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Why Parties and Elections in Authoritarian Regimes?
Although parties and elections are thought of as defining features of democracy, most authoritarian governments also rely on political parties and hold elections.  Theories of democratic politics see elections as the means by which citizens hold politicians accountable for the quality of governance.  Citizens may have insufficient information to monitor politicians closely and, in any event, must choose on infrequent occasions among packages of policy promises (parties) that may not reflect their own views or interests very well, but they can at a minimum oust incompetent, unsuccessful, or simply unpopular leaders in routine low-cost ways.  Citizens in authoritarian regimes only rarely have this option.  Authoritarian elections do not choose government leaders or the set of policies that the government will follow.  Generally speaking, citizens cannot “throw the bums out.”  Changes in leadership and policy choices are decided upon by elite actors such as military officers and high-level party officials, not citizens.  Nevertheless, a substantial majority of authoritarian governments holds elections, devotes substantial resources to its support party, and spends heavily on pre-election political campaigns.  

These observations raise several questions.  If party formation is not motivated by the need to compete effectively in order to win elections, as standard democratic theories of parties claim (e.g., Aldrich 1995), why are they created and maintained?  If elections do not choose leaders and, indirectly, policies, what function do they perform?  
Institutions are always at least somewhat endogenous, and they are more easily changed in authoritarian regimes than in democratic.  If parties exist and elections are held in most authoritarian regimes, we can infer that they benefit incumbents in some way, which raises two additional questions.  What benefits do these institutions to provide for the authoritarian leaders who choose them?  Whose interests, exactly, do they serve?    

In this paper, I offer an explanation for why dictators so often invest in parties and hold elections.
  Here I am interested in parties and elections during “normal” authoritarian times, not elections forced on dictators by international financial institutions, opposition movements, or occupying forces.  Careful empirical analysis has shown that electoral processes initiated by authoritarian leaders near what turns out to be the end of the regime can be predicted by the threats they face, whereas holding elections during the early and middle periods of regime duration cannot (Wright 2006).  This difference suggests that different causes motivate early and late choices to hold elections and thus that they should be theorized separately.

Sometimes “normal” authoritarian elections eventually provide regime opponents with a focal point for organizing against the dictatorship, and sometimes dictators concede that the opposition has won an election and step down.  These are historically infrequent occurrences, but they have happened often enough to show that elections are potentially risky for dictators, since they may promote the mobilization of the latent opposition that exists in any dictatorship.  In the current paper, I will not deal with why authoritarian leaders sometimes allow free and fair elections or why they sometimes step down when they lose elections.  Many scholars have written on these subjects.  This paper will instead focus on the uses of parties and elections during periods when dictators are not challenged by mobilized mass opposition or irresistible outside pressures.  
I hypothesize that dictators spend scarce resources on parties and elections, despite the risks of doing so, because they help to solve intra-regime conflicts that might otherwise end their own rule and possibly also destabilize the regime as well. From the dictator’s point of view, support parties and elections are central elements in his personal survival strategy.  The creation of a party to support a particular leader creates vested interests in his survival and can serve as a counterbalance to other intra-regime factions, especially erstwhile allies in the military.
  Official party names, platforms, and ideologies claim a broader and more impersonal purpose than support for particular leaders, and parties may in some circumstances come to serve some of these broader purposes over time, but during the first years after a seizure of power, they are often controlled by one person and the close allies to whom he chooses to delegate day-to-day control.  Support parties can end up prolonging the life of authoritarian regimes not just particular leaders, as I discuss below, but their creation and early tasks, reorganization, and purging are determined by particular leaders engaged in competition with potential rivals for power within the regime elite.
Authoritarian parties may also serve other purposes, and I will discuss some of those below, but in this paper I emphasize that parties can counterbalance the power of the military or particular factions within it.  Because of its control of weapons and men, the military is always a potential threat, even to dictators who are officers themselves.  Military seizures of power are usually bloodless, however, demonstrating that officers usually choose times and ways to intervene when the military itself is united behind them and when they expect most citizens to support or acquiesce in the change.  Military plotters usually avoid interventions that might lead to civil war because they value the unity and efficacy of the military itself and do not want to see it split into warring factions, destroying itself (Nordlinger 1977). They also avoid interventions that they believe would be opposed by mass demonstrations or a civilian uprising.  A mass party ostensibly organized to support the revolution/independence/saving-western-Christian-values or whatever attractive purpose the regime clothes itself in, but in practice organized or run by the dictator, decreases the likelihood of public acquiescence in his overthrow.  
This occurs not because parties necessarily increase popular support but because they ease the organization of opposition to attempted ousters of the dictator.  Besides whatever mass membership some have, authoritarian parties are made up of individuals with vested interests in regime and leader survival who are connected to each other via organizations, workplaces, and communication networks, and who have links to ordinary citizens through different kinds of exchange relationships.  Because of these pre-existing networks and relationships, it is easier for party workers to mobilize mass demonstrations to support the dictator than it would be for a group of previously unorganized individuals trying to rally the masses from scratch.  

Otherwise successful coups can be reversed by mass demonstrations, and the knowledge that unruly protests are likely to greet the ouster of the dictator can deter plotters. Such demonstrations may appear spontaneous, but they are usually mobilized by party militants.  Party militants not only provide the information needed to coordinate the protests at particular times and places, but also often supply transportation to the scene and monitor to make sure citizens who have claimed to be supporters when it was wise to do so do not shirk when support becomes potentially costly. 
Authoritarian parties are often given the tasks of distributing benefits to citizens in villages and neighborhoods and spreading the regime’s ideology or policy views, as means of building popular support for the government.  I do not assume that the existence of a regime support party implies greater popular support, however, because parties’ actual ability to accomplish these tasks varies greatly.  In some dictatorships, parties barely reach beyond the capital city.  In others, they penetrate to the smallest village and play an active role in the economic life of ordinary people.  Regardless of whether parties provide any benefits to ordinary party members, improve the quality of life for ordinary citizens, or persuade them to agree with regime views, however, they provide their officials and volunteer activists with benefits that give them a stake in the regime.  Party workers often draw salaries.  They have preferential access to jobs in the state bureaucracy and schooling for their children.  They have insider opportunities to form businesses subsidized by the government, manage or even take ownership of expropriated businesses or land.  Their connections help them get lucrative government contracts and to profit from restrictions on trade.  They have the possibility of rising in the party to achieve the political power and, usually, wealth associated with high office.  Even where party activists enjoy no current benefits, their connections open up future possibilities for rewards and upward mobility.  For all these reasons, party militants have a very strong interest in the survival of the party and the party leader to whom they owe their current good fortune.  These militants thus have an interest in organizing mass support for their leader in any conflict with other regime insiders.  
From the dictator’s point of view, parties are costly but they have many potential uses.  They can in some circumstances enforce an elite bargain to limit lethal competition, a possibility to which I return below.  Parties can in principle organize supporters into networks throughout the country, extending the government’s reach into outlying districts; distribute the resources that insure the loyalty of ordinary citizens; discipline supporters and deploy them into kinds of work and areas of the country they would prefer to avoid; create routine ways of choosing lower level officials in order to reduce conflict among supporters; provide an essential channel of information from ordinary people to the government; educate and socialize citizens to support the ideology and economic strategy favored by the regime. In practice, many parties fall short of accomplishing what those who created them wished (1968),
 but they do nevertheless provide rewards and opportunities for activist supporters and a way of organizing popular support to partially offset reliance on the military.  

