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Explaining Transitions from
Neopatrimonial Dictatorships

Richard Snyder

Scholars of revolution have recently argued that neopatrimonial dictatorships are especially
vulnerable to overthrow by revolutionary movements.! However, revolution is only one of a
number of possible political trajectories for neopatrimonial regimes.? A military coup, a
nonrevolutionary transition to civilian rule, and ongoing stability are also possibilities. In
this article I analyze the nonrevolutionary cases of Ferdinand Marcos in the Philippines,
Francois “Papa Doc” Duvalier and Jean-Claude “Baby Doc” Duvalier in Haiti, Alfredo
Stroessner in Paraguay, and Mobutu Sese Seko in Zaire, alongside the revolutionary cases of
Anastasio Somoza Debayle in Nicaragua, Mohammad Reza Shah in Iran, and Fulgencio
Batista in Cuba, in order to sharpen our understanding of the conditions that influence
transitions from neopatrimonialism. My purpose is to examine the variables which ac¢count
for transition to military dictatorship, transition to civilian rule, stability, and revolution as
alternative paths of political development for neopatrimonial regimes.

Neopatrimonial regimes are characterized by the chief executive’s maintenance of state
authority through an extensive network of personal patronage, rather than through ideology
or impersonal law.? The degree to which the patronage network radiating from the ruler
penetrates state institutions, especially the military, tends to be uneven and to fluctuate over
time. There is often an ongoing struggle between the dictator, who seeks to wrest autonomy
from state institutions, and the incumbents of these institutions, who seek to retain
autonomy. In neopatrimonial regimes the degree to which the patronage network penetrates
civil society also varies. Hence the position of societal elites and their followers can range
from thorough cooptation by patronage resources to denial of such resources altogether. The
variables 1 propose as explanations for the alternative paths of transitions from
neopatrimonialism capture changes in the relationship of the dictator’s patronage network to
state institutions and to societal elites.

This analysis does not include what might conventionally be thought of as the full
universe of cases of neopatrimonialism. The regimes of Rafael Leonidas Trujillo in the
Dominican Republic, Idi Amin in Uganda, and Manuel Antonio Noriega in Panama are
among the cases not studied here. However, the cases chosen for analysis are important
because they exemplify a variety of possible paths of transition from neopatrimonialism:
revolution, as in Nicaragua, Iran, and Cuba; nonrevolutionary transition to civilian rule, as
in the Philippines; and transition to military dictatorship, as in Haiti and Paraguay. The case
of Zaire, where no transition had occurred as of the beginning of the 1990s, exemplifies the
remarkable longevity and stability of some neopatrimonial regimes. This set of cases can be
used to develop empirical generalizations that help us understand the varying trajectories of
transitions from neopatrimonial rule.

The analysis focuses on the periods encompassing neopatrimonial rule, its breakdown,
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and the transition to a regime type distinct from neopatrimonialism. The risk of using this
time frame, which is limited to the short-term outcomes of transitions from
neopatrimonialism, is that it can mask the mutability of these outcomes. The regimes which
succeed neopatrimonial dictatorships are often not well institutionalized and, consequently,
tend to be unstable.

For example, in Haiti, following Duvalier’s ouster, a series of military coups reshuffled
the government several times prior to the inauguration in February 1991 of a democratically
elected president, Father Jean-Bertrand Aristide.* In Nicaragua, the revolutionary Sandinista
regime relinquished power after its electoral defeat in 1990.> And in the Philippines,
tendencies towards reaction and revolution have threatened to undermine the democratic
regime of Corazén Aquino which replaced the Marcos dictatorship.® It is important to
recognize that focusing on the immediate outcomes of transitions from neopatrimonialism
has the limitation that these outcomes are not “fixed.” Yet the analysis of these short-term
outcomes is an important step towards understanding the dynamics of neopatrimonial
regimes.

Explaining Transitions from Neopatrimonialism

The analysis below indicates that three variables play a central role in accounting for
alternative transitions from neopatrimonial dictatorships: the institutional autonomy of the
military, the strategies and relative organizational strengths of moderate groups opposed to
the dictator, and the strategies and relative organizational strengths of revolutionary groups
opposed to the dictator.” Three critical relationships shape these variables: the relationship of
the ruler to the military, the relationship of the ruler to domestic elites, and the relationship
of domestic actors (ruler, military, and opposition groups) to foreign powers.® As
summarized in Figures 1 and 2, the variation in these three relationships and the related
variation in the autonomy of the military and in the strategies and relative strengths of
moderate and revolutionary opposition groups are key factors in explaining varied transitions
from neopatrimonial regimes.

I do not claim that this set of variables offers a universal explanation of transitions from
neopatrimonialism, one that covers all factors shaping these transitions. Nor do I test these
explanatory variables against alternatives, such as social and economic factors.® This
analysis is an exercise in partial explanation, and the variables considered here should be
regarded as important explanatory factors that make the examined outcomes more likely, not
inevitable. 0

Ruler-Military Relations The degree to which the ruler has undermined the autonomy of
the armed forces (for example, by subverting their organizational hierarchy and replacing it
with a hierarchy based on loyalty to his person and by dividing the officer corps) is a critical
variable which differentiates the revolutionary and nonrevolutionary cases. Where segments
of the armed forces have nor been thoroughly divided and coopted by the dictator and are
capable of autonomous action against him, as in the Philippines, Haiti, and Paraguay, a
military coup, with or without civilian support, may remove the dictator without opening the
way for the seizure of power by radicals. Where the military lacks sufficient autonomy to act
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Figure 1' Explanations of Transitions from Neopatrimonial Regimes?
lativ rganizational

Strength of:
Military institutional
low low high revolutionary
(Cuba, lran,
Nicaragua)
low low low stability*
(Zaire)
high low low military rule
(Haiti, Paraguay)
high high high "pacted” democracy3
in dual power context
(Philippines)

*likely to be followed by military rule.

I am indebted to Jeff Goodwin for his help both with this Figure and Figure 2.

2In both Figure 1 and Figure 2, the influence of international actors is felt through the
represented variables. That is, the influence of foreign powers is mediated by the
configuration of domestic actors and by the willingness of these actors to participate in
their schemes.

30n elite political pacts as transitional mechanisms see Guillermo O'Donnell,
"Introduction to the Latin American Cases,” in Guillermo O’'Donnell, Philippe C.

Schmitter, and Laurence Whitehead, eds., Jransitions from Authoritarian Rule; Latin
America (Baltimore: The Johns Hopkins University Press, 1986), pp. 3-18.

independently of the dictator, as in Nicaragua, Iran, Cuba, and Zaire, political
transformation (if it occurs at all) tends to be revolutionary.'!

To assess the degree of military autonomy we must examine the control of the armed forces
over the supply of their matériel, the ability of officers to predict their career paths and to
communicate discontent with one another, the degree to which the officer corps is divided
along ethnic or regional lines, and the dictator’s capacity to purge elements of the armed
forces whose loyalty he questions.!? In Zaire, Mobutu’s frequent rotation of officers,
periodic purges of the officer corps, and exploitation of ethnoregional tensions to divide the
military have limited the armed forces’ autonomy and, consequently, have reduced its
capacity to turn against him.

When assessing the degree of military autonomy we must also consider whether the
dictator has a paramilitary force which functions as a counterbalance to the regular armed
forces and whose members infiltrate and spy upon the military. In Haiti, Papa Doc
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Figure 2 Political Trajectories of Neopatrimonial Regimes

Neopatrimonial
Rule

autonomous
military

strong
moderate

no opposition

strong
no revolutionary

yes yes opposition

democracy miiltary rule endemic civil revolution
in a dual in a dual power conflict between (Cuba, lran,
power context context moderates and Nicaragua)
(Philippines) revolutionarles

democrac military rule endemlic civil stability
(Venezuela® (Haiti, Paraguay) contlict between (Zaire)

dictator and
moderztes

(Panama®)
prior to U.S.
invasion

“Although neither the regimes of Manuel Antonio Noriega (1984-1989) in Panama nor of
Marcos Perez Jimenez (1948-1958) in Venezuela are cases analyzed in this paper, they are
good examples of these possible paths of development for neopatrimonial regimes.

