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Abstract

How do government leaders respond to bad economic outcomes? Scholars have long argued
that poor economic performance destabilizes governments, often forcing government leaders to
removeministers who serve on their cabinets tomitigate political backlash. But leaders respond
to different audiences, depending on regime type, which determines the size of the selectorate,
namely the audience whose support the leader needs to remain in power. The same economic
shock may therefore carry very different political consequences. Rising inflation is one of the
economic shocks citizens encountermost directly in their daily lives. Concerns about the cost of
living and of the costs to tame inflation create economic hardship to households and businesses.
We argue that when facing high inflation, government leaders aremore likely to remove finance
ministers, particularly when the pivotal member of their constituency is more affected by rising
prices and is more likely to bear the costs of curbing inflation. This incentive is likely to be
observed under electoral democracy, where the leader is more responsive to the median voter
than in autocracies, where the ruler is less responsive to the median voter and more likely to
rely on the support by elites such asmilitary officers, party insiders, and business who are better
equipped to manage rising prices and are less exposed to the costs of adjustment. We leverage
an original minister-month dataset across five South American countries –Argentina, Brazil,
Chile, Peru and Uruguay– covering eight decades of alternation between elected and autocratic
rule. Consistent with our argument, we find that inflation raises the risk of finance-minister
removal under democratic rule where a ten percentage-point rise inmonthly inflation raises the
odds of removal by roughly three quarters; under authoritarian rule the relationship between
inflation and minister removal is neither positive nor statistically significant.
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1 Introduction

What do leaders do when presiding over bad economic conditions? Cabinet turnover is one of the

central ways executives respond to political pressure. While chief executives cannot always resolve

the crises they face, they can send a signal to the polity by reorganizing the teams publicly associ-

ated with managing those crises. Ministerial appointments and removals therefore do more than

fill administrative positions. They allocate responsibility, signal policy priorities, manage coalitional

conflict, and allow leaders to demonstrate responsiveness to voters or regime members (Martínez-

Gallardo, 2014; Camerlo and Pérez-Liñán, 2015a; Bonvecchi, 2016). For this reason, cabinet insta-

bility offers an important window into how executives interpret and respond to shocks.

Economic downturns are among the most visible and politically consequential shocks that gov-

ernments face. Inflation, recession, unemployment, wage decline, shortages, and exchange-rate

instability affect citizens, firms, unions, creditors, and political allies. When economic conditions

deteriorate, leaders may face pressure to change policy, defer blame, reassure markets, or contain

conflict within the governing coalition (Carlin et al., 2018; Singer, 2020). Yet economic outcomes

are often difficult to reverse quickly. Replacing ministers, by contrast, is an action executives can

take immediately. Cabinet reshuffles may therefore become a political response to economic dis-

tress even when they do not solve the underlying economic problem.

Finance ministers occupy a particularly salient position in these processes. They are often the most

powerful and visible political figures in the cabinet, with responsibilities that include budgeting, eco-

nomic policy, debt management, and bargaining with domestic and international economic actors

(Hallerberg and Wehner, 2020; Armstrong et al., 2024). The finance portfolio connects technical

economic management to highly visible distributive choices affecting households and organized in-

terests, making them central actors during periods of economic crisis (Alexiadou and Gunaydin,

2019; Jochimsen and Thomasius, 2014). As a result, finance ministers may become especially vul-
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nerable when economic performance deteriorates. Removing them can assign responsibility for

failure, signal a change in policy direction, bring other political actors into the cabinet, or buy time

for the government to address the crisis (Dewan and Dowding, 2005; Martínez-Gallardo, 2014;

Camerlo and Pérez-Liñán, 2015a).

But leaders do not all answer to the same audiences. We ask: does the same economic shock

threaten the finance minister equally when the executive depends on a mass electorate and when

it depends on a narrower coalition? We argue that the size and composition of the selectorate–

namely the subset of individuals who have a formal role in choosing the government’s leadership

and have some probability of being included in the winning coalition(Bueno de Mesquita et al.,

2003)–structures how regime type makes economic downturns politically salient and costly. In

democracies, a leader’s tenure depends on a broad selectorate: the electorate composed of eligible

voters; the winning coalition is a majority of the electorate. Negative economic conditions such

as inflation are highly visible to ordinary voters, particularly to the median voter who, given their

higher exposure to the inflation, can threaten the government through elections, protests, and intra-

and inter-party bargaining. Democratic leaders therefore have incentives to appear responsivewhen

inflation rises or economic conditions worsen. Removing the finance minister may help them sig-

nal that the government recognizes the problem and is taking action. Replacing a finance minister

can also help bring other political actors into the ruling coalition. We thus expect inflation to raise

the probability that a finance minister is removed under democratic rule.

Authoritarian regimes are also sensitive to economic hardship, but the political mechanism plays

out differently. Leadership survival usually depends on a narrower selectorate: military officers,

party insiders, bureaucratic elites, business allies, or other actors with direct leverage over the ruler.

These groupsmay care deeply about inflation andmacroeconomic instability, but their support does

not necessarily track the preferences of the median citizen. Moreover, authoritarian leaders are in-

sulated from political pressure from individuals and groups which are not part of the selectorate,

2



and better able to absorb the backlash against the often unpopular measures aimed at taming infla-

tion. Economic performance may therefore matter under dictatorship, but the route from inflation

to ministerial removal should be less directly connected to mass accountability than under democ-

racy. We thus expect the inflation–removal relationship to be weaker under authoritarian rule

than under democracy.

We examine our argument across five South American countries: Argentina, Brazil, Chile, Peru and

Uruguay. The region suits the question well. Each of these countries alternated between elected and

military government during the period we observe, and each lived through episodes of severe price

instability, so the regime comparison can be drawn within countries over time rather than solely

across them. These are also settings in which democratic survival, authoritarian fragmentation,

and government turnover varied sharply across electoral and non-electoral regimes (Mainwaring

and Pérez-Liñán, 2013; Lehoucq and Pérez-Liñán, 2014; Pérez-Liñán and Polga-Hecimovich, 2017;

Llanos andMarsteintredet, 2010). While inflation is not the onlymeasure of economic performance,

it has been historically central, highly visible, and closely associated with the credibility of economic

policy, in the five countries. This makes it a useful indicator for studying whether economic distress

affects the political survival of the officials most publicly associated with economic management.

Empirically, we leverage an original minister-month dataset of finance ministers covering 1938 to

2022, comprising 3, 846minister-months, 130 removals, and 205 continuousministerial spells. The

main dependent variable identifies finance-minister removals while excluding exits generated by

presidential transitions, democratic interruptions, and dictatorship endings. This distinction is im-

portant because the paper is not primarily about government collapse or regime change. It is about

whether presidents and rulers remove finance ministers while the broader executive remains in

place. The design therefore focuses on minister-level political accountability rather than broader

government or regime turnover.
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Consistent with our argument, we find that higher inflation raises the likelihood that a finance min-

ister is removed under democracy: a ten percentage-point increase in monthly inflation raises the

odds of removal by roughly three quarters. Under dictatorship, inflation shows no such relation-

ship. This suggests that inflation becomes politically costly for finance ministers mainly when lead-

ersmust answer to a broad electorate. Under authoritarian rule, economic distressmay still threaten

rulers, but it appears to operate through a different and less politically sensitive channel. The ev-

idence therefore points to a relationship between inflation and ministerial instability that varies

across regimes. The same underlying economic problem creates stronger pressure to replace the fi-

nanceminister in democracies than in dictatorships. The finding is robust: it holds in every country

subsample and survives the removal of any one country at a time from the analysis, it is unchanged

when the discrete-time models are re-estimated as Cox proportional hazards, and it strengthens

rather than weakens when the most extreme inflation months are excluded, so it is not an artifact

of the region’s hyper-inflationary episodes.

Finally, we ask: does this accountability hold at every level of inflation? We find that it does not. As

prices accelerate toward hyper-inflationary levels, replacing the finance minister becomes a trans-

parently inadequate response to a manifestly systemic problem, and leaders seem to stop treating it

as one. The relationship between inflation and removal is therefore concave rather than accelerating,

turning down at levels of inflation far above those most ministers have ever faced. Accountability

through the finance portfolio operates over the range where a change of minister remains a credible

answer, and fades where it no longer does.

The papermakes three contributions. First, it treatsministerial removal as an outcome distinct from

government or regime survival. A large literature asks when presidents, governments, or regimes

fall (Pérez-Liñán, 2007; Llanos and Marsteintredet, 2010; Kim and Bahry, 2008; Mainwaring and

Pérez-Liñán, 2013; AbalMedina et al., 2022); we ask insteadwhen leaders absorb economic pressure

by replacing the minister responsible for the economy while leaving the executive intact. Second,
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it brings a regime comparison to a literature on cabinet politics that has developed largely within

democracies and largely in parliamentary settings (Huber andMartínez-Gallardo, 2008; Indridason

and Kam, 2008; Berlinski et al., 2012), joining recent work that examines the political survival of

finance ministers across regime types (Schmid and Aaskoven, 2025; Lyra and Ribeiro, 2025). Third,

it assembles an original minister-month dataset spanning five countries and eight decades, which

allows the regime comparison to be drawn within countries over time rather than across them.

The remainder of the paper proceeds as follows. The next section situates the argument in the lit-

eratures on ministerial turnover, presidential instability, and economic voting. We then develop

the argument formally and derive the empirical specification, describe the historical setting and the

minister-month data, and present the results. A final section discusses the scope of the argument

and directions for further work.

2 Related Literature

Research on cabinet stability suggests that the removal of individual ministers should be studied

separately from coalition bargaining, government formation, or regime stability. Ministers occupy

strategic positions in chains of delegation and accountability that connect leaders, parties, legisla-

tures, bureaucracies, and organized interests (Laver and Shepsle, 1996; Strøm, 2000; Müller, 2000).

Ministers are not merely administrative agents: they design and implement policy, accumulate ex-

pertise, represent factions or coalition partners, and become visible bearers of responsibility when

policy fails. For leaders, replacing a minister can therefore serve several purposes at once: changing

policy direction, managing delegation problems, removing a liability, re-balancing coalitions, or

signaling responsiveness without replacing the government itself. This makes ministerial turnover

an important form of political adjustment in both democratic and authoritarian regimes.
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Most of the literature onministerial stability focuses on parliamentary systems, where cabinet, party,

and ministerial survival are formally intertwined but analytically separable. Ministerial duration

is only loosely tied to cabinet duration, and ministers may exit because of performance failures,

scandals, policy drift, declining competence, or the leader’s need to reassert control (Huber and

Martínez-Gallardo, 2008; Indridason andKam, 2008; Berlinski et al., 2012;Dewan andMyatt, 2010).

The key implication is that ministerial turnover is not simply a by-product of cabinet instability. It

is also a distinct political decision through which leaders manage policy, accountability, and risk.

In presidential systems, a similar logic operates under different institutional constraints. Presidents

govern for fixed terms and cannot routinely respond to shocks by dissolving the legislature or calling

early elections (Cheibub, 2007; Samuels and Shugart, 2010). Cabinet reshuffles are therefore one

of the main tools presidents have for adjusting the executive team during their term in office: they

can change policy direction, reward allies, re-balance coalitions, incorporate parties or factions, and

respond to deteriorating political conditions without replacing the president or the government as a

whole (AmorimNeto, 2006; Chaisty et al., 2014). Research on Latin American presidential cabinets

provides relevant evidence for this mechanism, showing that ministerial turnover is associated with

approval, legislative support, coalitionmanagement, and the electoral calendar (Martínez-Gallardo,

2014; Camerlo and Pérez-Liñán, 2015a,b).

Financeministers deserve separate attentionwithin this broader literature. They hold portfolios that

connect technical economicmanagement to highly visible distributive consequences. Financemin-

isters are centrally involved in budgeting, fiscal policy, debt management, economic coordination,

and communication with domestic and international economic actors (Hallerberg and Wehner,

2020; Armstrong et al., 2024). Their appointments and survival are especially salient during periods

of economic crisis, when governments must manage credibility, distributional conflict, and policy

adjustment (Alexiadou and Gunaydin, 2019; Jochimsen and Thomasius, 2014). Because finance

ministers are publicly associated with economic performance, their removal can assign responsibil-
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ity for failure, signal a policy shift, bring a partner into the incumbent coalition, or buy time for the

executive (Dewan andDowding, 2005;Martínez-Gallardo, 2014; Camerlo and Pérez-Liñán, 2015a).

Recent comparative work has begun to examine the political survival of finance ministers directly,

and across regime types rather than within democracies alone (Schmid and Aaskoven, 2025; Arm-

strong et al., 2024). The relevant question is therefore not only why ministers leave office, but when

economic downturns make the finance portfolio particularly vulnerable politically.