Parties are thus tools that can be useful to dictators as they struggle against elite rivals.  If the dictator hands the tool to one of his allies, however, the tool may give the ally the leverage he needs to take the dictator’s place.  Thus the creation of an authoritarian support party can be risky.

Like parties, elections also deter challenges to the dictator from elite rivals.  Overwhelming victories at the polls demonstrate to potential civilian rivals that they have little hope of defeating the incumbent, and that therefore it does not make sense to go into the opposition.  Elections accomplish this through two mechanisms.  First, they provide potential challengers with information about the extent of latent opposition.  Second, they are a costly signal by the incumbent of how extreme the resource imbalance is between him and any potential challenger.  In these ways, they help to persuade potential challengers that the dictator’s party is the only game in town and that there is no point in trying to organize an opposition movement (Magaloni forthcoming).  The discussion below spells out the logic supporting these arguments in greater detail and describes some examples of elite use of parties and elections to deter potential challengers.
“Data”

The general empirical statements in this paper are based on information collected about approximately 170 modern authoritarian regimes and the dictators, parties and other important political actors who are embedded in them.  The unit of analysis in the tables is the regime, that is, a set of rules and procedures for choosing leaders and policies that exists in a country during a period of time, and the government that embodies these rules, not individual dictators.  The set of cases includes most authoritarian regimes that existed in 1946 or have come into existence since then, except monarchies, regimes in tiny countries, and a small number that have been excluded because of insufficient information.  Authoritarian governments that last less than three years are usually either “moderating military interventions” that never intend to remain in power, or periods of chaos when the rules and procedures that define regimes are being contested.  I exclude these periods of authoritarianism, because they do not fit the definition of regime.  A description of coding rules for classifying regimes as authoritarian rather than democratic and for determining the beginnings and ends of regimes can be found in Geddes (2003)
The Incidence of Elections and Parties in Authoritarian Regimes

Much has been written in recent years about “electoral authoritarianism” or so-called hybrid regimes (Levitsky and Way 2002; Karl 1995; Diamond 1999; Schedler 2002), but this phenomenon is not new, and most authoritarian governments that hold elections are not hybrids but simply successful, well institutionalized authoritarian regimes.  About three-quarters of all post-World War II non-monarchical authoritarian governments have held at least some national elections (besides those that mark a transition).  About half of them have held elections on regular schedules.  Table 1 shows the proportions that held elections in each type of authoritarian regime, military, personalist, single-party, and amalgams of the three pure types.
  Transitional elections (that is, elections that were intended to lead to regime transition) were not counted for this table, and neither were elections that were later annulled.  Only direct national elections for the executive and/or at least half the seats in a national legislature were counted.  Some of the regimes classified here as holding no elections in fact held local elections or indirect national elections.  
As the first column in Table 1 shows, nearly all single-party regimes hold regular national elections, as do nearly half of the personalist regimes.  Even some military regimes hold regular elections, and about a fourth of them held at least some elections.  Since creating parties and holding somewhat competitive elections are among the characteristics used to code regime type, this table should not be interpreted as implying a causal relationship among regime type and the likelihood of holding elections.  Rather, the point is to show that even military regimes and highly discretionary personalist dictatorships often hold elections.  Elections always involve some risk, and the mobilization of support that goes along with them is quite costly, so we can infer from their prevalence that they must also provide authoritarian leaders with some benefit that can outweigh these costs.

Table 2 shows that, on average, authoritarian regimes that hold regular elections last longer than those that do not, which is what we would expect if elections were an effective deterrent to potential elite rivals.  Prior research has shown that single-party regimes, which almost always hold regular elections, last longer on average than military or personalist regimes, and Table 2 confirms this finding.  It also shows, however, that military regimes that hold regular elections last more than three times as long as those that hold no elections, and that personalist regimes that hold regular elections last, on average, almost twice as long as otherwise similar regimes that hold no elections.  Of course, we cannot be sure that this result is not caused by the decisions of more popular or secure dictators to hold elections.  Dictators do not want to lose elections or even win in close races because such electoral outcomes, even if annulled, encourage potential rivals rather than deterring them.  Dictators do not need popular majority support in order to win overwhelming electoral victories, however.  Because they monopolize resources, information, and repression, they can usually win elections regardless of considerable latent popular opposition.  I suggest that dictators who believe they may not win elections despite their many advantages will avoid them, but that dictators who think that with a sufficiently large investment in campaigning, distribution of goods, and repression they will win, will consider the investment worth it because of its deterrent effect on potential elite rivals.  The differences in duration between those that hold regular elections and those that do not probably reflect the tenuousness of some dictatorships that choose not to hold elections as well as the increment in stability provided by deterring elite rivals from going into opposition.
Authoritarian regimes come to power in three principal ways.  Most colorfully but least frequently, they defeat incumbents in a revolutionary insurgency or civil war. About 15 percent achieve power via insurgency or military victory of one kind or another.  Insurgencies are usually led and organized by parties, so leaders need not create them after the seizure of power, but they often purge and reorganize them, trying to create more loyal and disciplined support vehicles.
  
Authoritarians can also come to power via internal transformation of a constitutional government.  Elected ruling parties or leaders can engineer rule changes that outlaw opposition parties, tilt the electoral playing field, and close or purge non-executive branches of government.  This was the strategy used by most African single-party regimes.  They initially achieved power in fair elections but then changed the rules in ways that guaranteed their indefinite control of high office.  Twenty-five percent of authoritarian regimes were created by leaders initially elected to office.  Such leaders can also usually make use of pre-existing parties.  
The most common means of seizing power, however, is the military coup.  They initiate 60 percent of authoritarian regimes.
  Coup leaders typically lack a party at the time they seize power; in fact, they often outlaw all parties immediately after the seizure.  Nevertheless, most of those who come to power via coups either create support parties (or organized “movements” that perform the same functions as parties) for themselves during the first few years in power or coopt one of the pre-existing parties as an ally and support base.  Party creation is more common, but 26 percent of dictators who originally came to power in coups coopted one of the pre-existing parties and transformed it into a pillar of the regime.  Stroessner in Paraguay, who ruled for nearly 40 years, allied with one of the traditional elite parties that date to the end of the nineteenth century.  In countries that achieved independence more recently, coup leaders have sometimes simply purged and revamped a party created by their immediate predecessor.  Table 3 shows the relationship between the mode of achieving power and party strategy.  As can be seen in the last row of the table, even among those regimes initiated by coup, only a third rely on no party or “movement.” 
Why Parties in Dictatorships?

