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Hanpasaenune: «Ilonuronorus
Ipopuas: «IIpukIagHAs OTUTOJIOTHS» KOJ - 230

Bpems BoinosiHenus 3aganus — 180 mun.

1. Hanumure akageMu4ecKoe 3¢ce Ha OHY U3 MPeIJI0KEHHBIX HIKe TeM (Ha PYCCKOM
A3bIKE):
1) MHor#e ucciaea0Banus MOKa3bIBAIOT, YTO U300MIME MPUPOIHBIX PECYPCOB YacTO

HEraTUBHO BJIMSECT Ha pa3BUTUE CTpaHbl. KakoBbl IOJUTHUYECKHE aCHEKTbl M MEXaHU3MBbI
«pPECYPCHOTO MPOKJIATHS»?

2) KakoBbl OCHOBHBIE TEHICHUMU B pPa3BUTUM COBPEMEHHOW OMIIMPUYECKOU
nosurosorun? Kakue HOBBIE NaHHBIE MCIONB3YHOTCS, Kakue MeETOoAbl pa3BuBarorcs? Kakue
PHUCKH HECYT 3TH HOBbIE TEHICHIIMH JUIsl PA3BUTHS MTOJUTUYECKON HAYyKU?

3) [ToBecTka HOBOIO MPE3UJEHTCKOTO CpOKa: MpoOJIeMbl U  MEPCHEKTUBHI
POCCHIICKON PErMOHATIBHOM MTOTUTUKHI

4) Kak otieHuTh 3 PeKTUBHOCT aHTUKOPPYINIUOHHON MOTUTHUKU?

5) Hcnonp30BaHne COIMANIBHBIX CETEH B COBPEMEHHBIX U30MPATEIbHBIX KaMIaHUIX:

TCHACHLUHU, IICPCIICKTUBLI U OI'PAHUYCHUA

2. IMpouuTaiiTe pparMeHT TEKCTAa HA AHIJIMIICKOM SI3bIKE M OTBETHTE HA BOMPOCHI MO
TeKCTY (TaKKe HA AHTJINICKOM SI3bIKE).

Why do some democracies survive for more than a century, whereas others revert to
dictatorship after only a brief democratic period? Academic debate and policy recommendations
for new democracies frequently look to long-lived democracies such as the United States or
Switzerland for clues about which institutional or economic factors may improve the survival of
democracies after transition. In fact, a large amount of both theoretical and qualitative empirical
research focuses precisely on such long-lived democracies and attempts to explain what
distinguishes them from new or failed democracies.

The premise underlying this focus on long-lived democracies is that their advanced age is
an indicator of the enduring stability of democracy in these countries — that they are consolidated
democracies. Although substantial disagreement persists about the exact causes or appropriate
measures of democratic consolidation, most research agrees that consolidated democracies face
essentially no risk of an authoritarian reversal. But then even a long-lived democracy may be
surviving for two different reasons: it may be either a consolidated democracy whose odds of
reverting to dictatorship are essentially zero (e.g., Sweden in 2001), or a democracy that is not
consolidated, but survives because of some favorable circumstances (e.g., Thailand in 2001).

However, the influential empirical literature on transitions to democracy treats all
existing democracies as a single group: after controlling for various covariates all democracies
are expected to face the same risk of a reversal. This failure to account for how the potential
heterogeneity among democracies translates into observable data misses an important dynamic in
the process of democratic survival. The observed survival of democracy may be the consequence
of two distinct causal mechanisms: democratic consolidation, which practically eliminates the
risk of an authoritarian reversal, or a separate mechanism that prevents authoritarian reversals in
those democracies that are not consolidated.

As a result, the factors that determine whether a democracy will consolidate may differ
from those that explain the occurrence and timing of authoritarian reversals in those democracies
that are not consolidated. This distinction may seem subtle, but it is crucial to our understanding
of democratic survival. A medical analogy may help highlight the importance of this distinction:
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consider an individual who survived one of the later waves of the Black Death in Europe (e.g.,
the plague wave of 1383 versus the original 1348 wave). She may have survived because (1) she
developed an immunity to the plague during the prior wave(s) of the epidemic or because (2) she
practiced careful hygiene and, in turn, minimized her exposure to the contagion.

Although both alternatives explain survival, they are clearly two, distinct causal
mechanisms. Similarly, the distinction between the two separate mechanisms that may account
for the survival of democracy is lost when we treat all existing democracies as a single,
homogenous group. Failure to distinguish between these mechanisms not may only lead to
incorrect statistical estimates, but also confounds what is of central interest in the study of
democratic survival: the causes of democratic consolidation.

1) KakoB OCHOBHOH HENOCTaTOK, C TOYKH 3PEHHUS AaBTOPa, HPEALISCTBYIOIINX
UCCleIoBaHi (heHOMEHa «BBDKUBAHHS JJIEMOKPATUN»?

2) Kak Bbl moHnMaeTe noHsITHE «KOHCOIUAMPOBAHHAS IEMOKPATHUSI»?

3) B tekcre nmeercs Beipakenue «after controlling for various covariates». O kakom
METO/Ie aHAJIN3a UJET pedb?

4) ABTOp HCIIONB3YET AHAJOTHIO C PACIpPOCTPAaHEHHEM YyMbl B CPEIHEBEKOBOM

EBpone. KpaTKO 06T>${CHI/ITG, KaK Ha3BaHHBIE CIOCOOBLI BBDKHBAHHUS BO BpEMsI YYyMBbIL
COOTHOCATCA C MCXaHU3MaMH BLDKUBAHUA JEMOKPATHUYCCKUX PCIKUMOB.
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