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On May 15, 1932, Prime Minister Inukai Tsuyoshi was assassinated by naval
officers in the official residence of the prime minister in Tokyo. On May 26,
Admiral Saité Makoto was appointed prime minister by the emperor, based
on the recommendation of Genrg Saionji Kinmochi. Saitd’s appointment
put an end to the practice of party government—in which leaders of politi-
cal parties became prime ministers—and meant that the semi-democratic
regime of prewar Japan had broken down. Following the breakdown of
the semi-democratic regime, an authoritarian regime in which the mi[itary

projected strong influence was established. This regime brought Japan to
the Second World War.

Objectives and Challenges

How and why does a semi-democratic regime—a regime thart developed
as a result of a sigﬂiﬁcant degree of democratization—break down without
experiencing further democratization? These are the questions I raise in this
book. My answer emerges through a case study of changes in po[itical re-
gimes in prewar Japan.

The semi-democratic regime is a subtype of hybrid regimes, which have
been increasingly drawing scholarly attention in recent years.! Hybrid regimes
contain attributes of democratic regimes as well as authoritarfan regimes.
E.xamples of hybrfd regimes include competitive authoritarianism, electoral
authoritarianism, pseudo c[emocracy, and so on.
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I undertake a case study of a semi-democratic regime to advance re-
search on hybric[ regimes. It is only in recent years that students of po-
lirical regimes have initiated intensive research on hybrid regimes. As a
result, many interesting questions still remain to be answered. Studies on
h}'brid regimes have more or less focused on a parricular, contemporary
type, namely, those in which the nature of politica[ competition can be
characterized as competitive authoritarian or electoral authoritarian.® In
these regimes, although elections are regularly held, po[irica[ competition
is not fair nor free and authoritarian incumbents have a huge adv;mtage
over the opposition.

Yet, hybric[ regimes are not limited to those that have been intensively
studied. They can be multidimensional, just like democratic regimes.3 There
can be hybrid regimes in which electoral control over po[itical offices may
be different than in democratic regimes. Furthermore, hybrid regimes are
not limited to the contemporary era. Hisrorical[y, there are also instances of
such regimes.

This study on a semi-democratic regime is an effort to expand our knowl-
edge of other types of hybrid regimes. I define a semi-democratic regime as

foﬂows:

1. Even when there is competition for politica[ offices, and elections are
held regularly to fill political offices, they are not fully free or fair. Civil
rights that are necessary to make politica[ competition and elections free
and fair—such as freedom of expression and association—are not suf-
ﬁcient[y protected.

2. Not all effective political offices, that is political offices that have power
to influence policy formulation, are held accountable to the electorate
through elections. In other words, even when free and competitive elec-
tions are regularly held, there remain “reserved domains”—po[itical of-
fices that are not accountable to the electorate but can exercise signiﬁcant
poh'tical power.

3. On[y a portion of the population has the right to vote.

Semi-democratic regimes d.evelop into democratic regimes when thE’}' fulfill
the following conditions:

1. There is competition for po[itical offices, and the people select polirica[
officeholders through free, fair, and regularly held elections. Civil rights

that are necessary to make political competition and elections free and
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fair, such as freedom of expression and association and equality among
votes, are protected.

2. All effective po[itica] offices are held accountable, either direcrly or indi-
rectly, to the electorate through elections. In other words, there are no
“reserved domains,” and no political offices can project sigﬂiﬁcant poliri—
cal power if they are not accountable to the electorate, either c[irecrly or
indfrectly.

3. A significant portion of the population (normally, all adults) have the

righr to participate in elections.

]udged by these definitions, Great Britain, for example, was semi-
democratic in the latter half of the nineteenth century. With respect to
political competition, two major political parties competed against each
other and elections were regularly held. Yet, they were not completely fair
or free because of election fraud. With respect to control over po[itical
offices by the electorate, not all effective political offices were yet account-
able, either direct[y or iﬂdirectly, to the electorate. This was because the
House of Commons’ superiority to the House of the Lords had not yet
been established, although by the 1870s the practice arose that the cabinet
would be formed from the majority party in the House of Commons. On
the last point—electoral participation—even after the reform of1884, only
16 percent of the total population had the I'I'ght to vote.

Great Britain came to fulfill the three conditions for a democratic regime
with the reform of 1911, which established the superiority of the House of
Commons over the House of Lords, and the reform of 1928, which estab-
lished universal suﬂrage.

Between 1918 and 1932, Japan, with its practice c-fparty government, also
fulfilled the three conditions for a semi-democratic regime. First, there was
sigﬂiﬁcant politfcal competition, but it was not fully free and fair. During
this period {(with the exception of a few years), two major parties compered
against each other and formed cabinets. Although they were not completely
free and fair, elections were regu[aﬂy held and determined the distribution
of power in the Diet. On the second dimension—the electorate’s control
over political offices once party government had been established—the cab-
inet was indirectly accountable to the electorate and the Lower House was
direcrly accountable. Not all polirical offices, however, were accountable to
the electorate; institutions such as the genra, the House of Peers, the Privy

Coundil, and the mﬂftary were ot subject to electoral control. On the third
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dimension—electoral participation—there were limits. With the reform of
1919 males who paid an annual tax of at least three yen could vote. The re-
form of 1924 implemented universal male suffrage.

Although Great Britain made a transition from a semi-democratic regime
to a democratic regime, Japan did not. With the May 15 Incident in 1932,
party government was terminated and the semi-democratic regime col-
lapsed. After a four-year period of transition, there emerged an authoritarian
regime led by the military (see Chapter 2). In other words, Japan's prewar

democratization was aborted in the early 1930s.