The average survival time for coup-initiated regimes that do not rely on parties is 6.7 years.  Regimes begun by coups that either create parties or ally with pre-existing ones survive on average more than twice as long, 16.6 years,
 as would be expected if parties contribute to regime survival. The lack of longevity in party-free regimes arises from two quite different causes, however.  Some military regimes are controlled by factions that do not want to remain in power indefinitely and thus do not face the same incentives as others to create the kinds of institutions that would help perpetuate their rule.  Some other military governments pursue an alternative strategy for placating the rest of the military:  they create intra-military institutions for consultation and sharing or rotating power among branches or factions.  Parties and intra-military agreements about sharing are not mutually exclusive, of course, and the most long-lived military regimes, such as those in Brazil and El Salvador, relied on both together.    
Since we have no way of “measuring” which military regimes may be short-lived because they choose to return to the barracks as opposed to which have had their lives shortened by suboptimal institutional choices, we can better assess the usefulness of parties to dictators by comparing personalist dictators who achieved office via coup and later created or allied with a party to those who remained partyless.  No one doubts that personalist dictators hang on to power as long as possible, if for no other reason, because no one can guarantee their safety if they step down.  Among the 51 dictators coded personalist or military.personalist in my data who originally achieved office via coup, 51 percent created parties after achieving power.  Another 29 percent allied with a pre-existing party; they either coopted a party from the pre-authoritarian political system, or they revamped a party that had been created by a former dictator.  Only 20 percent neither created a party nor allied with an existing one.  Their choices suggest that even dictators who hoard power within a narrow circle of cronies see advantages in having support parties.  Those who created parties survived an average of 14.3 years.  Those who allied with a pre-existing party survived 10.8 years on average, and those who eschewed party support lasted only 6.9 years on average.  These numbers are consistent with the claim that parties contribute to authoritarian stability and that most dictators realize that they do.  
Regimes that come to power via initial election or revolution, nearly all of which rely on parties, are more durable still.  Regimes that emerge via post-election rule changes last an average of 19 years.  The average length of regimes that result from revolutions and civil wars is 29.7 years.  As has been noted by many observers, the crucible of war builds strong organizations and selects unusually wily and competent leaders, since those that lack these traits tend to be defeated.  
 Several analysts have offered suggestions about why this relationship between parties and durability exists.  Some suggest that institutionalized regimes last longer, without explaining the mechanism by which institutionalization would work in practice, or even what the non-tautological meaning of the word is.  Przeworski and Gandhi see legislatures, and by implication parties and elections, as a way of coopting opposition by offering regime outsiders limited control over policy (Przeworski and Gandhi 2001; Gandhi 2003; see also Escriba Folch 2005).  Parties might in some circumstances function in this manner, but in many authoritarian regimes legislatures have little if any influence on policy.  Instead, as Lust-Okar (2005) has reported, deputies in authoritarian legislatures report that policy making is not their job; their job is to deliver pork and other benefits to their local constituents.  

At the other extreme from the picture painted by Przeworski and Gandhi, the party can be limited to government employees in the capital or used by cadres to prey on the populace.  It can rubberstamp the dictator’s every whim rather than influencing policy.  Because authoritarian parties vary so much in their capacities, it seems unlikely that they play an important role in bargaining over policy.  I suggest an alternative explanation for why parties are associated with longer lived authoritarianism, an explanation based on intra-elite politics that does not depend on parties behaving in modern impersonal ways.  I do not doubt that parties sometimes fulfill the tasks assigned to them by Przeworski and Gandhi among others.  I note, however, that many authoritarian parties have disappointed their creators precisely because they have failed to deliver benefits to citizens and thus to build support for the regime.  Party officials, rather than linking the masses to the center via the exchange of benefits for support, have instead used party offices to enrich themselves, thus alienating citizens from the party that claims to serve their interests.  
Even in these cases, I claim, parties can help keep leaders in power by deterring potential elite challengers — at least for awhile.  The explanation for how parties deter elite challenges begins with thinking about the real risks dictators face.  As observers have long noted, most of the time the most serious challengers to dictators’ survival in office come from high level allies and former allies, not from regime opponents or mass dissatisfaction (e.g., Zolberg 1966, 135).  Most involuntary transitions, both from one ruler to another within the same regime and from one regime to another, are caused by individuals who were previously part of the regime’s support group.  Efforts to unseat dictators always entail frightening risks, but factions of the military have a great advantage over other potential opponents.  Unless the dictator has become extremely paranoid,
 officers have access to weaponry that would require great effort to acquire for ordinary citizens, they are trained to use the weapons, and they can command troops without having first to persuade them to join a risky opposition movement.  For these reasons, most dictators fear ouster by the military more than other possible threats to their rule, even if they themselves come from the military.  Their concern is realistic; coups are the most common way to end the rule of particular dictators, and they frequently end the regime as well.  Dictators pursue a number of strategies to cope with this possibility, some more effective than others.  

Dictators almost always promote their own supporters within the military and try to relieve opponents of command of troops, whether through guilded exile as ambassadors to developed countries, transfers to isolated border posts or islands, forced retirement, or dismissal.  Sometimes this works:  Pinochet retired all the officers in his own cohort (Arriagada XX); Stroessner and Somoza famously promoted loyalists and rewarded supporters with land, smuggling and business opportunities. Often this strategy backfires, however, since many officers resent this kind of interference.  Many coups have been led by officers demoted, passed over, or exiled.  Another common strategy is to create alternative paramilitary forces or popular militias expected to be loyal to the dictator himself as counterweights to the regular army.  These militias, sometimes recruited from the dictator’s home region, have typically been more loyal than the professional army, but like partisan promotions, this strategy can be a double-edged sword.  The creation of these militias is always a major grievance for regular military officers.  Opposition to the creation of militias and paramilitary forces are also often mentioned as reasons for coups (Cf. Nordlinger 1977).  
The creation of a support party is a different kind of strategy for holding dissatisfied factions of the military in check.  It works (sometimes) because officers are very rarely willing to try to seize power if they expect the attempt to lead to civil war or massive civilian protests.  Troops that will obey orders to surround the presidential palace, airport, and TV station — all that is needed for the average coup — may well refuse to fire on their fellow citizens.  Although armies can certainly defeat mostly unarmed civilians, officers know from the past experiences of crises in other times and places that orders to fire on unarmed civilians, even if obeyed at the time, often lead to desertions, factionalism, and widespread discipline problems.  They are reluctant to initiate actions likely to have this result.

The creation of a support party increases the risk that a coup attempt will fail because such parties increase the number of citizens who have something to lose from the ouster of the dictator and build some degree of organizational structure through which citizens can be mobilized into street protests if needed.  These support parties vary hugely in the degree to which they actually deliver anything of value to most of those they claim to benefit.  Some single parties really have brought education, clean drinking water, and growth to millions of people, and others have served no purpose other than to enrich their own cadres while national infrastructure crumbled.  In even the most venal, however, a substantial number of party cadres and officials have enjoyed greater upward mobility, jobs in the state and party bureaucracy, and more other material opportunities than they would otherwise have had, and these people have a stake in the dictator’s survival.  If more ordinary citizens have benefited from, for example, land reform or the control of usury, then the number with a vested interest in the dictator’s survival is much larger.  

