
measures that circumvent politicized efforts to block
contentious reforms. For example, to get around the
politically motivated ruling that lustration was unconsti-
tutional in Bulgaria, the Bulgarian secret police file-
repository agency (Dossier Commission) was empowered
to administer an informal lustration variant, revealing the
backgrounds of tens of thousands of former collaborators
across all levels of society from bankers to priests and
mayors since 2006 (ongoing). Are the democracy effects
in Bulgaria due to the leadership purge coded by Nalepa,
or the expansive informal lustration program publicly
disclosing thousands of former collaborators (consistent
with Nalepa’s lustration coding), or a combination of
both? While the GTJD can potentially code multiple
forms of transitional justice in a country over time, it
remains difficult to parse out the causal impact of truth
telling from lustration or purges when these reforms
overlap conceptually, have reticulated relationships, and
are temporally layered on each other.
Second, the book departs from the use of the term

lustration in postcommunist states. Nalepa codes lustra-
tion as the revelation of only “secret” collaboration.
However, this is not consistent with the structure of
lustration laws in the region, or the definition of the
term provided by Nalepa in the Encyclopedia of Transi-
tional Justice (Lavinia Stan and Nadya Nedelsky, eds.,
2013), in which lustration can include both known and
unknown collaboration. For example, Czechoslovakia’s
vanguard lustration law included the revelation of
unknown collaborators and the removal of known col-
laborators and high-ranking communist-era officials
from positions of power. Nalepa’s oft-used example of
Poland relied on revelations of unknown collaboration,
but countries like Romania, Bulgaria, and Lithuania used
lustration to capture both known and unknown collabo-
rators. This raises questions about the foundational logic
separating purges and lustration in the coding as well as
the formal models.
Third, Nalepa argues that purges in high-capacity states

lower the quality of democracy because they denude the
state of trained officials that could support the new regime.
The causal mechanism and the formal models hinge on
bureaucratic capacity depletion. However, if one defines
purges in a manner more consistent with the United
Nations and the transitional justice literature, namely by
their generally extralegal and politicized nature, and not by
removal of “known” collaborators, the causal reasoning
shifts (Alexander Mayer-Rieckh and Pablo de Greiff, eds.,
Justice as Prevention, 2007). Rethinking whether purges
negatively affect democracy because they undermine rule-
of-law principles and practices might change not only the
model’s assumptions, but the high-stakes policy implica-
tion that “the pressing project for new democracies is to
learn to harness usable skills of agents of the ancien régime”
(p. 11).

In conclusion, there is much to appreciate in this book’s
efforts to triangulate the slippery topic of transitional
justice and reveal its often-illusive impact. After Authori-
tarianism and the GTJD on which it is based will spur
continued conversations about the conditions under
which personnel reforms support democratization.
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The impact of economic development under dictatorship
on democratization remains an unresolved puzzle among
scholars and policy makers. In From Development to
Democracy: The Transformations of Modern Asia, Dan
Slater and Joseph Wong examine this question for the
region they describe as “developmental Asia,” a region
defined in terms of its political economy. The book
comprises 12 cases in Southeast and Northeast Asia that
successfully pursued a national developmental model,
witnessing impressive economic growth and poverty
reduction. However, the region also presents contradic-
tory evidence in the debate about the developmentalism–

democratization nexus. Among the 12 cases examined in
From Development to Democracy, only 6 authoritarian
regimes were open to experimenting with democratic
concessions. In Japan, South Korea, and Taiwan, democ-
ratization resulted in strong and consolidated democracies,
whereas in Indonesia, Myanmar, and Thailand democracy
remained incomplete or prematurely abandoned. The
remaining six cases—Cambodia, China, Hong Kong,
Malaysia, Singapore, and Vietnam—avoided democrati-
zation altogether.

The main empirical contribution of From Development
to Democracy is a historical-comparative analysis of differ-
ent sequences of economic development and their impact
on dictatorship and democracy in these 12 Asian cases.
The book has 10 chapters, including an introduction to
Slater and Wong’s theory of democracy through strength.
Chapter 2 identifies four development clusters: develop-
mental statism (Taiwan, Japan, and South Korea); devel-
opmental Britannia (Malaysia, Singapore, and Hong
Kong); developmental militarism (Burma/Myanmar, Indo-
nesia, and Thailand); and developmental socialism (China,
Vietnam, and Cambodia). Chapters 3–6 present single
case studies of Japan, Taiwan, South Korea, andMainland
China until 1989, whereas chapters 7–9 offer shorter case
studies of Burma, Indonesia, Thailand, Malaysia, Singa-
pore, and Hong Kong, as well as post-Tiananmen China,
Vietnam, andCambodia. The book closes with a summary
and discussion of its implications for the broader field of
democratization studies.
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Although each case study in From Development to
Democracy offers valuable insights, the book’s main con-
tribution lies in its conceptual and theoretical analysis.
Solidly anchored in both comparative politics and political
economy, it challenges the causal assumption advanced by
modernization theory and distributive conflict models
regarding the relationship between development and
democracy in Asia: the idea that autocracies concede to
democratic pressure because they are weak. On the con-
trary, one of the book’s key claims is that the most
common pathway to democracy in “developmental Asia”
is “democracy through strength.” As the authors explain,
in Asia “democratic reforms commenced when authori-
tarian elites felt considerable victory confidence and sta-
bility confidence, and not when they were in a death spiral
of political crisis and imminent collapse” (p. 10). Accord-
ing to their causal logic, stable and substantive democracies
can evolve from strong authoritarian regimes, whereas
weak authoritarianism is the “worst of all worlds” (p. 296).
Successful national development strengthens authori-

