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CHAPTER ONE
Introduction



MOISÉS ARCE AND TAKESHI WADA

The study of the social consequences of economic globalization generated intense disagreements within scholarly circles as research sought to explain the impact of market reforms on popular politics across Latin America. One perspective associated exposure to worldwide market competition with material insecurities and other demobilizing changes for popular sectors of society (Roberts 2002; Kurtz 2004; Oxhorn 2009). As countries aggressively competed with each other to attract footloose capital, market forces were thought to homogenize policies and other economic institutions. This convergence propelled a “race to the bottom” in labor standards, which in turn severely weakened and fragmented popular sectors. Another perspective evoked the image of a “backlash” against globalization (Ellis-Jones 2003; Silva 2009; Simmons 2016). Protesters initially resisted austerity measures aimed to stabilize consumer prices, but later sought to roll back unpopular economic policies, such as the privatization of utilities, labor flexibility and other social sector reforms (López Maya 2003; Almeida 2007, 2014; Arce 2008). Protesters even forced embattled presidents who supported market policies to leave office early (Hochstetler 2006).

These sweeping economic changes overlapped with the onset of the third wave of democracy (Huntington 1991), turning Latin America into the second most democratic region in the world. The majority of countries in the region are, in fact, experiencing the longest uninterrupted period of democracy in their respective histories (Levitsky 2018). Existing research views political regimes as less binary (democracy or dictatorship) than a continuum in which democracies may go through recession—or even autocratization—periods (Bermeo 2016; Lührmann and Lindberg 2019). For example, over the decade 2007–2017, countries such as Brazil, Bolivia, and Ecuador regressed (Mechkova et al. 2017), but democracy eroded and even reverted into authoritarianism in Nicaragua and Venezuela (Pérez-Liñán and Mainwaring 2015). With the spread of democracy, existing research became less preoccupied about its viability and moved to questions related to its quality and significance (Roberts 2016).

The pace of this dual transition—from closed interventionist economies to open markets and from autocracies to democracies—was highly uneven. It produced what Almeida (2010a) characterized as a “hybrid political-economic environment,” where democracy provides challengers with expanding political opportunities or new advantages (e.g., tolerance of nongovernmental organizations, broader political party representation, greater institutional access), but globalization brings about economic threats to livelihoods and human welfare (e.g., rising consumer prices, privatization, extraction of natural resources) (Auyero 2007; Almeida and Chase-Dunn 2018).1 The departure from import-substitution industrialization policies advocating protectionism and a strong role for the state to open market economies was also seen as a critical juncture (Roberts 2002). It removed the state from modes of political representation, such as urban labor movements and their affiliated mass party organizations, while unleashing more pluralistic, heterogeneous, and decentralized patterns of popular representation (Collier and Handlin 2009; Yashar 2005). As globalization and democracy increasingly dominate the Global South, it becomes imperative to assess how they have transformed popular politics in the region. Which sets of actors are strengthened and which are weakened by globalization? Are new sets of social actors or forms of mobilizing strategies emerging under new, but often weakly institutionalized democracies? Have the claims (or demands) that move citizens into struggle changed as a consequence of globalization and democracy? To what do social actors commonly attribute their demands? More importantly, what are the implications of these changes for democracy and/or globalization?

In this volume, we argue that protest event analysis (PEA), with its ability to compare protest activities across different time periods, diverse social actors (workers, peasants, students, etc.), and a variety of countries, regions, and cities, is the ideal approach to grasp the effects of large-scale social changes and, therefore, to advance better and well-grounded explanations about the consequences of globalization and democracy on protest. Protest event analysis follows a rich tradition in the social sciences (McAdam 2010; Tilly 1986; Tarrow 1989). It is a method that allows researchers to “systematically map, analyze, and interpret the occurrence and properties of large numbers of protests by means of content analysis” (Koopmans and Rucht 2002, 231). In addition to examining the numbers and features of protests in their own right, researchers can associate protests with other events, structures, or developments. They can evaluate how national contexts influence the levels of protest mobilization or action repertoires (Hutter 2014). When longitudinal data are available, PEA can disentangle protest waves and cycles (Tarrow 1998) and see how protests co-vary with changes in their environment, as when the economy changes. Likewise, when cross-sectional data are present, researchers can examine the geographical variation of protest within countries. Overall, PEA is an important tool for social science research and “provides a solid ground in an area that is still often marked by more or less informed speculation” (Koopmans and Rucht 2002, 251).2

This volume offers the first comparative study of popular protests in Latin America using country-specific event datasets. Compared to commonly used large-N cross-national datasets, which draw heavily on international news sources (see Herkenrath and Knoll 2011), these country-specific event datasets systematically extract data from non-English domestic news sources to provide detailed information on the major components of collective action, such as actor (who), target (whom), action (how), claim (why), place (where), and time (when). The higher quality of measures used enables the contributors of the volume to employ original and innovative event methods such as cluster analysis, spatial analysis, social network analysis, and multivariate event count models.

Compared to case studies, which provide detailed, rich treatments on specific antimarket campaigns such as the “water war” in Cochabamba, Bolivia (Simmons 2016) and other massive demonstrations against neoliberalism in Latin America (Silva 2009), the strengths of the country-specific event analysis are its ability to make broad comparisons across time and space. By triangulating empirical findings and insights, our volume makes important contributions that complement many existing case studies on the consequences of democracy and economic globalization on protest politics.

This book brings together scholars with different backgrounds (historians, sociologists, economists, political scientists) from both the Global North and South. These scholars have compiled and quantified large amounts of information on protests using a variety of non-English domestic news sources across a diverse set of countries. They originally did so in order to study different research questions specific to their interests—not necessarily those related to how economic globalization and democracy have transformed popular politics, as in this volume. One of the potential drawbacks of these datasets is that the specific categories used to classify the collective action components may not be directly comparable, but by carefully formulating a central research question, we can overcome this and other limitations and make important contributions to the study of popular politics in the region.

