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Many dictators called sultanistic by Juan Linz,
 for example Mobutu in the former Zaire or Trujillo in the Dominican Republic, create parties to support their rule; so do many whom observers call military, for example, Eyadema in Togo or the military presidents in El Salvador.  This paper seeks to explain why dictators whose real power seems to depend on the military or security apparatus often create parties after they seize power.

In authoritarian seizures of power since 1946, about 40 percent of seizure groups were organized as parties before they achieved power.  Although the most famous of these gained power in revolutions (e. g., the communists in Russia and China) or foreign occupations (as in Eastern Europe), most originally achieved office in competitive elections.  Once in office, governments were transformed into autocracies either by banning opposition parties or in other ways intimidating or disadvantaging the opposition such that it lost any real chance of winning future elections.  In about 60 percent of autocratic seizures of power, however, the seizure group had not been previously organized as a party.  Excluding monarchies, almost all of these seizures were led by military officers.  In 43 percent of these, a party was later created to support the dictatorship.  In nine percent, the dictator later allied with a pre-existing party that had been created during a prior democratic or authoritarian regime; this was the strategy chosen by Musharraf in Pakistan.  These parties were coopted, reorganized, and often purged to turn them into support machines for the dictator.  In about 49 percent, no party was ever created or coopted.
  

This paper explains why some dictators who did not need a party in order to achieve power later created a party while others did not.  To begin thinking about this question, consider the dilemma faced by the kind of dictator who comes to office in a coup – the usual means for those not organized as a party before seizure.  Although virtually all authoritarian installations are supported by important civilian allies at the time of seizure, these civilian groups would not have been able to achieve power in instances of seizure by coup without the military.  Furthermore, civilians have been notoriously unable to discard their military allies as soon as they tire of them, which often happens quickly.  Thus it seems reasonable to think of these regimes as dependent on armed support for their survival, at least at the beginning.  

Dictators in this kind of regime have the support of the military at the time of seizure, but no way of guaranteeing that support in the future.  Even at the beginning, support from the rest of the military might be quite fragile.  As I have shown in earlier work (Geddes 2003), the incentives facing military officers create a first-mover advantage similar to that in a Battle-of-the-Sexes game, meaning that if a small group of officers makes a successful first coup-move, the rest of the military will go along whether they sincerely support the intervention or not.  So the fact that a seizure of power has occurred implies very little in terms of solid military support for it.  In short, military dictators cannot count on the support of fellow officers tomorrow even if they have it today, and today’s support may be more fragile than it appears.

 Empirically, most dictators, especially those who come from the military, have been ousted in coups carried out by military officers.  It is obvious that the military can be dangerous to any ruler because officers control weapons and men, and they face minimal collective action problems (compared to civilians) if they decide to rebel.  A feature of the situation that has received less attention is that it sometimes takes only a small number of men to stage a coup.  Most coups are carried out by small conspiratorial groups of officers using what I term the first-mover strategy (Nordlinger 1977).  Only a minority involve consensus among the whole officer corps, the other strategy available in games like Battle-of-the Sexes.  At the extreme, coups involving a couple dozen men led by a sergeant have been successful.  To be safe, then, a military dictator might have to satisfy the demands not only of top military brass, but of all officers with command of troops.  

Civilians can also threaten the dictator’s survival, but the task of ousting the autocrat is much harder for them, both more costly and riskier.  They face huge collective action problems as they have to persuade many others to join them in a risky venture and to remain loyal often over extended periods of time.  If they contemplate violent overthrow, they have to find the resources to acquire arms and training.  All these aspects of plotting are easier for officers, not least because coups organized by small groups during short periods of time have a reasonable prospect of success, while it usually requires large numbers of civilians, often organized over a long period of time, to overthrow a dictator.  Consequently, the groups dictators usually fear most are military factions.  Because officers have the means to oust dictators without broad-based organization, the military can often force dictators to share spoils and choose policy positions it favors because the threat to oust is so very credible.

 Dictators have several strategies for trying to deter coups and thus reduce their dependence on the rest of the military.  They promote loyal officers and appoint opponents as ambassadors to far away places.  They try to keep military budgets high.  They resist resigning from active service so that they can maintain personal control of promotions and command assignments.  They strengthen security services and often take personal control of them.  They create paramilitary forces loyal to themselves to counterbalance the regular military.  A few, like Duvalier in Haiti, kept military weapons and ammunition locked in the basement of the presidential palace.  These strategies show how much dictators fear the military, and they can be useful, though they can also backfire.  The military tries to defend its position of power, which depends on the credible threat to oust.  They resent and sometimes resist policies that undermine that threat.  Many coups are led by officers who have been passed over for promotion, dismissed, or exiled.  One of the main grievances mentioned as a cause for coups is the creation of paramilitary groups that challenge the military’s monopoly on the use of force.

Party creation, I argue, is a subtler and perhaps safer strategy aimed at reducing the dictator’s dependence on the military.  

Theories about Parties
Schattschneider’s (1942) view of parties as organizations dedicated to achieving power through control of government and Anthony Downs’s (1957) very similar definition of parties as “coalitions of men seeking to control the government”
 can be applied to the parties that have led authoritarian seizures of power as well as to electoral parties, though Schattschneider and Downs did not have that in mind.  As noted above, many dictatorships arise when parties win elections and then change the rules after they control the executive, legislature, and the courts.  Often, opposition parties are legally banned or repressed, but in other cases they are so disadvantaged by the incumbent’s near-monopoly over campaign resources and control over the media, party registration, and permission to hold campaign events that they have no chance of winning future elections.  Whatever the specific method used to consolidate their hold on government, parties that initially achieved power through fair elections fit standard political science theories about why parties are formed.  Nothing in the logic of the theories implies that parties would necessarily play by the rules after achieving power.  That is simply an implicit assumption in most theories developed in the context of U.S. politics.  

Parties that achieve power through the violent ouster of the previous government also fit standard theories about why parties exist,
 though they do not pursue the strategies for achieving power posited by Downs since they need not attract the support of a majority of citizens.  Instead, when out-of-power party leaders choose policy positions, they face a trade-off between appealing to extremists who are willing to invest in the party if it reflects their preferences even if its likelihood of actually achieving power is very low and appealing to larger numbers of citizens with more moderate policy preferences.
  Once in office, leaders are even less constrained by the preferences of the median citizen.  There is no puzzle about why such parties exist, however.  They are organized to get control of government, just as Schattschneider observed.

Only a few scholars of authoritarianism have investigated the creation of support parties.  The question why parties are created after seizures of power has received little attention, I suspect, because most observers have not realized how frequently it occurs.  As far as I know, explanations of post-seizure party creation have only been proposed for specific instances.

In one of the best of these, Beatriz Magaloni (2006) suggests that the creation of the Partido Revolucionario Institucional (PRI) in Mexico was authoritarian leaders’ solution to the deadly competition that had plagued them since the revolutionary seizure of power.  At the end of the revolution, much of the country was controlled by local armed caciques who had fought for the revolution, but could not be controlled by the central government once the revolution was over.  Competition among the top revolutionary generals for the presidency was both deadly to individuals and destabilizing for the regime.  The creation of the party and its enforcement of rotation in office and a six-year term limit for the presidency gave rivals an incentive to wait their turn rather than plotting assassinations or leading rebellions against the sitting president.  I find this a very plausible explanation for the unusual presidential institutions of the PRI government.  