Typically during the first few years after the initiation of a dictatorship, many citizens support the new government and believe that they will benefit even if they have not yet done so.  This is because seizure groups need wide support in order to be successful initially and thus successful ones tend to:  (1) articulate an ideology or point of view attractive and intelligible to many ordinary people; (2) make credible promises of a better life after the transition; and (3) choose a moment to intervene when disgust with incumbents has spread through much of the populace.  When these conditions have been fulfilled, seizure-groups can attract broad, though often temporary, public support.  Elite groups as well as ordinary citizens often support a seizure of power simply because they want to oust the old order, which they deem incompetent, venal, or self-serving.  Most authoritarian regimes have begun with reasonably widespread popular support.
  At this stage, a newly organized support party can typically call upon many ordinary citizens to mobilize to save the government if needed, even though later those same citizens might have become much more cynical and difficult to mobilize.  Even after disenchantment, parties remain able to mobilize demonstrations through their control of various carrots and sticks.
When dictators are threatened, party militants can organize citizens into massive unruly demonstrations in support of the threatened or deposed leader, even when they are indifferent to his fate.  These demonstrations can do a lot of property damage, undermine the economy, especially if they involve general strikes, kill some people, frighten a lot more, and lead to intense pressure on officials to restore order.  Sometimes successful coups, in the sense that the head of government has been replaced, can be reversed by mass demonstrations, strikes, and other forms of popular mobilization.  Recently, Hugo Chávez of Venezuela was saved from overthrow by the massive mobilization of his supporters.  Support parties and organized “movements” can create the infrastructure and cadre of organizers needed to mobilize huge demonstrations on short notice.  Such demonstrations can of course be spontaneous, but the ones that save particular political leaders are almost always mobilized by party or movement militants with a strong vested interest in the survival of the leader.   
I have argued so far that authoritarian parties help deter potential elite challengers, especially those in the military.  I do not claim that dictators necessarily understand their deterrence value in the sense that I have expressed it.  In general, dictators who create parties or “non-partisan movements” to support themselves have multiple somewhat unrealistic goals in mind.  They expect parties to build mass support for themselves and their policies by both delivering benefits and teaching ordinary citizens the regime view of the world.  They expect the party to insure that government officials are loyal.  They use the party to arbitrate among the demands of different groups of supporters and to coopt former opponents.  Dictators expect parties to help them survive in these ways, but newly created parties in developing countries have not actually been very effective at performing the functions assigned to them.  I suggest that even when authoritarian parties are filled with opportunistic cadres who joined the party to get ahead and steal from ordinary citizens, they still make a contribution to dictatorial longevity.
The effect of creating a support party on the likelihood of a coup attempt can be shown using simple game theory to highlight the strategic calculations involved.  The game assumes perfect information, but readers who find that implausible can think of the game as showing what a dictator would do if he understood his situation.  In Figure 1, a non-technical game of this kind is shown.  I assume two factions, one closely allied with the dictator and another that is not.  The faction allied with the dictator reaps more from control of the state than does the other faction.  The out -of-power faction will of course be tempted to oust its comrades who control the highest offices.  
If one faction attempts a coup, the whole regime is weakened by this display of disunity, regardless of which side wins.  They are also weakened by the loss of whatever materiel and skilled manpower occur, either as a result of the uprising itself or as a result of subsequent forced retirements, dismissals, courts martial, jailings, and executions.  In the game, this is shown as a cost of co to both players for coup attempts.
The leader or faction in power can choose whether to create a support party or not.  Creating a support party is somewhat costly; resources have to be used to reward supporters, and the dictator’s time and energy have to be used to create and manage it.  The resource cost of creating a party, cp, is borne by the whole regime, not just those who are part of the in-group.  I include the cost of the party in the game in order to reflect the empirical reality that many dictators would prefer not to create a party since parties use up resources and can provide a base from which their leaders may challenge the dictator.  

The pay-off for the faction that ends up in power is the reward for being in power, a, minus whatever costs have been incurred because of a coup attempt or the creation of a party (times the probability that a particular outcome will occur, of course).  The pay-off for a cooperating out-of power faction, b, is lower than a.  Pay-offs for the faction left out of power after a failed coup attempt are lower than those for formerly dominant factions that have been overthrown because descriptions of the large numbers of coups and coup attempts that have occurred during the last 60 years suggest that the leaders of dictatorships overthrown by coups are often allowed to retire or go into dignified exile, especially if they are fellow officers.  Since they have often amassed considerable wealth before being ousted, their exile may be quite luxurious.  Unsuccessful coup plotters, however, are usually dismissed, frequently court martialed, and not infrequently executed.  Thus it seems empirically accurate to show the pay-off for a failed coup as lower than the pay-off for being ousted from power.  I simplify by setting it to zero.
Coups are always risky.  Plots can be infiltrated by the secret service and plotters arrested.  Communication and coordination are big problems for conspirators, and many attempted military uprisings have failed either because one garrison has risen too early, giving the government warning and a chance to defeat the uprising piecemeal, or because parts of the military expected to join and control key installations, roads or bridges, fail to get the signal to begin operations.  Unpredictable accidents occur.  Coup leaders can be killed in plane crashes while returning from exile.  In the game, these and other kinds of risks are shown as a play by Nature that determines the likelihood, p, that a coup attempt will succeed.

Dictators who recognize their vulnerability to military coups can, as argued above, improve their chances of survival in office by creating a support party, even if they do not understand what they are doing.  Since some parties are more formal than real and party leaders in some circumstances might join plotters rather than remaining loyal, in the game the support party is able to mobilize sufficient opposition to reverse an otherwise successful coup with probability q.  

To see how this logic works out in practice, assume that both the probability of a successful coup (p) and the probability of successful mobilization to reverse a coup (q) equal 0.5.  Then if no party had been created, the out-of-power faction would attempt a coup if its current reward for loyalty was less than half the reward it might receive if it replaced the dominant faction.  More generally, in the absence of parties, coups will be attempted when their likelihood of success exceeds b/a, the ratio of the rewards for the out-faction to the rewards for the dominant faction.  In the real world, in-power factions face multiple potential groups of plotters, and they are often unable to pay them all off at high enough rates to deter coups.  Since the probability of staging a successful coup, p, is highest for military groups, they are the most expensive to deter. 
 If, however, a party had been created, the out-of-power faction’s calculations would be more complicated.  If it attempted a coup, its expected pay-off would have to take into account not just the likelihood that the coup itself would fail but also the possibility that even if the coup succeeded initially, it might be reversed by mass opposition.  Thus the expected pay-off for a coup attempt would be p(1-q)(a-co-cp).  Since p(1-q)(a-co-cp) is always less than p(a-co), the expected pay-off of a plot in the absence of a party, potential plotters will have to be more dissatisfied with the rewards of supporting the faction in power when a party exists than when it does not.
It thus makes sense for ruling factions to create support parties unless the cost of creating them is higher than the cost of simply paying off all potential elite defectors.  There are no doubt circumstances in which the cost of creating a party would be higher, but the frequency of parties in real world authoritarian regimes, as shown in Table 3, suggests that most of the time it makes sense to create them.
Creating support parties is not the only way to deter coups.  Dictators can also increase the probability that coups will fail by building up the security apparatus and creating loyal paramilitary forces or hiring foreign mercenaries as palace guards.  Many dictators pursue these strategies in addition to creating parties.  They can also increase the rewards to out-of-power factions, for example, by raising military salaries and allotting them a budget sufficient to buy state-of-the-art weaponry.  These options are expensive, however, and no strategy is fully reliable.  The security apparatus can collude with plotters, and high tech weaponry can be used to level the presidential palace.  In practice, most dictators pursue all three of these strategies.  The support party or organized movement can be thought of as an imperfect insurance policy in case other strategies to deter coups fail.