tarian rule, and authoritarian strength is a necessary but
not sufficient condition for democratization through
strength and a strong democracy. Why is that? The
authors argue that successful development strengthens
three key components of the political order in nondemo-
cratic Asia: a bureaucratic state apparatus, enduring and
dominant political organizations, and a cohesive coercive
apparatus. With regard to the specific mode of develop-
ment and its link to authoritarian strength, Slater and
Wong differentiate four developmental clusters: first, a
Northeast Asian cluster of developmental statist cases
(Japan, Taiwan, and South Korea) that had strong author-
itarian regimes and high levels of development, and sec-
ond, a Southeast Asian cluster (Indonesia, Thailand, and
Myanmar) characterized by developmental militarism,
with intermediate levels of authoritarian strength and
development when democratization began. In contrast,
the autocratic rulers in the third cluster, known as devel-
opmental Britannia (Singapore, Hong Kong, and Malay-
sia), and the fourth cluster, referred to as developmental
socialism (China, Cambodia, and Vietnam), avoided
democratization. Despite differences in authoritarian
strength and economic modernization, Singapore,
China, and Vietnam are categorized as “candidate” cases:
they exist in a zone where introducing democracy does not
guarantee political defeat for the regime nor does employ-
ing more repression ensure political stability. In contrast,
Cambodia, Hong Kong, and Malaysia are “embittered
cases”: strong authoritarianism missed this bittersweet
spot, and the only remaining path out of autocracy would
be democratization through weakness.
Why do some cases pursue democratization through

strength, while others do not? For Slater and Wong, regime
confidence is the key factor (“strength matters because

confidence matters”; p. 18). Confidence is necessary for
autocrats to pursue democratization through strength. Suc-
cessful development establishes a political track record that
instills confidence in strong ruling parties and bureaucratic
states, assuring them of remaining in power after the tran-
sition to a more democratic system (“victory confidence”)
without causing political chaos and instability (“stability
confidence”). However, not all strong autocracies possess
the necessary victory and stability confidence to initiate
democratization, particularly because electoral, contentious,
economic, and geopolitical factors can influence the likeli-
hood of a strong dictatorship embracing democratization
through strength. Outcomes of elections, mass protests,
diplomatic pressure, and threats of economic sanctions by
external patrons of an authoritarian regime send signals that
can either increase or decrease the chances of autocrats
perceiving the right moment to undertake democratic
reforms. These signals may act as a convincing “tap on the
shoulder” of autocrats that now is the right moment to
pursue democratic reforms.
From Development to Democracy is an impressive schol-

arly achievement, although readers may find points of
minor disagreement in the case studies and the interpre-
tation of historical evidence. For example, is it the case that
“nowhere in developmental Asia have political elites
experimented with democracy before devoting decades
to promoting rapid economic development,” as the
authors claim (p. vii)? Instances such as South Korea’s
first failed democracy (Second Republic) in 1960–61,
Thailand between the student protests of October 1973
and the reactionary coup of 1976, and the Taisho democ-
racy in interwar Japan challenge this assertion. Although
those democracies were highly defective, restricted, and
vulnerable, these characteristics also hold true for the
military-guarded regime that emerged in Myanmar in
the 2010s. The level of developmentalism in post–civil
war Cambodia and post-1990 Myanmar also raises con-
cerns, which the authors acknowledge. Additionally, how
do we know that Singapore’s People’s Action Party lacks
“stability confidence”? The argument that Japan’s liberal
and democratic party elites “conceded” a transition from
strong electoral authoritarianism to multiparty democracy
in 1955, when it marked the beginning of 38 years of LDP
rule, also invites scrutiny.
Despite these minor points, From Development and

Democracy is an impressive piece of scholarship, one
that makes important contributions to our understand-
ing of what path-dependent development legacies hin-
der or nurture successful democratization; why “strong”
autocracies sometimes accept democratization; and
when these democratizations through strength succeed,
whereas others fail. The book is a must-read for every-
one who strives to understand the development–
democracy nexus.
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