Duvalier’s Tontons Macoutes constituted such a force. Their infiltration of the armed forces
and Duvalier’s purges of the officer corps minimized the Haitian military’s capacity for
autonomous action during his rule.

By contrast, Marcos’ attempts to undermine the autonomy of the Philippine armed forces
by packing the officer corps with individuals loyal to his person were less successful than the
measures taken by Mobutu and Papa Doc. Pockets of institutional autonomy, clustered
around career officers, remained within the Philippine military despite Marcos’ efforts to
subordinate it. Many of these career officers, who had worked their way up through the
established hierarchy, became disgruntled with Marcos’ dilution of the military’s
professionalism. These disenchanted officers were able to organize a movement within the
armed forces to restore its integrity and discipline. This organization, the Reform the Armed
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Forces Now Movement (RAM), served as a cover for plotting the coup d’état which
triggered Marcos’ overthrow in 1986.

Ruler-Elite Relations Neopatrimonial dictators vary in the extent to which they exclude
elites from political and economic spoils. The degree of political exclusion of elites
influences the growth of both revolutionary and moderate opposition to the dictator.'?

Neopatrimonial rulers in Iran, Nicaragua, and Cuba encouraged the growth of opposition
by excluding domestic elites from political power and economic patronage.!# Alienation of
elites encouraged the formation of broad, multiclass revolutionary coalitions because the
armed forces in these three cases had been thoroughly coopted and divided by the ruler and,
consequently, were incapable of autonomous action against him. The inability of the armed
forces to turn against the dictator forced moderate elite opponents to ally with
revolutionaries that had the military capability to unseat the dictator and his subservient
army.'5 Robert Dix has argued persuasively that the ability of radicals to construct such
broad, cross-class coalitions was the key to revolutionary success in Iran, Nicaragua, and
Cuba. In each case, the radicals, who had coercive and organizational resources superior to
those of their moderate allies, easily dominated these coalitions and used the moderates as
stepping stones to state power, turning against them after the common goal of removing the
dictator had been achieved.'®

Exclusionary neopatrimonial dictatorships are not invariably toppled by revolution.!”
First, they do not necessarily confront significant revolutionary or moderate opposition.
Organizational difficulties and effective state repression can block the emergence of potent
opposition movements even in an exclusionary environment. For example, would-be
revolutionaries and moderate opponents in Baby Doc’s Haiti were frustrated by
organizational problems and by the debilitating legacy of years of repression. Second, even
if radicals have not been killed and have been able to organize, they may choose not to
pursue a strategy of armed confrontation. Or they may be incapable of defeating the
dictator’s armed forces in battle, especially if the military has a degree of organizational
coherence. Third, if key segments of the armed forces are capable of autonomous action
against the dictator, a coalition of moderate civilian opposition groups and disgruntled
segments of the military, or elements of the military acting alone, may seize power and
block revolution even when a powerful revolutionary opposition does exist. Marcos’
overthrow exemplifies this pattern of military-moderate alliance blocking a powerful
revolutionary movement.

On the other hand, the exclusionary states of Somoza, Batista, and the Shah were toppled
by revolution because powerful revolutionary movements emerged against them, the armed
forces were unable to act against the dictator, consequently moderate elites seeking his
overthrow were forced to ally with the revolutionaries, and the resulting broad, multiclass
coalitions dominated by the radicals were able to seize power when these dictators fled and
“their” armies unraveled.

The fact that a neopatrimonial regime excludes elites from patronage benefits alone can
not predict whether that regime will move toward revolution, as in Iran, Nicaragua, and
Cuba, toward military coup, as in Haiti, or toward transition to civilian rule, as in the
Philippines. To explain the path of political development which a highly exclusionary
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neopatrimonial regime is likely to follow we must also examine the organizational capacities
and strategic choices of both revolutionaries (if they exist at all) and moderate elites
alienated by the dictator, the coalition options available to moderates (especially whether
autonomous segments of the military are available as allies), and the dictator’s ability to
counter challenges to his control of the state.

Not all neopatrimonial regimes exclude domestic elites from economic and political
spoils. Stroessner in Paraguay and Frangois Duvalier in Haiti limited the growth of
opposition by constructing extensive patronage networks which coopted moderate elites and
extended the reach of the state (especially its surveillance and cooptive capacities) deep into
civil society.’”® The combination of low exclusion of political elites and deep state
penetration of society in Papa Doc’s Haiti and Stroessner’s Paraguay contributed to the
longevity and stability of their regimes. The breakdown of neopatrimonialism in Paraguay
and Haiti was due in large part to the unraveling of these patronage networks and to a
corresponding increase in the exclusion of political elites.

In addition to limiting the growth of domestic opposition, the structure of the
neopatrimonial state may inhibit the solidarity of opposition groups when they do arise.
Mobutu’s patronage network has contributed to his longevity by exacerbating particularistic
ethnic divisions within Zairian civil society and by fragmenting potential opposition groups.

To sum up, neopatrimonial regimes which effectively coopt elites through institutional-
ized patronage networks can inhibit the growth of both radical and moderate oppositions.
Consequently, depending on the military’s capacity and desire to oust the dictator, they tend
to be relatively stable and long-lived. On the other hand, neopatrimonial regimes which
exclude elites from patronage and limit it to a small clique surrounding the ruler tend to
encourage the growth of opposition and are generally unstable. Revolution is the likely
outcome of this instability in cases such as Iran, Nicaragua, and Cuba, where a coherent
revolutionary movement challenges the dictator and where the armed forces lack the
autonomy to act against him. Military dictatorship is the probable outcome in cases like
Haiti under Baby Doc, where no coherent revolutionary or moderate oppositions emerge in
response to the exclusionary dictator and where the armed forces have the autonomy to turn
against the dictator and to fill the vacuum of power created by his flight into exile. Civilian
rule is the likely outcome in cases such as the Philippines, where a powerful moderate
civilian opposition and a revolt by key segments of the military can dislodge the dictator and
enable the civilian opposition to take control without opening the way for a seizure of power
by revolutionaries.

Foreign Powers The role of foreign powers in the evolution of neopatrimonial
dictatorships can be conceptualized as follows. There are generally four potential successors
to a neopatrimonial ruler: another dictator (usually a son of the old dictator); the military;
civilian moderates (usually backed by the military); and revolutionaries (perhaps joined by
moderates). Foreign powers can figure in this drama by strengthening to varying degrees the
capacities of one or more of these actors to capture and to hold state power.

In Iran, Nicaragua, and Cuba, the dictators’ extreme dependence on superpower
patronage contributed to the success of the revolutionaries. According to Farideh Farhi and
Jack Goldstone, Batista’s, Somoza’s, and the Shah’s extreme dependence on U.S. support
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encouraged revolution because this support promoted exclusionary and repressive regime
behavior by providing military and economic resources which allowed the ruler to detach his
repressive state apparatus from its social base and to dispense with domestic reforms,
frustrated the nationalist ambitions of elites, and undermined the ruler’s control during times
of crisis because the U.S. insisted on liberalizing reforms and limited coercion.!®

Although dependence on U.S. support contributed to the revolutionary overthrow of the
Shah, Somoza, and Batista, the extreme dependence of a neopatrimonial ruler on a foreign
power does not necessarily encourage, and may even inhibit, revolution. The impact of
extreme dependence on a single patron on the course of political development, while
important, is mediated by the configuration of domestic actors (that is, the presence or
absence of viable moderate opposition groups, the degree of military autonomy) and by the
willingness of these domestic actors (especially the incumbent dictator) to participate in the
schemes of foreign powers.