The literature on presidential instability helps theorize why ministerial removal matters as a dis-

tinct outcome. This work examines the conditions under which political and economic crises es-

calate into early presidential exit, interrupted presidencies, or regime instability. Elected presidents

may leave office before the end of their terms without necessarily ending democracy (Pérez-Liñán,

2007; Llanos and Marsteintredet, 2010; Kim and Bahry, 2008), and their survival often depends on

the interaction of social mobilization, legislative support, and elite defection (Pérez-Liñán, 2014;

Hochstetler and Samuels, 2011). This perspective is useful, but it focuses on a major institutional

crisis. Before poor performance reaches the level of presidential or regime survival, executives have

lower-cost resources they can use to contain political damage. Cabinet reshuffles are one such re-

source. By replacing ministers, presidents may try to signal policy correction, redistribute blame,

recover public support, or rebuild legislative and coalitional backing (Dewan and Dowding, 2005;

Martínez-Gallardo, 2014; Camerlo and Pérez-Liñán, 2015a,b). Ministerial removal is therefore not

separate from presidential or regime stability. It is one possible response to the same pressures that,

if mismanaged, could threaten presidents, governments, or regimes.

Poor economic performance can be central to political instability and cabinet turnover: economic

crises affect presidential approval, legislative support, social mobilization, and executive survival;

they can also generate more immediate pressure to replace the official most visibly associated with

the relevant policy area (Carlin et al., 2018; Singer, 2020). Economic hardship is often reflected

in high inflation and unemployment, slow growth, recession, debt stress, exchange-rate crises, and
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distributional conflict. Inflation is especially useful for our analysis because it is visible, and be-

cause post-war South America supplies repeated and severe episodes of it across a range of national

settings (Dornbusch and Edwards, 1991; Bruno and Fischer, 1990). Citizens encounter inflation

repeatedly in the prices they pay regularly for food, housing, transportation, services and other ne-

cessities, making it a performance signal that is difficult for governments to ignore. Yet the politics

of taming inflation is not purely technocratic. Studies of stabilization show that lowering inflation

requires political tactics that redistribute costs and benefits across economic agents and interest

groups, and that whether those tactics succeed depends on how the resulting costs are allocated:

the contrasting trajectories of the Argentine and Brazilian stabilizations of the 1990s make the point

directly (Treisman, 2004; Alesina andDrazen, 1991; Fernández and Rodrik, 1991; Sturzenegger and

Tommasi, 1998). Comparative work on presidential management of macroeconomic policy like-

wise finds that how executives handle the economic portfolio shifts with the frequency and severity

of the crises they confront (Bonvecchi, 2016). The question, then, is whether inflation destabilizes

the finance minister as an intermediate response before, or instead of, destabilizing the president or

regime itself.

Regime type should shape how economic crises translate into political decisions such as reshuffling

cabinet positions and changing policy. Leaders remain in office by catering to the actors whose

support is politically decisive, but who those actors are differ across regimes (Bueno de Mesquita

et al., 2003, 1999, 2002). In democracies, poor economic performance can become costly through

elections, negative public moods, protest, party competition, and legislative bargaining (Powell and

Whitten, 1993; Nannestad and Paldam, 1994; Carlin et al., 2018; Singer, 2020). In non-democratic

settings, economic hardship also matters, but it is filtered through narrower survival coalitions

(Wintrobe, 1990; Gallagher and Hanson, 2015). Authoritarian rulers may depend on military of-

ficers, party insiders, bureaucratic elites, business allies, security actors, or other actors with direct

leverage over the regime; in the South American military governments of the period these coali-
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tions were themselves internally political rather than extensions of a single ruler (O’Donnell, 1973,

1979; Rouquié, 1984; Mainwaring and Pérez-Liñán, 2013; Bonvecchi and Simison, 2017b; Lyra and

Ribeiro, 2025). These actors may care about inflation and macroeconomic instability, but their

preferences need not track those of the median voter who is more sensitive to inflation and more

often than not bears the cost of macroeconomic adjustment (Downs, 1957; Treisman, 2004). The

same economic shock may therefore generate different incentives for ministerial removal depend-

ing on whether leaders are accountable to a broad electorate or to a narrower authoritarian coalition

(Schmid and Aaskoven, 2025).

This paper aims at connecting these bodies of literature which to our knowledge remain disjointed:

existing research explains why ministers leave office, why presidents and regimes survive or col-

lapse, and why economic performance matters for political support. Less is known about whether

economic deterioration is more likely to produce finance-minister removal under democracy than

under dictatorship. The next section develops our argument for why inflation should become politi-

cally costly for financeministersmore clearlywhen leaders depend on a broad electoral constituency

than when they depend on a narrower authoritarian coalition.

3 Theory

We argue that government leaders use ministerial replacement as one possible response to per-

formance shocks, but the political value of that response depends on who matters for the leader’s

survival, how directly that group is exposed to the shock, and how costly it is to fix. The starting

point is the selectorate theory: leaders remain in office by satisfying the actors whose support is po-

litically decisive (Bueno deMesquita et al., 2003; Gallagher andHanson, 2015). Those pivotal actors

differ across regimes. In democracies, the selectorate is broader, corresponding to the electorate,
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anchored by the median voter and by parties and legislative coalitions who aim to represent the me-

dian. Under autocratic rule, the selectorate is narrower and the decisive member is typically drawn

from the military officer corps, bureaucratic elites, business allies –particularly landed aristocrats

and the economic elite–, security officials, and other actors with direct leverage over the ruler.

The core implication is not that one regime cares about performance and the other does not. It is that

the same performance shock is filtered through different survival coalitions. Poor economic per-

formance is politically costly because it affects prices, jobs, wages, savings, credit, and expectations.

The argument applies to several forms of performance failure, including recession, unemployment,

exchange-rate collapse, debt crises, shortages, and inflation. Inflation is the focus of this paper be-

cause it is especially visible: citizens encounter it repeatedly in prices, wages, rents, and savings.

When inflation rises, democratic leaders have incentives to respond to the broad electoral costs of

economic deterioration. Removing the finance minister can be attractive because it assigns respon-

sibility, signals adjustment, and promises a change in policy without forcing the president or the

government to fall.

Finance ministers are particularly likely to become targets of this response. They are visible enough

to be associated withmacroeconomic performance, but they are also replaceable in a way that presi-

dents, ruling parties, and regimes are not. Ministerial removal can thereforework as an intermediate

form of accountability. The mechanism does not require voters to know the details of fiscal or mon-

etary policy. It requires only that poor performance reduce evaluations of the incumbent and that

leaders believe replacing the finance minister can help manage blame, restore credibility, or signal

a policy turn.

Authoritarian leaders also face economic constraints, and severe performance failures can threaten

their rule. Butmembers of an authoritarian winning coalitionmay be partially insulated from infla-

tion through access to foreign currency, state contracts, controlled prices, rents, coercive capacity,
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or selective compensation. They may also prioritize military cohesion, factional balance, internal

security, or access to patronage over the purchasing power of the median citizen. In such settings,

leaders can respond to economic stress through repression, co-optation, censorship, selective trans-

fers, or internal bargaining without necessarily sacrificing the finance minister. The implication is

that inflation should have a clearer and more positive association with ministerial removal when

the decisive selectorate is broad and electorally exposed. Index the regime by r ∈ {D,A}, for

democracy and autocracy respectively, matching the democracy indicatorDt used in the empirical

specification below. Why the pivotal selector’s welfare responds to inflation can, thus, be decom-

posed into two mechanisms:

1. The exposure channel: The pivotal selector’s welfare falls directly with inflation to the extent

that she earns, spends, saves, and contracts in local-currency terms unshielded from price instabil-

ity. Let θr denote this direct-exposure parameter under regime r. The premise of this channel is

that inflation is not a uniform tax: it falls more heavily on households whose income and savings

are denominated in domestic currency and who have no means of hedging. The evidence for that

premise is direct. Across a large cross-section of countries, the poor are more likely than the rich

to name inflation as a leading national problem, and inflation is associated with declines in the in-

come share of the bottom quintile, in the real minimum wage, and in measured poverty (Easterly

and Fischer, 2001); the burden of Latin America’s inflationary episodes in particular fell dispropor-

tionately on wage earners (Dornbusch and Edwards, 1991; Bruno and Fischer, 1990). The median

voter earns wages, pays rent, and holds savings largely in domestic currency, with limited access to

indexed contracts, dollarized instruments, or preferential foreign exchange, so θD should be high.

But exposure to price instability is only half of what ties a leader’s survival to inflation: the pivotal

selector must also bear the cost of curbing it, which is the channel we turn to next.

2. Adjustment-cost channel: Even if θD = θA, regimes can still differ because reducing inflation

is not costless. Stabilization typically requires fiscal tightening, credit contraction, real wage com-
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pression, or exchange-rate realignment, and these costs are rarely absorbed evenly across society;

who bears them is itself an object of political conflict (Alesina and Drazen, 1991; Fernández and

Rodrik, 1991; Martinelli and Tommasi, 1997; Sturzenegger and Tommasi, 1998; Treisman, 2004).

What matters for the pivotal selector’s utility is the share of that adjustment cost she is made to

bear, φr, not the cost itself. Democratic leaders facing a broad electorate have fewer instruments

for shielding the pivotal voter from stabilization costs: unemployment and credit contraction fall at

least partly on the median citizen, so φD is high. Authoritarian rulers can more easily concentrate

adjustment costs on groups outside the selectorate–through repression of labor demands, censor-

ship of protest, or selective compensation of insiders–lowering the effective φA borne by the actors

whose support the ruler needs.

Both mechanisms can generate a regime gap, and the argument does not require both to operate

simultaneously. In a minister-month panel they are observationally equivalent: either can widen

the regime gap in how costly inflation is for the ruler to ignore, and our design speaks to their sum

rather than to which one dominates. We therefore collect them into a single parameter. Let Cr(πt)

denote the political cost that a leader in regime r incurs by leaving inflation πt unaddressed:

Cr(πt) = λr πt, (1)

where λr > 0 is the political cost to the leader of an additional point of inflation, rising in the pivotal

selector’s direct exposure θr and in the share of adjustment costs φr she is made to bear. Because

θD > θA and φD > φA, the selectorate argument reduces to a single comparative claim: λD > λA.

Political pressure, however, is not the same as pressure that a ministerial change can discharge. Re-

placing the financeminister works as a response onlywhile it is a plausible answer to the problem. At

moderate inflation a new minister signals a change of course and a willingness to correct. As infla-

tion rises, the inadequacy of that response becomes evident to everyone: the difficulty is manifestly
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systemic, no single appointment can be expected to reverse it, and a reshuffle reads as displacement

activity rather than as correction. Let qr(πt) denote the adequacy of ministerial replacement as a

response, with qr(0) = 1 and qr declining in πt. Taking the simplest such form,

qr(πt) = 1− πt

π̄r

, (2)

where π̄r is the level of inflation at which replacing the finance minister conveys nothing at all.

Let Rit = 1 if the finance minister serving country i’s executive in month t is removed, and zero

otherwise. The leader removes the minister when the discharge value of doing so exceeds the cost

of replacement κr:

Rit = 1 if λrπt qr(πt) +Xitγ + εit > κr, (3)

whereXit is a vector ofminister- and country-level controls (includingministerial tenure and coun-

try fixed effects) with coefficients γ, and εit is an idiosyncratic shock. The benefit of removal is

λrπt − (λr/π̄r)π
2
t . This gives the empirical specification

Pr(Rit = 1) = Λ
(
α + β1πt + β2π

2
t + δDt + β3(πtDt) + β4(π

2
tDt) +Xitγ

)
, (4)

where Λ(·) is the logistic CDF, α is the intercept, and Dt is an indicator equal to one if the country

is democratic in month t. The linear and quadratic inflation slopes are β1, β2 under dictatorship

and β1 + β3, β2 + β4 under democracy. The quadratic is an approximation to the exact functional

form the argument implies: the linear coefficient recovers the political cost of inflation, λr, and

the squared coefficient recovers the rate at which ministerial replacement loses credibility,−λr/π̄r.

Two implications follow immediately. The squared term should be negative, so the hazard is concave

rather than convex in inflation. And the hazard peaks at π̄r/2, so the estimated coefficients identify

the inflation level beyond which leaders stop treating the finance minister as the answer.
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The removal rule also makes clear which parameters we do not expect to be constant across na-

tional settings. The replacement cost κr is written above as a function of regime, but it plausibly

varies across countries as well: constitutional and partisan constraints on cabinet appointment, the

institutional standing of the finance ministry within the executive, and prevailing norms about how

long a minister is expected to serve all differ across countries. Each of these shifts the baseline

propensity to replace a minister without implying anything about how that propensity responds to

inflation, which is the object of our hypotheses. The same parameter carries a prediction we can

test directly: because a dictator can dismiss a minister unilaterally where a president must manage a

coalition or a legislature, κA < κD, and dictatorships should replace finance ministers more readily

than democracies when inflation is low – that is, δ < 0 in Equation 4, the baseline contrast between

regimes at πt = 0. This is a claim about the intercept, not the slope: it is independent of, and should

not be confused with, the inflation-sensitivity predictions in Hypotheses 1–3. We therefore include

country fixed effects in Xit, alongside ministerial tenure. These absorb persistent differences in

the level of ministerial turnover, so that the inflation slopes are identified from variation within

countries over time rather than from cross-country differences in how often finance ministers are

replaced.

