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i - Vo ! predominandy agrarian but not exclusively so, since professionals, merchants, nunxlern campetitive demacracies based at least on universal male sullrage. The
* i : [ H .. . . v ye . . . . . . . .
Y . : = industrialists, snd urban bsses of political machines are olien involved. "The oligmchic democtacies that, panticulady in Latn Amcrica, have sesisted pres
: 4 - i basis has been “strong local power arganized pyramid-fashion so that the "boss’ sures toward further democratization throngh the pasistence of suflisge lwia-
- 4 o ; R Py 3 i
! o i systemis pr “chicldmig’~——cacicalos—interlock with onc another 1o form the tions based on illiteracy, control or manipulation of elections by caciques,
a4 8 political ‘infrastructure in many Luso-Hispanic states,” with a resticted oli. frequent recourse o the moderating power of the anmy, undifferentinted parties,
t . . . . N ' - . . . -
4 archy of-uationally influential men at the top connected consciously through cte., find themselves on the borderting between modan authoritatian tegunes
1 f S : e y R : ) K
) i social ties, formal and informal, with the local caciques, } and democracy. They are closer to democracy in their constitutional and idew.
I ;}: Such structures, through constant tans{lormations,*? have survived under lugical conception but sociologically more similar to some anthoritmian ic
He ) I gicaily
i o both authoritarian and semidemocratic regimes at the center up to our days. gimes. Our delimitation by exclusion still leaves us with a laige number of
e i) Sultanistic authoritarianism reproduces at the national level some of the worst ‘ contemporary political systems fitting our definition and therclore requiring,
. AR features of local nineteenth-centnry cariquismo, perhaps duc to the absence of as we shall see, the characterization ol a number of subtypes.
i[: some of the social controls by a local community, Our concept focuses on the way ol exercising power, organizing power,
| linking with the societies, on the nature of the belief systems sustaining it and
\ < ¥ 2 ¢ 3 14
a 3' s ) on the role of citizens in the political process without, howesver, paying aticn-
. «' 1IV. AUTHORITARIAN REGIMES ' tion to the substantive content of policics, the go:ﬂs pursued, the raison déte
€. 1 F 12D , of such regimies. It does not tell us niuch about the institutions, groups. and
2 i oward a Definilion of Autheritarian Regimes . social strata forming part of the limited pluralism or about these excluded.
e 3 In an earlier essay we attempted to define a variety of nondemoeratic and non- “The emphasis on the more stricily political aspects exposes the concept to wome
| totalitarian political systems as authoritarian il they were of the same criticism of formalisni advanced against a general concept of wali-
124 . . .
bl " . .. \ . - . . tarianisi, or for that matter of democracy. We feel, however, that by charac-
. ' political systems with limitgd, not respansible, political phualism, without .. A . 1 R
I . s ; . R L . terizing regimes independently of the policies they pursue we tend o deal in
. : klaborate and guiding idedogy, but with distinctive mentalities, withowt P . o
/ : : . R Loy sy L . a distinctive way with problems faced by all political systems, for example, the
- | extensive nor intensive political mobilizition, except at some points i their C s . o N - e
- : R . S, i 1elationship between polities and religion and the intelectuals. Vhe coumditions
'R i development, and in which a leader or occasionally a small group exeicises . Ciheir ! Y : s
phes sy . . . . . for their emergence, stability, wansformation, and perhaps fneakdown ac alw
; i power within formally ill-defined limits but actually quite predictable ones. . . -y . HIEIE akes
i i . r quite distinet. T'he general and absuract character of our definition makes 1
! (Linz, 1964, p. 255) . . A N .
| even more imperative to go down on the ladder of abstraction into the stuwdy
: This definition was developed by contrasting those systems both with com- of the varicty of sub types, as we shall do here.
. petitive democracies and with the ideal type af towalitarian systems (Linz, 1961, We speak ol authoritarian regimes rather than authoritarian governments
: 1970a, 1973a, 1978b). It implics clear conceptual boundaries with democratic w0 indicate the relatively{ low_specificity of political institutions:]thoy, olien
! polities but_somewhat more difluse ones with totalitarianism, since pre- and penctrate the life of the socicty, preventing, even (oreiblfThe itical expngs.
i postiotalitarian siwations and regimes might also fic the definition. A further STon 01~ CeTTain group Inicregts (s religion in Turkey and in Mexico alwer the
Y delimitation is the exclusion of uaditional legitimate regimes, on account of vevalution, T pam) or shaping them by intervemtionist policies like
i the different sources of legitimacy of the leadership, or oligarchics ruling au- those of corporativist regimes. In contast to some analysts of wtalitarianivun,
i thoritarianly, The type of regimes we have labelled sultanisticauthoritarian we speak of regimes rather than ol socicties because the distinction beiween
at regimes have much in common with these w2 intend o cover with our defini- state and society is not fully obliterated cven in the intentions of the rulcis
N : .y - . . . . . .
s tion of authoritarian but differ from them in the importance in sultanistic: ’ I'he phualistic element is the most distinative feawure of these regines, !
i authoritarian regimes of arbitriry and unpredictable use of power and the but iTCannoL Le sirongly enough emphasized that in contrast to démndiacies, !
| 4 weakness of the limited political pluvalism. For other reasons we find it con- with theiv almost unlimited pluralism, their institwtionalized political ploral.
H ! s . ey . N . . . . « . N .
i ‘i venient to exclude from our definition the nincteenth-century semiconstitn. ism, we mie dealing heve with limited pluvalism. In fact, it has been suggestcd
| ix tional monarchies, which were halfway between utaditional legitimate and that we could alse have characterized these regimes as of limited monism. In
s authoritarian rule (with monarchical, estate, and even leudal clements mixed fact, these two terms would suggest the [airly wide range in which those ve
i with emerging democratic institutions), and the censitary democracies, where gimes operate. The limitation of pluralism may be legal or de lact, inple-
E i . . . R . L. )
i the restricted suilvage represented a step in the process of development toward mented more or less effectively, confined to smc‘ﬂy political groups or extemnled
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266 Totalitavian and Authovitarian Hegimes

