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Modern Nondemocratic Regimes

Democratic transition and consolidation involve the movement from a
nondemocratic to a democratic regime. However, specific polities may vary im-
mensely in the paths available for transition and the unfinished tasks the new de-
mocracy must face before it is consolidated. Our central endeavor in the next two
chapters is to show how and why much—though of course not all—of such vari-
ation can be explained by prior regime type.

For over a quarter of a century the dominant conceptual framework among
analysts interested in classifying the different political systems in the world has
been the tripartite distinction between democratic, authoritarian, and totalitar-
ian regimes. New paradigms emerge because they help analysts see commonali-
ties and implications they had previously overlooked. When Juan Linz wrote his
1964 article “An Authoritarian Regime: Spain,” he wanted to call attention to the
fact that between what then were seen as the two major stable political poles—the
democratic pole and the totalitarian pole—there existed a form of polity that had
its own internal logic and was a steady regime type. Though this type was non-
democratic, Linz argued that it was fundamentally different from a totalitarian
regime on four key dimensions—pluralism, ideology, leadership, and mobiliza-
tion. This was of course what he termed an authoritarian regime. He defined them
as: “political systems with limited, not responsible, political pluralism, without
elaborate and guiding ideology, but with distinctive mentalities, without exten-
sive nor intensive political mobilization, except at some points in their develop-
ment, and in which a leader or occasionally a small group exercises power within
formally ill-defined limits but actually quite predictable ones.™

In the 1960s, as analysts attempted to construct categories with which to com-

pare and contrast all the systems in the world, the authoritarian category proved
useful. As the new paradigm took hold among comparativists, two somewhat sur-
prising conclusions emerged. First, it became increasingly apparent that more
' regimes were “authoritarian” than were “totalitarian” or “democratic” combined.?

1. Juan J. Linz, “An Authoritarian Regime: The Case of Spain,” in Erik Allardt and Yrjo Littunen, eds.,
Cleavages, Ideologies and Party Systems (Helsinki: Transactions of the Westermarck Society, 1964), 291-342.
Reprinted in Erik Allardt and Stein Rokkan, eds., Mass Politics: Studies in Political Sociology (New York: Free
Press, 1970), 251-83, 374-81. Page citations will refer to the 1970 volume. The definition is found on 2s5.

2. See, for example, the data contained in footnotes 4 and 5 in this chapter.
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Authoritarian regimes were thus the modal category of regime type in the modern
world. Second, authoritarian regimes were not necessarily in transition to a differ-
ent type of regime. As Linz’s studies of Spain in the 1950s and early 1960s showed,
the four distinctive dimensions of an authoritarian regime—limited pluralism,
mentality, somewhat constrained leadership, and weak mobilization—could cohere
for a long period as a reinforcing and integrated system that was relatively stable.3
Typologies rise or fall according to their analytic usefulness to researchers. In
our judgment, the existing tripartite regime classification has not only become
less useful to democratic theorists and practitioners than it once was, it has also
become an obstacle. Part of the case for typology change proceeds from the im-
plications of the empirical universe we need to analyze. Very roughly, if we were
looking at the world of the mid-1980s, how many countries could conceivably be
called “democracies” of ten years’ duration? And how many countries were very
close to the totalitarian pole for that entire period? Answers have, of course, an in-
herently subjective dimension, particularly as regards the evaluation of the evi-
dence used to classify countries along the different criteria used in the typology.
Fortunately, however, two independently organized studies attempt to measure
most of the countries in the world as to their political rights and civil liberties.*
The criteria used in the studies are explicit, and there is a very high degree of
agreement in the results. If we use these studies and the traditional tripartite
regime type distinction, it turns out that more than go percent of modern non-
democratic regimes would have to share the same typological space—"author-
itarian.”> Obviously, with so many heterogeneous countries sharing the same

3. See Juan J. Linz, “From Falange to Movimiento-Organizacion: The Spanish Single Party and the
Franco Regime, 1936-1968,” in Samuel P. Huntington and Clement H. Moore, eds., Authoritarian Politics in
Modern Society: The Dynamics of Established One-Party Systems (New York: Basic Books, 1970), 128-203.
Also see Linz, “Opposition in and under an Authoritarian Regime: The Case of Spain,” in Robert A. Dahl,
ed., Regimes and Oppositions (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1973), 171-259.

4. One effort was by Michael Coppedge and Wolfgang Reinicke, who attempted to operationalize the
eight “institutional guarantees” that Robert Dahl argued were required for a polyarchy. They assigned val-
ues to 137 countries on a polyarchy scale, based on their assessment of political conditions as of mid-198s.
The results are available in “A Measure of Polyarchy,” paper prepared for the Conference on Measuring De-
mocracy, Hoover Institution, Stanford University, May 2728, 1988; and their “A Scale of Polyarchy,” in Ray-
mond D. Gastil, ed., Freedom in the World: Political Rights and Civil Liberties, 1987-1988 (New York: Free-
dom House, 1990), 101-28. Robert A. Dahl’s seminal discussion of the “institutional guarantees” needed for
polyarchy is found in Dahl, Polyarchy: Participation and Opposition (New Haven: Yale University Press,
1971), 1-16.

The other major effort to operationalize a scale of democracy is the annual Freedom House evaluation
of virtually all the countries of the world. The advisory panel has included in recent years such scholars as
Seymour Martin Lipset, Giovanni Sartori, and Lucian W. Pye. The value they assigned on their scale for
each year from 1978-1987 can be found in Gastil, Freedom in the World, 54—65.

5. We arrive at this conclusion in the following fashion. The annual survey coordinated by Raymond D.
Gastil employs a 7-point scale of the political rights and civil liberties dimensions of democracy. With the
help of a panel of scholars, Gastil, from 1978 to 1987, classified annually 167 countries on this scale. For our
purposes if we call the universe of democracies those countries that from 1978 to 1987 never received a score
of lower than 2 on the Gastil scale for political rights and 3 for civil liberty, we come up with 42 countries.
This is very close to the number of countries that Coppedge and Reinicke classify as “full polyarchies” in
their independent study of the year 198s. Since our interest is in how countries become democracies we will
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typological “starting place,” this typology of regime type cannot tell us much
about the extremely significant range of variation in possible transition paths and
consolidation tasks that we believe in fact exists. Our purpose in the rest of this
chapter is to reformulate the tripartite paradigm of regime type so as to make it
more helpful in the analysis of transition paths and consolidation tasks. We pro-
“to-

»

pose therefore a revised typology, consisting of “democratic,” “authoritarian,”

» «

talitarian,” “post-totalitarian,” and “sultanistic” regimes.

DeEMocCRACY

To start with the democratic type of regime, there are of course significant
variations within democracy. However, we believe that such important categories !
"as “consociational democracy” and “majoritarian democracy” are subtypes of de- |
mocracy and not different regime types.® Democracy as a regime type seems to
{is to Be of sufficient value to be retained and not to need further elaboration at |

this point in the book.

TOTALITARIANISM

We also believe that the concept of a totalitarian regime as an ideal type, with
some close historical approximations, has enduring value. It a regime has elimi-
nated almost all pre-existing political, economic, and social pluralism, has a uni-
fied, articulated, guiding, utopian ideology, has intensive and extensive mobiliza-
tion, and has a leadership that rules, often charismatically, with undefined limits
and great unpredictability and vulnerability for elites and nonelites alike, then it
seems to us that it still makes historical and conceptual sense to call this a regime
with strong totalitarian tendencies.

If we accept the continued conceptual utility of the democratic and totalitar-
ian regime types, the area in which further typological revision is needed con-
cerns the regimes that are clearly neither democratic nor totalitarian. By the early

exclude those 42 countries from our universe of analysis. This would leave us with 125 countries in the uni-
verse we want to explore.

If we then decide to call long-standing “totalitarian” regimes those regimes that received the lowest pos-
sible score on political rights and civil liberties on the Gastil scale for each year in the 1978-1987 period, we
would have a total of nine countries that fall into the totalitarian classification. Thus, if one used the tradi-
tional typology, the Gastil scale would imply that 116 of 125 countries, or 92.8 percent of the universe under
analysis, would have to be placed in the same typological space. See Gastil, Freedom in the World, 54—6s.

6. For discussions of variations within democracy, see Arendt Lijphart, Democracies: Patterns of Ma-
joritarian and Consensus Government in Twenty-one Countries (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1984),
esp. 1-36; Philippe C. Schmitter and Terry Lynn Karl, “What Democracy Is . . . and Is Not,” Journal of De-
mocracy 2, no. 2 (Summer 1991): 75-88; and Juan J. Linz, “Change and Continuity in the Nature of Con-
temporary Democracies,” in Gary Marks and Larry Diamond, eds., Reexamining Democracy (Newbury
Park, N.J.: Sage Publications, 1992), 182-207.

Modern Nondemocratic Regimes 41

1980s, the number of countries that were clearly totalitarian or were attempting
to create such regimes had in fact been declining for some time. As many Soviet-
type regimes began to change after Stalin’s death in 1953, they no longer con-
formed to the totalitarian model, as research showed. This change created con-
ceptual confusion. Some scholars argued that the totalitarian category itself was
wrong. Others wanted to call post-Stalinist regimes authoritarian. Neither of
these approaches seems to us fully satisfactory. Empirically, of course, most of the
Soviet-type systems in the 1980s were not totalitarian. However, the “Soviet type”
regimes, with the exception of Poland (see chap. 12), could not be understood in
their distinctiveness by including them in the category of an authoritarian regime.
The literature on Soviet-type regimes correctly drew attention to regime char-
acteristics that were no longer totalitarian and opened up promising new studies
of policy-making. One of these perspectives was “institutional pluralism.”” How-
ever, in our judgment, to call these post-Stalinist polities pluralistic missed some
extremely important features that could hardly be called pluralistic. Pluralist
democratic theory, especially the “group theory” variant explored by such writers
as Arthur Bentley and David Truman, starts with individuals in civil society who
enter into numerous freely formed interest groups that are relatively autonomous
and often criss-crossing. The many groups in civil society attempt to aggregate
their interests and compete against each other in political society to influence
state policies. However, the “institutional pluralism” that some writers discerned
in the Soviet Union was radically different, in that almost all the pluralistic con-
flict occurred in regime-created organizations within the party-state itself. Con-
ceptually, therefore, this form of competition and conflict is actually closer to
what political theorists call bureaucratic politics than it is to pluralistic politics.®
Rather than forcing these Soviet-type regimes into the existing typology of to-
talitarian, authoritarian, and democratic regimes, we believe we should expand
that typology by explicating a distinctive regime type that we will call post-totali-
tarian.® Methodologically, we believe this category is justified because on each of
the four dimensions of regime type—pluralism, ideology, leadership, and mobi-

7. The strongest advocate of an institutional pluralist perspective for the analysis of Soviet politics was
Jerry E. Hough, especially in his The Soviet Union and Social Science Theory (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard
University Press, 1977).

8. The pioneering critique of the institutional pluralist approach to Soviet politics is Archie Brown,
“Pluralism, Power and the Soviet Political System: A Comparative Perspective,” in Susan Gross Solomon,
ed., Pluralism in the Soviet Union (London: Macmillan, 1983), 61-107. A useful review of the literature, with
attention to authors such as Gordon Skilling, Archie Brown, and Jerry Hough, is found in Gabriel Almond
(with Laura Roselle), “Model-Fitting in Communism Studies,” in his A Discipline Divided: Schools and Sects
in Political Science (Newbury Park, Calif.: Sage Publications, 1990), 157-72.

9. Juan Linz, in his “Totalitarian and Authoritarian Regimes,” in Fred I. Greenstein and Nelson W.
Polsby, eds., Handbook of Political Science (Reading, Mass.: Addison-Wesley Publishing Co.,1975), 3:175-411,
analyzed what he called “post-totalitarian authoritarian regimes,” see 336—50. Here, with our focus on the
available paths to democratic transition and the tasks of democratic consolidation, it seems to both of us
that it is more useful to treat post-totalitarian regimes not as a subtype of authoritarianism, but as an ideal
type in its own right.
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lization—there can be a post-totalitarian ideal type that is different from a totali-
tarian, authoritarian, or democratic ideal type. Later in this chapter we will also re-
articulate the argument for considering sultanism as a separate ideal-type regime.'°

To state our argument in bold terms, we first present a schematic presentation
of how the five ideal-type regimes we propose—democratic, totalitarian, post-
totalitarian, authoritarian, and sultanistic—differ from each other on each one of
the Tour constifuent chATACIETistics of Tegime type (table 3.1). In the following
chapter we make explicit what we believe are the implications of each regime type
for democratic transition paths and the tasks of democratic consolidation.

A AR DS
PosT-TOTALITARIANISM ™
mr:"v‘“'"; ‘

e T B T o T e DI YT

Our task here is to explore how, on each of the four dimensions of regime type,
post-totalitarianism is different from totalitarianism, as well as different from au-
thoritarianism.!! ‘Where appropriate we will also call attention to some under-
theorized characteristics of both totalitarian and post-totalitarian regimes that
produce dynamic pressures for out-of-type change. We do not subscribe to the
view that either type is static.

Post-totalitarianism, as table 3.1 implies, can encompass a continuum varying
from “early post-totalitarianism,” to “frozen post-totalitarianism,” to “mature post-

totalitarianism. Early post-totalitarianism is very close to the totalitarian ideal
type But differs from it on at least one key dimension, normally some constraints
on the leader. There can be frozen post-totalitarianism in which, despite the per-
sistent tolerance of some civil society critics of the regime, almost all the other
control mechanisms of the party-state stay in place for a long period and do not
evolve (e.g., Czechoslovakia, from 1977 to 1989). Or there can be mature post-
totalitarianism in which there has been significant change in all the dimensions
of the post-totalitarian regime except that politically the leading role of the offi-
cial party is still sacrosanct (e.g., Hungary from 1982 to 1988, which eventually
evolved by late 1988 very close to an out-of-type change).
Concerning pluralism, the defining characteristic of totalitarianism is that
ithere is no political, economic, or social pluralism in the polity and that pre-

10. For Juan LinZ’s first discussion of sultanism, see ibid, 259—63. For a more complete discussion of sul-
tanism, see H. E. Chehabi and Juan J. Linz, “Sultanistic Regimes,” paper prepared for a conference on
sultanistic regimes at Harvard University in November 1990. The results of the conference, Yvhich incl_uded
papers on such countries as Iran, the Philippines, the Dominican Republic, and Romania, will be published
in a volume edited by H. E. Chehabi and Juan J. Linz.

11. We believe that readers can readily see for themselves how post-totalitarian regimes are not demo-
cratic regimes, so we will not discuss this point separately. We want to make clear that for our analytic pur-
poses in this book that the term post-totalitarian refers to a type of nondemocratic regime before the tran-
sition to democracy. In this chapter our main concern is with ideal types. However, in chapter 15,
“Post-Communism’s Prehistories,” we provide ample empirical evidence of what a totalitarian or post-
totalitarian (in contrast to an authoritarian) legacy means for each of the five arenas necessary for a con-
solidated democracy that we analyzed in table 1.1 in this book.
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existing sources of pluralism have been uprooted or systematically repressed. In
an authoritarian regime there is some limited political pluralism and often quite
extensive economic and social pluralism. In an authoritarian regime, many of the
manifestations of the limited political pluralism and the more extensive social
and economic pluralism predate the authoritarian regime. How does pluralism in
post-totalitarian regimes contrast with the near absence of pluralism in totalitar-
ian regimes and the limited pluralism of authoritarian regimes?

In mature post-totalitarianism, there is a much more important and complex
play of institutional pluralism within the state than in totalitarianism. Also, in
contrast to totalitarianism, post-totalitarianism normally has a much more sig-
nificant degree of social pluralism, and in mature post-totalitarian there is often
discussion of a “second culture” or a “parallel culture.” Evidence of this is found in
such things as a robust underground samizdat literature with multi-issue journals
of the sort not possible under totalitarianism.!2 This growing pluralism is simul-
taneously a dynamic source of vulnerability for the post-totalitarian regime and
a dynamic source of strength for an emerging democratic opposition. For exam-
ple, this “second culture” can be sufficiently powerful that, even though leaders of
the second culture will frequently be imprisoned, in a mature post-totalitarian
regime opposition leaders can generate substantial followings and create endur-
ing oppositional organizations in civil society. At moments of crisis, therefore,
a mature post-totalitarian regime can have a cadre of a democratic opposition
based in civil society with much greater potential to form a democratic political
opposition than would be available in a totalitarian regime. A mature post-total-
itarian regime can also feature the coexistence of a state-planned economy with
extensive partial market experiments in the state sector that can generate a “red
bourgeoisie” of state sector managers and a growing but subordinate private sec-
tor, especially in agriculture, commerce and services.

However, in a post-totalitarian regime this social and economic pluralism is
different in degree and kind from that found in an authoritarian regime. It is dif-
ferent in degree because there is normally more social and economic pluralism in
an authoritarian regime (in particular there is normally a more autonomous pri-
vate sector, somewhat greater religious freedom, and a greater amount of above-
ground cultural production). The difference in kind is typologically even more
important. In a post-totalitarian society, the historical reference both for the
power holders of the regime and the opposition is the previous totalitarian
regime. By definition, the existence of a previous totalitarian regime means that
most of the pre-existing sources of responsible and organized pluralism have
been eliminated or repressed and a totalitarian order has been established. There
is therefore an active effort at “detotalitarianization” on the part of oppositional

12. For example, in mature post-totalitarian Hungary the most influential samizdat publication, Beszéls,
from 1982 to 1989, was issued as a quarterly with publication runs of 20,000. Information supplied to Al-
fred Stepan by the publisher and editorial board member, Miklés Haraszti, Budapest, August 1994.
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Table 3.1. Major Modern Regime Ideal Types and Their Defining Characteristics

Characteristic  Democracy

Authoritarianism

Totalitarianism

Post-totalitarianism

Sultanism

Pliirali ism ...) Responsible Eolnical

extensive areas of
pluralist autonomy

Tﬂura ism reinforced by

in

economy, society, and

internal life of

organizations. Legally
protected pluralism
consistent with “societal
corporatism” but not
“state corporatism.”

commitment to

Extensive. intellectual

citizenship.and_proceducal

rules of con,tm@mn

Not teleolog|ca| Respect

for Tights of minorities,
state of law, and value

of individualism.

Political system with
lnrm"ﬂ’“b‘f‘r'é'émm
“potitiEar pluralism. ofien
“qiite"exteiitive social

and economic pluralism.
In authoritarian regimes
most of pluralism had
roots in society before
the establishment of the
regime. Often some
space for semiopposition.

Political system without
elaborate an(f quiding
ideology but with
distinctive mentalities.

No significant economic,
social, or political
pluralism. Official party
has de jure and de facto
monopoly of power. Party
has eliminated almost all
pretotalitarian pluralism.
No space for second
economy or parallel
society.

Elaborate and guiding
_ideology That articulates
a reachable utopna
Leaders, individuals, and
groups derive most of
their sense of mission,
legitimation, and often
specific policies from
their commitment to
some holistic conception
of humanity and society.

Limited, but not respongible,.
soc:'a?ff\jm“—'"tmlg“and

al pluralism. Almost
no polmcal pluralism because

party still formally has

monopoly of power. May have,

"E_T,EQBWM but state
still the overwhelming

presence. Most manifestations
of pluralism in “flattened
polity” grew out of tolerated
state structures or dissident
groups consciously formed in
opposition to totalitarian
regime. In mature post-
totalitarianism opposition often
creates “second culture” or
“parallel society.”

Guiding |deology still officially ..
BXists and 1S part cﬁ»the social
reality. But weakened ~ -
commitment to ith in
utopia. Shift of efnphasis from
‘ideology to programmatic
consensus that presumably is
based on rational decision-
making and limited debate
without too much reference to
ideology.

Economic and social pluralism..
does _not.disappear.but is,.
subject to unp(,gglctable and
desponcbmggpgggu on.
or mdlvndual in civil soci
polmcal somety or th
free from sultan’s exe
despotic power. No rule of law.
Low institutionalization..High
fusion of private and public.

-—
Highly, acbitrary. manipulation of
Symbols,, Extreme glarification,

of.tulec. No_elaborate or guiding
ideology or even distinctive
mentalities outside of despotic
personalism. No attempt to
justify major initiatives on the
basis of ideology. Pseudo-
ideology not believed by staff,
subjects, or outside world

Table 3.1. (continued)

Characteristic ~ Democracy

Authoritarianism

Totalitarianism

Post-totalitarianism

Sultanism

=

——
“‘Mobmzanon ;Pammpagl‘un\yg
autunumauslmanarated

parties | of _political society
3, system

guaranteed by

of law. Value is on low
regime mobilization but

high citizen participation.

Diffuse effort by regime

to induce good
citizenship and

patriotism. Toleration of
peaceful and orderly

by fr

opposition.
m,/féﬁ-e"r‘s"mpbp leadership produced
Q g e efections-and:
= miist be exercised Within

constitutional hmlts and

stateof law. Leadership

must be periodically

subjected to and
produced by free
elections.

Political al system \ w:mtlput
extensive or |nten§|ve
polii FcéT mob ‘anon
excep

their development.

Political system. in, which
a leaderor.0ccasionally a
small.group. exercises.
power within farmally ill-
“Geffieg but, actuallyquite
predictable norms. Effort
at cooptation of old elite
groups. Some autonomy
in state careers and in
military.

Extensive mobilizarion;;\\
into a vast array /

f%&’%ﬁﬁ?&_

on acnwsm of cadres and
militants. Effort at
mobilization of
enthusiasm. Private life is
decried.

Totalitarian leadership
rumm’ﬁﬁﬁ‘m

mits. And-Gréat. ungre-
nnnnn S0t MeDReLS
and nonmegggers Often
charismatic. Recruitment
to top leadership highly
dependent on success
and commitment in party
organization.

Progressive loss of interest b
lgﬁq‘gs} and nonle;

eade
n Df amzm mublhzanon

sponsored organizations to
achieve a minimum degree of
conformity and compliance.
Many “cadres” and “militants”
are mere careerists and
opportunists. Boredom,
withdrawal, and ultimately
privatization of population’s
values become an accepted
fact.

Low but occasmnal

manipul 0bl|l}§llog of a
ceremom’aff gy& ercive or
| [en istic gtppxdrs wnhm

permanent, prganlzz;‘uonA
Periodic mobilization of
parastate groups who use
violence against groups
targeted by sultan.

Highly personalistic.and,

Growing emphasis by post-.
tcm%gal,&umm
%m;mny Checks on._top
leadership, vi g
procedures..and.interoal,
democracy.” Top leaders are
seldom charismatic. Recruitment
to top leadership restricted to
official party but less dependent
upon building a career within
party’s organization. Top leaders
can come from party
technocrats in state apparatus.

arbitrary. No rational-legal
constraints, i{gqggmstnc

ten’ﬁ_‘g‘r)gy“No autonomy in state
careers. Le unencumbered

by ideology. Compliance to
leaders based on intense fear
and personal rewards. Staff of
leader drawn from members of
his family, friends, business
associates, or men directly
involved in use of violence to
sustain the regime. Staff's
position derives from their
purely personal submission to
the ruler.

L
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currents in civil society. Much of the emotional and organizational drive of the
opposition in civil society is thus consciously crafted to forge alternatives to the
political, economic, and social structures created by the totalitarian regime, struc-
tures that still play a major role in the post-totalitarian society. Much of the sec-
ond culture therefore is not traditional in form but is found in new movements
that arise out of the totalitarian experience. There can also be a state-led detotal-
itarianization in which the regime itself begins to eliminate some of the most ex-
treme features of the monist experience. Thus, if there is growing “institutional
pluralism,” or a growing respect for procedure and law, or a newly tolerated pri-
vate sector, it should be understood as a kind of pluralism that emerges out of the
previous totalitarian regime.

However, it is typologically and politically important to stress that there are
significant limits to pluralism in post-totalitarian societies. In contrast to an au-
thoritarian regime, there is no limited and relatively autonomous pluralism in the
explicitly political realm. The official party in all post-totalitarian regimes is still
legally accorded the leading role in the polity. The institutional pluralism of a
post-totalitarian regime should not be confused with political pluralism; rather,
institutional pluralism is exercised within the party-state or within the newly tol-
erated second economy or parallel culture. The pluralism of the parallel culture
or the second culture should be seen as a social pluralism that may have political
implications. But we must insist that the party and the regime leaders in post-
totalitarian regimes, unless they experience out-of-type change, accord no legiti-
macy or responsibility to nonofficial political pluralism.!3 Even the formal plu-
ralism of satellite parties becomes politically relevant only in the final stages of the
regime after the transition is in progress.

When we turn to the dimension of leadership, we also see central tendencies
that distinguish totalitarian from authoritarian leadership. Totalitarian leader-
ship is unconstrained by laws and procedures and is often charismatic. The
leadership can come from the revolutionary party or movement, but members
of this core are as vulnerable to the sharp policy and ideological changes enun-
ciated by the leader (even more so in terms of the possibility of losing their
lives) as the rest of the population.!* By contrast, in the Linzian scheme, au-
thoritarian leadership is characterized by a political system in which a leader or
occasionally a small group exercises power within formally ill-defined but ac-
tually quite predictable norms. There are often extensive efforts to co-opt old
elite groups into leadership roles, and there is some autonomy in state careers
and in the military.

13. Hungary in 1988-89 represents a mature post-totalitarian regime which, by engaging in extensive
detotalitarianization and by increasingly recognizing the legitimacy of other parties, had experienced sig-
nificant out-of-type changes even before the Communist Party lost power. See chapter 17.

14. For example, under Stalin, of the nine members of the Politburo in 1930, five had disappeared or
been shot by 1937. See George K. Schueller, The Politburo (Stanford: Stanford University Press, 1951), 5-6.
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As in a totalitarian regime, post-totalitarian leadership is still exclusively re-
stricted to the revolutionary party or movement. However, in contrast to a total-
itarian regime, post-totalitarian leaders tend to be more bureaucratic and state
technocratic than charismatic. The central core of a post-totalitarian regime nor-
mally strives successfully to enhance its security and lessen its fear by reducing the
range of arbitrary discretion allowed to the top leadership.