Consequences of Delegating Party Leadership
Authoritarian parties are tools that can be used by whoever commands the loyalty of party workers, activists, and officials, and that is usually the person who determines whether they have a job or future career.  Thus creating a support party entails the creation of a potential base of support for rivals.  Even if the dictator keeps the party chairmanship in his own hands, as many do, he must delegate some of its organization, decision making, and personnel selection to trusted lieutenants.  Some of them inevitably build their own cadre of supporters within the organization.  

Dictators sometimes delegate the task of creating a support party to a trusted lieutenant, who then uses it to help oust the paramount leader.  Nasser used this strategy, for example, to replace General Naguib, the first leader of the Free Officers government in Egypt.  Naguib, who had not been part of the original conspiracy to overthrow the monarchy in Egypt, was brought in as head of the Free Officers’ movement and the regime they created because of his higher rank in the military, reputation for honesty and moderation, and high public profile.  He was more “presidential” than any of the young original conspirators (Haddad 1973; Waterbury 1983).  After a year or two, Nasser and his allies within the Revolutionary Command Council (RCC) considered the regime secure enough to dispense with the moderate Naguib, and they staged a bloodless and quite civil takeover in which Nasser replaced Naguib as president and prime minister.  At that time, although most of the RCC favored Nasser, most of the rest of the military was loyal to Naguib, as were most ordinary citizens.  Leaders of important factions of the military met with Nasser to demand Naguib’s reinstatement while their troops in heavily armored vehicles trained their guns on the building in which the meeting took place.  A compromise was worked out, and Naguib resumed the presidency (Haddad 1973).  
Prior to these events, the Free Officers had created the first version of what eventually became Egypt’s hegemonic party, Liberation Rally.  Nasser, as the most influential member of the Free Officers, led and supervised the organization of Liberation Rally and the National Guard, a militia force made up of members of Liberation Rally.  For the next attempt to oust Naguib, only about a month later, Nasser and his allies used a more convoluted strategy.  Naguib had advocated the election of a constituent assembly, lifting restrictions on the press, and a more general moderation of the regime.  In the first move that would lead to Naguib’s ouster, the RCC, seeming to comply with Naguib’s position, announced the lifting of martial law, promised elections, ended press restrictions, and released several hundred Muslim Brethren from jail.  Apparently in response to these announcements, massive and unruly demonstrations erupted against a return to civilian rule.  Although these demonstrations had a spontaneous and uncontrolled appearance, a close observer reports that the National Guard “started various demonstrations in Cairo and exploded bombs to disturb public security.  Army buses and trains were used to transport National Guardsmen from the provinces, while the commander of the National Guard … and prominent members of the Liberation Movement … directed the protest movement” (Haddad 1973, 40).  After several days of increasingly violent protests and mounting citizen demands for the restoration of order, the RCC announced that they would postpone civilianization of the regime.  These demonstrations seemed to show that “the street” supported Nasser and the more radical members of the RCC.  It was announced that Naguib was ill, and he was quietly relieved of his most important posts a couple of weeks later.  This time the military did not come to his aid.

Even without turning to game theory, we can see clearly why a rival faction hoping to usurp the paramount leader’s position without bringing down the regime would want to create a party.  The faction allied with the leader, however, should never allow the rival faction to do so.  It should always create the party itself.  As would be expected, dictators never do allow known rivals to create seriously competitive second parties, so how does it happen that a rival can occasionally use a support party to overthrow the dictator?  The dictator himself cannot do everything, and immediately after a seizure of power, economic crisis, international threats, the rebuilding of decimated bureaucratic structures, the reorganization of military and police forces, and many other crucial tasks claim his attention.  So dictators often entrust the development or reorganization of the support party to a trusted lieutenant.  

This is one of the risks of creating a support party; the dictator may delegate the creation of the party to a close, ally or a more collegial leadership like the RCC in Egypt may give the task to one of its members.  Dictators often keep the title of head of the party for themselves but delegate day-to-day activities, which gives lieutenants the opportunity to recruit party cadres loyal to themselves and build a party organization that can potentially be used to pursue their own ambitions.  Whether this strategy works depends on the skill of the lieutenant and the wariness of the dictator.  Shortly after Algerian independence, Ben Bella gave Mohammed Khider, a close ally, the task of rebuilding the FLN, which had all but disintegrated as a political organization during the war for independence.  “Khider, who had leadership ambitions of his own, made considerable progress in revitalizing the FLN through new party institutions and a reorganization of its constituency; procedures were also formulated for the recruitment and selection of party leaders” (Jackson 1977, 88).  When Ben Bella saw Khider’s success in rebuilding the party as a potential threat to his personal rule, however, he fired Khider (Jackson 1977, 88).  This may have been a mistake since the FLN was unable to save Ben Bella from ouster by the military only a few years later.  The overthrow of Ben Bella in 1965 was virtually bloodless, over in one night.  There was no FLN resistance and no popular opposition at all.  

Dictators must navigate carefully when it comes to the management of their parties.  They need the party to recruit individuals to staff government offices and to link the central government to outlying areas, as well as to deter coups.  The creation or maintenance of a support party, however, creates a seedbed for potential civilian rivals.  The leaders of parties created to support the regime have the loyal followers and organizational network to mount a potentially successful overthrow of the dictator, especially if they collaborate with factions in the military.  If a dictator allows the party to develop into a strong competent organization, he risks it becoming the launching platform for a rival; If he allows it no autonomy and no ability to respond to constituent interests, it will lose the capacity to defend him in a crisis.  It should come as no surprise that a relative of the dictator is often given the task of leading the party.
The long history of Franco’s cautious management of the Falange Española Tradicionalista (FET), later called the Movimiento Nacional, shows this tension.  At the end of the Spanish civil war, Franco delegated to his brother-in-law the creation of the FET, which combined the two most active organized civilian supporters of the nationalist cause, the Falange and the Carlists, along with representatives of the monarchists and the military.  In this way, he tried to use Falange and Carlist militants to staff government offices and maintain public order, while also containing and balancing the various forces that had supported him within the “movement” (Payne 1987, especially 171-173).  Challenges to earlier Spanish governments had come mostly from the military, but challenges to Franco over the decades arose most often from within the FET/Movimiento, despite its increasing irrelevance and demoralization as the decades passed.  The Movimiento’s name and ideology changed over time, mostly as Franco responded to international pressure.  It remained useful to Franco for recruiting loyal office holders and managing the syndicalist system, but its ideological fervor, mobilizational capacity, and ability to affect most people’s lives declined from the mid 1940s on as Franco deprived it of resources and periodically purged it of its most fervent members.  In 1946, its budget was cut by more than 75 percent (Payne 1987, 431).  At every point when an energetic party leader tried to revitalize the Movimiento or give it a role in the representation of citizen interests, Franco blocked his initiative.  In short, as Franco became more secure over time, he reduced the resources going to the Movement.  In later years, when the main challenge to the regime came not from the military but from the possibility of organized pressure to democratize, Franco vetoed the efforts of party leaders to make it responsive to constituency needs and thus undercut regime elites who might have used a more popular party as the basis for a liberalizing challenge.  
Why Elections?
So far, I have argued that parties are worth the investment, despite the risk that they will serve as the base for a challenger, because they deter rival military factions from attempting coups.  It is possible for dictators to create or maintain parties without holding elections so the usefulness of parties does not imply that elections will occur.  In Francoist Spain, for example, members of Parliament were appointed and chosen by corporate groups linked to the state rather than being popularly elected.  In Taiwan under KMT rule, deputies were not elected for most legislative seats for more than three decades.  And a few radical regimes have had mobilizing parties without a legislative body.  These are exceptions, however.  Most dictatorships that have parties also hold elections, and a few hold elections without parties or party-like movements.  