It is these specific institutions – regular rotation and term limits -- that moderated elite competition and helped the regime survive, however, not the existence of the party by itself.  The PRI in Mexico enforced adherence to these institutions, but very few other authoritarian parties rotate leadership on a regular schedule.  The other two autocracies that enforced term limits were the military regimes in Brazil and El Salvador.  Both relied on support parties, but in both cases, term limits were enforced by the military not the party.  In both the latter regimes, highest level decisions, including the identification of the next president, were made by top officers.  Furthermore, the warlordism that characterized Mexico after the revolution has occurred after only a few other seizures of power, so the need to limit competition among armed territorial magnates cannot be a general explanation for party creation.  
In an important recent paper, Magaloni (2008) generalizes the explanation of the creation of the PRI to argue that parties extend the life of dictatorships because they make possible credible intertemporal promises by the dictator to continue sharing spoils if allies continue supporting him.  The most important point Magaloni makes is that dictators can trade spoils for support at any one time, but their promises about the future are not credible because they can always do better in the short run by reneging on their agreements.  She suggests that parties can solve dictators’ credibility problem if the dictator delegates control over who occupies offices, including the dictatorship itself, to the party.
  If the party controls access to office, the dictator has reason to fulfill his promises, and his allies have reason to remain loyal because they can expect higher offices in the future.  I think this is a good explanation of how the PRI in Mexico worked and that it fits some other very well institutionalized dominant party systems, but I do not think it fits most of the regimes originally brought to power through coups.  It does not fit most of the regimes in which parties are created after the seizure of power precisely because the dictator in these regimes does not delegate control over highest offices to the party.

Quite the opposite.  In two-thirds of these cases, the party is led by the dictator himself or a close relative.  It is always led by someone seen as a close ally at the time he is chosen.  The dictator personally selects the members of the ruling committee of the party in most of these cases, and he chooses or vets candidates for the legislature.  He often appoints those who occupy high offices in the bureaucracy.  He not only cannot make credible promises; he does not try to do so.  Instead, he tries to keep his supporters insecure about the future so that they will try hard to demonstrate their loyalty.  In the Dominican Republic, for example, legislators who displeased Trujillo simply disappeared from the legislature and sometimes from the world of the living without anyone seeming to notice.  Cabinet ministers could find out they had lost their jobs by reading it in the newspaper (Hartlyn 1998).  Many of these regimes in which the dictator’s intertemporal commitment problems have not been solved nevertheless last a long time.  
An alternative explanation of party creation is suggested by Bruce Bueno de Mesquita et al. (2003).  Within the theoretical framework they develop, party creation would be defined as a decision by the dictator to broaden the Selectorate.  They define the Selectorate as the group that has some influence on choosing who rules and that receives some benefits from the government.  In recent work, Bueno de Mesquita and Smith (2007) suggest that autocracies have a tipping point that depends on the initial size of the support coalition.  Threats cause autocracies supported by narrow coalitions to narrow further, but cause those supported by broader coalitions to become more inclusive.  Data limitations prevent careful testing of this argument, but I consider its plausibility below.

Ellen Lust-Okar (2005) has explained why economic elites cooperate with dominant parties in the Middle East, why people compete to run for seats in powerless legislatures, and why most citizens vote for the dominant party.  She thus explains many of the puzzles of electoral authoritarianism.  This is a major contribution to understanding authoritarian politics, but she has not addressed the question why those who seized power decided to form a mass party organization in the first place.

more public goods, including secure property rights, that contribute to better economic performance.  Escriba Folch (2005) makes a similar argument about the effects of authoritarian legislatures.  Wright (2007) shows, however, that legislatures Other scholars have focused on a related subject, legislatures, that might have implications for party creation.  Carles Boix and Milan Svolik (2007) argue that dictators permit legislatures when they are threatened by challengers and need the support of economic elites in order to survive.  They see legislatures as concessions by rulers to socio-economic elites whose support is needed in order to maintain the regime and fora within which bargains between elites and rulers can be enforced.  This argument seems to fit contemporary China and the constitutionalization of monarchies in early modern Europe, but not the many autocracies in developing countries in which much of the private sector was expropriated soon after the seizure of power.  Jennifer Gandhi and Adam Przeworski (2005; Gandhi 2003) make a related argument that dictators who come to power in societies with strong preexisting political forces must offer concessions in order to remain in power.  Like Boix and Svolik, they see the legislature as a forum within which policy concessions can be made and enforced.  As a result, they expect autocracies that have legislatures to supply only contribute to better economic performance in military and single-party regimes.  In personalist dictatorships and monarchies, legislatures have no effect on economic performance.  He suggests that instead they serve as the forum within which spoils are divided among elites.
Scholars who investigate why many dictators allow legislatures to function do not address the question why parties, but it might be the case that authoritarian support parties are created in order to organize regime supporters in the legislature, as posited by Aldrich (1995) and Schwartz (1989) to explain the creation of institutionalized majority coalitions (parties) in democracies.  Parties might in some circumstances serve as commitment devices within the legislature.  If legislators will remain dependent on the party beyond the length of a legislative term, they have more reason to stick to their side of bargains to support the dictator in return for policy concessions.  Generally speaking, however, it is the credibility of the dictator’s commitments that needs shoring up, not that of the much less powerful legislators, as Magaloni (2008) shows.  More important, many authoritarian legislatures have little 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.  The possibility that authoritarian parties are created to solve commitment or other problems that arise within authoritarian legislatures will be considered again below.    

My argument builds on some of the insights summarized above.  Like Bueno de Mesquita et al. (2003) and Magaloni (2008), I focus on the rivalries among potential leaders of the authoritarian regime rather than on threats to regime survival that arise from societal or external opponents because most threats to autocratic survival come from erstwhile elite supporters.  In contrast to Bueno de Mesquita et al., I do not assume institutional stability.  Quite the contrary, because in the early post-seizure period, authoritarian institutions tend to be changeable and informal, norms fluid and uncertain.  
The Puzzles

Autocracies supported by parties that have not solved the dictator’s commitment problem last, on average, almost as long as those that have solved it.  With the exception of the PRI regime in Mexico, previously organized parties led the seizures of power that resulted in nearly all the regimes in which the dominant party controls access to high office.  In very few of those in which parties were created after the seizure of power, however, does the party control access to high office.  Table 1 shows the average regime survival time for those regimes in which parties were created after seizure compared with those in which parties were never created.  Regimes that were not led by parties at the time of the seizure but that created them afterward last an average of 18.1 years.  Otherwise similar regimes that neither created nor allied with a pre-existing party to create a support organization last about a third as long.  If we compare regimes in which a party was created with those in which none was, limiting the sample to countries that had experiences with both, differences in average longevity remain very large, suggesting that they are not caused by factors such as level of development, region, or prior history of the countries.  