In contrast to those who say that the totalitarian regime concept is static, we
believe that, when an opportunity presents itself (such as the death of the maxi-
mum leader), the top elite’s desire to reduce the future leader’s absolute discretion
is predictably a dynamic source of pressure for out-of-type regime change from
totalitarianism to post-totalitarianism. The post-totalitarian leadership is thus
typologically closer in this respect to authoritarian leadership, in that the leader
rules within unspecified but in reality reasonably predictable limits. However, the
leadership in these two regime types still differs fundamentally. Post-totalitarian
leadership is exclusively recruited from party members who develop their careers
in the party organization itself, the bureaucracy, or the technocratic apparatus of
the state. They all are thus recruited from the structures created by the regime. In
sharp contrast, in most authoritarian regimes, the norm is for the regime to co-opt
much of the leadership from groups that have some power, presence, and legiti-
macy that does not derive directly from the regime itself. Indeed, the authoritarian
regime has often been captured by powerful fragments of the pre-existing society.
In some authoritarian regimes, even access to top positions can be established not
by political loyalties as much as by some degree of professional and technical ex-
pertise and some degree of competition through examinations that are open to
the society as a whole. In mature post-totalitarian regimes, technical competence
becomes increasingly important, but we should remember that the original access
to professional training was controlled by political criteria. Also, the competences
that are accepted or recognized in post-totalitarian systems are technical or man-
agerial but do not include skills developed in a broader range of fields such as the
law, religious organizations, or independent business or labor.

The limited party-bureaucratic-technocratic pluralism under post-totalitari-
anism does not give the regime the flexibility for change within the regime that
co-optation of nonregime elites can give to many authoritarian regimes. The de-
sire to resist the personalized leadership of the First Secretary—ideologue can be a
source of change from totalitarian to post-totalitarian, but it can also lead even-
tually to the oligarchic leadership of aging men supported by the nomenklatura.
Attempts at rejuvenation at the top by including or co-opting new men and
women from the outside are normally very limited. In extreme cases (i.e., the
GDR and post-1968 Czechoslovakia), frozen post-totalitarianism shows geriatric
tendencies. Under crisis circumstances, the inability to renovate leadership, not so
paradoxically, is a potential source of dynamic change in that a frozen post-total-
itarian regime, with its old and narrow leadership base, has a very limited capac-
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ity to negotiate. Such a leadership structure, if it is not able to repress opponents
in a crisis, is particularly vulnerable to collapse. One of the reasons why midlevel
cadres in the once all-powerful coercive apparatus might, in time of crisis, let the
regime collapse rather than fire upon the democratic opposition has to do with
the role of ideology in post-totalitarianism.

The contrast between the role of ideology in a totalitarian system and in a post-
totalitarian system is sharp, but it is more one of behavior and belief than one of
official canon. In the area of ideology, the dynamic potential for change from a to-
talitarian to a post-totalitarian regime, both on the part of the cadres and on the
part of the society, is the growing empirical disjunction between official ideolog-
ical claims and reality. This disjunction produces lessened ideological commit-
ment on the part of the cadres and growing criticism of the regime by groups in
civil society. In fact, many of the new critics in civil society emerge out of the
ranks of former true believers, who argue that the regime does not—or, worse,
cannot—advance its own goals. The pressures created by this tension between
doctrine and reality often contributes to an out-of-type shift from a totalitarian
regime effort to mobilize enthusiasm to a post-totalitarian effort to maintain ac-
quiescence. In the post-totalitarian phase, the elaborate and guiding ideology cre-
ated under the totalitarian regime still exists as the official state canon, but among
many leaders there is a weakened commitment to and faith in utopia. Among
much of the population, the official canon is seen as an obligatory ritual, and
among groups in the “parallel society” or “second culture,” there is constant ref-
erence to the first culture as a “living lie.”!5 This is another source of weakness, of
the “hollowing out” of the post-totalitarian regime’s apparent strength.

The role of ideology in a post-totalitarian regime is thus diminished from its
role under totalitarianism, but it is still quite different from the role of ideology
in an authoritarian regime. Most authoritarian regimes have diffuse nondemo-
cratic mentalities, but they do not have highly articulated ideologies concerning
the leading role of the party, interest groups, religion, and many other aspects of
civil society, political society, the economy, and the state that still exist in a
regime we would call post-totalitarian. Therefore, a fundamental contrast be-
tween a post-totalitarian and authoritarian regime is that in a post-totalitarian
regime there is an important ideological legacy that cannot be ignored and that
cannot be questioned officially. The state-sanctioned ideology has a social pres-
encein the organizational life of the post-totalitarian polity. Whether it expresses
itself in the extensive array of state-sponsored organizations or in the domain of
incipient but still officially controlled organizations, ideology is part of the so-
cial reality of a post-totalitarian regime to a greater degree than in most author-
itarian regimes.

"

15. Extensive discussions and references about “parallel society,” “second culture,” and the “living lie” are
found in our chapter on post-totalitarianism in Hungary and Czechoslovakia {chap. 17).
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The relative de-ideologization of post-totalitarian regimes and the weakening
of the belief in utopia as a foundation of legitimacy mean that, as in many au-
thoritarian regimes, there is a growing effort in a post-totalitarian polity to legit-
imate the regime on the basis of performance criteria. The gap between the orig-
inal utopian elements of the ideology and the increasing legitimation efforts on
the basis of efficacy, particularly when the latter fails, is one of the sources of
weakness in post-totalitarian regimes. Since democracies base their claim to obe-
dience on the procedural foundations of democratic citizenship, as well as per-
formance, they have a layer of insulation against weak performance not available
to most post-totalitarian or authoritarian regimes. The weakening of utopian ide-
ology that is a characteristic of post-totalitarianism thus opens up a new dynamic
of regime vulnerabilities—or, from the perspective of democratic transition, new
opportunities—that can be exploited by the democratic opposition. For example,
the discrepancy between the constant reiteration of the importance of ideology
and the ideology’s growing irrelevance to policymaking or, worse, its transparent
contradiction with social reality contribute to undermining the commitment and
faith of the middle and lower cadres in the regime. Such a situation can help con-
tribute to the rapid collapse of the regime if midlevel functionaries of the coercive
apparatus have grave doubts about their right to shoot citizens who are protest-
ing against the regime and its ideology, as we shall see when we discuss events in
1989 in East Germany and Czechoslovakia.!s

The final typological difference we need to explore concerns mobilization.
Most authoritarian regimes never develop complex, all-inclusive networks of as-
sociation whose purpose is the mobilization of the population. They may have
brief periods of intensive mobilization, but these are normally less intensive than
in a totalitarian regime and less extensive than in a post-totalitarian regime. In to-
talitarian regimes, however, there is extensive and intensive mobilization of so-
ciety into a vast array of regime-created organizations and activities. Because
utopian goals are intrinsic to the regime, there is a great effort to mobilize enthu-
siasm to activate cadres, and most leaders emerge out of these cadres. In the to-
talitarian system, “privatized” bourgeois individuals at home with their family
and friends and enjoying life in the small circle of their own choosing are decried.

In post-totalitarian regimes, the extensive array of institutions of regime-
created mobilization vehicles still dominate associational life. However, they have
lost their intensity. Membership is still generalized and obligatory but tends to
generate more boredom than enthusiasm. State-technocratic employment is an
alternative to cadre activism as a successful career path, as long as there is “cor-
rect” participation in official organizations. Instead of the mobilization of enthu-

16. Daniel V. Friedheim is conducting major research on the question of collapse in such trozen post-
totalitarian regimes. See Friedheim, “Regime Collapse in the Peaceful East German Revolution: The Role
of Middle-Level Officials,” German Politics (April 1993): 97—112, and his forthcoming Yale University doc-
toral dissertation in which he discusses East Germany.
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siasm that can be so functional in a totalitarian regime, the networks of ritualized
mobilization in a post-totalitarian regime can produce a “cost” of time away from
technocratic tasks for professionals and a cost of boredom and flight into private
life by many other people. When there is no structural crisis and especially when
there is no perception of an available alternative, such privatization is not neces-
sarily a problem for a post-totalitarian regime. Thus, Kadar’s famous saying,
“Those who are not against us are for us,” is a saying that is conceivable only in a
post-totalitarian regime, not in a totalitarian one. However, if the performance of
a post-totalitarian as opposed to a totalitarian regime is so poor that the personal
rewards of private life are eroded, then privatization and apathy may contribute
to a new dynamic—especially if alternatives are seen as possible—of crises of
“exit,” “voice,” and “loyalty.”17

Let us conclude our discussion of post-totalitarianism with a summary of its
political and ideological weaknesses. We do this to help enrich the discussion of
why these regimes collapsed so rapidly once they entered into prolonged stagna-
tion and the USSR withdrew its extensive coercive support. Indeed in chapter 17,
“Varieties of Post-totalitarian Regimes,” we develop a theoretical and empirical
argument about why frozen post-totalitarian regimes are more vulnerable to col-
lapse than are authoritarian or totalitarian regimes.

Totalitarianism, democracy, and even many authoritarian regimes begin with
“genetic” legitimacy among their core supporters, given the historical circum-
stances that led to the establishment of these regimes. By contrast, post-totalitari-
anism regimes do not have such a founding genetic legitimacy because they emerge
out of the routinization, decay, or elite fears of the totalitarian regime. Post-total-
itarian regimes, because of coercive resources they inherit and the related weak-
nesses of organized opposition, can give the appearance of as much or more sta-
bility than authoritarian regimes; if external support is withdrawn, however, their
inner loss of purpose and commitment make them vulnerable to collapse.

Post-totalitarian politics was a result in part of the moving away from Stalin-
ism, but also of social changes in Communist societies. Post-totalitarian regimes
did away with the worst aspects of repression but at the same time maintained
most mechanisms of control. Although less bloody than under Stalinism, the
presence of security services—like the Stasi in the GDR—sometimes became
more pervasive. Post-totalitarianism could have led to moderate reforms in the
economy, like those discussed at the time of the Prague Spring, but the Brezhnev
restoration stopped dynamic adaptation in the USSR and in most other Soviet-
type systems, except for Hungary and Poland.

17. The reference, of course, is to Albert Hirschman, Exit, Voice and Loyalty (Cambridge: Harvard Uni-
versity Press, 1970), 59. For a fascinating discussion of this dynamic in relation to the collapse of the GDR,
see Hirschman, “Exit, Voice and the Fate of the German Democratic Republic: An Essay on Conceptual His-
tory,” World Politics 41 (January 1993): 173—202. We discuss the Kadar quote in greater detail in the chapter
on varieties of post-totalitarianism (chap. 17).
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Post-totalitarianism had probably less legitimacy for the ruling elites and
above all the middle-level cadres than had a more totalitarian system. The loss of
the utopian component of the ideology and the greater reliance on performance
(which after some initial success did not continue) left the regimes vulnerable and
ultimately made the use of massive repression less justifiable. Passive compliance
and careerism opened the door to withdrawal into private life, weakening the
regime so that the opposition could ultimately force it to negotiate or to collapse
when it could not rely on coercion.

The weakness of post-totalitarian regimes has not yet been fully analyzed and
explained but probably can be understood only by keeping in mind the enormous
hopes and energies initially associated with Marxism-Leninism that in the past
explained the emergence of totalitarianism and its appeal.'8 Many distinguished
and influential Western intellectuals admired or excused Leninism and in the
1930s even Stalinism, but few Western intellectuals on the left could muster enthu-
siasm for post-totalitarianism in the USSR or even for perestroika and glasnost.

As we shall see in part 4, the emergence and evolution of post-totalitarianism can
be the result of three distinct but often interconnected processes: (1) deliberate poli-
cies of the rulers to soften or reform the totalitarian system (detotalitarianism by
choice), (2) the internal “hollowing out” of the totalitarian regimes’ structures and
an internal erosion of the cadres’ ideological belief in the system (detotalitarianism
by decay), and (3) the creation of social, cultural, and even economic spaces that re-
sist or escape totalitarian control (detotalitarianism by societal conquest).

“SULTANISM”

A large group of polities, such as Haiti under the Duvaliers, the Dominican
Republic under Trujillo, the Central African Republic under Bokassa, the Philip-
pines under Marcos, Iran under the Shah, Romania under Ceausescu, and North
Korea under Kim Il Sung, have had strong tendencies toward an extreme form of
patrimonialism that Weber called sultanism. For Weber,

patrimonialism and, in the extreme case, sultanism tend to arise whenever traditional domina-
tion develops an administration and a military force which are purely personal instruments of
the master. ... Where domination .. . operates primarily on the basis of discretion, it will be
called sultanism . .. The non-traditional element is not, however, rationalized in impersonal

terms, but consists only in the extreme development of the ruler’s discretion. It is this which
distinguishes it from every form of rational authority.19

18. On the ideqlogical and m<?ral attractiveness of revolutionary Marxist-Leninism as a total system and
the “vacuum” left in the wake of its collapse, see Ernest Gellner, “Homeland of the Unrevolution,” Daedalus
(Summer 1993): 141-54.

19 Max Weber, Ec(.mum_y and 5(>§i_ety: An Outline of Interpretive Sociology, ed. Guenther Roth and Claus
Wittich (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1978), 1:231, 232. Italics in the original.
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Weber did not intend the word sultanism to imply religious claims to obedi-
ence. In fact, under Ottoman rule, the ruler held two distinct offices and titles,
that of sultan and that of caliph. Initially, the Ottoman ruler was a sultan, and only
after the conquest of Damascus did he assume the title of caliph, which entailed
religious authority. After the defeat of Turkey in World War I and the proclama-
tion of the republic, the former ruler lost his title of sultan but retained his reli-
gious title of caliph until Atatiirk eventually forced him to relinquish even that
title. Our point is that the secular and religious dimensions of his authority were
conceptually and historically distinguished. Furthermore, the term sultan should
not be analytically bound to the Middle East. Just as there are mandarins in New
Delhi and Paris as well as in Peking and there is a macho style of politics in the
Pentagon as well as in Buenos Aires, there are sultanistic rulers in Africa and the
Caribbean as well as in the Middle East. What we do want the term sultanism to
connote is a generic style of domination and regime rulership that is, as Weber
says, an extreme form of patrimonialism. In sultanism, the private and the public
are fused, there is a strong tendency toward familial power and dynastic succes-
sion, there is no distinction between a state career and personal service to the
ruler, there is a lack of rationalized impersonal ideology, economic success de-
pends on a personal relationship to the ruler, and, most of all, the ruler acts only
according to his own unchecked discretion, with no larger, impersonal goals.

Table 3.1 gives substantial details on what a sultanistic type is in relation to plu-
ralism, ideology, mobilization, and leadership. In this section we attempt to high-
light differences between sultanism, totalitarianism, and authoritarianism be-
cause, while we believe they are distinct ideal types, in any concrete case a specific
polity could have a mix of some sultanistic and some authoritarian tendencies (a
combination that might open up a variety of transition options) or a mix of sul-
tanistic and totalitarian tendencies (a combination that would tend to eliminate
numerous transition options).

In his long essay, “Totalitarian and Authoritarian Regimes,” Juan Linz discussed
the special features that make sultanism a distinctive type of nondemocratic
regime.20 Since the sultanistic regime type has not been widely accepted in the lit-
erature, we believe it will be useful for us to highlight systematically its distinctive
qualities so as to make more clear the implications of this type of regime for the
patterns of democratic resistance and the problems of democratic consolidation.

In sultanism, there is a high fusion by the ruler of the private and the public.
The sultanistic polity becomes the personal domain of the sultan. In this domain
there is no rule of law and there is low institutionalization. In sultanism there may
be extensive social and economic pluralism, but almost never political pluralism,
because political power is so directly related to the ruler’s person. However, the
essential reality in a sultanistic regime is that all individuals, groups, and institu-

20. Linz, “Totalitarian and Authoritarian Regimes,” 259-63.
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tions are permanently subject to the unpredictable and despotic intervention of
the sultan, and thus all pluralism is precarious.

In authoritarianism there may or may not be a rule of law, space for a semi-
opposition, or space for regime moderates who might establish links with oppo-
sition moderates, and there are normally extensive social and economic activities
that function within a secure framework of relative autonomy. Under sultanism,
however, there is no rule of law, no space for a semiopposition, no space for re-
gime moderates who might negotiate with democratic moderates, and no sphere
of the economy or civil society that is not subject to the despotic exercise of the
sultan’s will. As we demonstrate in the next chapter, this critical difference be-
tween pluralism in authoritarian and sultanistic regimes has immense implica-
tions for the types of transition that are available in an authoritarian regime but
unavailable in a sultanistic regime.

There is also a sharp contrast in the function and consequences of ideology
between totalitarian and sultanistic regimes. In a totalitarian regime not only is
there an elaborate and guiding ideology, but ideology has the function of legitimat-
ing the regime, and rulers are often somewhat constrained by their own value sys-
tem and ideology. They or their followers, or both, believe in that ideology as a point
of reference and justification for their actions. In contrast, a sultanistic ruler char-
acteristically has no elaborate and guiding ideology. There may be highly personal-
istic statements with pretensions of being an ideology, often named after the sultan,
but this ideology is elaborated after the ruler has assumed power, is subject to ex-
treme manipulation, and, most importantly, is not believed to be constraining on
the ruler and is relevant only as long as he practices it. Thus, there could be ques-
tions raised as to whether Stalin’s practices and statements were consistent with
Marxism-Leninism, but there would be no reason for anyone to debate whether
Trujillo’s statements were consistent with Trujilloism. The contrast between au-
thoritarian and sultanistic regimes is less stark over ideology; however, the distinc-
tive mentalities that are a part of most authoritarian alliances are normally more
constraining on rulers than is the sultan’s idiosyncratic and personal ideology.

The extensive and intensive mobilization that is a feature of totalitarianism is
seldom found in a sultanistic regime because of its low degree of institutionaliza-
tion and its low commitment to an overarching ideology. The low degree of or-
ganization means that any mobilization that does occur is uneven and sporadic.
Probably the biggest difference between sultanistic mobilization and authoritar-
ian mobilization is the tendency within sultanism (most dramatic in the case of
the Duvalier’s Tonton Macoutes in Haiti) to use para-state groups linked to the
sultan to wield violence and terror against anyone who opposes the ruler’s will.
These para-state groups are not modern bureaucracies with generalized norms
and procedures; rather, they are direct extensions of the sultan’s will. They have
no significant institutional autonomy. As Weber stressed, they are purely “personal
instruments of the master.”
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Finally, how does leadership differ in sultanism, totalitarianism, and authori-
tarianism? The essence of sultanism is unrestrained personal rulership. This per-
sonal rulership is, as we have seen, unconstrained by ideology, rational-legal
norms, or any balance of power. “Support is based not on a coincidence of inter-
est between preexisting privileged social groups and the ruler but on interests cre-
ated by his rule, rewards he offers for loyalty, and the fear of his vengeance.”2!

In one key respect leadership under sultanism and totalitarianism is similar.

In both regimes the leader rules with undefined limits on his power and there is
great unpredictability for elites and nonelites alike. In this respect, a Stalin and a
Somoza are alike. However, there are important differences. The elaborate ideol-
ogy, with its sense of nonpersonal and public mission, is meant to play an impor-
tant legitimating function in totalitarian regimes. The ideological pronounce-
ments of a totalitarian leader are taken seriously not only by his followers and
cadres, but also by the society and intellectuals, including—in the cases of Lenin-
ism, Stalinism, and Marxism (and even fascism)—by intellectuals outside the
state in which the leader exercises control. This places a degree of organizational,
social, and ideological constraint on totalitarian leadership that is not present in
sultanistic leadership. Most importantly, the intense degree to which rulership is
personal in sultanism makes the dynastic dimension of rulership normatively ac-
ceptable and empirically common, whereas the public claims of totalitarianism
make dynastic ambition, if not unprecedented, at least aberrant.

The leadership dimension shows an even stronger contrast between authoritar-
fanism and sultanism. As Linz stated in his discussion of authoritarianism, leader-
ship is exercised in an authoritarian regime “with formally ill-defined but actually
quite predictable” norms.22 In most authoritarian regimes some bureaucratic enti-
ties play an important part. These bureaucratic entities often retain or generate their
own norms, which imply that there are procedural and normative limits on what
leaders can ask them to do in their capacity as, for example, military officers, judges,
tax officials, or police officers. However, a sultanistic leader simply “demands un-
conditional administrative compliance, for the official’s loyalty to his office is not an
impersonal commitment to impersonal tasks that define the extent and content of
his office, but rather a servant’s loyalty based on a strictly personal relationship to
the ruler and an obligation that in principle permits no limitation."2?

We have now spelled out the central tendencies of five ideal-type regimes in the
modern world, four of which are nondemocratic. We are ready for the next step,
which is to explore why and how the type of prior nondemocratic regime has an
important effect on the democratic transition paths available and the tasks to be
addressed before democracy can be consolidated.

21. Ibid., 260.
22. Ibid., 255.
23. Ibid., 260.

The Implications of Prior
Regime Type for Transition Paths
and Consolidation Tasks

Having anavyzep the necessary conditions for a consolidated democ-
racy and then spelled out the key differences among the four ideal-typical non-
democratic regimes, it should be clear that the characteristics of the previous
nondemocratic regime have profound implications for the transition paths avail-
able and the tasks different countries face when they begin their struggles to de-
velop consolidated democracies. Within the logic of our ideal types, it is conceiv-
able that a particular authoritarian regime in its late stages might have a robust
civil society, a legal culture supportive of constitutionalism and rule of law, a us-
able state bureaucracy that operates within professional norms, and a reasonably
well-institutionalized economic society. For such a polity, the first and only nec-
essary item on the initial democratization agenda would relate to political soci-
ety—that is, the creation of the autonomy, authority, power, and legitimacy of
democratic institutions. We argue in chapter 6 that Spain, in the early 1970s, ap-
proximated this position. However, if the starting point were from a totalitarian
regime of the communist subtype, democratic consolidation would entail the
task of simultaneously crafting not only political society and economic society,
but also every single arena of a democracy as well. The full implications of these
arguments are spelled out in a more systematic and detailed manner in tables 4.2
and 4.3, but here let us first depict the argument in its most stark form, table 4.1.

The analytic utility of distinguishing between post-totalitarian and totalitarian
regimes should now be clear. As table 4.1 demonstrates, it is concelivable that a
post-totalitarian regime could begin a transition to democracy with a combina-
tion of low-medium or medium scores on each condition necessary for a consol-
idated democracy except for the autonomy of political society. Hungary in early
and mid-1989 came closest to approximating this position. While the tasks facing
democrats starting from a mature post-totalitarian regime are challenging, they
are substantially less than those facing democrats starting from a totalitarian
regime. However, it should also be clear that, precisely because post-
totalitarian regimes have a prior totalitarian period, there will be legacies to over-
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prospects — and about whether non-democratic rule is becoming
extinct. At least the twenty-first century seems unlikely to experi-
ence sufficiently ‘hard times’ to trigger a new wave of ‘tradi-
tional” forms of dictatorship. Military rule may be a possibility in
countries that are faced with worst-case scenarios, but it is more
likely that there will be (1) camouflaged or disguised dictator-
ships that claim to be ‘democratic’ and (2) an acceptance of a
flawed form of democracy as being ‘good enough’, even if it is
really no more than semidemocracy. However, semidemocracy is
better studied as a flawed form of democracy than as a non-
democratic regime, and it is still too early to discern why and
how non-democratic rule may continue to survive and evolve in
the twenty-first century.

In any case, whatever the future may hold, there are several
good reasons for studying the non-democratic regimes of the
past and present. One reason is simply that the global wave of
democratization lost momentum in the early 1990s and left some
important non-democratic regimes in place. They stll govern a
significant proportion of the world’s population, with the
Chinese communist regime alone ruling a quarter of humanity,
and they are still a source of international tension or concern,
such as oil-rich Iran and Saudi Arabia. Secondly, non-democratic
regimes have played a very influential role in the history of gov-
ernment and politics. Non-democratic government, whether by
elders, chiefs, monarchs, aristocrats, empires, military regimes or
one-party states, has been the norm for most of human history.
As late as the 1970s non-democratic government was more
common than democracy, and for a large part of the twentieth
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century first fascism and then communism seemed to have
replaced democracy as the ‘wave of the future’. Thirdly, the
study of non-democratic regimes highlights the moral ambigui-
ties and contrasts involved in government and politics. Such dic-
tators as Hitler, Stalin, Mao and Pol Pot have become notorious
for the millions of deaths that they have caused, but, at the other
extreme, non-democratic regimes have also produced leaders
who are still regarded by large numbers of people in their coun-
tries and around the world as being morally exemplary, coura-
geous heroes, founding fathers, patriotic statesmen, progressive
politicians or tragic martyrs.

Fourthly, it is important to be aware of the ditferences in not
only the personal behaviour of different rulers but also the struc-
tural behaviour of different types of non-democratic regime. For
example, there are major behavioural differences between dicta-
torship by the military and by a political party. Unlike their
popular image, military dictatorships have been more unstable
than their civilian counterparts. Countercoups by soldiers dis-
contented with the existing military government have been so
frequent that attempted coups are actually twice as common in
military regimes as in civilian regimes (Nordlinger, 1977: 140). A
more important form of instability is the frequency with which
the military peacefully relinquishes power to civilians and
‘return[s] to the barracks’ — in fact the average life of military
regimes is only about five years (:bid.: 139). In turn, this is often
because the military had quite limited and short-term political
goals when it seized power and therefore had always intended to
retain power for only a few years (ibid.: 142-3). In the many
cases where the military has such limited goals, its seizure of
power may have little effect upon the lives of ordinary citizens,
in the sense of those who are not involved in politics and are not
viewed as enemies by the new regime.