When the dictator is heavily dependent on a superpower patron which can identify and
support an acceptable (and cooperative) alternative, that patron may be able to use its
leverage to remove the dictator from office in times of crisis and to ease the acceptable
opposition into power. In this way, a superpower patron can inhibit revolution by defusing
a crisis which, if allowed to continue, might provide an opportunity for radicals to seize
power. The U.S. was able to “manage” the transitions in the Philippines and in Haiti by
exerting pressure on Marcos and Duvalier and by switching its support to the civilian
moderate opposition led by Corazén Aquino in the Philippines and to military conspirators
led by General Henri Namphy in Haiti. Conversely, in Iran, Nicaragua, and Cuba, the U.S.
was unable to find an acceptable, viable alternative to the incumbent dictator and contributed
to its client’s revolutionary overthrow by demanding limited use of coercion through the
threat of withholding vital military and economic assistance.2®

The degree to which neopatrimonial rulers are dependent on a foreign patron varies
significantly from case to case. During the mid 1960s, Papa Doc Duvalier received virtually
no foreign assistance, and, consequently, outside influence was minimal. Neopatrimonial
rulers can limit the leverage external actors have over them by diversifying sources of
foreign support to avoid overdependence on a single patron. Mobutu and Stroessner pursued
this strategy and benefited from the military and economic aid of various supporters without
becoming vulnerable to their policy preferences. When foreign actors have limited leverage
over the dictator, their ability to influence the course of political development is restricted to
supporting the dictator’s opposition or to intervening directly.?!

Four Nonrevolutionary Cases of Neopatrimonialism

The literature on transitions from neopatrimonialism has focused exclusively on the
revolutionary cases of Iran, Nicaragua, and Cuba to show that neopatrimonial regimes are
more likely to collapse into revolution than other types of nondemocratic regimes. By
contrast, the purpose of this analysis is to account for the multiple paths of transitions from
neopatrimonialism. To this end, in the following sections I analyze the nonrevolutionary
cases of Marcos in the Philippines, the Duvaliers in Haiti, Stroessner in Paraguay, and
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Mobutu in Zaire. The discussion focuses on the relationships of rulers to militaries, of rulers
to elites, and of domestic actors to foreign powers.

The Philippines: Return to Civilian Rule Marcos’ regime, like the revolutionary cases,
was characterized by extreme political exclusion of elites, which fostered the growth of both
revolutionary and moderate oppositions, and by extreme dependence on United States
support. However, despite these similarities revolution did not occur because of the high
institutional autonomy of key segments of the Philippine military. Instead, the breakdown of
neopatrimonialism in the Philippines resulted in a transition to civilian rule because a
powerful moderate civilian opposition emerged and because this opposition was able to
eschew alliance with revolutionaries and to take power in its own right when the military
revolted against the dictator.

In 1986, approximately 1,500 of the military’s 13,500 officers were members of the
Reform the Armed Forces Now Movement, which had been formed with U.S. support in
1985 by officers disturbed with the influx of Marcos’ patrimonial military appointees.?? On
February 22, 1986, a group of officers affiliated with the RAM launched a coup against
Marcos. The coup was supported by tens of thousands of civilians, mobilized by the
Catholic church, who formed a human buffer protecting the mutinous officers. This
outpouring of “people power” led to a wave of military defections and to Marcos’ departure
three days later.?3

The military revolt allowed the Philippine moderate opposition, which had coalesced into
a powerful movement with broad popular support behind the leadership of Aquino and the
Catholic church,?* to eschew alliance with the radical National Democratic Front (NDF).25
Had the military not revolted, the Philippine moderates, like their Iranian, Nicaraguan, and
Cuban counterparts, would probably have been forced to ally with the radicals, who had the
coercive resources needed to dislodge Marcos. In the Philippines, the forces which push
middle class moderates into alliance with revolutionaries were absent: a repressive,
exclusionary dictator and a subservient military incapable of acting autonomously against its
master. The coup against Marcos allowed the civilian moderates to replace him without
opening the way for a seizure of power by the radical left.

In the Philippines, in contrast to Nicaragua, Iran, and Cuba, the dictator’s extreme
dependence on U.S. support was a factor which inhibited revolution. The Aquino-led
moderate opposition and the RAM were acceptable to the United States as replacements for
Marcos. More important, the Aquino coalition was a viable successor to Marcos because of
its organizational coherence and broad popular support. The existence of an acceptable and
viable civilian alternative enabled the U.S. to influence the transition in the Philippines by
using its leverage over Marcos to usher him out of power and to ease in the moderates.
When the army officers affiliated with the RAM launched their coup at the end of February
1986, the United States gave them fuel and ammunition and threatened to cut off Marcos’
military aid if his troops attacked the rebels.2¢ President Reagan offered Marcos asylum,
which the besieged dictator accepted after consulting U.S. Senator Paul Laxalt. Laxalt
advised Marcos: “Cut and cut cleanly. The time has come.”?” Hours later U.S. helicopters
ferried Marcos into exile. By pushing Marcos out of power, the U.S. cleared the way for the
Aquino coalition, backed by the mass mobilization of “people power,” to take control.
Thus, U.S. policy worked to keep state power beyond the radical NDF’s reach.
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We have seen how the combination of a potent moderate civilian opposition, a mutinous
military, and U.S. pressure blocked revolution in the Philippines in 1986. To understand
fully the outcome of the transition, a second question must also be addressed. Why did the
Philippine military not seize power for itself, “Haitian-style,” and block the civilian
moderates? The Philippines is unique among the cases of neopatrimonialism discussed here
in terms of the organizational coherence and levels of popular support for the moderate
civilian opposition.2® Challenging the broad-based, popular Aquino coalition would have
been difficult for the Philippine armed forces, especially given the factionalism within its
ranks and its minimal popular legitimacy stemming from its abusiveness during Marcos’
rule. As for the small band of 300 mutinous officers which launched the February 22 coup,
they surely would have been crushed without the protection of the legions of civilians
summoned to their aid by the church. The military defectors were dependent on civilian
support, which Aquino commanded more than anyone else. For these reasons, the military,
having chosen to withdraw its support from Marcos, had few options but to support Aquino,
at least temporarily.?®

Significantly, the option of withdrawing support from Marcos was palatable to the
military defectors because a viable moderate civilian alternative to the dictator existed. Had
a group unacceptable to the military, such as the radical NDF, dominated the civilian
opposition, the RAM officers might well have postponed their coup plans until they felt
capable of seizing power on their own, without civilian assistance. They might even have
decided not to attempt to remove Marcos, preferring the deleterious effects of a patrimonial
dictator on the military to those of a leftist-dominated civilian government. The presence of
the moderate Aquino coalition allowed the disenchanted military factions to turn against
Marcos, secure that, if the armed forces themselves did not take control of the state, an
acceptable civilian group would.

The Philippine case suggests that analyses of the military’s role in the evolution of
neopatrimonial regimes should include the following variables: the capacity of key military
segments to act autonomously against the dictator, which is defined primarily by the nature
of the military’s relationship with him; and factors external to the ruler-military relationship,
such as the configuration of civilian opposition groups and pressures applied by internal or
external actors against the dictator, which encourage and may be necessary for these
segments of the military to act on their autonomy.

Haiti: Military Dictatorship Haiti saw two quite different transitions from the
neopatrimonial rule of the Duvaliers, first, a peaceful transfer of power from father to son in
1971 followed by a fifteen year continuation of neopatrimonialism® and, second, the
replacement of neopatrimonial rule by military dictatorship in 1986. The breakdown of
neopatrimonialism at the end of the younger Duvalier’s rule after more than twenty years of
stability was a consequence of changes over time in the ruler-military, ruler-domestic elites,
and ruler-superpower relationships which led to an increase in military autonomy and to a
withdrawal of elite support for the Duvalier regime. This breakdown led to military
dictatorship because segments of the armed forces had the autonomy both to turn against
Jean-Claude and to fill the political vacuum left in the wake of his flight into exile and
because no organized revolutionary or moderate oppositions developed which could
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challenge the military’s seizure of power, despite the highly exclusionary character of
Jean-Claude’s regime.

Papa Doc: Neopatrimonialism and Political Stability Frangois Duvalier consolidated his
regime by decimating his opponents and constructing a patronage network based upon the
black, rural middle class composed of peasants with medium-sized land holdings. According
to David Nicholls, “a whole structure of dependence and patronage” had developed in the
Haitian countryside, which was dominated by the black middle class.3! By securing the
backing of this key group through patronage, Duvalier took advantage of the existing power
structure in the countryside, where 80 percent of the Haitian population resided, to extend
the reach of his state into the interstices of Haitian society. Since the middle class was the
main potential support base for would-be moderate opponents to Duvalier, its inclusion in
his patronage network restricted the growth of moderate opposition.32 Duvalier’s cooptation
of black elites through the extension of state penetration of civil society worked in
conjunction with his personal paramilitary organization, the Tontons Macoutes (the bulk of
whose leadership was drawn from the rural middle class3), to prevent effective moderate or
revolutionary mobilization against him.

