talks collapse
over issue of Christians 
voting in plebiscite.

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	

	11
	 
	4
	 
	Government
	*Mass Public* vote 
against plebiscite.  
Negotiate ceasefire 
which fails to heavy 
fighting.

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	

	12
	 
	4
	 
	Muslim Groups
	Widen offensive
	 

	13
	 
	4
	 
	Government
	Ceasefire, fighting 
slows.  Amnesty and 
increased development 
in Muslim areas.  
Announce 40,000 of 
the 50,000 insurgents 
surrender in exchange 
for amnesty.

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	

	14
	 
	4
	 
	Muslim Groups
	Although weakened, 
the MNLF increases 
attacks with the 
assassination of Aquino.

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	


Table 17b: Actions in the Philippine Muslim Insurgency
	Muslim Insurgency 1986 - 1999
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Move #
	 
	Old Event #
	Actor
	 
	Comments:
	 

	1
	 
	Context/1,2,3,4,5
	 
	Government
	Marcos overthrown and Aquino
takes power.  Begin talks with 
the MLNF.

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	

	2
	 
	5
	 
	Muslim Groups
	MNLF agree to talks.  MILF 
refuses.

	3
	 
	5 and 6
	 
	Government
	Offers autonomy to ten 
provinces.

	4
	 
	5
	 
	Muslim Groups
	Rejects autonomy, wants 13 
provinces.

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	

	5
	 
	6
	 
	Government 
	Calls referendum.  Offers 
amnesty.

	6
	 
	7
	 
	Muslim Groups
	Reject amnesty offer
	 

	7
	 
	8 and 9
	 
	Government
	Interim ceasefire.  Amnesty 
for all.

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	Launch campaign against the 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	Abu Sayyaf group.
	 

	8
	 
	10 and 11
	 
	Muslim Groups
	Talks inconclusive. Refuse 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	plebiscite.  
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	Abu Sayyaf attacks Christian 
town

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	and kills 50 civilians.
	 

	9
	 
	12
	 
	Government
	More talks.  Major breakthrough
with MNLF (action from this point on involves MILF).

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	

	10
	 
	13
	 
	Muslim Groups
	MILF enters talks. Breakdown.

	11
	 
	13
	 
	Government
	Resume talks.  Ceasefire.

	12
	 
	13
	 
	Muslim Groups
	Fighting resumes.
	 

	13
	 
	13
	 
	Government
	Another peace agreement.

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	Broken by government bombing

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	of MILF positions.
	 

	14
	 
	13
	 
	Muslim Groups
	MILF enters into pact with NPA

	15
	 
	13
	 
	Government
	Fighting resumes despite ceasefire

	16
	 
	13
	 
	Muslim Groups
	MILF withdraws from talks.


Table 18: Philippines (Transition Series)

Crisis: President Marcos had ruled the Philippines since 1972, when he had declared martial law and installed an authoritarian regime. By the mid-1980s, he recognized that his support was deteriorating and announced presidential elections for 1986. The Democratic Opposition, led by Corazon Aquino, quickly organized to try to defeat Marcos in the elections. The Reform the Armed Forces of the Philippines (RAM) also organized, covertly, to overthrow Marcos and install a military junta.
	Transition (1983-1986)
	Government (Marcos)
	Opposition
	Military Rebels (Reform the Armed Forces of the Philippines Movement -- RAM)

	
	
	
	

	Preferences
	1. Status quo – continuation of Marcos’ regime.


	1. Return to democracy.


	1. Military junta led by Defense Minister Juan Ponce Enrile.

	
	2. Return to democracy.


	2. Provisional government in exile.


	2. Junta with Enrile and Aquino sharing power.

	
	
	3. Status quo – continuation of Marcos’ regime.
	3. Return to democracy.

	
	
	
	4. Status quo – continuation of Marcos’ regime.

	
	
	
	

	Constraints
	1. Defection of key actors from Marcos’ support coalition.
	1. Corazon Aquino was an untried political leader.
	1. RAM was a small and secret group within the Armed Forces of the Philippines.

	
	
	2. Opposition in the Philippines was traditionally disunited.
	2. It was unclear whether the mass public would support a junta.


Table 19: Actions in the Philippine Transition Case
	Transition 1983 - 1986
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Move #
	 
	Old Event #
	Actor
	 
	Comments:
	 

	1
	 
	1
	 
	Government
	Aquino assassinated.
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	Marcos sets up commission to

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	investigate.
	 

	2
	 
	2
	 
	Opposition
	Laurel announces boycott of 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	elections. Demonstrations

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	demand Marcos resigns.

	3
	 
	2
	 
	Government
	Marcos rejects. Police and military

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	clash with demonstrators.

	4
	 
	3 and 4
	 
	Opposition
	Agrava commission casts doubt 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	on gov. claim.  Retired officers

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	criticize military involvement.

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	Boycott unless demands met.

	5
	 
	5
	 
	Government
	Agrees to new voter registrations

	6
	 
	6 and 7
	 
	Opposition
	Rally for Aquino's assassination.

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	Agrava announces military 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	conspiracy.
	 

	7
	 
	7
	 
	Government
	Promise prosecution of those

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	found to be involved.
	 

	8
	 
	8
	 
	Opposition
	Opp. Groups agree to unified

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	platform.  Cardinal Sin organizes

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	a peaceful march.
	 

	9
	 
	9 and 10
	 
	Government
	Trials of those found by Agrava.

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	All but one found not guilty.

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	Marcos announces snap election.