The same could not be said of the onset ot some party dictator-
ships, such as the Nazis® takeover of Germany or the commu-
nists’ takeover of Eastern Europe after the Second World War.
Towards the end of that war, a group of elderly workers in Nazi
Germany was heard to remark ‘that they had little concern for
the future: that they had had to work hard under the [monar-
chical| Kaiser, in the [democratic] Weimar Republic, and in the
[Nazi] Third Reich, and had probably no more and no less to
expect from [communist] Bolshevism than hard work and low
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wages’ (Kershaw, 1983: 314). But many of their fellow citizens
had more reason to fear the coming of communist dictatorship.
Peasant farmers and small-businessmen, as well as wealthy
landowners and industrialists, were likely to lose their land or
businesses through communist collectivization of agriculture and
expropriation of the private sector. More importantly, the small
Jewish minority of their fellow citizens had already suffered
greatly from the Nazi dictatorship, with many having lost their
lives as well as their livelihood.

Finally, the study of non-democratic regimes offers a compara-
tive perspective on democracy. Comparisons between non-demo-
cratic and democratic regimes can be made across a wide range
of areas, such as state-building, consolidation of new regimes,
government policies and performance, policy-making and even
style of government. Furthermore, all democracies have emerged
from a background of non-democratic rule, whether by a local
regime or by a foreign power, and have inherited some features
from this non-democratic past. Indeed, the tendency for these
non-democratic legacies and other factors to distort transitions
to democracy has focused attention on the need to define or
assess democracy in a way that readily distinguishes between (a)
the flawed democracy of (transitional or more permanent) semi-
democracy and (b) the distinctive absence of democracy in non-
democratic regimes, even when they use a sophisticated disguise
of multiparty democracy.

On the other hand, if the non-democratic regimes have nothing
more in common than not being democracies (or semidemocra-
cies), they can hardly be studied as an intellectually coherent cat-
egory of regimes. If economists were asked to study ‘non-market’
economies, they would point out in some bewilderment or
amusement that this covered (a) primitive economies that had
not yet developed market mechanisms; (b) communist state-
owned/planned economies that had rejected the use of market
mechanisms in favour of central planning; and (c) capitalist
economies that espoused market mechanisms, but in reality were
characterized by monopolies, cartels and other anti-competitive
practices. However, political science is a less rigorous discipline
and is quite happy to throw in together (a) ruling monarchies,
(b) communist party dictatorships and (c) democratically dis-
guised dictatorships as a single area of study and expertise. It
also long ago developed methods for giving coherence to a col-
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lection of different types of regime, such as employing a histor-
ical perspective and utilizing the term ‘modernization’.

Modernizing to survive: the three phases of
modernization

[t has long been the conventional wisdom that non-democratic
rule has become a political anachronism. In particular, it now
seems hard to believe that hereditary monarchy could have ever
been accepted as a legitimate way of governing and not have
provoked constant bouts of armed rebellion, such as that of the
American colonists against King George III, against the very
notion that political power can be inherited like a piece of family
property. But the anachronistic nature of non-democratic rule
does not mean that it is doomed to extinction. Political anachro-
nisms can continue to survive through continual modernization,
whether they be non-democratic rule, hereditary monarchy, or
even armed rebellion.

In the case of non-democratic rule there have been three phases
of modernization. The first phase began some two hundred years
ago with Napoleon Bonaparte’s use of plebiscites (referendums)
to legitimize his military dictatorship and eventual assumption of
the title of Emperor. A military commander’s seizure of power
was nothing new in world history. The Imperial throne of the
ancient Roman Empire had often been fought over by military
commanders, and the monarchical title of Emperor is derived
from the Latin imperator (commander). But Bonaparte had put
forward a new answer to the problem of how to legitimize a mil-
itary seizure of power; he had hypocritically adopted the ‘will of
the people’ principle espoused by the democratic ideology of the
American and French revolutions. He had also claimed that his
coup was aimed at rectifying the weaknesses of the Directory
regime set up after the French revolution, and here, too, he was
pioneering what would become a traditional justification for rm!—
itary coups. Its more authoritarian form would describe the mili-
tary intervention in such terms as an ‘iron surgeon’ having to
remove the gangrened or cancerous corruption afflicting the
body politic (Ben-Ami, 1983: 58); its more liberal form would
emphasize the intent to introduce democracy or a ‘better” democ-
racy. Such ‘democratic’ justifications were used by the many mil-
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itary dictators in nineteenth-century Latin America (Rouquié,
1987: 32-3), and by the most common form of non-democratic
regime in the twentieth century - rule by the military or its
leader.

The second phase of modernization was similar to the first in
paying homage to democracy and involving rule by an organiza-
tion or its leader. But the regime included a new form of organi-
zation - a political party — and added an ideology to become the
distinctively twentieth-century form of non-democratic rule, the
ideological one-party state, which politically and militarily
rivalled democracy for much of that century. First came the
communist dictatorship that emerged from the October 1917
revolution in Russia (renamed the ‘Soviet Union’). Its Marxist-
Leninist ideology espoused not only socialism but also ‘leader-
ship” by the Communist Party over state and society. During the
1920s-30s, though, communism was overshadowed by the emer-
gence of fascist dictatorships — Mussolini’s Fascist regime and
Hitler’s Nazi regime — whose nationalist/racist ideology espoused
personal dictatorship by the party leader over state and society.

The second-phase modernized dictatorships continued to pay
homage to (their interpretation of) democracy and went through
the motions of plebiscitary (one-party) elections to (powerless)
parliaments. But they declared that the old, multiparty competi-
tive form of democracy was outmoded and had been replaced by
their new, communist or fascist form in which the popular will
was embodied or led by the communist party or the fascist
leader. Thus the regimes of this second phase of modernization
had turned the tables on democracy by arguing that it was the
anachronistic political system and that they were the wave of the
future.

What is more, this open political rivalry was accompanied by a
military rivalry that in the fascist case soon became open warfare
—and seemed briefly to be very successful warfare. By the middle
of 1940 Nazi Germany seemed set to conquer or control the
whole of Europe and to lead its Axis alliance to world domina-
tion. At that time US policy makers found ‘it was not too diffi-
cult to envision a future in which the United States . . . holding
on to a political system that seemed ineffective and anachro-
nistic, would find itself, at best, a single island in a hostile sea; at
worst, it would battle alone against an Axis invasion of the
American hemisphere’ (Christman, 1992: 246).
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Although the Second World War instead led to the destruction
of the fascist regimes, it also led on to a huge expansion in the
number of communist dictatorships. By the end of the 1940s
they had been established throughout Eastern Europe and in
China and North Korea. The only major additions to the ranks
of communist regimes in the 1950s-60s were North Vietnam
and Cuba, but Africa was producing many examples of a new
type of ideological party dictatorship that became known as the
‘African one-party state’. It is true that the 1960s-70s spread of
military dictatorships through the Third World destroyed the
majority of these African one-party states as well as many newly
established democracies in Africa, Asia and Latin America — so
that the Third World came to be dominated by the military
rather than party type of dictatorship. However, these military
regimes were in many cases a second-phase form of military dic-
tatorship that boasted an ideology and official party, such as
Nasser’s Arab Socialism and ASU in Egypt or Ne Win’s Burmese
Socialism and BSPP in Burma (Myanmar). In any case, the key
point is that by the 1970s the countries of the Third World were
predominantly under non-democratic rule and in combination
with the Second World of communist dictatorships had relegated
democracy to being, if not an outmoded, then a somewhat
unusual form of rule.

Burt already in the 1970s a wave of democratization was begin-
ning to build that would sweep away in the 1980s-90s most mil-
itary and party dictatorships, including the Soviet Union
superpower, only a few years after these first-phase and second-
phase modernized non-democratic regimes had reached their
numerical peak. However, this global wave of democratization
also seems to have instigated a third phase of modernization,
which involves abandoning ideology and one-partyism in favour
of disguising dictatorship as a multiparty democracy. (In fact the
liberal Mexican revolutionary dictatorship had pioneered the dis-
guised-dictatorship approach in the early twentieth century and
had lasted longer than the Soviet Union’s pioneering communist
ideological one-party state.) It seemed that the long-term future
of non-democratic rule, including any hope of reviving its global
prominence, lay in avoiding open rivalry with democracy and
adopting an ‘if you can’t beat them, (appear) to join them’
approach. And there was good reason for existing or potential
dictatorships to believe that the worst of global democratization
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was over and that they could make a successful adaptation to the
new age of democracy.

Problems of democratization

In recent years there has been some disillusionment with the
1970s-90s wave of democratization for failing to ‘finish the
job’. For not only have some of the old non-democratic regimes

~continued to survive, but also too many of the transitions from

non-democratic rule have yet to produce a true democracy —
and indeed have sometimes slid back into some form of
dictatorship.

The failure of the 1970s-90s wave of democratization to
remove all non-democratic regimes could be readily explained by
pointing to the zoological analogy of reptiles surviving into the
age of mammals. Nonetheless, it is surprising that these old non-
democratic regimes have continued to survive so successfully.
For example, Brooker’s (1997) book on dictatorships that were
continuing to survive ‘in a democratic age’ focused on four com-
munist regimes (China, Vietnam, North Korea and Cuba) and on
four Middle Eastern dictatorships (Libya, Syria, Iraq and Iran).
Ten years later the only one of these eight dictatorships that had
not continued to survive was Iraq, which had been ended by mil-
itary invasion rather than by some form of democratization.
Furthermore, the democratization instituted in Iraq after the
invasion has been as problematic as Edelstein (2004) predicted in
his scholarly analysis and assessment of over 20 historical cases
of military occupation by the US or other countries in the period
1815-2003.

The seven other dictatorships in the ‘sample’ had not only sur-
vived but also shown that they could cope with the potentially
crisis-producing problem of succession. North Korea had consol-
idated its hereditary succession from the personal rule of father
Kim II Sung to son Kim Jong Il, Syria had carried through a
similar hereditary succession from Hafiz to Bashir Asad, and
Cuba was preparing for a succession from Fidel Castro to his
brother Raul. Similarly, the institutional rather than personal
dictatorships of China, Vietnam and Iran had passed the torch of
collective leadership to a new political generation. The general
impression was one of remarkable regime stability in a suppos-
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edly ‘democratic age’; these were reptiles doing very well for
themselves in the age of mammals.

This was perhaps not as disconcerting as the number of transi-
tions to democracy that were not doing well and were producing
what seemed to be evolutionary ‘digressions’ or ‘regressions’.
Too many democratizing transitions from non-democratic rule
have failed to go on and produce the expected result of democ-
racy. The transitions have too often stalled at a level of democ-
racy that is no more than semidemocracy or have fallen back
into some form of dictatorship that is usually disguised as
democracy. However, the difficulties of democratization are
nothing new in history, and in fact had been noted more than 50
years earlier by Joseph Schumpeter when presenting what would
become political science’s most influential theory of democracy -
directly and as the basis for the Downsian, rational-choice
approach to democracy (Schumpeter, 1974 [1942]; Downs,
195729 o 11}

Schumpeter’s conception of democracy is viewed even by its
supporters as being ‘minimalist’, as ‘just a system in which
rulers are selected by competitive elections’ (Przeworski, 1999:
23). But he also presented a far from minimal set of precondi-
tions for a democracy’s success, notably its success in repro-
ducing itself and not being replaced by non-democratic rule
(Schumpeter, 1974 [1942]: 290 n.5, 290-6). Among his precon-
ditions were (1) the personnel factor of having politicians who
are honest, reasonable and capable of providing inspiring lead-
ership, (2) the institutional as well as personnel factor of having
a strong and competent civil service and (3) the presence of
‘democratic self-control’ in the sense of (a) keeping political
conflict within procedural rules, (b) keeping some issues out of
the political arena and (c) being willing to compromise about
any interests and ideals that politics involves. Demanding such
extensive self-control, and such effective civil servants and
politicians, would be asking a lot of the new democracies that
began appearing after the Second World War as part of the
democratic age that emerged in the 1940s — and had died out by
the 1960s.

The emerging democratic age was the product of three dif-
ferent processes in different parts of the world. The first was the
de-axisification process that took place in Europe and Northeast
Asia immediately after the Second World War, which involved
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democratization of the former Axis powers — Germany, Italy and
Japan — and of states that had been their dependencies or allies
or had been conquered by the Axis powers in the early years of
the war. The de-axisification had shown how important a role
external powers and intervention could play in the failure or
success of democratization, as in the eastern European and
northern Korean territories under the influence of the Soviet
Union the democratization slid back into a communist form of
dictatorship rather than developing into a democracy or semi-
democracy.

The second process was the wave of decolonization in Asia and
Africa that began after the Second World War but would con-
tinue on into the 1950s—60s. The dozens of ex-colonial territo-
ries that became independent states would typically start out as a
democratic or semidemocratic state because the British, French
or other colonial empire had staged some kind of decolonizing
elections in the territory and had handed over power to the local
leaders who had won these elections. But as was noted earlier,
most of these new Third World states soon become military
regimes or one-party states, and in the African region even
created a new variant of ideological one-party state that claimed
to have developed an appropriately African form of democracy
and socialism.

The third process was the onset in Latin America of one of the
region’s cyclical periods of democracy. Latin America had expe-
rienced its wave of decolonization in the nineteenth century but
had become stalled in a cyclical pattern of alternating periods of
democracy and dictatorship, with each period lasting about 20
years (Seligson, 1987: 3-4). One of these periods of democracy
arrived in the 1940s-50s and, about 20 years later, would be
replaced by a period of military dictatorship that coincided with
the 1960s—70s shift to military or one-party rule in many of the
newly decolonized states.

Considering the failings of the democratic age produced by
these three processes, it is perhaps surprising that political scien-
tists were not more sceptical or pessimistic about the new demo-
cratic age that was apparently being produced by the 1970s-90s
wave of democratization. It is true that in the 1980s experts on
Latin America were actually too pessimistic about the long-term
prospects of the wave of democratization that had swept their
region:
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most scholars expert in the region remain sceptical regarding
the long-term significance of this change. They quickly point
to previous periods in Latin American history, such as the
years immediately following World War II, the 1920s and
earlier periods, going all the way back to the 1820s, when
democratic forms of government seemed to be taking hold.
In each period, however, democracy proved ephemeral.
Democratic regimes were readily replaced by authoritarian
regimes which often were more repressive than those that
had preceded them. (Seligson, 1987: 3 emphases added)

But the continuing spread of democratization in other regions of
the world, especially the dramatic collapse of communism in
Eastern Europe in 1989, led to the more confident assessment
that this was a global wave of democratization — and led to some
justifiable confidence about the prospects of this new age of
democracy.

The notion that a ‘third wave’ of global democratization had
begun in the 1970s and extended into the 1990s is associated
with Huntington’s The Third Wave: Democratization in the Late
Twentieth Century (1991), which compared this third wave to
what he identified as two earlier waves of democratization — in
1828-1926 and 1943-62. Although Huntington was cautious
about the extent and long-term prospects of the new wave, the
disintegration of the partially democratized Soviet Union into 15
new states at the end of 1991 seemed to put the seal on democ-
racy’s triumph. What is more, there was good reason to feel con-
fident about the long-term prospects of this wave of
democratization compared to that of the 1940s-60s. Important
historical changes, globally and regionally, had created more
favourable local environments for democratization. This time
there would be no external powers derailing or diverting democ-
ratization like the Soviet influence that had diverted Eastern
European de-axisification into a wave of communist expansion.
Nor would there be any wave of decolonization associated with
one or more region’s democratization; the nearest equivalent
would be the way in which the five Central Asian republics of
the Soviet Union became independent states while undergoing
democratization. Finally, the TINA (there is no alternative)
factor would be very evident globally, as the various forms of
military or one-party dictatorship had already been tried and
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found wanting — there was no point in returning to these failed
alternatives to democracy.

Another reason for continuing optimism, even when some
problems began to appear, was that these did not take the form
of blatant backsliding into open military rule or into an obvious
one-party state. Instead there was the stalling at semidemocracy
or the slide back into a democratically disguised form of dicta-
torship. In recent years the democratically disguised dictatorship
has been widely recognized as a serious threat to democracy,
with books describing ‘the rise of semi-authoritarianism’ and
‘electoral authoritarianism’ (Ottaway, 2003; Schedler, 2006).
But this wolf-in-sheep’s-clothing approach had been identified as
early as the mid-1990s, when a largely historical analysis of one-
party states had warned that these twentieth century dictator-
ships’ readiness to challenge democracy in ideological and
political combat would soon be replaced by a different strategy —
using the trappings of multiparty democracy to camoutlage dic-
tatorship. Indeed their ‘resort to camouflage will produce a new
and perplexing challenge for the democracies — how to prevent
the twenty-first century from being the century of pseudo-
democracy’ (Brooker, 1995: 256).

By the mid-1990s, too, there was a growing awareness among
experts on democratization that the ‘third wave’ might be spent
and perhaps actually receding. Huntington was already seeing
signs of a possible reversal of the third wave, as Diamond pointed
out in the quire pessimistic diagnosis and prognosis that he pre-
sented at the end of the decade (1999: 64). He warned not only
that the third wave seemed to be losing momentum but also that
‘most third-wave democracies” were suffering from defects that
could ‘extinguish democracy altogether in many countries unless
they were corrected’ by a consolidation that ‘encompassed a shift
in political culture’ that would strengthen the legitimacy of the
democratic political system and the loyalty to the democratic
regime (ibid.: 64-66). This emphasis on political culture is some-
what similar to Schumpeter’s earlier-described precondition of
‘democratic self-control’ and to his argument that democratic self-
control in turn requires certain ‘national habits’ that ‘have not
everywhere had the opportunity to evolve and which the democ-
ratic method itself cannot be relied on to produce’ (1974: 295).

The pessimism that was evident by the end of the 1990s has
itself been consolidated by experts on democratization. For
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example, one has made a famous call for ‘the end of the transi-
tion paradigm’ because so many of the countries still referred to
as ‘transitional’ were not in fact on the way to becoming democ-
racies but instead had arrived at something less than democracy
(Carothers, 2004 [2002]). And a very recent example of this pes-
simism is a textbook assessment of attempts by democratic states
and non-governmental organizations to promote democracy in
countries that were untouched by the third wave or whose
democratization eventually produced merely semidemocracy or
even a dictatorship. Apparently democracy promotion has
worked best ‘where it was least needed’ because the conditions
were favourable and events were moving in a democratic direc-
tion (Burnell, 2008: 645):

Moreover, democracy promotion could become even more
challenging in the future. The most receptive countries have
now become democracies, particularly the states that have
joined the European Union. Strong opposition from the
ruling elites and unfavourable socio-economic conditions
characterize many of the world’s remaining non-democracies.
There are many of them. To illustrate, Freedom House in its
annual surveys reckons the number of states still ‘not free’
remains on average around fifty. Another fifty or so states
are classified as only ‘partly free’. (Ibid.: 648)

The persistence of non-democratic regimes

Considering the pessimistic prognosis about democratization
there seems good reason to expect that non-democratic regimes
will be a feature of the political landscape for decades to come.
Furthermore, their persistence may well involve not merely the
continuing survival of long-standing examples but also the sur-
vival of some recent examples and the birth of some new ones.
For looking ahead into the future of our new century, there seem
to be several negative factors that will hinder further democrati-
zation and indeed may create pressures towards a revival of non-
democratic rule. These factors have been rated below as 1, 2 and
3 in terms of the present public perceptions of the dangers lying
ahead in the twenty-first century, but they might well have been
rated in the reverse order:
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1. climate change = medium and long-term geographic/economic
effects with domestic and international political implications;
a. domestic pressure on democracies and semidemocracies;
b. international conflicts that will have advantages for non-

democratic regimes.

2. financial problems and resource shortages = short- and

medium-term economic effects with domestic and interna-

tional political implications;

a. domestic pressure on financially weak or resource-needy
democracies and semidemocracies;

b. domestic and international advantages for financially
strong or resource-rich non-democratic regimes.

terrorism/insurgency = short- and medium-term domestic and

international political effects;

a. international strategic-based advantages for non-democ-
ratic regimes, as in Cold War;

b. domestic security-based pressures on democracies and
semidemocracies in the medium term when apocalyptic
biological and nanotechnological weapons become avail-
able to insurgents.

(O}

However, it is safer to assume that these factors are more likely
to lead to populist or paranoid semidemocracy rather than dicta-
torship, even of a disguised type, and to encourage a revival of
semidemocracy. After all, semidemocracy had a long history
before the emergence of full democracy, even if in those days
semidemocracy took the pre-modern form of a property-
restricted and/or gender-restricted franchise (as New Zealand
was the only country before the twentieth century to extend the
franchise to the female half of the population). In contrast, the
modern semidemocracies have a universal franchise or suffrage
and fall short of full democracy only in terms of their representa-
tive institutions and processes.

Of course this raises the fundamental problem of distin-
guishing between semidemocracy and dictatorship — especially
when the latter is a democratically disguised dictatorship. One
answer to the problem is to go back to the classic, ancient Greek
emphasis on ‘who rules?” and to the original, ancient Greek
meaning of democracy as the rule of the people, which created
an important contrast with aristocracy as rule of the few/best
and with autocracy as rule of the one individual. And when its
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conception of ‘the people’ is updated to mean universal suffrage,
defining democracy as the rule of the people creates a similarly
important contrast with modern personal rule and with organi-
zational rule by a party or military — including those that have
used a democratic disguise. So it also provides a clear contrast
between (a) semidemocracy as the flawed rule of the people and
(b) democratically disguised dictatorship as the rule of some
other entity than the people.

However, the concept of the rule of the people also needs to be
brought up to date to deal with some long-standing objections,
such as those raised by such modern classic theorists of democ-
racy as Schumpeter and Popper. As a prelude to presenting his
own, competitive-elections definition ot democracy Schumpeter
launched a blistering attack on ‘popular will’ notions of democ-
racy, while Popper rejected any notion of translating ‘democracy’
into ‘the rule of the people’. Although the people ‘may intluence
the actions of their rulers by the threat of dismissal, they never
rule themselves in any concrete, practical sense’ (Popper, 1962:
125-6). But as boch these theorists of democracy emphasized the
importance of the institutional element in democracy, they
would hardly object to reframing ‘the rule of the people’ in terms
of the principal-agent relationship that has been widely used in
institutional economics and has also been adopted by some ver-
sions of the ‘new institutionalism’ in political science — which
have included analyses of democratic and non-democratic rule in
principal-agent terms (see Chapters 1 and 4 and Exhibit 1.1).
From this perspective, the people ‘rule’ as a collective principal
that chooses agents — through competitive elections — who rule
on their behalf and may be dismissed by them at the next elec-
tions if the majority of the people prefer an alternative agent or
set of agents. But if the elections are very imperfectly competi-
tive, there is a flawed, only semidemocratic, principal-agent rela-
tionship between the people and their agents. Yet so long as the
people can still use these electoral institutions to dismiss their
agents it is not a democratically disguised dictatorship — ruled by
an individual monarchical-like person or by an organization
through its agent(s).

On the other hand, the classic question of ‘who rules?’ remains
the best way of framing any study of non-democratic regimes
because it begs two other crucial questions about these regimes —
how do they rule and why do they rule? The three-dimensional
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approach of who/how/why has been becoming more prominent
in recent analyses of non-democratic rule (Snyder, 2006;
Brooker, 2008), and it plays an important part in this book. For
example, not only Chapter 1 on theoretical approaches but also
Chapters 5 and 6 on control and policies highlight the impor-
tance of ‘how they rule’, notably the extreme degree of control
and the extreme policies of such totalitarian regimes as Nazi
Germany. From this perspective the latest phase of moderniza-
tion of non-democratic rule is at least not as dangerous as the
previous phase, which introduced the ideological one-party states
and their ideologically driven, often extreme ambitions.

In comparison, the democratically disguised dictatorship is
restricted in how it rules by its supposedly democratic claim to
legitimacy, described in Chapters 5 and 8, which is its domestic
and international justification for why it rules. The restriction on
how it rules goes beyond preventing it from eliminating all inde-
pendent political parties. For, as Schumpeter pointed out,
democracy’s competitive elections involve and require some
degree of liberalism — even if only political liberalism — in the
form of considerable freedom of the press and considerable
freedom of discussion for all citizens (Schumpeter, 1974: 272).
So some apparent freedom of the press and of discussion will
have to be preserved; the censor and the secret police cannot be
too evident without damaging the credibility of the democratic
disguise. Regardless of who rules such regimes, the justification
for why they rule will therefore restrict how they rule to some-
thing far below the ideologically driven extremism that ended or
manipulated so many lives in the twentieth century.



Chapter 1

R

Theoretlcal Approaches

The study of non-democratic regimes is blessed or cursed by a
bewildering variety of different theoretical approaches. There are
three basic reasons for the variety of different approaches: (1) the
diverse range of regimes involved; (2) the different aspects of the
regimes that different theorists have focused upon; and (3) the
‘sociology of knowledge’ in political science, in terms of how the
discipline is organized and operates. As non-democratic regimes
include such a diverse range of regimes, it is not surprising that
different approaches have been used to deal with the different
types, such as military rule or the personal rule of a monarch or
personal dictator. Furthermore, some approaches are less con-
cerned with the ‘who rules?’ question than with the question of
‘how do they rule>’ — with the form rather than type of regime.
This focus on form is particularly evident in the rheories about
the famous ‘isms’; the theorists of totalitarianism and authoritar-
ianism are concerned with the level and method of control, while
theorists of communism and fascism focus on ideology and poli-
cies when identifying examples of communist or fascist regime.
As the different types and perspectives are often not mutually
exclusive, the same regime may be described or labelled in
several different ways. And this can be done in a cumulative
fashion that combines several different approaches. For example,
Hitler’s Nazi Germany could be described as a (1) fascist (2)
totalitarian (3) one-party state (4) ruled by a personal dictator.
In this chapter the focus will be on the three main groups of
theoretical approaches thar together provide a comprehensive
and multifaceted insight into non-democratic regimes. The two
groups concerned with types and ‘who rules?’ are (1) the per-
sonal-rule approaches and (2) the ‘military regime’ and ‘one-
party state’ institutional approaches. The third group includes
the theoretical approaches of totalitarianism and authoritari-
anism and also indirectly the two other ‘isms’, communism and
fascism, as both of them are covered by theories of totalitari-
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anism. Although the notion of totalitarianism usually fails to
highlight their different ideologies and policies, the distinctive
features of communist and fascist regimes will be described in
later chapters, especially those on legitimacy and policies.

