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Regime Volatility in Bangladesh

A Case of Rural Incorporation
In Democracy and Dictatorship in the Post-Colonial World, David Waldner (2004) argues that when urban elites mobilize the countryside through the support of the landed peasantry the consequence is regime durability. Rural incorporation—a coalition of urban elites and rural non-elites—will result in dislodging challengers, gaining the support of the rural masses, co-opting or restraining labor, and isolating insurgents.
 Waldner’s comparative analysis of India and Pakistan holds consistent with this argument. The failure of the Muslim League to incorporate the rural peasantry left it without a base at independence and dependent on landlords for rural support with the result of regime volatility in Pakistan. On the other hand, the Congress Party’s successful mobilization of the landed peasantry at the expense of the landlord class paved the way for a durable democratic regime with a base in the countryside. Regime trajectories in these two post-colonial states support Waldner’s argument. The story of Bangladesh does not. 

In this paper, I apply Waldner’s theory to the case of Bangladesh (1971-1982). In Bangladesh, the Awami League—supported by a coalition of middle to rich peasants, urban capitalists, labor, and urban intellectuals during the independence movement— held tenuous rule for three years before a military coup dislodged it from power.
 The subsequent military regime saw a similar fate. Although each government since liberation in December 1971 has pursued policies, granted patronage and built local level infrastructure to garner rural support, none could consolidate their regime. The purpose of the following analysis is to test Waldner’s theory to the case of Bangladesh. This time period has been selected to illustrate how both civilian and military regimes pursued agendas expected of post-rural incorporation regimes without averting regime collapse by coup. The current, potentially durable democratic regime (1991-present) will not be included in the foregoing analysis because its complexity—including international and domestic factors-- cannot be understood with the evidence currently available on contemporary Bangladesh. The Ershad civilianized military regime (1982-1991) will also be excluded because its analysis would require a civil-military relations approach and its collapse would necessitate addressing international factors outside the scope of this paper.
 The period under study covers two regimes—Mujib (1972-5) and Zia (1976-82)
— where rural incorporation was in place by independence in 1971, but neither regime could be consolidated.

Theoretical Framework


Waldner’s theory of rural incorporation follows from Huntington’s (1968) green uprising argument, which holds that regime stability requires mobilization of the countryside through rural institution building. Huntington argues that the existence of rural majorities in the post-colonial world and imbalance in the pace of modernization between the traditional countryside and politically unstable, oppositionist urban areas requires that regimes gain the support of the former in order to survive. Carrying forward his general argument that regime stability necessitates development of political institutions commensurate with political participation, Huntington argues that parties—whether in single-party systems or multi-party systems—must recruit rural leaders into rural party organizations and increasingly into top political positions. Coaxing them to join such institutions requires an agenda responsive to peasants’ needs such as moderate land reform that favors landed peasants, subsidies for agricultural inputs, and patronage.
 

The political and economic demands of rural mobilization may be such that nationalist political elites cannot or refuse to mobilize the countryside. Citing Pakistan and Morocco as examples, Huntington argues that nationalist movements that fail to mobilize the countryside are unlikely to endure.
 Due to their narrow support base, challengers capable of obtaining greater physical power or mobilizing new groups against the regime are liable to overthrow the incumbents whether by election, social movement, or coup.

Huntington’s key assumptions in this argument are that urban populations are perpetually unstable and anti-incumbent and that the countryside is traditional and holds more moderate expectations for the government than the cities. Although the broad trend may stand, Huntington fails to account for the effects of corporatist institutions that co-opt labor as has been the case in Mexico, Venezuela, and countries in South and Southeast Asia. He also supports his argument with data from flawed elections and provides neither a reliable measure for regime stability nor a causal argument for the green uprising.

Waldner agrees with Huntington’s central argument that rural mobilization determines regime durability.
 What sets the two apart is Waldner’s causal explanation for the invocation of the strategy of rural incorporation by political elites and the causal mechanisms that link rural incorporation to regime durability. He argues that the former is a reaction to intense elite conflict where elite status itself is directly threatened and challengers or incumbents must gain rural support in order to subvert opponents.
  Waldner argues that rural incorporation causes regime durability due to rural incorporated regimes’ monopoly on state building projects that incorporate supporters and co-opt opponents while building broad coalitions between urban elites, rural non-elites, capitalists, and often labor through corporatist institutions. As a result, elites are unlikely to defect from a regime that provides them economic (in the form of patronage and policy benefits), political, and social (status) benefits with the consequence of mass support and regime durability.