W }
1o intervest groups, as long as there remain gronps not sreated by or depesdem
on the state which influence the political process one wiay or another. Some
regimes go even so far as o institutionalize the politicd participation of the
Timited nunber of independent groups or institations and even enconage theis
emergence without, however, leaving any doubt that the relers whimarely define
which gronps they will allow to cxizvt and under wha conditions. In addition,
political power is not legally and/or de facto acconntaible through such groups
o the citizens, even when it might be quite vesponsive to them. This is in cone
trast to demociatic governments, where the political forees are fovmally depen
dent on the support of comstitnencies, whatever de Facto deviations the Michel
sian “iron law of oligarchy™ might introduce. Tn authorituian u-,,umcs the men
who come to power rellecting the views ol various ;,ump% and ki
rive mEivposition not lrom the support from those groujs alone b
trust pmmlm ler o vuling grong, sohich wll.uu(\ takes i
ATUNCIRET prostige and their inlluence. They hav: a kind of constitueneys
we might call it a potential constituency, but this ix not solely or even prin-
npa"y the source of their power. A constant process of ra opration o leaders
is the mechanism by which differeat secions ov Snstitutions Become pariicipadits
in the system, and this process accounts I the dunacteristics of the clite: a
certain heterogeneity in its hackground wnd cueer patierns and the smatley
number of professional politicians, men who have made their tmeer in shiody
political organizations, compared with the number of those yeaited from the
bureaucracy, technically skilled elites, the army, interest gronps, and somgtimes
rveligious groups.

As we shall see, in some of these regimes s official o 4 single or privileged
party is_one morg-orless important_tomponent of_the Timied pluralism” On
pajrer such parties often claim the monopolistic power of the wataliatian par
ties andd presumably perform the same fundtions, hut inreality they have w be
kept clearly distinct. "Fhie absence or weakness of a political party olten makes
lay organizations qmnmrccl by or linked with the Chivdh, ke Catholic Action
or the Opus Dei in Spain, a reservoir of leadership for such regimes not o
different from their function in the reauinment of clites of Cheistian demo.
crauc parties (Hermet, 1978). The simgle party more often than not is what
the Alricans have called a parti wnifié sather than a parti wnique, a party based
on the fusion of different clements vather than a single disciplined body (Folty,
1965). Often such parties are a cveation trom above vither g from the grass
roots, created by the group in power yather than a party-conquering power like
in totalitarian systems.

In the definition of authoritatinn 1ogimes we use the tam u\cm.ﬂu) 1ather
than ideology, from the distinction of the German sociologist Thetor Geiger
(1932, 9P 77=70). For him ideologies arc systems of thonght more or less intel-
lectually elaborated and orgunized, often in written form, by intellectuals,
pseudointellectuals, or with their assistance. Mentalities are ways of thinking
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and Tecling, more empotional than rational, that prinide nonesdificd wins of
rencting o diflorenm situations. He oses aovery graphic Gernan expression:
Greist (oven when colteaive) idenlogy is objekinee
Gorst. Montality is intellectmal attitude; idealogy is intellectnml content. Men-
tality is pyiehic pre ispr um 7 idEolRy s rellection, selfinterpretation: men.
ity is ;mxn nh’uhvm baters moentality is formless, Hucnoting—ideology,
i hlml\ tormed, Hdeology is a conceptif the sOETGIGET of cnltine,
mentdity iea concept of the study of social characier, Tdeologies have a strong
utopinn element, wentadities are coser (o the present o the past. Tdeologioal
beliet systems based on fised elements and chavacterized by strong alfect and
chised copnitive structure, with considerable (nustraining power, imporiant fo
nuey mobilization and manipalation, e chavacteristic of otalitaian systems.
b contast, the consensas i democratic regimes is based on i procedwmal con-

sensus, the commitment 1o which scyguives some of the qualities of ideological
beliefe

mentality is sehjehtiver

however,

The wiility and validity of the distingtion between mentatity and ideology
has been guestioned by Bolivar Lamounier (1971), He notes that as an actual
political vaviable, as cognitive torms of consdiomness actually oporstive in
politicsd Hite, pavtienbaly incthe conmunicition process, they me not really
thit diffcrene, e feels that the distinction tmplies a hasty dismissal ol the
retivgg sdens of authovirian reghmes as an ohjog worth stuudy, Notsing vonld
be further frone owr inteont, He nightly notes the eflectivencss of symbolic com.
nmmication, the multiplicity of velerential connections between symbal and
soctal veality, in avthoritmian regimes.