In countries with longitudinal datasets, researchers explore long-term trajectories in collective mobilization. Five of the ten datasets, in fact, cover extensive periods, and in some cases, these precede the region’s dual transition to economic globalization and democracy (see, for instance, chapter 2, on Mexico, by Takeshi Wada, chapter 3, on Bolivia, by Roberto Laserna, and chapter 4, on Colombia, by Mauricio Archila Neira and Martha Cecilia García Velandia). Here, contributors unveil changes and continuities over time concerning actors, actions, targets, claims, and/or places of collective action.3 In countries with cross-sectional datasets, researchers use protest event analysis as a magnifying glass to study short-term sequential events on important moments of globalization or democratization (see, for instance, chapter 7, on Costa Rica and Nicaragua, by Paul Almeida, Luis Rubén González Márquez, and María De Jesus Mora, and chapter 8, on Chile, by Nicolás Somma and Rodrigo Medel).

Latin America is an ideal place to explore the transformation of popular politics, as the region is often seen as a harbinger of social change. The decline of the “union–party hub” (Roberts 2002, 42) associated with the import industrialization era opened the door to more autonomous and pluralistic forms of organization during the market reform period, including associational networks (Collier and Handlin 2009), neighborhood or community assemblies, and local networks of unemployed workers. Yashar (1999, 86) spoke of “neoliberal citizenship regimes” where politics became increasingly “more liberal and more local.” The years covered by the country-specific event datasets also allow us to compare and contrast not only what popular politics looked like during economic hard times—that is, Latin America’s debt crisis of the 1980s, also known as “the lost decade”—but also how it changed during the region’s commodity boom (2002–2014), which led to sustained economic growth and significant reductions in poverty and inequality, particularly in resource-rich countries (see, for instance, chapter 5, on Peru, by Moisés Arce and Renzo Aurazo, and chapter 9, on Ecuador, by Santiago Ortiz).

Likewise, the country-specific event datasets allow us to examine how popular politics changed as democracy expanded or regressed throughout the region (see, for instance, chapter 6, on Venezuela, by Margarita López Maya). In the 1970s, in fact, there were only two democracies (Costa Rica and Venezuela) and one semi-democracy (Colombia) in Latin America, but twenty years later the number of democracies had swelled to eighteen.4 Colombia also faced a prolonged civil war with high levels of violence and human rights abuses. With increasing democratization, popular sectors of society had to “recalibrate” their organizational and mobilizing strategies (Almeida and Johnston 2006, 13). For instance, claim-making related to the repressive character of authoritarian regimes became less salient, and forms of resistance typical of closed political systems, such as “oppositional speech acts” (Johnston 2005) and clandestine organizational structures (Johnston and Figa 1988), were superseded by other modes of organizing and representation (Almeida and Johnston 2006, 13). Protest repertoires also changed and moved away from violence with growing democratization (Wada 2023). Overall, the face of Latin American democracy changed, showing the political ascendancy of indigenous people, a larger political representation of women, and the rise of several leftist presidents across the region.

The contributions of this volume are threefold. First, whereas studies focusing on demobilization and depoliticization typically pay greater attention to aggregate levels of contentious activity (e.g., actions), a measure that is readily available in several large-N cross-national datasets, our approach using country-specific event datasets provides the full spectrum of major components of collective action (actors, targets, claims, etc.). Second, in contrasting case studies of particular protest movements in countries that experience many protests (e.g., the piqueteros in Argentina), our approach takes into account important temporal and spatial dimensions as the strength of these movements varies across time and space. Third and finally, our approach based on country-specific event datasets mirrors the advantages of big data, a methodology that is transforming the social sciences. By considering all of the major components of collective action across time and space, we can systematically map and analyze patterns in contentious action and, in turn, better explain the timing, scope, and pace of major political developments. Overall, our approach allows us to make more meaningful generalizations about the consequences of globalization and democracy on popular politics.

We begin this chapter by discussing the most important economic and political changes in the region, especially those resulting in the arrival of economic globalization and democracy. We use this information as a background to situate the different country chapters. Next, we turn to the social movements literature to develop a working hypothesis on the consequences of globalization and democracy on protest. We identify two ideal types of mobilization—reactive and proactive—that coexist and often overlap with each other, yet vary depending on different economic and political contexts. Then we introduce the features of protest event analysis and explain how this methodology enables us to examine these broad patterns of mobilization. We conclude this chapter by providing overviews of the country-specific event datasets central to this volume and the chapter contributions.


Economic Globalization

Since the mid-1970s, Latin America has increasingly turned from the state to the market to achieve economic growth. This trend was accelerated by the debt crisis in the early 1980s, which spurred governments across the region to embrace the economic program known as the Washington consensus: a broad array of policy changes including fiscal discipline, trade liberalization, privatization of state enterprises, and a general preference for the market rather than the state in determining prices, interest rates, and capital flows (Williamson 1990).

The Washington consensus was rolled out in two broad phases.5 The early stages of reform—mostly in the 1980s and early 1990s—sought to stabilize macroeconomic policies by reducing fiscal deficits and controlling rampant inflation. These actions took place largely in an insulated policymaking environment, providing state and technocratic elites with substantial autonomy from popular sectors. Stabilization policies were also easier to execute, and their results were often immediate. By contrast, the later stages of reform—mainly from the mid-1990s until the early 2000s—sought to strengthen and reorganize the state through the privatization of natural resources, government utilities, pension systems, and social services. These policies were characterized as structural adjustment because they were about reforming the state and reducing its role in production. The politics during this later stage of reform were more complex and less predictable than those of the initial stage. Among other things, later reforms were more difficult to implement, took much longer to achieve results, involved a broader array of actors, and required the cooperation of a wider range of societal groups (Naím 1995; Graham and Naím 1998).