Waldner defines rural incorporation as “the construction of political alliances between urban political and economic elites and non-elite rural classes.”
  Elites refer to “those persons whose control over resources or organizational position allows them to compete to extract resources from non-elites.”
 Rural non-elites refer to landed peasants—particularly peasant-proprietors engaged in commercial agriculture using primarily family labor. Waldner emphasizes the importance of the latter group for regime durability because they control significant political and economic resources in their villages, but—unlike landlords-- lack wide enough economic or political power to directly challenge the regime. Members of this segment of the population command significant influence over the local population as leaders, command patron-client relations, and are likely to occupy government posts in the future through their university-educated children.
 

Rural incorporation has rarely been invoked due to the high cost of populist policies, the potential for regime destabilization caused by uncontrollable demands made by newly mobilized groups, and the potential for repression (challengers) or significant economic loss (incumbents). Thus, Waldner argues that rural incorporation will be a strategy of conflict resolution only when the fate of deeply held commitments and aspirations, including elite membership, are threatened by failure to achieve decisive victory.
 For example, when the British attempted to court the Congress Party’s landed peasant base in the 1920s and 1930s, the Congress Party risked losing viability as a political party and independence movement. Under threat of being relegated to irrelevance, Gandhi and a new generation of provincial leadership rooted in the countryside transformed the Congress Party from a movement of urban lawyers to a political party of businessmen, professionals, and landed peasants.

Intense conflict is about the capacity to appropriate resources...  Economic elites fear losing control over the economic resources that constitute them as members of the elite.  Political elites fear losing control over their strategically valuable, organizational position. When the issues separating contending elites impinge upon the most fundamental arrangements of the political-economic order, so that defeat threatens major rediversion of economic resources or virtual displacement from elite status, the heightened stakes attending victory or defeat constitute decisive incentives (but not necessarily the capacity) to build new coalitions with the countryside.

The second logical step in Waldner’s causal story links the consequences of rural incorporation to regime durability by three causal mechanisms: conflict, coalition, and institutions. (1) Successful rural incorporation indicates a victory over rural elites and their allies. This means that victors will enjoy the political resources necessary to implement projects of state building and economic development without effective challenges from now subordinated opponents. The effects of such projects will translate into an institutional base of urban elites and rural middle classes difficult to dislodge by rural elite challengers. (2) Building a coalition with the landed peasantry provides wide political support and the political and financial resources needed to co-opt or repress urban labor and dilute the threat of leftist insurgency while gaining the support of urban capitalists. (3) Rural incorporation signals a period of institution building including the establishment of corporatist labor organizations linked to political parties and the integration of rural supporters into new institutions including national farmers unions, political parties, local cooperatives and state institutions.
 Returning to the Indian example, the strategy of rural incorporation took the form of political support and institutionalization through a political party led by rural-based leaders from the highest levels down to village councils. Congress further solidified its coalition of urban elites and rich peasants through green revolution policies in the 1950s and 1960s and land reform, which eliminated large estates along with landlord domination.
 Throughout its life as the dominant party, Congress maintained this coalition and democracy survives.