Mudh ol the mgument hinges on the philesophical assimptions about the
definition of ideology, an wspect into which we shall not go. Both ideologics
and uentalities as characterized above ae parc of a broader phenomenen of
ideas leading to action.oriented ideabv—which are an aspect of the institation.
alization of power velationships toy which Lamsounier prefers 1o use the teun
idenfopy,

The important question is, Why do ideas take o different form, different
cohicrence, mticolation, mmpwchcnsis'v;w«, cxplicitness, intellecual elabora-
ton, and normativeness? On those various dismcnsions ideologies and mentali-
ties difter, Phose diflerences arve not without consequences in the politieal
process. Teis more dilicult to eonceive of mentalitics as binding, requiring a
commitment of the rulers and the subjeats invespective of costs and of the need
of voercinm o implement them, Mentalities me more difficult 1o diffuse ooy
the musses, Jess susceptible o BC used in_gducation, less ,}:S!Y o come into
conflict Wit whgmn w science and more ditficult o use as a test ol lnnh\
The vaiiie of fssties Tor which 8T aREWeT can he’ zlem!!l, the degree
of predsion of those answers, the logic of the process of derivation, and the
visibility of the comtradictions beuween them and policies e very different.
Theh conntraining power to legitimate and delegitimate actions are very ditler-

ey



268 Totalitarian and duthoritarian Regimes

ent. The student of an anthoritnian yepgime would he hard pressed to identily
explicit veferences o ideas guiding the regime in legal theovizing and judicial
decisions in nonpolitical cases, in art oitivism and scientific argoments, and
would find only limited evidence of their use in education. He o she certainly
would not find the rich and distinctive langnage, the new terminology and
esoteric use of an ideology, all difficult 10 understand 1o the outsider but impor
tant to the participants. Nor would he or she find in the libnavies stacks of
books and publications of an ideological character caborating codlessly and
in a variety of directions those ideas,

. Let us admit that the distinction is and cannot be dew cot but reflects
two extreme poles with a large giay mca in beuwveen. Ceniainly hweaueratic
military authoritarinn_regimes are likely o reflect more the mentadity o iy ol their
l'umgﬁkcly 1o find what Susan Kaulman (1970) has cated
a programmatic consensus amd in others a set ol ideas devived from a variety
of sources haphazardly combined 1o give the impression of being an ideology
in the sense we have described in the wtalitarian systems. Certainly the authai-
tarian regimes on the periphery of ideological conters teeh the pressure to dmi
tate, incorporate, manipulate dominant ideological siyles. This can often lead
scholars to serious misunderstanding of such vegimes, to misplaced emphases.
The real question to ask is, What power avangemients seem to prevent ideolog:
ical articulation in such regimes? In our view the complex coalition of fmees,
_interests, political traditions, and institutions—pavt of the Himited pluralism—
\ requives the rulers o use as symbolic rclerent the mininnon common denom.
| inator of the coalition. In this way the rulers achieve the neuualization of a
maximun of potential opponents in the process of Gaking power (in the ab-
sence of the highly mobilized muss of supporters). ‘The vaguencss of the men
tality blunts the lines of cleavage in the m.:humn,‘all{;i"m;, ‘the rulers wiethin
the loyalty ty of d disparate_clements. The Jack of an assertion ol spegific, aticn-
lated, and exphcﬁ.cw\‘mncms facilitates .nl.xlmmm 10 changing conditions
in \he nonsup]mrmc enviromment, piticulindy in thg case of authoritarian
Icglmcs in thewestenyilenivciaiic sphare of m”ucnru(&chc reference o peneric
values like patriotism and vationalism, cconmmic development, social justice,
and order and the discreet and pragmatic incorporation of idenlogical elements
derived from the domivn political conters of the time allow sulers who have

!
|
i

gained power without mobilized mass support to nevtralize opponents, co-opt
a variety of supporters, and decide policies pragmatically JMentalities, semi- o
psewdoideologics reduce the vtopian stain in pulitics andl with iCconflict that

otherwise would requive cither nstitntionalizaton o more repression than the

rulers could afford. “Fhe Hmited wopianism obviowly is congruent with con-
servative tendencies.
! Such regimes pay o price for thehr Tack of ideology in ow sense of the term,

L limigs their capacity 1o mobilizg people to create the yddiadogicalamnd emon.-
tonal idemificationolibemusses with the |q.,sm The alnence of an .munl.\!c

B .
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I(l(‘uhu') of w sense of ultimate meaning, of long ron purpeses, of of an a priov

madel of iical suuct)_lcdmcs,{hc .lgn.uiuéf\'cw vi sk vegimes to those Tor

whom u!c’ % mc'mmb, and vilues me tcmml The alienation of uncllcuu'\h

students, yonth, awl deeply religions |

rsons from such regimes, even when
successtul and relatively Hiberal compmed with totalitnian systems, can be ex-
phvined o paot by the absence or wenkness of ideology. One of the advantages
of anthmitnian regimes with an bnpovant fascst component was that this
devivative ideology appealed to some of those groups. But it also was one of
the sources of teonsion when the disvegmd of the clite of the regime for those
ideological elements hecame apparent.

I theory we should be able to distinguish this content of ideas of the re-
gime, including its style, from the ideas guiding or influencing the political
process as an actual politieal variable, It could be aigued that the first aspect,
to which we will be Jooking lor the objectivization, is ultimately less central than
the subjective appropriation, the varvious lorms ol conscionsness actually opera-
tive in politieal life. However, we feel that the distinetion between mentality
and ssdeology is not irrelevant for the way in which they affect activities and
commmication processes iv polities and society. The compiex interaction be-
tween hoth levels of analysis precludbs any o priori statement about the direc
tion by which the relationship operates. Probably in totalitarian systems the
actual political processes e more deeply aflected by the content of the ideol
oy, while v authoritavian regimes the mentalities of the rulers, not having o
be couadly expliciy, might veffect wmore the social and political realities.

The clusiveness of mentalities, the mimetic and derivative characier of the
so-called ideologies of authoritarian aggimes, has Himited the number of schol.
atly studies of this dimension of such regimes. Only interview studies of the
clites aud surveys of the population, of great sophistication given the lmited
freedom al expression and the obstacles in the communication processes, make

this an imporant dimension in the stndy of such regimes. The ypology of '
authoritarinn vegimes we will present relies more on the character of the lim-

ited pladism and the degree of apathy or mobilization than on an analysis
of types of mentalities.

