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Modern Nondemocratic Regimes

emocratic transition and consolidation
Dinvolve the movement from a nondemo-

cratic to a democratic regime. However,
specific polities may vary immensely in the paths
available for transition and the unfinished tasks the
new demaocracy 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 variation 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 be-
tween democratic, authoritarian, and totalitarian
regimes, New paradigms emerge because they help
analysts see commonalities 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 stabie politi-
cal poles—the democratic pole and the totalitarjan
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 totali-
tarjan regime on four key dimensions—pluralism,
ideology, leadership, and mobilization. This was of
course what he termed an authoritarian regime. He
defined them as: “political systems with limited,
not responsible, political pluralism, without elabo-
rate and guiding ideology, but with distinctive
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mentalities, without extensive nor intensive politi-
cal mobilization, except at some points in their de-
velopment, 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 compare and contrast all
the systems in the world, the authoritarian cate-
gory proved useful. As the new paradigm took hold
among comparativists, two somewhat surprising
conclusions emerged. First, it became increasingly
apparent that more regimes were “authoritarian”
than were “totalitarian” or “democratic” com-
bined. Authoritarian regirnes were thus the modal
category of regime type in the modern world. Sec-
ond, authoritarian regimes were hot necessarily in
transition to a different type of regime. As Linz’s
studies of Spain in the 1950s and early 1960s
showed, the four distinctive dimensions of an au-
thoritarian regime—limited pluralism, mentality,
somewhat constrained leadership, and weak mobi-
lization—could cohere for a long period as a rein-
forcing and integrated system that was relatively
stable.

Typologies rise or fall according to their ana-
lytic 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 be-
come an obstacle. Part of the case for typology
change proceeds from the implications of the em-
pirical 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
tnany countries were very close to the totalitarian
pole for that entire period? Answers have, of
course, an inherently subjective dimension, partic-
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ularly as regards the evaluation of the evidence
used to classify countries along the different crite-
ria used in the typology. Fortunately, however, two
independently organized studies attempt to mea-
sure 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 90 percent
of modern nondemocratic regimes would have
to share the same typological space—"authori-
tarian.”? Obviously, with so many heterogenous
countries sharing the same typological “starting
place,” this typology of regime type cannot tell us
much about the extremely significant range of
varjation in possible transition paths and consoli-
dation tasks that we believe in fact exists. Our pur-
pose 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 propose therefore a revised
typology, consisting of “democratic,” “authori-
tarian,” “totalitarian,” “post-totalitarian,” and “sul-
tanistic” regimes.

» ou

Democracy

To start with the democratic type of regime, there
are of course significant variations within democ-
racy. However, we believe that such important
categories as “‘consociational democracy” and “ma-
joritarian democracy” are subtypes of democracy
and not different regime types. Democracy as a
regime type seems to us to be of sufficient value to
be retained and not to need further elaboration at
this point in the book.

Totalitarianism

We aiso believe that the concept of a totalitarian
regime as an ideal type, with some close historical
approximations, has enduring value. If a regime has
eliminated almost all pre-existing political, eco-

nomic, and social pluralism, has a unified, articu-
lated, guiding, utopian ideology, has intensive and
extensive mobilization, and has a leadership that
rules, often charismatically, with undefined limits
and great unpredictability and wvulnerability 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 totalitarian regime types, the
area in which further typological revision is needed
concerns the regimes that are clearly neither demo-
cratic nor totalitarian. By the early 1980s, the num-
ber 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 conformed to the totalitarian
model, as research showed. This change created
conceptual 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 satis-
factory. Empirically, of course, most of the Soviet-
type systems in the 1980s were not totalitarian.
However, the “Soviet type” regimes, with the ex-
ception of Poland * * *, could not be understood in
their distinctiveness by including them in the cate-
gory of an authoritarian regime.

The literature on Soviet-type regimes correctly
drew attention to regime characteristics that were
no longer totalitarian and opened up promising
new studies of policy-making. One of these per-
spectives was “institutional pluralism.” However,
in our judgment, to call these post-Stalinist polities
pluralistic missed some extremely important fea-
tures that could hardly be called pluralistic. Plu-
ralist 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 inte numerous freely
formed interest groups that are relatively au-
tonomous and often criss-crossing. The many
groups in civil society attempt fo aggregate their
interests and compete against each other in politi-
cal society to influence state policies. However, the
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“institutional pluralism” that some writers dis-
cerned in the Soviet Union was radically different,
in that almost all the pluralistic conflict occurred
in regime-created organizations within the party-
state itself. Conceptually, 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 totalitarian, authori-
tarian, and democratic regimes, we believe we
should expand that typology by explicating a
distinctive regime type that we will call post-
totalitarian.’ Methodologically, we believe this cat-
egory is justified because on each of the four
dimensions of regime type—pluralism, ideology,
leadership, and mobilization—there can be a post-
totalitarian ideal type that is different from a totai-
itarian, authoritarian, or democratic ideal type.
Later in this chapter we will also rearticulate the ar-
gument 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, total-
itarian, post-totalitarian, authoritarian, and sul-
tanistic—differ from each other on each one of the
four constituent characteristics of regime type
{table 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.