The case of Bangladesh is more problematic for Waldner’s explanation of regime durability. First, rural incorporation led by the Awami League was not caused by intense conflict.
 Further, the conflict was between West Pakistani elites and East Pakistani elites and the method of its resolution empowered new enemies-- Maoist and rightist insurgents-- who played a critical role in the regime’s destabilization. Second, rural incorporation did not lead to elite assimilation through conflict-reducing mechanisms, as was the case in India. Hegemonic parties lacking discipline or internal democracy do not necessarily have the capacity for elite assimilation.
 Third, Waldner assumes that rural incorporation will lead to institution building that incorporates rural non-elites into the regime while providing resources to co-opt urban classes. In Bangladesh, efforts were initiated to varying degrees across both regimes under study; nevertheless, governments established following military coups discarded prior regimes’ institution building programs to undercut the previous regime’s power base and consolidate power for the new one. Consequently, no institution building efforts consolidated. Fourth, Waldner does not account for the role of intra-military relations. Divisions between lower-ranked veterans of the liberation war and senior officers held in West Pakistan until 1973 threatened both the Mujib and Zia regimes.  
I test Waldner’s assumptions with data that addresses the economic, political and institutional expressions of rural incorporation: pro-peasant policies, rural institutional development and peasant patronage. Pro-peasant policies include government subsidies of agricultural inputs and outputs, non-radical land reform, and rural development initiatives. Rural institution building includes party organization building in the countryside, establishment of rural development organizations tied to the regime, and development of local government institutions that empower peasants or minimally provide them tangible benefits. Finally, distribution of party patronage entails government or party procurement of positions and material resources to key rural groups in the implementation of rural policy and institution building. 
I argue that each of these categories of observable implications was found across both regimes in this study. Nonetheless, they did not precipitate regime durability. This finding suggests that Waldner’s explanation for regime durability does not hold true in Bangladesh. I do not argue that regime volatility in Bangladesh refutes Waldner’s argument for the post-colonial world. Bangladesh presents one exceptional and perhaps idiosyncratic case that does not fit the theory while Waldner outlines numerous cases that support it. I suggest, however, that understanding regime dynamics in Bangladesh requires a greater emphasis on political development, institutional cohesion, and civil-military relations than Waldner invests. 

The Awami League, Elite Conflict, and Rural Incorporation
Waldner frames rural incorporation as a resolution to intense elite conflict that generally involves those dominant in the rural economy and their allies versus urban political elites. He writes, 

In virtually all instances [of rural incorporation], peasant dependence on agrarian elites is significantly reduced through the intervention of national political institutions and public policies, and the political power of agrarian elites is correspondingly attenuated, if not completely eradicated.

Elite conflict in the Bangladesh movement did not take this form. The zamindari (landlord) system essentially collapsed in East Pakistan by 1948 when landlords were dispossessed of their land. Land reforms under the British in the late 1930s and 1940s, mass emigration of Hindu landlords to West Bengal at independence in 1947, and Pakistani legislation allowing for expropriation of Hindu lands to rich Muslim peasants in 1950 largely eradicated the landlord class before the Awami League mobilized the countryside in the middle 1950s.
 On the other hand, Punjabi landlords and industrialists dominated West Pakistani politics and power at the center (1947-71), which marginalized East Pakistan in terms of economic development and positions in the civil bureaucracy-military power structure.
 The government recruited West Pakistanis far disproportionately to East Pakistanis in the army, civil service, and government bureaucracy and disproportionately distributed domestic and international development funds to industrial development, particularly in the West Pakistan-based defense industry.
 Additionally, export profits from East Pakistani jute—which went through Karachi before provincial disbursement-- were invested in imports for West Pakistani industrial inputs. Peasants also struggled. Following Pakistan’s refusal to devalue its currency, which made imported industrial inputs less expensive, prices on agricultural goods were driven down in order to compete in the international market. Moreover, flooding in 1953-4 ruined that year’s harvest and brought famine, in which the Pakistani government only hesitantly provided aid after heavy pressure from Awami League leaders.
     

The Awami League was formally established in 1949 as an opposition party of progressive intellectuals and dissident politicians from the East Pakistan Muslim League. By the early 1950s, party workers primarily consisted of students, urban workers, and the recently urbanized petty bourgeois with ties to surplus farmers. The AL established its organizational roots first when the Urdu-only language controversy reached its peak in 1952-3 following a speech by the then Prime Minister reiterating Jinnah’s earlier commitment to establish Urdu as the sole official language. During this time, large demonstrations occurred in the cities and villages of East Pakistan and mass opposition to the center was first organized. Nair argues that the language movement produced a mass secular movement, cut across political and religious barriers in East Pakistan, and led to the consolidation of the East Bengali middle class.
 The movement provided the AL the opportunity to grow its middle class base from students to a wide following of professionals, progressive intellectuals, labor, and landed peasants, with the latter forming the largest bloc.
 By 1953, the Awami League joined the United Front (including all opposition parties in the province) in preparation for the 1954 election. Student activists engaged in the language movement mobilized support for the AL the following year, which sharply increased membership and helped strengthen organizations throughout the province.
 Ultimately, the United Front won 210 of 237 Muslim Seats and the AL won all 120 seats contested. The Muslim League took merely ten seats in a humiliating defeat that Jalal marks as the collapse of the Muslim League.