Table 2, as noted above, shows a relationship between holding elections and the survival of authoritarian regimes.  I suggest that the reason for this relationship is that elections serve to deter rivals in the same way that party-mobilized mass demonstrations do, but at lower risk.  Dictators hold regular elections because they reduce the risk and unpredictability involved in the kinds of mass support demonstrations described above. Elections are relatively peaceful, routinized, and orderly demonstrations of apparent popular support for the regime and current leader.  They serve the same deterrent function as street demonstrations, in the sense that they influence potential opponents’ perceptions of how difficult it would be to attract enough popular support to unseat the dictator.  They are much more reliable from the dictator’s point of view, however.  Support parties are sometimes able to mobilize enough popular opposition to reverse a coup, but history is littered with examples of seemingly strong single parties that failed to mount adequate resistance to the ouster of apparently popular leaders.  The Convention People’s Party mobilized no popular resistance, for example, to the ouster of Kwame Nkrumah by the military (Bebler XX; Pinkney XX).  Elections, in contrast, are predictable, routine, and orderly.  The regime can plan for them over a long period of time, manipulate the economy to increase voters’ spending power in the months before the vote, invest heavily in entertaining campaign activities and giveaways, and pass laws that make voting mandatory to increase turnout.  They do not run the risk that party militants might fail to mobilize sufficient supporters or that the masses, once mobilized into demonstrations, might rampage through the streets causing millions of dollars worth of property damage, turn their wrath on ethnic minorities, shift their allegiance in response to charismatic orators, or refuse to quiet down and go back to work afterward.
In making this argument, I build on Beatriz Magaloni’s (2005) analysis of elections in Mexico.  Magaloni notes that not only did the Mexican authoritarian regime spend vast amounts on lively pre-election campaigns and giveaways even though it faced no serious competition before the 1980s but, until the reforms in the nineties that eventually led to its downfall, it insisted on winning by huge margins.  These observations lead to a series of questions.  Why spend so much campaigning and buying votes when everyone knows how the election will come out, and fraud can be used if there are any surprises?  Why did PRI leaders think they needed supermajorities?  Why expend so much effort on achieving real supermajorities when fraud would be so much cheaper and there is no real impediment to using it?  Why does some version of minimum winning coalition logic apparently not hold in authoritarian regimes, which notoriously rely on divisible goods to build support? 

 Magaloni’s answer to these questions is very Mexico specific, and Mexico is institutionally unusual.  Nevertheless, some elements of her argument travel well.  She claims that in Mexico under PRI rule supermajorities deterred potential rivals to establishment candidates from trying to compete in presidential elections.  The most likely source of instability for the Mexican regime came from party notables with their own long-cultivated loyal followings who failed to get the Party’s presidential nomination.  Cuahtémoc Cárdenas is only the most recent of the PRI notables who, after being denied the presidential nomination, decided to run for president as the leader of an opposition movement.  A disappointed potential presidential candidate in the Mexican PRI faced two choices:  remain loyal, reap the usual benefits of being a high PRI official, and hope for the presidential nomination next time; or strike out on his own, counting on his loyal following and the dissatisfaction of many citizens with the regime to achieve the highest office and the rewards that go with it.  The second option would only look attractive in circumstances where many ordinary citizens seemed quite dissatisfied with the regime.  Magaloni argues that PRI leaders tried to demonstrate at each election that citizens were satisfied.  Such demonstrations required very high turnout and supermajority support for the party.  Given all the advantages authoritarian governments have in the electoral marketplace, low turnout or moderate numbers of opposition votes would signal the existence of a great deal of latent and potentially mobilizable opposition.  The need for supermajorities and high turnout explains the surprising spending on campaigns when there was no real competition.  It also explains the strange form of ballot stuffing reportedly practiced by the PRI during the 1970s:  adding ballots strictly in proportion to the number of votes received by each party for the purpose of increasing apparent turnout.  Fraud is cheaper than campaigning, but it is not an effective substitute for really winning by large majorities if the audience is potential elite defectors.  Fraud may have fooled some of the people at one time in Mexico, but it cannot be kept secret from party elites.