Two features of our setting reinforce the decline in qr(·), and both suggest it should set in earlier

under democracy. First, chronic inflation breeds adaptation. Economies that live with recurrent

inflation develop extensive formal and informal indexation of wages, rents, and financial contracts,

and widespread dollarization of savings, precisely because inflation has been a persistent feature

of economic life; this is a general pattern in the region rather than a feature of any one country.

Where these coping mechanisms are widespread, a change of minister is understood as marginal

to a problem the economy has already organized itself around. Second, at extreme inflation the

political pressure a government faces is increasingly resolved through presidential or regime-level

turnover rather than through replacing a singleminister. Whether the leader declines to act because
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a reshuffle would be transparently inadequate, or because the crisis has escalated beyond the level

at which ministerial appointments are the relevant instrument, the observable implication is the

same: the hazard of ministerial removal turns down. Since both mechanisms operate through a

mass audience, we expect π̄D < π̄A, so that the democratic hazard turns over at a lower level of

inflation and the democratic relationship is the more concave of the two.

Because the theory implies two regime-specific slopes rather than a single common one, pooling

across regimes without letting inflation’s effect differ by regime type would yield a coefficient driven

by themix of democratic and dictatorial episodes in the sample rather than by themechanism itself.

We therefore state the predictions regime by regime, beginning with democracies.

Hypothesis 1 (removal). Higher inflation increases the probability that a finance minister is re-

moved, for πt < π̄D/2.

The threshold π̄D/2 is not restrictive in practice, since the great majority of minister-months in the

sample fall below it.

Hypothesis 2 (regime differential). The inflation slope is greater under democracy than under

dictatorship: β3 > 0.

This follows directly from λD > λA, established above from θA < θD and φA < φD. It is logically

independent of Hypothesis 1: it holds whether the authoritarian slope is small and positive, zero,

or negative. Where inflation carries little political cost to a narrow coalition, λA ≈ 0, the theory

implies that both authoritarian inflation coefficients should be indistinguishable from zero, since

the squared term is −λA/π̄A.

Hypothesis 3 (concavity). The relationship is concave in inflation, β2+β4 < 0, and more so under

democracy, β4 < 0.
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This follows from λD > λA (Hypothesis 2) together with π̄D < π̄A: both raise λD/π̄D above

λA/π̄A, so the squared coefficient is potentially more negative under democracy. A model in which

the political cost of inflation simply accumulated, with no decline in the adequacy of ministerial

replacement as a response, would predict a different sign.

4 Historical Context

South America in the second half of the twentieth century offers unusually rich variation in both

economic performance and regime type, and it offers that variation within countries rather than

only across them. Every country in our sample alternated between elected andmilitary government

at least once during the period we observe, and every one of them lived through episodes of severe

price instability. This combination is what the argument requires: to ask whether inflation threatens

financeministers more under democracy than under dictatorship, one needs settings in which both

regimes governed and in which inflation actually varied.

The five cases supply that variation on different schedules. Argentina alternated most frequently,

with military governments in 1943–1946, 1955–1958, 1962–1963, 1966–1973 and 1976–1983, and

continuous democratic rule since December 1983. Chile was democratic until the coup of Septem-

ber 1973, authoritarian until March 1990, and democratic since. Uruguay followed a similar arc

slightly earlier, with military rule from 1973 to 1984. Brazil enters our data in 1980 under the mili-

tary government that ended in March 1985. Peru is the most irregular, with military governments

in 1962–1963 and 1968–1980, a democratic period through the first months of 1992, and a further

authoritarian interval from Fujimori’s self-coup in April 1992 until late 2000.

The alternation between elected governments and military rule is a defining feature of modern

South American political development. Classic accounts emphasize the weakness of stable demo-
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cratic incorporation, the recurrent intervention of the armed forces, and the emergence of bureaucratic-

authoritarian rule across the Southern Cone (O’Donnell, 1973, 1979). Comparative work situates

these episodes in a regional pattern in which democratic survival, coups, and presidential insta-

bility were shaped jointly by political competition and economic conflict (Mainwaring and Pérez-

Liñán, 2013; Lehoucq and Pérez-Liñán, 2014; Pérez-Liñán and Polga-Hecimovich, 2017; Llanos and

Marsteintredet, 2010). More recent work on the Argentine case, the one we can document in the

greatest detail, shows that authoritarian governments were internally heterogeneous, often marked

by factional conflict, shifting coalitions, institutional power sharing, and debates over economic

strategy (Canelo, 2016; Bonvecchi and Simison, 2017a,b, 2020; García Holgado and Taccone, 2018);

there is no reason to expect themilitary governments of Brazil, Chile, Peru or Uruguay to have been

more monolithic. What matters for our purposes is not the internal composition of these coalitions

but their breadth relative to an electorate.

Figure 1 plots monthly inflation, the cumulative number of finance ministers, and regime periods

for all five countries. It shows how inflation and regime type were distributed across the period. In

the three countries that experienced hyperinflation, the extreme episodes are democratic. Argentine

monthly inflation peaks at 197 percent under democracy against 34 percent under the 1976–1983

military government; Brazil’s hyperinflationary decade, peaking above 82 percent a month, falls en-

tirely after the 1985 transition; and Peru’s crisis of 1988–1990, which reaches 397 percent in a single

month, occurs under elected government, while its authoritarian interval after 1992 was a period

of price stability. The two apparent exceptions are narrow ones. Chile’s highest month, 88 percent,

comes immediately after the September 1973 coup, and its authoritarian months of very high in-

flation are confined to 1973–1976: this is the disinflation of an inheritance rather than inflation

sustained under authoritarian rule. Uruguay’s military years reach 20 percent a month, marginally

above anything recorded under Uruguayan democracy, but the entire Uruguayan series stays within

a narrow band by regional standards.
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Figure 1: Inflation, Finance Ministers, and Regime Type in Five Countries
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Notes: Monthly inflation (black, left axis) and the cumulative number of finance ministers (gold, right axis), with

democratic periods shaded in blue and authoritarian periods in red. Each panel uses its own vertical scale, so that

no inflation peak is truncated; note in particular that the Peruvian and Argentine axes reach far higher values than

the others. Panels cover the months that enter the estimation, which begin when a month-over-month price series

first becomes available in each country.
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This concentration is substantively meaningful because it reflects the historical conditions under

which inflation became a mass political problem, and the stabilizations that eventually ended these

episodes were themselves politically organized, depending on tactical choices toward the stakehold-

ers who benefited from inflationary arrangements (Treisman, 2004;Dornbusch andEdwards, 1991).

It also shapes where the regime comparison draws its leverage: the authoritarian months that carry

information about the inflation-removal relationship are those of the Argentine Proceso and the first

years of military rule in Chile, and the estimates reported below are correspondingly informative

about periods of that kind.

5 Data and Estimation

Thedata are organized at theminister-month level. Each observation identifies the financeminister

in office, the president, the month and year, the monthly inflation rate, the regime type, tenure in

office, and the reason the ministerial spell ended. The unit of analysis is therefore a minister serving

in a particularmonth, and the risk set includesmonths inwhich a financeminister could be removed

while the government remains in office.

The main dependent variable is Minister Removal. It equals one only when the finance minister is

replaced while the government or regime continues. It is coded zero for ministerial spells that end

because a democratic government reaches the end of its term, a democratic government is inter-

rupted, or a dictatorship ends. This definition follows the distinction developed in the literature

review. Government endings and regime endings belong to the study of executive and regime sur-

vival; Minister Removal captures the intra-government accountability mechanism theorized here.

The appendix documents the construction and descriptive structure of the data. Tables A1, A6,

and A11 report the ministerial spells with the highest accumulated and average inflation exposure.
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Table A16 summarizes how the removal outcome is constructed and Table A17 reports the event

categories in the minister-month data. Figure A1 reports descriptive duration patterns by regime.

The analysis covers five countries – Argentina, Brazil, Chile, Peru and Uruguay – coded in the

same minister-month structure and with the same removal definition. The sample contains 3,860

minister-months, of which 3,846 enter the estimation once lagged inflation is observed, and 130

removals across 205 continuous minister spells. Each country enters from the month a month-

over-month consumer price series first becomes available, which is why the windows differ: 1943

for Argentina, 1958 for Peru, 1970 for Chile, 1980 for Brazil, and 1938 for Uruguay. Ministerial

series are compiled from published listings of finance ministers and code every change of finance

minister within a continuing government as a removal; Uruguayan ministerial dates are recorded

at annual resolution in the underlying source. Appendix Table A19 documents coverage, sources,

and the resulting composition of the sample, and Appendix Section B.2 reports how the estimates

respond to removing each country in turn.

The key independent variable is monthly inflation. For Argentina, data on monthly inflation come

from official statistics published by the Banco Central de la República Argentina (Banco Central

de la República Argentina, n.d.); the comparison countries use national consumer price indices

distributed through FRED and the IMF’s International Financial Statistics, listed by country in Ap-

pendix Table A19. In the regression tables, inflation is scaled so that coefficients correspond to a ten

percentage-point increase in monthly inflation. The analysis estimates models using both lagged

and contemporaneous monthly inflation, to assess whether removals respond to recent inflation

rather than only to the inflation of the current month. Regime type is measured with a dichoto-

mous democracy indicator, with dictatorship as the reference category. A country-month is coded

democratic when the national executive holds office as the result of competitive elections and the

government is civilian; it is coded authoritarian when the executive was installed by a coup, when

the armed forces exercise executive power directly, or when an elected executive has suspended the
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constitutional order, as in Peru after April 1992. Regimes are dated to the month in which the gov-

ernment changes hands, so the indicator switches in the month of a coup or of a transfer of power

to an elected government rather than at the start of the calendar year. This dichotomous approach

follows the practice of the comparative literature on Latin American regimes, and the transitions it

identifies – Argentina in 1955, 1962, 1966, 1976 and 1983; Brazil in 1985; Chile in 1973 and 1990;

Peru in 1962, 1968, 1980, 1992 and 2000; and Uruguay in 1973 and 1985 – correspond to those

recognized in standard classifications of the region (Mainwaring and Pérez-Liñán, 2013; Cheibub,

2007). Because the indicator is dichotomous, it captures the presence of electoral accountability

rather than its quality, which is the distinction the theory requires: what matters for the argument

is whether the executive answers to a broad electorate or to a narrow coalition, not how well the

electoral channel functions.

The main specification is the discrete-time hazard model in Equation 4, estimated with logit. The

model includes inflation, inflation squared, democracy, and the interaction of democracy with both

inflation terms. The linear and quadratic inflation slopes for dictatorships are given by β1 and β2;

the corresponding slopes for democracies are given by β1+β3 and β2+β4. Because the specification

is quadratic, the regime comparison implied by Hypothesis 2 is not captured by a single coefficient:

the marginal effect of inflation on removal is itself a function of the inflation level, and it differs by

regime whenever β3 or β4 is nonzero. We therefore test Hypothesis 2 both by testing the interac-

tion terms jointly (β3 = β4 = 0) and, more directly, by comparing regime-specific marginal effects

and predicted probabilities at representative inflation levels, reported in Table 1 and Figure 3. The

quadratic terms are retained so that the marginal effect of inflation is not constrained to be con-

stant across the range of inflation, allowing the relationship to bend if the political cost of inflation

changes with the level already reached. The specification also includes country fixed effects, so that

the estimates are identified from variation within countries rather than from differences in average

removal rates between them. The baseline models adjust for ministerial tenure. Standard errors
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are clustered by continuous minister spell. Predicted probabilities vary inflation while holding the

remaining covariates at their sample means.

6 Results

We begin by showing the raw data. Figure 2 shows the patterns of inflation and ministerial removal

descriptively across the five countries. Removal rates in democracies rise steadily with inflation,

from 2.4 percent of minister-months when monthly inflation is between zero and two percent to

11.8 percent when it exceeds twenty percent, a fivefold increase. Dictatorship-months provide little

evidence of a comparable positive relationship: the authoritarian rate is essentially flat, between

three and six percent across the first five bins. This is what the argument would lead us to expect

if inflation is more politically salient for the democratic selectorate. Because there are very few

dictatorship observations at extreme inflation levels, however, the authoritarian pattern at the top of

the range should be interpreted cautiously: the apparent spike in the highest authoritarian bin rests

on eight minister-months. The counts printed above each bar report how many minister-months

underlie each rate.
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Figure 2: Minister-Removal Rates by Inflation Bin and Regime
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Table 1 reports our main results: the regime-specific inflation slopes from discrete-time hazard

models of finance-minister removal, estimated with logit across Argentina, Brazil, Chile, Peru and

Uruguay. The underlying coefficients, including the interaction terms from which these slopes are

calculated, are reported in Appendix Table A23. The estimation sample contains 3,846 minister-

months and 130 removals distributed over 205 continuous minister spells. Inflation enters as a

quadratic and is scaled so that linear coefficients represent a ten percentage-point increase inmonthly

inflation. All specifications include country fixed effects, so the estimates are identified from varia-

tion within countries rather than from differences in average removal rates across them, and stan-

dard errors are clustered by minister spell. Ministerial series are compiled from published listings

of finance ministers and code every change of finance minister within a continuing government as

a removal. Country coverage, windows, and sources are documented in Appendix Table A19.
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Across specifications, the estimated inflation slope is positive for democracies and negative for dic-

tatorships, reproducing across the five countries the pattern the theory predicts. This locates the

inflation effect anticipated by Hypothesis 1 in democracies alone, which is what Hypothesis 2 leads

us to expect. The interaction between inflation and democracy provides the direct test of Hypoth-

esis 2. Jointly, the two interaction terms are marginally significant in the baseline specification

(χ2(2) = 5.54, p = 0.063), significant at the five percent level when the country fixed effects are

removed (p = 0.048) and when current rather than lagged inflation is used (p = 0.003), and essen-

tially unchanged when ministerial tenure is added (p = 0.056). The regime difference is therefore

consistently present in the data but estimated less precisely than the within-democracy effect, and

we return below to where that imprecision comes from.