Despite sharp disparities between West Pakistan and East Pakistan and the Bengali mass movement, evidence suggests that intense elite conflict did not precipitate AL-led rural incorporation. Intense conflict would have required that AL leaders either understood that if they lost the election their organization would be left politically irrelevant, or that parliamentary democracy-- and the AL’s organizational status with it—would be in dire threat if they lost. This scenario does not appear likely. First, the language movement mobilized by student organizations and the broad economic problems affecting all classes made the threat of Awami League defeat in the election extremely unlikely. No available information explains whether or not party cadres saw the election as a referendum on the civilian regime with the negative outcome spelling their permanent displacement from power; however, since this was not an issue on the AL 21 point manifesto, it is doubtfully the case.
 

Intense elite conflict would have been more plausible if it were invoked by the East Pakistan Muslim League under the direction of the central organization in Karachi (West Pakistan). The landslide victory for the United Front in 1954 not only dislodged the predominantly Urdu-speaking Muslim League political elite from provincial power, but demonstrated to Pakistanis and the world that the Muslim League did not represent all Pakistanis, setting the stage for East Pakistani politicians to demand a more equitable share of state resources.
 Further, the provincial election was fought on a platform of national significance (provincial autonomy) and with the Muslim League loss in East Pakistan, the following national election (schedule for 1959 and later cancelled) posed even greater threat to the Punjabi-dominated center such as forced Bengali integration into the Punjabi-dominated civil bureaucracy and army and spending cuts on defense. In this case, the privileged positions of a large proportion of West Pakistani officials would have been threatened as would the amount of patronage available for West Pakistani landlords. Regardless, the Muslim League did not penetrate the countryside and the center only avoided these costs by dismissing the elected UF government less than one month after it assumed power.

Therefore, I argue that rural incorporation was a result of the low-level conflict of partisan politics and the necessities of nationalist movement organizing. Bangladesh was 94.8% rural (1961 figure) and suffrage in 1954 was universal. It is obvious that failure to mobilize the countryside in a rural-- but not landlord dominated-- region would translate into a disastrous election and ineffectual social movement.
 Moreover, the costs of rural mobilization in Bangladesh were low, making intense elite conflict unnecessary to stimulate it. First, the AL alliance of students and petty bourgeois were primarily born in villages as descendents of surplus farmers. Waldner argues that the new provincial elite of the Indian Congress Party was instrumental in adopting a rural mobilization strategy; this was the case with the AL from the start. Urban elites could easily move between the countryside where they were born and cities where they worked and lived.
 A Holiday Weekly report states, “Rich farmers aligned themselves with the AL; the latter were after all their sons who had been given a university education and who aspired to big jobs in the bureaucracy.”
 Second, threats over control of the AL were insignificant. In the middle 1950s, Bhashani (leader of the populist faction), Suharwarney (leader of the urban elitist faction), and left-leaning student activists dominated the party. Despite mobilizing the countryside, the central party did not include leadership among peasants but recently urbanized intermediaries. Policy and patronage costs were also irrelevant for a movement for provincial autonomy where rural development support was demanded from the center and the idea of a sovereign Bangladesh had not yet emerged. It may be argued that failing to incorporate the countryside was the one way that urban political elites and their supporters-- including students aspiring to bureaucratic positions and businessmen and labor in need of government patronage—would have guaranteed political irrelevance.

To summarize, unlike in India, Indonesia, and Turkey, existing evidence suggests that intense elite conflict did not cause rural incorporation in Bangladesh. Consistent with Waldner’s assumption that elites and institutions are rational actors capable of cost-benefit analysis, I argue that the costs of rural incorporation were low enough and the incentives high enough that rural incorporation was invoked during a period of moderate elite conflict. Not only did AL members have ties to influential kulak families, but the AL was able to benefit from student language movement mobilizations in the late 1940s and early 1950s, before party workers emphasized the importance of the countryside. I infer that the Awami League invoked rural incorporation by the rural origin profiles of the majority of its leadership and membership, establishment of party branches in rural areas, constant campaigning in villages in 1954, and populist rhetoric.
 Therefore, rural incorporation was expressed politically through peasant support for the opposition movement, institutionally through inclusion of rich peasants in local party organizations, and in the form of policy demands.
 