Using the KOF index of globalization (Dreher 2006; Gygli et al. 2019), figure 1.1 shows the average level of economic globalization for the Latin American region.6 In the 1970s and 1980s, the index of globalization rises only from 0.40 in 1970 to 0.44 in 1989. However, with the launch of the second phase of reforms in the 1990s, globalization begins a steady climb. It rises from 0.45 in 1991 to 0.59 in 2001, and then it increases to 0.66 in 2017. It was in 1995 that the pace of globalization in the region, on average, was the steepest. In addition, the level of globalization in countries such as Argentina, Chile, and Mexico was consistently higher than the Latin American average, whereas countries such as Bolivia, Brazil, and Ecuador showed the opposite trend. At this writing, Chile is the most globalized economy in the region and Venezuela is the least.

The costs of economic globalization were an economic threat to popular sectors of society. Accordingly, both phases of reform triggered large-scale mobilizations across the Global South. The popular protests in response to stabilization policies were dubbed “IMF riots” because, in most cases, the uprisings followed agreements with the International Monetary Fund (Walton and Seddon 1994). They were also known as “austerity protests” because the recommended deep cuts in government spending magnified the severity of the ongoing economic crisis. When governments sought to remove subsidies and price controls to balance their budgets, popular sectors took to the streets to resist dramatic increases in the cost of living. In the 1989 popular revolt in Caracas, Venezuela known as the Sacudón or Caracazo, austerity reforms provoked violent urban rioting; this was followed by a heavy-handed use of military force that killed four hundred or more civilians (López Maya 2003). Walton and Seddon (1994) identified 146 antiausterity protests between 1976 and 1992 in Eastern Europe, Africa, Latin America, and Asia.
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Figure 1.1 Globalization and Democratization in Latin America. Democracy scores are the electoral democracy indices from the Varieties of Democracy Project (V-Dem). Globalization scores are taken from the KOF index of globalization (Dreher 2006; Gygli et al. 2019).


The mobilizations of the later stages of reform were related to a broad swath of policy changes supporting privatization, labor flexibility, and free trade agreements. Unlike the early stages of reform, where the costs of macroeconomic stabilization were widely shared by most of society, the burdens of structural adjustment policies were borne largely by specific groups or sectors. In the beginning, privatizations were widespread in the heavy industries and infrastructure sector, but later they extended to telecommunications firms, electricity providers, and extractive industries such as mining and petroleum companies. The sell-off of public sector utilities, in particular, sparked a series of important mobilization campaigns, such as water privatization in Bolivia (Laserna 2003; Perreault 2006), electricity privatization in Peru (Arce 2008), and electricity and telecommunications privatizations in Costa Rica (Almeida 2008a). Both the North American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA) (Inclán 2008) and the Central American Free Trade Agreement (CAFTA) encountered popular resistance (Spalding 2014). In Costa Rica, challengers forced the national government to hold a referendum over the trade agreement (Almeida 2014, chapter 3).

While economic threats induced collective action during both phases of reform, the austerity protests were generally short-lived, and the overall market orthodoxy associated with the Washington consensus did not change (Almeida 2018). However, in the structural adjustment phase of reform, popular sectors regrouped and were able to roll back some of these policies. They also challenged officeholders seeking to expand market reform policies (Silva 2009). In so doing, as Roberts (2008, 328) noted, they “punctured the aura of inexorability that surrounded the trends toward economic liberalization and globalization.” The later stages of reform thus spawned new ways of organizing and mobilizing civil society. One contributing factor to this wave of mobilization was democratization.



Democratization

Scholars initially emphasized the fragility of newly democratic regimes in the region, and their skepticism suggested the likely reversal to authoritarian rule (see Remmer 1991). Yet despite the severity of the economic crisis of the 1980s and the economic and social costs associated with austerity and structural reforms, the majority of these democracies survived. Peru (1992–2000) remains the only short-lived exception to this regional trend. Research at the time spoke of the “resilience” of Latin American democracies (Mainwaring 1999).

As shown in figure 1.1, democracy in the region took off in the late 1970s and reached a high point in the early 1990s. Based on the electoral democracy index7 from the Varieties of Democracy Project (V-Dem), the average level of democracy rose from 0.25 in 1978 to 0.64 in 1991. In the 1990s and early 2000s, the level of democracy increased moderately—the highest mark being 0.71 in 2002—but starting in 2006 the average in the region began to decrease. While democracy has become more robust in countries such as Costa Rica, Chile, and Uruguay, the quality of democracy has eroded significantly in Venezuela and Nicaragua and, to a lesser degree, in Honduras and Ecuador. Here, we examine the major trends in the development of democracy and how it provided challengers with expanding political opportunities or new advantages in the context of economic globalization.

Both democracy and economic globalization need to be examined jointly to capture the aforementioned “hybrid political-economic environment” and its impact on popular politics. From this perspective, there are two broad puzzles related to the advantages associated with democracy that facilitate claim-making in the context of market reforms. One revolves around the variation of societal responses across the region, with high episodes of mobilization in some countries but not in others. The other is tied to the apparent delayed reaction to the economic threats induced by market reforms. In both instances, we argue that PEA is well-equipped to systematically assess the variation of protest across geographical areas and over time, allowing researchers to disentangle how national contexts or changes in the economy influence the levels of protest mobilization (Hutter 2014).