Magaloni’s explanation for why the PRI ran expensive campaigns, and aimed to achieve supermajoritarian electoral victories emphasizes the incentives created by certain Mexican institutional features that are unusual in authoritarian regimes.  The PRI regime was one of the very few with a routinized and regular succession.  In Mexico, no president can serve more than one six-year term, so the PRI had to choose a new candidate every six years.  The benefits of such a rule in terms of keeping lieutenants hopeful and loyal are obvious, but the downside was that every six years several high ranking officials with loyal followings of their own were disappointed when they failed to receive the nomination.  Most challenges to the regime through history came from these disappointed PRI notables.  Mexican laws also permitted opposition parties to contest elections, although until the 1980s they labored under insurmountable disadvantages.  So it was legally possible for a disappointed notable to form a new party and/or run an opposition campaign.  Magaloni’s explanation for PRI campaigning and supermajorities is especially compelling because there were few legal obstacles to the creation of breakaway opposition movements, but nevertheless they were only rarely created.  It should be remembered, however, that Mexican political institutions were devised by the PRI and could have been changed by them at any time prior to the 1990s.  Thus we can infer that these institutions benefited the PRI and probably helped to maintain its dominance for more than 50 years.
Most other authoritarian regimes lack routinized and regular succession procedures, and many have serious legal impediments to the creation of independent opposition parties.  Nevertheless, most hold regular elections preceded by intense campaigning, and nearly all claim high turnout and supermajoritarian election outcomes.  The basic features of Magaloni’s argument — that is, the idea that dictators use supermajoritarian electoral outcomes and high turnout to deter potential opponents — can be generalized to other authoritarian regimes.   Like the PRI, all authoritarian leaders face potential rivals from within their inner circle.  Although these rivals do not surface in a regular six-year cycle in other authoritarian regimes, they do surface frequently, and legal impediments to the creation of opposition parties do not deter opposition organization when popular dissatisfaction is widespread.  In other words, the stability of other authoritarian regimes depends on devising ways of deterring challenges from within the inner circle just as the PRI regime did, even though they have different specific institutions.
High turnout and supermajoritarian election outcomes signal that citizens remain acquiescent.  Although public opposition might be dangerous, simply voting against regime candidates or spoiling ballots is not very costly to citizens since nearly all post World War II dictatorships employ the secret ballot.  Dictators can monitor precinct-like neighborhoods, villages, and regions but not usually individual votes.  Thus if citizens are not willing even to spoil their ballots or vote for hopeless opposition candidates, potential rivals can infer that they are unlikely to support an opposition campaign.  Supermajorities deter both civilian and military rivals, but they may be especially useful in persuading civilian lieutenants with a support base in the party to remain loyal.  
When I say that supermajorities signal the small chance that an opposition candidate would be able to gain much electoral support, I do not mean that they signal voters’ true opinions about the government.  Elections are not surveys of sincere well informed public opinion.  Citizens’ votes are influenced by strategic calculations and misinformation spread and encouraged by incumbent rulers.  As Lust-Okar has shown, citizens often vote for government candidates because only deputies close to the government can delivery benefits.  They may also believe that only districts that vote for the government are likely to have clean water piped in or clinics built.  Further, citizens’ beliefs about government performance or the danger of turning power over to new rulers may be shaped by government misinformation campaigns or manipulation of the economy, leading them to see the current government as the better of two evils.  Supermajorities demonstrate that the government still has the resources to distribute enough goods, punish neighborhoods that vote against them, run an exciting campaign, and control the flow of information to non-elite citizens.  They demonstrate the huge imbalance in resources of many kinds between the government and potential opponents.
In contrast to military plotters, civilian insiders have to consider not only whether they will be stopped by the security police but whether they can attract enough support to win an election and whether the regime will really permit a fair election and abide by the results.  In deciding whether to challenge the dictator or ruling party, a civilian insider needs to compare the rewards of becoming the next ruler, modified by the probability of being able to win, with the rewards of remaining a high official of the established regime. The rewards of remaining a loyal insider are high and certain unless the regime itself seems shaky. During the “third wave,” we have seen numerous desertions by insiders and the creation of opposition parties by formerly loyal lieutenants as the ends of particular regimes neared.
  The rewards of becoming the next ruler are so high that winning need not be very likely to tempt challengers.  Nevertheless, a potential civilian challenger would never take the risk unless he expected to attract widespread support.  He would not consider a challenge unless he perceived a great deal of latent opposition to current leaders.  One of the few empirical indicators of the level of regime support, whether sincere or bought, is election results.  
Regime leaders understand this and therefore distort their economies
 and spend vast sums to try to achieve honest super majorities.  Fraud would be much cheaper if the goal were to hoodwink ordinary citizens, but huge cheering crowds at rallies, TV coverage of adoring supporters, and massive numbers of real votes are needed to persuade potential challengers from inside the regime that the time is not yet ripe.  Elections won against opposition parties are of course more persuasive than plebiscitary elections, which may explain why such a large number of established authoritarian regimes permit opposition parties or candidates to run.  Allowing the opposition to win a few seats is usually interpreted as a safety valve for the opposition, but the existence of opposition also makes election victories more credible as signals of public acquiescence.  Allowing legal opposition parties, however, also creates opportunities for the organization of outside opposition movements.  Such movements are especially likely when some regions or ethnic groups have been excluded from the regime.  Such regions always serve as reservoirs of opposition that local notables can mobilize when it seems safe to do so.  In deciding whether to allow legal opposition, dictators have to balance threats from regime insiders, which can be better deterred by holding competitive elections, against threats from outsiders, who can be better contained by allowing no legal opposition.
Although few authoritarian elections are “free and fair,” many of them nevertheless involve competition:  sometimes among candidates within the ruling party; sometimes between party members and independent candidates vetted by the government; and sometimes with disadvantaged opposition parties.  Besides deterring challenges from insiders, elections that allow some degree of competition contribute to regime health in other ways.  Intra-party competition allows citizens to throw out incompetent or venal local leaders without opposing the regime.  Intra-party competition or allowing vetted independents to run also provides leaders with information about how local officials are performing and undermines the ability of local elites to collude with each other to monopolize access to party office and benefits intended for distribution.  Independents are usually those who did not get the party’s nomination.  If they win, they usually rejoin the party, and the party benefits from incorporating popular local leaders.  Intra-party competition can also lead to rotating lower level officials and selecting those who perform best.  It opens a channel of upward mobility for ambitious citizens who might otherwise become disaffected and serves as a recruitment device for bringing new blood into the leadership cadre.  Finally, intra-party competition or allowing independents to run offers ways to resolve conflicts over nominations without alienating the competitors from the regime.  If one cannot win an election against other party nominees, one is unlikely to believe that an opposition campaign would be successful.   
Somewhat competitve electoral campaigns force party leaders to nominate candidates who can attract voter support, rather than rewarding party hacks with nominations.  Although party hacks resist this, regime leaders usually want deputies and lower level officials to behave in a competent and responsive manner.  Competitive electoral campaigns also help to keep local branches of the party active and ordinary members engaged as committed partisans.  Without periodic battles to fight, militants drift away leaving the party to the opportunists who always flock to parties in power, and local branches atrophy or turn to predation.  Describing the effect of banning opposition parties on the Convention People’s Party in Ghana, for example, Samuel Finer says, “and with this its downfall began.  For from that point the local branches, which had thrived on fighting elections, lost their purpose and began to atrophy.  The 1964 constitutional amendment which introduced voting by one single national list finished the process.  They no longer had any say even in the nomination of candidates (1967, 501).”  
This process of deterioration has often occurred in authoritarian regimes.  The party that led the independence struggle often enjoyed wide and exuberant support early on, only to decline into disenchantment, apathy and opportunism as time wore on and the regime narrowed and reduced both competition from outside and consultation inside.  Support for the Spanish FET bordered on zealotry among nationalists in the years immediately following the Spanish civil war, but the Movement decayed into little more than a holding tank for those interested in careers in public employment by the fifties (Payne 1987).  In their efforts to render themselves safer, it is easy for dictators to so reduce the powers and functions of their support parties that they no longer have the mobilizational capacity needed to deter coups.  This is one of the reasons that authoritarian regimes that evolve from collegial party rule into personalist dictatorships, as did the Algerian regime under Ben Bella and the Ghanaian under Nkrumah, rely more heavily on security forces to deter plotters but nevertheless last less long, on average, than regimes that remain organized around more effective parties (Geddes 2005). 
Conclusion

Parties and elections serve a number of useful purposes in authoritarian regimes, most of which have been mentioned only briefly here.  In this paper I have focused on one of those purposes, deterring coups and other challenges from regime insiders.  Dictators who do not die in their beds are usually ousted by former or current regime insiders, whether their ouster accompanies a regime transition or not.  Some of these ousters lead to democratization or the creation of a new dictatorship, but many are simply changes in the executive who leads the authoritarian government, analogous to votes of no confidence in parliamentary systems.  From the dictator’s point of view, an ouster is an ouster regardless of what it leads to.  It is often dangerous to be an ex-dictator.