The totalitarian-authoritarian approach

The most widely recognized theoretical approaches to non-
democratic regimes are theories or concepts of totalitarianism
and authoritarianism. They are less interested in the traditional
regime-defining question of ‘who rules?” than in the wider ques-
tion of ‘how do they rule?” and particularly their level and
methods of control. In the case of totalitarianism, the leading
textbook on the subject summed up the essence of totalitarian
rule as an ever-present total control over the individual
(Schapiro, 1972: 117). And authoritarian rule could be summed
up, in almost residual terms, as non-democratic rule that does
not seek such a high level of control and so does not have to use
such extreme methods as totalitarianism.

Totalitarianism

The notion of totalitarian rule emerged in the 1920s-30s as part
of the ideology of fascist Italy. The fascist ‘totalitarian’ state’s
aspirations were pithily described by its ruler, Mussolini, in the
slogan: ‘everything in the State, nothing outside of the State,
nothing against the State’. But when the notion of totalitarian
rule re-emerged in the 1950s as a prominent concept in Western
political science, it was used to describe communist as well as
fascist extremism and was based upon knowledge of Stalin’s
communist rule as well as knowledge of Hitler’s fascist regime.
By then, too, a new image of total control — and of the
methods used to achieve it — had emerged in Orwell’s futuristic
novel 1984. Writing in 1948, Orwell had described tyrannical
rule by a political party that maintained total control of thought
as well as actions by means of ‘thought police’, comprehensive
censorship and continuous indoctrination or propaganda that
exploited the futuristic technology of two-way ‘telescreens’ (used
for surveillance as well as broadcasting) located in the home as
well as public places. The indoctrination and propaganda was

e
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focused on the official ideology, Ingsoc, and a supposedly infal-
lible leader, Big Brother, whose absolute power was supposedly
accompanied by a big-brotherly affection for his followers.
Although this 1984 form of rule went beyond the level of control
that could be expected of any totalitarian regimes of Orwell’s
own era, he had noted in the novel that such an extreme form of
rule ‘had been foreshadowed by the various systems, generally
called totalitarian, which had appeared earlier in the century’
(1954 [1949]: 164). His imaginative portrayal of what became
known as an ‘Orwellian’ nightmare had therefore created a stan-
dard or benchmark of what a totalitarian regime could be
expected to achieve if it had sufficient resources and such tech-
nology as the telescreens.

The theories of totalitarianism presented by Western political
scientists in the 1950s depicted a regime that seemed Orwellian
in at least its aspirations or intent. Arendt’s 1951 pioneering
work, The Origins of Totalitarianism, depicted totalitarianism as
a new and extreme form of dictatorship that was intent on
attaining ‘the permanent domination of each single individual in
each and every sphere of life’ (1962 [1951]: 326). Such an
extreme dictatorship had so far produced only two examples of
totalitarian dictatorship — Hitler’s Nazi regime and Stalin’s rule
over communist Soviet Union and Eastern Europe. She down-
played the ideological/policy differences between the rightist
Nazis and leftist communists, declaring that in practice it made
little difference whether totalitarians organized the masses in the
name of race or of class (ibid.: 313). Of course this difference in
ideology/policy was of great practical importance to the massa-
cred minority races, such as Jews or Gypsies, and the socially
eliminated classes, such as farm or business owners. And indeed
the lack of concern with the ideological/policy differences
between the Nazi racist, sexist and militarist regime and the
communist Marxist-Leninist regime is a widely recognized
problem with the totalitarian approach.

However, Arendt emphasized the importance of ideology per
se for such regimes. It is the means of psychologically, internally
dominating the individual, and the ideology’s desire to transform
human nature provides the regime with a reason as well as a
road map for the all-pervading totalitarian organization of
human life (ibid.: 325, 363, 458). Arendt did not explore in any
detail the indoctrinating methods the regime uses to instil its ide-
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ology and psychological, internal domination; her emphasis was
more on the coercive, external aspects of control carried out by
the secret police — which she described as the elite formations
and super-party of a totalitarian regime (ibid.: 380, 413, 420).

But even more important than the secret police is the function-
ally indispensable leader figure — the Stalin or Hitler (ibid.:
374-5, 387). The regime is so closely identified with the leader
and his infallibility as interpreter of the ideology that any move
to restrain or replace him would prove disastrous for the regime.
He can count on the loyalty of his subordinates, monopolize the
right to explain ideology and policy, and behave as if he were
above the regime’s political party and other organizations.

In comparison, Friedrich and Brzezinski’s 1956 Totalitarian
Dictatorship and Autocracy provided a more detailed and widely
applicable theory than Arendt’s. The newer theory’s examples
included not only Nazi Germany and the communist regimes in
the Soviet Union and Eastern Europe but also communist China
and fascist Italy, even if the latter was acknowledged to be only a
borderline case. However, the most distinctive and important
aspect of the new theory was its analysis of how these regimes
exerted their characteristically total control. The new theory
claimed that the ‘character’ of totalitarian dictatorship was to be
found in a syndrome of six interrelated and mutually supporting
features or traits: (1) an ideology; (2) a single party, typically led
by one person; (3) a terroristic police; (4) a communications
monopoly; (5) a weapons monopoly; and (6) a centrally-directed
economy (1961 [1956]: 9).

Friedrich and Brzezinski acknowledged that the six-feature
syndrome had shown such significant variations as difference
between fascist and communist types of centrally-directed
economy. (The fascists had retained a private-ownership form
of centrally-directed economy, while the communists had shifted
to a state-owned/collectivized as well as centrally-planned
economy.) They also acknowledged that there were other differ-
ences between fascist and communist regimes: in origins, polit-
ical institutions, and proclaimed goals. And on several occasions,
too, they noted that the totalitarian regime’s single party played
a more extensive, state-controlling role in communist than fascist
regimes.

But they did not emphasize and explore the ideological differ-
ences between fascism and communism, even though they had
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listed ideology as the first feature or trait in the six-point syn-
drome and were depicting totalitarianism as an ideologically
driven form of dictatorship. The ideology is the ultimate source
of the goals that the totalitarians seek to attain through a polit-
ical, social, cultural and economic revolution that becomes sys-
temized as a condition of ‘permanent revolution’ that extends to
such prosaic matters as fulfilling economic Five-Year Plans (ibid.:
132, 137, 150). However, ideology is also being used to control
the individual and ensure his or her psychological commitment to
the ideology’s revolutionary goals. This is reflected in the totali-
tarian commitment to the ideology’s infallibility, which produces
a ‘violent passion for unanimity’, with the regime’s terroristic
police ‘searching everywhere’ — even within the party — ‘for actual
or potential deviants from the totalitarian unity’ (ibid.).

Friedrich and Brzezinski pointed out that the totalitarian regime
relies on its ‘highly effective’ propaganda/indoctrination system as
well as terror to instil a totalitarian atmosphere in society (ibid.:
107, 116-17). The propaganda/indoctrination system uses not
only mass communications, notably radio and newspapers, but
also face-to-face communication by thousands of speakers and
agitators deployed by the party and such mass-member organiza-
tions as the regime’s youth and labour movements. And indeed
the level of police-inflicted terror may eventually decline not only
because terror is internalized into a habitual conformity but also
because new generations of society are raised as fully indoctri-
nated supporters of the regime (:bid.: 138).

Yet considering the importance of indoctrination, the propa-
ganda/indoctrination system was not explored in much detail or
given much of an evaluation of its strengths and weaknesses. It is
true that there was coverage of the ‘islands of separateness’, such
as the churches and universities, where a person could remain
aloof from the terror-accompanied ‘total demand for total identi-
fication’ (ibid.: 231, 239). But there seemed to be little awareness
of the extent to which the propaganda/indoctrination system fell
short of the technological capacity — in a pre-television, let alone
pre-telescreen, era — for Orwellian control:

The invention of print made it easier to manipulate
public opinion, and the film and the radio carried the process
further. With the development of television, and the technical
advance [the telescreen| that made it possible to receive and
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transmit simultaneously on the same instrument, private life
came to an end. Every citizen, or at least every citizen impor-
trant enough to be worth watching, could be kept for twenty-
four hours a day under the eyes of the police and in the
sound of official propaganda, with all other channels of com-
munication closed. The possibility of enforcing not only
complete obedience to the will of the State, but complete uni-
formity of opinion on all subjects, now existed for the first
time. (Orwell, 1954: 165)

In fact Friedrich and Brzezinski were not envisaging an intensi-
fication of totalitarianism but rather its moderation. Having
noted the changes taking place in the Soviet Union after Stalin’s
death in 1953 (too late for Arendt to consider in her book), they
contended that the Soviet Union was passing through evolu-
tionary phases which had never had time to emerge in the two
fascist regimes thanks to their destruction in the Second World
War. These later evolutionary phases or stages seemed to
produce a more moderate version of totalitarianism, with not
only a decline in terror but also an absence of absolutist indi-
vidual rule by the leader of the regime’s party (which in the post-
Stalin Sovier Union had shifted to ‘collective leadership’ by the
cabinet-like party Politburo). Friedrich and Brzezinski considered
that the totalitarian leader embodied a unique form of absolutist
rule that involves a pseudo-religious or pseudo-charismatic emo-
tionalism and also reduces the regime’s political party to a
wholly dependent status as more the leader’s following than an
organization in its own right (ibid.: 25-6, 29). Yet their syn-
drome did not list the leader figure as one of the syndrome’s six
features; he is included merely as the leader of the party, which is
‘typically’ led by an individual. They and other theorists had to
adjust the concept of totalitarianism to fit a reality that was
moving in the opposite direction to what might have been
expected. Instead of exploiting increased resources and new tech-
nology to reach higher levels of control, the communist regimes
were showing an ‘entropic’ exhaustion of totalitarian energy.

Decline of the concept of totalitarianism

The differences between Arendt’s and Friedrich and Brzezinski’s
theories were only a foretaste of the different interpretations and

N
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definitions that the term ‘totalitarian’ soon acquired. With nearly
a dozen theorists having coined their own definitions, with
researchers having applied it to more than a dozen pre-twentieth-
century regimes, and with politicians employing it in anti-
communist polemics, it is not surprising that some scholars
believed such a loosely used term should be avoided or abandoned
(Barber, 1969; Rigby, 1972). In any case, political scientists dis-
satisfied with theories of totalitarianism as tools for studying
communist regimes had developed a host of new concepts or
models of contemporary communist rule and society: the admin-
istered society, the command society, the organizational or
mono-organizational society, the ideological system, the monist
system, the mobilization system and, most fruitfully, the bureau-
cratic system; they had also begun to apply to communist
systems the factional-conflict and interest-group approaches
originally developed as models of Western or democratic politics
(Hough and Fainsod, 1979: 523-4; Hough, 1977: 49-51).

However, some second-generation theories of totalitarianism
built on the two classic works of Arendt and Friedrich and
Brzezinski while also attempting to accommodate the criticisms
and changing circumstances that were undermining the standing
of the classic conception of totalitarianism. Schapiro’s 1972 text
book Totalitarianism is an accomplished example of such
second-generation theorizing. He contended that totalitarianism
varies in intensity or totality and that the totalitarian nature of a
regime is still clearly discernible even when one or more charac-
teristic features is weak or absent (ibid.: 124). So he could
readily include the (sometimes weak or absent) leader figure in
his list of totalitarianism’s five characteristic features or ‘con-
tours’ and three distinctive instruments of rule or ‘pillars’ (see
Table 1.1). His list covered similar territory to the six-point syn-
drome but with the significant omission of the terroristic police
and the significant addition of mobilization as a characreristic
feature of totalitarianism (zbid.: 20, 38, 45, 119).

The inclusion of mobilization reflected the common use of the
term by political scientists in the 1960s and 1970s, particularly
in some theories of totalitarianism and authoritarianism. It
referred to dictatorships’ attempts ‘to activate their peoples in
support of official norms and goals’, and it was used in this sense
by fascist and communist regimes themselves long before the
notion of mobilization entered the theoretical vocabulary of
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Table 1.1~ Characteristic features of totalitarianism and authoritarianism

Totalitarianism: Totalitarianism: Authoritarianism:
classic theorists, second generation classic theorist,
Friedrich and Brzezinski  theorist, Schapiro Linz
Six-point syndrome ‘Contours’
1. Ideology 1. The leader 1. Limited political
pluralism
2. Single party typically 2. Subjugation of 2. Distinctive mentalities
led by an individual the legal order instead of elaborate
and guiding ideology.
3. Terroristic police 3. Control over 3. Absence of
private morality intensive/extensive
mobilization
4. Communications 4. Continuous 4. Leader or small group
monopoly mobilization of leaders exercise

power within
predictable limits

w

5. Weapons monopoly . Legitimacy based

on mass support

6. Centrally-directed

economy
Other features: ‘Pillars’
1. ‘permanent 1. Ideology

revolution” and
‘passion for unanimity’

2. Indoctrination system 2. Party

3. Leader is absolutist 3. Administrative
and pseudo-religious/ machinery of the
charismatic state

political science (Unger, 1974: 5). The minimal and most
common form of mobilization is to ‘activate’ people to express
support for the regime itself, as when the Cuban communist
regime has been able to draw a crowd of over a million people to
political gatherings in Revolution Square through highly orga-
nized mobilization of the public by the official labour unions and
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neighbourhood Committees for the Defence of the Revolution
(Aguirre, 1989: 389-90).

But even the less minimal forms of activating people do not
require the psychological, internal control of thought rather than
merely actions in support of official norms and goals. The notion
of mobilization therefore offers a way of tacitly acknowledging
the limits of indoctrination while also retaining a focus on
control. And the limits on ‘totalitarian’ indoctrination were
becoming evident as early as the 1960s. Some historical research
into Hitler’s Germany and Stalin’s Soviet Union was already sug-
gesting that there had been surprisingly weak control, particu-
larly in rural areas (Peterson, 1969; Fainsod, 1958). By the
1980s historians were revealing that Hitler’s Germany and
Stalin’s Soviet Union had achieved far from total control over the
individual’s thoughts and actions, even when that individual was
one of the leader’s subordinates in the party or state hierarchies
(Allen, 1984; Kershaw, 1983; Broszat, 1981; Getty, 1985). For
example, local Nazi leaders could compel their fellow towns-
people ‘to attend meetings and pretend enthusiasm, but that was
largely a mutually agreed charade’ (Allen, 1984: 104). The Nazi
regime’s control of ‘hearts and minds’ seemed impressive only in
comparison to the self-proclaimed ‘totalitarian’ fascist regime in
[taly. One of its southern party bosses complained that the
people of his province had been given no tangible indication that
they were living in a fascist era (Brooker, 1991: 289).

So despite the efforts of the second-generation theorists of
totalitarianism, this concept appeared almost as far removed as
Orwell’s fictional 1984 from the realities of life under dictator-
ship. Theories of totalitarianism certainly seemed to have little
or no relevance for the study of contemporary dictatorships
except for such rare anomalies as Kim Il Sung’s communist
regime in North Korea or the early stages of Mao’s Cultural
Revolution in China - before it descended into such chaos that
he had to call in the military to restore order. One or two of the
one-party states established in Africa during the 1960s were
occasionally labelled totalitarian, as in the case of Guinea and its
‘mobilization of the people’ (Riviere, 1977). But the dictator-
ships of the 1960s-80s were usually better described as authori-
tarian, especially as the leading analyst of authoritarianism had
included a subtype that catered for the exceptional cases of rela-
tively high mobilization.
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Authoritarianism

While theories of totalitarianism may seem to cover too rare a
form of modern non-democratic government, theories of author-
itarianism face quite the opposite problem. For the notion of
‘authoritarian government’ is often used as virtually a synonym
for ‘non-democratic government’, as, unlike the notion of dicta-
torship, it can be applied to monarchies and traditional forms of
government as well as more modern forms of non-democratic
regime. However, Linz’s pioneering 1964 analysis of authoritari-
anism excluded both totalitarianism and traditional systems
from his conception of authoritarianism (1970 [1964]: 269-70).
And he rejected any notion that authoritarian regimes form only
a residual category, such as the class of (modern) regimes that
are neither democratic nor totalitarian. Instead, Linz stressed the
distinctive nature of the authoritarian type of regime and pre-
sented a multifaceted coverage of authoritarianism that was
comparable in breadth to the theories of totalitarianism.

The prominence that Linz gave to military dictatorships in his
description of authoritarianism highlighted the distinction between
authoritarian and totalitarian regimes. Both the classic works on
totalitarianism had noted that the military played a relatively
minor role in a totalitarian dictatorship (Arendr, 1962: 420;
Friedrich and Brzezinski, 1961: 273). In contrast, Linz pointed out
that the military enjoys a ‘privileged position’ in most authori-
tarian regimes and that its position is likely to be further enhanced
if the regime had been established by a military coup (1970: 267).
But as his conception of authoritarianism also included no#n-mili-
tary dictatorships, it could also be applied to the many African
one-party states and to the large majority of communist regimes
that, thanks to political evolution or entropic exhaustion, had
become too moderate to be credibly described as totalitarian. Linz
noted that totalitarian regimes might appear more like a form of
authoritarianism ‘if their ideological impetus is weakened, apathy
and privatization replace mobilization, and bureaucracies and
managers gain increasing independence from the party’ (ibid.: 281).

Linz’s definition of an authoritarian regime pointed to four dis-
tinctive elements or features (ibid.: 255-9), which can be listed in
similar manner to totalitarian theorists’ six-point syndrome or
eight contours/pillars, as in Table 1.1, but require some accom-
panying explanation:
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1. Presence of limited political pluralism. Linz viewed this
limited political pluralism as rhe most distinctive feature of
authoritarianism. Although the limits vary in degree, form
and target from one regime to another, the crucial point is
that some groups are not controlled by the regime and indeed
have some political influence. At one extreme was General
Franco’s one-party state in Spain allowing independence and
influence to the Catholic Church, while at the other extreme
was the officially liberal-democratic PRI dictatorship in
Mexico actually encouraging some political participation by a
limited number of parties (which were also allowed to
compete to some degree against the PRI in elections).

Absence of elaborate and guiding ideology. Linz acknowl-

edged that ideology was by no means unknown among

authoritarian regimes — and may be loudly proclaimed - but
any such ideology is not used for guiding the regime. Usually
an authoritarian regime has merely a distinctive mentality.

Mentalities are apparently more emotional than rational and

are not as future-oriented as the utopianism of ideologies.

3. Absence of intensive or extensive political mobilization
throughout most of a regime’s history. Although there are
exceptions, these occur in the early stages of some authori-
tarian regimes, during which there may be considerable and
indeed very intensive (controlled) popular participation.

4. A ‘leader (or occasionally a small group) exercises power
within formally ill-defined limits but actually quite pre-
dictable ones’ (ibid.: 255). Even when the regime’s leader or
leaders may seem to be absolutist, in practice this power is
exercised within predictable limits rather than in a wholly dis-
cretionary or arbitrary fashion. Linz refers to the military
junta as an example of power being exercised by a small
group of leaders, and presumably another example would be
the communist regime’s cabinet-like party Politburo.

(8]

That all four of these features are either quite complex or have
significant exceptions is an indication of the problems involved
in generalizing about modern non-totalitarian non-democratic
regimes. However, Linz at least created a separate subtype for
the exceptions to the absence-of-mobilization feature. He
described these mobilizing exceptions as populistic regimes,
whose level of mobilization falls short of ‘the pervasiveness and
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intensity of the totalitarian model’ but whose attempt to imple-
ment socially progressive or conservative policies requires a level
of political mobilization that is quite exceptional for authori-
tarian regimes (ibid.: 260).

In contrast to this populistic or high-mobilization subtype, the
more common examples of authoritarianism have sought an
actual depoliticization of society (ibid.: 261-4). They have also,
consciously or unconsciously, encouraged a process that Linz
termed privatization — in the sense of citizens shifting their atten-
tion from public affairs to private matters. Some might argue of
course that depoliticization/privatization is actually activating
people ‘in support of official norms and goals’ and therefore is as
much a case of mobilization as what occurs in a high-mobiliza-
tion authoritarian regime. And this argument can point to
another aspect of Orwell’s 1984 vision of control, namely that
the working masses — the ‘proles’ — who comprised 85 per cent
of the population were controlled by means that seem quite
similar to privatization:

no attempt was made to indoctrinate them with the ideology
of the Party. It was not desirable that proles should have
strong political feelings. All that was required of them was a
primitive patriotism which could be appealed to whenever it
was necessary . . . The sexual puritanism of the Party was
not imposed on them. Promiscuity went unpunished, divorce
was permitted. For that matter, even religious worship would
have been permitted if the proles had shown any sign of
needing or wanting it. They were beneath suspicion. As the

Party slogan put it: ‘Proles and animals are free.’ (Orwell,
1954: 60-1)

Few proles had telescreens in their home and most proles had a
mental horizon filled up with private concerns, not only sex and
potentially religion but also work, home, children, neighbours,
beer, gambling and spectator sport (ibid.: 60). Just as indoctrina-
tion can be improved by technology, so too can privatization be
better encouraged, consciously or unconsciously, through the use
of television and the home-computer-accessed internet, which
even Orwell did not envisage. Such new technology is particu-
larly useful in encouraging a concern with sex and sports and
with an increasingly important private concern — shopping — that
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Figure 1.1  Subtypes of Linz’s authoritarian regime

]
Linz’s (mobilization)

1 Lower mobilization 2 Higher mobilization = ‘populistic’

(includes stabilized populistic)

O’Donnell’s (modernization)

1 Traditional 2 Populist (activates) 3 Bureaucratic (deactivates)
Low modernization ~ Medium High modernization
modernization

Orwell failed to mention because he did not envisage the
increasing material abundance of the late twentieth century.

Depoliticizing, privatizing authoritarianism therefore seems to
be a potentially very effective method of control and is clearly a
difficult (or at least controversial) type to categorize in terms of
mobilization. To complicate matters further, Linz noted that
populistic one-party states in Africa might eventually experien_ce
a decline in the degree of political mobilization, with their parties
being transformed into patronage rather than mobilizing organi-
zations. And in fact he viewed such unintended or intended
depoliticization as being characteristic of any stabilizea’_ authori-
tarian regime (1970: 259-60). So his overall typology of authori-
tarianism might best be described as including not only the
unusual higher-mobilization subtype but also a standard lower-
mobilization subtype that includes stabilized populistic regimes
as well as intentionally depoliticizing regimes (see Figure 1.1).

A more influential typology of his conception of authoritari-
anism was provided in the early 1970s by O’Donnell’s classic
work, Modernization and Bureaucratic Authoritarianism. He
viewed Linz’s conception of authoritarianism as being the genus
to which belonged three species of authoritarianism — the tradi-
tional, the populist and, most importantly, the bureaucratic -
which were linked to levels of modernization rather than mobi-
lization (O’Donnell, 1979 [1973]: 91, 108-9). The traditional
type of authoritarianism is associated with a low level of mod-
ernization and includes the traditional type of military regime
but (following Linz) not monarchies or other traditional forms of
government. The populist type of authoritarianism, such as
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Peron’s modern military regime in Argentina, is associated with
medium levels of modernization and seems similar to Linz’s
high-mobilization subtype in attempting to politically activate
and ‘incorporate’ (under tight control) segments of the ‘popular
sector’, namely the working class and sections of the lower
middle class.

But O’Donnell was primarily concerned with the high-modern-
ization type of authoritarianism - the bureaucratic type or
‘bureaucratic authoritarianism’ (:bid.: 90). It is similar to Linz’s
depoliticizing, low-mobilization subtype in attempting to politi-
cally deactivate and ‘exclude’ the popular sector. O’Donnell
specified that the presence or absence of military government
was irrelevant typologically to bureaucratic authoritarianism
(ibid.: 108). However, the military component of his bureau-
cratic type seems particularly strong, if only because he used the
military regimes established in Argentina and Brazil in the 1960s
as his case studies or primary examples. The bureaucratic-
authoritarian regime is established by a ‘coup coalition’ of offi-
cers and civilians (typically dominated by technocrats) that aims
to solve what they see as the country’s pressing problems in what
they regard as the most effective manner (ibid.: 74, 81-5).
O’Donnell provided an impressive analysis of these economic
and political-social problems and the regime’s intended solu-
tions. But the analysis was so specifically related to his two
primary examples that it reduced the applicability of the bureau-
cratic-authoritarian  ‘model’ to other countries (Sera, 1979;
Kautman, 1979; Schamis, 1991: 209-10).

His theory of bureaucratic authoritarianism is therefore better
viewed from a narrower, solely institutional perspective — the
bureaucratic features from which the subtype and concept took
its name. He had borrowed the notion of a ‘bureaucratic’ type of
non-democratic regime from a recent study of 1930s East
European dictatorships, in which Janos had argued that an
‘administrative-military complex’ of civil service and military,
together with some middle-class camp followers, had formed a
dominant political class that he labelled ‘bureaucratic’ (1970:
205). When O’Donnell applied this label to 1960s South
American cases, he made a less obviously ‘who rules?” argument.
He maintained that the term ‘bureaucratic’ suggested the typical
features of high-modernization authoritarianism, such as the key
role played by public bureaucracies (military and civil service)
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and private bureaucracies (business corporations) and the
regime’s attempt to control the activities of social sectors by
‘encapsulating’ them into government-dependent interest groups
and/or political parties (O’Donnell, 1979: 51, 91). It is thege
institutional features that have led to the concept of bureaucratic
authoritarianism being accepted as a convenient label to _attach
to high-modernization authoritarian regimes, as when it was
used to describe South Korea in the Park era and Russia in the
Putin era (Im, 1987; Shevtsova, 2004). .