One way to examine the variation of societal responses to economic globalization is by taking into account the quality of institutional representation as embodied in political parties, institutions whose presence is conducive to social movement claim-making (Tilly 2004, 138). Here, research has shown that Latin American countries with strong and well-institutionalized parties experience lower levels of mobilization compared to countries with weak and poorly institutionalized parties (Arce 2010). Strong and bigger parties inhibit protests, but weak and smaller parties make possible more protests. Relatedly, Roberts (2012) draws attention to the ideological nature of party representation and the convergence of ideas in support of the Washington consensus in a context of economic crisis. He argues that when a conservative or business-friendly party initiated market reforms and there was an opposition party of the left in the legislature, it not only kept party competition stable but also allowed grievances related to economic globalization to be challenged through the institutionalized legislative process. By contrast, when a populist or center-left party initiated market reforms, it loosened the ties of those parties from their core constituencies (e.g., labor), destabilized party systems in the short term, and made them vulnerable to widespread social resistance in the long term, particularly when these popular constituencies regained their capacity to mobilize against the prevailing market orthodoxy. That said, some of the countries that are known to be at the low end of party system institutionalization (e.g., Bolivia, Ecuador, Venezuela, and Peru) (see Jones 2005) are the same ones that experienced dealignment in Roberts’ view, leading to the collapse of traditional parties in some cases and/or explosive mobilizations in the streets in others. Conversely, countries that are known to have better quality of party representation (e.g., Chile, Uruguay, and Mexico) overlap with the group of countries that experienced stable, aligning party competition, thus advancing institutionalized channels to contest the ensuing market orthodoxy.

The main contribution of the works focusing on parties is to show the varied responses to economic globalization across the region. However, the analytic distinction between institutionalized party politics and popular politics has some limitations. Brockett (2005), for instance, states that this division is “more meaningful in institutionalized democracies than it is for the majority of the world’s people.” In several Latin American countries, in fact, political party activists have been at the forefront of major mobilizations, becoming “the most important and courageous protesters within their countries” (13). The fluidity of electoral rules affecting party competition in the region is also well-known (Remmer 2008), thus the separation between party politics and popular politics is not always clear-cut.

Turning to the delayed reaction to economic globalization, our second puzzle, the 2002 water war in Cochabamba, is often viewed as “the first victory against the neoliberal model” (Farthing and Kohl 2007). Alternatively, Roberts (2002, 1430) views the 1998 election of Hugo Chávez as the end of the hegemony of the Washington consensus. Several authors agreed that the response to market reforms and economic globalization was not immediate, and there are several interpretations about this delay. Some argued that both the economic crisis of the 1980s and its prescribed solution—the market policies of the 1990s—disarticulated popular sectors of society (Roberts 2002; Kurtz 2004; Oxhorn 2009). The delayed response could thus be a result of the overall decline in consumption, particularly in countries that experienced hyperinflation, as economic conditions were expected to deteriorate sharply before improving. Przeworski (1991) dubbed the period the “valley of transition.” Other scholars argued that democracy was too shallow to advance opportunities for political actors to respond to these economic threats (O’Donnell 1994). The delayed response was also viewed as a period of recalibration because the shrinking of the state fundamentally changed its interaction with civil society (Stahler-Sholk et al. 2008).

Notwithstanding this delay, the reaction to economic globalization became more pronounced in or around the 2000s. The uninterrupted expansion of democracy in the region enabled popular sectors to recast existing organizations and forge coalition-building with other organizations to oppose market policies (Silva 2009). Grievances related to economic globalization became a powerful mobilizing force (Silva 2009; Simmons 2016) and produced a “master frame” (Roberts 2008, 341) for the repoliticization of popular sectors (Arce 2008).8 Protests were no longer seen as a source of regime instability, but rather as part and parcel of the “normalization” of politics (Goldstone 2004; Moseley and Moreno 2010). Challengers were also actively engaged and interested in politics, opting to vote in some instances, but mobilizing in the streets in others (Boulding 2014; Moseley 2018; Boulding and Holzner 2021). Even when large-scale mobilizations sacked a few chief executives from office, democratic rule in the region did not crumble.




Economic Growth, the Commodity Boom, and Post-Neoliberal Regimes

Adverse economic conditions have always been a hallmark of political change in the Latin American region (Pérez-Liñán 2018). The growth record of the Washington consensus program—which was underwhelming—was no exception. GDP growth, in fact, hovered around 2 percent during the 1980s and 1990s (see table 1.1). Thus, economic performance was another element that aided challengers to contest the market model. It also paved the way for the left turn in the region (Levitsky and Roberts 2011) and the emergence of so-called post-neoliberal regimes.

Starting with the election of Hugo Chávez in Venezuela in late 1998, the region veered left, and by 2006, the election of left-wing politicians was a regionwide phenomenon. Brazil’s Workers’ Party (PT), for instance, was in power for fourteen years, from 2002 through 2016. The Peronist Party of Argentina ruled the country from 2003 until 2015. Chile’s Socialist Party had two nonconsecutive terms in office, from 2006 to 2010 and again from 2014 to 2018.