The army had dominated Haitian politics for 150 years prior to Papa Doc’s rule, and
Duvalier was keenly aware that most of his predecessors had been deposed by the military.
To ensure that he, too, would not fall victim to military coup, Duvalier took immediate steps
to undermine the autonomy of the armed forces. He purged the officer corps, unified the
armed services under his personal authority, and created an elite presidential guard billeted
at the palace.3* Duvalier also used the Tontons Macoutes as a counterweight to the military.
By the time of the dictator’s death in 1971, an estimated one in twenty Haitians was
affiliated with the Macoutes; by comparison, the entire armed forces numbered only
7,000.35 By 1964, Duvalier was able to claim with justification, “I have removed from the
army its role of arbiter of national life.”36

Papa Doc maintained significant autonomy from foreign powers. Between 1962 and
1966, foreign aid was virtually cut off in reaction to Duvalier’s repression. Because he did
not depend on foreign support, Duvalier was relatively insulated from external pressures for
political reform.37 The United States and other international actors had limited leverage over
him short of direct destabilization or invasion. Also, since Duvalier was a reliable Cold War
ally, the U.S. was minimally concerned with influencing Haitian politics.

By the mid 1960s Papa Doc’s insulation from foreign powers, his balanced use of
cooptation and repression to inhibit the growth of domestic opposition, and his subordination
of the armed forces had eliminated all significant competitors for state power. According to
Nicholls, “the army officers, the Roman Catholic hierarchy, the U.S. embassy, the business
elite, the intellectuals, the trade union leadership, one by one had their wings clipped.”38
The stability of Papa Doc’s rule and the smooth transfer of power in 1971 to his son,
Jean-Claude, were products of this environment devoid of serious challengers.

Baby Doc: The Breakdown of Neopatrimonial Rule After marrying into a prominent
mulatto family in 1980, Baby Doc began to exclude from his patronage circle the black
elites who traditionally had been the core of the regime’s support. Instead, Jean-Claude
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favored the mulatto commercial elites, whose demands for patronage rewards in exchange
for support were greater and whose ties to the rest of Haitian society were more limited than
those of their black, middle class predecessors. As a result, the middle class patronage
network constructed by Papa Doc unraveled, dissolving the key state-society links which
previously had enabled the Duvalier state to penetrate and control civil society.3®

Significantly, Jean-Claude’s exclusion of the black elite did not lead to the formation of a
coherent opposition. Twenty-five years of Duvalierism had stifled both radical and moderate
opposition; potential opposition leaders had either been exiled, killed, or coopted. Because of
this dual legacy of repression and cooptation, the Haitian middle class moderates (in contrast
to the Philippine moderates) lacked the leadership and organization to challenge the dictator.

Would-be revolutionaries were perhaps even less able to challenge Duvalier than were
moderates. Haitian radicals had never established a large base of popular support and had
not recovered from a series of crushing defeats by Papa Doc’s forces in the 1950s and
1960s.4° In Haiti, in contrast to Nicaragua, Cuba, and Iran, no viable revolutionary
organizations existed which could take advantage of the weakness of moderates and pull
them into a broad, multiclass coalition against the dictator. The legacies of cooptation and
severe repression during Papa Doc’s rule continued to pose insurmountable organizational
obstacles to moderate and radical opponents of Baby Doc. Thus, despite the high levels of
exclusion of black elites after 1980, both moderates and revolutionaries remained weak. As
we shall see, the weakness of civilian opposition groups cleared the way for the military’s
seizure and monopolization of power in 1986.

By shifting the basis of his support to the mulatto elite, Jean-Claude loosened his grip on
the countryside and also increased his dependence on foreign aid. The mulatto elite’s loyalty
was contingent upon the state’s ensuring them a high standard of living, and foreign aid,
primarily from the United States, was Duvalier’s main source of funds to meet the high price
of his new constituency’s support.*! Jean-Claude actively sought U.S. assistance to fuel his
patronage network and in doing so eroded the autonomy from foreign powers enjoyed by his
father.

A group of Haitian army officers had disapproved of the younger Duvalier from the
beginning of his rule.#? According to Abbott, as popular pressure mounted against Duvalier
after 1984, these officers, led by army chief-of-staff Henri Namphy, “began sounding out
fellow officers, so that a core of key men could be counted on to assist in a bloodless ouster
and not take up arms in final defense of the President.”43 The military conspirators found a
fertile field of recruits in the ranks of former officers dismissed by Jean-Claude; an important
part of their strategy was to have these officers reinstated. The ability of these malcontents
to communicate and to plot a coup without Duvalier’s knowledge is indicative of the change
in the ruler-military relationship under Baby Doc: segments of the armed forces had regained
the capacity, temporarily lost during Papa Doc’s rule, to act autonomously against the
dictator. The military was now poised to reassert its traditional role as the arbiter of national
politics. It was able to exercise its regained autonomy and to hoist itself into power when
popular pressures and the United States forced Duvalier to relinquish state control.

Baby Doc’s alienation of the black elite, his dependence on U.S. aid, and his loosened
grip on the military weakened his control of the state. However, these factors alone do not
explain his overthrow. The neopatrimonial state did not collapse under its own weight; a
combination of internal and external forces gave a crucial push.
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The Overthrow of Duvalier A continuing economic crisis sparked a series of spontaneous
and church-catalyzed popular uprisings between 1984 and 1986. The Duvalier state’s ability
to contain this growing unrest was diminished by the weakening of its capacities to penetrate
and control civil society, which resulted from the disintegration of the black middle class
patronage network. The Catholic church (especially local priests and bishops called the
ti-legliz, or “little church,” to distinguish them from the more conservative hierarchy*+),
which had recovered from disastrous confrontations with Papa Doc in the 1960s, was
galvanized by the Pope’s 1983 visit to Haiti and emerged as a potent center of opposition,
organizing and channeling popular discontent against Baby Doc.+>

As these internal pressures increased against Duvalier, the U.S. used its leverage to push
him out of office and clear the way for the military conspirators, with whom it had been
secretly negotiating, to seize power.*® On January 29, 1986, the U.S. announced the
withholding of $26 million in scheduled aid to protest Duvalier’s brutal response to the wave
of popular protests. This move was tantamount to a public withdrawal of U.S. support. The
U.S. helped the military conspirators by promising concessions to those who assisted in the
dictator’s removal. General Namphy and his coconspirators used this U.S. guarantee as a
bargaining chip to persuade the Macoutes’ leadership to abandon Jean-Claude. On February
6, Duvalier was whisked out of the country aboard a U.S. Air Force C-141 headed for
France. In Haiti, as in the Philippines, the U.S. was able to find and support an acceptable
replacement to the dictator and to “manage” the transition by pressuring its dependent
patron out of office, thereby defusing mass mobilization against him.

The absence of both moderate and revolutionary political organizations and the Macoutes’
disarray after Duvalier’s flight allowed the military to seize state power unchallenged. It was
the only force able to fill the political vacuum left in Duvalier’s wake. The U.S.’s initial
willingness to support the fledgling military government by sending arms and aid helped
solidify the armed forces’ control.*’

Paraguay: Military Dictatorship Stroessner in Paraguay, like Papa Doc in Haiti,
inhibited the growth of both radical and moderate civilian opposition with a combination of
repression and cooptation of elites and their followers through a well-disciplined mass
patronage network. Stroessner’s patronage machine was the Colorado Party and its ancillary
organizations, which included professional associations, student clubs, women’s organiza-
tions, and peasant groups.+8

Although the military was Stroessner’s original power base (he became president after
leading a coup in 1954), he wrested power from the armed forces by “patrimonializing” its
hierarchy and by using the Colorado Party as an institutional check against military coup.+®
Stroessner personally supervised all promotions and took special care to cultivate junior
officers.5° He also established a system of checks and balances within the military, including
separate chains of command for the supervision of troops and supplies. Officers were given
ample opportunities to supplement their incomes through graft and smuggling.5! Yet, as
Paul Lewis points out, “other Paraguayan presidents tried to buy military support and
surrounded themselves with trusted officers. In the end, however, they failed to keep the
greedier or more ambitious soldiers in line.”>? Stroessner was unique in that he emancipated
himself from the military power base which had thrust him into office by developing an
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alternative support base and a check to the military: the Colorado Party. The Colorado Party,
especially its 15,000 strong rural militia, the py nandi,5* was a counterbalance to the armed
forces, and until it began to break down in the mid 1980s, it neutralized the threat of military
coup.