Mujib and the Collapse of Civilian Rule in Bangladesh (1972-5)

Waldner argues that rural incorporation causes regime durability through the regime stabilizing effects of an urban-rural interclass coalition built through patronage, policies and incorporative institution building. Evidence of all of these can be found during Mujib’s Awami League regime; however, Mujib failed to achieve the elite cohesion and insurgent isolation expected as consequences of rural incorporation. This is apparent from Mujib’s January 1975 amendment that changed Bangladesh from a parliamentary to one-party system, which suspended the constitutional guarantee for elected local government (replacing elected leaders with appointed district governors), banned all parties, and set plans (never implemented) for a system of collective farming in an attempt to neutralize opposition and consolidate power.
 In this section, I provide evidence of rural incorporation under Mujib (1972-5) and argue that factors unaccounted for in Waldner’s theory prevented it from leading to regime durability.

At independence, Bangladesh’s first regime had many problems: a debilitated and ideologically divided military which did not claim a monopoly on violence, leftist and rightist insurgent groups that refused to surrender arms and conducted constant acts of terrorism in villages and on AL members, a war ravaged economy, millions of displaced people lacking food or shelter, and rural population growth without available land.
 Further, the majority of high-ranking Bengali military personnel and bureaucrats did not return from their posts in West Pakistan until 1973, at which time they found junior officers stationed in East Pakistan and veteran freedom fighters demanding superior rank for their sacrifice.

When Mujib took power in 1972, he immediately established the Integrated Rural Development Program (IRDP) and village cooperatives consistent with the recommendations of the 1959 Comilla model of rural development.
 Zafarullah and Mohammed argue that Mujib’s first five-year plan, begun in 1973, was designed to build a sound institutional base in the development process targeting the rural population.
 Mujib’s government undertook efforts at building rural institutions, re-established the rural works program (which coordinated public works projects in the countryside with local labor), raised agricultural output prices, provided subsidies for agricultural inputs and technology, and initiated a cooperative-run credit program through which loans were given without collateral.
 These programs were used as tools for the AL to strengthen its base in the countryside and overwhelmingly benefited rich peasants. Rich peasants obtained most IRDP credit, dominated village cooperatives and other development organizations, and obtained most government-procured agricultural inputs including modern agricultural technologies.
 

Further, The AL placed rich peasant supporters in interim relief committees immediately after liberation and held local elections in 1973 for Union Councils also dominated by rich peasants.
 These elections were held on a non-party basis, yet the AL overtly supported its candidates and prevented other elected leaders from pursuing their agendas through AL control of the administration.
 Since AL-supported candidates sitting on relief committees from 1972 to 1973 were overwhelmingly rejected at the polls,
 the relief committees themselves were discredited as corrupt and inefficient, and Union Councils were scrapped a year after they were put in place when Mujib introduced a one-party system, none of these schemes for government decentralization consolidated. Nonetheless, they served their function as conduits for patronage distribution to rich peasants.  

Thus, the AL targeted the countryside in public policy, distributed resources and positions to its rich peasant base, and established rural infrastructure in the countryside that empowered this base. Its monopoly on resources for patronage and state building were predictably employed to win peasant loyalty, which contributed to the 1973 AL parliamentary victory with 291 of 300 seats won by the party.
 That Mujib’s rural policies achieved minimal gains in terms of increasing agricultural output or uplifting the rural poor is not as important for Waldner’s theory as are their accomplishments in meting out patronage in exchange for rural support among rich peasants.
 

Regime Durability?

Waldner argues that rural incorporation causes regime durability through conflict, coalitions, and institutions. Victors of intense conflict control state resources and are invulnerable-- at least for a long time-- to challenges from the losers in development and nation building. The regime’s rural base provides the regime with resources to co-opt labor, reconcile with capitalists, and isolate insurgents, creating a conservative (pro-property) interclass coalition that benefits from the regime. In this environment, insurgents and labor will fail to find allies or be co-opted into corporatist institutions, radicals and capitalists will compromise their demands, and the policy environment will be stable. Lastly, the regime will entrench its incumbency through incorporating influential members of its coalition into party and state institutions. The end result is durable elite support for the regime.
 