Table 1.1. Economic and Social Indicators for Latin America



	
INDICATORS


	
PRE–DUAL TRANSITION, 1970–1979


	
STABILIZATION, 1980–1994


	
STRUCTURAL ADJUSTMENT, 1995–2001


	
COMMODITY BOOM, 2002–2014


	
POST-COMMODITY, 2015–2019





	
GDP Growth


	
4.71%


	
2.10%


	
2.61%


	
3.67%


	
2.25%





	
GDP per Capita


	
$4,547


	
$4,751


	
$5,403


	
$6,540


	
$7,458





	
Resource Rents


	
4.62%


	
5.03%


	
3.47%


	
6.22%


	
3.59%





	
Inflation


	
31.94%


	
222.59%


	
13.42%


	
8.34%


	
21.70%





	
Poverty


	
—


	
—


	
49.31%


	
36.59%


	
26.90%





	
Gini


	
—


	
51.2


	
53.42


	
49.46


	
45.63





	
	
	
	
	
	



	
Note: GDP growth and resource rent figures do not include Venezuela during 2015–2019. Inflation figures do not include Argentina, Brazil, Nicaragua, and Venezuela during 1970–1979; Argentina, Nicaragua, and Venezuela during 1980–1994; Argentina and Venezuela during 1995–2001; and Argentina during 2002–2014. Poverty estimates do not include Argentina, Brazil, Colombia, Costa Rica, Ecuador, El Salvador, Honduras, Mexico, Paraguay, Peru, and Uruguay during 1995–2001; Argentina, Brazil, and Mexico during 2002–2014; and Brazil, Guatemala, and Venezuela during 2015–2019. Gini figures do not include Peru during 1980–1994 and Guatemala, Nicaragua, and Venezuela during 2015–2019.





	
Source: World Development Indicators.







With the exception of members of the Bolivarian Alliance of the Americas (ALBA), including Venezuela, Ecuador, Bolivia, and Nicaragua, the bulk of the left-wing governments in the region were moderate. Based on the KOF index of globalization (Dreher 2006; Gygli et al. 2019), Venezuela was the only country to show a significant drop in globalization, starting in 2002. The rest of the leftist governments supported international economic integration, while recognizing the risks of departing from the prevailing market orthodoxy. NAFTA and other bilateral free trade agreements between the United States and Latin American countries became a protective shield for the Washington consensus program. These governments were also bounded by growing international norms of respect for democracy, which made military coups costly (Cleary 2006). Altogether, this moderation not only served to diminish elite fears of radical redistribution, which were prevalent at the time of transition, but also helped leftist governments to secure their tenure in office.

Critics of the Washington consensus argued that the reforms had only served to improve macroeconomic figures: improvements at micro-level in the form of higher incomes or inequality were lacking. As luck would have it, the rise of the left unfolded during a commodity boom (2002–2014), due primarily to accelerating economic growth in India and China. Resource rents as a share of GDP rose from 3.47 percent in the late 1990s to 6.22 percent during the commodity boom period (see table 1.1). The boom tore open the Washington consensus and amplified the range of policy options that to date had privileged fiscal restraint. The export bonanza, in fact, gave leftist governments greater flexibility to expand social spending and pursue innovative social programs on behalf of the poor. Viewed as a backlash against the neoliberal Washington consensus, the bonanza aided the emergence of “post-neoliberal” or “neo-developmentalist” regimes.9 The policies of these regimes brought about significant reductions in poverty and inequality throughout the region. For instance, as seen in table 1.1, the percentage of the population living in poverty decreased from 49 percent in the 1995–2001 period to 36 percent during the commodity boom period. The Gini coefficient also decreased.

Windfalls from commodities had other consequences for leftist governments themselves. The export bonanzas in Bolivia, Venezuela, and Ecuador helped to strengthen the power of incumbents (Mazzuca 2013, Weyland 2009). In these countries, state actors not only asserted their control over the revenues from natural resources in varying degrees, but also weakened democratic institutional checks and balances. In some instances, these post-neoliberal regimes compromised the fairness of elections by targeting political opponents through the courts. They skewed the political playing field to their advantage by deploying state resources as well as the media. In other cases, they wielded the power of incumbency to loosen restrictions on presidential term limits. Bolivia’s Evo Morales (2006–2019), for instance, became one of the longest-serving presidents in the region (almost fourteen years). Ecuador’s Rafael Correa (2007–2017) also amended presidential term limits and was voted into office in three consecutive periods. The weakening of institutional checks and balances eroded the quality of democracy in some of these countries and produced what scholars have characterized as the “illiberalism” of the left (Levitsky 2018). Returning to figure 1.1, the average level of democracy in the region dropped from 0.70 in 2006 to 0.63 in 2019.10

The end of the commodity boom reversed the political fortunes of the left. Several countries in the region swung back to right and center-right governments. The economic outlook of the region was no longer great. GDP growth hovered around 2 percent once again and resource rents dropped to 3.59 percent of GDP (see table 1.1). In some countries, the deteriorating economic conditions brought back some of the same deep cuts and economic reforms of 1990s, including the IMF’s.



Reactive and Proactive Mobilization

To grasp the fundamental characteristics of protests that on the surface appear very complex and chaotic, this book identifies two broad patterns of mobilization: reactive and proactive. These two ideal types of mobilization are not mutually exclusive; rather, they coexist and sometimes overlap with each other. Reactive mobilization often follows the economy and speaks to the antiausterity protests, IMF riots, and water wars that became widespread as countries moved from the early to the later stages of economic liberalization.11 In the context of globalization, reactive mobilization is a response to the economic threat, with the arrival of economic liberalization, of losing the material benefits available to class-based actors during periods of state-led development (Almeida 2007). In the presence of reactive mobilization, “bread and butter” issues (i.e., claims) were extensive, and protest actions such as strikes were a common strategy.

By contrast, proactive mobilization centers on politics and reveals a “rainbow of social actors” (Rich, Mayka, and Montero 2019) who have normalized protest politics (Goldstone 2004; Boulding 2014; Moseley 2018) and potentially moved the region’s democracies closer to “movement societies” (Meyer and Tarrow 1998). Proactive mobilization is a response to expanding political opportunities or advantages afforded by the spread of democracy and speaks to a “second historical process of mass political incorporation” (Roberts 2008, 327). It involves the increasing presence of civic associations and urban dwellers and a broad set of claims dealing with political, environmental, and cultural rights. Protest actions such as demonstrations and marches are common strategies.