Although he was initially quite dependent on U.S. economic and military aid, Stroessner
was later able to insulate himself from U.S. policy preferences by diversifying his sources of
external support. He supplemented U.S. aid with assistance from Brazil, and when his
relations with the U.S. and Brazil soured in the mid 1970s and mid 1980s, respectively,
Stroessner replaced these patrons with military support from Taiwan and economic
assistance from Japan.>* Stroessner, like Papa Doc (and, as we shall see, Mobutu in Zaire),
limited the leverage foreign powers had over him. Stroessner’s mass patronage network,
which inhibited the growth of opposition, his neutralization of the military, and his relative
autonomy from the demands of external actors explain the stability of his regime until the
1980s.

The Breakdown of Neopatrimonial Rule in Paraguay In the early 1980s, as deteriorating
economic conditions and growing frustration with Stroessner invigorated both moderate and
radical oppositions, a series of rifts developed within the Colorado Party. The first split
occurred in 1984 with the emergence of two factions, the militantes, who supported the
continuation of Stroessner’s rule or his replacement by his son, Gustavo, and the
tradicionalistas, who were concerned about the regime’s declining domestic popularity and
increasing international isolation and who feared a succession crisis if Stroessner continued
to rule until his death.5> In August 1987 the militantes took over the Colorado Party
convention and purged the tradicionalistas. These divisions within the Colorado Party and
Stroessner’s declining health loosened his control over the armed forces and set the stage for
the military coup which removed him from power in February 1989.5 When the militantes
tried to forcibly retire General Andrés Rodriguez, Stroessner’s long-time second-in-
command, Rodriguez took advantage of the cracks in the Colorado Party’s unity and, with
the support of the purged rradicionalistas, led his cavalry division against Stroessner.
Rodriguez succeeded in ousting the aging dictator and in heading off the impending
succession crisis.3’

Neither the resurgent moderate opposition parties grouped into the National Accord38 nor
the nascent radical movement formed by land-hungry peasants allied with segments of the
urban intelligentsia®® had sufficient popular support or organizational coherence to challenge
Rodriguez’s seizure of power. In Paraguay in 1989, as in Haiti in 1986, the military’s
replacement of the dictator was uncontested, and the civilian opposition (both radical and
moderate) played no role in the political transition.

As of 1991, there was evidence that Rodriguez’s coup had initiated a process of transition
to democracy. In May 1989, Rodriguez won presidential elections widely perceived as fair,
and he has vowed to step down when his term ends in 1993.% In June 1991, an opposition
candidate was elected mayor of Asuncién, Paraguay’s capital city.5! However, a dose of
skepticism is warranted when assessing the prospects for democracy in Paraguay. Stroessner
held elections at regular five year intervals in which he consistently “won” 90 percent of the
vote.? And in Paraguay there has never been a transfer of power from one party to another
through elections.
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In Stroessner’s Paraguay and Papa Doc’s Haiti, cooptation of moderate elites, selective
repression, undermining of the military’s autonomy, and insulation from external pressures
for change led to prolonged periods of stable neopatrimonial rule. In both Haiti and
Paraguay, neopatrimonialism broke down because the patronage network crumbled and the
dictator’s grip on the armed forces loosened. The absence of radical or moderate civilian
competitors for state power, in large part the legacy of protracted neopatrimonial rule,
allowed segments of the Haitian and Paraguayan armed forces to seize power from Duvalier
and Stroessner without contest.

Zaire: Political Stability As of the beginning of 1991, Zaire was a case of neopatrimonial
rule characterized by political stability: Mobutu Sese Seko, Zaire’s dictator, had been in
power since 1965. Mobutu’s resilience must be kept in perspective: Stroessner ruled for
nearly thirty-five years before his overthrow, the Shah for twenty-five, and the Somoza
dynasty survived more than forty years, including a transfer of power from father to son.
The purpose of this discussion is to identify the factors which explain why Mobutu has
remained in power for a quarter century and which must change for political transformation
to occur. Mobutu’s longevity is a consequence of the cooptation of elites, repression, and
the exacerbation of ethnic and regional divisions by state patronage, all of which effectively
inhibited the growth of radical and moderate opposition; the undermining of the armed
forces’ institutional autonomy; and his ability to extract vital military and economic
assistance from foreign patrons while limiting the leverage these patrons had over him by
diversifying his sources of external support. As a result, would-be revolutionaries, moderate
opponents, and the military were all similarly limited in their capacities to challenge
Mobutu; hence stasis.

Like Stroessner and Papa Doc, Mobutu limited the growth of opposition by coopting
elites through an extensive patronage network that bound members of the dominant
political-commercial class to the state. The core of his patronage system was the Popular
Movement of the Revolution (MPR), Zaire’s only legal political organization until 1990.
Mobutu’s patronage network was characterized by such frequent circulation of elites that
Thomas Turner likened Zaire’s politics to a “game of ‘musical chairs.” 3 Elite circulation
atomized Zairian elites by pressuring them to focus exclusively on self-aggrandizement
during the short period they had access to state power and perquisites. Schatzberg writes
that, according to the “ ‘rules’ of Zairian politics, it [was] better to profit while possible to
insure oneself and one’s family a bit of security after the fall.”&*

In addition to inhibiting elite opposition, state patronage worked against the solidarity of
opposition groups when they did arise by exacerbating regional and ethnic identities, thereby
fragmenting civil society and impeding broad-based mobilization against Mobutu. Young
and Turner describe how the patrimonial structure of Mobutu’s state discouraged collective
action in pursuit of state resources by reinforcing particularistic divisions within society.

Access to the state on the part of civil society is more efficaciously secured by penetrating its
softened shell by means of a patron-client net, in pursuit of immediate, particularized advantage,
rather than by assaulting its bastions through formal pursuit of the general interest. Affinities of
kinship and ethnicity supply the ideological cement for clientage links between state and society
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. .An “economy of affection” . . . infiltrates the state and defines the terms of its
relationships with society.6s

Limited social mobility, a consequence of economic stagnation in the 1970s, made these
“economies of affection” especially important because the use of kinship, ethnic, and
regional affiliations to establish ties to a patron was virtually the only avenue of upward
mobility. Elites encouraged and exploited regional and ethnic identities to help them
construct support bases which they used to extract state resources.%

Politicization of ethnicity, kinship, and regionalism by the state’s patrimonial structure
splintered civil society and limited the possibilities for intergroup mobilization against
Mobutu. Ethnic affiliations tended to cut across class identities, especially in times of
scarcity.%” These intraclass squabbles prevented the misery of the impoverished Zairian
masses from serving as a catalyst for class consciousness and mobilization against Mobutu.

The ethnoregional patron-client nets further hampered the organizational efforts of
Mobutu’s opponents by preventing the polarization of society into “haves” and “have nots,”
as occurred in Nicaragua, Iran, Cuba, and the Philippines. In Zaire, in contrast to these other
cases where patronage was restricted to a small group of the dictator’s cronies, an important
third category existed: those “have nots” who could claim regional or kinship affiliations
with the “haves.” This third category significantly widened the perimeter of Mobutu’s
patronage circle and limited the appeal of opposition movements.