Individual leaders in regimes that created parties lasted more than twice as long on average as those in regimes that neither created new nor allied with old parties, even though a few of the regimes in which parties were created enforced term limits.  
The observation that regimes with weak parties can also last a long time leads to two questions.  First, what is it about these rubberstamp parties that increases the durability of authoritarian regimes?  Second, if parties increase regime and dictator longevity, why doesn’t every dictator create one?
How Rubberstamp Parties Deter Coups
My answer to the first question is that reliance on the military as the sole base of support is always risky.  Military dictators can increase the credibility of their own promises to share by, for example, retiring from active duty – which many officers are required to do before becoming junta president.  Once they no longer command others, do not determine promotions, and cannot decide which officers will command which garrisons, however, presidents’ ability to deter coups depends almost entirely on their ability to satisfy the rest of the military’s policy and budget demands.   The rest of the military’s promises not to oust are never completely credible, however, because the high command cannot always prevent what might be called “rogue” coups.  These are coups by small groups of officers that could be defeated if the rest of the military mobilized against them, but usually they do not.  The first-mover advantage means that a military faction that makes a credible first coup-move – empirically, seizes the presidential palace, airport, radio, and TV stations without being met by violent or widespread opposition – can overthrow the government because the rest of the military will acquiesce.  All dictators face some risk from the military, but the less able commanding officers are to control lower officers, that is, the less professionalized the military is, the less able they are to make bargains that reduce the risk.  

An alternative way to express this problem is to note that militaries are not unitary actors, though some more closely approximate unity than others.  Individual officers’ motivations for seizing government vary from high-minded commitments to improving the welfare of the poor to concern about the exclusion of their own ethnic or religious group from the current government to naked personal ambition to be dictator.  In more professionalized militaries, individuals’ future career success is effectively tied to following the orders of their commanders, which transforms a large group into something approximating a unitary actor.  In less professionalized militaries, however, discipline is less predictably enforced, personal, and sometimes ethnic, loyalties play a larger role in determining officers’ behavior, and routes to higher office other than the slow but predictable rise through the ranks seem more available.  Coups are the preferred method of ousting government for both professionalized and unprofessionalized militaries, but rogue coups are more likely in less professionalized.
A party organized to support the dictator can reduce this risk if it can organize large numbers of ordinary people into apparent demonstrations of support, whether sincere or not.  Most coups are bloodless.  That is because potential coup leaders choose times when they expect little or no opposition.  Ever since the Russian Revolution, everyone has understood that asking troops to fire on their fellow citizens tends to lead to indiscipline, desertions, and mutiny.  Officers try to avoid these situations.

A rubberstamp party is costly to maintain since party leaders and activists have to be paid with jobs and other benefits, but it is a much less risky base of support than the military precisely because it cannot easily oust the dictator.  A rubberstamp party does, however, have one major similarity with the kind of party described by Magaloni: it is a giant patronage machine.  Those elite and midlevel supporters who receive benefits from it have a vested interest in the dictator remaining in power even if they cannot be sure they will get a share in future spoils because their chances are better as allies of the current dictator than they would be if someone else with whom they are not allied seizes power.

These supporters have access to mass communications and transportation, and they have the carrots and sticks to make sure that ordinary people turn out for big demonstrations or votes when told to.  Some autocratic parties distribute benefits to ordinary citizens, provide good economic policy, and make opportunities for education and upward mobility available to many people whose future looked bleak before.  But many of the rubberstamp parties are incompetent and corrupt.  Cadres may sell the resources they are supposed to distribute, and they may use their party positions to exploit their fellow citizens instead of helping to build mass support for the regime.  Nevertheless, they can turn out masses of citizens for votes and demonstrations of support by threatening to block citizens’ future access to important goods or to turn in the names of those who do not turn out to security police.
It is the threat of mass demonstrations and protests in response to a coup that deters coups.  This is what makes rubberstamp parties useful to dictators.  Nasser’s use of a newly created party to foment mass demonstrations to deter a coup in Egypt illustrates the process I propose.  

Shortly before the 1952 coup that overthrew the Egyptian monarchy, the Free Officers, a small group of young nationalist and leftist officers who had been plotting for some time invited General Naguib to serve as the leader of the coup and the government that would follow.  General Naguib had not previously been involved in the plotting; he was chosen because his seniority and reputation for honesty and public spiritedness gave him the gravitas the younger officers thought was needed to attract widespread military and public support for the coup.  Although the coup was carried out by a minority of junior officers (and Naguib), it was successful.  Naguib took over as head of state and head of government and Nasser, the erstwhile leader of the Free Officers was given the task of organizing a party, Liberation Rally, to support the regime.  

After a year or two, the faction of Free Officers allied to Nasser decided that the regime was successful enough to dispense with Naguib, and they politely relieved him of his positions as head of state and head of government, replacing him with Nasser.  Although Naguib was popular both with most of the military and with ordinary citizens, his replacement was not immediately opposed, and the second coup succeeded.  A couple of months later, an armored battalion that had supported Naguib surrounded Nasser’s office with tanks and sent in a message ordering him to return power to Naguib.  Nasser agreed after looking out the window – the third coup, all carried out by military minorities without civilian involvement.  


When Naguib returned to power, he proposed a political opening.  He called for competitive elections for a constituent assembly and the lifting of restrictions on parties and the press.  These proposals resulted in massive popular demonstrations against steps toward democratization.  Although these demonstrations had a spontaneous and uncontrolled appearance, a close observer reports that Liberation Rally’s National Guard (the party’s militia) “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 (Rally) Movement…directed the protest movement” (Haddad 1973, 40).  After several days of increasingly violent protests and mounting demands for the restoration of order, the government announced it would postpone the implementation of the policies favored by Naguib.  These demonstrations seemed to show that “the street” supported Nasser and could be brought out at will.  A few weeks after this demonstration, Nasser and his allies again removed Naguib, under the pretext of illness.  After such an apparently massive demonstration of opposition to Naguib, the military factions that had supported him just weeks before did not come to his aid again.  We cannot know that a coup that would otherwise have occurred was deterred, but only a little time had passed, Naguib remained popular both inside and outside the military, and Nasser had not been able to remove officers who supported Naguib from command of troops, so no other obvious deterrent existed.  
To sum up the argument, even parties that do not deliver benefits beyond a relatively small group and do not control access to high offices can still prolong regime survival by deterring coups.  This argument cannot be directly tested, but it implies that coups should be less likely if a party has been created.  
The Effect of Post-Seizure Party Creation on the Likelihood of Coups