Studies of Hybrid Regimes

This book’s analysis of the collapse of the Japanese semi-democratic regime
expects to make two contributions to the literature on comparative poiitics.
First, it expands our understanding of hybrid regimes. A recent surge in
scholarly attention to hybrid regimes obviously reflects a teleological bias
in the study of the so-called third wave of democratization.* Guillermo
O’Donnell and Philippe Schmitter’s seminal research on democratic transi-
tions has emphasized transitions from authoritarian to other types of po-
litical regimes, and has noted that not all transitions necessarily lead to
democratic regimes.‘i As Thomas Carothers has pointed out, however, there
has been an implicit assumption in the literature thart “any country mov-
ing away from dictatorial rule can be considered a countty in transition
toward deJ:n-:Jcra::)-r.”6 Research on democratization has often been based on
the assumption, whether impiicit or explicit, thar a2 nondemocratic (au-
thoritarian) regime can make the transition to a democratic one within
a relatively short time.” When we look at countries with long histories of
democracy, it is easy to see that ti’ley did not move quic.i{_iy from being
nondemocratic to democratic. Most of these countries “graduaily expanded
the suffrage, reduced plural voting, intreduced the secret ballot, and estab-
lished the responsibility of prime ministers and cabinets to pariiaments.”s
Although some scholars have argued that it is necessary to LLI:eiesco-pe such a
iong historical process [of democratization] into a few critical years,” that
many scholars have modified the term “ciemc-cracy” with various adjectives
such as “pseudo,” “illiberal,” and “deiegative” shows that for many coun-
tries such teiescoping is very difficult.’ The deveiopment of a democratic

regime takes time, even in our contemnporary era.
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Today scholars pay more attention to hybrid regimes for two reasons.
First, the number of countries that cannot be classified as democratic re-
gimes or authoritarian regimes has sirnply increased. According to Larry
Diamond, as of the end of 2001, out of 150 countries with a population of
more then one million, 55 can be categorized as hybrid regimes."" In addi-
tion, there is growing recognition that many hybrid regimes are not making
the transition to democratic regimes. They just endure as they are.'? For ex-
ample, in their research on competitive authoritarianism, a sub—category of
authoritarianism, which has at least one of three characteristics—unfair elec-
tions, imperfect protection of civil liberties, and immense advantage enjoyed
by incumbents—Levitsky and Way argue that out of the 35 cases they exam-
ine, 19 competitive authoritarian regimes persisred for at least fifteen }J’EE{I'S.B

Certainly students of political regimes have always been aware of hy-
brid regimes. For example, Robert Dahl refers to the development of “near
polyarchies,” ua:c-rnpet:i‘u:iwre oligarchies,” and “inclusive hegemonies.”” Yet,
because of the aforementioned bias in the literature on democratization, it is
onl}' in recent years that scholars have embarked on intensive research on hy—
brid regirnes.15 Studies so far have focused on such issues as the classification
of hybrid regimes, political dynamics under hybrid regimes, and conditions
for the endurance of h}'brid regimes as well as for their development toward
democratic regimes. These studies have made important contributions to
our undersmnding thybrid regimes. However, there is further room for ex-
panding and deepening our research on hybrid regimes, Following their lead.

Previous studies have three elements in commeon. First, rhey concentrate
on contemporary hybrid regimes. Second, while the}r are aware of dI'vers'lry
among hybric[ regimes, they tend to focus on one subrype, variously labeled
as electoral authoritarianism, competitive authoritarianism, or pseudc- de-
J:n-:)::ra::y.'6 This subtype has two characteristics: first, elections are reg'l.ﬂarly
held yet are neither fair nor free; second, authoritarian incumbents have a
huge ac[vanrage over the opposition in elections.

Lastly, while previous studies are concerned with the transition of com-
petitive authoritarian regimes to democratic regimes as well as their persis-
tence, they overlook the possibi[iry‘ that hybrid regimes may break down
and turn into classic authotitarian regimes.

The current state of the literature on hybrid regimes has several irnp[ica—
tions for further research. To begin with, historically there have been many
instances of hybr'ld regimes. The experience of traditional democracies such
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as Great Britain tells us that, historically, democratization unfolds over a
very iong time. After autocratic, desporic, or authoritarian regimes begin to
democratize, free competition among politicians, reguiariy held elections,
guarantees of various political rights, and control over political offices graci—
uaily emerge. These first democratic steps transform nondemocratic regimes
into hybrici regimes.

One important subtype of hybrid regimes deserves more attention: regimes
in which nonelected officials can have substantial politicai influence. The lit-
erature on competitive authoritarianism as well as electoral authoritarianism,
after all, focuses on the nature of political competition. In this sul:)rype, which
does not encompass all hybrici regimes, some pc-iiricai offices, in particular
the military, which are not held accountable to the electorate neither ciirectly
nor indirectly, may wield significant political power.

Finally, we should be aware of the possibiiiry that hybricl regimes can
turn into classical authoritarian regimes. When hyl::-rid regimes break down,
exploring the circumstances of their collapse is iikel}r to enhance our knowl-
ecige of the ciynamics of the transformation of poiiricai regimes.

Bearing the aforementioned points in mind, I follow the lead of recent
studies by focusing on a semi-democratic regime, a subtype of hybriri regimes
that has often been left out of current research. I emphasize that some coun-
tries may go through two steps in the process of making a transition to a
democratic regime; that is, developing into a semi-democratic regime first
and then developing into a democratic one—a possible course also recog-
nized in traditional arguments on democratization.!”