T ow original definition we emphasized the actual absence of extensive
aned intensive political mobilization but admined that at some point of the
development of such regimes there could he sudh mobilization. The character-
istic of low and limited political mobilization is dwielore a [aciual characteris-
tic on which such reginies tend to eonverge, for o variety of reasons. As we shall
see in the discussion of the subtypes, in sume regimes the depoliticization of
the wass of the citizens falls into the bniene of the vulers, fits with their men-
trliy, and seflects the chatader of e posmponents of the Himited pluratism
suppotting them. In other types of systems the raless initially intend o mebilize
thehr supporters and the popudation at kuge into active involvement in the
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regime and its organizations. Their public commitments, olten derivative ideo-
logical conceptions, push them in that divection. "T'he histori saci
text of th—c__,gs,;,ablishmcnu:mhc-rvgimo-tavmr.xnuléuﬂﬁﬂi}ﬁdug_mﬁhili/alion
thifough & single party and its mass organizations. The struggle for national
indépendence fron a colonal pr;;"c: or Tor Wl independence, the desire to
incorporate into the political process sectors of the society untapped by any
previous political leadership, or the defeat of a highly mobilized opponent in
societies in which democracy had allowed and encouraged such a mobilization
lead to the emergence of mobilizational authoricuian regimes of a nationalist,
populist, or fascist variety. In readity theie is a likeliliood of convagence of
regimes starting Trom such different asswmptions following quite different
routes. That convergence should not, however, obscure many important dilfer-
ences derived from those origins in terms of the type of phualism emeiging,
the legitimacy formulae chosen, the response to crises situations, the capacity
for transformation, the sources amd types ol opposition, ctc.

I Ultimately the degree of political mobilization and with it the opportuni-
ties for participation in the regime of those mnong the citizens supporting it
are a result of the other twa dimcnsions used in the definition of authoritarian
regimes, N()bilimtinu and participation ultimatcly become difhcult to sustain

al con-

unless the regime moves in noie totilitarian”or democratic divection. Eflec-
tive mobilization, particularly through a single party and its nimss ovganizadons,
would be perceived as a threat by the other components of the limited plural-
ismy, typic ¥ e bureaucracy, the churches, or interest groups. To
break through those constraining conditions would require moves in the totali-
! tarian direction. The Tailure (o break through those conditions and the limited
pluralism standing in the way to totalitavianism has been well analyzed by
Alberto Aquarone, who quotes this revealing conversation of Mussolini with
:m;.l old syndicalist friend:

If you could imagine the cflort it has taken me to search for, a possible
equilibrivm in which 1 could avuid the collision of autagonistic powers
which touched cach other side by side, jealous, distrustiul one of the other,
government, party, monarchy, Vatican, army, militzia, prefects, provincial
party leaders, ministers, the head of the Conlederazioni {corporative struc-
tures] and the giant mmmimlistic interests, ete. you will understand they are
the indigestions of totalitarianism, in which I did not succeed in melting
that “estate” that [ had to accept in 1922 without reservations, A pathological
connccting tissuc linking the vaditional and circumstantial deficiencies of
this great, small, Italinn people, which a tenacious tharapy of twenty years
has achieved to maodify only an the swface. (Aquarone, 1965, . 302)

We have described how the maintenance of equilibrivm between those
limited pluralisms linits in veality the clflectiveness of the mobilization o a
single party and ultimately has to fead to the apathy of the members and activ-
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ists, since sudhoa party offers Himited access w power compaicd with other chan-
nels. Underdevelopment, particularly of a large rural population living in
isolated arveas and engaging in subsistence agricultare, often linked with tradi-
tional or clientelistic power structues integrated into the unified party, despite
the ideological pronouncements, the organization charts, and the machinery of
plebiscitarian elections, does not create a participatory political culture, not
even controlied or manipulated participation.

As we shall see in more detail, the authoritarian regimes that emerge alter
a period of competitive democratic participation that created an unsolvable
conflict in the society opt for depoliticization and apathy, which is felt by many
citizens as a reliel [rom the tensions of the previous period. Initially this is the
apathy of those defeated by the new regime, but in the absence of a disciplined
totalitarian mass party and its mass organizations combined with terror, litde
effort will be made to integrate them to participate in the system. As the ten-
sions and hatreds that produced a mobilization for the system diminish, the
supporters are also likely to lapse into apathy, which often the rulers might
welcome to avoid pressures to make good the promises they made in the procest
of mobilization.

‘T'he absence ol an_idcology.-the- heterogencous and compromise character,

and often mimetism of the guiding ideas, and above all the mentality of the
rulers, particularly military elites, burcaucrats, experts, and éifop_t_gnguﬂﬁaih's:»
of ;)m«rcgimé’f?ﬁ?mmbszadcs in the process of mobilization and.
p.’n'tir,ip:xtim'\f—\'\’i(lmut an ideology it becomes (!.W@_KUL

voluntary campaigns, regular attendance at party_meetings, faceto-lace propa:
gandi Activities, €tc. Without an ideology with utopian components it is diffi
cult to atiract those interested in politics as an end in itself rather than a means
for more pragmatic and immediate intevests. Without ideology the young, the
studlents, the intellectuals are not likely to get involved in politics and provide
the cadres for politicization of the population. Without the utopian element,
without the appeal to broader constituencies that would require a participatory
pluralism rather than the limited, conurolled, and co-opted pluralism of elites,
the appeals based on a consensual, nonconllictive society, except in moments
of upsurge of nationalism or of danger to the regime, tend to reduce politics to
administration of the public interest and to the de {acto expression of particular
interests.