Some coups end regimes, but others simply replace one dictator with another within an on-going regime.  From the dictator’s point of view, either kind is undesirable.  Since coups can be motivated by personal ambition, they have serendipitous as well as systematic causes.  Figure 1 shows the incidence of coups
 over the lifetime of authoritarian regimes (excluding those brought to power by a previously organized party and monarchies).  The solid line shows the incidence in regimes in which no party was created.  The dashed line with boxes shows the incidence in those regimes in which a party was created after the party was created.  Year one includes those regimes in which a party was created in the first year; year five includes all the regimes that still survived in which a party had been created by year 5.  The average time from regime beginning to party creation is 2.7 years.  The shorter dotted line shows the incidence of coups in regimes that later created parties prior to party creation.  It is short because very few parties are created late in the life of regimes.  As the graph shows, the incidence of coups is usually somewhat lower in regimes with parties than in regimes that lack them.  The incidence of coups in the pre-party creation cases seems to fall between the other two, though the small number of cases per year in this category after year 3 makes it hard to judge.  The incidence of coups seems to be higher at the beginning when the dictatorship has not yet consolidated its rule and then again at between 25 and 35 years duration, a time often associated with an aging first dictator and succession crises.
In order to test whether party creation deters coups, we need a measure of when coups have occurred.  Two data sources list the country and year of successful coups, Banks (2001) and Belkin and Schofer (2003).  As far as I have been able to ascertain, there is no publicly available source for attempted coups.  Banks and Belkin/Schofer cover almost the same years and countries, but the level of disagreement between the two measures is high, as shown in Figure 2 below.  In the empirical work, I use both measures separately and then combine the two measures in a new coup measure that identifies a coup in any country-year in which Banks or Belkin/Schofer or both identified a coup.  This seems a reasonable way to improve the accuracy of the measure because it seems unlikely that coders would perceive a coup where one had not occurred, but quite likely that some coups that caused changes in regime leadership but did not cause the regime to fall would be missed by coders.
Figure 2  Correlation between Banks and Belkin/Schofer Measures of Coups
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Prior research on the causes of coups has shown that they are more likely in poor countries (Londregan and Poole 1990), and many observers believe that poor economic performance motivates them.  The data analysis includes level of development and growth rate as control variables.  We might think that an aging dictator would be a tempting target, and the raw data suggest an increase in coups at between 25 and 35 years of regime duration, so a control variable for the dictator’s age was included in some models.  Coups are quite unusual in monarchies, so a control for monarchy is included in models that include monarchies among the cases.  We might think that on-going civil wars would increase government instability, so a control for civil war is included.  
Belkin and Schofer (2003) have developed a measure of what they call structural coup risk.  They claim that it captures the underlying reasons that some countries during some time periods experience more coups than others.  It includes three elements:  a measure of coups during the previous ten years; a measure of the strength of civil society (log of the number of international NGOs); and a measure of democraticness that includes both repressiveness and competitiveness (from Marshall and Jaggers 2000).  History of past coups is included because previous work has shown that coups are more likely in countries that have had more coups in the past.  The idea behind the inclusion of a measure of the strength of civil society is that coups might be deterred if officers expected them to be actively opposed by citizens mobilized by civil society organizations such as unions.  Democraticness is included because of the expectation that where government can be changed through peaceful means, coups and other violent means will be less likely.  Belkin and Schofer show that structural coup risk does in fact predict coups well, better than coup history alone and better than arguments proposed by others.  Using structural coup risk as a control variable in the analysis here creates a very hard test since it not only predicts coups well but controls for any tendency of party creation to produce or be associated with a softening of authoritarian rule.  Once structural coup risk is controlled for, the effect of party creation can be interpreted as the effect of the party as organization and patronage machine.

One additional Belkin and Schofer variable is included in some models:  Counterbalancing.  As noted above, some dictators seek to deter coups by creating paramilitary forces recruited from loyalists.  Belkin and Schofer attempt to measure this strategy using a variable that combines the ratio of formal military to paramilitary manpower and a count of the number of different armed forces.  This measure is only available for about half the country-years in the sample, so it is only included in some of the models.
Because the arguments made in this study are about party creation after seizures of power, all findings reported here refer only to regimes that emerged after seizures of power not led by parties.  Cases in which dictators allied with a preexisting party after the seizure of power are omitted in order to be sure that the results reported are not caused by the effectiveness of these more established parties, some of which command widespread citizen loyalty.
Table 2 shows the effect of party creation on the likelihood of coups using a Cox hazard model.  Hazard models were originally used in medical research to estimate the effects of various behaviors and characteristics on the probability of death.  Here it is used to estimate the effects of various characteristics on the probability of coups.  Frailty terms are included to control for event dependence and unit heterogeneity.  When the outcome event can be repeated, as coups can, people learn and expectations change so we expect that the probability of future coups might be affected by the experience of past coups; this process is labeled event dependence.  Unit heterogeneity in this instance means that we suspect that individuals in some countries react to events differently than do those in others, and thus coups might be more likely in some countries than others for reasons that are not, and perhaps cannot be, included in the model (Box-Steffensmeier, De Boef, and Joyce 2007).  
The figures reported in the table are hazard ratios with p-values in parentheses.  Hazard ratios between zero and one mean that the outcome event is less likely.  In the first row in Table 2, creating a party is associated with estimates that coups are between 25 and 52 percent as likely as they are when no party is created.  In the model using Banks data and frailty terms, coups are only one quarter as likely after a party is created as when no party has been created.  Using the Belkin/Schofer data with frailty terms, coups are 45 percent as likely after parties have been created as when they are not.  Estimates are statistically significant in all models.

Monarchy reduces the likelihood of coups to single digits.  Growth usually reduces the likelihood of coups by a very small amount, but is only significant (one-tailed) in the model using Banks data and frailty terms.  Wealth seems to reduce the likelihood of coups in most models, but is never statistically significant.  Civil war also shows the right “sign” in most models but fails to achieve statistical significance in most.  In most models, the effect of age of the leader is not significant.  It is significant in the model using Belkin/Schofer data and frailty terms, but it unexpectedly predicts that every additional year of the leader’s age reduces the probability of coups by 3 percent.

A one-unit change in the Belkin/Schofer Structural Coup Risk variable doubles the likelihood of coups in the Belkin/Schofer data with frailty terms.  It nearly triples the risk in the Banks data.  In all models, results are highly statistically significant.  Counterbalancing by creating paramilitaries reduces the risk of coups as expected in both data sets.  Including it greatly reduces the number of cases and the time period covered, but the reduction does not affect the substantive effects of the other variables or their statistical significance.  In short, after controlling for other factors that have been shown to affect the incidence of coups, party creation has a large and statistically significant effect.
Analysis using logit models shows similar results.  See Table 3.  In all models, creating a party reduces coups and is statistically significant in a one-tailed test.  Belkin and Schofer’s structural Coup Risk increases the likelihood of coups in all models, though it is not statistically significant when using Banks coup data.  Counterbalancing has the right sign but is nowhere near significance in this model.  Monarchy makes coups much less likely.  Growth and level of development have the expected effects and are statistically significant in most of the models that include the larger number of cases.  Civil war continues to show no effect.  Year is included in these models to capture the decline in number of coups between 1960 and 2000.  It has the negative sign expected and is always significant.  Regime duration is included because intuition suggests that dictators should be more susceptible to removal by coup in their first few years in power and when they become old or infirm, and the raw data suggest this pattern, but it shows no effect here or in other models tried.  Regime duration squared was included along with regime duration in a number of models in order to capture an apparent curve in the data, but it never approached significance.  Apparently the other variables in the model account for the reasons for the pattern in the data better than regime duration.  Age is left out of this model because it never approached significance.  Dictators, like professors, have no mandatory retirement age.

