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We estimate the risk of democratic breakdown using a discrete-time survival model with frailties by country. The dataset is formed by 644 regime-years for 20 countries, and it includes 26 breakdowns (4% of the sample). The dependent variable is a dichotomous indicator coded as 1 for years when the competitive was replaced by an authoritarian system and 0 otherwise. Given the binary nature of the outcome, we employ a logit estimator to model the risk of breakdown. Accordingly, a positive coefficient in the regression results indicates an increase in the probability of breakdown as a result of a unit-increase in a given independent variable.

The predictors included in the model are:

Preference for democracy can be roughly interpreted as the proportion of actors with a normative commitment to democracy in each country between 1945 and 2010. Actors received scores of 1 (a consistent and strong normative preference for democracy), 0.5 (a fairly strong but not entirely consistent preference), and 0 (inconsistent, ambivalent, or hostile views about liberal democracy on intrinsic grounds). We computed the mean for each country-year.
Radicalism can be roughly interpreted as the proportion of powerful political actors with radical policy preferences. Actors were given a score of 1 (radical), 0.5 (somewhat radical), and 0 (not radical). 
Per capita GDP in thousands of 2000 US dollars (based on data from World Development Indicators and Penn World Tables). We also employ a quadratic term to capture non-linear effects. (One-year lags).
Industrial labor. The percentage of labor force in manufacturing, as a gross indicator of the numerical leverage of the working class (World Development Indicators, one-year lag).

Oil and Mineral Exports. Coded as 1 if exports of oil and minerals typically represented more than 10 percent of the gross national income—in Bolivia, Chile, and Venezuela during 1945-2005, and in Ecuador since 1973 (computed from the World Development Indicators). 

Growth. The rate of change in per capita income, measured as a proportion of per capita GDP in the previous year, to assess overall economic performance (one-year lag).  

Multipartism. Dichotomous variable coded as 1 if the effective number of parties in the lower (or only) chamber was equal or greater than 3.0 in a given year. 

Presidential Powers.  Shugart and Carey’s (1992) measure of formal presidential powers in the constitution, which combines indicators of legislative (e.g., decree and veto) and non-legislative (e.g., appointments) powers. We extended the coding for all countries in our sample. Values range from 5 (Haiti 1996-99) to 22 (Ecuador 1998-2005). 
Region. The proportion of democratic countries in the region every year, excluding the country in question. The coding for this independent variable was based on our trichotomous measure of democracy (with semi-democratic countries counting as half). The values can theoretically range from zero, if none of the other 19 countries in the region were democratic in a given year, to 1 if the other 19 countries were democratic in that year. 

US Foreign Policy. Orientation of US administrations towards democracy in Latin America. Using historical sources, we answered eight dichotomous questions about US policymakers.  Four captured policies and attitudes harmful to democracy,
 while four others addressed behaviors intended to support democracy in Latin America.
 The first set of questions was coded -1 when the answer was affirmative, and the second set was coded +1 when the answer was affirmative. The resulting scores for each US administration (from -4 to 4) were re-scaled to create a continuous index ranging between 0 and 1 (where 1 indicates maximum support for democracy).
Duration Dependence. We controlled for duration-dependence using a cubic transformation of the regime’s age (measured in years). The cubic transformation of age allows us to assess whether the baseline hazard rate for democracies changes over time and whether they truly “consolidate” in the long run.

Table 1 summarizes the results of the analysis.
Table 1. Discrete-Time Survival Model

Competitive Regimes, 1945-2005

	
	Coefficient
	s.e.

	Preference for  democracy
	-3.18**
	(1.51)

	Radicalism 
	3.10**
	(1.15)

	Per capita GDP, t-1
	-0.26
	(0.67)

	Per capita GDP2, t-1
	0.06
	(0.09)

	Industrial labor, t-1
	0.04
	(0.04)

	Oil and minerals > 10% GNI
	-1.08
	(0.71)

	Growth, t-1
	0.01
	(5.96)

	Multipartism
	-0.23
	(0.49)

	Presidential powers
	-0.19**
	(0.08)

	Region, t-1
	-4.31**
	(1.87)

	US policy, t
	-0.51
	(0.85)

	Age of the regime
	0.31**
	(0.15)

	Age of the regime2
	-0.02*
	(0.01)

	Age of the regime3
	0.00*
	(0.00)

	Constant
	-0.80
	(2.19)

	Number of observations
	644
	

	Number of groups
	20
	


Entries are random-effects logistic regression coefficients (standard errors)

* p<0.1 ** p<0.05
To facilitate the interpretation of the main results, in Table 2 we report the expected risk of breakdown and predicted duration for the regime for the sample of post-1977 competitive regimes in four counter-factual situations: (1) if no actor had a preference for democracy and all actors were radical; (2) if no actor had a preference for democracy but all actors were moderate; (3) if all actors had a normative preference for democracy but they were radical (an unlikely situation); and (4) if all actors had a preference for democracy and were moderate. The contrast between the most dangerous (1) and the most favorable (4) situations is stark.
Table 2. Predicted values for Latin American Cases, 1978-2005
	Scenario
	Preference for democracy
	Radicalism
	Expected

Risk
	Expected duration (years)

	1
	0
	1
	0.1692
	6

	2
	0
	0
	0.0091
	110

	3
	1
	1
	0.0084
	119

	4
	1
	0
	0.0004
	2631


Note: Predictions are calculated for the average competitive regime in 1978-2005, assuming that all control variables in the sample remained at their values.
The contrast between the most favorable and the most unfavorable situations for democracy simulated in Table 2 is striking. But the probabilities predicted for scenarios 1 through 3 still underestimate the risk that such contexts would pose for competitive regimes. For simplicity, in the simulations we have held all control variables at their original values in the sample. Thus we are assuming that, among other factors, the regional environment would have remained unchanged. However, very few competitive regimes would survive under hostile conditions, and the regional context dominated by authoritarian rulers would reinforce the negative trend. Spatial constraints prevent us from addressing these iterative mechanisms here, but we expand on this issue in our book, The Emergence and Fall of Democracies and Dictatorships.         
� Whether US leaders (1) supported coups or armed rebellions against competitive regimes; (2) limited the sovereignty (and hence democracy) of Latin American countries through military interventions; (3) clearly supported authoritarian regimes; or (4) expressed the view that Latin American countries could not be democracies because of cultural dispositions.


� Whether US leaders: (1) expressed a preference for democracy even when there were tradeoffs with US economic or security interests; (2) promoted the democratization of authoritarian regimes or made efforts to bolster democracies under threat; (3) criticized authoritarian regimes that were not leftist; and (4) practiced a policy of non-recognition when a military coup overthrew a competitive regime.
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