Using 1974 as a measure, rural incorporation did not meet many of these expectations. The AL under Mujib was the hegemonic party in Bangladesh with near absolute control of resources employed to pursue rural development, nationalize industry, and build a political base in the countryside through local government institutions and policies that brought patronage to rich peasants. Nevertheless, the legacy of the liberation war, a history of economic underdevelopment and exploitation, intra-party divisions, and state weakness prevented the AL from consolidating power. First, the defeated challenger was the Pakistani state. It did not reemerge against the AL after liberation; however, guerilla war left the pro-Pakistan non-Bengali minority-- armed by the Pakistani military during the war-- and Maoists armed and mobilized against a Bangladeshi state too weak to subdue them. In 1974, Mujib estimated that insurgents murdered 3,000 Awami League members including members of parliament. Rashiduzzaman also argues that attacks in the countryside by militias contributed to the drop in rural support for the AL. 

In the months following the 1973 election, opposition to the regime mounted and threats and counter-threats of civil war and class struggle became frequent…From the middle of 1973 the regimes authority in the countryside was threatened by rising incidences of armed attack on local law enforcement agencies [and local government offices].
    

A state of perpetual terror across the country contributed to Mujib’s decision to change the political system in 1975 in effort to attract radicals to the ruling party. Further, factionalism within the AL brought challenges to Mujib’s economic and international policies. For example, a faction of leftist students against a capitalist economic policy, western parliamentary system, and dependence on foreign aid left the AL to form the Socialist Party (JSD) in 1972.
 Sections of the party against the economic and political system itself continued to destabilize the party for the duration of the regime. Thus, conflict over the nature of economic and political development continued and the state could not successfully co-opt these groups. 

Second, by 1974 patronage through rural development policies and state industries failed to sustain broad support for the AL amid the government’s failure in economic development and law and order. Rising agricultural prices benefited rich peasants but hurt the remainder of the rural population and urban population; state-owned industries run by inexperienced party elites were stagnant or declining; and floods, famine, and violence left the population insecure. Under the stresses of breakdowns in law and order and the economy, AL rule was untenable by 1974. Subsequently, Mujib’s decision to create a one-party state in 1975 and establish mandatory collective farming threatened peasants and urban elites dependent on rural rents, bureaucracy and army officers resistant to further party subordination, and pro-democratic elements within the AL. By the time of his assassination later that year, Mujib alienated every major social group in the country.
 

To conclude, the Mujib regime was built on a legacy of rural incorporation and an inter-class coalition from the pre-liberation period onwards. A set of rural policies and institution building efforts solidified the Awami League’s rich peasant base during the parliamentary phase of Mujib’s rule. And nationalization of industry was expected to build an urban support base of workers and professionals for the regime through patronage. By 1974, the AL retained its rich peasant base through patronage, but overt failures in economic development and state building placed an acute threat on the regime. Mujib could not avert economic decline and the state was too weak and its elites too divided to successfully form and implement policy or suppress the extra-constitutional opposition. In the final section of this paper I speculate that cleavages between the government and factions of the military explain the discontinuity between rural incorporation and regime volatility.
Rural Incorporation and Zia’s Unconsolidated Civilianized Military Regime

Following a succession of coups, counter coups, and a period of jostling for power within the military ranks after the assassination of Mujib, General Ziaur Rahman (Zia) took control by 1976 and formally assumed the presidency in 1977. Evidence of rural incorporation under Zia and his Bangladesh Nationalist Party or BNP (established in 1978) is pronounced. He increased patronage to rich peasants through development programs, establishing elected village councils called gram sarkars in each village by 1981, set up party organizations in rural areas, increased the powers of elected local government, and established village defense forces.
 As a result, Zia’s BNP built a support base in the countryside through its monopoly on patronage, yet these efforts failed to consolidate the regime. Zia was assassinated in an abortive junior officers coup in 1981 and Sattar, his successor elected President with 66% of the vote in November 1981, was deposed in a bloodless military coup in 1982.
 In this section, I argue that the observable implications for rural incorporation were in place under the Zia regime. I also argue that the causal mechanisms for regime durability proposed by Waldner were evident. The case of the Zia regime provides an example of a civilianized military regime in which the pieces of Waldner’s theory are evident without their predicted result.  

When Zia assumed power, insurgent violence, now including forces loyal to Mujib, was constant and he became the target of numerous abortive junior officers coups led by former liberation fighters. Insecure over his support in the military, Zia resigned from his military post in 1977 and pursued popular support as a civilian politician.
 That year, he held non-party local elections and held a referendum on support for his rule, gaining 98.9% support in a flawed poll. Although approximately 47% of those elected were affiliated with the AL and 23% with the Muslim League and other right wing parties, Zia used the local elections to build a support base in the countryside prior to his election as president, supported by a coalition of pro-Beijing communists, the pro-Pakistan Muslim League, and Zia’s party JAGODAL (to become the BNP). In addition, the BNP dominated parliamentary elections the following year with 207 of 300 seats.
    

