
Correction

David Doyle, The Political Economy of Policy Volatility in Latin America. Latin
American Politics and Society volume 56, number 4, Winter 2014, pages 1–21.

The following corrections were submitted by the author. In table 3, in models 6, 7,
and 8, the interaction term should have been lagged (as were all other variables in
the other models). The corrected text follows, along with corrected table 3 and
figure 3. These revisions do not significantly change the results of the analysis. All
other models remain exactly the same, as do the general conclusions.

Corrected Text
Pages 14–15
Corrected text in boldface.

This study is interested in the effect of resource rents on policy volatility under vary-
ing institutional conditions. To that end, models 6, 7, and 8 in table 3 include inter-
actions between executive constraints, judicial independence, and bureaucratic qual-
ity and resource rents. For two models, this interaction term is negatively signed
and statistically significant at the .05 level or better. However, because the condi-
tioning variables are continuous, interpreting this interaction term requires a little
work. Figure 3 presents the marginal effects of these interaction terms and their cor-
responding standard errors. The respective panels of figure 3 graph the effect of
resource rents on policy volatility at both the highest (lower graphs) and lowest
(upper graphs) levels of the variables in the sample—constraints on the executive,
judicial independence, and bureaucratic quality—together with 90 percent confi-
dence intervals.

If we turn to the lefthand pane of this figure, we can observe a notable differ-
ence between the effect of resource rents on policy volatility when the executive is
constrained and when the executive is unconstrained. When an executive is uncon-
strained, policy volatility increases precipitously as resource rents increase. Alterna-
tively, when an executive faces multiple veto points, the effect of resource rents on
volatility is muted. Indeed, for example, when rents compose 20 percent of GDP,
the difference in volatility between a constrained and unconstrained executive
is approximately 10 points.

The interactions between judicial independence and resource rents, and
bureaucratic quality and resource rents are even more instructive, given the central
argument of this article. At the lowest level of judicial independence, policy volatil-
ity increases notably as resource rents increase. In contrast, when the judiciary is of
high quality and is considered independent, a good proxy for the incentives to
engage in intertemporal cooperation among actors, then resource rents actually
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result in reduced levels of policy volatility. The substantive effect of this relationship
is notable. For example, when rents compose 50 percent of GDP, the difference in
policy volatility between the highest and lowest level of judicial independence is
approximately 40 points.

The interaction between bureaucratic quality and resource rents in the right-
hand pane of figure 3 produces similar results. When the bureaucracy and civil serv-
ice are of poor quality, then policy volatility will increase as resource rents increase.
Conversely, when the bureaucracy and civil service are deemed to be of high qual-
ity—again a good proxy for the type of institutional environment that would pro-
mote cooperation among actors—then policy volatility will decrease as resource
rents increase. In such institutional environments, clearly the use of resource rents
is much more likely to be shaped by a longer time horizon, thereby generating stable
policies.
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