The institutional approach to authoritarianism was t_ake.n fgrther,
though, in Perlmutter’s 1981 book Modern Au_thorttarzamsm: A
Comparative Institutional Analysis. His analysis .focgsed on the
institutional-structural aspect of modern authorlFarlan' regimes
(by which he meant all modern non-democratic regimes, mclpdmg
the totalitarian) and on the ways in which they employ particular
institutions or sets of institutions as instruments of rule. These
included ‘the classical instruments of rule: army, police, bureau-
cracy, judiciary’ (Neumann, 1957: 236). But Perlmutter (198.1:
9, 11, 13) added such typically modern instrumenB as the polit-
ical party and the youth movement to his list:

1. the single party;

2. the ‘bureaucratic-military complex’ of civil service and the
military; and : o
3. a set of institutions, such as the political police, paramilitary

forces, and militant youth movements, tha‘t he_ deSCflb(.ES. as
‘the parallel and auxiliary structures of domination, mobiliza-
tion, and control’.

His many types or models of authoritarianism e such as the
Praetorian, the Nazi and the Bolshevik Communist models —
each show a characteristic preference for one of these thFee
instruments of rule, as when a model prefer.s' to dlspensg ‘with
the use of the single party and employ the military as the instru-
ment of domination’ (ibid.: 9). But here the aurhgmgnan
approach has come to overlap with an ol<_ier, instltuuonz_xl
approach that has identified two key types of non-democratic
regime — namely, the military regime and the one-party state — by
focusing on the military or a party as not merely instruments of
rule but the actual rulers.
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The ‘military regime’ and ‘one-party state’
approaches

These two theoretical approaches are focused on a particular
institution — whether a military or party organization — that
defines a particular type and category of non-democratic regime.
And these two institutional approaches are much more con-
cerned than the totalitarian-authoritarian approaches with the
question of ‘who rules’ - in fact the standard definition of a mili-
tary regime is that ‘the military rules’. However, focusing on a
particular institution has led theorists of one-party states to be
more concerned about the regime having a party than about
whether the party is the ruling institution or is merely an instru-

“ment of rule. If it is merely an instrument, then describing the

regime as a one-party state is actually describing how it rules,
and this institutional approach is overlapping with those theo-
rists of authoritarianism, such as Perlmutter and O’Donnell, who
emphasize the institutional aspect of the regime’s rule and
control. A perhaps less obvious but certainly more important
overlapping is that such one-party states may be the instruments
of the military’s rule and therefore can be categorized as both a
military regime and a one-party state. (In contrast, a regime is
hardly likely to be categorized as being both totalitarian and
authoritarian at one and the same time, and in fact the latter
concept is partly defined in terms of its differences from the
other, more extreme concept.) However, the military regimes,
too, have their categorizing problems; like the one-party states,
they face the ‘who rules’ problem of distinguishing institutional
rule from personal rule by an individual leader — and that
problem has been developed into a separate theoretical approach
that will be covered in the next section of the chapter.

The military regimes

The military aspect of a ‘military regime’ is the state’s military
apparatus and particularly the army. The army is one of the classic
instruments of rule, and as it is also the most physically powertful,
since ancient times there has been the prospect of the servant
becoming the master. Ancient Rome produced the first military
organization by introducing a career service (including retirement
benefits) for its soldiers as well as organizing them into legions and
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cohorts (brigades and battalions) that could be assembled into
armies, garrisons and other task forces. But it did not take long for
military commanders, most famously Julius Caesar, to use their
armies to gain political power and replace the Roman Republic
with rule by Emperors — a new monarchical title that came from
the word imperator, meaning (military) commander. For large
parts of its history the Roman Empire was a military dictatorship
that was ruled by military commanders who had become Emperor
through a civil war between rival armies or through the backing of
the military or a key military unit. The most famous example of
the power of the military was the way in which the Praetorian
Guard unit exploited their position as guardians of the Emperor
and capital city to put their favoured candidates on the Imperial
throne. By analogy, the term praetorianism has long been applied
by political scientists to describe chronic military intervention in
politics or the military’s exercise of political power. For example,
Nordlinger (1977: 3) referred to his analysis of military coups and
governments as the study of praetorianism:

Praetorianism refers to a situation in which military officers
are major or predominant political actors by virtue of their
actual or threatened use of force. This term is taken from one
of the earliest and most famous instances of military inter-
vention. The Praetorian Guards of the Roman Empire . . .
ended up using their military power to overthrow emperors
and to control the Roman senate’s ‘election’ of successive
emperors.

Furthermore, Nordlinger then cited Gibbon’s remark that
Praetorian intervention was the first cause as well as symptom of
the decline of the Roman Empire, which confirms that analyses
of military regimes are the oldest form of theorizing about
modern non-democratic regimes (as Gibbon made this diagnosis
in the eighteenth century, when writing his classic tome on the
decline and fall of the Roman Empire). But the most important
theory of military regimes did not emerge until Finer’s 1962 The
Man on Horseback: The Role of the Military in Politics.

Finer’s book provided the classic typology of military regimes
(1976 [1962]: 149-51, 245-6). It identified no fewer than five
different structural forms of military rule and regime: two direct,
one dual and two indirect. The more standard of the two forms
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of direct rule involves openly military rule by a military junta or
by a military government, with leading military officers installed
as the country’s president and/or government ministers. The
‘quasi-civilianized” form of direct military rule differs by clothing
itself in (supposed) evidence of civilian support, and/or in civilian
garb and institutions (ibid.: 163). Its civilian features may even
include a supportive political party, but all the regime’s civilian
institutions are only ‘civilian trappings, emanating from and
dependent on the military’ (ibid.: 159).

In contrast, the civilian component of the ‘dual’ type of mili-
tary regime — a political party or some other organized civilian
support — has been developed by a military dictator as reliable
‘civilian forces’ that can act as ‘a counterpoise to the views and
the influence of the army’ (ibid.: 150, 158). As the head of both
the military and this civilian organization, he can strengthen his
personal position by establishing a balance of power between the
dual, military and civilian bases of the regime. Although it may
seem quite similar in structure to a quasi-civilianized version of
direct rule, it has the very different purpose of increasing a mili-
tary dictator’s personal autonomy from the military — not of dis-
guising the military’s rule behind a fagade of civilianization.

Disguising military rule can be done in other ways than quasi-
civilianization, though, and Finer’s typology included the other
main form of disguise — the use of indirect rule (ibid.: 151-7). By
controlling a puppet civilian government from behind the scenes
the military can avoid responsibility for governing the country
while still “calling the shots’. As Finer pointed out, such indirect
rule can take the form of (1) controlling all the activities of the
civilian government or (2) only intermittently exerting control
and to secure limited objectives — the indirect-limited type of mil-
itary rule.

[n addition to his impressively comprehensive typology, Finer
made a pioneering distinction analysis of the military regime’s
goals. He pointed to two quite different ways in which the ruling
military may conceive of its duty of custodianship of the national
interest: (1) the arbitrating or vetoing of civilian political affairs
that threaten the national interest; or (2) openly ruling the nation
— ‘rulership’ — and carrying out a political programme that is
required by the national interest (ibid.: 31).

The other pioneering attempt to distinguish between the dif-
ferent goals that bring a military regime to power was made by
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Huntington in his 1968 theory of praetorian societies — those in
which military intervention is only the most prominent example
of a general politicization of social forces, groups and institu-
tions (1968: 194-6). Using Latin America’s long history of mili-
tary interventions, he identified the different political roles that
the military perform in each of the three types of praetorian
society (ibid.: 199-223). The military plays a vital role in the
shift from the oligarchical to the middle-class type of praetorian
society, as a ‘breakthrough’ or ‘reform’ coup by (usually) middle-
ranking officers leads to increased political participation by the
middle classes. But the military plays a largely reactive, ‘arbitral
or stabilizing’ role within an established middle-class praetorian
society. And if there is a shift to the mass type of praetorian
society, the military plays a ‘guardian’ role on behalf of the
middle classes, employing a ‘veto’ coup to protect their dominant
position against the now politically participating lower classes.
Therefore by focusing on these different roles or goals three sub-
types of the praetorian military can be distinguished: (1) the
reformer type; (2) the arbitral type; and (3) the guardian/veto
type (see Table 1.2).

Similar typological distinctions were made in two important
1977 books on military intervention in politics. Perlmutter’s The
Military and Politics in Modern Times distinguished between
arbitrator and ruler subtypes of the ‘praetorian’ army and also
referred to a third subtype, the party-army type, that evolves
from the ruler type and is a structural form of regime somewhat
similar to Finer’s ‘dual’ type — as the praetorian military have
withdrawn from politics and left the regime in the hands of a
military leader who has an official party at his disposal (1977,
104-8, 145-7). Nordlinger’s Soldiers in Politics: Military Coups
and Governments adopted a similar approach of linking goals
and structure but in a rather different way — by using the distinc-
tion between direct and indirect military rule. In addition to a
‘ruler’ type that combines ambitious political and/or economic
goals with extensive rule, he identified a guardian type that com-
bines limited goals with less extensive rule and a moderator type
that combines limited goals with indirect rule (1977, 22-6).

In the 1980s Finer returned to the issue of categorizing military
regimes and added some new features to his classic typology
(1988: 255-72). Now he focused on the question of the extent to
which the military ‘as such’ — as an institution — takes on a gov-

Table 1.2 Typologies of military rule

Perlmutter (1977) Nordlinger (1977)

Huntington (1968)

Finer (1976]1962]))

Structural forms

Goals and forms

Goals and a form

Goals

1. Moderator (limited goals,

1. Arbitrator

1. Reform (of oligarchic

1. Indirect-limited

indirect rule)

society)

2. Guardian (limited goals,

2. Ruler

2. Arbitral (within middle-

2. Indirect-complete

direct rule)

class society)

3. Ruler (ambitious goals,

Party-Army (evolved Ruler

type)

£
D

lian/Veto (against

suard

3.6

3. Dual

extensive rule)

lower-classes’ power)

4. Direct

5. Direct: quasi-civilianized
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erning or policy-making role in a military regime. Surveying the
whole field of then-existing military regimes, he looked in each
case for the presence of a military junta and/or cabinet, as he
assumed that this feature was an indication of rule by the mili-
tary ‘as such’ because at least some supreme executive power is
wielded by military men ‘who in some sense or other command
and/or represent the armed forces’ (1988: 255). He noted that
such regimes could be considered as belonging to the ‘direct’” or
the ‘direct: quasi-civilianized’ categories of his long-established
typology.

However, he was well aware that many dictatorships lacked a
military junta/cabinet but were still commonly regarded as a mil-
itary regime because they were ruled by a military president.
Finer considered that these were possibly cases of the military (as
such) playing a merely supportive role, namely supporting per-
sonal-presidential government by a military man. These cases
therefore seem quite similar to Finer’s long-established dual type,
especially as a number of them had an official polirical party.
The more fundamental similarity is that the dual regime’s mili-
rary dictator has established the party in order to strengthen his
personal autonomy from the military — “as such’ and as an insti-
tution. So by the 1980s Finer’s main interest in categorizing mili-
tary regimes had become the distinction between the military as
a ruling institution and the military dictator governing with some
personal autonomy from the military as an institution whether
this is described as a ‘dual’ or as a ‘personal-presidential’ military
regime.

The ‘one-party state” approach

The notion of a ‘one-party state’ is much more recent than that
of military rule, if only because the political party is a compara-
tively recent institution. The first-ever party organization, as dis-
tinct from a parliamentary faction, was probably the nation-wide
network of local Jacobin clubs that evolved during the French
Revolution. And during the nineteenth century the rise of polit-
ical parties was linked to the rise of democracy rather than dicta-
torship. Not until the twentieth century did the political party
become a key component of some dictatorships as well as all
democracies. Indeed the association with democracy is still
implied by the very notion of describing a non-democratic
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regime as a one-party state rather than a multiparty democracy.
However, many post-1900 dictatorships have not had a party
and therefore the ‘one-party state’ theoretical approach has
tended to be more concerned with the question of whether a
party is present than whether that party is the ruling institution
or merely an instrument of rule.

The theorists of one-party states have also been more inclined
than theorists of military regimes to link their analyses to the
totalitarian-authoritarian approach. For example, in his pio-
neering 1961 paper on single-party regimes Tucker was also
seeking to improve the totalitarian approach by introducing an
ideologically based typology. He classified communist and fascist
regimes as two different totalitarian subtypes or species and also
added an authoritarian, nationalist subtype as the third species
of a ‘genus’ that he labelled ‘revolutionary mass-movement
regime under single-party auspices’. The new genus or category
took into account the resemblances that communism and fascism
shared with a ‘large and still growing number’ of authoritarian
regimes that he described as being revolutionary nationalist
regimes under single-party auspices (1961: 283). Thus he was
differentiating the three species or subtypes according to the
obvious ideological/policy differences between communist,
fascist and nationalist regimes but was defining the genus or
overall category in terms of a shared institutional feature — the
single party.

But he was careful to define the genus in the broad institu-
tional terms of ‘under single-party auspices’ rather than the more
specific ‘under single-party rule’. This enabled him to include
Kemalist Turkey and Nasser’s Egypt among his nationalist
examples, even though these two regimes were what Finer would
later term ‘dual’ or ‘personal-presidential’ military regimes.
Similarly, Tucker’s account of how single-party regimes could
undergo a ‘metamorphosis’ (a transformation from one species/
subtype into another) acknowledged that the fascist regime was
fuehreristic (leaderistic) and that Sralin’s communist regime
metamorphed in the 1930s into a fascist-like leaderistic regime
(1bid.: 289). Clearly in both the fascist and Stalin cases the leader
would have been treating the single party as merely an instru-
ment of rule.

Another example of the typological importance of the single
party is that the other distinctive feature of these regimes, their
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revolutionary nature, may well be only temporary. Tucker
acknowledged that they may well lose their revolutionary
momentum, seemingly more through entropic exhaustion than
political evolution, and continue in power long after they have
lost their revolutionary purpose and goals (ibid.: 286-7).
Although a communist or fascist regime would in this case have
to be re-classified as authoritarian rather than totalitarian, it
would presumably still belong to the same genus as the nation-
alist regimes — the defining feature of the genus is the presence of
a single party.

Huntington presented in 1970 a theory of one-party systems
that paid more attention than Tucker’s to the question of
whether the party was the ruling institution or merely an instru-
ment of rule. In what he termed a ‘strong’ one-party system the
party plays a dominant role, with all other types of political
actor playing only insignificant roles (1970: 6-7). On the other
hand, in a ‘weak’ one-party system the party may be relegated
to a minor role and be eclipsed by one or more ot the other
types of political actor. In particular, there was (1) the *bureau-
cratic’ type of political actor, including the military, and (2) the
‘personalistic’ type, including a charismatic leader. (Like
Tucker, Huntington included among his examples of one-par-
tyism some dictatorships that could have also been categorized
as personalistic military regimes, such as General Franco’s Spain
and Kemal Ataturk’s Turkey.) In less extreme cases of a weak
one-party system, there may be a balance of power between the
party and one or more of the other types of political actor. In
these balanced cases the party may not have been relegated to
being merely an instrument of rule but only in the strong
systems is there clearly rule by the party ‘as such’ or as an insti-
tution.

Huntington’s typology of one-party systems was similar to
Tucker’s in having three subtypes, but they were not based on
ideology/policy distinctions, such as communist, fascist and
nationalist. Instead, they were distinguished by their different
goals, namely revolutionary or exclusionary, and by the third
subtype’s lack of any obvious social or political goals (ibid.: 15,
24-41). The ‘revolutionary’ subtype was the most familiar and
was similar to Tucker’s genus or category of totalitarian and
authoritarian revolutionary single-party regimes. In contrast, the
unfamiliar ‘exclusionary’ subtype was a small and dying breed of
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Figure 1.2 Typologies of single-party or one-party regimes

Tucker’s genus type (1961) Huntington’s type (1970)
Revolutionary mass-movement One-party system
regime under single party auspices

Subtypes (based on ideology/policy) ~ Subtypes (based on nature of goals)

1. communist 1. revolutionary
2. fascist 2. exclusionary
3. nationalist 3. established

Changes and features Changes and features
1. metamorphosis, e.g. 1. evolution, i.e.
communist = fascist-like leaderistic revolutionary = established
2. loses revolutionary purpose/goals 2. ‘strong’ system features party rule

Brooker’s type (1995)
Ideological one-party state

Subtypes (based on structural forms)
party-state military-party
(ruled by the party or a party (ruled by the military or a military
figure) figure)

Changes and features
1. organizational rule degenerates into personal rule
2. ideology and party features political and perhaps social and/or governing
roles

one-party systems which sought to suppress or restrict the polit-
ical activity of a section of society.

Finally, the ‘established” subtype included the growing number
of one-party systems that had evolved from the revolutionary
type and were passing through evolutionary phases of transfor-
mation, consolidation and adaptation. These authoritarian
regimes are suffering from goal exhaustion rather than entropic
exhaustion; they have accomplished their key revolutionary goals
and now have an administrative rather than revolutionary char-
acter. They experience a decline in party-mobilized popular par-
ticipation and in the importance of ideology, while political
leadership tends to lose its personalist, charismatic and auto-
cratic quality and instead becomes oligarchical and bureaucratic.
In fact Huntington had provided the most sophisticated analysis
yet or thereafter of the evolution from totalitarian extremism to
authoritarian moderation.
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Over the next quarter of a century the study of one-party states
made little progress, as is evident in Brooker’s 1995 Twentieth-
Century Dictatorships: The Ideological One-Party States. His
two-species typology did not involve ideological/policy differ-
ences nor differences in goals but instead two different structural
forms which were based on features that had already appeared in
Tucker’s and Huntington’s theories. Military regimes with a
party were not only included as examples of one-party states but
also became an actual subtype, the military-party regime, which
is ruled by the military or a military figure and relegates the
party to being merely an instrument of rule. Even the other
subtype, the party-state regime, includes cases in which the ruler
is a party figure rather than the party ‘as such’ and as an institu-
tion. Within both subtypes ‘there is the distinction between per-
sonal rule by a dictator, either a party or a military figure, and
dictatorship by an organization, either the party or the military’
(1995: 197, '

However, one area in which progress was being made by the
1990s was that influence of the ‘new institutionalism” was being
felt. It was apparent in Brooker’s analysis of ‘degeneration’
from organizational rule by party or military into personal rule
by, respectively, a party or military figure. For he described this
change in terms of a shift in the principal-agent relationship,
which was terminology borrowed from either the new institu-
tionalism in economics or the rational-choice form of new insti-
tutionalism in political science (Hall and Taylor, 1996, and see
Exhibit 1.1):

The regime’s leadership, whether an individual or a political
committee, acted as the agent of the ruling organization,
whether the party or the military. But usually, and sooner
rather than later, the regime was transformed from a case of
party or military rule into one of personal rule by an indi-
vidual who originally had been only an agent of the party or
military. The original principal-agent relationship not only had
come to an end but also may even have been reversed, with the
formerly ruling organization now becoming the agent of the
personal ruler. (Brooker, 1995: 9-10 emphases added)

The reversal in the principal-agent relationship is referring to a
ruling institution being transformed into merely an instrument of
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Exhibit 1.1 Principals, agents and ‘shirking’

The dictionary definition of the ‘principal’ involved in a principal-
agent relationship is: ‘A chief actor or doer; the chief person
engaged in some transaction or function, esp. in relation to one
employed or acting for him (deputy, agent, etc.); the person for
whom and by whose authority another acts’ (OED, 2001: vol. 12,
496). The theory of principal-agent relationships became promi-
nent in the social sciences in the 1970s-80s through economic the-
ories of the firm that included a ‘managerial theory of the firm’
centred on the principal-agent relationship between owners and
manager (Hart, 1995 [1989]: 155-6). The theory included the
principal-agent concept of shirking, which assumed that a firm’s
manager has ‘goals other than the owners’ welfare, for example,
on-the-job perks, an easy life, or empire-building’ and that ‘the
manager will put some emphasis on his or her own objectives at
the expense of the owners’ (ibid.). However, a famous article by
Alchian and Demsetz argued that the shareholding joint owners of
a public company constitute a collective principal that not only has
the voting power to change the manager but also relies on competi-
tion from would-be agents to prevent shirking by its existing
agents: ‘“The policing of management shirking relies on across-
market competition from new groups of would-be managers as
well as competition from members within the firm who seek to dis-
place existing management’ (1996 [1972]: 207, emphases added).
This argument has some striking similarities with Schumpeter’s
competitive-elections definition of democracy, which can readily be
presented in these principal-agent terms (see Exhibit 8.2).

But a non-democratic regime lacks electoral or other competi-
tive means of ‘policing’ those who hold key public offices and
powers. The nearest equivalent is when such a powerful agent is
removed by a collective principal — a ruling military or party — as a
remedy for unacceptable shirking, as when the Communist Party
of the Soviet Union removed Khrushchev from power in 1964 (see
Exhibit 4.2). However, many non-democratic regimes are exam-
ples of one-person rule and analogous to a firm that is owned by
the manager — who therefore cannot be removed by shareholders’
voting power or other institutional means. For example, in his
later years a famous owner-manager ‘survived as the managerial
leader of his company only because it was his company’; he had
become ‘stubborn, single-minded and without managerial flexi-
bility’ but his ‘lieutenants’ were ‘helpless as they watched the
decline of the company’ (Demsetz, 1996 [1983]: 352).
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rule — and specifically of personal rule. It provides a way of
dealing with a problem or concern of earlier institutional
approaches, such as Finer’s concern with rule by the military ‘as
such’ and as distinct from a personal-presidential military
regime. While the former involves a military junta/cabinet acting
as the agent of the ruling military organization, the latter
involves a military president not acting as the agent of the mili-
tary and perhaps even converting the military into an instrument
of his personal rule.

The personal-rule approach

The notion of personal rule can be quite surprisingly ambiguous
because it involves two rather different theoretical approaches.
However, both are only supplementary approaches that are
focused on either a particular subset of non-democratic regimes
or a particular aspect of those regimes. The first is focused on the
traditional ‘who rules’ question and in this case the answer is not
an institution but an individual person — what might be termed
‘one-person rule’. The other approach to personal rule goes
beyond this notion of one-person rule and also or instead asks
‘how do they rule’. And in this case the answer is through per-
sonal relationships and through personal self-interest, notably
greed and fear.

The ‘one-person rule’ approach is focused on a particular indi-
vidual whose primacy is formalized by a traditional title, such as
King, by a public office, such as President, or by a position in an
organization, such as the military’s Commander in Chief or a com-
munist party’s General Secretary. The holder of this title, office or
position is not merely acting as the agent of a ruling institution
when he is exercising power, whether absolutist or power limited
by rules and by other political actors. (Perhaps the most important
example of this approach was actually the totalitarian theorists’
analysis of the absolutist personal rule of the totalitarian dictator,
the Hitler or Stalin, which is still a useful analysis or reminder of
the extreme and ideological cases of one-person rule.) However,
the one-person-rule approach will be covered in the next chapter,
along with the concepts of patrimonialism and neopatrimonialism
that are derived from Weber’s sociological analysis of monarchy
and other traditional forms of personal rule.
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The most prominent example of the other approach to per-
sonal rule dates back to at least the 1960s and to Roth’s concept
of ‘personal rulership’. He described personal rulership as being
based on personal loyalties ‘linked to material incentives and
rewards’ and as being prevalent in some new states in the Third
World that ‘may not be states at all but merely private govern-
ments of those powerful enough to rule’ (1968: 195-6, 198).
Several years later a typology of this concept was developed by
Linz to categorize some non-democratic regimes that were
neither totalitarian nor authoritarian and were based on personal
loyalty linked to material rewards (1975: 253, 259-64). Linz
identified four different systems of personal rule: (1) oligarchic
democracy; (2) caciquismo (rule by local political bosses); (3)
caudillismo (rule by military chieftains); and (4) modern sul-
tanism (absolutist one-person rule), which was the most central-
ized and most arbitrary or discretionary form of personal rule.

The notion of ‘modern sultanism’ has been more applicable
than his three other types of personal rule, which belong to an
earlier, almost nineteenth century period of non-democratic
regime. However, Linz considered even the modern sultanist
system to be relatively rare and most likely to be found in a small
country with a largely agricultural economy and few urban
centres, such as Duvalier’s Haiti, Trujillo’s Dominican Republic
and other Central American countries (ibid.: 253, 259-62). The
regime’s private use of public power is exemplified by the preva-
lence of corruption as well as the personal nature of the ruler’s
staff — which tends to include his family, friends, cronies and
even business associates.

Sultanist personal rule is based not only on personal loyalty
linked to material rewards but also on the extensive use of fear.
The army and the police ‘play a prominent role’ in the sultanist
regime, and ‘men directly involved in the use of violence to
sustain the regime’ are members of the ruler’s personal staff
(b1d.: 260). But, unlike in totalitarian regimes, the use of terror
is not ideologically motivated or justified, and the lack of any
ideological commitment is also evident in the lack of a mass
party, the absence of mass mobilization, and even the ruler’s ten-
dency to enrich himself, his family and other members of the
ruling group (ibid.: 217, 260, 189, 262).

In recent times the concept of sultanist personal rule has been
extended to a wider range of cases by viewing sultanism as a ten-
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dency that appears in different varieties of regime, to varying
degrees, and in different stages of the dictator’s career (Chehabi
and Linz, 1998). However, the concept still lacks the flexibility
and applicability of the one-person-rule approach, which can be
applied to a totalitarian, sultanist or any other variety of non-
democratic regime in which the monarch, president, party
General Secretary or military supreme commander is the ruler
and is not the agent of a ruling institution. Furthermore, that
one-person-rule regime might not be ruling through personal
relationships and personal self-interest but instead through insti-
tutional and/or ideological relationships and interests.

A mixed approach

Any approach to the study of non-democratic regimes has to
adopt a ‘mixed’ theoretical approach simply in order to deal
with the diversity of these regimes. But it is also important not to
create unnecessary complexity and to ensure that the concepts
being used are as unambiguous as possible. The chapters that
follow therefore focus on theories of types rather than forms of
rule and uses the ‘who rules’, personal-rule and institutional
approaches. And this includes sharpening or narrowing the focus
of the ‘one-party state’ approach by viewing it as a party
rule/dictatorship type that includes only those cases where the
party is a ruling institution, not merely an instrument of rule for
a military regime.