“I'he limited pluralism of authoritarian regimes and the different shave that
the tolerated pluralistic components have in the exercise of power in different
moments lead o complex patierns of semiopposition and pseudoopposition
within the regime (Linz, 1973a). "Lhere is semiopposition by groupsthat-are -
not dominantor represented in the governing group and that engage in partial ;
criticism l)uwm&yuidmm fundamentally chal-
lenging the regime, Without bein institutionalized such groups are not .!IEgﬁL
mate, even when they lack a legal framework in which w operate. They might
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be highly aritical of the government anud some aspects of the institutional ovder,
but they distinguiish between these mnd the teader of the regime and accept the
histotical legitimacy or at least necessity of the anthovitaian formula. There
are groups’ that advocate dillerent emphases and policy, groups that join in
supporting the establishment of the regime but in the hope of achicving goals
not shared by their coalition partners. There is dissidence among those who
initially identified with the system but did not participate in its establishment,
typically the Young Turks of the regime, and among those within the vegime
who want to work for goals that are not illegitiniate, like the restoration of a
previous regime initially announced but never realized. There me those who
had stronger ideological commitments but ace epted seeing them postponed to
gain power against an cueny, thase with a foreign model and/or even Joyalty
from which the rulers attempt to distince themselves, and in the late stages of
such a regime those who oppose its transformation, specificalty it liberalizaton
and the abandonment of its exclusiony chaacter. Semiapposition is likely to
appear mmong mei of the older generation wha joined in the establishiment of
the regime to pursue gonls they had already formulated before the wkeover.
But it also appears among the inmeltectuats and the youny, particularly students
who have taken seriously the rhetorical pronouncements ol the leadaship and
who in addition Gnd that there are no effective channels lor political participa-
tion. Not infrequently the semiopposition within the reghme beeomes an alegal
opposition. It has given up hope of translorming the regime from the inside
but is not yet ready to move into illegal or sthversive activities and finds inter
mittent tolerance sometimes based on the personal ties cstablished in earlier
years. The weakness of the eflorts of political socialization_and indoctiination
in authoritavian regimes iﬂww;ﬂngLLwhnuuhcuhumMm
tion, Tiever Tncorporated in_the regivie. discovers politics i might turn o an
im‘gﬂ/‘u—" P Pmmon“\c autonomy left by the regime to certain social organiza-
Tions, the limited efforts of liberalizution and increased participation in the
regime organizations, and the relative openness to other societics crete oppor-
wnities for the emagence. ol alepal_opposition, \\'hi(_bﬁ}!!)clhligjﬁ;\'ﬁ-n;
“WKRUH! ivon thatisaeady to infiltate the onganizations of
tlflcgimc, rcjcni_}l&il_\ﬁ moral (‘El:lhl\:_iljﬁ-)’\l:] ;n‘hcip:umy_ip___i&hcld by other
Mmu&-ﬂppn. ition s oiten dumeled into formadly '.qmlili(':il_'(_)lgu_gjg’nji_gm
of cultural, !'clig‘l@x;mpj sssional_character. In maltihingual, multiculral
’ﬁfa—;cs, where the regime is idpntified with one of the national groups, cul-
wral manifestations such as the use of anguages other than the oflicial fan-

guage become an cxpression ol opposition. I'he special position of the Catholic
Church in many socicties under authoritarian rale and the tegal status of many
of its organizations in the conconints between the Vaticun iond the vulers allow
priests and laymen @ certatin awtonomy to seive as a channed for opposition
sentiments of social classes, culiural minorities, gencrational unrest, ete., and
for the emeigence of new leaders. Ty the case of the Catholic Church the trans-
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national charvacter, the moral legitimation of the reladvely wide 1ange of ideo-
logical positions by the refusal on the part of the Pope to condemn then, the
legitimacy for moral prophetic indignation against injustice, particularly after
Vaticanum 1, together with the concern of the hicrarchy for the ;um,nmmy
ol veligious organizations and the freedom of priests account for the vole of
religious groups in the politics of authoritarian regimes. Paradoxically, the
Church has provided the regimes through its lay organizations with elites but
has also protected it dissidents and occasionally played the role deseribed by
Guy Hermet (1973) as wibunicial against the regime by being witness of moral
values against abuses of power. The Church as an institution that will outlast
any vegime, even those with which it becomes identified in the particubar his-
l(\?'l al moment, is likely to disidentify and regain its autonomy when signs ol
crisis appear. T'he same is true for other permanent institutions that might have
retained considerable avtonomy under anthorivuian rale, like the judiciy o
even the professional civil servants, .
Lt'_‘t us emplisize here that the semioppositions—ithe alegal bhut tolaated
opposition, the iclatively autonomous role of various inslinni\m\s under condi-
tions of semifrecdom—careates a complex political process of faracaching con-
sequences for the sodiety and its political development, The lihcru!il;ll.ion of
:am.lmrit:ni;m vegimes can go far, but without 2 change in the maune of the
;‘f,‘gx‘mc. without the institudonalization of politgal p:n‘(ics. is Likely 1o be quite
ln'm(c(L The semilreedom under such regimes imposes on their ul‘npnu('nl.‘i cer-
l.:nn costs that are quite different trom those of persccution ol illegal opposi-
tions and that explain their frustradion, disintegration, and wmcliuu“s readiness
to cooptation, which contribute to the pensistence of such regimes sometimes
as much as does their repressive capacity. The ambiguity of opposition_under
;Amf‘lu'n'iluri:m regimes contrasts with the fear lumndmcs.bcuw@mxi—w
its opponents in totalitavian systems. However, let us emphasize that the limited
;;lxﬁf;\limi Seralization, and the existence of the wolerated op-
position, in the absence of institutional dumnels tor paliticaal pardidipation and
for the opposition to reach the mass ol the population, allow a dear distindtion -
between authoritavian and demoaatic regimes. /)‘