Table 1 presents these estimates for the quantity of interest derived from the argument: the infla-

tion slope inside each regime. Under dictatorship, the linear slope is negative and statistically in-

distinguishable from zero in every specification: rising prices do not shorten the tenure of finance

ministers when leaders answer to a narrow coalition. Under democracy, the linear slope is positive

and significant at the one percent level throughout. In the baseline model, a ten percentage-point

increase in lagged monthly inflation raises the log-odds of removal by 0.567 (p < 0.001), an odds

ratio of 1.76 with a ninety-five percent confidence interval of 1.33 to 2.34; the estimate is nearly

identical with current inflation, with ministerial tenure added, or without country fixed effects.

The average marginal effect of the same increase is 1.6 percentage points of monthly removal risk

under democracy (p < 0.001) against −3.2 points under dictatorship, which is indistinguishable

from zero (p = 0.31). Hypothesis 1 is therefore supported but only for democracies: inflation

raises the risk of removal. The estimate for regime type is the subject of Hypothesis 2 rather than

evidence against Hypothesis 1; the findings are what the theory anticipates when inflation carries

little political cost to a narrower selectorate and winning coalition. If λA ≈ 0, both authoritarian
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inflation coefficients should be indistinguishable from zero, and both are: the linear term is−0.861

(p = 0.27) and the squared term 0.097 (p = 0.28).

The curvature estimates bear directly on Hypothesis 3. Within democracies the squared term is

negative and significant at the five percent level (−0.029, p = 0.047), so the relationship is con-

cave: the marginal effect of inflation on removal declines as inflation rises. This is the sign the

declining-adequacy argument implies, and the opposite of what a model in which political costs

simply accumulate would predict. Taking the estimates at face value, the democratic hazard peaks

at 97 percent monthly inflation (95% confidence interval 37 to 157), which implies that ministe-

rial replacement ceases to carry any signal at roughly twice that level. Two cautions attach to that

figure. The concavity is measured within the data, but the turning point sits at the very top of the

observed range: fewer than one in five hundred minister-months record inflation above ninety-

seven percent, so the location of the peak is an extrapolation from the fitted curve rather than an

observed decline. And the second component of Hypothesis 3, that democracies are the more con-

cave regime, is supported in sign but not in precision: the difference in curvature is negative, as

predicted (β4 = −0.126), but we cannot reject equality (p = 0.16). We therefore read Hypothesis

3 as supported on the sign of the democratic curvature and unresolved on the regime comparison.

Consistent with the same mechanism, trimming the highest-inflation months, which removes the

declining branch of the relationship, raises the estimated democratic slope from 0.567 to 0.999.
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Table 1: Inflation Slopes on Finance-Minister Removal, by Regime
Lagged Current Lagged + tenure Lagged, no FE

(1) (2) (3) (4)
Dictatorship

Inflation / 10 -0.861 0.002 -0.890 -0.966
(0.784) (0.617) (0.761) (0.802)

Inflation2 / 100 0.097 -0.002 0.098 0.108
(0.088) (0.074) (0.086) (0.089)

Democracy
Inflation / 10 0.567*** 0.486*** 0.534*** 0.556***

(0.144) (0.128) (0.137) (0.139)
Inflation2 / 100 -0.029** -0.018* -0.027** -0.027**

(0.015) (0.009) (0.013) (0.014)
Country fixed effects Yes Yes Yes No
Observations 3846 3847 3846 3846
Minister removals 130 130 130 130
Minister spells (clusters) 205 205 205 205
Pseudo R2 0.027 0.025 0.029 0.024

Notes: Regime-specific inflation slopes on finance-minister removal. Entries are calculated from the logit estimates
reported in Appendix Table A23, which gives the underlying coefficients in full. Dictatorship rows are the uninter-
acted inflation coefficients; Democracy rows are linear combinations of the inflation coefficient and its interaction
with democracy, with delta-method standard errors clustered by continuous minister spell in parentheses. In-
flation enters as a quadratic: linear terms are scaled so coefficients represent a ten percentage-point increase in
monthly inflation, and squared terms are in (10pp)2 units. Inflation refers to lagged monthly inflation in columns
1, 3 and 4 and current monthly inflation in column 2; column 3 adds ministerial tenure. The joint Wald test of
the two inflation × democracy interactions, the direct test of Hypothesis 2, is reported in Appendix Table A23.
∗p < 0.10, ∗∗p < 0.05, ∗∗∗p < 0.01.

Then, Figure 3 translates the baseline model into predicted probabilities. The predicted probabil-

ity of minister removal rises with inflation under democracy but not under dictatorship: the two

curves cross at approximately five percent monthly inflation, and the democracy–dictatorship gap

scales with inflation. At price stability the ordering runs the other way, with a predicted monthly

removal probability of 4.7 percent under dictatorship against 2.5 percent under democracy – con-

sistent with κA < κD, since a dictator can dismiss a minister unilaterally where a president must

manage a coalition or a legislature, and estimated directly as δ < 0 in Table A23. At twenty percent

monthly inflation the ordering has reversed and widened: 6.7 percent under democracy against

1.3 percent under dictatorship, a gap of 5.5 percentage points that is significant at the one percent

level. By forty percent the democratic probability reaches 13.7 percent. The regime difference is
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indistinguishable from zero between roughly five and ten percent monthly inflation and becomes

statistically significant from about fifteen percent upward (p = 0.019). We report predictions only

to forty percent monthly inflation, a range that contains 99.2 percent of the minister-months in the

sample; the thirty months above it belong to four hyper-inflationary episodes and are almost en-

tirely democratic, so estimates beyond that point would be extrapolation rather than description.

In substantive terms, the estimates imply that inflation changes the expected risk of removal mainly

when leaders depend on a broad electoral selectorate. This is the pattern jointly implied byHypothe-

ses 1 and 2: the democratic effect predicted by Hypothesis 1 is present, and the regime difference

predicted by Hypothesis 2 opens as inflation rises.
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Figure 3: Predicted Probability ofMinister Removal by Regime. Marginal predictions are from the baseline

model (column1 of TableA23). Panel (a) shows the predicted probability of removal under dictatorship and democracy;

panel (b) shows the difference between the two regimes. Shaded areas are 95% confidence intervals, with standard errors

clustered by minister spell. Predictions hold the remaining covariates at their sample means. The horizontal axis stops

at forty percent monthly inflation, which bounds 99.2 percent of the minister-months in the sample: only 30 of 3,846

months record higher lagged inflation, and they fall in nine country-years belonging to four hyperinflationary episodes.

Twenty-nine of those thirty months are democratic, so the authoritarian curve beyond forty percent would rest on a

single observation. Predictions past that point are extrapolation and are not displayed.
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We next ask whether these estimates survive the introduction of control variables. Table 2 re-

estimates the model of Table 1 adding, in turn, ministerial tenure, a linear time trend, decade fixed

effects, country-specific linear trends, and calendarmonth fixed effects. The set of available controls

is constrained by the requirement that a covariate exist in all five countries: age at time of appoint-

ment, gender and education are recorded for Argentina alone, and including themwould return the

analysis to a single case. Because none of the controls we can use has missing values, every column

is estimated on the same 3, 846 minister-months and the same 130 removals, so the columns are

directly comparable.

The democratic slope is insensitive to all of them. It ranges from 0.513 to 0.717 across the seven

specifications and is significant at the one percent level in every one, with standard errors that barely

move; the democratic curvature likewise remains negative and significant throughout. The author-

itarian slope is equally stable, remaining negative and statistically indistinguishable from zero in

every column. The regime interaction, at p = 0.063 in the baseline, strengthens as calendar time

is absorbed more flexibly: to p = 0.032 with decade fixed effects, p = 0.032 with country-specific

trends, and p = 0.020 with the full set. We nonetheless retain the baseline as our main specifica-

tion. Regime type is strongly serially correlated within countries, so aggressive time controls absorb

part of the same variation that identifies the interaction, and the apparent gain in precision comes

partly from reducing residual variance rather than from removing confounding. On this evidence

the estimates we report above are the conservative ones.
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Table 2: Inflation Slopes by Regime, Adding Control Variables
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7)

Controls None Tenure Tenure, Tenure, Tenure, Tenure, All
trend decade FE country trends month FE

Dictatorship
Inflation / 10 -0.861 -0.890 -0.843 -0.864 -0.973 -0.816 -0.996

(0.784) (0.761) (0.749) (0.801) (0.753) (0.809) (0.868)
Inflation2 / 100 0.097 0.098 0.091 0.092 0.102 0.092 0.106

(0.088) (0.086) (0.085) (0.089) (0.084) (0.091) (0.097)

Democracy
Inflation / 10 0.567*** 0.534*** 0.513*** 0.668*** 0.544*** 0.570*** 0.717***

(0.144) (0.137) (0.134) (0.172) (0.143) (0.135) (0.166)
Inflation2 / 100 -0.029** -0.027** -0.025** -0.036** -0.027** -0.027** -0.036**

(0.015) (0.013) (0.012) (0.017) (0.014) (0.013) (0.016)

Country fixed effects Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Joint test of interactions (p) 0.063 0.056 0.060 0.032 0.032 0.060 0.020
Observations 3846 3846 3846 3846 3846 3846 3846
Minister removals 130 130 130 130 130 130 130
Minister spells 205 205 205 205 205 205 205
Pseudo R2 0.027 0.029 0.030 0.038 0.038 0.078 0.098

Notes: Each column re-estimates the baseline model of Table 1, adding the controls named in the header. Tenure is
ministerial tenure in years; trend is a linear count of years since the start of the sample; country trends are country-
specific linear trends; column 7 includes all of the preceding controls. Entries are the regime-specific inflation slopes:
Dictatorship rows are the uninteracted inflation coefficients and Democracy rows are linear combinations of those
coefficients and their interactions with democracy, with delta-method standard errors clustered by continuous min-
ister spell in parentheses. Linear terms are scaled so coefficients represent a ten percentage-point increase in monthly
inflation, and squared terms are in (10pp)2 units. Because no control has missing values, every column is estimated
on the same sample, so the columns are directly comparable. Age at appointment, gender and education are not
included because they are recorded for Argentina alone, and any specification containing them would be estimated
on that country alone. Columns 4 to 7 absorb calendar time more aggressively and are best read as a check on secular
drift in ministerial turnover rather than as adjustment for confounding, since regime type is itself strongly serially
correlated. ∗p < 0.10, ∗∗p < 0.05, ∗∗∗p < 0.01.

The two halves of the result travel very differently across countries, and Figure A4 in the appendix

makes the difference visible by re-estimating the baseline model five times, each time dropping one

country. Panel (a) shows that the democratic inflation slope is insensitive to which country is re-

moved: it ranges from 0.467 to 0.677 and remains significant at the one percent level in all five

subsamples. The effect of inflation within democracies is therefore not an artifact of any one na-

tional experience. Panel (b) shows the same quantity inside autocracies, which is negative in every

subsample, between −0.473 and −1.503, but so imprecisely estimated that every confidence inter-

val contains zero. The regime contrast that combines the two behaves differently again. Dropping

Chile, Brazil or Uruguay leaves the joint test essentially where it was (p = 0.065, 0.069 and 0.076 re-
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spectively), and dropping Peru sharpens it to p = 0.040; dropping Argentina moves it to p = 0.137.

The authoritarian months that carry most of the information about the regime interaction are those

in which military governments actually confronted rapid inflation, above all the Argentine Proceso

of 1976–1983 and the first years of military rule in Chile. Appendix Table A20 reports the same

estimates numerically, Appendix Figure A5 repeats Figure 3 once for each of these sub-samples,

and Appendix Table A21 reports the democratic slope country by country.