To conclude this section, coups are less likely in dictatorships in which parties have been created, as the argument above implied.  

We might wonder, however, whether party creation is really the cause of the correlation observed or whether the conditions that reduce coups also increase the likelihood of party creation.  In other words, the observed relationship might be endogenous.  We can test for that possibility by creating an instrument for Party Creation and then using that instrument in place of Party Creation itself to predict Coups.  

Table 4 shows the factors that predict that a party has been created, which are interesting in themselves.  This is not a model of the dictator’s decision to create a party; instead it predicts the existence of a party created after seizure.  The first thing to notice is that this model is much better at predicting whether a party has been created than any of the models tried were at predicting coups.  This is because non-systematic factors, some involving personal traits and ambitions of the perpetrators, affect the incidence of coups more than they affect dictators’ choices about creating parties.  Because coups can be carried out by so many different individuals, some of whom have quite limited information about other political actors and even about the economy, coups sometimes occur when an individual with complete information would not consider them an optimal response.  Dictators, however, are a highly selected set of individuals whose rise to power demonstrates a fairly high level of understanding of the political context and forces they confront.  They are highly motivated to gather information and to make decisions, including the decision to create a support party, that will increase their chances of remaining in power.  Thus their decisions are more predictable.
The model of party existence, shown in Table 4, suggests some of the factors that affect those decisions.  Monarchs are very unlikely to create support parties.
  In this sample, in fact, only two did, and both were obviously in serious trouble before the party was created.  In both, monarchs were overthrown soon after party creation, so the strategy did not work for them.  If parties are created to deter coups, then we should not expect monarchs to create parties because coups are extremely rare in monarchies so monarchs have less need for parties.  
Growth has a small positive, not quite statistically significant, association with party creation.  This might mean that party creation is a little more likely when the economy is doing well, perhaps because the dictator has the resources to support it.  Alternatively, it might mean that growth is a little higher in autocracies with parties because government is more stable and predictable (fewer coups).  In either case, the effect is small.

Structural Coup Risk has a negative, statistically significant relationship with the existence of a party.  A history of past coups does not predict party creation, and the countries in which dictators created parties tend to have had less past democratic experience and less developed civil societies than countries in which dictators did not create parties.  Level of development also has a strong negative association with the existence of a party created after seizure.  The party creation strategy has more often been used in poorer countries, for reasons I discuss below.  Civil war may have a positive association with the existence of a party, though we cannot be sure.  Year has a negative, statistically significant association with the existence of a party.  As countries have developed and their armed forces have become more professionalized, the party creation strategy has become less frequent.

The leader’s age has a negative effect on the existence of a party, meaning that parties are more likely to be created and maintained by younger dictators.  This relationship is probably caused by the higher incidence of younger dictators in countries with less professionalized militaries where junior officers often lead coups.  Regime duration seems to have a positive effect on party creation, but this simply reflects the fact that once parties are created, they are almost never disbanded before the regime they support falls.  So early on in the life of regimes, few of them have parties, but as time goes on, more and more of them do.

If we use this Instrument in place of Created Party to estimate the likelihood of coups, the results are very similar to those obtained using Created Party.  The coefficients for the Instrument actually suggest a stronger effect deterring coups than did Created Party, though the Instrument works a lot better in the Belkin/Schofer and combined data than in the Banks data alone.  The effects of most of the control variables remain about the same, though the statistical significance of some is reduced.  These results increase our confidence that the causal arrow runs in the direction hypothesized. 
Why Don’t All Dictators Create Parties?
If the organization of a party, even a rubberstamp party, reduces the incidence of coups, why do nearly 50 percent of dictators not create them?  The answer to this question resides in the motivations of military officers other than the dictator.  While the dictator hopes to defang other officers’ threat to oust him if he disregards their interests, other officers seek to hold the leader in check.  They have an interest in consultation within the officer corps before major policy decisions and in routine leadership rotation.  They want to avoid the concentration of power, resources, and discretion in one man’s hands, as well as the favoritism and deprofessionalization within the military that often accompany it.  Dictators who succeed in concentrating resources and discretion in their own hands threaten both the military as an institution and individual officers, since they control promotions, postings, forced retirements, and access to profit opportunities legal and illegal.  At the extreme, through their personal control of the security apparatus, they control life and death, and military officers have no special immunity from repression.  
The game between the dictator and the rest of the military shown in Figure 3 demonstrates how these incentives affect decisions.  In this game, the Dictator proposes a division of spoils/policy between himself and the military.  If the high command is satisfied with the division, it continues to support the dictator.  If not, it tries to oust the dictator in a coup.  Its probability of success equals u, the likelihood that other military factions will join in the coup attempt.  In a disciplined, professionalized military, u is very high, and thus the military’s threat to oust if it is not satisfied with its share is credible.  If, however, the high command has little control over military factions, which may decide to rebel against the high command and support the dictator instead of their own commanding officers, then u will be low and the threat to oust less credible.  The high command’s pay-off for a successful coup includes the term 1/M, M equal to the number of officers with high enough rank to be possible next dictators, to suggest the uncertainty that members of the high command would realistically have about who would end up as the next dictator and what the consequences of that choice might be.  No matter how carefully plotters negotiate power sharing arrangements before a coup, the deals they make are not fully self-enforcing so uncertainty always exists about how things will turn out.

After the high command makes its decision, then other factions within the military decide whether to obey orders.  Disobedience when the high command supports the dictator means that the faction tries to oust the dictator.  When the high command itself plots a coup, however, disobedience means that the faction supports the dictator against the high command.  If they throw their support to the dictator, they reduce the likelihood that the coup led by the high command succeeds.  To keep things simple, only one faction is shown here.  If a faction decides to rebel even though the high command has not, they can attempt a coup with probability of success equal to v.  If they succeed in ousting the president, they capture a larger share of total spoils and control of policy (zT, with z equal to the proportion they will have to share with allies), but if they fail, high costs, F, will be imposed on them.  The faction would always be better off if it could overthrow the dictator, so its decision depends on v, the likelihood of success.  A successful rebellion against the high command is assumed to have the same chance of success as a coup attempt by the faction when the high command supports the dictator (also a rebellion against the high command) to keep notation simple.  
For simplicity, I assume that the dictator and the high command are aware of the Rubinstein (1982) result, so the high command will settle for a 50-50 split.  The dictator’s promise to share is credible if the high command can oust him with high probability.  The high command’s promise of support is only credible if it can discipline the factions and prevent them from carrying out successful rogue coups.  If the dictator has reason to doubt the high command’s ability to prevent factions from carrying out rogue coups, then it makes little sense for him to offer an equal share because doing so will not protect him.  Instead, he will propose an unequal split, and he will use the resources thus saved to pursue other strategies for deterring coups such as creating a support party and paramilitary forces (not shown in the game).  Thus a highly factionalized, unprofessionalized military reduces the credibility of both the high command’s threat to oust if they are not given an adequate share and also their promises of support if they are.  