If a semi-democratic country is to make the transition to democracy in
two steps, it is important that it stabilize before proceeciing with further
democratization. This raises questions about the conditions that determine
whether regimes stabilize or collapse. In particuiar, I expiore the conditions
under which a semi-democratic regime breaks down—an issue not addressed
in the literature—and propose an ana.lyricai framework to expiain such a col-
iapse, paying particular attention to the timing and process of the breakdown.

Prewar Japanese Political Development and Comparative Politics

The second objective of this research is to enhance our understanding of
prewar Japanese politics. As a result of past research, there is an extensive
literature on political development in prewar Japan, particularly in the 1910s
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and early 1920s as well as the late 1930s. Furthermore, such political issues as
the labor movement and social policy in prewar Japan have been the subject
of past research. Yet, much work remains to be done to understand pc-iiticai
development between the mid-1920s through the mid-1930s.

Thus, my anai}'sis of poiiticai development from the late 19105 to mid-
1930s provides what has been a missing link in the literature. I reconstruct
poiiticai r_ieveiopment during this perioci within the same, singie framework
in order to show why poiiticai parties that gaineci a huge amount of poiiticai
power in the late 1910s lost it by the early 1930s.

In discussing the period between the mid-1920s and mid-1930s, I briefly
refer to the state of research on prewar Japanese politics. ‘The literature on
how democratization in Japan proceeded until the early 1920s is extensive.
While this literature focuses on poiiticai parties and shows how the],r came to
dominate pc-iitics, few works discuss what happened to poiiticai parties once
ti’ley came to power. For example, Tetsuo Naj ita’s discussion of the poiitica.i
development of Japan between 1905 and 1915 focuses on the powerful leader
Hara Kei and describes how he expanded the power of the Seiyiikai, the po-
litical party he led, but does not reach the year 1918, when the Seiyﬁkai came
to dominate government and the semi-democratic regime emerged.”‘; Peter
Duus takes a more comprehensive view of the growth of political parties in
prewar Japan by drawing attention to such political parties as the Dashikai
and Kenseikai, which competer_i against the Seiyﬁicai, to demonstrate how a
two-party system emerged in prewar Japan."” Development of a two-party
SySter was certaini}r an important part of prewar ]apanese democratization,
yet Duuss aﬂaiysis ends when the Minseitd, Seiyiikai’s rival, was formed in
1927. Duus does not discuss a series of events berween the late 1920s and
mid-1930s that weakened political parties and triggered the collapse of the
semi-democratic regime. Murai Ry&ta also traces how the practice of party
government cieveiopeci, i:ocusing on the process of nominating prime min-
isters,” yet he again covers only the period until 1927 and does not examine
why the practice did not continue. Kitaoka Shinichi describes the history
of Japan, focusing on politics between 1924 and 1941,”' yet again there is a
probiem with the peric-ci covered since his narrative does not deal with the
initial phase of the semi-democratic regime.

Gordon Berger also describes political development in prewar Japan by
i:ocusing on poiiticai parties.u Yet, he discusses oni}' the period between
1931 and 1941. Berger is mainly concerned with how political parties re-
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tained power even after the year 1932 when democratization was aborted
and po[itica] parties could not make their presidenrs into prime ministers.”

Banno Junji gives an account of the period between 1918 and 1932 as
a part of his political history from the Meiji Restoration through the late
19305.34 However, he empha,sizes parricular polirical events such as the sign-
ing of the London Naval Treaty by the Hamaguchi cabinet or a failed at-
tempt to make a grand coalition between the Seiytkai and Minseito.

In short, none of the aforementioned studies covers politica[ developa
ment between the late 1910s and early 1930s within a single analytical frame-
worl. As a result, they cannot Explain why political parties, which came to
dominate po[itics by the early 1920s, grew political[}' weak from the mid-
1920s and ultimately why democratization failed in prewar Japan.

_Although several scholars have studied extensive periods of prewar
Japan, which include the period from the late 19105 through the early
1930s, the main subject of their analysis is not failed democratization but
other political issues. For example, Andrew Gordon traces the hfstory of
the labor movement in general between 1905 and 1940 while undertaking
a case study of Nankatsu, an area in the eastern part of Tokyo.” Sheldon
Garon traces the formulation of social po[icy in the prewar period, paying
particular attention to the period between 1918 and 1945.%° Gregory Kasza
traces government policy on various types of mass media such as the press,
film, and radio.”” Kasza has also examined the deve[opment of adminis-
tered mass organizations orchestrated by the prewar state to penetrate into
society.”™ Richard Samuels examines the role of leadership in history by
looking at important political figures in prewar Japan such as It6 Hirobumi
and Hara Kei.®

Aside from these scholars, Maruyama Masao addresses the question of
why the milfrary intervened in politics and a fascist regime emerged in pre-
war Japan.” Maruyama argues that military intervention became possible
and a fascist regime develc-ped because of the fmgmentation of po[itical in-
stitutions under the Meiji Constitution. Since no political actor or political
institution had consolidated po[itical power, it was very difficult to stop the
military once it had begun to intervene in politics. While Maruyama cap-
tures the inherent defects of the Meijf Constitution, he cannot explaiﬂ why
different political regimes emergec[ under that constitution. In other words,
it is difficult to Explain why democratization was aborted after having made
signfﬁcant progress by just looking at the constant influence of the Meiji
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Constitution. Further, he does not chronoiogicaily trace how the balance of
power among different poiiticai actors changed.

While all these works contribute to undersranding their respective sub-
jects, they do not directly address why prewar Japanese democratization
failed and why the semi-democratic regime came to break down. In the ex-
tensive literature on prewar Japanese politics there are but two major works
that address why democratization in prewar Japan failed—one by Robert
Scalapino and the other by Barrington Moore.