Results are consistent across alternative specifications. Appendix Table A19 documents the compo-

sition of the sample and Figure A3 plots the inflation series, regime periods, and removals for each

country. Appendix Table A22 summarizes the regime-specific odds ratios across alternative sam-

ples. The democratic inflation slope remains positive throughout and grows stronger when themost

extreme inflation months are excluded, rising from an odds ratio of 1.76 to 2.72 once months above

fifty percent are dropped, with the regime interaction sharpening from p = 0.063 to p = 0.012: the

finding is not an artifact of the hyper-inflationary episodes, which if anything attenuate it. The same

table shows that the estimates are nearly unchanged when the twenty-five months ending in presi-

dential transitions, military coups, or the end of amilitary government are omitted from the risk set,

and when the 2007–2015 Argentine months affected by the intervention of the official price index

are dropped. Those months are all democratic and record inflation well below its actual level, so

they flatten rather than steepen the democratic slope. Appendix Table A24 re-estimates the models

as Cox proportional hazards models stratified by country, which leave the baseline duration depen-

dence unrestricted (Cox, 1972; Box-Steffensmeier and Zorn, 2001). The Cox estimates mirror the

logit results and are stronger on the regime contrast: the inflation× democracy interaction is posi-

tive and significant at the one percent level, the implied democratic slope is 0.535 (p < 0.001), and

the joint test reaches p = 0.020. Inflation raises the removal hazard under democracy but not under

dictatorship, regardless of how the baseline duration dependence is modelled. Finally, Appendix

Section B.4 reports what happens when the quadratic is replaced by a purely linear specification,
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which the theory does not imply but which is worth disclosing: the linear democratic slope falls to

0.120 and is no longer significant (p = 0.141), because a single linear term cannot simultaneously

fit the flat low-inflation region and the steep high-inflation region that the quadratic separates.

7 Conclusion

How does economic distress become political accountability, and does it work the same way under

every kind of rule? This paper answered that question by studying finance-minister removal as an

intermediate response to economic distress. We argued that poor economic performance does not

become politically costly in the same way across regimes. In democracies, were leaders are acount-

able to a broader selectorate, inflation is visible to the median voter and can damage presidents

through public opinion, elections, protest, party conflict, and legislative calculations. Replacing the

financeminister can therefore help presidents assign responsibility, signal policy adjustment, or buy

time without replacing the government itself. In dictatorships, economic pressure also matters, but

it is filtered through narrower survival coalitions whosemembersmay bemore insulated from price

instability or more attentive to factional balance, elite distribution, coercion, and regime cohesion.

Consistent with our argument, we find that it does not. Leveraging a minister-month dataset cov-

ering Argentina, Brazil, Chile, Peru and Uruguay between 1938 and 2022 – 3, 846minister-months

containing 130 removals across 205 ministerial spells – the analysis shows that inflation is posi-

tively associated with finance-minister removal under democracy. A ten percentage-point increase

in monthly inflation raises the odds of removal by roughly three quarters. The same pattern does

not appear under dictatorship, where the estimated slope is negative and statistically indistinguish-

able from zero. Descriptive removal rates, discrete-time hazardmodels, predicted probabilities, and

Cox models all point in the same direction: as inflation rises, the likelihood of ministerial removal
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increases in democratic periods, while the authoritarian pattern is flat or negative. In substantive

terms, the estimates suggest that inflation changes the expected risk of removal mainly when leaders

depend on a broad selectorate.

The democratic relationship is the more robust of the two findings. It survives the exclusion of any

one country: the democratic slope ranges from 0.47 to 0.68 across the five leave-one-out samples

and remains significant at the one percent level in each. It holds when the discrete-time models are

re-estimated as Cox proportional hazards stratified by country, when months ending in a presiden-

tial transition, a coup, or the end of a military government are dropped from the risk set rather than

coded as non-events, and when the Argentine years in which the official price index was intervened

are excluded. It also strengthens rather than weakens when the most extreme inflation months are

removed, so it is not an artifact of the hyper-inflationary episodes. One qualification belongs in the

text rather than in a footnote: the relationship is estimated with inflation entering as a quadratic,

and a purely linear specification does not recover it. This follows from a distribution in which al-

most all minister-months sit at moderate inflation while the political action is in a thin upper tail,

but it does mean the functional form is doing real work.

The regime contrast points consistently in the direction the theory predicts. The authoritarian slope

is negative in the full sample and in every leave-one-out subsample, the interaction terms are jointly

significant at the ten percent level in the baseline specification, and both the Cox estimates and the

specification using current inflation place that test below five percent. Two limitations temper the

conclusions. First, the outcomemeasure codes every change of financeminister within a continuing

government as a removal, which cannot separate a minister dismissed under pressure from one

who left for unrelated reasons; because this measurement error lies in the dependent variable and

is unlikely to track the monthly inflation rate, its expected effect is to attenuate the estimates rather

than to generate them. Second, the analysis identifies when finance ministers are more likely to
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be removed, not whether replacing them improves the economic or political outcomes that leaders

care about.

Our work contributes to the study of cabinet politics by showing why ministerial instability should

be analyzed separately from government and regime instability. Much of the literature asks whether

presidents, governments, or regimes survive. This paper shifts attention to a lower but politically

meaningful outcome: whether leaders respond to poor performance by replacing the minister re-

sponsible for economic policywhile preserving the executive itself. Cabinet reshuffles are not simply

administrative events. They are political instruments that leaders can use to manage blame, signal

correction, and contain the consequences of adverse performance shocks.

The argument is comparative, and so is the evidence assembled here. It should travel most clearly

to settings where ministers are visible holders of policy responsibility, executives have discretion

to reshuffle cabinets, and the relevant performance shock is salient to the actors who sustain the

government. The logic should apply especially to shocks that citizens or pivotal political actors ex-

perience directly and repeatedly, such as inflation, unemployment, exchange-rate crises, shortages,

debt stress, or sharp recessions. It should travel less well whereministers are insulated from political

accountability, where individual ministerial survival is inseparable from cabinet survival, or where

authoritarian selectorates are themselves directly and uniformly exposed tomass economic distress.

The most direct extension of this design is to widen it. The minister-month structure used here can

be applied wherever finance ministers can be dated and a monthly price series exists, and the same

logic invites tests against other performance shocks that pivotal selectors experience directly, from

unemployment to exchange-rate collapse. Extending the comparison to authoritarian regimes with

different coalitional bases, in particular single-party and personalist regimes rather than themilitary

governments that dominate this sample, would sharpen the selectorate mechanism considerably:

our cases vary in regime type but hold the authoritarian form relatively constant.
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A Descriptive Appendix

A.1 Data Sources

The tables in this section describe the Argentine minister-month data, which carry the detailed
event classifications reported below; the composition of the full sample is documented separately
in Table A19. The two figures at the end of the section, Figures A1 and A2, are exceptions: both de-
scribe all five countries, since neither requires those event classifications. Argentine inflation data
come from monthly series published by the Banco Central de la República Argentina Banco Central
de la República Argentina n.d.. The event categories distinguish ministerial exits from presidential
transitions, democratic interruptions, and dictatorship endings, following the broader distinction
between electoral and non-electoral governments emphasized by Abal Medina et al. 2022. The de-
scriptive tables below report the resulting minister-level inflation exposure and event patterns.
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A.2 Highest Accumulated Inflation Spells

Table A1 reports the Argentine finance-minister spells with the highest accumulated inflation dur-
ing the minister’s time in office, and Tables A2 to A5 report the same ranking for each of the other
four countries. Accumulated inflation is the sum of monthly inflation rates over a continuous min-
isterial spell. This ranking identifies the episodes in which ministers governed through long or
intense inflationary periods, and therefore helps distinguish cumulative exposure from short bursts
of price instability. Several of the cases are historically familiar crisis moments, but the tables are
useful because they apply the same minister-month rule to the full series in each country rather
than selecting episodes impressionistically.

Read across countries, these tables showhow inflation exposurewas distributed acrossministers and
regimes. In Brazil seven of the ten most exposed spells are democratic, and the top four are, headed
byMaílson daNóbrega’s 865.0 accumulated points between 1987 and 1990; the authoritarian entries
appear only from fifth place downward. Chile is the one comparison country where the three most
exposed spells are authoritarian, but all three fall in 1973–1976, when the military government was
still bringing down the inflation it had inherited, and the Chilean ranking then declines steeply:
Cauas’s 271.5 points at the top is less than a third of the Brazilian maximum. Argentina is the case
in which the two categories are genuinely mixed at the top: Martínez de Hoz’s 474.0 points under
the 1976–1983 military government sits directly beside Sourrouille’s 505.6 under Alfonsín.
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Table A1: Highest Accumulated Inflation Spells, Argentina
Minister President Inflation Period Months

Juan Vital Sourrouille Raúl Alfonsín 505.6 1985-1989 49
José Alfredo Martínez de Hoz Jorge R. Videla 474.0 1976-1981 60
Antonio Ermán González Carlos Menem 1 343.3 1989-1991 13
Néstor Mario Rapanelli Carlos Menem 1 296.1 1989-1989 6
Bernardo Grinspun Raúl Alfonsín 289.3 1983-1985 15
Jorge Wehbe Reynaldo Benito Bignone 214.5 1982-1983 15
Miguel Ángel Roig Carlos Menem 1 196.6 1989-1989 1
Ramón Antonio Cereijo Juan D. Perón 1 145.4 1946-1952 72
Jesús Rodríguez Raúl Alfonsín 114.5 1989-1989 1
Juan Carlos Pugliese Raúl Alfonsín 111.9 1989-1989 2
Martín Guzmán Alberto Fernandez 108.4 2019-2022 31
Emilio Donato del Carril Arturo Frondizi 96.7 1958-1959 14
Nicolás Dujovne Mauricio Macri 88.8 2017-2019 32
Domingo Cavallo Carlos Menem 2 86.6 1991-1996 60
Antonio Francisco Cafiero María EstelaMartínez de Perón 84.4 1975-1976 6

Notes: Inflation is measured in monthly percentage points. The table reproduces the descriptive ranking generated
from the minister-month file.

Table A2: Highest Accumulated Inflation Spells, Brazil
Minister Regime Inflation Period Months

Maílson da Nóbrega Democracy 865.0 1987–1990 34
Fernando Henrique Cardoso Democracy 387.8 1993–1994 11
Marcílio Marques Moreira Democracy 336.7 1991–1992 17
Zélia Cardoso de Mello Democracy 265.5 1990–1991 14
Ernane Galvêas Dictatorship 227.9 1983–1985 24
Dilson Funaro Democracy 185.4 1985–1987 21
Carlos Viacava Dictatorship 146.2 1981–1983 24
Rubens Ricupero Democracy 142.8 1994–1994 5
Paulo Roberto Haddad Democracy 80.6 1992–1993 3
Eduardo Pereira de Carvalho Dictatorship 73.1 1980–1981 12

Notes: The ten finance-minister spells in Brazil with the highest accumulated inflation, defined as the sum of
monthly inflation rates over the spell. Inflation is measured in monthly percentage points. Regime is the regime in
force in the first month of the spell. A President column is not reported because the presidential series is available
only for Argentina.
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Table A3: Highest Accumulated Inflation Spells, Chile
Minister Regime Inflation Period Months

Jorge Cauas Dictatorship 271.5 1974–1976 25
Lorenzo Gotuzzo Dictatorship 212.5 1973–1974 10
Sergio de Castro Dictatorship 147.4 1977–1982 63
Fernando Flores Labra Democracy 81.2 1973–1973 7
Orlando Millas Democracy 80.7 1972–1972 7
Hernán Büchi Dictatorship 71.5 1985–1989 50
Alejandro Foxley Democracy 64.0 1990–1994 48
Jorge Cauas Dictatorship 63.8 1974–1974 5
Américo Zorrilla Rojas Democracy 43.6 1970–1972 19
Eduardo Aninat Democracy 34.1 1994–1999 69

Notes: The ten finance-minister spells in Chile with the highest accumulated inflation, defined as the sum of
monthly inflation rates over the spell. Inflation is measured in monthly percentage points. Regime is the regime in
force in the first month of the spell. A President column is not reported because the presidential series is available
only for Argentina.

Table A4: Highest Accumulated Inflation Spells, Peru
Minister Regime Inflation Period Months

Juan Carlos Hurtado Miller Democracy 531.1 1990–1991 7
César Vásquez Bazán Democracy 416.7 1989–1990 14
Carlos Justo Davila Democracy 246.7 1988–1989 6
Carlos Boloña Democracy 200.7 1991–1998 95
Francisco Morales-Bermúdez Dictatorship 155.5 1969–1978 107
Abel Salinas Democracy 154.7 1988–1988 2
Manuel Ulloa Elías Dictatorship 139.4 1980–1982 30
Jose Benavides Munoz Democracy 128.2 1984–1985 16
Luis Alva Castro Democracy 117.7 1985–1987 24
Javier Silva Ruete Dictatorship 112.8 1978–1980 26

Notes: Theten finance-minister spells in Peruwith the highest accumulated inflation, defined as the sumofmonthly
inflation rates over the spell. Inflation is measured in monthly percentage points. Regime is the regime in force in
the first month of the spell. A President column is not reported because the presidential series is available only for
Argentina.
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Table A5: Highest Accumulated Inflation Spells, Uruguay
Minister Regime Inflation Period Months

Ricardo Zerbino Democracy 282.6 1985–1989 60
Valentín Arismendi Dictatorship 243.7 1976–1981 72
Enrique Braga Democracy 147.4 1990–1991 24
Alejandro Végh Villegas Dictatorship 128.7 1974–1975 24
Ignacio de Posadas Democracy 127.7 1992–1994 36
Carlos Végh Garzón Democracy 103.0 1967–1969 28
Alejandro Végh Villegas Dictatorship 95.1 1983–1984 24
Juan Eduardo Azzini Democracy 93.5 1959–1962 48
Daniel Hugo Martins Democracy 65.3 1965–1965 12
Daniel Hugo Martins Democracy 62.1 1995–1999 54

Notes: The ten finance-minister spells in Uruguay with the highest accumulated inflation, defined as the sum of
monthly inflation rates over the spell. Inflation is measured in monthly percentage points. Regime is the regime in
force in the first month of the spell. A President column is not reported because the presidential series is available
only for Argentina.
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A.3 Highest Average Inflation Spells

Table A6 reports the Argentine spells with the highest average monthly inflation, and Tables A7
to A10 the same ranking for the other four countries. Unlike the accumulated ranking, these ta-
bles give more weight to short spells that coincided with very intense inflationary pressure. They
therefore help show whether the main descriptive patterns are driven by long tenures in difficult
economic environments or by brief appointments during acute crises. The scale differences across
countries are themselves informative: the highest averagemonthly inflation recorded for anyUruguayan
spell is 7.5 percent, against 77.3 percent in Peru and 196.6 percent in Argentina, which is why the
Uruguayan democraticmonths contribute so little identifying variation to the full-sample estimates.