In militaries that are more professionalized at the time of the seizure of power, the likelihood of a “rogue” coup succeeding is low and the cost of a failed attempt very high because careers are predictably ended by serious breeches of discipline.  As a result, the high command can credibly promise not to oust the dictator as long as he sticks to prior agreements about sharing, rotation, and policy.  If the military can make credible promises, the dictator has more reasons to work out an acceptable sharing arrangement rather than creating a third actor, the party, with which spoils have to be shared as well.
Consequently, on average, more professionalized militaries have been better able to enforce agreements about consultation and executive rotation, and they have been more successful at preventing the personalization of rule – when necessary, by ousting junta leaders who seem to be trying to concentrate power in their own hands.  Recently created officer corps, however -- whether created by indigenization at the time of independence or by U.S. forces trying to build “neutral” National Guards during occupations of Central American and Caribbean nations -- have shown less ability to check the ambitions of fellow officers who manage to attain the presidency.

In summary, where the dictator must bargain with a unified military that could oust him with near certainty, he agrees to a more equal distribution of resources and power, consistent with Rubinstein’s (1982) famous result for two-person divide-the-dollar games.  Where, however, he can bargain separately with different factions based on ethnicity or personal loyalty within the military, he could exclude some factions altogether, provide minimal resources to the other members of his “minimum-winning” coalition, and keep the rest if he did not fear coups (Geddes 2004).
  To make this a safe strategy, the dictator needs to deter coups, which – as noted above -- can be undertaken by any dissatisfied faction.  Party creation, personal control of the security apparatus, and the creation of paramilitary forces are the main deterrence strategies available. 

The argument that other officers in post-seizure coalitions resist party creation because it is part of a leader’s strategy for enhancing personal discretion and power implies that other officers would prefer a shorter term for the regime to the personalization of rule, since party creation increases regime durability.  Two observations make this idea plausible.  First, observers have long noted that most officers prefer returning to the barracks to remaining in power while the military becomes factionalized and politicized.
  Second, when a leader who came to power via coup successfully concentrates power and discretion in his own hands, he marginalizes most of the military.  Although casual observers may still label the regime military, those officers excluded may have as little influence as they would have had in a civilian government, and they are worse off professionally because future promotions will depend on the leader’s favor.  They thus have little reason to care about the survival of the regime if they have been marginalized.
Preliminary Evidence

The argument above implies that a number of relationships should be observable in the real world.


If authoritarian party creation is a strategic choice by incumbent rulers to protect their rule from possible military rivals, we should find that most party creations are initiated by the incumbent.  We cannot observe that directly because we cannot tell from public announcements who sought to create this new institution.  We should, however, observe the following:

*Most newly created authoritarian support parties would be led either by the incumbent dictator himself or one of his close relatives or allies.

*Authoritarian support parties would often be created as part of a process of marginalization of the military.  A concrete indicator of military marginalization is dissolution of military consultative bodies.

*Parties would be created in the run-up to elections that confirm the incumbent as national executive.  Such elections create an appearance of popular legitimacy aimed at undermining the feeling among officers that what the military gives, it has the right to take away.
If more professionalized militaries have greater ability to resist the personalization of rule, and hence party creation, by one of their number, then we might expect to see more parties created in situations in which professional norms had not had time to become fully internalized.  We cannot measure the internalization of professional norms in a large number of militaries, but it seems reasonable to assume that they take time to develop.  Therefore, it also seems reasonable to assume that professionalization is weaker within 20 years of:  independence in countries where officer corps were indigenized shortly before independence; or the creation by foreign occupiers of a National Guard or other defense force to replace pre-existing military forces.  Seizures of power by junior or non-commissioned officers could also be used as a proxy for low professionalization.  Such seizures indicate that the conventional military emphases on hierarchy and discipline – hallmarks of a professionalized military -- have either not yet become internalized by many officers or are breaking down.  Consequently, we might also expect party creation to occur more frequently after such seizures of power.

Data to test these arguments will come from expanding the collection of information I have used to classify authoritarian regimes types.
  The original dataset has been updated, expanded to include monarchies, regimes that began after 1989, and regimes of less than three years duration.  A number of new variables, including dates of party creation and details about the seizure-group, have been added to the original information used for coding regime types.  The addition of a number of the new variables needed to assess the implications noted above is not complete, so all empirical claims made here are preliminary, based on partial coding, and I report only very simple findings that I think are unlikely to disappear as more data accumulate.  

Is Party Creation Usually Initiated by the Dictator?

The identity of the first leader of parties created after seizures of power is missing for quite a few cases, but for those available, the regime leader or a close relative of his led the newly created party in about two-thirds of cases.  In some of the others, either the regime leader purged the first party leader after a year or two of organizational effort, or the party leader eventually ousted the regime leader.  The organization of a new party was always delegated to a close relative or ally if the leader did not keep the post for himself, but even so, delegation seems to have been dangerous.  Where the regime leader delegates control over the new party to one of his allies, the ally can become a powerful rival.  As Stalin and Nasser showed, the loyal lieutenant who controls the party can build a well-organized network of activists who depend on him for their future jobs and promotions, and who will help to put and keep him in power.  

The circumstances under which decisions to create parties are made also suggest that they form part of the consolidation strategy for specific leaders.  In non-monarchic regimes, I have found no descriptions of parties created for the purpose of organizing or stabilizing majorities in authoritarian legislatures.  Instead, parties are often created as part of the strategy to insure that an authoritarian supermajority is elected in the first place.
  The most common situation in which parties are created is during the run-up to elections to either confirm the incumbent regime leader as president or elect a legislature that will then confirm him.  When legislatures have the task of anointing the president, the selection of legislative candidates achieves high importance, even if elections are uncompetitive.  Party ruling committees are given the task of choosing candidates, usually in consultation with the regime leader himself.  Parties are also expected to turn out the vote for the new leader in presidential elections.  Party activists, who are often public employees, are charged with spreading the regime’s messages, distributing benefits, holding campaign events, and making sure that citizens turn out to vote and vote for the right candidate (if they have a choice).  

Can More Professionalized Militaries Deter Party Creation?