Scalapino conducted a single case study to examine why democracy
failed in Japan before the Second World War.*! He locates its failure in the
demise of poiiticai parties and tries to explain why they could not retain
their power once they had acquired it. The failure of democracy in prewar
Japan, Scaiapino believes, was a deviant case, because Japan was unable to
deveic-p a fuil—ﬂedged democracy despite various favorable socioeconomic
conditions. He argues: “In some respects, Japan resembles a ‘controlled ex-
periment.’ The presumed prerequisites for a modern democratic society—
the independent nation-state, industrialization, and mass iiteracy—were all
attained by modern _]apan. Thus, one is not deaiing with a society, which
lacked the eiemeﬂtary democratic ‘J:'eqi,tirer1*1em:s."’3'1

Scaiapino emphasizes the roles of two structural variables to make a de-
terministic argument that democracy in Japan was doomed to fail. Democ-
racy could not deveiop in prewar Japan, he argues, because of the inherited
feudal tradition and the timing of economic development. ‘The feudal tradi-
tion, which emphasized the famiiy system and the importance of the group,
and discouraged respect for individual J:'ights, was a signiﬁcant obstacle to
the emergence of democracy. Japanese capitalism was unable to break free
of this tradition and spread liberalism. In the West, by contrast, industries
deveioped on their own. They, together with the ﬂewiy created middle class,
overwhelmed the feudal tradition, challenged the government, and spread
liberalism, thereby esrablishing a strong foundation for the de\'eiopment of
democracy. In Japan, industries themselves retained the feudal tradition.
Scalapino also claims that the timing of economic development in Japan
discouraged poiiticai parties and democraey from deveioping. In _]apan,
where the state took the initiative in the race to catch up with the West
economicaiiy, industries depended on the state. As a result, they and the
middle class could not challenge the government and push for full-fledged
democracy. Instead they often colluded with the government; even when
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they supported the parties their support was given to enhance their paro-
chial interests and not to promote democracy.

Moore argues that there are three distinct routes to modernization:
“bourgeois revolution,” “revolution from above,” and “communist revolu-
tion.” To expiain how the countries he examines followed different paths,
he operationaiizes three variables: the strengrh of the bourgeoisie, the mode
of commercial agricuiture, and the potentiai for peasant revolution. For
Iapan, he argues that a particular combination of these variables expiains
the rise of Japan's fascist regime. In Japan, where the potential for peasant
revolution was wealk, a coalition between the commercial-industrial elites
and the landed upper class with a “labor repressive” mode of producriori
brought on the Meiji Restoration and ultimately led Japan into a fascist
regime. Moore also argues that democracy in Japan was destined to fail
and that the Depression was a mere catalyst because Japanese capitalists
(probabiy identical to commercial elites) could not chaiienge the state since
they depended on it. These same capitalists also did not distribute the ben-
efits of capitaiism across a wide range of the popuiation, ti’lereby faiiirig to
raise the stakes of preserving capitalist democracy among the people. Moore
adds that the piight of the peasants and petty bourgeoisie under capiraiist
deveiopmenr drove the miiitary to intervene in poiitics and led to the rise
of a fascist regime, aithou.gh the coalition between commercial elites and
landlords remained.

Scalapino and Moore mainly rely on structural factors, such as economic
and social structures and tradition, to make deterministic arguments about
the nature of poiiticai regime deveiopment. ﬂaey show that structural fac-
tors imposed severe constraints on the deveiopment ofdemocracy in prewar
Iapan. The probiem with this approach, however, is that while structrural
factors do not vary in the short-to-medium term, countries often experi-
ence different types of poiiricai regimes in such a time frame. Despite the
constant constraints of strucrural factors, different poiiticai regimes existed
in prewar Japan. It is important to note that the semi-democratic regime
which existed between 1918 and 1932 was replaced by a military authoritar-
ian regime. This impiies that other factors are at work in triggering changes
in poiiticai regimes. In addition, their research has become dated. Moore’s
research dates back more than thirty years, and Scalapino’s more than half
a century. In recent years, the smdy of democratization has advanced, and

now focuses on the process of democratization itself. It is heipfui to incor-
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porate insights from such recent advances in order to create an analytical
framework to explain the breakdown of semi-democraric regimes.

Being aware of these two prc-blerns, I undertake a case study oi:_]apanese
political development and explain the collapse of the semi-democratic re-
gime in prewar Japan. In constructing an analytical framework to explain
the collapse, I use insight gained from studies in comparative politics, in par-
ticular in the field of democratization. In constructing a frameworlk, 1 take
note of the objective of social science: the cle\'eiopment of theory.ﬁ Titeory
has to expiain why a phenomenon happens accurateiy, parsimoniousiy, and
generally.** Parsimony means that theory has to explain why a phenomenon
happens with as small a number of variables as possible; generaiity’ means
that it has to explain as many cases as possible. In social science, however, it
is very rare that completely identical phenomena happen more than once.
As each of several phenomena of the same kind has original elements of its
own, tensions exist berween accuracy on one hand and parsimony and gen-
erality on the other.®® That is, when a theor}r tries to explain one particular
case as accumteiy as possibie, it loses parsimony and generality; when it tries
to expiain as many cases as possible, it loses accuracy.

Assuming that such a tension exists, and recagnizing thata 1:heot'3,r cannot
capture all elements relevant to a phenomenon, I attach particular impor-
tance to parsimony and generaiity. In other words, a theory should single
out several factors that are most relevant in causing a given phenomenon
and, by concentrating on those factors, explain as many cases as possibie.