However, there is still room for the ‘how do they rule’ perspec-
tives — in a different format and not as theoretical approaches.
The ideological/policy perspective still appears as the means of
identifying the communist and fascist regimes and distinguishing
them from what are commonly called African or Third World
one-party states. And the totalitarian-authoritarian concern with
the level and method of control appears in the chapter dealing
with control and, like the ideological/policy perspective, also
appears in the chapter on policies and policy making.

Another feature of the mixed approach is that it also includes
the question of ‘why do they rule’ in the sense of the regime’s
justification of its rule — its legitimacy and right to rule. This
includes self-justification as well as justifying itself to the ruled
and to the international community. The question of ‘why do
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they rule’ is covered not only in the chapter on legitimacy but
also in a later chapter on democratically disguised dictatorships
or ‘semi-dictatorships’ and on the problem of distinguishing
them from semidemocracies, which are flawed democracies that
still involve some sort of principal-agent rule by the people
rather than by a personal dictator or a ruling institution. A
democratically disguised dictatorship may involve rule by a
person or a military or party organization, just like the other dic-
tatorships, but it seeks to legitimate itself with the democratic
disguise of semi-competitive elections and therefore is well
adapted to survive in an age of ‘rule by the people’.

/; —



POCCUMICKAS AKAJIEMHSI HAYK

VUHCTUTYT MUPOBOUW DKOHOMUKH
U MEX[IYHAPOOHBIX OTHOUEHUU

ABTOPUTAPU3M
1 TEMOKPATUS
B PA3BBUBAIOIINXCS
CTPAHAX



BBEJEHUE

[MOMUTUYECKAA MOJINEPHU3ALIMA
B TNOCTTPAOIMIIMOHHLIX OBHECTBAX

Honamue modeprusayuu. Kateropust MOACPHU3AUHY — [IEPEXO4a OT
TPAJMLUOHHOTO OOLIECTBA K COBPEMEHHOMY — MHOTOMEPHA, OOJIalaeT KOMII-
NEKCHBIM XapaKTEPOM, ONPEAENAETCS H TOJNKYETCA N0o-pa3HoMy. Mbl Oyem
HUCXO[UTHL M3 TPEX €€ MPHU3HAKOB, ABIAOLUIUXCS, C Halle#d TOUKH 3PECHUS,
HEOOXOAUMBIMHI U [OCTATOYHBIMA.

D70, BO-1IEPBLIX, CMEHA peoliiajlaioiieil POpMbl OOUECTBEHHOI'O TPY-
ja {arpapHoOro — HHAyCTpHANbHBIM). Bo-sTOpBIX, AuddepeHuanus paHee
cabo pacuIeHEHHOTO OOLECTBA Ha OTHE/IbHbIE chepbl (3KOHOMUUECKYIO,
HONMUTUYECKYIO, TPABOBYIO, KYIbTYPHYO), o0najatouie cOOCTBEHHO, OT-
HOCHTEJILHO ABTOHOMHOM JIOTHKOH CYIECTBOBAHUs U PA3BUTHUsL, B TOM HHUCIE
10 OTHOWIEHHUIO K FOCYJapcTBy (CTAHOBJIEHUE TAK HA3bIBAEMOTO [PaK/aH-
ckoro obuiectsa). Hakonen, arpubyTtomM MofepHU3anuu sBisieTcs popmu-
pPOBAaHUE aBTOHOMHO-CYBEPEHHOTO MHAMBY/A, NUYHOCTH KAaK OCHOBHOTO (Iiep-
pruHOro) cyGpekra obwectsa. [Ipasga, B pa3mUYHBIX PErHOHAX U I[UBHU-
nu3auusix HOpMHUPOBAHHE MOCHECHHErO [IpU3HAKaA MPOTEXAET I[0-Pa3HO-
Mmy. B Haubosiee pa3BaTOM BUfC OH mpefcTasiieH B obmecrBax 3anajga. Ha
BocToke JHMYHOCTH CKIAfbIBAETCH B paMKaxXx TOTO WM HMHOTO TH-
na Koprnopauuu (oOlUHA, 3eMNIAYECTBO, KACTa, PACIUAPEHHAS CeMbS U
1p.).

MopaepHu3auusi OXBaThIBAET ATHTEIBHbBIN UCTOPUIECKUH NEPUOJ| [IPH-
mepHO oT X VI B. 0 HacTosiee BpemMs (/17 OONBIIUHCTBA CTPAH OH ellle He
3asepiueH). [To ceoeMy 3HAUCHHIO MOAEPHUA3AUHOHHBIYA NEPEXOJ] CONOCTABUM
¢ 3MOX0OY HEONUTUYECKUX PEBOMIOUAN, CMEHOH cOOMpAaTeNnbCTBA U MACTY-
UIECTBA 3EMIIE[ISIIHEM.

TpapuuuoHHoe 061ECTBO ObIIO OCHOBAHO HA NMPOCTOM BOCIPOU3BOJ-
CTBE, PEMECICHHbBIX TEXHOJOTHsX, OOUTHHO-KOPIOPATHBUCTCKUX LEHHOC-
TAX, MOYTEHUsI K aBTOPUTETY U BO3PACTY, OPHEHTALUH Ha MPOUUIOE U €ro
nosropenne. OHO SBAAIO co60# KaK Obl "CaMONOACPXHABAIOLIYIOCS HEU3-
MeHHOCTH' . KOHE4HO, U B HEM UMEJIM MECTO H3MEHEHHUs, HO OHY IIPOUCXO-
Auna no OOnbUIed YaCcTH CIOHTAHHO, HE MPOUCTEKas U3 CyObeKTUBHOTO
uesienoNaraHus UHANBHAAOB U rpynn. CoBpeMeHHOe, HHAyCTpUaibHOE 06-
WECTBO, HAOBOPOT, MOYKHO ONPEJETUTD KaK ' CAMONOANEPXKUBAIOILYIOCS U3-
MeHIeMOCTh"'. HenoBeK B HeM He TOJbKO TOTOB BOCIPUHUMATD IOCTOAHHBIE
CABUTHM B TEXHOJIOTWH, CTAHJapTax NoTpeOneHus, MpaBOBbIX HOPMAax U LEH-
HOCTHBIX OPHEHTALHSX, HO CIHOCOOEH UHHIMHPOBATh UX. Bo3HUKaeT kadecT-
BEHHO WHOU TUIN OOLIECTBA, Pa3BUTHE KOTOPOI'O HECET C COOOM BMECTE C TEM
1 HOBbIE MPOOAEMBI.

Mopepuu3saiysi — 37O KOMIUIEKCHbIH npouecc. OHa 3axBaTbiBaeT BCE
cepbl OGIIECTBEHHOM KUHH — IKOHOMHUECKYIO, COLMAIBHYIO, MOJTUTHKO-

V|



NpaBOBYIO W KyJABTYpHYIO. M3MeHeHHs B 9TuUX cepax TECHO CBA3AHbI
Mexay co00i U KOPPENUPYIOT IPYT C APYIOM.

SKOHOMHYECKAsT MOJIEPHHA3ALUS 03HAYAET CYLIECTBEHHOE [IOBBILLIEHIC
NPOU3BOIUTENILHOCTH TPYAA B CEJIbCKOM XO3SHCTBE, MH/YCTPHATU3ALHIO,
pasBUTHE TPAHCHOPTAa M KOMMYHUKAUWH, CO3[{aHHE HAUMOHANBLHOrO BOC-
IPOU3BOJICTBEHHOTO XO35ACTBEHHOTO KOMITIEKCA, PACIIUPAOINEE s yIacTHe
B MEPOBOM X03sificTBe. OCHOBHBIMH BEKTODAMM B 3TOM Pa3BUTHH CITy>XaT
peanu3alus MIPUHIAIOB B CTPYKTYP PhIHOYHOH 9KOHOMHUKH, & TAKXKE HAYIHO-
TEXHUYECKUH NPOrpecc, HapacTAIIEE NPUTOKEHHE JOCTHXKECHUHE HayKH K
[IpaKTUKE B (POPME TEXHOJIOTHH.

B couuasnisHoi chepe MOEPHHU3AIUSA HeCceT ¢ cOO0M DeclpeeeHTHBII
110 CPABHEHHIO ¢ OOI[ECTBAMH TPAAULHOHHOTO THIIa POCT CONMAIBHON MO-
ouiibHOCTH, NudPepeHInaALNI0 COUUANBHBIX TPYII, B TOM YKCJIE Ha MPO-
(heccroHanbHON OCHOBE. Y pOaHH3al|sl IPUBOJUT K 3HAUUTESILHOMY COKpa-
IEHWIO [[ONTM KPECTHSHCTBA H CEJIbCKOTO HACENEHUA, POCTY "TPETBETO CO-
criosust”, Oypxxya3uu, IPOMBIIIIEHHOIO JIpOieTapuaTa, Cpefinux cnoes. Ha
OnpeiesIeHHOM 3Tale MOJASPHU3AUUY (MHIyCTPUANILHOTO, KaNUTaTHCTHIEC-
KOTO pa3BUTHS) BO3HHKAET TEHJEHLHUA K CPAaBHUTENBHOMY COIXEHUIO
[IOXO[0B Da3{UYHbIX TPYMI (MPH POCTE MX NOTPEOIEeHUA), YTO B CHCTEME
PBIHOYHOTO XO3SMCTBA CTAHOBUTCS BEJyIM CTHMYJIOM NpOrpecca MpOn3-
sojcrsa. ConuaabHas MOISPHHU3ALHs BKIIFOYAET TAKX€E pa3BepPThIBAHHE CHU-
CTEMBI MACCOBOI'O OOPA30BAHUS, ME[HLMHCKOTO OOCTYKHBAHUS U COLUATBHO-
ro obecrneyeHns.

B COUMOKYIBTYPHOM IUTAHE NPOUCXOAMT CYLIECTBEHHAs TpaHC(opMaLus
TpaguLuoHHbIX HeHHocTel. [Toasnsercs JlmanocTs, "npopacraromas’” BHYT-
pU TPAJIUIHOHHBIX OGIHHO-KOPIOPATHBHbIX CTPYKTYP HITH OCBOOOXK/1at0-
masicss ot Hux. JJOMHHAHTAMU €€ MOBE[CHWs CTAHOBATCS yCTAHOBKA Ha
[IEPCOHAJILHBIE [OCTHXKEHYIS, BbICOKas OUEHKA JIMYHBIX 3aCNyT, TOTOBHOCTH K
nepeMeHaM. ABTOHOMHU3ALUS YEJOBEKA B OOLIECTBE TECHO CBA3aHA C CEKY-
Jisipu3ayyiei, OrpaHHYe HHEM MAPOBO33PEHUECKUX U UHBIX (DYHKIHN pENUrHn
U ee YUPEIKISHUN.

B nopy cBOeH 3pefiocTd MOJIEPHU3UPOBAHHOE OOIIECTBO ObnafgacT psi-
JAOM KOJIMYECTBEHHBIX MAPaMeTPOB, MPHHIMNUATIBHO OTIHYAIIUX ero OT
TpaguuuonHoro. B gecsaTku pas nosblaeTcd nokasatens BHIT wa gymy
HaceeHusi; OISl WHIyCTPHAILHOTO CEKTOPA B HAPOJHOM XO3SHCTBE 1OCTU-
raet 70% u Gonee (npotus 5-8% B TpajHLHOHHOM OOIIECTBE); HANOTH
copmupytor ot 1/4 fo 1/2 BHII (5%); na unpectunuu pacxogyercst ot 1/6
no 1/4 BHIT (1-2%). Pa3nuna 8 OXOAax BBICIIMX ¥ HUBIUUX TPYNI HE
npesbimaeT 5-6:1, B TO BpeMs KaK B TPaAHLUHOHHBIX OOLIECTBAX OHA CO-
crasnger 15-20:1. [IpogomxurenbHOCTb XKU3HU gocturaet 70-75 net (mipo-
TUB 25-50). AHaJIOTUYHbI JPYTHUE 10KA3ATENN — OXBAT HACE/IEHUSA CPEJHUM
(80—100%) u Boicuinm (6oJiee 30%) obpa3oBaHHEM, MEIULUTHCKUM OOCITY>KH-
BAHUEM, CPEACTBAMY MACCOBON KOMMYHHMKALUM H T.Il., — KOTOPbIE HECOU3MeE-
PHMBI C COOTBETCTBYHOLIAMA [IOKA3aTeISIMU TOMHYCTPHANBHBIX 00utecTB!.
[IpuBeicHHbIE COMOCTABICHUs XapaKTEPU30BANY YPOBEHL MOAEPHU3ALUH
passutbix crpal B 50-60-¢ rojpl. C TeX NOp 9TH HOPMbI CTallH €1Ie BbILIE —
TeM Bosee o Mepe BeTymneHus obutects 3anafa (u fnoHuy) B MOCTUH-
aycrpuanbuyio dasy.

[Tponecc MofepHH3aLHK NIPEAIIONaraeT ONpeAeIeHHbIC MEXAHU3MBI e¢
ocyulecTBieHUs (CTUXMIHAS U HampaBlseMass MOAECPHH3AIMS), XapaKTep
MOfepHU3al K (OpraHuYecKasi Wi HEOPraHHYecKasi — B IEPBYIO OUYEpEeb B
3aBUCHMOCTH OT CHOCOOHOCTH TOTO HJI HHOTO OOIIECTBA K CAaMOPa3BUTHIO),
TUI COLMANTbHONW OpTraHU3alUiH MOJEPHU3UpYOHIerocs obiecTsa (Kanura-
mu3M, POPMbI, €My COILYTCTBYIOLIHE, 2 TAKXKE ANIbTEPHATHBHbIE).

Cruxuifivas MojilepHU3auus Oblia B HAaUOObIIEH Mepe XapakTepHa JJis
crpas 3aMnaja B epUuo/(bl MO3JHEr0 CPEAHEBEKOBbS U OCTCPEAHEBEKOBBSL.
Ona npoxojinia 4epes NOCTENEeHHOe, CaMOIIPON3BONIBHOE HAKOILICHHUE MIPeJi-
[OCLIIOK B TEX MU HHBIX cdepax OCIEeCTBeHHON XU3HH, coeinHeHne (Uu
HECOBMECTHMOCTE) KOTOPBIX MPUBONIHN K KAYECTBEHHBIM c[{BuraM. Bmecte
C TeM W Ha 3amnafie, ¥ — B KAUECTBEHHO OOJbled Mepe — Ha OIXHEeH u
fpanbHel nepuepun NPOLECC MOAEPHU3ALMHU BCE Yallle CTAHOBUIICS PE3YIThb-
TATOM CO3HATEJIbHBIX YCUNUU OTHEJbHBIX TPYILIL, 3JUT U IpeX/e BCero —
rocyfapcrsaa.

B oboux cnyvasx yCrneimHOCTs MOJAEPHU3AIMN BO MHOTOM 3aBUCENIA OT
TOTO, HACKOJIbKO [IPOUECcC W3MEHEHUH IPOTEKa OPraHH4HO, T.€. BbipacTal
H3 MpeJLUECTBYOWHX CTPYKTYp, OXBaTbiBal BCE cPepbl OOIECTBEHHOMN
JKU3HHU, BOCHPUHUMAICA DONBUIMHCTBOM O0MLecTBa (unu XO0Ta Obl 3HAYM-
TENBHOU €ro 4acThio) KaK €CTECTBEHHBIH, NOAASPKUBAICA UMU U COOT-
BETCTBCHHO MPHHAMAN XapakTep caMOpa3BUTHs.

B oKOHOMMYECKOM IJIaHe MOJECDHU3ALUS OCYLIECTBAAIACH, KaK IpaBH-
710, YEPe3 pealin3alutd ONTUMANBHOM JIJIsl JaHHOTO OOIHECTBA JIUHUU Pa3-
BUTHSA, 'pa3MaThiBarOLeil Henodky PpakTopos”, KOT[Ha CBUD B OHOM XO-
3MCTBCHHOM CEKTOpE BJieUeT 3a cOOOH nporpecc B gpyrom (arpapHas
PEBOIIOUHS — HHAYCTPUANU3Ailisl — 3KCIOPTHAA sKcnaHeus u T.1.). [Tocme-
[OBATENBHOCTH ITUX CABUIOB WiH a3 U UX HANPABIEHHE 3ABUCETH OT
KOHKDPETHBIX YCITOBUH TOW UNH HHOHU CTPAaHbl — CTAPTOBOTC [OTEHUHANA,
HANUYHS PECYPCOB, KadecTsa padOUueH CHIbl, COLHATBHBIX CTPYKTYD, CTE-
NeHH WHTETPUPOBAHHCCTU B MUPOBOH PHIHOK.

B #HCTHTYUMOHANBHOM IIJIaHE MOJAECPHU3ANUNS O3HAYANA KAK AfalTAIMIO
TPAJULHOHHBIX COUMATBHBIX HHCTUTYTOB (CEMbSL, OOIMHA, [PKOBb, KACTA U
np.) K COBPEMEHHBIM (DYHKUHAM, TaK U U3MEHEHHE (PYHKUUNA ITHX HH-
CTUTYTOB, NPUBOLUBLIEE B KOHIE KOHLOB K TpaHCcHOpMaAly CaMUX UHCTH-
TYTOB (3BOJIIOLUA CPEAHEBEKOBOIO MapjaaMeHTa, NOABICHUE acCOUUALIHA
HOBOT'O THIIA HA MECTE MPEXHUX OOI{HH U 3EMJISIUECTB U T.IL.).

C 1dBUMU3AUHOHHOI TOYKY 3PEHHA A MOJEPHU3aUUU (OCOBEHHO —
OpraHu4eckoil) XapaKTepHbl Kak CUMOUO3, TaK U CHHTE3 TPAJHIHOHHBIX U
COBPEMEHHbIX UEHHOCTEH, KOTOPBIHA COCTOUT B UCIOAB30BAHUY HIIH NEPCUH-
TeprpeTauid OfHHX UEHHOCTEN TPafMUHOHHOU KYJILTYpPHl NP HEHTpa-
MM3auuy APYrUux, a TaKXKe B COBJAHUU UM BOCHPUSATHH HOBBIX, COBPEMEH-
HBIX LEHHOCTed # "HpuBUBKe' UX K [[pEBY HAUUOHAJBHbIX KYJIBTYPHBIX
TpaguLUuid. 34€Ch MHOTOE OMNpeelisieT YPOBEHb PA3BUTHSA TPaJHIUOHHOM
KYIbTYpbl MOJEPHH3UPYIOLErOcsi OOLIECTBA, €€ COACP X KATEIbLHbIA OTEH-
[Haj, cTerneHb OTKPbITOCTH KOHTAKTAM U3BHE U, HAKOHEL, IPOYHOCTH CBSI3U
(wmu, HaoGOpOT, CYOHHA Pa3pbIBA) MEX/Y KYILTYPHON 3JIMTOR U HIUPOKAMU
CNOSIMH HaceJieHHs, Hajd4yue 0oJiee HIIM MEHEE 3HAUUTETBLHOI'C OCPE/HH-
YECKOr0 CII0st MEXKY HUMHL.



Hanee — npodiiema pazHooOpasusi GOpM CONNANBHON OPraHA3auH MO~
[lepHU3UPYIOLMKCS OOIIECTB U, B YACTHOCTH, HPOPM, OTIIMYHBIX OT KaIlH-
Tanu3Ma.

Kanuranusm, cras 8 XIX-XX BB. ajjekBaTHON $HOPMOI MOIEpHU3ALUH
(o BceM ee TpeM MapaMeTpam), TEM HE MEHEe OCTaRajicd — BIJIOTH [0
[OCHEHUX JECATHIETUN — JIOKATU30BAHHBIM B O[(HOM U UBHIH3AIHOHHOM
apeane (3amapn). B gpyrux apeanax, laxe Tam, e Kanaranausm Gonee uind
MEHEE YKOPEHMJICA ¥ CIOXKHUICA KaK Cnoco0 mpous3BOACTBa (pAj CTpaH
Jlatunckoit Amepuku u ApabGcekoro Boctoka), od He "opranmsosan” 06-
1ecTBa Ha cobcTBeHHbIX npuHuHnax. Tonbko Ha 3anafe KanuTanusm Obil
TOX/AECTBEH MOJEDHH3AINY, KAK M MOJEPHU3AUHA — KAMUTANU3My: 'K
Bocroky ot Cysua” (1 x H0ry) o6pa3oBaiuch sABHbIE HOXHHULbI MEXKIY
MOJIEPHU3AIMEN U KAMUTATUCTHIECKOH (POPMOY OPTaHU3aLUH OOIIECTS.

3TO 06CTOATENLCTBO ONPEAETIHIIC BOSHUKHOBEHNE HHBIX (HOBBIX) BU{OB
wie (pOpM COLMANBHON OpraHu3aluM.

B XX B. CIIOXKUJIOCH HECKOJIBKO OCHOBHBIX WX pasHosupHocTei. Ilep-
Basi — TEHEPUPOBAHHAS €CTECTBEHHBIM Pa3BUTHEM CAMOTO KAIUTAIU3Ma HA
3anaje — peasu30Banacs MOJl STHAOH TOCYAapCTBa B BH/IE "HENPHOLUILHOTO"
rOCCEKTOPA M PA3BETBICHHON "COLMATBHON HHPPACTPYKTYpbl" (TaK Hasbl-
BAEMOE FOCYAApPCTBO GJIarOCOCTOAHNS).

BTopas — HEOTpPAJHLUOHANUCTCKAs — BO3HUKIIA HA OCHOBE Cneludu-
YeCKUX HE3aNa[HbIX TPANULAN H B 3HAUUTENILHOH MEDPE B IIOPAJKE peakuun
Ha 2KCHAHCHID KANWTANN3MAa, 3[J€Ch OCHOBHOU COIMANTHHON eIMHULeH ObUT HE
CYBEPEHHO-aBTOHOMHBIH MHIUBHU[, HO Ta /1M HHAsl KOJIEKTUBHAS 06U_{HOCT;:>
— o7 ueMeHu/pofa/ und OOIUMHBI O KOPHNOpAlMH, BKIIOYas TaKOH
HHCTHTYT, Kak rocyjapcrso (Cayposckas Apasusi, Mapoxxo u jip.).

TpeTsst — conuanucTU4ecKasl — poOXAaeTes ¢ OxTs6psa 1917 r., pac-
wmpssich B cepeaune XX 8. Ha Bocrounyio Espony, a 8 50-70-¢ roasl Ha
"tpeTu#t Myup'; Olla UMEET OCHOBAHMEM [IONIHOE TOXIECTBO rOCyapcTsa U
o61ecTBa (TaK HA3bIBAEMBIH PEaTbHBIA COLUAIIH3M).

ITpoiuecc MofiepHA3aLHU IPOXONMT pasnudHbie a3bl. OObIYHG pasii-
TAKOT TAK¥e CTAf{H, KAK OCO3HAHUE UeJIH, KOHCOMHJALHA MOEPHU3aTOPCKY
HACTPOEHHOW 3HUTHI, NEPHOJ TpaHCHOPMAUNH U, HAKOHEL, HHTEerpalus
obuiecTsa Ha HoBol ocHose (C. bnak). MHorga 270 pasrpaHudeHue Ipouie:
[epuof OTPaHUYEHHONH MOJEPHM3ALMU @ 3aTEM €€ OMAaCCOBJIeHUE, pac-
npoctpanenue Ha sce oomectso (L. DisenwTant). Beijensor tTakxe paH-
HEHHYCTPUANBHYIO, MO3JHEUHYCTPUAJIBHYIO U, HAKOHEL, IOCTAHAYCT-
puanbHyto pasy. [Tocnepnss PaxTHUECKH BBIXOAHUT 3a PaMKu MOAEp-
HU3ALUH, TOCKONBKY B MOCTHHAYCTPHABHOM OOIIECTBE HAUAHAIOT QOPMI-
POBATHCS KAYECTBEHHO HOBBIE YEPThI: HHOPMALMOHHAS PEBOMIOUMS, HH[H-
sufyanusalys nOTpeGIeHIs, NPUMAT IyXOBHBIX CTUMY/IOB HaJ MaTepHANDb-
HBIMH, POCT TBOpUeCKHX (PyHKUu# B chepe Tpyfa. HelHeurHue pazsuthie
CTpaHbl HAXOMSITCA B Havale 5TOH asbl.

OcHOBHAs NepUOX3aL¥sl MOJIEPHU3AUKHM CBSA3aHa C HEPABHOME DHOCTBIO
ee NpoTeKaHusl B MUPOBOM MPOCTPAHCTBE W HCTOPHUISCKOM BpeMeHu. MHu-
LAATOPOM MOJIEPHU3AIUY U €€ NEPBbIM 3MIEJOHOM CTall peruoH 3anaja.
BHyTpU HErO, KOHEYHO, MOXKHO BBIIEIUTH DA3HOBUAHOCTH U MOJeJIH, OTpa-
JKAOKUe OCOOEHHOCTH KOHKPETHOH CTPaHbl WM CPYMNbI CTPAH, a TakXe
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OTIAYAOIUECH CPOKAMY PA3BEPTHIBAHUS MOJEPHU3AUMA (AHI U, KOHTU-
HeHTanbHas 3anafdas Eppona, CHIA, nepecenenyeckue KOMOHUH TUTIA
Ascrpanuu wia Karanst). Ho Bce oHu Oblnk CBsi3aHbI TEOMONUTHYECKIM H
HCTOPHUKO-KYNBTYDHBIM €JHHCTBOM, UTO [IPHUBENO MPHMEPHO K OJHOMY 4
TOMY YK€ THIY HHAYCTPUATIBHOTO OOIIECTBA.

Oupefiensomue Y€pThl NEPBOTO JIETOHA — OPraHUYECKHIA B HEJIOM
XapakTep MOJEepHU3AlMHU, €€ [QIUTENBbHOCTh U nocreneHHocts (¢ XVI B.,
SCJIM HE paHbIle); OTHOCHTENILHAs CHHXPOHHOCTH BBI3PEBAHUS PA3THUHBIX
NPENIOCHINIOK ¥ 2JIEMEHTOB Oyp:Kya3HOU hopMauu.