For this test, countries with recently indigenized or occupier-created officer corps are compared with countries in which the officer corps had had more than 20 years of autonomous development.  The assumption underlying this test is that in recently created officer corps, professional norms have not had time to become fully internalized.  As Table 6 shows, among the cases in which coding has been completed, parties were created after 58 percent of illegal seizures of power carried out in countries with recently indigenized or occupier-created military forces.  Twenty-one percent of such regimes allied with a preexisting party, and an equal number eschewed the use of a support party.  After seizures of power carried out in countries with officer corps that had been in place more than 20 years, and can therefore be assumed to be more professionalized, all else equal, only 33 percent of leaders created new parties.  Nine percent allied with preexisting parties, and 58 percent made no use of support parties.  These findings are consistent with the argument that more professionalized militaries can more successfully resist the personalization of rule after seizures of power.  
They are also consistent with several of the results of the analysis of party creation, as shown in Table 4.  As noted above, younger dictators are more likely to create parties, and dictators tend to be younger in countries with less professionalized militaries because more coups are led by junior officers in these countries.   The passage of time has reduced the incidence of post-seizure party creation, as would be expected if militaries are becoming more professionalized over time.  The analysis also shows that dictators in poorer countries are more likely to create support parties.  On average, countries with more professionalized militaries are richer and more industrialized than countries with recently indigenized or occupier-created militaries.  
We generally expect richer countries to experience fewer coups and have stabler governments, whether authoritarian or democratic (Londregan and Poole 1990).  Among authoritarian regimes initiated by seizures of power not led by parties, however, this relationship is reversed.  The reversal occurs because professionalized militaries can prevent the creation of authoritarian support parties that would make governments more stable while reducing military influence on them.  It may seem surprising that coups are more common when the military is more professionalized, but the difference is quite large in these data.  Coups in professionalized military regimes are analogous to votes of no-confidence in parliamentary democracies.  They are simply the way the top officers in the military replace executives with whom they are dissatisfied; they are common and usually bloodless.  Because it is relatively easy for a unified military to replace incumbents, incumbents who wish to remain in office in such regimes must be responsive to the demands of their military colleagues.  Incumbents committed to changes in the status quo or who face serious economic problems, however, may be unable to respond to military demands.
Conclusion
This paper has addressed two questions.  Through what means do newly created parties prolong the life of authoritarian regimes?  Second, since party creation prolongs regime life, why do nearly 50 percent of dictators who achieve power without being part of a previously organized party not create one?  To answer the first question, I have argued that the creation of a party to support a particular leader creates vested interests in his survival among party leaders and activists.  These party leaders and activists in turn have the resources to mobilize mass demonstrations that deter coups.  The party can thus 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, but during the first years after a seizure of power, they are usually controlled by one person and the close allies to whom he delegates day-to-day supervision.  Support parties can end up prolonging the life of authoritarian regimes, not just particular leaders, but their creation and early tasks, reorganization, and purging are determined by particular leaders engaged in competition with rivals for power within the regime elite.

Authoritarian parties may also serve other purposes.   Regime leaders often assign to them the tasks of building popular support for the government by distributing benefits to citizens in villages and neighborhoods and spreading the regime’s ideology or policy views.  We should 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 improve the quality of life for ordinary citizens or persuade them to agree with regime views, however, they provide their officials and 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 and to 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.  They also control the means to influence ordinary citizens’ behavior since they control the distribution of resources and can report “disloyalty” to security personnel.  So they can turn out the masses for either demonstrations or elections.  These demonstrations and elections deter rivals.  The most dangerous rivals to leaders of regimes that achieved power without party support usually come from within the military.

The evidence shown above shows that creating a party after seizure does deter coups.  After controlling for other factors known or believed to affect the incidence of coups, party creation reduces the likelihood that a coup will occur.  These results lend some support to the argument that, whatever else parties may be intended to accomplish, they do on average deter coups.  

The answer I propose to the second question is that party creation is a strategy used by military officers who have achieved the position of head of state when the factionalization or lack of professionalization of the officer corps that temporarily supports them prevents it from making credible promises either to oust the dictator if he fails to share with them or to support him if he does share.  If the dictator cannot secure his position by sharing, then he is better off keeping a larger share of the spoils and other benefits of office so that he can invest in creating a party to support his rule and also in coercive forces under his personal control.  Both parties and paramilitary forces, I argue, are created to deter coups.  The game in Figure 3 shows the logic underlying this argument.  

Strong evidence to support this part of the argument awaits the completion of data collection, but preliminary evidence is consistent with the argument that factionalization and lack of professionalization within the military increase the likelihood of party creation.  Parties are more often created by younger dictators and by dictators who rose to power in recently indigenized officer corps or armed forces recently created by foreign occupiers.  Some of the world’s most famous dictators, including Mobutu, Trujillo, and Eyadema, arose in these circumstances.  
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Table 1   Effect of Party Creation on Regime and Dictator Survival

	Dictator
	Average Regime Duration
	Average Dictator Survival*



	Creates a Party
	18.1
	7.8



	Does Not Create a Party
	6.3
	2.9



	Does Not Create (excludes “moderating military interventions)
	7.7
	

	N =
	128 regimes
	132 dictators*


*Based on 40 percent of sample.

The full sample is made up of 128 regimes in which the dictator or ruling group created a party after the seizure of power.  It excludes monarchies and regimes in which the dictator coopted and made use of a preexisting party as well as those in which the ruling group was organized as a party prior to achieving office.
Table 2:  The Effect of Party Creation on the Likelihood of Coups

Hazard Model:  Cox Regression

	
	Banks Coup Data
	Banks

Coup Data
	Belkin Coup Data
	Belkin Coup Data
	Banks with Frailty Terms
	Belkin with Frailty Terms



	Created Party


	0.35

(.001)
	0.31

(.009)
	0.52

(.005)
	0.45

(.011)
	0.25

(.002)
	0.45

(.007)

	Monarchy


	0.01

(.000)
	0.04

(.005)
	0.07

(.000)
	0.13

(.002)
	0.00

(.000)
	0.05

(.000)



	Growth


	0.98

(.144)
	1.00

(.987)
	0.99

(.553)
	1.00

(.818)
	0.97

(.075)
	0.99

(.324)



	Log GDP


	0.77

(.151)
	0.77

(.284)
	1.00

(.970)
	1.11

(.497)
	0.75

(.347)
	0.88

(.545)



	Civil War


	1.81

(.074)
	1.14

(.817)
	1.30

(.338)
	1.35

(.450)
	1.83

(.199)
	0.61

(.225)



	Age of Leader


	1.00

(.885)
	1.02

(.284)
	(0.99)

(.187)
	1.00

(.789)
	0.99

(.604)
	0.97

(0.05)

	Couprisk


	2.37

(.000)
	2.07

(.000)
	1.96

(.000)
	2.19

(.000)
	2.93

(.000)
	2.00

(.000)



	Counter-balancing


	
	0.76

(.064)
	
	0.82

(.039)
	
	

	N
	1276
	611
	1323
	611
	1276
	1323


Table 3:  Effect of Party Creation on the Likelihood of Coups

Logit

	
	Belkin/Schofar Coup Data


	Banks Coup Data


	Combined Coup Data


	Combined Coup Data

	Created Party


	-0.51

(.064)
	-0.79

(.029)
	-0.64

(.015)


	-0.68

(.073)

	Monarchy


	-1.81

(.003)


	-3.05

(.006)
	-2.03

(.001)
	-1.25

(.126)

	Growth


	-0.01

(.373)
	-0.05

(.013)
	-0.04

(.008)


	-0.02

(.367)

	Log GDP


	-0.23

(.081)
	-0.34

(.062)
	-0.28

(.028)


	-0.21

(.240)