Thus, in developing an analyticai framework for the breakdown of semi-
democratic regimes, I will not try to capture every factor that is relevant but
instead concentrate on factors that are most relevant.

In this Introduction, I have so far introduced the bool’s main themes
and objectives. In the remaining section, I discuss in greater detail the na-
ture of the semi-democratic regime and how it differs from other political
regimes, such as democratic and authoritarian regimes. In Chapter 1, I dis-
cuss the theoretical foundations for developing an analytical framework on
the breakdown of semi-democraric regimes. After introducing existing ap-
proacltes that can be applied to explain the breakdown of semi-democratic
regimes, | propose a new analytical framework.

In Chapter 2, [ show that Japan was a semi-democratic regime between
1918 and 1932 in the light of the definitions I have introduced in this Introduc-
tion. Chapters 3s 45 55 and 6 explain the breakdown of the semi-democratic
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regime in prewar Japan, relying on the analytical framework presented in
Chaprer 1. In the Conclusion, I summarize the boolk’s arguments and con-

sider their implications for research on demaocratization.

Defining the Semi-Democratic Regime

As I have argued above, the semi-democratic regime is one that has a[ready
undergoﬂe a signiﬁcant degree of democratization. It is in this sense a hybrid.
There have been three particularly influential definitions—two recent and
one almost two-decades old—of such regimes. The first, by Schedler, de-
scribes them as “electoral authoritarian™ “Electoral authoritarian regimes
play the game of multiparty elections by holding regular elections for the
chief execurive and a national leg‘fsla‘cive a,ssembly. Yet they violate the liberal-
democratic principles of freedom and fairness so profound_ly and systemm-
atical[y as to render elections instruments of authoritarian rule rather than
‘instruments of democraq.':’”y‘

ﬁcmrding to the second, by Levitsky and Way, such regimes are “com-
petitive authoritarian™ LL'Cc:u:nl::etitive authoritarian regimes are civilian re-
gimes in which formal democratic institutions exist and are widely viewed
as the primary means of gaining power, but in which incumbents’ abuse of
the state places them ata signiﬁcaﬂt advantage vis-a-vis their DPPOHEI’II:S.HE'T

J’thhough the rerminology differs and there are nuanced differences be-
tween the two definitions, electoral authoritarian regimes and competi-
tive authoritarian regimes have common characteristics.”® That is, electoral
competition is neither fair nor free and incumbents have a huge ad\“antage
over the opposition due to their manipulation of elections and the state
apparatus.

The third definition is from Diamond, Linz, and Lipset:

[A regime is semi-democrartic when] the effective power of elected officials is so
limited or political party competition so restricted, or the freedom and fairness
of elections so compromised that electoral outcomes, although competitive, do
not produce true popular sovereignty and accountability, or in which civil and
political liberties are so uncerrain thar some polirical orientarions and interests
are unable to organize and express themselves peacefully, without fear.

None of these definitions, however, captures the full gamut of hybrid
regimes. As Levitsky and Way put it, “there are mulrip[e Wways to be partially
democratic.” To encompass other subrypes of hybric[ regimes I begin by
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examining a classic definition of the democratic regime. Here I refer to a
definition of democratic regimes by Robert Dahl. He propc-sec[ the follow-

ing eighr conditions as requisite for democratic regimes:‘ﬂ

1. Freedom to form and join organizations;

Freedom of expression;

The right to vore;

Eligibility for public office;

The right of polirtical leaders to compete for support;
‘The availability of alternative sources of information;

Free and fair elections;

R s

Institutions for making government policies depend on votes and other
expressions of preference.

A semi-democratic regime can be thought of as one that, as a result of
democratization, satisfies these efght conditions to a signiﬁcaﬂt degree.

In deﬁning a semi-democratic political regime, it is necessary to reflect
on what democratization es.sentially means. As Dahl argues, the essence of
democratization is the development of a political system in which the gov-
ernment respc-nds to the preferences of its citizens, whom it considers to be
politica[ Ea::]_l_uﬂs,.iiz Diahl also notes that democratization consists of two dimen-
sions—the increase ofpubh'c contestation and the expansion of participation.
In other words, under a democratic regime, free and fair polirica[ competition
emerges, as do people who have the right to participate in elections.

Although Dahl ﬂice[y captures the essence of democratization, he fails to
consider one important element—the increase in electoral control over po-
litical offices. Democratization must lead to a situation in which all political
offices are accountable to the electorate, either indirectly or directly, a point
often emphasized in recent research on democratization.” This is an impor-
tant point. Even when fair and free competition emerges in politics and the
people have the right to participate in elections, if some po[itfcal offices are
not accountable to the electorate and can exercise power freely, government
cannot respond to its citizens' preferences. Therefore, it is necessary to con-
sider the expansion of electoral control over po[itical offices as an important
facet of democratization.

Thus, it is possible to consider democratization as a process consisting of
the followfng three components: the developmeﬂt of free and fair political
competition; an increase in electoral control over political offices; an in-
crease in the number of people with the right to participate in elections. The
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concept of electoral authoritarianism as well as of competitive authoritari-
anism acknowledges that the second and third can be dimensions of hybrid
regimes bur atraches greater importance to the first. Yet, if we are to enhance
the scope of research on hybrid regimes in order to capture historical cases,
it is necessary to avoid slighring the other two dimensions. Also the concept
of sembd.emocracy is useful in ana[yzing contemporary hybrid regimes for
which the electorate has limited control over po[itical offices.