In terms of policy, Zia raised agricultural subsidies above the Mujib level, initiated a massive canal-digging project that employed poorer sections of rural society, and distributed patronage to rural leaders through leadership positions and agricultural subsidies. His most ambitious project however pertained to building rural infrastructure with the swarnivar gram sarkar program. Gram sarkars were village councils that coordinated development projects through planning and implementation by council leaders. Representatives elected by village consensus included men, women, artisans, landless peasants, businessmen, and peasant-proprietors who were given authority over rural development, dispute resolution, and administration. Zia used gram sarkars and other rural development programs to build ties with the rural grassroots for BNP mobilization and planned to replace the AL-dominated Union Councils with the former to further solidify BNP support in the countryside. As was the case with Mujib, rich peasants benefited most from these programs, and although they failed to significantly increase agricultural output or achieve their goal to uplift the rural poor, patronage benefits brought the BNP support as an institution of patronage. Thus, the Zia regime aggressively pursued pro-peasant policies and a program of institution building that sought to establish village-level government for the first time in Bangladesh’s history. Still, the regime failed to endure. 

Regime Durability?


Waldner argues that rural incorporation causes regime durability through three causal mechanisms: consequences of conflict resolution, coalitions, and institution building. Zia had greater control of his policy agenda than Mujib. He was also able to build a mass coalition of peasants, capitalists, bureaucrats, and workers that appeared durable on the eve of his death. And his ambitious rural institution building and development initiatives including political party building entrenched support for the regime from the grassroots. Here, it appears that Waldner’s causal mechanisms can be found in Zia regime. The fact that regime durability did not follow from the observable implications of rural incorporation nor the causal mechanisms linking it to regime durability suggests that rural incorporation is not applicable to the case of Bangladesh.
Zia’s regime was more stable than Mujib’s. He included pro-Beijing communists and the pro-Pakistan right in his coalition and pursued a state-building and economic development agenda that attenuated violence and grew the economy. As a patronage body, the BNP lacked ideological cohesion, but the literature suggests that Zia’s core agenda was not threatened due to his charisma and unifying Islamic message. Zia’s state building efforts involved more than doubling the military budget, combining the Mukkhi Bahini (pro-Mujib paramilitary force) with the regular army, and reforming the administration. He could not make these institutions cohesive but gave them more responsibilities and higher salaries. Also, he developed the military into a strong enough force to confront insurgents and established village defense forces-- including 150 residents in each village-- to compliment local security forces at the grassroots level while empowering and paying villagers. Therefore, it can be argued that the removal of major conflicts over political and economic development allowed for a more stable political environment although rural incorporation itself did not cause this as is evident from its absence under Mujib.


Zia also developed a broad coalition of pro-capitalist, anti-AL forces. He emphasized development of the private sector and privatized many industries nationalized under Mujib. This allowed for reconciliation with the professional class, business community and industrialists. Moreover, he raised the wages of urban workers and garnered the support of rich peasants. Lastly, institution building under Zia was far more comprehensive than under Mujib. Zia established 65,000 gram sarkars and built a BNP organization in the countryside. He also let AL-dominated institutions in the countryside stagnate, allowing for the BNP to dominate all viable rural institutions. Therefore, it appears that Waldner’s causal mechanisms for regime durability are met under the Zia regime; however, Zia was assassinated in an abortive junior officers coup and his successor was deposed the following year. 