Reactive and proactive patterns of mobilization take into account economic threats linked to economic globalization amid expanding political opportunities under democracy. To elaborate, economic globalization and its two broad phases of reform, stabilization and structural adjustment, speak to one of the primary incentives stimulating collective action—threats (Tilly 1978; Goldstone and Tilly 2001). Threat-induced collective action is motivated by negative incentives or “bad news” that challengers may potentially avoid if they join in an action (Almeida 2010a). The economic upheaval of the 1980s, and its prescribed solution in the form of market reforms, carried substantial economic and social costs that motived popular sectors of society to fight for their livelihoods. Examples include higher consumer prices, food shortages, elimination of subsidies on consumer items, poor provision of basic government services, and the loss of existing rights.12

Almeida (2018) identifies different forms of threats, such as economic-related varieties linked to material conditions (e.g., austerity policies), ecological and environmental threats (e.g., pollution, mining practices), threats related to the erosion of rights (e.g., fraudulent elections), and repressive threats (e.g., human rights violations). These varied threats are not symmetrical, but rather are associated with different levels of collective action. In the context of the commodity boom, for example, an antimining campaign may activate local grassroots movements as well as transnational movements. Resistance over privatization policies and free trade agreements and protests demanding better public goods provision may trigger national social movements or even cycles of protests (Alonso and Mische 2017). Almeida and Pérez Martín (2020) further suggest that economic threats connected to market reforms and ecological threats related to changes in global industrial output are reactively mobilizing a large number of people at the time this book is being written.

Turning to democracy, research has argued that democratization advances systemwide political opportunities for challengers to respond to the economic threats associated with economic globalization (Meyer and Minkoff 2004; Almeida and Johnston 2006). Democracies encourage greater associational life by tolerating and legalizing civil society organizations. They also provide more opportunities for mobilization by opening channels of popular participation. In all, democracies capture several positive conditions in the political environment that are favorable for proactive mobilization (Almeida 2018). In this way, they motivate popular sectors to join in action as opportunities move them closer to the realization of their goals (Tilly 1978; Goldstone and Tilly 2001).

Contributors to this volume will demonstrate different actors (who), actions (how), claims (why) and even place (where) of contention across these two ideal types of mobilization. They will also show that when contexts are threat-heavy—as in the “lost decade” of the 1980s—we are more likely to observe reactive protests. But proactive protests are more likely to emerge when contexts are opportunity-heavy, given the “resilience” of Latin American democracies of recent years (Mainwaring 1999). However, the centrality of the state as a target (whom) of protest has not changed because in most cases the state remains both the problem and the solution to collective demands (Jenkins and Klandermans 1995). When state activities were centered on the production of goods and services, reactive mobilization was aligned mostly with the executive branch. However, as state activities recoiled from production, the state became mostly a regulator of such activities. In the twenty-first century, different state institutions and tiers of governments were common targets of proactive mobilization (Hochstetler 2012a; Chng 2012).

Because of the uneven pace of globalization and democracy across Latin America, these two ideal types of mobilization are not always clearly observable, and substantial variation remains across countries. The economic upheaval surrounding the periods of stabilization and structural reforms is distinct from the period of economic expansion associated with the commodity boom. Similarly, while the region has endured one of the longest uninterrupted periods of democracy, the election of populist candidates representing both left- and right-leaning political forces has undermined democracy in recent years. One way to show the convergence (or divergence) around these two broad patterns of mobilization in countries with vastly different political and economic contexts is by drawing on the methodological advantages of protest event analysis, as well as country-specific event datasets.



Protest Event Analysis

Protest event analysis (PEA), a highly original and increasingly popular method to examine protest mobilizations, is well suited for our objective of uncovering the patterns of popular reactions to economic threats and political opportunities across Latin America. PEA scholars adopt, to a large degree, common properties and components when they build country-specific event datasets, which in turn makes comparisons of their findings with other datasets meaningful. The social movements literature has contributed to our understanding of popular contention by establishing common properties to identify protest events as well as common components to understand collective action. The previous association of protest with disturbance, disorder, or even violence not only prevented the analysis of peaceful or symbolic manifestations, but also hindered the execution of comparative and historical analyses. Given that behaviors labeled as chaotic or violent are used to describe actions of which authorities, society, and institutions generally disapprove, their meanings also varied across time and cases. In other words, some behaviors may be seen as acceptable in some contexts but not in others. This makes it difficult to understand, interpret, and compare similar actions beyond specific contexts. However, the identification of common properties makes it possible to offer explanations applicable to a wide range of cases across space and time. Even though protest events are shaped by their own contexts, it is possible to recognize four main characteristics that apply to them all. The literature presents protest events as collective behaviors carried out by groups of individuals who seek to advance or protect their common interests. The latter are contentious insofar as they directly affect targets’ interests or indirectly affect those of third parties. To grab a target’s attention, these events are public, and they are episodic as they are performed outside institutions and without strict time or space regularities.

The identification of these properties also gave scholars an opportunity to identity other actions of protests and incorporate them into more structured comparisons. Knowing what a protest really is and having the theoretical tools to identify it served to define the scope of the analysis. These properties allowed scholars not only to demystify the intrinsic irrational component underlying violent and disorderly behaviors, but also to distinguish collective actions from other nonpurposive behaviors or even purely criminal endeavors. They analyzed different social phenomena, such as revolutions, rebellions, and massive grassroots mobilizations, with the same theoretical tools they used for low-intensity mobilizations and peaceful demonstrations. The intensity or historical relevance of certain events was no longer a condition to segregate them from broader comparisons.