Betore closing our general discussion of authoritarian regimies we want to
all atention to one difficulty in their study, Tnoa world in o whidh the great
and mast successful powers are and have heen cither stable demoaadies or com-
Inunlm‘ m"(:m'is( political systems, with the unique attraction given o them
1y their ideologies, their organizational capacity, theit apparent stability 4
suecess as advanced industrial nations urlin u/\‘cumnini:!u::::u::i:""lla:‘:(a:\:'l::::l’»
Bess, and !‘Imir capacity o ovacone international secondorank status, authoni-
tarian regimes are in an ambiguous position. None ol them hay seied as a
utapian model for other societies, except, perhaps for spedial historical veasons,
Nasser's Egypt in the Arab world, Possibly Mexico, with its cnnbination of
the revolutionary myth and the pragmatic stability of its hegomonic paity
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l_'] ”“:‘ ! ’\‘;: regime, could serve rulc_r'.s as a model Nunc'u‘f the authoritarian ?(\gri;nxcs ll\:ns Transformation Goals
r BIN 51\ fired the imagination of intellectuals and :u.'u\-nsxs across the bordaers. ‘“fc' a8 Functions Total Partial
i N \35’"" | 3!‘ inspired an international of parties supporting sucha mu(h.:l.. ()ln‘ly the m‘lgmnl'
2 g ; . . avs have €res ; v 3 .
r 3 }: !;!'f solutions attempted by the }ugml.\\s h"TL ”"'..‘c_“ ‘ mm(‘uum mlcm?l '"f‘m_‘?’ Tustrumental ‘Totalitarian Tutelary
R 5 i intellectuals. Under those civeunmstances authoritarim regimes and their Jeaders o ) ) o .
‘ q:‘*’- : : - pave felt constrained to take the trappings of the appealing otalitarian nu.:dv:'ls. Sf;\l.nnsl Ru.w‘n. Maoist I’umsm. .1 anzania,
| ‘é'ﬂ" i avoiding or unable to incorporate the substance of the madel. Only the thirties, fﬂ“”f‘»ﬂf‘f‘ ("—'"““"‘“Yv }}‘g"SI“““‘: Ataturk’s
a. Tl J as we shall see, with the ideology of covporativism combining a variety of ideolog- Stalinist” East Furope Turkey
e =1 ; ;.‘: ) ical heritages and linking with Cathalic conser 'mi\"c sf)(m (l"’(ninc, écm_‘c'd Expressive Chiliastic( vl Administrative
e ! i to offer a gcn‘uinc nontotalitarian and nondemocratic ideological alternative. s ' .
2 “'\ The visible [ailure of such systems, the fact that no major power {ullmvcd. t?mt E‘a‘s’nst l:;h;.' l\é‘krwnaIl? 1 Mexico
":25‘13 i?! route, the diffuse boundarics between (fm\'crvamc or (J\(l\uhf’ (urp‘m;v\uws’m l;c:;“]);‘c.“": l\,l :C\:?:m Cuba,
P e ) ‘% . and Italian fascism, :\ml.’ﬁn:xny. téxc dfscng}ngcmm:: ()(“(cl:;: ‘(;'i:(\;erl(“l‘x‘if‘lé:;nul‘: B a's Algeriy
S35 S ! Jiunent to organic theorics © society have ultmad - ;
I ;;' . il} t::‘:(‘l‘ ::\odcl of pol?tics. Aughoritavian l'cgi.)mcs, whatever their l'n(lls in the so- ”.'f“‘_l'if,]’if“:“ lccn:\il’x aspects u[':\ullmx'it:\rim} mgi.mes and that might be par-
/ ;;‘,zg} : ‘tl ! { ciety, whatever their achicvements, &¢ _ul.un‘m(ciy-('onf-m.u'm‘d.\\'uh‘ two appeal- B ticulmly \’.| ua-)\c fm‘ the mm‘yfm of such regimes in -lh? new and old states of
‘.r i & | ioga iy dels.ol-pelity—which hnuuhg-}w_ﬁ!h}.b_uei,o{,L\,')L'n_ud:sc\{- the 'ffm‘\\ estern wmld. or .ccn:unbcuhur:\l arcas like Alvica smlflf of the Sahara.
E S A 1‘ \ Comfdent institutionakization and give suength to their opponents (Linz, 19730}, i‘nns:‘}ﬁ;\;my m;lhoru:n jan regihmes have been founded by military coups and
. B ' B are headed by nuliary men, it wouldlsegmy iara y;ﬁlf?g?ﬂiﬁiﬁgiiiiﬁiﬁ'g’miiiv
e ! : . The Problemof a Typology of Authoritarian Regimes tary and nonmilitary authoritarian regimes would be fruitful, distinguishin
S;“ "'77 ] ‘ ": The social science literature ollers many i(.\c:fs [9:‘ developing l?pnlngics of .[mthcr thé l)f)l?tifal nature :»a‘ndA purpose .0[ .thc‘ milit.ax"y invler\'ejuinn in assun%v
ks ! | such regimes: Almond and Powell's (1966) distinetion of (()nf,cy\';]u‘yc_ \;\({(lCtuxv ing power. (,-(:‘l mlmly the \\intcxs on military i .puhucs like Finer (1962) and
Joila i izing, and premobililcd authoritarian systoms, of which rcspccuvelyt5}:::@, the many .specmhs(s on Latin z\nfcnca and lhe‘.\h_d(lle East have made valuable
Y %},_ b Brazil, and Ghana would be examples, and the many inclmu%c lYixtwl«xg\cs m C()l\!!‘ll)ll(lf)}\s to our m}dcr‘slandu';g of au(hur?mrmn regimes. H()w%‘vcr, a cate-
2 7 5 i the chapters of Samuel Huntington and Clement Mu(fx'e (1970) in (l}cxr a:xf\lysy"s govy of nulxt‘ary amlfornarmn regimes would nu,l\:(’le }(x) many, ({:'x\f: different