Table A6: Highest Average Inflation Spells, Argentina
Minister President Inflation Period Months

Miguel Ángel Roig Carlos Menem 1 196.6 1989-1989 1
Jesús Rodríguez Raúl Alfonsín 114.5 1989-1989 1
Néstor Mario Rapanelli Carlos Menem 1 49.35 1989-1989 6
Emilio Mondelli María EstelaMartínez de Perón 28.3 1976-1976 2
Celestino Rodrigo María EstelaMartínez de Perón 27.9 1975-1975 2
Antonio Ermán González Carlos Menem 1 26.4077 1989-1991 13
Bernardo Grinspun Raúl Alfonsín 19.2867 1983-1985 15
Antonio Francisco Cafiero María EstelaMartínez de Perón 14.0667 1975-1976 6
Jorge Wehbe Reynaldo Benito Bignone 11.0458 1982-1983 15
Juan Vital Sourrouille Raúl Alfonsín 10.3184 1985-1989 49
Lorenzo Juan Sigaut Roberto Viola 7.97778 1981-1981 9
José Alfredo Martínez de Hoz Jorge R. Videla 7.47656 1976-1981 60
Emilio Donato del Carril Arturo Frondizi 6.90714 1958-1959 14
Juan Carlos Pugliese Arturo Umberto Illia 6.85417 1964-1966 22
Alfredo Gómez Morales María EstelaMartínez de Perón 6.57143 1974-1975 7

Notes: Inflation is measured in monthly percentage points. The table reproduces the descriptive ranking generated
from the minister-month file.
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Table A7: Highest Average Inflation Spells, Brazil
Minister Regime Inflation Period Months

Fernando Henrique Cardoso Democracy 35.3 1993–1994 11
Rubens Ricupero Democracy 28.6 1994–1994 5
Eliseu Resende Democracy 27.5 1993–1993 2
Paulo Roberto Haddad Democracy 26.9 1992–1993 3
Maílson da Nóbrega Democracy 25.4 1987–1990 34
Gustavo Krause Democracy 23.9 1992–1992 2
Marcílio Marques Moreira Democracy 19.8 1991–1992 17
Zélia Cardoso de Mello Democracy 19.0 1990–1991 14
Ernane Galvêas Dictatorship 9.49 1983–1985 24
Francisco Dornelles Democracy 8.87 1985–1985 5

Notes: The ten finance-minister spells in Brazil with the highest average monthly inflation over the spell. Inflation
is measured inmonthly percentage points. Regime is the regime in force in the first month of the spell. A President
column is not reported because the presidential series is available only for Argentina.

Table A8: Highest Average Inflation Spells, Chile
Minister Regime Inflation Period Months

Lorenzo Gotuzzo Dictatorship 21.2 1973–1974 10
Daniel Arellano Macleod Democracy 17.1 1973–1973 1
Jorge Cauas Dictatorship 12.8 1974–1974 5
Fernando Flores Labra Democracy 11.6 1973–1973 7
Orlando Millas Democracy 11.5 1972–1972 7
Jorge Cauas Dictatorship 10.9 1974–1976 25
Rolf Lüders Dictatorship 3.07 1982–1983 5
Sergio de Castro Dictatorship 2.34 1977–1982 63
Américo Zorrilla Rojas Democracy 2.29 1970–1972 19
Andrés Zaldívar Democracy 2.25 1970–1970 8

Notes: The ten finance-minister spells in Chile with the highest average monthly inflation over the spell. Inflation
is measured inmonthly percentage points. Regime is the regime in force in the first month of the spell. A President
column is not reported because the presidential series is available only for Argentina.
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Table A9: Highest Average Inflation Spells, Peru
Minister Regime Inflation Period Months

Abel Salinas Democracy 77.3 1988–1988 2
Juan Carlos Hurtado Miller Democracy 75.9 1990–1991 7
Carlos Justo Davila Democracy 41.1 1988–1989 6
César Vásquez Bazán Democracy 29.8 1989–1990 14
Cesar Robles Freyre Democracy 17.5 1988–1988 4
Gustavo Saberbein Democracy 10.9 1987–1988 10
Jose Benavides Munoz Democracy 8.01 1984–1985 16
Carlos Rodríguez-Pastor Sr. Democracy 7.12 1983–1984 14
Luis Alva Castro Democracy 4.90 1985–1987 24
Manuel Ulloa Elías Dictatorship 4.65 1980–1982 30

Notes: The ten finance-minister spells in Peru with the highest average monthly inflation over the spell. Inflation is
measured in monthly percentage points. Regime is the regime in force in the first month of the spell. A President
column is not reported because the presidential series is available only for Argentina.

Table A10: Highest Average Inflation Spells, Uruguay
Minister Regime Inflation Period Months

César Charlone Democracy 7.55 1967–1967 4
Enrique Braga Democracy 6.14 1990–1991 24
Amílcar Vasconcellos Democracy 6.09 1967–1967 4
Francisco Forteza Democracy 5.77 1972–1972 6
Moisés Cohen Berro Democracy 5.77 1972–1972 6
Daniel Hugo Martins Democracy 5.44 1965–1965 12
Alejandro Végh Villegas Dictatorship 5.36 1974–1975 24
Manuel Pazos Dictatorship 5.06 1973–1973 12
Ricardo Zerbino Democracy 4.71 1985–1989 60
Alejandro Végh Villegas Dictatorship 3.96 1983–1984 24

Notes: The ten finance-minister spells in Uruguay with the highest average monthly inflation over the spell. In-
flation is measured in monthly percentage points. Regime is the regime in force in the first month of the spell. A
President column is not reported because the presidential series is available only for Argentina.
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A.4 Highest Average Inflation Spells Lasting Six Months or More

Table A11 repeats the average-inflation ranking for Argentina after restricting attention to spells
lasting six months or more, and Tables A12 to A15 do the same for the other four countries. This
restriction removes very short appointments, which can appear extreme because they overlap with
a single crisis month. The tables therefore provide amore conservative descriptive view of ministers
who remained in office long enough to be exposed to sustained inflationary conditions. The restric-
tion bites unevenly: it removes seven of the twenty-three Brazilian spells and eight of the forty-two
Peruvian ones, but only three of the forty-threeUruguayan spells, sinceUruguayanministerial dates
are recorded at annual resolution and short spells are therefore rarely observed there.

Table A11: Highest Average Inflation Spells Lasting Six Months or More, Argentina
Minister President Inflation Period Months

Néstor Mario Rapanelli Carlos Menem 1 49.35 1989-1989 6
Antonio Ermán González Carlos Menem 1 26.4077 1989-1991 13
Bernardo Grinspun Raúl Alfonsín 19.2867 1983-1985 15
Antonio Francisco Cafiero María EstelaMartínez de Perón 14.0667 1975-1976 6
Jorge Wehbe Reynaldo Benito Bignone 11.0458 1982-1983 15
Juan Vital Sourrouille Raúl Alfonsín 10.3184 1985-1989 49
Lorenzo Juan Sigaut Roberto Viola 7.97778 1981-1981 9
José Alfredo Martínez de Hoz Jorge R. Videla 7.47656 1976-1981 60
Emilio Donato del Carril Arturo Frondizi 6.90714 1958-1959 14
Juan Carlos Pugliese Arturo Umberto Illia 6.85417 1964-1966 22
Alfredo Gómez Morales María EstelaMartínez de Perón 6.57143 1974-1975 7
Cayetano Antonio Licciardo Alejandro A. Lanusse 3.99167 1971-1972 12
Martín Guzmán Alberto Fernandez 3.49677 2019-2022 31
Jorge Néstor Salimei Juan Carlos Onganía 3.48333 1966-1967 6
Roberto Teodoro Alemann Arturo Frondizi 3.36667 1961-1962 9

Notes: Inflation is measured in monthly percentage points. The table reproduces the descriptive ranking generated
from the minister-month file.
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Table A12: Highest Average Inflation Spells Lasting Six Months or More, Brazil
Minister Regime Inflation Period Months

Fernando Henrique Cardoso Democracy 35.3 1993–1994 11
Maílson da Nóbrega Democracy 25.4 1987–1990 34
Marcílio Marques Moreira Democracy 19.8 1991–1992 17
Zélia Cardoso de Mello Democracy 19.0 1990–1991 14
Ernane Galvêas Dictatorship 9.49 1983–1985 24
Dilson Funaro Democracy 8.83 1985–1987 21
Carlos Viacava Dictatorship 6.09 1981–1983 24
Eduardo Pereira de Carvalho Dictatorship 6.09 1980–1981 12
Joaquim Levy Democracy 0.84 2015–2015 11
Pedro Malan Democracy 0.73 1995–2002 96

Notes: The ten finance-minister spells in Brazil lasting six months or more with the highest average monthly in-
flation. Restricting to longer spells removes very short appointments that can rank highly because they overlap
a single crisis month. Inflation is measured in monthly percentage points. Regime is the regime in force in the
first month of the spell. A President column is not reported because the presidential series is available only for
Argentina.

Table A13: Highest Average Inflation Spells Lasting Six Months or More, Chile
Minister Regime Inflation Period Months

Lorenzo Gotuzzo Dictatorship 21.2 1973–1974 10
Fernando Flores Labra Democracy 11.6 1973–1973 7
Orlando Millas Democracy 11.5 1972–1972 7
Jorge Cauas Dictatorship 10.9 1974–1976 25
Sergio de Castro Dictatorship 2.34 1977–1982 63
Américo Zorrilla Rojas Democracy 2.29 1970–1972 19
Andrés Zaldívar Democracy 2.25 1970–1970 8
Luis Escobar Cerda Dictatorship 2.19 1984–1985 10
Enrique Seguel Morel Dictatorship 1.79 1989–1989 8
Carlos Cáceres Contreras Dictatorship 1.55 1983–1984 14

Notes: The ten finance-minister spells in Chile lasting six months or more with the highest average monthly in-
flation. Restricting to longer spells removes very short appointments that can rank highly because they overlap
a single crisis month. Inflation is measured in monthly percentage points. Regime is the regime in force in the
first month of the spell. A President column is not reported because the presidential series is available only for
Argentina.
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Table A14: Highest Average Inflation Spells Lasting Six Months or More, Peru
Minister Regime Inflation Period Months

Juan Carlos Hurtado Miller Democracy 75.9 1990–1991 7
Carlos Justo Davila Democracy 41.1 1988–1989 6
César Vásquez Bazán Democracy 29.8 1989–1990 14
Gustavo Saberbein Democracy 10.9 1987–1988 10
Jose Benavides Munoz Democracy 8.01 1984–1985 16
Carlos Rodríguez-Pastor Sr. Democracy 7.12 1983–1984 14
Luis Alva Castro Democracy 4.90 1985–1987 24
Manuel Ulloa Elías Dictatorship 4.65 1980–1982 30
Javier Silva Ruete Dictatorship 4.34 1978–1980 26
Carlos Boloña Democracy 2.11 1991–1998 95

Notes: Thetenfinance-minister spells in Peru lasting sixmonths ormorewith the highest averagemonthly inflation.
Restricting to longer spells removes very short appointments that can rank highly because they overlap a single
crisis month. Inflation is measured in monthly percentage points. Regime is the regime in force in the first month
of the spell. A President column is not reported because the presidential series is available only for Argentina.