	Civil War


	-0.06

(.839)
	0.16

(.662)
	0.17

(.540)


	-0.64

(.185)

	Year


	-0.06

(.000)
	-0.05

(.010)
	-0.05

(.000)


	-0.09

(.015)

	Coup Risk


	0.24

(.047)
	0.14

(.359)
	0.23

(.038)


	0.29

(.084)

	Regime Duration
	-0.01

(.671)


	0.01

(.556)
	-0.00

(.939)
	-0.01

(.669)

	Counter-balancing


	
	
	
	-0.06

(.643)

	N
	1161
	1118
	1161
	550

	Log likelihood
	-286.6
	-193.8
	-305.0
	-159.9

	Pseudo R2
	0.13
	0.12
	0.15
	0.15


Table 4:  Predictors of Parties Created Post-Seizure

Logit

Dependent Variable:  Created Party

	
	Coefficient



	Coup Risk


	-0.20

(.030)



	Monarchy


	-14.74

(.000)



	Growth


	0.08

(.183)



	Log GDP


	-0.84

(.000)



	Civil War


	0.31

(.183)



	Year


	-0.03

(.002)



	Leader’s Age


	-0.02

(.054)



	Regime Duration
	0.29

(.000)



	N
	1159

	Log likelihood
	-369.3

	Pseudo R2
	0.54


Table 5:  

Effect of Instrumented Party Creation on the Likelihood of Coups

Logit

	
	Belkin/Schofar Coup Data


	Banks Coup Data


	Combined Coup Data



	Instrumented Created Party


	-1.24

(.070)
	-0.75

(.398)
	-1.20

(.068)



	Monarchy


	-2.42

(.006)


	-3.04

(.028)
	-2.49

(.004)

	Growth


	-0.02

(.331)
	-0.04

(.021)
	-0.04

(.006)



	Log GDP


	-0.23

(.081)
	-0.34

(.135)
	-0.38

(.018)



	Civil War


	-0.04

(.900)
	0.20

(.586)
	0.18

(.527)



	Year


	-0.06

(.000)
	-0.05

(.011)
	-0.05

(.000)



	Coup Risk


	0.17

(.175)
	0.16

(.303)
	0.18

(.137)



	Regime Duration
	0.00

(.856)


	0.01

(.618)
	-0.01

(.777)

	N
	1159
	1116
	1159

	Log likelihood
	-283.1
	-193.6
	-302.5

	Pseudo R2
	0.13
	0.10
	0.14


Table 6: The Effect of Military Professionalization* on Post-Seizure Party Creation

Party Creation Strategy

	Military Type


	Party Created

(%)
	Allied with Preexisting Party

(%)


	No Parties

(%)
	N

	Recently Indigenized 


	58
	21
	21
	19

	Professionalized
	33
	9
	58
	57


* Indigenization of the officer corps and creation of a new military force by foreign occupiers within 20 years of the seizure of power are used as proxies for lack of professionalization.
Based on partial sample
Figure 3:  Divide the Spoils Game with Military Factions
a             b                                 c             d                    e              f
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a:  .5 T, .5mT, (1-m).5T/N


b:  (1-v).5T, (1-v).5mT, vzT-(1-v)F


c:  (.5+x)T, .5m(1-x)T, .5(1-m)(1-x)T/N


d:  (1-v)(.5+x)T, (1-v)(.5m)(1-x)T, vzT-(1-v)F


e:  (1-u)(.5+x)T, umT/M-(1-u)F, u(1-m)T/N-(1-u)F


f:  (1-u+v)(.5+x)T, (u-v)mT/M-(1-u+v)F, (1-u+v)(1-x).5T/N-(u-v)F








Total spoils = T; additional amount dictator keeps when distribution is unequal = x, 0<x<.5


The high command’s share of spoils relative to the rest of the military = m, 0<m<1


Number of officers with rank high enough to be chosen as junta leader after coup led by the high command = M


Probability that the high command can carry out a successful coup = u, 0<u<1


Probability that a faction can carry out a successful coup or a successful rebellion against the high command when it tries to oust the president = v, 0<v<1


Number of factions in the military = N


Proportion of total spoils a rebellious military faction will be able to keep after it shares with allies = z, 0<z<1


Cost to faction if coup fails = F
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� See, for example, Chehabi and Linz (1998)


� Data collected by the author.


�The next three words in Downs’s definition are “by legal means” so he intended his definition to be limited to electoral parties, not parties organized to seize power by any means necessary.  


� Other standard theories about why parties exist, such as those by Aldrich (1995) and Cox and Mc Cubbins (1993) have little relevance for the study of modern authoritarian parties since they posit party development within legislatures governed by majority rule.  Parties in some monarchies have developed in this way, but parties that have seized power have been formed by exactly those citizens excluded from representation in legislatures (if they exist in the ancien regime).  Parties created by dictators after seizures of power build an organizational structure for the dictator’s supporters regardless of the institution they inhabit, often rely heavily on public employees initially, and usually predate the creation of a legislature.  


� See DeNardo (1985) for a detailed elaboration of the dilemma facing the leaders of revolutionary movements.


� Referring to this form of power sharing as delegation implies that the dictator’s own interests are served by it.  That seems a dubious assumption since presidents’ terms are more likely to be limited in such systems.  My observation suggests that presidents agree to such arrangements when power is relatively dispersed among elite factions within the ruling group, which forces the president to grant this form of power sharing.  If power is already concentrated in the president’s hands when the party is created, he has little reason to delegate powers that may increase regime survival but not his own time in office.


� Data from Belkin and Schofer (2003).  My thanks to them for sharing their data.


� Monarchs sometimes allow parties to develop and then form alliances with one of them, but they rarely create the kind of party discussed here, the hegemonic support organization of the regime.  Instead, if they allow the existence of parties, they remain above the fray and play the parties off against each other.


� See Fontana (1987) for a detailed description of the months of negotiations before the Argentine coup of 1976 and the military’s later inability to enforce the bargain it had negotiated.


� The reasoning here is analogous to Barron and Ferejohn (1989).  In divide-the-dollar games, the only cost to the agenda setter of being replaced is losing agenda setting power, but dictators face the risk of much higher costs.


� Officers’ concern about unity, cohesion, and professional efficacy has been noted by military sociologists going back to Janowitz (1960).  O’Donnell, Schmitter, and Whitehead (1986) famously claimed that all transitions to democracy began with splits within the authoritarian ruling group.  This claim may not be generally true, but it is true for most transitions from professionalized military rule.


� See Geddes (2003) for a description of this dataset and the coding rules used to produce it.


� As Magaloni (2006) has observed, authoritarian governments seek to be elected by supermajorities in high turnout elections because such outcomes serve as effective deterrents to elite defections, while bare majorities would not.  A variation on minimum-winning-coalition logic operates within the regime elite, but not in elections or legislatures.  Dictators can afford to exclude some erstwhile elite supporters from spoils as long as they can deter rivals from challenging them because no one can do better by joining the opposition.  In a dictatorship, joining the opposition simply means excluding oneself from the only game in town and any benefits that access to government might deliver.
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