The definition of semi-democratic regimes | have introduced ar the be-
ginning of this Introduction captures the three dimensions of democracy.
When democratization proceeds aloﬂg all three dimensions, a democratic
regime will ﬁnal[y emerge. My definition is similar to that of Diamond,
Linz, and Lipser, alrhough they emphasize the state of electoral competi-
tion, while I attach particular importance to the second dimension.

How, then, are democratic regimes defined in the way introduced at the
beginning of this Introduction? Larry Diamond introduces two definitions
of demoeracy: electoral demoeracy and liberal der1"1ocr:u::,;.4‘i Electoral de-
mocracy attaches importance to competition for political offices and free
and fair elections. Liberal democmcy adds three more requirements. First,
all political offices must be accountable to the electorate. Second, there must
be horizontal accounrability among politica[ offices. Third, pluralism must
be ﬁrml}' established. The definition of democmcy 1 adopt in this book can
be located ha[fway between electoral and liberal democracy. The definition
of elecroral d.emocmcy is insufficient in that it does not clear[y capture the
dimension of putting all polirieal offices under the control of the electorate.
On the other hand, the notion of liberal democmcy is susceptible to prob-
lems of its own. A definition of liberal democracy can be analytically useful
for examining the conditions under which a government responds to its
citizens' preferences. However, when we seck to identify the minimum con-
ditions for developing a political system in which a government will be re-
sponsive to its citizens, a detailed definition such as liberal democracy raises
too many different issues, reﬂder'lﬂg arguments difficult and cumbersome.

The Semi-Democratic Regime and Other Political Regimes

How does the semi-democratic regime differ from other political regimes? |

have so far considered the differences between it and the democratic regime,
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and have also demonstrated how it is distinct from electoral authoritarian-
ism and competitive authoritarianism.

Below I examine differences berween the semi-democratic regime and
other nondemocratic regimes. My definition is different from that provided
by other scholars and is used in different Ways. The term “semi-democratic
regime,” as defined ]::-y other scholars, is often used to highlight that elec-
tions are unfair, as in “electoral authoritarianism” and LL::r:Jn"i}_::etil:i‘if'e authori-
tarianism.” For example, according to William Case, in the semi-democratic
regime “gD\-’EI'ﬂmEI'ltS regulariy hold elections, thus oﬂ:ering a snapshor of
propriety on voting day. But they have limited civil liberties beforehand,
thereby hindering opposition parties in contesting effectively. . . . Govern-
ment candidates may make heavy use of state resources in campaigning,
practices winked at ]:)y election commissions.”™*

Likewise, Paul Brooker states that semi-democratic regimes are demo-
cratic regimes with serious flaws. They suffer from limitations on suﬂ:mge and
sovereignty, systemic weaknesses, shirking that involves the misuse of pubii::
power to influence elections, and semi-competitive elections that are difficult

to distinguish from those of disguised dicratc-rships.'i“

In Brooker’s eyes, the
key characteristic of the regime he calls semi-democratic is unfair elections.

One other poiiticai regime that is similar is the tuteiary regime. In the
words of Samuel Fitch, “in tuteiary regimes, the armed forces participate in
the poiicy’ process and exercise Uversight over civilian authorities. The mili-
tary’s share of power within such regimes may vary, airhough their impiicit
veto power is usuaiiy respected when the issue involves intense and wide-
spread military pressure.”ql?

However, there isa major difference between semi-democratic regimnes and
tureiary regimes. Political offices in the semi-democratic regime that are not
controlled by the electorate are not necessarily limited to the military. Valen-
zuela calls these offices “reserved domains™ and refers to the monarch and the
high civil service as examples.q's Members of the second chamber and of insti-
tutions that assist the monarch}' are also candidates for such politicai offices. I
would add that there can be other political offices that are not held account-
able to the peopie. Also, the adj ective “tureiary” itself has a drawback. Tute-
iar}r as an ar_ijective signiﬁes “serving as a protector, guarding, or 1:::11:1“-:)11.”";?J It
reflects that the military intervenes in politics because it perceives itself as the
guarc[ian of the country.ic' Yert, the term does not really capture the reaiiry that
the military remains outside the control of the electorate.
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As T have suggested earlier, there have been historical instances of semi-
democratic regimes. Yet, semi-democratic regimes are different from tradi-
tional nondemocratic regimes such as competitive c-iigarchicai regimes and
authoritarian regimes. Dahl refers to competitive oiigarchicai regimes, which
accumreiy describes Great Britain during the perioci when its two major
party system gradually emerged.” Although Dahl does not give a detailed
definition of the competitive oiigarchicai regime, his discussion of democ-
ratization reveals that the competitive c-iigarchicai regime is one in which
pubiic contestation has signiﬁcanriy increased but participation has not. In
other words, in a competitive oiigarch}r, there exists a signiﬁcaﬂt ciegree of
competition in poiitics and poiiricai rights that are necessary to secure poiiri—
cal competition. Even so, the number of peopie with voting rights is quite
limited. Thus, the competitive oiigarcilic regime and the semi-democratic
regime are similar in that signiﬁcant poiiticai competition takes piace, but
different in thar the number of peopie who participate eiecroraiiy is much
more limited in the former.

Finaiiy, we should disringuish between authoritarian regimes and semi-
democratic regimes. Juan Linz, who pioneered research on authoritarian
regimes, defined them as LL[:)c:piitieai systems with limited, not responsible,
poiiricai pluralism: without [an] elaborate and guici.ing ideoiogy (but with
distinctive mentalities); without intensive nor extensive poiiticai mobiliza-
tion (except [at] some points in their cieveiopment); and in which a leader
{or occasionaiiy a small group) exercises power within fc-rmaiiy ill-defined
limits but actually quite predictable ones.”* Linz originally used this defini-
tion to ciassify regimes that are neither totalitarian nor democratic.”