Initially the identification of common properties led scholars to emphasize rational explanations. Under the logic of collective action, they explained protests in terms of expected gains (Olson 1965): The involvement of actors is mediated by a cooperative strategy when gains exceed costs, and successful contention is based on commitment through continued participation. This approach, however, failed to incorporate external factors that could influence individual as well as group behaviors. It also did not allow observation of the choice-making process that takes place inside groups.

Notwithstanding its limitations, the rational perspective provides two important insights to understand collective behaviors. Antagonism emerges as a necessary reality. As actors are motivated by rational calculations, their collective actions are always directed to power holders (or targets). There is then an interaction between the actors demanding and the actors receiving the demand. The identification of antagonists helps to grasp other mechanisms of that interaction. These mechanisms condition the actions of antagonists, who are basically restricted to certain forms of interaction. Thus, an actor (who) carries out an action (how) to present a claim (why) to a target (whom) in a particular spatial region (where) at a temporal moment (when) (see figure 1.2).

[image: ]
Figure 1.2. Collective Action Components


The identification of these components opened a window to examine how collective action operates in place and time. The fact that the actor–target interaction is mediated by a limited number of actions—which are learned, shared, and performed through a deliberate process of choice that emerges from the struggle itself (Tilly 1993)—suggests the presence of stable temporal patterns. Both parties in dispute know more or less how to behave and what to expect (Tilly 2008). However, as the interest of actors and the opportunities to achieve these interests change, it is assumed that their collective ways of acting will also change (Tilly 1977). Despite operating within limits of well-established actions, actors have room to constantly experiment with new actions when searching for tactical advantages.

Strategic selections give leverage to actors during disputes. Innovative or even prohibited actions can be used to grab the target’s attention (McAdam, Tarrow, and Tilly 2001; Tarrow 2012), and the selection of culturally accepted actions may enhance an actor’s identification with protests (Cohen 1985; Kane 1997; Sewell 1999; Goodwin and Jasper 2003; Tilly 2005). The range of alternatives constitutes a “toolkit” of habits, skills, and styles actors can take on to build up tactical advantages (Swidler 1986; Williams 2004). Under this logic, actors are equipped with more than one way to bring up their claims to their respective targets, which will vary from place to place, from time to time, and depending on the set of antagonists (Tilly 2008).

Scholars interested in analyzing protest events have sufficient theoretical tools to distinguish protests from other collective behaviors (common properties) and know what to look for when observing changes and continuities in protest patterns (common components). However, these contributions would not have gone very far without the generation of new sources of information. The construction of datasets following protest event analysis (Beissinger 1998; Koopmans and Rucht 2002; Fillieule and Jiménez 2003; Soule 2013) expedited the collection of protest events (Orbuch 1997) under coordinated criteria involving the identification of sources, data collection, and codification processes (Kriesi et al. 1995). The datasets central to this volume follow these theoretical tools and reproduce many of these techniques to explain popular politics in Latin America.

To sum up, the social movements literature presents protest events as public, episodic, collective, and contentious phenomena that involve actors, targets, claims, actions, and places at a given time. Temporal changes between and within any of these five collective action components result from a continuous interaction process observable in protest event datasets over time. However, collective action is always permeable to the effect of external factors, and these variables have a significant effect on mobilizing strategies in Latin America and elsewhere. Considering the hybrid environment of economic threats and expanding political opportunities, the contributors to this volume draw on the main collective action components outlined above to examine popular politics in the region.



Overview of the Country-Specific Event Datasets

Country-specific event datasets allow researchers to quantify and visualize the level of popular mobilization in a given country. Here we follow Tarrow (1989, 8), one of the pioneering efforts in compiling protest event data, and define a “protest event” as disruptive public collective action aimed at institutions, elites, authorities, or other groups on behalf of the collective goals of actors or of those they claim to represent. Examples include marches, roadblocks, strikes, hunger strikes, sit-ins, takeovers, clashes, stoppages, invasions, destruction of property, and so on.

However, because protest events are dynamic—actors and targets in conflict change during struggles, goals and demands shift, and the number of protesters expands one day and contracts the next—a note on temporal and spatial boundaries is warranted. Popular protest can be recorded and counted using different temporal and spatial units (figure 1.3). The contributors to this volume examine protests at one or more of the three units: action, event, and campaign (table 1.2). A campaign consists of a series of actions and events carried out by the same actors in pursuit of the same demands and goals. Here, both one-time mobilization at one place and multiple protest activities in various places over time are counted equally as one campaign. Intuitively, a campaign is close to a phenomenon called social movement.
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Figure 1.3. Three Units of Popular Protest: Action, Event, and Campaign. The graph is based on McPhail and Schweingruber (1998, 169, Figure 1).



Table 1.2. Summary of the Datasets



	
CHAPTER


	
COUNTRY


	
COVERAGE


	
UNIT


	
ANALYSIS


	
SOURCES





	
3


	
Bolivia


	
1970–2018


	
Event


	
Longitudinal


	
6 (n)





	
10


	
Brazil


	
2011–2016


	
Event


	
Cross- sectional


	
1 (n)





	
8


	
Chile


	
2009–2018


	
Event


	
Longitudinal


	
5 (n), 13(r), (o)





	
4


	
Colombia


	
1975–2019


	
Event


	
Longitudinal


	
9 (n), 11(r), (o)





	
7


	
Costa Rica


	
1983–1983


	
Campaign


	
Cross-sectional


	
4 (n), (o)





	
9


	
Ecuador


	
2007–2017


	
Campaign


	
Longitudinal


	
2 (n)





	
2


	
Mexico


	
1955–2018


	
Campaign


	
Longitudinal


	
3 (n)





	
7


	
Nicaragua


	
1990–1990


	
Campaign


	
Cross-sectional


	
3 (n)





	
5


	
Peru


	
1980–2015


	
Event


	
Longitudinal


	
3 (n)





	
6


	
Venezuela


	
1983–2012


	
Event


	
Longitudinal


	
1 (n), (o)





	
	
	
	
	
	



	
Notes: Chapter indicates the chapter in this volume. Sources includes the following information: (n) indicates the number of national newspapers; (r) indicates the number of regional newspapers, and (o) indicates that other reports were used to build these datasets.