' ,4;,';;; : of the dynamics of cs(a\?lishcd one-party systems, pnmcnlarl)f Hunnngl({m s.d‘s' 26)131'!:;&5]\{\; 1[;1-(;: I:!e:;ﬂé)i\ <zf the names of 1:\;(‘;"“"% l étain, FIVF‘!HCU, i eron, 1‘41?&99&
3 .é'"" { ‘! tinction between cxclusn?nm’)’ and revolutionary one-party sysiems an )c?m“ecn O ,‘ dici, 7 1 drdenas s;xgges\s. : i nax)[:?g.l.u}es, .\\uh. some sxgm icant
; sz‘“ i ‘ revolutionary and established one-party systews. Nor shnu.ld the pmnc.:‘c.‘ effort ..m n mcsin‘n'g cxcc?.pt'xons., m}{c.lgn a pm(éss of civilization, il they are stabie,
fs 1 : of Edward Shils (1960), distinguishing tutelary democracies, nmdc(m'u.mg olt- and the military ongin or military h.aﬂckgmund of the head of state does not
e rodisac i garcl\ics. and traditional oligarchies, be {orgotten. Giovamnﬁurmn, in an un- tell us (fnnu{;h about chcu: natuic. i\hlx%;u'y men can carry out a dc'cp culuwal
3] R publishcd study of political partics, with his unexcelled ability to make clc‘?r r(tvnluum\ h!}cl f\m\urk: unp(?rlanl socn.al and cconomic cha.nge? like Nasser,
A’:ﬁ . logical distinctions has dilferentiated the variety of party state systoms, .nmt is. (»l;spmm traditional regimes like they did or prevent a continuing pr()ccss.of
1 A o noncompetitive-party systews, distinguishing one-party :m.d l‘\cgcmmnc‘pan-?r (-m‘l.g.c um'fnld dcmncxag and .pc:h‘ap.s social .|’c\o¥x‘mnn al-le-r a break m‘t!.\
ol i systems and, further down on the Tadder of abstraction, uunhl:n‘mf\ and authori- tadition with a counterrevolutionary intent, like 1‘13!1(?. Lenam?y the mili-
C'Ja:;?' A | tarian parties, single or hegemonic parties, and finally ideological z}nd prag: tary mcm:\lf(y of men at the top would g\\'c‘s'uch regimes certain connmon
:'r.&._{l’é &3 ,‘ matic parties (Sartori, 1970b). The four-fold typology of single-party ideologics fC:!f\!l’cs. which, however important, arc not sufficient for any meaningful typol-
e ; &% "‘~{ | of Clement Moore follms:s‘ _ ) ) - Gg)‘g Jolars are likely T . L o
padid v ol [t is based on a distinction bhetween ttxssrx'lxalcx}x:\l an.d c§1?;css:§'c ‘{un?nons, Scholars afc tkely to be C(?H.hlhﬂ‘ in .smd)"mg a}uhonlmmn l'cgm\cs be- ?5
GG e whose operationalization seems to olfer certain difficultics. The distinction re- cause of the frequent mafuhenu.cuy of thcrr claims. Since the founding group !
3‘1{”. Py sulting between totalitarian and chiliastic systems is p:n'xicular\y hazy, and it or_leader lm's no or {ew ideological mmmm-n‘ems Lefore taking lm\\'c.r“exccpt
&3"&:} ¢ P is not fully clear why the itelary should be considered instrumental and the sonie vague ult.fa 3 dwxmngtcm:xwufuxxgwgwﬂrﬂg tlie |
L i administrative cxprcssi\‘e (Moore, 1970). . n:\u,un,,p\'crlh.lowmg.u g'on!x.p_s,l;cgun’c,.orfrejec(utrg fm‘cx'gn,n,\l\u_encgs.,ihfy}'}m! ‘\
«;:“F" 3 i It is, however, far from’ our intention o disniiss or ignore such typologics thggwmuudedugmﬂ..}umﬁcawxumm&@gns auractive to_the !
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in_t_gllcfl__\l:\‘ljb_gggg_v_gg{_lunl\ the mainsticam ol 'mlcx'n;ui:n\:gl‘ix‘l‘gillggi«__;_\“l_if{p:"
frontations. In that vacoun the Tulen Al search Tar aceeptable sywbols and
(dEwrincoTperate them dnto theiv arand imperi. ‘Those ideas uc likely to
be the ones dominant at the time and congruent with the “march of history.”
It is no accident’ihat Ataturk should have chosen pmgncsxivc, secularist, dewmo-
cratic ideas and symbols: that the Fastern Furopean voyal dictatons, rcau-
crats, and officers, and Franco, should have mimicked fascisny that conten:
porary authoritarian regimes should claim to be socialist and o introduce
“democratic centralism” or Cpartcipatory democracy” and workers’ coun-
cils” vather than corporativisul. No scholar should accept such claims at face
value——not that the claims are inclevant, since such initially vague commit
ments largely condition the im national response o such regimes and influ-
ence their later development, opéning certiin possibilities and excluding others
(Linz, 19730b). However, it would be dangerous to base ot classifications on
those claims. Actual policies and the operation of political institutions might
be very similar despite such pxcmk)idcningi(;\l diflevences, und the similarity
in mentality of the vulers might make possible an understanding and affinity
between leaders of systems apparently disshmilar.