Limited pc-iiricai piuraiism in an authoritarian regime means that there
is some ci.iversiry in the supporting groups of the regime. It also means that
the state does not dictate the operation of all of society (which a totalitar-
ian regime tries to do), and that some groups are im:i.ependenr of the state,
particuiariy in the economic and social arenas. The poiiticai leaders in an au-
thoritarian regime are not accountable to the citizens, but rather to the rul-
ing class. While there are often singie parties supporting such regimes, when
it comes to poiitics the peopie are passive or aparhetic. Even when citizens
participate in poiitics, it is often because of the regime’s encouragement.

Under an authoritarian regime, poiiticai groups with power do not ask
peopie to demonstrate expiicir support. Likewise, an authoritarian regime,
unlike a totalitarian regime, does not require a commitment from the peo-
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pie to a certain it‘ieology. Rather, an authoritarian regime is characterized by
a diffusion of mentalities, which only vagueiy stipuiatc various ideas from
many sources, reﬂccring the cii\'ersiry of the groups that support the regime.
“Ideclogy” clearly refers to a set of ideas to which its believers strictly ad-
here, while “mentalities” vagueiy describes “noncodified Ways of reacting
to different situations.”™ In other words, “the complex coalition of forces,
interests, poiiticai traditions, and institutions—part of the limited piumi—
ism—requires the rulers to use as symbolic referent the minimum common
denominator of the coalition.”’

Tilough it may be modest, the predictability of exercising power in an
authoritarian regime derives from respect for icgai order and procedural le-
gaiiry. Because of the lack of an ideoiogy, repression is often directed toward
what peopie do against the regime and not toward what they conceive in
their minds. In a totalitarian regime, ideas themselves become su]::-jecr to
repression.

Semi-democratic and authoritarian regimes are similar in that under
both regimes politicai offices without accounrabilicy to the peopie can pro-
ject sigﬂiﬁcanr politicai power. In an authoritarian regime, some poiitical
offices may be subject to control from the ruling class. However, the way
poiirical offices are controlled is very informal and not institutionalized. In
a semi-democratic regime, by contrast, some offices are accountable to the
people through elections, although elections may not be perfectly fair.

Furthermore, polirical competition is much more limited under au-
thoritarian than under semi-democratic regimes. Elections and poiiticai
parties may exist in authoritarian regimes, but even when they do a singie
party supporting the regime holds a dominant and privileged status, which
reduces the signiﬁcance of electoral competition. In a semi-democratic re-
gime, there is a signiﬁcant degree of competition among politicai parties,
and often power is transferred from one poiiticai party to another as a result
of elections, even if elections may not be perfectly fair. While in an authori-
tarian regime the peopie oni}r passivei}r participate in poiitics, in a semi-
democratic regime the people often voluntarily and actively participate.

Examples of Semi-Democratic Regimes

The political regime that existed in Japan between 1918 and 1932 was semi-
democratic. Airhough elections were reguiariy held and competitive, they
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were neither perfectly free nor fair. Several offices, the Privy Council, and
the House of Peers remained outside electoral control. Above all, the mili-
tary, which was not subjecr to civilian control, wielded signiﬁcant influence
in politics. Lastly, only men could vote after the introduction of universal
male suffrage in 1925. I describe the semi-democratic nature of the regime in
more detail in Chapter 2.

GREAT BRITAIN

Among other examples of semi-democratic regimes is Great Britain from
the middle of nineteenth century until the turn of the century.

During this period competitive elections were regu[arly held. Yet, they
were not free and fair. Bribery and coercion were prevalent in elections.™
It was very common for candidates to buy votes. The more money voters
were offered, the more heated elections became.?” In addition, emp[oyers
prc-jected coercive influence over their emp[oyees on how they would vote.™®
Moreover, an important po[itica[ institution, the House of Lords, which
could block legis[ation p:lssed by the House of Commeons, was not account-
able to the electorate. And it was not until the end of 1860s to the early
1870s that civilian control over the military was established.” Lastly, suffrage
was limited. Even after the expansion of suffrage with the Reform Act of
1884 only 16 percent of the total population could participate in elections.™
I will more fully compare the semi-political regime of Japan with that in
Great Britain in Chapter 2.

There are also examples of semi-democratic regimes in the period after
the Second World War. Here one must note that the degree of electoral par-
ticipation in the postwar era in the two Examp[es explored below—Brazil
and Thailand—was compamrively very high given that they, like most
countries, had adopted universal suffrage.

BRAZIL

Brazil between 1945 and 1964 is often considered democratic—for example,
Thomas Skidmore treats it as such®—but in fact Brazil during this period
was semi-democratic.