Datasets with longitudinal data provide a “bird’s-eye” view of the transformation of popular politics and allow researchers to study long-term trajectories in collective mobilization, exploring changes and continuities over time concerning actors, actions, targets, claims and/or places of collective action. By contrast, datasets with cross-sectional data offer a “magnifying glass” view, enabling authors to analyze protest campaigns that occurred at critical moments of globalization or democratization. The bulk of these datasets draw on the print media, coding events using national and regional newspapers.



Overview of the Volume

The empirical chapters are divided into two major parts. Part I—the bird’s-eye view—collects country-specific longitudinal analyses, and Part II—the magnifying glass view—presents country-specific cross-sectional studies of specific historical moments. In figure 1.4, using the KOF index of globalization (Dreher 2006; Gygli et al. 2019) and the electoral democracy index from V-Dem, we plot countries from Part I by their annual scores in Globalization (x-axis) and Democratization (y-axis). An upward move indicates democratization; a downward move signals autocratization. A move rightward means economic globalization and a move leftward denotes deglobalization (that is, increased state intervention in the economy). Gray-highlighted areas indicate the years that match the event data collected and analyzed by each chapter. The graphs will help us understand the varied paths toward economic globalization and democratization taken by each country, compare cross-national similarities and differences, and set up a baseline comparative framework that will be useful in reading the case-study chapters.

In chapter 2, “A Historical and Spatial Analysis of Popular Protests in Mexico, 1955–2018,” Takeshi Wada traces shifting patterns of popular protest in Mexico as the twin processes of economic liberalization and political liberalization unfolded. Mexico’s location on the graph in figure 1.4 shifts diagonally from bottom left (a combination of political authoritarianism and state-centered economy in the 1970s) to upper right (a region of democracy—albeit a limited one—and market-centered economy in the 2010s). The longitudinal study compares periods before, during, and after globalization and democratization using the Mexican Popular Contention Database (N = 2,321). The chapter applies cluster analysis to event analysis, which enables the author to identify actors, targets, and actions that followed similar paths of historical change. The results are presented in heatmaps that show declines in class-based actors such as workers and peasants, an increasing presence of urban groups and civic associations, and a shift from radical forms of action such as physical attacks and land invasions to moderate ones like demonstrations and marches, although a sign of a revival of violent means is also detected in parallel to the rise of organized crime.
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Figure 1.4. Trajectories of Democratization and Globalization (Part I chapters). Democracy scores are the electoral democracy indices from the Varieties of Democracy Project (V-Dem). Globalization scores are taken from the KOF index of globalization (Dreher 2006; Gygli et al. 2019).


Chapter 3, “Globalization, Democracy, and Conflict Events in Bolivia, 1970–2019,” offers another longitudinal analysis that examines how the country’s “hybrid political-economic environment” of democracy and globalization transformed its popular politics. Roberto Laserna draws on the Observatorio de Conflictos de CERES, a dataset recording protest events from 1970 to 2019 (N = 19,440), and identifies three broad periods of political and economic change: state authoritarianism (1970–1985), democracy and open markets (1985–2003), and state populism (2003–2019). As shown in figure 1.4, the country’s location starts from the area of authoritarianism and state-centered economy in the first period, moves upward (democratization) and rightward (globalization) during the second period, and goes downward (autocratization) in the third period. Laserna’s analysis shows that class-based actors and material claims have declined, providing space to other actors and other types of claims: for instance, urban actors pursuing various political and social claims. Concomitantly, strikes have been replaced by marches and demonstrations as the main form of contention.

Colombia is a typical case of dual transition, as its evolution in terms of globalization and democracy (shown in figure 1.4) is close to the Latin American average. In chapter 4, “State Debt with a Social Agenda, Constructed amid Social Protests in Colombia, 1975–2019,” Mauricio Archila Neira and Martha Cecilia García Velandia use the Base de Datos de Luchas Sociales (BDLS), a database of social protests in Colombia from 1975 to 2019 (N = 26,119) compiled from sources as varied as daily newspapers, radio and television news stations, and the alternative press. Their longitudinal analysis reveals that the recent neoliberal turn weakened workers, peasants, and other actors with class identity and decreased their material bases of existence (e.g., formal employment, access to land), while empowering others, such as urban dwellers, environmentalists, ethnic groups, and women. Persistent violence still plagues daily life in Colombia, despite the 2016 peace agreement between the state and guerrilla groups. As a consequence, the authors detect a major trend of growing “politicization” with proactive social protests and demands for more active participatory democracy, more respect for human rights, and more respect for differences of all kinds—regional, racial, ethnic, gender, sexual orientation, generational, religious, and linguistic.

Peru experienced a severe economic crisis during the 1980s that was conducive to the implementation of market policies in the 1990s and a subsequent significant expansion of globalization following the commodity boom in the 2000s. As shown in figure 1.4, the country moved rightward (globalization), but went downward (autocratization) when Alberto Fujimori was president in the 1990s. In chapter 5, “Protesting in Good and Bad Times: Peru, 1980–2015,” Moisés Arce and Renzo Aurazo draw on the Base de Protestas Sociales del Perú (N = 20,468) to explore the protest landscape across different economic and political contexts. Using heatmaps, the authors show a shift from reactive to proactive mobilizations: a change from the dominance of labor actors and labor-related claims and strategies
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