The idcological clements used, Tar from central 1o the understanding of
such systems, would allow us to distinguish the following main Lypes.

1. Authoritarian vegimes claiming o cnvy out busic processes of moderniza
tion, p:u‘ticul;n*ly secularization annd edueationad reforms, to create the pre-
conditions for constitutional demooracy like that of the wore suceessiul
Western nations. Regimes born in the eve of World war 1. like ‘Purkey
and Mexico, were commitied w0 such a patern, which was refiected in the
institutional rules, ignored in practice, bt wltimately is making possible
an evolution in that direction.

F;Lsi:is(- or semﬂ'\scist-u:\(i’n’nu_l,i)L.5|_n‘(>llm 'wwgig_\cs__\
Abthoritarian regimes that we shatl chaacterize as “organic statism,” s
tempting 10 link with the Gatholic corporativist weinl docvine mixed with
fascist elements but distina hrom the !;\.\(is\-pnpulis\vn:\l'um;\li\t otalitarian
conceptions. Often these types of regimes that attempt o institutionalize a
particular type of pluralism have heen confused with fascisi, and the term
“cferical fascism™ veflects both the bias of the phservers and the ambiguity
of that type of authoritaianism in the fate twenties and carly thirties.

vpe 10

\

4. The authoritarian yegines boio in the altermath ot World Way 1 in the
newly independent stales laiming to pursue i differeut national way o
ward p:\rlic'xp:uiun, inchuding a single party o¥ subordinating the existing
parties, characierizing theiy regimes as utelary demoaiacics, like Sukao
in Indonesia, or institutionalizing “husic democtacies” in Pakistan.

5. More recently, African new nations andd Islamic countrics rejecting wradi-
tional religious conceptions of authority, impressed by the success of com-
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st ((txlln.ll'ics and sometimes searching for their sympathy, have claimed
w0 be sociitlist, to build mass parties and o rejeat i‘\’cstcm‘iudi\‘idu:\li»m
for a1 new sense of community based on identification with the leader and
the p:\.x ty. In the case of Istamic countries an atempt has been madde to link
those ‘ldcu)n};ic;xl imitations with a genuine national cultural tradition, the
l:sl;nm(' nf;l‘mn of community, sometines fusing modern ideas with l‘r'\di-
ifmml religious conceptions. Tt is no accident (‘hnl sone political \(icn;i\!s‘
lxkc‘ James Gregor should have noted somc of the ximil:n'ixicsAbcl\\"c.cgl
,~\fru':.m s<)t'i.:|lism (and similar ideologics) and fascism in SC\H{(‘L‘\‘C‘() sed

. agrarian societies in the thirtics (Gregor, 1968 and 1974a). !

f. (}.nAmAmunist postiotalitarian authoritarian regimes, described by Gordon
?kllhx‘\g as “('r.m'suh:ui\'c authoritarianism, qunsi»pluralis&ic authoitarian-

l::.‘i;”(‘;;‘;:(fflm”mg and pluralistic authoritarianism and anarchic authori-

Despite . > i i
J .L'\iill(. the usefulness of the six types ‘)HC“)’ delineated above except for
1¢ SIX v d is i ,
: l\l yone, 1 would arguce that this is not the most fruitful Z-\ppl'()'ldl to the
dev . . 1 H i ;

ove npmuu of a l)‘)”l()gy of authoritarian regunes as defined above

Toward a Typology of Authoritarian Regimes

I our definiti i i ¢ P es suc

k " (‘L.fll.l;lll()n is useful, it should also allow us to develop subtyp of such

yegunes. ¢ limite -alis a 5 . \

h‘()“l Ui l\ timited i)iuh lism, as ()p;m;cd 1w the tendency toward monisnm '

s d lead us o typologics taking into 3 chi fyysiitiadd [ :
i 4 g’ 1O accoui \\hx(‘«l:) 5 and groups

:”?,BLIL’DWV“M way, and which ones arc excluded 110
1ejection A()l mobilization along to@alifariin lines (;xmlﬁmghicvct‘sx’x !
mobilization distinguishes such regimes from totalitarianism lh;: reasons (((\ '
and llixcjr_uxluu‘c of the limited mobilization should provide an;mhcr dﬁﬁii??’“
of a l):;ml xmmﬂitﬂ’lnmlr:\sl to ideologics are clusive to sl;ul”
that dimension, pfxr(iculﬂll)‘ duc to the importance of mimicking of ideola 'icy\“
shmxlAd turn out in practice to be less helpful. Even when in theory it shiul;l‘
pl'()\;l(}(r m}pm’mni clements for typologies. T
ch i'nuilcd phuratism of authoritatian regimes takes a variety of foras

and wi !.un it dilferent groups or institutions fake @ more or less ;’n'ccmincx;;
I’{"'f‘(" Uhe participation of groups in political power is controlled by cartain
social forces and channeled through difterent mganizational sn‘ucuncs‘()n l‘h'u
act :?\:11( :!QMWHN)S;—(‘G!Hiﬂa(cd‘l))‘ﬂ?l—bu.l'éall ‘nlj
nnhl;'[x)»l(zgin;n(r:\lic ¢lite that preexisted the_xegime, o a fnrge C\“;T(—LJS.\
others in which there is a privileged political p_;u:lh; | ;’ . W

he bl : pation and entry o the
Q‘”f‘ thiough a single or dominant party emeiging from the society. b the
yegimes we find thata vanety of social groups and il\stilxxti()x‘;s (léﬁT;C(i ‘h“ :1{\::
state are created or allowed to participate in one or another degree i: the
!m%mml process under the forms we shall call organic statism :l;ich olt
is ideotogically described as corporatism or organic demacracy. z,\ very sl»cc‘i::l