Table A15: Highest Average Inflation Spells Lasting Six Months or More, Uruguay
Minister Regime Inflation Period Months

Enrique Braga Democracy 6.14 1990–1991 24
Francisco Forteza Democracy 5.77 1972–1972 6
Moisés Cohen Berro Democracy 5.77 1972–1972 6
Daniel Hugo Martins Democracy 5.44 1965–1965 12
Alejandro Végh Villegas Dictatorship 5.36 1974–1975 24
Manuel Pazos Dictatorship 5.06 1973–1973 12
Ricardo Zerbino Democracy 4.71 1985–1989 60
Alejandro Végh Villegas Dictatorship 3.96 1983–1984 24
Carlos Végh Garzón Democracy 3.68 1967–1969 28
Ignacio de Posadas Democracy 3.55 1992–1994 36

Notes: The ten finance-minister spells in Uruguay lasting six months or more with the highest average monthly
inflation. Restricting to longer spells removes very short appointments that can rank highly because they overlap
a single crisis month. Inflation is measured in monthly percentage points. Regime is the regime in force in the
first month of the spell. A President column is not reported because the presidential series is available only for
Argentina.
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A.5 Clean Minister-Removal Outcome Construction

Table A16 summarizes, for Argentina, how the cleanminister-removal outcome is constructed from
the originalminister-removal indicator. The same rule is applied in every country; Argentina is used
to illustrate it because its ministerial exits are classified individually. The distinctionmatters because
the paper is interested in removals that occur while the government or regime remains in place, not
exits mechanically generated by presidential transitions, democratic interruptions, or dictatorship
endings. The table shows how many events remain after imposing that definition and how those
events are distributed across democratic and authoritarian periods.

Table A16: Clean Minister-Removal Outcome Construction, Argentina
Quantity Value

Original ministerRemoved events 43
Clean ministerRemoved events 41
Removed from DV because presidential/government/regime transition 2
Clean events in dictatorships 15
Clean events in democracies 26
Rows used before missing-data exclusions 970
Continuous minister spells 68
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A.6 Minister-Month Event Categories

Table A17 reports the terminal-event categories in theArgentineminister-month data and themean
inflation observed in each category. This table places clean minister removals next to the com-
peting exits that the main dependent variable excludes. It clarifies that the empirical design sepa-
ratesminister-level instability from broader government or regime endings, even though all of these
events can occur during periods of economic stress.

Table A17: Minister-Month Event Categories, Argentina
Event category Coding rule Months Mean inflation

No terminal event The finance minister, government, and regime continue into the
next month.

904 3.89

Clean minister removal The finance minister changes while the government or regime
does not end.

41 12.47

Democratic presidential transition A democratic president changes without a democratic interrup-
tion.

12 10.55

Democratic interruption A democratic government is interrupted and followed by dicta-
torship.

6 6.87

Dictatorship ending A dictatorship ends and is followed by democracy. 7 4.57

Notes: Counts are minister-months before missing-data exclusions. Mean inflation is monthly inflation in percent
and is calculated using observations with nonmissing inflation. The main dependent variable equals one only for
clean minister removals.
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A.7 Minister-Removal Rates by Inflation Bin

Table A18 reports unadjusted clean-removal rates across inflation bins for Argentina, separately for
democratic and authoritarian periods; Figure 2 in the main text gives the corresponding rates for all
five countries. These rates are descriptive and do not control for tenure, calendar time, or minister
characteristics, but they provide a transparent first look at the pattern in the raw data. The table
also makes clear where the data are sparse, especially for authoritarian months at very high levels of
inflation.

Table A18: Clean Minister-Removal Rates by Inflation Bin, Argentina
Regime Inflation bin Months Events Rate (%)

Dictatorship <=0 40 4 10.00
Dictatorship 0-2 75 5 6.67
Dictatorship 2-5 57 4 7.02
Dictatorship 5-10 65 0 0.00
Dictatorship 10-20 28 2 7.14
Dictatorship 20+ 2 0 0.00
Democracy <=0 104 3 2.88
Democracy 0-2 315 8 2.54
Democracy 2-5 151 4 2.65
Democracy 5-10 56 3 5.36
Democracy 10-20 37 2 5.41
Democracy 20+ 27 6 22.22

Notes: Event rates are unadjusted minister-month rates using the clean minister-removal outcome.
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A.8 Finance-Minister Duration by Regime

Figure A1 compares the distribution of finance-minister duration across regime types in all five
countries. The figure complements the event-rate tables by showing whether democratic and au-
thoritarian finance ministers differ in their overall time in office, regardless of the reason a spell
ends. This descriptive comparison is useful because the models treat minister-months as the risk
set and therefore depend on the distribution of exposure over time. The sample contains 205 min-
isterial spells, 54 of them beginning under dictatorship and 151 under democracy. Authoritarian
ministers leave office somewhat sooner on average, with a median tenure of nine months against
twelve under democracy, and the authoritarian hazard is visibly higher over the first two years. The
difference is not statistically significant over the whole duration, however (log-rank χ2(1) = 1.77,
p = 0.184), and the two survivor functions converge after roughly four years. The relevant point
for the analysis is that the two regimes do not differ so sharply in baseline duration that the regime
comparison in the hazard models is driven by differences in exposure rather than by inflation.

Figure A1: Finance-Minister Duration by Regime

0

.2

.4

.6

.8

1

Su
rv

iv
al

 p
ro

ba
bi

lit
y

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70
Months from appointment to exit from cabinet

Autocracy
Democracy

(a)

0

.02

.04

.06

.08

Sm
oo

th
ed

 h
az

ar
d

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70
Months from appointment to exit from cabinet

(b)

Notes: Panel (a) reports Kaplan–Meier survivor functions with pointwise 95% confidence bands; panel (b) reports
smoothed hazards (Epanechnikov kernel, bandwidth 10 months). Duration is months in office within a continuous
ministerial spell, and a spell is treated as right-censored if it is still running in the last month observed for its country.
Each spell is assigned the regime in force in its firstmonth, so the curves compareministers appointed under dictatorship
with ministers appointed under democracy. The horizontal axis is truncated at 72 months.
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A.9 Distribution of Monthly Inflation

Figure A2 shows how monthly inflation is distributed in the full sample. The distribution is ex-
tremely right-skewed: 98.6 percent of minister-months record inflation at or below thirty percent,
while the maximum reaches 397 percent. This is the empirical reason the specification enters infla-
tion as a quadratic rather than linearly, as discussed in Section B.4. Panel (c) makes a further point
that recurs throughout the analysis. Comparing the two regimes over the range where nearly all
the data lie, authoritarian months are more concentrated in the moderate band between two and
fifteen percent, whereas democratic months are more concentrated near price stability but also ac-
count for almost all of the extreme upper tail. Authoritarian rule in this region was not generally
accompanied by the very high inflation the argument is about.

Figure A2: Distribution of Monthly Inflation by Range and Regime Type
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Notes: Histograms of monthly inflation in the minister-month sample. Panel (a) shows the full distribution, with shad-
ing and a dashed line marking months with inflation at or below 30 percent. Panel (b) restricts the range to those
months, where almost all observations are concentrated. Panel (c) shows the same range by regime type, with overlap-
ping transparent bars; bar heights are percentages within each regime, so the two shapes are comparable even though
democratic minister-months are roughly three times as numerous.
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B Robustness and Event Details

B.1 Sample Composition and Coverage

Table A19 documents the composition of the sample. The five series do not begin at the same date
because each country enters when a month-over-month consumer price series first becomes avail-
able; annual or year-over-year inflation series, which are available much earlier and for many more
countries in the region, cannot be used because the theory is about themonth-to-month pricemove-
ments a sitting minister is held responsible for. This constraint is also the reason the sample stops at
five countries rather than covering Latin America: most Central American countries publish only
year-over-year monthly inflation for the relevant decades.

Ministerial series are compiled from published listings of finance ministers and apply a common
rule: every change of finance minister within a continuing government is coded as a removal. That
rule cannot distinguish a minister dismissed under pressure from one who resigned for unrelated
reasons, so the removal counts are best read as an upper bound. Uruguayan ministerial dates are
recorded at annual resolution in the underlying source and were assigned to months by convention,
which adds further measurement error to the timing of Uruguayan events specifically. Because this
measurement error is in the dependent variable and is unlikely to be correlated with the monthly
inflation rate, its expected effect is to add noise and attenuate the estimated slopes rather than to
manufacture them; the estimates are best read as conservative on that account.
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Table A19: Sample Coverage and Data Sources
Country Window Minister- Minister Removals Democratic Mean Max

months spells months (%) infl. (%) infl. (%)

Argentina 1943–2022 970 68 41 71.1 4.36 196.6
Brazil 1980–2022 508 23 15 88.2 6.01 82.4
Chile 1970–2022 628 29 18 68.5 2.02 87.6
Peru 1958–2022 769 42 31 66.4 3.46 397.0
Uruguay 1938–2020 985 43 25 85.4 2.09 20.3
All countries 1938–2022 3860 205 130 75.6 3.43 397.0

Consumer price series
Argentina BCRA (official CPI)
Brazil IMF–IFS via DBnomics
Chile FRED
Peru IMF–IFS via DBnomics
Uruguay National price index series

Notes: The sample begins in each country when amonth-over-month consumer price series first becomes available,
which is why the windows differ. Ministerial series are compiled from published listings of finance ministers, and
every change of finance minister within a continuing government is coded as a removal. Uruguayan ministerial
dates are recorded at annual resolution in the underlying source andwere assigned tomonths by convention. Mean
and Max inflation are monthly rates.
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Figure A3 repeats Figure 1 with the timing of individual removal events marked beneath each series
in place of the cumulative-minister line. Read alongside the regime shading, it shows how inflation
and regime type are distributed across the sample. Chile’s dictatorship inherited high inflation in
1973–75 and then suppressed it; Brazil’s hyperinflation of the late 1980s and early 1990s occurred
entirely under democracy; Peru’s authoritarian period after 1992 was a period of price stability; and
Uruguay’s inflation never exceeds twenty-one percent a month anywhere in the series. Argentina’s
1976–1983 military government is the sustained authoritarian regime in the sample that governed
through persistently high inflation, and together with the first Chilean military years it accounts for
most of the authoritarian months in which inflation ran above ten percent.
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Figure A3: Monthly Inflation, Regime, and Minister Removals by Country
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B.2 Excluding One Country at a Time

Figure A4 and Table A20 re-estimate the baselinemodel five times, each time dropping one country.
Figure A4 reports the two regime-specific inflation slopes side by side, and Table A20 adds the joint
test of the interaction terms for each subsample.

The effect of inflation within democracies is stable. Panel (a) shows that the democratic inflation
slope stays between 0.467 and 0.677 log-odds per ten percentage points across all five subsamples,
and remains significant at the one percent level in each; every confidence interval lies well to the
right of zero and overlaps the full-sample estimate. No single country is responsible for it: dropping
Argentina, the country with the longest series and the most removals, leaves a slope of 0.467 (p <

0.001). Hypothesis 1, restricted to democracies, is the portion of the argument that travels.

Panel (b) reports the same quantity inside autocracies. The autocratic slope is negative in the full
sample and in every subsample, ranging from−0.473 to−1.503, so its sign is consistently opposite
to the democratic one, and no subsample produces a positive authoritarian estimate. It is estimated
with less precision than its democratic counterpart, and the intervals include zero, which is what
one expects of a slope estimated from the smaller of the two regime samples.

Table A20 reports the joint test of the two interaction terms, the direct test of Hypothesis 2, for each
subsample. Dropping Chile, Brazil or Uruguay leaves it near the full-sample value of p = 0.063

(0.065, 0.069 and 0.076 respectively), and dropping Peru sharpens it to p = 0.040. Dropping Ar-
gentina moves it to p = 0.137, which is consistent with the Argentine Proceso being the longest
authoritarian episode in the sample to coincide with rapid inflation, and therefore the one con-
tributing most of the authoritarian variation the interaction uses.
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Figure A4: Regime-Specific Inflation Slopes, Excluding One Country at a Time
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Notes: Each row re-estimates column 1 of Table A23 on the sample with one country removed. Panel (a) reports
the linear inflation slope inside democracies and panel (b) the linear inflation slope inside autocracies, both in
log-odds per ten percentage points of monthly inflation, with 90% confidence intervals. The dashed vertical line
in each panel marks the full-sample estimate. Note that the two panels use different horizontal scales. Standard
errors are clustered by continuous minister spell.

Table A20: Leave-One-Country-Out Estimates
Country dropped Democratic slope (SE) p Interaction χ2(2) Interaction p

None 0.567 (0.144) 0.000 5.54 0.063
Argentina 0.467 (0.127) 0.000 3.97 0.137
Chile 0.514 (0.135) 0.000 5.45 0.065
Brazil 0.575 (0.153) 0.000 5.34 0.069
Peru 0.677 (0.236) 0.004 6.43 0.040
Uruguay 0.608 (0.159) 0.000 5.16 0.076

Notes: Each row re-estimates column 1 of Table A23 with one country removed. Democratic slope is the linear
inflation slope inside democracies, that is the sum of the inflation coefficient and its interaction with democracy,
in log-odds per ten percentage points of monthly inflation. The last two columns report the joint Wald test that
both inflation × democracy interactions are zero, the direct test of Hypothesis 2. Standard errors are clustered by
continuous minister spell. The first row is the full sample.
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Figure A5 carries the same exercise through to the predicted probabilities, repeating the main-text
Figure 3 once for the full sample and once for each leave-one-out sample. The left column repro-
duces the two regime-specific probability curves and the right column their difference. Reading
down the left column, the democratic curve rises with inflation in every subsample and the auto-
cratic curve is flat or declining in every subsample, so the qualitative picture in the main text does
not depend on any one country. Reading down the right column shows where the imprecision en-
ters. In the full sample the difference turns positive at around five percent monthly inflation, and
its lower bound clears zero at eleven percent and stays above it thereafter. Dropping Argentina, in
panel (d), pushes the difference toward zero across the whole range and delays the point at which
its lower bound clears zero from eleven percent to twenty-two percent. This is the same finding as
the joint test in Table A20, expressed on the probability scale. Dropping Chile, in panel (f), has the
opposite effect at moderate inflation, where the lower bound clears zero at seven percent, but the
difference peaks around thirty-five percent and its band re-crosses zero at the very top of the range:
the Chilean authoritarian months of 1973–1975 are the main source of authoritarian data above
thirty percent, and without them the upper end of the curve is extrapolation.