B ocranbHbIX CTpaHaX U PErHOHAX — OCHOBHAY YAaCTh MIAHETHI —
MOJIEDHU3ALUA [IPUHAJIA XaPAaKTEP, BO MHOTOM OTJIHYHBIA OT 3amajHoil.
Heno He TONbKO B CABMHYTHIX (MHOT/IAa HA CTOJETHSI) CPOKAX €€ Pa3BepPThi-
BaHW, HO ¥ B 3HAYUTENHHO MEHbLIEH CTENEHH €€ OPTaHUYHOCTH. B nepsyio
OYepE/b 3TO CBA3AHO C TEM, YTO INIaBHBIH UMIYIIBC MOAEPHHUIAKY UCKOLM
3[€Ch M3BHE — H3 CTPAH MEPBOrO SUIENOHA, yuleauero srnepen LleHTpa
CKJiafibIBatoLIencs MUpoOOIIHOCTH. MicToprieckoe Bpems, "oTmymenHoe" Ha
MOJCPHU3AUMIO, 10 CPABHEHUIO ¢ 3amajioM, 3HaYHTENBHO coKpaieHo. [Ipas-
fa, o6uIecTBO, Tfie COBEPUIAETCS 3aMO3Janas MOJCPHH3ANUS, MOXKET UC-
MOJIB30BATh Y>XC UMEHUINECS JOCTUXEHHA 00Jiee Pa3BUTEIX cTpaH. [Ipo-
GrieMa, OHAKO, 3aK/IIOYAETCSA B TOM, YTOOB! NPUCIOCOOUTH AGOPUTEHHbIC
TPAAMUHAOHHBIE CTPYKTYPbI U EHHOCTH K HCIIONB30BAHUIO "4y>kux" 1OCTU-
JKEHU#A B KODOTKHUH HCTOPUYECKHH OTPE30K BPEMEHH, 3aHUMAFOLHN U3Hb
TPEX—4EThIPEX, a HHOT/IA aXke OHOrO—[IBYX MOKOJICHHUIL.

Cpenu 0o01IeCTB 321103027108 MOJIEPHU3ALME MOKHO BBIIETUTL BTOPOH
s1uesion (Poccusi, HEKOTOPBIE FOXKHO- H BOCTOUHO-EBPOMNEHCKIE TOCYapcTBa,
a TakxKe AnoHus, OCYLIeCTBIABIINE MOJEPHU3AUUIO HA HE3aBUCUMOI HAL{HO-
HAJIBHOU OcHOBE). B Tepmunax mupocucremHoi Teopun V. Bannepcraiina
onu 06pasytor IHonynepudepuro, a ofHa u3 3THX cTpad (SINOHMA) B KOHIE
KOHIOB cymena soiita B sigpo Lientpa.

Tperuit suienon — 310 crpade! Jlatuuckoid Amepuru, Adpuxu u rno-
fasisitouiee GONBUIMHCTBO CTpaH Asun. 370 — Muposasi [lepudepus, koto-
past U3HAMAJIBHO UHTEIPUPOBAJIACH B OOLUEMHPOBOMH POLECC MOJEPHUA U N
4epe3 CHCTeMY KOJNOHHAW3Ma M 3aBHCHMOCTH, B KaYeCTBE ChIPLEBOTO
npupatka k Lextpy. Pasgensas co BTOPBIM 3IENOHOM psiff O0ITHX YepT
MO3/[HEr0 Pa3BUTHUS, MOJICPHU3ALUS CTPAH "TPETHETO MHpA' BMECTE ¢ TeM
U3HAYAJILHO O0JIajjana 3HaYUTETBHOH CTIC U KON,

Heno B TOM, 4TO UCXOAHBIM MYBKTOM [JIs "TPETHUHONH MOJEpHU3ALHH'
IOCHYXKHJIM HE MPOCTO JOKANMTANMCTHYECKHE, HO MaTpuapxalibHbie, 00-
WYHHO-IUIEMEHHBIC, FOCYaPCTBEHHO-00IuHHEIE ("a3uaTckue") CTPYKTYPhI.
Mx xkynbTypa u UMBHNH3ALMH, CYU[ECTBEHHO OTIHYHbIE OT €BPONEHCKUX,
ABUIIUCH OO BbEKTAMI MOIEPHH3AIIN. BHYTpeHHIE TPEIIOCHUTKY MOAEPHN3H-
PyrOLMX Npoueccos (1 B CTPYKTypax, # B OOUIECTBEHHOM CO3HAHWN) ObIIH
3fech eufe cinabee, HEXENHM B CTPaHAX BTOPOTO JILUEJIOHA, U IPOUECC MOJIep-
HU3aLUH HE MPOCTO UCHBITHIBAJN BO3EHCTBHE H3BHE, HO OBbIN HEYKOpE-
HCHHBIM, HEOPTaHUYHBIM B CBOEM HCXOJIHOM BHJIE.

ITosToMy TpeTHYHAsE MOIEPHU3ALKS XapaKTEePH30BallaCh OYATOBOCTHIO,
WHBepCHEN CTa[(Ui, (PPATMEHTAPHOCTHIO U OOMIIHEM MEPEXONHBIX U TYMH-
KOBBIX CTPYKTYp, aMOP(PHOCTBIO CO3HAHHS M JAESATENHBHOCTH COLUATBHBIX



cyOobexToB. OTCIOf1a — BEPOSTHOCTHBIN U, H0JIee TOTO, NePHOHYSCKH 00pa-
THMbIH XapaKkTep Npoiecca MOAEPHU3AINY B 3TOM JLIEJIOHE.

HakoHel, BaXXHOH 0COOEHHOCTBI) TPETLETO 3LLUENOHA CTAN0O TO 0GCTOs-
TEJBLCTBO, YTO MOJEPHK3aIUs B peruoHax Muposoro [Ora ocyiecransercs
B 9M0XY BbISIBIEHHA U ObICTPOro obocrpeHus rinobansHbix npodnem. [lemo-
rpadpuyeCcKUil, SKONOTUUYESCKUAN U MPOOBOJILCTBEHHBIN KPU3HCHI CTAHOBSTCS
JJISL MOJIOfIBIX TOCYAApCTB OO BEKTHBHBIMU OTPAHHUUTENAMH pa3suTnsi. Of-
HOBPEMEHHO BXOX/ieHHe cTpaH LleHTpa B nocTHHAyCTpuanpHyto a3y ele
fonee yCIOXHSET 3alaydl MOJEPHHU3AIMOHHOTO PBIBKA B OTCTAIOLIHX 00-
IIECTBAX, XOTA, KaK MOKa3bIBAET OIBIT HEKOTOPBIX "HOBBIX UHAYCTPUATb-
HBIX CTpaH" A3uu, He PEeBPAILaeT X B HEBBIMOJIHUMBIE.

CeropiHsi B TpeTheM 3IUENOHE MOJICPHH3ALUHA MOXHO BBICIHTSL pa3-
nuyHble rpynnbi. OfHa u3 HUX — cTpaHbl BocTouynoit u HOro-Bocrounoi
A3uu, BIHCABIIXECS B HOBEUUIUH 1OBOPOT MUPOBON sKoHOMHKHU (70-80-¢
rofibl), KoTopble BbipBanucs u3 [lepudepuu 8 [Monynepudepuro u o Hexo-
TOPbBIM NapaMeTpaM [a)Ke HauyHHatoT npubmmkaTtses K Llenrpy. [Ipyras —
BUEpAllIHUE JIUAEPhl MHAYCTPHANBHON MOJEpHU3aLUY B "TpeTheM mupe’,
3a0yKcoBaBlUMe Ha OMpeJesieHHOM aTafne (KpynHbie cTpaHbl JlaTuHCcKOM
Amepukn). Eme ofHa rpynna — THOUYHBIE CTPaHBl "TPEeThEro mupa’ ¢
XapaKTEPHBIMH Al HUX CTPYKTYPHBIMH AHcOalaHCaAMH U CeKTOPAMK OTCTa-
aoctu (Mupus, pspy apabckux U aTHHOAMEPUKAHCKUX cTpax). Haxkower,
rpynna HauMeHee pa3BUTHIX — CTATHUPYIOLIMX U JaKe [erpagupyrouax
cTpaH (MPEeUMYIEeCTBEHHO aPHUKAHCKUX), TAE TPYAHO FOBOPHUTH O KAKHX-
u60 3aMETHBIX JOCTHIXKSHUAX B NPOLECCE MOJIEPHU3ALHUH.

B crpanax 3ano3jjajioro pa3BuTHs OCOOEHHO HAIJSIIHO NMpOABIsAETCS,
YTO MOJIEPHU3ALHSA — 3TO HE TONHKO HCTOPUYECKHH MpOTpecc, HO H [pO-
OseMaTHYHOE, PUCKOBAHHOE MPEANPUATHE, CTHMYIIHPYIOLEe OCTpble 00-
LIECTBEHHBIE NPOTUBOPEY IS, HANPSKEHUS! U KOH(DIIUKTHI.

Ha nyTtu MojepHUzaudy BCTAIOT pa3jH4Hble 0apbepbl W ONACHOCTH.
Haubonee THNHYHBIMY U3 HUX ABNAIOTCA AHKNAABHOCTH COBPEMEHHOTO CEK-
TOpa B OOLLECTBE; MUTAPHBIH UIN BEPXYILEUHBIA XapaKTeD MOJICPHUZALNY;
PaCcKOJI MEXK1y MOJIEPHUIUPYIOLIUMUCS U TPAJULHOHAIUCTCKH HACTPOCHHBIME
CIIOSIMH HACeJIeHHUs!; AUCHPONOPUMHU MEXK/ly Pa3BUTHEM FOPOLA U ACPCBHH U
Ap. DnuTapHasi, OrpaHUYEHHAs MOJAEPHU3AIUS], OPHEHTHPOBAHHAS HC HA BCE
HAUHOHAJIBHOE OOIIECTBEHHOE NPOCTPAHCTBO, 4 JIUUIL HA €00 OTAS/bHbIE
MPUBUAIETUPOBAHHBIE CEKTOPA, SIBJIIEOTCS HENPOYHOU 4 yUepOHOMH, CKOML HU
3HAYUTEAbHbl ObInd Obi €€ YCMeXH Ha KAKUX-TO HamnpasiedHusx. Taxkoe
AUCTIPONOPUUOHANBHOE PA3BUTHE HEU3DENKHO MOPOXKAAET OOIECTBEHHBIE
KOH(IIHKTBI, KOTOPhIE CHOCOBHBI 3aTOPMO3UTH MPOLUECC, HAIPABUTE €10 110
3Ur3aroodpasHbIM WIH TYMHKOBBIM NYTSIM H JaXe MOBEPHYTH BCHSTH.
Hcropus mopeprusaunu (OCOOEHHO B cTpaHaxX 3aMO3[AaJIOr0 crapra) 3HaeT
nepuofuvecKye cpbiBbl (Hanpumep, B Poccun B Havane XX 8., B Snoxun 30—

40-x rofioB HbIHEIIHero Bexa, B Mpaue B xoHile 70-x — Havane 80-x rogos u
T.A.), MEPHOABI 3aCTOS U NpeoOIajJJaHust MOTSITHBIX TEHIEHLIH.

Bce ckazanHoe UMeEeT HENOCPEACTBEHHOE OTHOIUICHHE K COHAJIUCTHU-
YECKOW MOJIeNIM Pa3BUTUS H €€ CIyTHHKaM (HEKanpasBUTHE, COLOPHEH-
tayusi). Hackonbko on# 2(hhexTuBHbI KaK CpejcTBO MojaepHusaimu’ SIB-
JSIeTCA M COIMATMCTUIYECKHI AaHTUKAIIMTATNU3M BAPHAHTOM MOJICpHU3AL[HH

WIId, Tak CKa3aThb, ee "nceBoMopdo30M”, CBOETO pOia UCTOPUUECKHUM MO-
pobuem unu gaxke tynukoM? HizsectHo, uro B CCCP u jgpyrux couua-
JTUCTHYECKUX CTPpaHax (opcupoBaHHasi HHAYCTpUANU3alMsl U Kype Ha "NOJI-
HYH JKOHOMUYECKYHO CAMOJOCTATOMHOCTD' MIPUBEIH K CEPLE3HBIM JIIICIPO-
MOPUHSIM, BOCIPENITCTBOBABUIMM CO3AAHMIO OOIIECTBA MAacCOBOTO NOTpel-
neHus. B pe3ynbrare 3TH CTPaHbl MEPEXHUBAIOT CeHYac OCTPEHUIMH CH-
CTEMHBIH KPH3HUC, OKA3aJIMCh HECIOCOOHBIMH K NOCTUHIYCTPHANBHBIM POp-
MaM DAa3BHUTHS, a [UIs 3aBEPLICHUs HHAYCTPHANBHOMH ero ¢pasbl BbIHYK/IEHDI
epeditd X pecpopmaM JubepanbHOro Tuna. beui iy counanusm st 3TUX
cTpaH Heu30eXHBIM MOBOPOTOM, 3TAlOM B MPOLECCE MOAEPHU3ALUU WU
YKJIOHCHUEM OT Hee? DTOT BOIPOC CeTOAHA TPEOYET OCMBICHEHUSL.

Hoaumuueckan modepHusayus. 1o — ocoboe crneludriecKoe Hanpas-
JI¢HWe MOJICpHH3ALMK U B TO 3Ke BpeMs ofecniedeHue [polecca B (e/IoM B
chepe BNACTHBIX OTHOLICHUH.

B TpaguuuOHHOM OOLIECTBE BIACTHBIE CTPYKTYDbl, JOMUHHUPYS HAJ
00L{ECTBOM, B TO X€ BpeMsl HENOCPEACTBEHHO BBIMOJIHANY JJOCTATOYHO
OrpaHAYCHHBIA KPYr DYHKIUHA: BOCHHOE [EJI0, OAAepXaH4Ee NOpsfKa,
opraHu3aijs OGUIECTBEHHBIX paboT, cOOp HamoroB. B MOAepHU3NPOBAHHOM
WA MOAEPHI3UPYoUEMCcsl O0IecTBe NOCTHXKEHUE NOCcheJHuM Oonpuient
¢cBOGOABl OT TOCYAApCTBa ¥ caMo00ocobneHne cepol NONUTHKH CONPO-
BOKEASTCH 3HAUNTEIILHBLIM PAaCUTNPEHUEM 3afjad, PeluaeMbix B 9TOH cdepe.
B kpyr nOCNe{HHX BKIIOYAETCA OCYU[ECTBACHYUE OIPEEIEHHON SKOHOMH-
YeCKOW CTPATerHu, NPOBEACHUE LETeHANPaBISHHON NOJHTUKN PA3BUTUS U
[ICpepaCHpejleNIeHis PECYPCUB, Pa3BePTbIBAaHUE CHCTEMbI MAaCCOBOTO 00pa30-
BAHIA, MEAUUAHCKOTO OOCTY>KUBAHUS, COIMANBHOTO DOECICUEHYS], MHOTOYHC-
neHHBIX nHMOPMAHOHbIX cnyX0. KoHeuHo, METO/ILI yIIpaBaeHns 1 O0uUT
00 BEM JEATENIBHOCTH MOJIMTHKO-TOCYJaPCTBEHHON BIACTH BapbUPYIOTCA B
KayK[{OM KOHKPETHOM ciiydac.

[Tonuruueckas MOAEpPHU3AUMs O3HA4YAET BMecTe ¢ Tem rnyboxkoe
pethOpMUPOBAHUE TPAJHIMOHHON MOMUTHYECKON KyIbTYPLI H NPEXHEN 110-
JTUTHYECKOH CTPYKTYPbl HACHILCTBE HHBIM HITM MUPHBIM nyTeM. [Tomuruuec-
KUe TUAephl HAYHHAKOT MPU3HABATLCS TAKOBBIMH HE Ha OCHOBE HX Hepap-
XHYECKOTO CTATYCa U aBTOPUTETA, HO OLEHHBAIOTCA [0 UX COOCTBEHHBIM
3acnyraM — peasibHbIM WIH IPUNUChIBaeMbIM. [IpOHCXOANT pa3eNieHue Biac-
TEHd Ha 3aKOHOJATE/IBHYIO, UCIIOTHUTEIbHYI H CyeOHYI0, OTHOCHTELHO
ABTOHOMHbBIE MO OTHOUIEHUIO APYr K [Apyry. PauuoHanbHO pas3rpaHuyi-
BatoTCH (hYHKUMM LUEHTPANbHON M MECTHOH BJacTy, MOCHAE[HsiA B 3HAYHU-
TETLHOU Mepe HauHHaeT [JeHCTBOBAaTh Ha HayajlaXx camoynpasyienus. Bax-
HEHIIAM (XOTS ¥ HE e[JUHCTBEHHBLIM) BEKTOPOM NOJNUTUUECKON MOJEpHA3AIMH
CTAHOBHUTCS MPOLECC AeMOKpaTU3aluy. DTOT NPOLECC 110 00ueMy NpaBUy
POTEKAET IPOTUBOPEYUBO, HEPABHOMEPHO, NPEPHIBASACH HE TOJIBKO IMHU30-
flaMu, HO 4 JUTHTEJIbHBIMY e PHOAAMU TOCIOACTRA IPOTUBOCTOSALEH, AaBTO-
putapHoil TeHaeHUuu. OgHaKo, B UesioM, B rmobansHoM MacimiTabe ieMo-
KpaTu3alys BbICTYNAET KaK MOCTYNATEeNbHBIH IpOIecc.

[MonutHueckas JeMOKpPATUS — 3TO HE [IPOCTO OfipejesieHHas cybopau-
HaLUs1 BAACTHBIX CTPYKTYP, CHCTEMA CAEPKEK U NPOTHUBOBECOB, MITIOPATTU3M
MONUTHYESCKUX MAPTHH, palHOHAIU3ALMS OOPOKPATHUECKUX HHCTUTYTOB U
COOTBETCTBYIOIME MPABUIA MOJUTUYECKOrO MOBEAeHsl. DTO eule — crne-
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uncbudeckuii forosop, "contrat social" MeXay rOCyIapCTBOM U OGIIECTBOM.
[TpunuMaeTcst 3aKOHOAATENBCTBO, KOTOPOE HE TONBKO 3aKPEIMIISET [eMO-
KpaTHYCCKHE HPOUeAyphbl IyOIUYHOMN BJIACTH, HO W FapaHTHPYET Mpasa
4eNI0BeKa, ero COOCTBEHHOCT, MPEANPUHUMATENIBLCKYIO AEATENbHOCTD | T.j,
MPOTUB JIFOOOTO rOCYapcTBa, B TOM YHCIIE CAMOT0 JIeMOKpaTndeckoro. Kax
HEOOXOUMbIA KOPEJUIAT U 0a3a MONUTHUYECKON JEMOKPATHH BbipacTaer
IPaXK[aHCKOE OOINECTBO — MUPOKHH KOMIUIEKC OOUIECTBEHHO-IOJHTHIECKIK
CaMOJIesI TENILHBIX aCCOLHALMHI rpakaaH (pocoro3bl, TBOpUECKHE 06beu-
HEHUs!, KOH(ECCHOHAbHbIE OOIMHBI, CEMbS H MIP.), YEPE3 KOTOPbIE MHPO-
KH€ MacChl HaceNeHHs BLIPAXKAIOT CBOU UHTEPECHI, DOPMHUPYIOT OOMmIEecT-
BEHHOE MHEHHUE, BIIUAIOT Ha MONMUTHYECKUE CTPYKTYPhI, 3aL{AIIAIOT CBOK
npasa.

[MTomuTrueckas MofiepHU3alHs OOBIYHO HAYHHACTCS C paCUIEMICHHs
TPAANIUOHHON NOMHTHYECKON SITUThHI, KPUCTAIHN3ALNHA B Hel MOJIC PHUCTCKH
HACTPOCHHBIX IeATENEN, & TAKXKE C OTHOYKOBAHUSA OT TPAXULUOHHOTO YII-
PaBJIEHYECKOrO €105 OMIIO3MUHAOHHBIX TPy, ayrcaiiiepos. Bo B3aummo-
AEHUCTBHK 3THUX TPYHI POXKAAETCSl HOBas, MOASPHMA3ATOPCKAS! MOJIUTUYECKAs]
3MHUTA, KOTOpas HUET ONOPbI B TE€X HJIH HHBIX MaCCOBBIX CEKTOpax
HacCeJIeHHs U B KOHIIe KOHIOB OKAa3bIBAETCS ¥ PYJISl BIIACTH.

Kax u MopepHu3alus B UEJIOM, MOTUTHIECKAS MOJCPHU3ALHUSA — 3TO
Opomuece, 3aHUMAIOIINN JIUTENbHBIA HCTOPUYECKUH nepuoa. B Axrmum,
HAaNpUMED, TONBKO Ha 60pbOY KOPONEBCKOH BIACTH C MAPIAMEHTOM YILIIO
T5ITh BEKOB, a OKOHYATE/NBHOE 3aBEPUICHUE NONTHTHYECKON MOACPHU3AUH
[IPOU3OULIO ML K CEPEAUHE HBbIHEWHETO BeKa. OCHOBHOM HOJITOCPOYHO
TEHCHIHEN OTHTHYECKON MOAEPHU3AIMH VI CTPaH IIEPBOrO JUIENIOHA
6b1T0 NOCTynaTeNbHOE (DOPMHPOBAHUE IEMOKPATHYECKHUX CTPYKTYP, MOCTe-
MNEHHOE BbipaCTaHWE HX U3 JOOYPXKYya3HbIX MOJUTUYECKUX U MPABOBBIX
uHCTUTYTOB. [Ipy 9TOM MOJEpHHU3alHs B MOJUTHIECKOH chepe Oblila TECHO
COCTBIKOBAHA CC CABHTAaMU B APYTUX 00MACTsIX (3KOHOMUYECKOI, COUATLHOM
U KyNbTYPHOH) K 324aCTyIO sBIIANIACh €CTECTBEHHBIM MOPOXKIEHUEM ITHUX
CIBUTOB.

B crpanax 3anosganoit MOJEPHA3ALUH POJIb MOJHTHIECKOTO (hakTopa
BbICTynaeT OoJiee BecoMOM, nopou onpefensitomeid. M1 310 ecrecreeHHO.
CraproBas cuTyanus B 3THX 0OlLIecTBaX Oblna KpaliHe HeGIaronpusiTHON
ans "cruxuiiHoil" MofepHu3anuu (6onee HU3KUIL, HEXENU B CTpaHax "mep-
BOrO 3ille/IOHA YPOBEHb COUMANBHON AucdepeHMaluu U COLUalILHON ca-
MOJIEATENBHOCTH; CPaBHUTENBHO c1abdoe Pa3BHUTUE TOPOJOB UITH HHON UX
XapakTep 110 CPaBHEHHUIO C €BPONEHCKUMHE aHAJIOraMH; MEHEEe BbIPaXXEHHOE
HALMOHAIBHOE ¢[JUHCTBO; KOHCEPBATH3M KYJIbTYPHBIX TPAJUIMA; HACIE[HE
KonoHnuanusma u 1p.). Ilpouecc passurus He oOnafan 31ech OpraHuvYeCcKuM,
HocTynaTenbHbIM xapakTepoM. OTcrofa MOBBIIIEHHAs! POJIb NOJUTHYECKON
BJIACTH, TOCY/lapCTBa KaK "TOJNKa4a" ¥ OPraHA3aTOpa MOJEPHHU3AUUH — POJIb
TEM 3HAYUTE/IbHAs, YEM MT03XKe TO WIH HHOE OOIECTBO HAUMHAET HEJIETKOE
BOCXOK[AEHHE K CTPYKTypaM MHyCTpHaabHON muBmin3anuu. C 3TuUM cBa3a-
HO MOsiBJIEHUE TAKOro (peHOMeHa, KaK "aBTOPUTAPH3M Pa3BHTHs (HUIH MO-
AepHU3anuu)”.

ABTOpUTAPHbIE MONUTHIECKHE TEHAEHIHU ObIIH CBOACTBEHHDBI U PSILY
CTpaH MepBOrO 3MWETOHA, OCOOEHHO Ha HAaYalbHBIX 3TaNax HHYCTPUAIIH-
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saman. H.A. CHMOHHUS yKa3bIBAaeT B 9TOH CBA3M Ha (heHOMeH DoHanapTusMa
g £BPOINEHCKUX obiectsax?. Bo BTOpOM 31ICTOHE "aBTOPATAPUIM MOJEPHHU-
sauuu’ TPOABUIICS € TOPa3A0 GONBINEH CHIION U MPAKTHIECKH MOBCEMECTHO
(Poccus po 1917 r., SInoHMs SMOXH Mean3u, kemanucrekas Typuust u ap.).
B HCTOPHH Xe CTPaH "TPETHETO SlIeIOHa" — BIUTOTH 10 80-x rofjos XX B. —
ABTOPHTAPH3M MPECTAET KaK HOPMA ONUTHIECKON IBOMOLUH, OTKIOHE-
HHEM OT KOTOPO# BBICTYMAOT OT/ieNibHbie HAUMOHAIbHbIE ciyyqau (Vupws,
Manaitsus, Kocra-Puka). OjlHAaKO NIpU 3TOM B OJHUX CIIy4asix aBTOPU-
TapU3M OKa3bIBAETCS COBMECTUMBIM C MOACDHM3AUMCH U cnocodeT-
pyrouM eit (Mexcuxa, "apakonsl” BoCTOUHOH A3Hu), B PYIUX — BEAET K
KOHCEPBALHA TPAAUIHOHHBIX WU HEOTPAJHINOHHBIX CTPYKTYD -(60J}bmmp
cTBO a()PUKAHCKUX PEXKHMOB, P/l IATHHOAME PUKAHCKAX CTPaH, OCOOCHHO B
[iepBOH MOJIOBAHE XX B.).