Cooptation of elites, the fragmenting effects of state patronage in civil society, and
Mobutu’s selective use of coercion against those who voiced dissatisfaction with his regime
effectively stifled internal opposition. According to Turner, in 1987 “there was no shortage
of opposition parties, but these were based outside the country and seemed unlikely to pose
a significant threat to the regime.” %8 In April 1990 Mobutu announced the lifting of a twenty
year ban on opposition parties. However, as of mid 1991, his government was resisting
political reforms. In August 1991, vote rigging and government intimidation prompted the
newly legalized opposition groups to boycott a government-sanctioned national political
conference.®®

Mobutu neutralized the threat of military coup by maintaining close personal control over
the armed forces, encouraging rivalries among officer factions, and purging officers deemed
untrustworthy. With these tactics he prevented the formation of pockets of autonomy within
the armed forces which could serve as breeding grounds for a coup. Arthur House likens
Mobutu to the “center of a spoked wheel” in his relations with the military. According to
House, Mobutu maintained his supremacy over the military’s command structure by rotating
officers frequently and by encouraging them to report rumors to him personally.” Young
and Turner observe that, in addition to creating an extensive clientage network, Mobutu
controlled the military by fostering and exploiting rivalries among factions of officers. These
factions were defined in terms of ethnic or regional identity, institutional affiliation,
generations, and levels of training.”! To ensure the loyalty of the military’s top echelons
Mobutu packed their ranks with officers from his home region of Equateur.’? Also, purges
of the officer corps were frequent; in 1978 over two hundred of the most promising junior
officers —nearly ten percent of the officer corps—were dismissed because Mobutu doubted
their reliability.”?

Mobutu’s resilience was also due to substantial military and economic assistance from an
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assortment of foreign patrons (including at various times China, France, Morocco, Belgium,
North Korea, Egypt, Israel, South Africa, and the United States).”* These foreign powers
gave vital economic assistance, which helped maintain Mobutu’s patronage network.
Foreign powers even intervened militarily to prop up the Mobutu regime against armed
invasion. In 1977 and again in 1978, Moroccan troops (assisted in 1978 by French and
Belgian troops) came to Mobutu’s aid when the Zairian Armed Forces (FAZ) proved
incapable of repelling incursions of a mere 1,500 to 2,000 meagerly equipped mercenaries
from Angola into the Shaba region of Zaire.”>

Like Stroessner, Mobutu was able to take advantage of the patronage of foreign powers
without incurring the “cost” of extreme vulnerability to the policy preferences of a specific
backer. By diversifying sources of external support Mobutu limited the leverage these
supporters individually had over him. In an interesting role reversal (a case of the “tail
wagging the dog’"), Mobutu was able to squeeze resources out of his foreign backers with
minimal reciprocal obligations by using Zaire’s strategic and economic importance and the
threat of chaos if his regime were to collapse.”® As Young and Turner put it, the “ ‘Mobutu
or chaos’ formula” unfailingly brought western powers to the dictator’s rescue.”” Mobutu
was also quite adept at performing what Callaghy called the “ritual dance of the debt
game.”’® This dance insured the continued inflow of the development loans and other
economic aid Mobutu needed to maintain his patronage network.

The Future of Neopatrimonialism in Zaire The analyses of the Philippines, Haiti,
Paraguay, and the three revolutionary cases (Iran, Nicaragua, and Cuba) reveal a variety of
patterns for breakdown of neopatrimonial rule; these patterns can be used to construct
scenarios for the end of the stability which characterized Mobutu’s rule as of the beginning
of the 1990s. If Mobutu’s patronage network were to break down, due, for example, to a
contraction of the state’s resource base or to a change in regime behavior (similar, perhaps,
to Baby Doc’s deliberate exclusion of black elites from his patronage circle), elite loyalty to
the state could no longer be guaranteed. The state’s clientelist tendrils reaching into civil
society would disintegrate, and the divisive effect that state patronage has upon Zairian
society by activating and reinforcing ethnic, regional, and kinship identities would diminish.
Conditions would favor the growth of organized elite opposition. At this juncture, if
segments of the armed forces were capable of turning against Mobutu (and chose to do so),
a military coup with (as in the Philippines) or without (as in Haiti) moderate civilian allies
could unseat the dictator. However, if the armed forces remained subservient to Mobutu,
revolution would be the most likely means of political transformation. Revolutionary
success would depend on the willingness and ability of radicals to forge a coherent armed
opposition with broad-based domestic support and the capacity of such an organization to
defeat Mobutu’s military (which, assuming it remained intact, could perhaps receive indirect
or direct foreign support).

The possibility of military coup is not necessarily dependent on a breakdown of
state-society patronage relations. Military autonomy can rise without a corresponding rise in
the exclusion of elites. In the Philippines, Haiti, and, to a lesser extent, Paraguay, it is true
that a surge in popular and elite opposition, which weakened the dictator’s control,
prompted segments of the military to exercise their autonomy against the ruler. However, if
a dictator’s ability to undermine the military’s autonomy is weakened sufficiently, military
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coup is possible regardless of the degree of elite exclusion or the organizational capacities of
civilian opposition groups. In 1988, according to Willame, discontent ran high among
Zaire’s junior officers.” If Mobutu’s ability to coopt and divide these officers were to
diminish, the likelihood of military coup would rise significantly, with or without a
breakdown of the patron-client network binding elites to the state.

In any case, Mobutu will not live forever. Even if his rule were to endure until his death,
“Mobutism without Mobutu™ may not be possible. In Zaire, there is a functional equivalent
to Haiti’s Baby Doc: Mobutu's son, Mobutu Nyiwa, a junior minister. However, there is
speculation that were Nyiwa to succeed his father, some of the generals who obeyed Mobutu
might refuse to obey his son. If there is no successor to Mobutu capable of holding the
regime together, the military would appear to be the actor most likely to take control.

Summary and Questions for Future Research

Transitions from neopatrimonial rule can best be understood by analyzing the military’s
capacity for autonomous action against the dictator and the strategies and relative
organizational strengths of moderate and revolutionary opposition groups. These variables
are shaped in crucial ways by the structure of the neopatrimonial state—specifically, the
relationship of the ruler to the military and the state’s capacity to coopt domestic elites
through patronage —and by the relationship between domestic actors and foreign powers.

In cases where the dictator has decisively undermined the military’s autonomy, there is an
affinity between neopatrimonialism and revolution, although, as in Zaire, no viable
revolutionary opposition may exist to take advantage of the military’s low autonomy.
However, if the military has not been thoroughly divided and coopted, it can avert
revolution by seizing power from the dictator. The possibility of a military coup is especially
high in cases where the military dominated politics prior to neopatrimonial rule, such as
Haiti and Paraguay. Here the military was able to reassert itself and regain control. In rare
cases like the Philippines, where there is both a prior experience with democracy and an
economically and politically vigorous elite or middle class, a direct transition to civilian rule
is possible, assuming the military does not remain loyal to the dictator and lacks the
capability or will to seize power itself.’¢ Such direct leaps from neopatrimonialism to
democracy are infrequent, and, consequently, the path of transition from neopatrimonialism
that seems most likely in the short run is the continuation of nondemocratic rule in the form
of either a military or a revolutionary dictatorship.

More work needs to be done on explanations of the difficulty of transitions from
neopatrimonialism to democracy.®' The cases of Paraguay, Haiti, and Nicaragua suggest that
democratization can occur in countries ruled by neopatrimonial dictatorships after an
intervening period of a more institutionalized authoritarian rule, either military dictatorship,
as in Haiti and Paraguay, or party-based revolutionary dictatorship, as in Nicaragua.®2
Explaining such indirect transitions to democracy should be high on the agenda for future
research.83

The findings of this study also suggest that in future research students of neopatrimonial
rule would do well to focus more attention on the structure of armies, especially on factors
which shape their capacity for autonomous action vis-a-vis rulers. The cases examined here
show that the degree of military autonomy plays a critical role in explaining transitions from
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neopatrimonialism: low military autonomy (along with a viable revolutionary movement) is
the crucial variable which differentiates the revolutionary from the nonrevolutionary cases.

More systematic data on military autonomy is needed, including information on patterns
of promotion, strength of affiliations within units and academy cohorts, chains of command,
control over matériel, and the ability of dissidents within the military to communicate and
organize. Studies of factionalism within the armed forces are also needed. Neither Marcos
nor Stroessner was overthrown by the military acting as a unitary force. Rather, they were
ousted by military factions—the RAM in the Philippines and Rodriguez’s troops in
Paraguay —which were opposed (at least temporarily) by segments of the armed forces that
remained loyal to the incumbent regime. Future analyses of neopatrimonial regimes should
disaggregate the military, probing tensions between segments which support the dictator and
segments which do not.