As a broad-based regime, Zia’s demise cannot be explained by Waldner’s theory. Instead, I suggest that a lack of military cohesion and strained relations between military factions led to successful coups during the regimes of Mujib and Zia. The military was divided between patriots, or liberation fighters, and non-patriots. Zia pushed the majority of the latter group into retirement and that faction participated in over twenty foiled coups against him until their displacement from power was complete shortly after his death, whether by forced retirement or execution for treason. 
Alternative Explanations
The regimes of Mujib and Zia were built on rural incorporation. Both regimes emphasized rich peasants as politically important allies and pursued pro-peasant policies, rural institution building and patronage distribution. And both leaders were brought down by narrowly supported military coups led by veterans of the liberation war. Comparing these regimes, it is possible to establish feasible areas of explanation for regime volatility across regimes and to dismiss those that occurred in one case and not the other since both share the result of regime collapse. Having already demonstrated that rural incorporation does not cause regime durability in Bangladesh, I use this section to isolate a more suitable area for future research. 
First, economic decline occurred under Mujib and economic growth occurred under Zia. If economic decline predicts regime collapse and economic growth predicts regime durability, Zia’s regime should have been durable but was not.
 Second, dominant political parties under both regimes during their respective democratic phases were sharply ideologically divided and held together only as patronage bodies. Intra-party divisiveness continues under the current democratic regime. Party factionalism-- also evident in the Congress Party in the middle 1960s—does not explain regime volatility.
 Third, political competition has never been institutionalized, conceptualized as operating within the establish rules of political competition. Mass movements, violence, and parliamentary boycotts continue to be pervasive in the political process as they were during both regimes under study.
 Fourth, levels of military funding do not have a relationship. Zia increased military funding to nearly three times its Mujib level in his first budget in 1976 and continued an agenda of military modernization throughout his tenure.
 

Civil-military relations explains the collapse of both regimes. In both cases, the military was politicized and divided between veteran liberation fighters (patriots) and more senior personnel stranded in West Pakistan during the war and repatriated in 1973 (repatriates). Mujib favored the former during his regime. Zia favored the latter and pushed the former group to retirement or had them transferred to more peripheral positions. Mujib was killed in a narrowly supported and weakly organized coup of patriots as was Zia. Once Ershad took power after deposing Zia’s elected successor, the patriot group was dislodged from power with many of their more senior members executed for involvement in military coups. And there has not been a coup since 1982. 
Mujib distrusted the military following his experience with Pakistan’s military government before liberation. He developed a counterweight paramilitary force loyal to the AL and much better funded. The civil-military relations literature argues that creating paramilitary forces-- as Mujib and Bhutto of Pakistan had—threatens the military and often leads to coups. Zia absorbed this force into the army but alienated the patriot group. This cursory and incomplete survey suggests that the military should be a focal point of future research on regime dynamics in Bangladesh and that military cohesion is fundamental to a research program on both intra-military and civil-military relations.      
Conclusion
In conclusion, I have argued that rural incorporation does not explain regime durability in Bangladesh and suggest that factors unaccounted for in Waldner’s theory hold more explanatory power. As in any application of a social science theory to a new case, the writer is placed with two questions at two levels of analysis. First, is the case under study representative of the universe of data the theory purports to explain? This question informs whether or not a rejection of a theory in one case translates into a rejection or partial rejection of the theory itself. In other words, if Waldner’s theory cannot explain Bangladesh does this mean that it cannot explain the post-colonial world? Based on one case that may be unrepresentative of the post-colonial world as a whole, this argument would be unfounded. I accept the broad explanatory power of Waldner’s theory and would not be in a position to refute it unless I found his theory falsifiable in a large number of cases. The second question asks whether or not the tested theory explains a given case, and if it does not, what approach may provide greater insight? I argue that rural incorporation does not explain Bangladesh (1971-82) and posit that an analysis of civil-military relations or intra-military cohesion would better explain regime dynamics in Bangladesh.

It may be argued that Bangladesh is a paradox of rural incorporation as India was once considered a paradox of democracy. It should also be argued that paradoxes in regime dynamics do not exist if the appropriate analytic tools are applied to understand them. Thus, in Bangladesh, rural incorporation does not explain regime volatility because it does not account for conflicts between and within institutions after initial conflicts over the rural economy have been resolved.
 It also ignores the possibility that the process of conflict resolution and its legacies may impede regime durability. While no theory can account for all potential stresses on a regime or for all cases, I argue that a research program that investigates the internal dynamics of the military over time may demystify the paradox of Bangladesh’s regime volatility. It would also provide insights into the larger challenge for scholars of Bangladesh. What has allowed for seemingly durable democracy in Bangladesh since 1991 when the political process appears unconsolidated, highly volatile, and typical of Huntington’s praetorian state? This presents a complicated question requiring multiple levels of analysis (domestic, institutional, international, etc); however, I argue that intra-military relations and civil-military relations will offer highly illuminating insights. Of course, only comprehensive field research can address these questions for Bangladesh, a country neglected by western political scientists for the duration of its volatile life.
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