[MonuTuyeckas MOJEepPHU3aLHs TAKXKE HATAJKUBAETCS HA CBOW Ipe-
naTCTBUA U nosywku. Haubonee pacnpOCTPAHEHHBIMU U3 HUX BBICTYIIAIOT
HALMOHATMCTHYIECKAS TOJMUTHKA, IPUBOASAIIAst K ABTAPKUM, KPAHHOCTH TEX-
HOKPATH3MA, HTHOPHPYIOUIErO COUMAIBHBIC HYX[IBI OOLIECTBa, U NONyu3Ma,
NPUHOCAIIETO B XKEPTBY COLMANBLHOM MOMUTUKE 3PPEKTUBHOCTD IKOHOMHU-
4eCKOTO Pa3BUTHS; HECIIOCOOHOCTh WM HEXKEJIAaHNE MOMUTHICCKON BITaCTH
pAacpOCTPAHUTH UMIYJIBC MOIEPHU3ALUM (1 n7ofbI €€) ¢ ITUTAPHOTO Ha
MACCOBbIIl YPOBEHb; HETMYDOKOE, MEXAHHIECKOE BOCHPHSITHE COBPEMEHHBIX
[IONUTUUECKUK LIEHHOCTEH U HOPM MpU (haKTHUIECKOM JOMUHUPOBAHUM Tpa-
[UIHOHHOM MOJIUTHYECKON KynbTypbli. MHOTHE U3 ITHX OMACHOCTEH MpO-
SBJIAIOTCA B MpakTUKe (PyHKUUOHHPOBAHUS MOMMTHYECKOTO ABTOpHTA-
pu3Ma, Haubosiee pacIpOCTPAHEHHOTO B SUIETOHAX 3AMO3ANON MOACPHI-
sanquu. Ho # [eMOKpaT#Hsi MOXKET MNPUBOAUTHL OOIIECTBO K OCTPCHIINAM
COIHANBHBIM KOHGIHKTAM H Hed(PPEKTUBHOCTH MPOBOJUMON [OJU-
THKH. )

BbITE MOKET, CAMON ONACHOH JIOBYIIKON MOMUTUYECKON MOIEPHU3ALUU
B XX B. cranm Toranarapusm. OH ABUICA NOPOXAEHUEM "HEAO3pEOn”
WHYCTPUANBHON [MBUIM3AIHH, HHIYCTPHANU3ALME "yIJis U CTAN, MACCO-
BOTO CTAaH/IapPTH3UPOBAHHOTO MPOM3BOJICTBA, KOTAA BOSHUK COOMA3H HCMOIE-
30BaHHS HEBHIAHHBIX PaHEe TCXHUYESCKUX CPE/ICTB [UUTS BCEOXBATHIBAIOIIETO
KOHTpOJIst Haj oOulecTsoM. Ha nouse MaccuUKAUUE COLUUANBHBIX PO-
ECCOB ¥ BBIPOC/TA MOHOIOU3M B 9KOHOMHUKE M HMICPHANIN3M B [IOJIUTUKE,
YTO MPUBEJIO K MUPOBBIM BOHHAM, PEBOJIIOUMSM H [OSABJICHUID TOTANUTAP-
HBIX PEXAMOB, KaK "dePHBIX', TaK U "KpacHbIX". DTu ONACHbIC TCHACHLUH
IPECRONEBAITUCH KaK "caMOXOA0M (CMArYEHHE MOHOMOMUCTUUCCKUX U UMIIC-
pHANHCTHYECKUX TEHASHI[WI B 3aMa[{HOM MHUDPE, CAMOUCUEPliaHHe TOTaTuTap-
HBIX CTPYKTYp B COUHAMUCTHUCCKUX CTPAHAX), TAK # HACHILCTBCHHBIM
YVHUUTOXEHAEM TOTATHTAPHBIX DSXKUMOB.

OcHosubie xamezopiit GHAAU3G. B COOTBETCTBUY ¢ TEMO UCCIE{OBAHUsA
aHanu3 OyfIeT BECTHCH NPEHMYIECTBEHHO B ONUTONIOIHYECKOM miane. Ho
YUATBbIBAS KOMIUIEKCHBIA XaPAKTEP 1POUECCa MOAEPHU3AUMH, PACCMUTPEHYE
MOJMIATHYECKUX ACNEKTOB AOJIKHO HEH3OEKHO [JOTIOMHATLCH APYTUMU Cpe3a-
MU — 3KOHOMUYECKMMH, COLMATBLHBIMH H KYJIBTYPOJIOTHUCCKUMH.

W3yuenne onbiTa NOMUTHICCKON MOAEPHU3ALUH B JaHHON paboTe OyjgeT
0a3MpoBaTLCT B OCHOBHOM Ha MaTepHasiaX Pa3BUBAIOLIUXCS CTPAH, TPETh-
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ero 3UIeJIOHa MUPOBOW MOJEPHH3ALMH. 3[eCh NPEJIMETOM UCCIEOBAHIIS
Npex/ie BCETO BBICTYNAET NOMUTHUECKUI aBTOPUTAPU3M.

ABTOPHTAPU3M KaK THI MOTHTHYECKOH BIACTH HE3aBHCHMO OT CIIO-
coba ec opraHn3auuu (TeOKpaTHs, TPAAULUOHHAS ABTOKPATUS, JTMYHAS WM
KOpHOpaTHBHAs [JHKTATypa, OJHrapXds M [p.) UMEET B ITUX CTpaHax
riyGOKHE HCTOPUYECKHE KOPHH, OIMOCPEOBAHHBIC MO3XKe, Y:KE B XOJE
MOJEPHU3AUMY YCTONYUBLIMU 2JIEMEHTAMHU TPARHUUOHHCH NONHTUYCCKOMN
Kynerypol. [Ipu 3TOM Hac GyjeT 0cob0 MHTEPECOBAaTh Ta Pa3HOBH{HOCTD
aBTOPUTAPHON (MOJMTHUECKON OPraHu3alui, KOTOPYIO Mbl ykKe 0003Ha-
94U KaK "aBTOPUTapU3M Pa3BUTHA" WIH "aBTOPATAPU3M MOJEPHM3ALH .
HOpyrue passosugHoCTH aBTOpUTapH3Ma OYAyT PACCMATPHBATHCS B OCHOB-
HOM MOJ1 YITIOM 3PCHIMsI HECOOTBETCTBHA 3a/la4aM H MPOIeccaM MOEPHI-
3aLHA.

B ominvue 0T NOAUTHYECKON IeMOKPATHH aBTOPUTAPH3M OIPEJEIseTCs
CHAE[YIOIUME YEPTAMHU:

AOMHHUPOBAHUE BAACTH (FOCYNAPCTBA) HAJ OOIIECTBOM;

PUMAT UCTIOIHETENLHON BIACTH HAJ{ APYTHMH €€ CEKTOPaM;

OrpaHuICHUE (B TOH Uiy UHOH (PopMe) MeranbHOM ONNO3UINY.

OTd «epThl cBOMCTBeHHBI i "'aBTOpUTAapusmy passutus’. Ho ua on-
PEAC/ICHHOM JTane pa3BuTHs JAHHBIC XAPAKTEPUCTHKH 3BOJIFOUMOHUPYIOT,
HPUHUMAsL OTHOCHTENBHO CMATUCHHYIO, pAIHONATM3HPOBaHHY1O chopmy. GO
MOJIMTHYECKUI ABTOPHTAPU3M, [ACHCTBUTENBHO CTPEMSUIMIACT K MOjep-
HU3AUKH, HE MOXET He ObITh 03a604€H MOMCKAME COLHANBHON OIIOPLI BHE
TPAJJUIMOHHBIK NpaBAlU{UX I'PYNI, pacHIUPEHHEeM CBOSH MaccOBON 0a3bl.
Otcrofa nOTpedHOCTE B TOM, YTOObI "BLICHAYILATE" COOTBETCTBYIOLUIIE CO-
UUANbHBIE TPYIILI, HATaIUTh MEXaHU3M OOPATHOI CBsi3u 1 1.4 B npunimme

ABTOPUTAPU3IM MOJEPHH3ALKH" COBMECTHM C KAKHMU-TO 3/I€MEHTAMHU [1OJTH-
THUECKOro ubepann3Ma — CyuIeCTBOBAHAEM NONMATHYCSCKHX NapTHil (MycTh
BCPXYUICHHDIX 1t KOHTPOJIHPYEMbIX), IPABOBBIMH HOPMAMHE i [{aXKe CpaB-
HUTEJILHO "BONBHOM ' npeccoil. CTeneHb NOCTeNeHHOro "eMsir<eHus” apToOpH-
TApHOTO PEeXUMA, €0 REMOKpATA3aLUM (MHOTA — JO0POBONBHON, HHOTA —
BBIHYKACHHOW) SABIAETCH Ba’KHBIM IOKA3aTEJIEM TOTO, HACKOJIBKO OH
BIIUCBIBAETCA B [IPOLECC MOJIC PHH3ALHIL

szyrmm [OKa3aTeIMH (DYHKUHOHAIBHOCTH 2BTOPHTAPHOM OAHTHU-
HECKOH CHCTEMbI Ha 3Tale MOJIEPHH3AUH{ Pa3BHBANOUIETOCs OOLU{SCTBA
ABJBIFOTCs NPOBEACHNE I(PPEKTUBHON IKOHOMUYESCKOM CTPATETHH, HALENICH-
HOW Ha MPEOoJ0JieHUE TiepU(EPUAHOCTH, HAMOHANLHASL AHTETPALHs, O0ec-
[ICUYCHHE MOJUTHYECKOTO CYBEPEHHTETA. DTH 3aaul PCIIAIOTCA COYeTa-
HUEM Pa3JHIHBIX METO/[OB, B TOM YUCIIE PENPECCHBHbBIX.

CywecryeT pa3sHooOpa3Hblil HAGOP XaPAaKTEPUCTHK ¥ OUEHOK MEXa-
HU3MA (DYHKIHOHUPOBAHUS OUTUYECKOMH BIACTH H €€ B3aHMOJCHCTBISA C
o0wecTBOM. B uHTepecyroleM HAac cydYae pa3BHBAOLINXCS CTPAH OCHOB-
HHIMH TAKMMH KPUTCPUSAMH (M [apaMeTpaMu HCCIE[OBAHUS) [IpECcTaR-
JISTOTCA CIEAYIOLHE:

CTapTOBasi CHTyalUusi, KOTOPas BLITEKAET KaK W3 MpPefIIeCTBYOUCH
HCTOPHH, TaK U U3 KOHKPETHBIX OOCTOSTENLCTB BO3HUKHOBEHUS [aHHOM
NONUTHYECKOM BJIACTH (3KOHOMHYECKH I KPH3HC, BOOPYKEHHBIN KOH(IHKT,
HAUHOHANBHOE [[BHXKCHUE M T.IL), YTO B 3HAYMTENLHON Mepe onpefensier
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XapakTep ¥ AaNbHEHIIYIO 3BOJIONUIO COOTBETCTBYIOIEr0 MOMUTHYECKOTO
peKUMa;

pOJb BHEIUHUX BO3jICHCTBUI, B3aUMOJICICTBHSI TEOTONTUTHIECKHX CHIT, a
TAKKE CTEIIEHH BIHCAHHOCTH TOW MITH HHOMW CTPAHbI B MHPOBOE XO3SHCTBEO;

CcOCTaB MONHTHYECCKOH 3JIUTHI, YPOBEHb €€ TOMOTCHHOCTH, €€ HEMO-
CpefCTBEHHAs COLMalbHast OTopa;

THII OTHOLIEHHH SMUTHI K Macc (MaTEepHANU3M, BEPTUKANbHAS MO-
OUIBHOCTE, 2JIEMEHTBI CAMOYIIPABIIEHHUA), YTO ONPEAEIACT BO3MOXKHOCTH
HONMUTHYECKON MOOHIN321{UH ! BOBIICYCHHS B MPOUECC PA3BUTHS Pa3/IHYHbBIX
rpyni HaceNeHus,

OCHOBHbBIE CTPYKTYPbI # AHCTUTYTBHI BIACTH, UX CHOCOOHOCTL K yCTa-
HOBJICHHIO OOPATHBIX CBSI3EH, BKITIOYAs B3AHMOOTHOUIEHIS EHTPAJILHOM &
MECTHOU afiMUHHCTDAUIK,

POJIb HALHOHAIIBHOTO JIMjlepa U €ro GIMKANIEro OKPYKeHUs B BbIpa-
HOTKE ¥ NPOBEJEHHHN B XXU3Hb 9P QEKTHBHON SKOHOMHIECKOM i COIHATBHON
CTPATETMH,

HICIONBL30BAHUE B NPOIECCE Pa3BUTHUS, MOMUTHYECKOM U COLHUATBHON MO-
SUAM3ALIH MACC HAHMOHAIBHBIX KYIBTYPHBIX TPaJUlKi, O€3 4ero MpaKkTH-
4ECKH HEBO3MOYKHA "MICOJIOTHS Pa3BUTHSA

CTEMCHb, XapaKTep W MEXaHH3Mbl JOCTUXEHUS KOHCEHCyca B 00ile-
CTBE.

[MocreHuii KpUTEPHH MPEJCTABISETCS OCOOCHHO BAXHDBIM, ubo 6e3
KOHCeHcyca, Goliee WM MEHEe WHPOKOro Wi XOTs Gbl 4aCTHIHOIO, OCY-
JeCTBISHUE MOAEPHU3AIMA HEBO3MOXKHO. IIpu 31OM MMeeTest B BUAY Kak
KOHCEHCYC BHYTPHM Mpassiieil SMUThI, TAK U MEXIy JIHTON K Maccamu,
[0OCTATOYHO 3HAYUTENILHLIMU MACCOBBIMHU CITOAMIL.

['oBOpsi O KOHCEHCYCE, Mbl AMEEM B BHU/y AaHAJU3 TAaKuX €rO liapa-
METPOB, KaK IpeAMeT (1O MOBOY Yero), yIacTHUKH, COCO0 BLIPAOOTKH U,
KOHEYHO, BH[{bI KOHCEHCYCA (KOHCEHCYC HHTEPECOB U USHHOCTEH ).

KoHceHCyc MOKET ObITh BbIPAXKEH PA3MUYHBIMH CIOCODaMu: Yepes oG-
10COBaHHE, OMPOCh] OGIECTBEHHOrO MHEHHS!, MAaCCOBbIE NPU3HAKHN 0fj00pe-
HUSt WM, HA0GOPOT, OTCYTCTBHE SIBHOTO MacCOBOI'O HEOA0OPEHUS (HO HE 110
upunuzny "Hapoy 6esmonctayer”). FIHOr/{a KOHCEHCYC BO3HUKACT KaK aBaHC
(IPOBO3TTIANIACMOMY MONUTHIECKOMY KYpPCy, HHOT/la — KaK pE3ylbTaT Acsi-
TEALHOCTHU MOAUTHYECKOH BiacTH. Ho B m0OOM ciiydac KOHCCHCYC O3HaMaeT
NpUHATHE TEX H3MEHCHHH, KOTOPbIE HECET ¢ COOOM MPOUESCC MOAECPHU3ALUH
WIM 110 KpaiiHed Mepe He "OTOpachiBaHME” ITHX H3IMEHCHHH MacCOBhIM
co3HaHWeM U nosejienueM. HanpoTus, OTCyTCTBYE MUHHMAJIBHOIO iUHCTBA
B 0OIIECTBE, HATHYNC CEPbE3HBIX IPOTHBOPEUNI U KOH(IHUKTOB, HCOTPA-
JAMUMOHAMUCTCKHX CHII MOYKET 3a0JIOKHMpPOBaThL MOIEPHUZAUMIO HITH CYUICCT-
BEHHO [1e(DOPMHUDPOBATH €€.

[ToHsITHE KOHCEHCYCa, TECHO CBA3aHHOE C MPOOAEMON JTeTUTHMHOCTH
BIACTH (€€ HCTOYHHKAMHE), TO3BONIAET dHAJU3UPOBATE MOTHTHUECKHE OTHO-
UIEHUS U CTPYKTYPbI B OOIIECTBE, TJI€ HET YSTKO BBIPAXKCHHBIX CHI 1 CH-
Tyaiil COLUaNbHON rereMOHHU. B cTpaHax "TpeThero Mupa" MeXaHU3MbI
KOHCEHCYCa WJIM JIETHTUMHOCTH NMPEJCTABIIAIOTCS OOMee CIIOKHBIMU U MCHEE
onpefesieHHbIME, Hexenu, ckaxeM, B Espone XIX — nepBoil nonoBuHbI
XX B. ¢ xapakTepHbIMH [UIsi Hee Gojiee YeTKOH COUMANbHO-KIIACCOBOH
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crpaTuduKanueit u 6onee apTUKyIIPOBAHHBIMI HHTEPECAMH TEX HIIU HHbIX
CpYyIIL

Kpurepuil KOHCEHCYCa HCIONB3YETCs aBTOPaMH [AJist KNACCH(DUKAUUY
OCHOBHBIX PA3HOBU[HOCTE !l IOIUTUYECKOTO aBTOPUTAPU3MA B 'TPETHEM MK-
pe". 3nech BBIENSAIOTCA:

ABTOPUTAPHU3M TP OTCYTCTBHM KOHCEHCYCA UITU B YCIOBUSIX 11CEBJOKOH-
cencyca. Peus wjieT 0 cuTyalyax, KOrga NOMUTHKA aBTOPUTAPHOTO PeXuiMa
aubo, MO CyTH, faJ€Ka OT MOJACPHH3ALMHU, XOTd U [PUKPBIBAETCH [EKiia-
payusmMe O "eJUHCTBE Halldi BO WMs pa3sBUTHA U T.0., ubO HE NPHHU-
MaeTcsi MOfaBISIONIHAM OONBILINHCTBOM HACeJNeHUs! CTPaHbl W(MIIM) HE CHO-
cobHast OO BEAHHUTL BOKPYT MPOBO3IUIALIEHHBIX Leledl 1 peabHbIX HHCTU-
TYTOB BJIACTH OOJNBIIYIO YaCTh MPaBsALIUX TPYIIL;

aBTODHTApU3M Ha 0a3e OrpaHMYEHHOTO KOHCeHcyca. B obugectse cy-
IIECTBYET JIUIID YAaCTUIHOE COIJIACHE — KAaK BHYTPH HPABSIIEH MHTHI, Tak
¥ MEX[y HE ¥ OCTAJIbHLIM HaceJeHUEeM. DTa CHTyaluusi CO3[aeT s
MOIEPHHU3ATOPCKOTO CEKTOPA CATYAL[HIO PUCKA, KOTOPasi MOXKET MPUBECTH K
CPBIBY MOAEPHH3AUNY HNIX ee 3aMeneHuto. OfHAKO BO3IMOXKEH U HHOMN
UCXOf], KOTA yCIeXd MOJEPHU3ATOPCKOH MOMUTHKH MPUBOAAT K pacliu-
PEHHIO OOWECTBCHHOTO COTNIACHS W JlallbHEHIIEMY [IPOABHXKEHUIO BHEpeS
[IPOBOAUMBIX IPEOOPa30OBAHUME;

aBTOpATapU3M Ha 0ase MUPOKOrO KOHCEHCYCAa, KOTOPbl BO3HUKAECT,
KaK MPaBUJIO, NP OCOOBIX CUTYALUOHHBIX OOCTOATENBCTBAX, CIIOCODCTBYO-
IHX CIUTOYEHHIO OOIIecTBa, U O1arofaps HaTW4YHiO HAUUOHANBHBIX COLHO-
KY/IbTYPHBIX TPAUIUi, GMaronpHATHLIX /i BOCNPHUATHS IEHHOCTEH paz-
BUTHSA.

ITuk npeobGnajaHust aBTOPUTAPH3MA B MOMATHUECKOH KU3HHU PA3BUBALO-
IMUXCs CTpaH npuxofauTcs Ha Korel 60-x — 70-e roasl. OiHAKO HAa CThIKe
70-x u 80-x rogoB 0603HAUNUIACE TEHACHIHS IEPEXOAA OT aBTOPUTAPHBIX
¢opmM npasiieHHs K TUOEpPANbHBIM U fieMOKpaTHdeckum. [Ipoucurepumi
CABWUI OOBSCHSETCS PSAOM MPUYHH, KAK BHYTPEHHUX, TAK H BHCIIHUX.
JTro6oit aBTOpUTAPU3M, Jlaske 'MPOCBELIEHHbIN", COAEPKUT 8 cede HeycTpa-
HUMBblE BHYTPEHHHUE U3bSiHbi C TOUYKH 3PEHHS BO3MOXHOCTH a[{KBATHOIO
OTpaKeHUst HHTePecOoB 001UecTBa OONBIUMHCTBA ¥ aBTOHOMUN UHAMBHAYYMA.
Yro xe KacaeTcs "aBTopuTapu3Ma pa3BUTUS, TO UMEHHO B TOM Ciiyvae,
KOTJla OH YCHEIIHO pelaeT 3KOHOMHYECKHe H COLUHAIbHbIC 3a/aui MOfep-
HU3ALUU, OH BOJIbHO HJIM HEBOJIBHO MOAPBIBAET [OYBY COOCTBEHHOTO CY-
mecTBoBaHus. [LloOPOBONBHO HITM BBIHYX[IEHHO B JAHHOM Clydae cOBep-
UIAeTCsl MEPEXOf K AeMOKPATUUECKUM (POPMaM [pPaBICHUA — 3TO BOMPOC
0OCTOSITEILCTB.

Opo3us NONMUTHYESCKOrO aBTOpPUTApU3Ma B CTPaHax "TpeTwhero mupa’
cBA3aHa ¢ OOIEeMUPOBLIMU fpoueccaMu. Peus ufer He TOALKO O CO3Ha-
TENBHOM BO3JICHCTBUU W3BHE (BKIIFOYAsl PEHOMEH "UENHON peakuu" 1emMo-
xkpatusauun). [lo-sugumomy, euje Gonbliee 3HAYSHUE AMEET BCTYIUICHUE
crpad LlenTpa B nocrungycrpuansiyo ¢asy pasBuTus H, CICJOBATEILHO,
HEOOXOAMMOCTE Uisl "HOrOHAoHX " OBIEeCTB COBMEUIATEL HA JaHHOM 2Talle
MOJIe PHH3ALMH HH/1YCTPUALHBIC H IOCTHHIYCTPHANILHbIE TeHAeHIYT. MoX-
HO NPEAMNOJIONKUTE, ITO TAKOE COBMEIICHUE MPEBBILIACT BO3MOXHOCTY aBTO-
pUTAPHON BJIACTH U Hapsjly ¢ CONYTCTBYIOUUM KPU3UCOM COUHAJUCTH-
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qeCKOTO 2TAaTU3Ma WHULUUPYET NEePEXOf K NEMOKPATUH HIIH MOUCKH Ta-
KOBOTO.

3ajava WCCITeOBAHKS 3[€Ch 3aK/IFOYAETCA B TOM, YTOOBI ONpE/ETUTS,
HACKOJbKO 3Ta TEHACHLMS SBIAETCA YCTOHYMBOW MM, Ha00OpOT, OOpa-
TAMOU, COOTBETCTBYIOT JIH MPOLECCHI AEMOKPATH3AUMH B MOJEPHU3UDYIO-
[IEXCsi OOIECTBAX CO3PEBIIER OO BEKTUBHON PEANbHOCTH MITH OMEPEXKaioT
ge.

B 2TO# CBA3M HOBOE 3HAUEHHE U 3ByUIaHHC npuobperaeT mpobrema
HHCTUTYI[HOHATH3HPOBAHHOMA MOIUTUYECKOU IEMOKPATHH B "TpeTheM mMupe'.
Peub HET O TEX CPABHUTENLHO HEMHOTHX PAa3BUBAOLIMXCA CTPaHaX (IPeK-
pe scero Vnauu), rie nomuTuYecKas AeMOKPaTHs YTBEPAKIACH JOCTATOMHO
npOYHO M JIaBHO, NPAKTHYECKH C HAYaTa HE3aBUCHMOTO CYIIECTBOBAHHS.
WcciiefoBaTe bcKasi 3ajjaua COCTOUT, BO-TIEPBbIX, B TOM, YTOObI BLISICHUTE
[pvaHHbl TAKOH YAauHOH "nepecajki’ 3anaforeHHbIX NONUTHIECKHX (hOpM
Ha He3amafgHyl MOYBY, BO-BTOPBIX, BBIABUTHL CHEUUGPHUKY TMOTUTHUECKON
[eMOKpPATHH B yCloBUAX MupOBOH "nepudpepuu”. Ha nawr B3rmsp, 3mecs
BAXKHO MOHATH HE TOJIBKO MEXaHU3M [JEHCTBHS COOTBETCTBYIOIIUX MMOJIHU-
THUECKUX UHCTHTYTOB, HO M OCOGEHHO (DOPMUPOBAHUS PAKAAHCKOTO 0O-
wiecTBa Hes3arnajHoro Tumna.

HakoHell, OTe/IbHbil OMOK U3yUeHUS 00pa3yiOT NOJTUTHUUYECKUE MOLETH
AHTHKANUTATHCTUIECCKOTO, coluanucTuieckoro tuna (Kurait, ctpamisi cou-
OpUCHTALVH U Ap.). [lauabie pexuMbl 00alat0T POMA{HOM, KaueCTBE HHOMN
cneuu KON B CBA3H C HANMMYMEM 3/IEMEHTOB TOTanuTapuima. V3nuinne
rOBOPUTH, HACKOIBKO BaKHA 3Ta TeMa [/ MOHHUMAaHHS MOJTUTHYECKUX
pOLECCOB, TPOHCXOJALMX Ha Teppuropui Obiswero Coserckoro Corosa.

1Black C.£. The Dynamics of Modemnization. A Study in Comparative History. N.Y., Evanston
al.,, 1966. P. 9-22.

23B0MOLHS BOCTOUHBIX OOIECTB: CHHTE3 TPAAHIMOHHOTO H coBpeMeHHoro. M., 1984. C. 196 u
nanee.