	10
	 
	10
	 
	Opposition
	Cardinal Sin unites opposition.

	11
	 
	10
	 
	Government
	Denounces opposition in campaign

	12
	 
	10
	 
	Opposition
	Aquino defends campaign.

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	RAM and Cardinal Sin call for 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	clean elections.  NAMFREL 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	observers problems.  Some in 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	COMELEC quit in protest.

	13
	 
	10
	 
	Government
	Nat. Assembly announces Marcos

	14
	 
	11 and 12
	 
	Opposition
	Aquino claims she won, and

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	announces peaceful protest and 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	national strikes.  RAM plan coup

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	but end up held up in two bases.

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	Cardinal Sin calls for the people to 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	aid RAM.  Up to a million come.

	15
	 
	13
	 
	Government
	Orders military to attack RAM.

	16
	 
	13
	 
	Opposition
	Troops refuse, and some defect.

	17
	 
	13
	 
	Government
	Marcos is sworn in and flees

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	country.
	 
	 

	18
	 
	14
	 
	Opposition
	Aquino sworn in. 
	 


Table 20: Philippines (Coup Attempts Series)

Crisis: President Marcos was forced to flee the Philippines in 1986. Corazon Aquino, his opponent in the presidential elections, was declared the rightful leader and she installed a democratic government. However, two groups emerged to oppose her: the Reform the Armed Forces of the Philippines Movement (RAM) and Marcos loyalists.
	Coup Attempts (1986-1991)
	Government (Aquino)
	Military Rebels

	
	
	

	Preferences
	1. Defeat military rebels.


	1. Overthrow Aquino’s government.



	
	2. Rebels overthrow government.


	2. Government defeats rebels.



	
	
	

	Constraints
	1. Aquino was an untried political leader.
	1.  The military rebels were small in number.

	
	2. The rebels were well funded.
	2. It was unclear how much support they would receive from the Marcos loyalists or the mass public if they rebelled.


Table 21: Actions in the Philippine Coup Attempts Case

	Series IV: Coup Attempts 1986 - 1991
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Move #
	 
	Old Event #
	Actor
	 
	Comments:
	 

	1
	 
	SQ
	 
	Government
	Aquino elected and in power.

	2
	 
	1
	 
	Rebels
	 
	Tolentino proclaims himself pres.

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	Eventually surrender
	 

	3
	 
	1
	 
	Government
	Allows rebel soldiers to go free.

	4
	 
	2
	 
	Rebels
	 
	Enrile and others plan coup.

	5
	 
	2
	 
	Government
	Aquino accepts Enrile resignation

	6
	 
	3
	 
	Rebels
	 
	500 troops attempt a coup.

	7
	 
	3
	 
	Government
	Ramos announces arrests.

	8
	 
	3
	 
	Rebels
	 
	Rebels try to free those waiting for

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	court martial
	 

	9
	 
	3
	 
	Government
	Upon their surrender, they too 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	await court martial.
	 

	10
	 
	4
	 
	Rebels
	 
	Largest Coup attempt yet.

	11
	 
	4
	 
	Government
	Put down coup.  Raise military pay.

	12
	 
	5 and 6
	 
	Rebels
	 
	Laurel Resigns. Creates new party.

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	New party joins Nationalistas.

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	Rebels launch a serious coup.

	13
	 
	6
	 
	Government
	With US support the coup is halted

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	Aquino asks for emergency 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	powers and they're granted.

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	Enrile arrested.
	 

	14
	 
	6
	 
	Rebels
	 
	Enrile gets lighter charges

	15
	 
	6
	 
	Government
	Aquino offers negotiations

	16
	 
	6
	 
	Rebels
	 
	Almost daily bombings in Manila

	17
	 
	6
	 
	Government
	Remove offer of talks.  Bring 2 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	generals and 19 officers before 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	military court.
	 

	18
	 
	7
	 
	Rebels
	 
	Terrorist bombings and threats.

	19
	 
	7
	 
	Government
	Limited ceasefire
	 

	20
	 
	7 and 8
	 
	Rebels
	 
	Break ceasefire.  Coup attempt in 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	Mindanao, surrender Oct 9, 1990.

	21
	 
	9
	 
	Government
	Arrests. Prevent another coup.

	22
	 
	10
	 
	Rebels
	 
	Agree to suspend hostilities

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	Agree to electoral reforms and

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	peace agreement with amnesty


� For a review of definitions of democracy used in the democratization literature, see Inkeles (1991), Collier and Levitsky (1997), and Gleditsch and Ward (1997).


� The cases were selected to represent different types of countries (stable democracies, transitions to democracy, unstable countries, transitions to autocracy, and stable autocracies); to represent cases predicted by the statistical model, mentioned above, as well as cases not predicted by the model; and to represent different regions of the world. The cases are Bolivia, Brazil, Ecuador, India, Indonesia, Italy, Ivory Coast, Mali, Myanmar, the Philippines, Portugal, and Zaire.


� There are two types of crises: mild (riots and anti-government demonstrations) and severe (revolutions and guerrilla warfare) (Banks 1999). The crisis events were identified by using Keesing’s Contemporary Archives (1950-1986) and Keesing’s Record of the World (1987-1999). There are 42 crises across the twelve cases. The descriptions of the crises events from Keesing’s were verified and expanded by consulting sources systematically applied to all of the cases (such as Facts on File), regional sources (such as Africa Contemporary Record), and country-specific sources (such as articles and books that focused on the corruptions trials in Italy).
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