Three important political offices—the presic[ency, the Senate, and the
Chamber of Deputies—were selected through elections and elections were
regularly held. Yet, they were not fully fair or fair. First, the Communist
Party of Brazil was banned from participating in elections after 1947 and
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the senators and deputies of the Communist Parry elected in the election of
1947 were expelled.”* Second, there remained the tradition of “coronelismo,”
as provisiona[ o[igarchies could control and give the votes of “most of those
dependent upon [them] for a livelihood™ to candidates of their choice.®
Control of the electorate over political offices posed another problem.
This was because an important political office, namely, the mi[itary, which
had a great deal of po[itica.l influence, was not accountable to the electorate.
The military was given prerogatives by the constitution. Article 176 stipu-
lated thar the military is “under the supreme authority of the President of
the Republic, and within the limit of the law,” and Article 177 that “it is
the mission of the Armed Forces to defend the Country and guarantee the
constitutional powers, as well as law and order.” Thanks to these articles, the
milftary could legally intervene in politics as a “moderating l:nnz)wer.”“"i
E.xploiring these prerogatives, it indeed intervened in po[itics a number
of times during this era. It demanded President Getilio Vargas's resignation
in August 1954, which led to Vargas committing suicide. It staged a coup
d’état in November 1955 to secure the inauguration of Juscelio Kubischek de
Oliveria, who won the presid.entia.l election in October. Some officers opposec[
Vice President Joio Goulart becoming president from August to September
1961 after the sudden resignation of President Janio Quadros. The opposition
by some military officers led to the introduction of a parliamentary system,
which was intended to weaken the power of the president. Final[y, the mili-
tary intervention in 1964 led to the collapse of the semi-democratic regime.

THAILAND

From 1978 to 1997 Thailand also was semi-democratic.” First, although
elections were regularly held and competitive, they were neither completely
free nor fair since they were corrupted by vote buying.f‘(‘ Candidates, sys-
tematically distributing money to secure votes, hired leading figures in the
area as fuajhanaen (often translated as canvassers) to distribute cash and at-
tract support.(f Sometimes candidates even bribed officials counting votes.®®

Second, important po[itical offices remained outside the control of the
electorate. To begin with, the prime minister did not have to be an elected
politician under the 1979 and 1991 constitutions. It was only after the so-
called Black May popular protests that the constitution of 1991 was amended
and the prime minister came to be chosen from the members of the House

of Representatives.
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Throughout this period, two important offices were not su]:)ject to the
control of the electorate: the monarchy and the military. The monarchy was
not just ceremonial; it had real power. For examp[e, under the constitution
of 1979 and 1991 it was the king who appeinted prime ministers and min-
isters. The power of appointment was not nominal. He sometimes piclced
prime ministers of his choice. For example, in 1980, he selected General
Prem Tinsulanonda and had him succeed then unpopular Prime Minister
Kriengsak Chamanan.” After Prime Minister Suchinda Kraprayoon, the
leader of a coup d’état of 1991, resigned in the face of strong public opposi-
tion in May 1992, the king reappointed Anand Punyarachun, the prime
minister before Suchinda, as the prime minister.””

The king often influenced the content of laws as well as acrivities of
the govetnment,f' and when the country was faced with a crisis, he often
intervened as a mediator. When the pub[ic demonstrations demanding
Suchinda’s resignation spread between April and May 1992, the military
tried to contain the demonstrations by force, which led to bloodshed. The
king called on Suchinda and Chamlong Srimuang, the leader of an opposi-
tion party, the Pa[ang Dharma Party, to end the confrontation.

As for the military during the period from 1978 to 1997, it was politi-
cally pc-werFu[ although its power gradual[y declined. Initially, it secured the
position of the head of the government. When General Prem Tinsulanonda
became prime minister, he was still commander in chief and held this posi-
tion until 1981.7* In addition, the 1979 constitution had legally secured the
militar'y’s influence in po[itics. ‘The constitution adopted a bicameral system
in which the members of the House of Representative were chosen through
elections, and the members of the Senate were appointed by the prime min-
ister. The Senarte served as the base for the milirary to project its influence.

The constitution did not permit civil servants and militar}' officers to
hold polirica[ office, and it gave only the House but not the Senate the right
to entertain a motion of no confidence. Yet, the constitution contained
transitional clauses, valid for four years, which allowed officials and officers
to hold political offices and senators to participate in votes of no confidence
as well as in votes on important bills in joint sessions with the House.™

Military officers dominated the Senate. Although the temporary clauses
expired in April 1983, Prime Minister Prem made new appointments of sen-
ators just before the expiration to secure the dominance of the military.™
Even after the legal prerogatives of the mﬂitar],r had been diminished, the
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J:nih'tat'jyr continued to inHuence politi::s and the Prem cabinet continued to
rely on support from the mi[itary.ﬁ

After the coup d’état in 1991 and Black May, the military’s influence was
reduced and it gr‘adually withdrew from pc:pliti::s.f6 But it still remained in-
fluential in the Senate. Under the 1991 constitution senators were appointed
by the Lc_ing and could be chosen from among public officials as well as
military officers. The military dominated the Senate until 1995.77 In addi-
tion, the military kept its autonomy with regard to its structure and human

resources management and, as of 1995, civilian supremacy was yet to be

established.”™

Conclusion

Democratization as a process consists of three elements: the development
of free and fair po[itical competitionh; an increase in electoral control over
political offices; and an increase in the number of people with the right
to participate in elections. Semf—democracy is a po[ftica[ regime that has
advanced to signiﬁcant degree along these three dimensions, but is not to-
tally democratic. Great Britain in the latter half of nineteenth century and
Japan between 1918 and 1932 are examples of semi-democracy before World
War II, and Brazil berween 1945 and 1964 as well as Thailand from 1979 to
1997 are examples of semi-democratic regimes after the war.

This book explores how the semi-democratic regime breaks down and
proposes an ana[ytical framework to explain that breakdown. This is an
attempt to enhance the Ltndersranding of hy]::-rid regimes, which have re-
ceived more scholarly attention in recent studies of democratization. It is
also an effort to connect the experience ofjapanese politfcal de\'elopment
in the prewar era with current debates in comparative po[itics. In the next
chapter, I offer an analytical framework to expla'ln the breakdown of semi-

democratic regimes.