Finally, work needs to be done on the origins of neopatrimonial regimes. More systematic
data on the structure of armies should facilitate this work, because the military is often the
initial power base of neopatrimonial dictators (for example, Stroessner, Mobutu, and
Batista) and because the roots of many neopatrimonial regimes can be traced to the emergent
dictator’s success in wresting power from the armed forces. Better data on military structure
should help specify the conditions under which such subordination of the armed forces
occurs.

Studies that address issues such as these will provide a far better empirical grounding for
the comparative analysis of neopatrimonial regimes.

NOTES

An earlier version of this article was presented at the Conference on Sultanistic Regimes held at the Center for
International Affairs, Harvard University, November 2-3, 1990. For helpful comments and criticisms on previous
drafts I thank David Collier, Ruth Berins Collier, Mustafa Emirbayer, Jay Hodos, Tim Kessler, Chris Kutz, Juan Linz,
Jim Mahoney, Larry Peterson, Dave Stuhligross, and three anonymous reviewers. I am especially grateful to Jeff
Goodwin and Theda Skocpol for their sound advice and consistent support. This material is based on work supported
under a National Science Foundation Graduate Fellowship.

1. Robert H. Dix, “Why Revolutions Succeed and Fail,” Polity, 16 (1983), 423-46; Farideh Farhi, “State
Disintegration and Urban-based Revolutionary Crisis: A Comparative Analysis of Iran and Nicaragua,” Comparative
Political Studies, 21 (July 1988), 231-56: Jack A. Goldstone, “Revolutions and Superpowers,” in Jonathan R.
Adelman, ed., Superpowers and Revolutions (New York: Praeger, 1986), pp. 38—48; Manus I. Midlarsky and Kenneth
Roberts, “Class, State, and Revolution in Central America: Nicaragua and El Salvador Compared,” Journal of
Conflict Resolution, 29 (June 1985), 163-93: Timothy P. Wickham-Crowley, “Understanding Failed Revolution in El
Salvador: A Comparative Analysis of Regime Types and Social Structures,” Politics and Society, 17 (December
1989), 511-537. These scholars argue that the affinity between neopatrimonial regimes and revolution is a
consequence of a restricted social base, which is limited to the dictator, his family, and a small circle of cronies, a
corrupt and incompetent military, and extreme dependence on foreign (usually U. S.) support, which may be
withdrawn in times of crisis due to human rights concerns.

2. This observation is made in Jeff Goodwin and Theda Skocpol, “Explaining Revolutions in the Contemporary
Third World,” Politics and Sociery, 17 (December 1989), 489-509.

3. See the definition in S. N. Eisenstadt, Revolution and the Transformation of Societies: A Comparative Study of
Civilizations (New York: The Free Press, 1978), pp. 277-89. Neopatrimonial regimes are “‘neo” because they do not
rely on traditional forms of legitimation or on hereditary succession. They are thus distinguished from traditional
patrimonial regimes, exemplified by the rule of Haile Selassie in Ethiopia. On this distinction see Guenther Roth,
“Personal Rulership, Patrimonialism, and Empire-Building in the New States,” World Politics, 20 (1968), 194-206.
On patrimonialism generally see Robin Theobald, “Patrimonialism: Research Note,” World Politics, 34 (1982),
548-59. Juan Linz, borrowing from Max Weber, uses the term “sultanism™ to refer to a narrower range of regimes

396



Richard Snyder

characterized by military and administrative apparati which are purely personal instruments of the ruler. See Juan J.
Linz, “Totalitarian and Authoritarian Regimes,” in Fred 1. Greenstein and Nelson W. Polsby, eds., Handbook of
Political Science, Volume 3: Macropolitical Theory (Reading: Addison-Wesley, 1975), pp. 175-357, esp. 259-60.

4. Howard French, “Haitians Overwhelmingly Elect Leftist as Their President,” The New York Times, Dec. 18,
1990. pp. Al, A6.

5. Carlos M. Vilas, “What Went Wrong?.” NACLA Report on the Americas, 24 (June 1990), 10-18.

6. Don Chapman, “Can Democracy Survive in the Philippines?,” Editorial Research Reports, Aug. 10, 1990, pp.
446-459. For an analysis of the Philippine military see John McBeth, “Who are YOU? A new Military Reform Group
Grows out of RAM,” Far Eastern Economic Review, June 7, 1990, pp. 24-26.

7. By relative strengths of moderate and revolutionary opposition groups, I mean their degree of organizational
coherence, the size of their support base, and their resources, relative to those of other domestic contenders for power
(domestic contenders for power include the dictator, the military, moderates, and revolutionaries). Thus, for Cuba in
1959 the strength of revolutionary organization seems quite weak when compared with the strength of revolutionary
organization in the Philippines in 1986 and in El Salvador during the 1980s, two cases in which revolutions had not
occurred as of the early 1990s. However, the Cuban revolutionaries were relatively strong because of the extreme
organizational weakness of their rivals in the contest for state power, Batista’s military and civilian moderates.

8. On the influence of state institutions upon societal group formation and collective action, see Theda Skocpol,
“Bringing the State Back In: Current Research,” in Peter B. Evans, Dietrich Rueschemeyer, and Theda Skocpol, eds.,
Bringing the State Back In (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1985), pp. 3-37, esp. 20-27.

9. Dix systematically tests the relationship between socioeconomic variables and revolution in eleven Latin
American countries. He concludes that socioeconomic characteristics do not differentiate cases in which revolutionary
movements succeeded from those in which they failed. See Dix, pp. 426-432.

10. On partial explanation see Ruth Berins Collier and David Collier, Shaping the Political Arena: Critical Junctures,
the Labor Movement, and Regime Dynamics in Latin America (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1991), esp. pp.
19-20.

11. The possibility of a military coup can not be ruled out entirely in Zaire. As of mid 1991, Mobutu'’s strategies for
undermining the autonomy of the military had prevented a successful coup. However, if Mobutu's ability to coopt and
divide the Zairian military diminishes. the chances for a successful coup would increase significantly.

12. On the military in neopatrimonial regimes see Alain Rouquié, The Military and the State in Latin America
(Berkeley: University of California Press, 1987), ch. 6.

13. On the effects of political exclusion on the fortunes of revolutionaries, see Jeff Goodwin, States and Revolutions
in the Third World: A Comparative Analysis (Ph.D. diss., Harvard University, October 1988).

14. Dix, pp. 436-438, 443-446: Goldstone, pp. 43-44; Midlarsky and Roberts. pp. 185-190.

15. Midlarsky and Roberts, p. 187.

16. Dix, pp. 432-38.

17. Goodwin and Skocpol, pp. 498-501.

18. Anastasio Somoza Garcia, who ruled Nicaragua between 1936 and 1956, also used patronage to buy loyalty. See
John A. Booth, The End and the Beginning: The Nicaraguan Revolution, 2nd ed. (Boulder: Westview Press, 1985), p.
61.

19. Farhi, pp. 241-45: Goldstone, pp. 44-47.

20. Foreign actors can also influence transitions from neopatrimonialism by supporting revolutionaries. In Nicaragua,
regional external actors (Costa Rica and to a lesser extent Honduras) contributed to the revolutionaries’ success by
allowing Sandinista guerrillas to operate from base camps within their territorial boundaries and by serving as
transshipment points for arms.

21. The strategy of direct intervention is illustrated by the United States’ invasion of Panama in 1990 to remove
General Manuel Noriega.

22. Claude A. Buss, Cory Aquino and the People of the Philippines (Palo Alto: Stanford Alumni Association, 1987),
p. 92. On the U.S. role in RAM’s formation, see Raymond Bonner, Waltzing with a Dictator: The Marcoses and the
Making of American Policy (New York: Vintage Books, 1988). p. 372.

23. Bonner, pp. 438-46.

24. By contrast, the moderate oppositions in Nicaragua, Iran, and Cuba were weak and divided.

25. The NDF was the political front of the New People's Army (NPA). On the NDF role in the transition see William
Chapman, Inside the Philippine Revolution (New York: W. W. Norton, 1987), pp. 215-218.