Dictators pursue multiple strategies to deter insider challengers.  One of the less studied strategies involves building and maintaining support parties.  As Table 3 shows, dictators who gain power through insurgency or civil war are usually backed by a party created for the purpose of bringing the new group to power.
  About two-thirds of those who first come to office via election also lead parties created for that purpose.  A further 18 percent of elected dictators are allied with a pre-existing party.  It seems natural to us that these rulers would continue to rely on the parties that helped bring them to power.  It is less obvious why nearly two-thirds of dictators who capture office by coup would either create a party or coopt a pre-existing one afterward.  My explanation is that mass parties capable of mobilizing “the street” on behalf of the revolution, national sovereignty, Christian values, or Islamic opposition to western decadence can help to protect authoritarian leaders from coups by disaffected military factions and other regime insiders.  This argument rests on two empirical observations.  The first is that many large unruly demonstrations, sometimes reported in newspapers as though they are spontaneous expressions of popular will, are organized by party or movement militants.  The second involves the military.  When officers decide whether to attempt coups, their greatest concern is to keep the military itself unified behind them.  For that reason, they do not attempt coups if they expect armed resistance from other parts of the military or if they think soldiers will refuse to obey orders.  Massive civilian protests against seizures of power can reverse coups because officers are reluctant to order soldiers to fire on civilians since some will probably refuse, some desert or go over to the protesters, and general indiscipline may ensue.  Since parties are often needed in order to mobilize street protests exactly when threatened dictators need them and officers will usually not risk coup attempts if they expect to be met with large demonstrations, dictators have good reasons to create parties after achieving office if they have not done so before.  
Elections are a safer, more reliable, and more predictable means of accomplishing the same thing.  They demonstrate periodically that the regime has popular acquiescence, possibly even support, thus reducing the likelihood of both military and civilian attempts at overthrow.  Because they are predictable, dictators can choose economic policies to boost economic performance in the months prior to elections, organize noisy and expensive campaigns to raise support and increase turnout, deliver building materials for schools and clinics to isolated villages in person with TV cameras near at hand, hire North American ad agencies to run their campaigns, hold massive televised rallies before audiences warmed up by rock musicians or good looking local dancers, and so on.  As Magaloni (forthcoming) has noted, it seems irrational for governments that face no real competition to invest so much in political campaigns, but many authoritarian governments do.  She argues that the Mexican PRI did so in order to demonstrate high popular support and thus deter challenges from disappointed regime notables.  I extend Magaloni’s argument to authoritarian regimes that lack the specific institutional features that made the PRI vulnerable to elite defections on a six-year cycle.  

This argument, like the one about parties, rests on general empirical observations about authoritarian regimes.  First, successful challengers usually come from within the regime elite.  Second, challenges are much more likely when popular opposition is widespread or when some external event, such as the Soviet withdrawal of the threat to intervene in Eastern Europe, leads to the expectation that the leader or regime may fall.  Even the military chooses times to intervene when popular discontent is high.  Electoral challenges by civilians can only succeed in these circumstances, so leaders of authoritarian regimes have strong reasons to do whatever they can to demonstrate that they still enjoy popular support.  It does not matter if this support is sincere or bought and paid for.  One of the most reliable ways to demonstrate the regime’s continued ability to mobilize support is by holding elections.  Elections against opposition are more credible demonstrations than plebiscitary elections, though elections that allow opposition campaigning make the regime more vulnerable to overthrow from outside. Like parties, elections are costly and risky, but most authoritarian regimes hold them nevertheless because, if handled well, they help solve the dictator’s central problem, survival in office.
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Figure 1

The Strategic Creation of a Support Party
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Table 1

Proportion of Authoritarian Regimes That Hold Elections (excludes transitional elections)
	
	Regular National Elections

(percent)
	At Least Some National Elections

(percent)
	No National Elections/ Results Annulled

(percent)



	Military

(N=37)
	11
	25
	76



	Military/Personalist

(N=11)
	27
	45
	55



	Personalist

(N=52)
	44
	86
	13



	Personalist/Single-Party

(N=14)
	64
	100
	  0



	Single-Party

(N=41)
	93
	95
	  5



	Military/Single-Party

(N=7)
	57
	86
	14  



	Triple Hybrid

(N=5)
	100
	100
	  0



	Total

(N=167)
	63

(N=86)
	74

(N=123)
	26

(N=44)


Table 2

Average Survival Time of Authoritarian Regimes, Depending on Whether They Hold Elections

	
	Regular National Elections

(years)
	Only Some National Elections

(years)
	No Elections/ Annulled Elections

(years)



	Military

(N=34)
	20
	  9
	  6

	Personalist

(N=42)
	21
	10
	  12

	Single-Party

(N=26)
	33
	N<4
	N<4

	Total

(N=102)
	
	
	


Table 3

Reliance on Parties and Method of Achieving Power

	Regime achieved power by:
	Party formed in order to achieve power

(percent)
	Allied with or leads pre-existing party

(percent)
	Created party after achieving power

(percent)
	No parties

(percent)



	Revolution, Civil War, Uprising, Invasion

(N=22, 15%)


	73
	5
	14
	9

	Election

(N=37, 25%)


	68
	18
	14
	0

	Coup

(N=90, 60%)


	3
	26
	37
	34


� Although some authoritarian regimes have support parties without having elections and a few have elections without parties, most that have parties also have elections, and most that have elections also have parties or occasionally “movements” that behave like parties.


� Of course not all dictators create support parties.  Some come to power as the leaders of pre-existing parties, and some ally with one of the traditional parties of the ousted regime.  I will deal with these alternatives below, but for the moment I concentrate on the common and less explored phenomenon of party creation by incumbent dictators.


� Kwame Nkrumah, for example, lamented the indiscipline and incompetence of members of the Congress People’s Party.  Note also the frequent reorganizations and purgings of parties during the early years of authoritarian rule, motivated in part by the leadership’s recognition that the party is failing to perform functions assigned to it.


� Definitions of authoritarian regime classifications and coding rules for assigning regimes to the classifications can be found in Geddes (2003)


� See Jowitt (1975) for a theoretical discussion of why this occurs and Geddes (forthcoming) for an extension of these ideas.


� If authoritarian governments of less than three years duration had been included in this dataset, the proportion of dictatorships initiated by coup would be considerably larger since nearly all of those excluded began in this way.


� These numbers actually understate the difference since the set of regimes allied with parties includes several very long lasting ones, e.g., the Egytian, that could not be included in the average because they have not yet ended.  The oldest still existing in the party-free group began in 1988.


� Duvalier in Haiti kept the country’s stores of ammunition and explosives stored in the basement of the presidential palace so that they could not be used against him, and a couple of African dictators refused to let soldiers carry modern weapons.


� Highly mobilized ethnic hatreds can lead to exceptions.  It is less risky to use troops against citizens if the troops in question are ethnically or religiously different from the citizens they will be asked to suppress, and that difference has been politicized to the point that soldiers believe they are defending their own group from the threat of annihilation.


� See Geddes (forthcoming) for a discussion of support for authoritarian seizures of power.


� For descriptions of this phenomenon in Mexico and Taiwan, see Langston (2004).


� Both Magaloni (forthcoming) and Gonzalez have shown the manipulation of the Mexican economy in the run up to elections.  Barry Ames (1987) shows that authoritarian regimes in Latin America manipulate their economies as much as democratic ones do.  An (2001) shows the manipulation of the economy before elections in authoritarian South Korea and Taiwan.


� The standard definition of parties is that they are teams organized for the purpose of achieving or maintaining control of government (Schattschneider 1942; Downs 1957), so these radical insurgent parties are no different from others in both democracies and dictatorships in terms of purpose.  The distinction I am making here is that these parties have not played a role in the traditional politics of the regime they overthrew, but rather exist for the purpose of bringing a new group into the political arena and often of ending the old regime itself.


� Includes regimes in which no elections were held or only local elections were held, as well as regimes that held elections but then annulled the results.





� Includes only those regimes that had ended by summer 2005.  The elimination of continuing regimes reduces the N somewhat.





� Foreign imposed governments are excluded, as are parties created in the run-up to transitional elections.


� Includes parties that have never been part of government, organized to achieve power, whether by election, usually at independence, or revolution.


� In Latin America, these are mostly parties that have participated in earlier democratic or oligarchic governments.  In Africa, they are parties created by previous dictators.
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