24



Figure A5: Predicted Probability ofMinister Removal by Regime, ExcludingOne Country at a Time
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Notes: Each row repeats Figure 3 on a different sample: the top row is the full sample and each subsequent row
drops the country named. The left column shows the predicted probability ofminister removal under autocracy and
democracy; the right column shows the democracy minus autocracy difference. Shaded areas are 90% confidence
intervals, with standard errors clustered by continuous minister spell. Predictions hold the remaining covariates
at their sample means. All panels in a column share a common vertical scale.
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B.3 The Democratic Slope Country by Country

Table A21 estimates the baseline specification separately on each country. These estimates are much
less precise than the full-sample ones – three of the five countries contribute fewer than twenty re-
movals – and they are reported to show where the full-sample democratic slope comes from rather
than as independent tests. Four of the five countries produce a positive democratic slope, significant
at conventional levels in each: Peru (0.452), Argentina (0.731), Brazil (1.340) and Chile (5.533),
with the very large Chilean point estimate reflecting a short high-inflation democratic window and
a correspondingly wide standard error. Uruguay is the exception, with a slope of −0.167 that is
indistinguishable from zero (p = 0.90). Uruguayan monthly inflation never exceeds twenty-one
percent, so its democratic months contain little of the variation the argument is about, and its min-
isterial dates are the least precisely measured in the sample. The full-sample democratic slope is not
driven by Uruguay in either direction: dropping it raises the estimate from 0.567 to 0.608.

Table A21: Democratic Inflation Slope, Estimated Country by Country
Country Democratic slope (SE) p Minister-months Removals

Argentina 0.731** (0.310) 0.018 956 41
Brazil 1.340** (0.619) 0.031 508 15
Chile 5.533** (2.162) 0.010 628 18
Peru 0.452*** (0.143) 0.002 769 31
Uruguay -0.167 (1.314) 0.899 985 25

Notes: Each row estimates the baseline quadratic specification on a single country and reports the linear inflation
slope inside democracies, in log-odds per ten percentage points of monthly inflation, with delta-method standard
errors clustered by minister spell in parentheses. These single-country estimates are far less precise than the full-
sample estimates in Table 1 and are reported only to show where the cross-national result comes from. Uruguay is
the one country with no positive democratic slope; its inflation never exceeds 21 percent amonth, so its democratic
months contain little of the variation the argument is about. ∗p < 0.10, ∗∗p < 0.05, ∗∗∗p < 0.01.
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B.4 Functional Form: Linear versus Quadratic Inflation

The specification enters inflation as a quadratic because the theory implies it: the political cost of
inflation is not assumed to be constant per percentage point across a range that runs from price
stability to hyperinflation. It is nonetheless worth disclosing that the result depends on this choice.
Replacing the quadratic with a single linear inflation term in the sample reduces the democratic
slope from 0.567 to 0.120 and it is no longer distinguishable from zero (p = 0.141). The reason
is visible in Figure 2: removal rates are flat across the four lowest inflation bins, which contain the
overwhelming majority of minister-months, and rise sharply only in the top two. A single linear
coefficient is a compromise between those two regions and fits neither, and because the low-inflation
months dominate the sample, the compromise is pulled toward zero. The quadratic separates them.
Consistent with this reading, the linear and quadratic specifications converge as the extrememonths
are trimmed away: in Table A22 the democratic odds ratio rises rather than falls when the highest-
inflation months are dropped, which is what one expects if the quadratic is doing work only in a tail
that a linear term cannot accommodate.
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B.5 Odds Ratios by Regime Across Samples

Table A22 re-estimates the baseline model on a series of alternative samples and reports the result
as regime-specific odds ratios for the linear inflation term, which makes the democratic and au-
thoritarian slopes directly comparable across rows. Every model is estimated on the sample with
country fixed effects. Four checks are reported.

The first two trim the inflation distribution. If the democratic slope were an artifact of a handful
of hyperinflationary months, removing them should weaken it. It does the opposite. Dropping
months with lagged inflation above fifty percent raises the democratic odds ratio from 1.76 to 2.72

and sharpens the regime interaction from p = 0.063 to p = 0.012; restricting further to months
below twenty percent leaves the interaction at p = 0.008, though the democratic odds ratio is now
imprecisely estimated because most of the identifying variation has been removed. The extreme
months therefore attenuate the estimated regime difference rather than generating it.

The third addresses competing exits. Inflation might destabilize the president, the government, or
the regime rather than the minister alone, in which case coding those months as non-events would
understate the relationship. Rather than treating them as non-events, the twenty-five minister-
months ending in a presidential transition, a military coup, or the end of a military government are
dropped from the risk set before estimation. The estimates barely move: the democratic odds ratio
goes from 1.76 to 1.78 and the interaction from p = 0.063 to p = 0.058.

The fourth addresses a knownmeasurement problem in one country’s price series. Between January
2007 and December 2015 the Argentine consumer price index was intervened and substantially
understated inflation; the official series records annual inflation of roughly 7 to 11 percent for 2007–
2013 against independent estimates on the order of 20 to 25 percent, and the two series were never
spliced when the index was relaunched in 2016 (Banco Central de la República Argentina, n.d.).
All 108 affected minister-months are democratic, so the measurement error cannot contaminate
the authoritarian slope, and its effect on the democratic slope runs against the argument: removals
recorded inside the window are attached tomonthly inflation of well under one percent even though
actual inflation was much higher, which flattens the democratic slope. Dropping those months
leaves the full-sample estimates essentially unchanged (1.77 and p = 0.062), so the results are not
an artifact of the manipulated data.
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Thefinal row substitutes current for lagged inflation, which strengthens the interaction to p = 0.003.
One check is deliberately not reported. Clustering the standard errors on country rather than on
minister spell produces a much smaller p-value, but with only five clusters cluster-robust inference
is unreliable in either direction, so we do not report it.

Table A22: Inflation and Minister Removal Across Samples, Odds Ratios by Regime
Sample N Removals Dictatorship OR Democracy OR Interaction p

Full sample 3846 130 0.42 [0.09, 1.97] 1.76 [1.33, 2.34] 0.063

Excluding lagged inflation above 50% 3831 128 0.26 [0.06, 1.16] 2.72 [1.49, 4.94] 0.012
Excluding lagged inflation above 20% 3728 116 0.08 [0.01, 0.46] 2.40 [0.58, 9.99] 0.008
Dropping competing exits 3821 130 0.42 [0.09, 1.96] 1.78 [1.34, 2.36] 0.058
Dropping Argentine INDEC years, 2007–2015 3738 126 0.42 [0.09, 1.97] 1.77 [1.33, 2.36] 0.062
Current rather than lagged inflation 3847 130 1.00 [0.30, 3.36] 1.63 [1.27, 2.09] 0.003

Notes: Each row re-estimates the baseline quadratic model of Table A23 on a different sample or with a different
error structure. Entries are odds ratios for the linear inflation term, that is the multiplicative change in the odds of
removal associated with a ten percentage-point increase in monthly inflation, with 95 percent confidence intervals
in brackets. The dictatorship column is the uninteracted term and the democracy column is the sum of that term
and its interaction with democracy. The last column reports the joint Wald test that both inflation × democracy
interactions are zero. All models include country fixed effects; standard errors are clustered by continuousminister
spell except where noted. Competing exits areminister-months ending in a presidential transition, amilitary coup,
or the end of a military government. The Argentine consumer price index was intervened between 2007 and 2015
and understated inflation in months that are all democratic, so excluding them tests whether that measurement
error drives the democratic slope.
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B.6 Full Model Estimates

Table A23 reports the underlying logit coefficients for themodels summarised in Table 1 of themain
text. The uninteracted inflation terms give the slope under dictatorship, and the democratic slopes
reported in the main text are the sums of those terms and their interactions with democracy. The
table also reports the joint Wald test that both inflation× democracy interaction terms are zero, the
direct test of Hypothesis 2, and the democracymain effect, which gives the difference in the baseline
propensity to replace a finance minister at price stability.

Table A23: Inflation and Finance-Minister Removal
Lagged Current Lagged + tenure Lagged, no FE

(1) (2) (3) (4)
Lagged inflation / 10 -0.861 -0.890 -0.966

(0.784) (0.761) (0.802)
Lagged inflation2 / 100 0.097 0.098 0.108

(0.088) (0.086) (0.089)
Monthly inflation / 10 0.002

(0.617)
Monthly inflation2 / 100 -0.002

(0.074)
Democracy -0.642** -0.379 -0.677** -0.731**

(0.290) (0.286) (0.276) (0.298)
Lagged inflation × Democracy 1.428* 1.424* 1.522*

(0.795) (0.770) (0.814)
Lagged inflation2 × Democracy -0.126 -0.125 -0.135

(0.089) (0.087) (0.091)
Inflation × Democracy 0.484

(0.628)
Inflation2 × Democracy -0.016

(0.074)
Tenure (years) -0.075*

(0.045)
Country fixed effects Yes Yes Yes No
Joint test of interactions (p) 0.063 0.003 0.056 0.048
Observations 3846 3847 3846 3846
Minister removals 130 130 130 130
Minister spells (clusters) 205 205 205 205
Pseudo R2 0.027 0.025 0.029 0.024

Notes: Logit models estimated on the full sample of Argentina, Brazil, Chile, Peru and Uruguay, with standard
errors clustered by continuous minister spell in parentheses. The dependent variable is minister removal, coded
one only when the finance minister is replaced while the government or regime is not ending. Inflation enters as
a quadratic: linear terms are scaled so coefficients represent a ten percentage-point increase in monthly inflation,
and squared terms are in (10pp)2 units. Uninteracted inflation terms give the slope under dictatorship. The joint
test is a Wald test that both inflation × democracy interactions are zero, the direct test of Hypothesis 2. Country
coverage and data provenance are reported in Table A19. ∗p < 0.10, ∗∗p < 0.05, ∗∗∗p < 0.01.
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B.7 Cox Proportional Hazards Models

Table A24 re-estimates the models as Cox proportional hazards models, which leave the baseline
duration dependence unrestricted rather than imposing the discrete-time form (Cox, 1972; Box-
Steffensmeier and Zorn, 2001). Analysis time is months in office within a continuous ministerial
spell, and the models are stratified by country, so each country retains its own unrestricted baseline
hazard. Entries are Cox coefficients on the same quadratic-inflation scale as the main table, so the
two sets of estimates are directly comparable.

The Cox estimates reproduce the logit results and, on the regime contrast, are somewhat stronger.
The linear inflation× democracy interaction is positive and significant at the one percent level with
lagged inflation (1.755) and at the five percent level with current inflation (1.371), the uninteracted
inflation term is negative, and the implied democratic slope is 0.535 (p < 0.001), close to the 0.567
of the discrete-time model. The joint test of the two interaction terms reaches p = 0.020 with
lagged inflation, against p = 0.063 in the logit specification. Inflation therefore raises the removal
hazard under democracy but not under dictatorship, and this does not depend on how the baseline
duration dependence is modelled.

Table A24: Cox Proportional Hazards Models
Lagged Current Lagged, excl. >50%

(1) (2) (3)
Inflation / 10 -1.220** -0.911 -1.201*

(0.620) (0.590) (0.617)
Inflation2 / 100 0.361** 0.419** 0.358**

(0.165) (0.211) (0.166)
Inflation × Democracy 1.755*** 1.371** 2.093***

(0.628) (0.606) (0.678)
Inflation2 × Democracy -0.388** -0.434** -0.477***

(0.164) (0.211) (0.180)
Implied democratic slope 0.535*** 0.460*** 0.892***

(0.132) (0.105) (0.292)
Country strata Yes Yes Yes
Joint test of interactions (p) 0.020 0.071 0.008
Observations 3846 3847 3831
Removals 130 130 128

Notes: Cox proportional hazards models of finance-minister removal, stratified by country, so each country has
its own unrestricted baseline hazard. Analysis time is months in office within a continuous ministerial spell; the
baseline duration dependence is therefore left unrestricted rather than entered as a covariate. Entries are Cox
coefficients on the same quadratic-inflation scale as Table A23, so the two sets of estimates are directly comparable.
The implied democratic slope is the sum of the linear inflation coefficient and its interaction with democracy.
Standard errors clustered by continuous minister spell in parentheses. ∗p < 0.10, ∗∗p < 0.05, ∗∗∗p < 0.01.
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