26. Bonner, pp. 441-43.

397



Comparative Politics  July 1992

27. Quoted in ibid., p. 445.

28. The relative strength of the Philippine moderate political opposition is linked to the size of the Philippine middle
classes and business community, which are much larger than their counterparts in the other cases of neopatrimonialism
examined in this article.

29. The loyalty of the armed forces to Aquino has fluctuated since she became president. Since 1986 there have been
several coup attempts by right-wing military factions. See Chapman, pp. 446-459.

30. A similar father-to-son transfer of power occurred in Nicaragua in 1956. As in Haiti, this transition led to a
lengthy continuation of neopatrimonialism followed by regime breakdown. In both cases the collapse of
neopatrimonialism resulted in part from the son’s inability to maintain the system of patronage and elite cooptation
constructed by the father.

31. David Nicholls, Haiti in Caribbean Context: Ethnicity, Economy, and Revolt (New York: St. Martin's Press,
1985), p. 219.

32. The flight abroad of large segments of the Haitian middle and professional classes further drained the support base
of moderate opposition groups. By 1980 approximately one million Haitians, or 14 percent of the country’s population,
had left Haiti. See James Ferguson, Papa Doc, Baby Doc: Haiti and the Duvaliers (New York: Basil Blackwell,
1987), p. 67.

33. Elizabeth Abbott, Haiti: The Duvaliers and Their Legacy (New York: McGraw-Hill, 1988), pp. 86-88.

34. Ibid., pp. 85-87.

35. Ibid., pp. 160-61, 301.

36. Quoted in Nicholls, p. 229.

37. Georges Fauriol, “The Duvaliers and Haiti,” Orbis, 32 (1987), 587-607, esp. 595-97.

38. Nicholls, p. 223.

39. Ibid., pp. 226-28.

40. Ferguson, pp. 54-55.

41. Nicholls, p. 228.

42. Abbott, pp. 288-90.

43. Ibid., p. 290.

44. Ferguson, pp. 91-92, 110-111.

45. On the role of the Haitian Catholic church in Duvalier's ouster, see Abbott, pp. 261-92, and Ferguson, pp.
76-111.

46. My account of the U.S. role in the 1986 transition is based on Abbott, pp. 302-305, 328-30, and Ferguson, p.
112.

47. According to Ferguson, p. 129, after Duvalier's departure the U.S. quickly sent the $26 million in suspended aid
to the military’s National Council of Government (CNG) headed by General Namphy, adding $10 million in
emergency relief assistance, including $400,000 in antiriot equipment for the police and army.

48. Paul H. Lewis, Socialism, Liberalism, and Dictatorship in Paraguay (New York: Praeger, 1982), pp. 90-93.

49. Between 1936 and Stroessner’s rise to power in 1954 the Paraguayan army placed eight presidents in power and
removed seven of them (one died in office). Stroessner’s ability to break this pattern of military political domination
was key to the longevity of his rule. On military dominance of Paraguayan politics, see Paul H. Lewis, Paraguay
under Stroessner (Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina Press, 1980), p. 124.

50. Ibid., pp. 137-39; John Hoyt Williams, “Stroessner’s Paraguay,” Current History, 82 (February 1983), 66-68,
82.

51. Rouquié, p. 183; and Frederic Hicks, “Interpersonal Relationships and Caudillismo in Paraguay,” Journal of
Inter-American Studies and World Affairs, 13 (January 1971), 89-111, esp. 99-100.

52. Lewis, Paraguay under Stroessner, p. 125.

53. On the py nandr see ibid., pp. 148-50.

54. Diego Abente, “Constraints and Opportunities: Prospects for Democratization in Paraguay,” Jouwrnal of
Inter-American Studies and World Affairs, 30 (1988), 73—-104.

55. R. Andrew Nickson, “Tyranny and Longevity: Stroessner’s Paraguay,” Third World Quarterly, 10 (January
1988), 237-59, esp. 247-48; John Hoyt Williams, “Paraguay’s Stroessner: Losing Control?,” Current History, 86
(January 1987), 25-28, 34.

56. On Stroessner’s failing health see Alex Shoumatoff, “The End of the Tyrannosaur,” Vaniry Fair, 52 (September
1989), 230-37, 297-304.

398



Richard Snyder

57. For an account of Stroessner’s overthrow see Alan Riding. “Paraguay Coup: Battle for Succession,™ The New
York Times, Feb. 4, 1989, p. AS.

58. On the National Accord see Nickson, pp. 244-45, and Ihigo Garcia Bryce, “Signs of Change in Paraguay,”
Harvard International Review, 8 (May-June 1986), 30-31. 40.

59. Nickson, pp. 255-57.

60. James Brooke, A General Leads a New Paraguay: Moves to Build a Democracy and Take Nation to Latin
America’s Mainstream,” The New York Times, Aug. 8. 1991, p. A7.

61. James Brooke, “Opposition Puts ‘New Face® in Paraguay City Hall,” The New York Times, Aug. 26, 1991, p.
A9.

62. Nickson, p. 241.

63. Thomas Turner, “Decline or Recovery in Zaire?,” Current History, 87 (1988), 213-16, 230.

64. Michael G. Schatzberg, The Dialectics of Oppression in Zaire (Bloomington: University of Indiana Press, 1988),
p. 4.

65. Crawford Young and Thomas Turner. The Rise and Decline of the Zairian State (Madison: University of
Wisconsin Press, 1985), p. 28.

66. Ibid., pp. 161-62.

67. Michael G. Schatzberg, Politics and Class in Zaire: Bureaucracy, Business, and Beer in Lisala (New York:
Africana Publishing, 1980), p. 183. .

68. Turner, p. 216. Turner mentions the dissolution in 1987 of the domestically based opposition party, the Union for
Democracy and Social Progress (UDPS). Most of the UDPS leaders were absorbed into Mobutu's MPR, Zaire's only
legal party at the time.

69. Kenneth B. Noble, “Hope for Change Fades in Zaire as Feuds Flare,” The New York Times. Aug. 14, 1991, p. AS.

70. Quoted in Young and Turner, p. 262.

71. Ibid., p. 264.

72. Schatzberg, Dialectics of Oppression, p. 66.

73. Young and Turner, pp. 265-67.

74. Ibid., pp. 393-95: Kenneth B. Noble, “Pretoria Said to Advise Zairian Army,” The New York Times, Aug. 17,
1991. p. 2.

75. Young and Turner, pp. 255-58.

76. Zaire has extensive mineral resources, including rich deposits of copper, tin, cobalt. iron ore, and diamonds.
Zaire's border with Angola made it strategically important to the United States during the 1970s and 1980s, when
superpower proxies faced off in the Angolan civil war.

77. Ibid., p. 395.

78. Quoted in Turner, p. 213.

79. Jean-Claude Willame, “Political Succession in Zaire. or Back to Machiavelli,” The Journal of Modern African
Studies, 26 (1988), 37-49.

80. The 1958 transition in Venezuela to “pacted™ democracy from the dictatorship of General Marcos Pérez Jiménez
(1948-1958) seems to fit the Philippine pattern. In Venezuela, as in the Philippines, democratic institutions existed
prior to neopatrimonial rule (Venezuela experienced democratic politics between 1945 and 1948), and the democratic
opposition was relatively well organized and consolidated. One important difference between the Philippines in 1986
and Venezuela in 1958 is the absence of a powerful revolutionary opposition in the latter case.

81. One possible explanation of the difficulty of direct transitions from neopatrimonialism to democracy is that the
low legitimacy of these regimes makes it difficult for their rulers to transfer power to a creditable caretaker regime that
can supervise such a direct transition. Furthermore, neopatrimonial dictators are usually unwilling to relinquish power
without a struggle. Hence they must be pushed out by violent means, either revolution or military coup, a fact that also
inhibits immediate democratization. I am indebted to Juan Linz for these insights.

82. The intervening period of institutionalized authoritarianism was significantly longer in Nicaragua (five years) and
Haiti (four years) than in Paraguay (less than one year).

83. The Dominican Republic might also be considered a case of indirect transition from neopatrimonialism to
democracy. There, a transition to democracy ensued from the more institutionalized, authoritarian regime of Joaquin
Balaguer (1966-78) which followed the neopatrimonial regime of Rafael Trujillo (1930-61). I am grateful to Jonathan
Hartlyn for this observation.

399