Post-Totalitarianism

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 authoritarianism. Where ap-
propriate 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 sub-
scribe to the view that either type is static.
Post-totalitarianism, as table 1 implies, can en-

compass 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 dimen-
sion, normally some constraints on the leader.
There can be frozen post-totalitarianism in which,
despite the persistent tolerance of some civil soci-
ety critics of the regime, almost all the other con-
trol mechanisms of the party-state stay in place
for a long period and do not evolve (e.g., Czecho-
slovakia, from 1977 to 1989). Or there can be ma-
ture 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 official party is still sacro-
sanct (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 characteris-
tic of totalitarianism is that there is no political,
economic, or social pluralism in the polity and that
pre-existing sources of pluralism have been up-
rooted or systematically repressed. In an authori-
tarian 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 plu-
ralism and the more extensive social and economic
pluralism predate the authoritarian regime. How
does pluralism in post-totalitarian regimes con-
trast with the near absence of pluralism in to-
talitarian regimes and the limited pluralism of au-
thoritarian regimes?

In mature post-totalitarianism, there is a much
more important and complex play of institutional
pluralism within the state than in totalitarian-
ism. Also, in contrast to totalitarianism, post-
totalitarianism normally has a much more signifi-
cant degree of social pluralism, and in mature
post-totalitarianism there is often discussion of a
“second culture” or a “parallel culture.” Evidence
of this is found in such things as a robust under-
ground samizdat literature with multi-issue jour-
nals of the sort not possible under totalitarianism.*
This growing pluralism is simultaneously a dy-
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Table 1. Major Modern Regime ldeal Types and Their Defining Characteristics

Democracy

Respunsible politicat
pluratisin reinfored by
eKlensive areas ol
plurakist autonomy in
ceonomy, society, and
internal lite of
argantzations. Legally
protecied pluralism
cunsistent with
“societal corporatism”
but nen “state
corporatism.”

Extensive intetlectual
commitment 1o
citizenship and
procedural rues of
contestation. Not
teleological. Respect
for rights of
miinorities, state of
law, and value of
individualism.

Participation via
autonomously
generated
organization of civil
society and competing
parties of political
society guaranteed by
a system of law. Value
is on kow regime
mobilization but high
citizen participation.
Diffuse effort by
regime to induce good
citizenship and
patriotism. Toleration
of peaceful and
orderly apposition.

Autheritarianisin
Palitical system with
limated, not cesponsible
pulitical pluradism.
Cten quite extensive
social and economiy
pturalism. In
authoritarian regimes
most of pleralism had
roots in society belore
the establishment of the
repime. Often some
space lor
semiopposition.

Political system without
vlaborate and guiding
ideology but with
distinctive mentalities.

Political systemn without
extensive or intensive
political mobilization
except ai same points in
their development.

Totalitarianism

Nuo signilicant
vconomi, social, or
political pluralism.
Oflicial panty has de jire
and de fucto monopoly
ol pawer. Party has
climinated almost all
pretotalitarian
pluralisny, Nos space for
SL'((llld econamy or
parallel society.

Elaborate and guiding
ideology that articuiates
a reachable viopia.
Leaders, individuals,
and groups derive most
of their sense of
mission, legitimation,
and often specific
policies from their
commitrent 1o some
holistic conception of
humanity and society.

Extensive mobilization
into a vast array of
regime-created
obligatory organizations.
Emphasis on activism of
cadres and mititants.
Effort at mobilizarion of
enthusiasm. Private life
is decried.

Post-totalitarianism

timited, but not
responsible social,
economic, and
institational pluralism.
Almost no pofitical
pluralism because party
still formally has
manopoly of power. May
have “second cconomy,”
but state still the
overwhelming presence.
Moust manifestations of
plurafism in “{lattened
polity” grew out of
tolerated state structures or
dissident groups
consciously formed in
opposition to totalitarian
regime. In mature post-
totalitarianism oppasition
often creates “second
culture” or “parallel
society,”

Guiding ideclogy still
officially exists and is part
of the socia) reality. But
weakened commitment to
or faith in utopia. Shift of
emphasis from ideology to
pProgrammatic Consensus
that presumably is based
on rational decision-
making and limited debate
without too much
reference to ideotogy.

Progressive loss of interest
by leaders and nonleaders
involved in organizing
mobilization. Routine
mobilization of population
within state-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.

Sultanism

Economic and social
pluralism daes not
disappear but is subject
o unpredictable and
despatic intervention.
No group or individual
in civil suciety, political
sociely, or the state is
free from subtan’s
exercise of despotic
power. No rule of law.
Low institutionalization.
High fusion of privaie
and public.

Highly arbitrary
manipulation of
symbols, Extreme
glorification of ruler. 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-
ideclogy not believed by
stafl, subjects, or outside
world.

Low but occasional
manipulative
mobilization of a
ceremanial type by
coercive or clientelistic
methods without
permanent organization.
Periodic mobilization of
parastate groups who use
violence against groups
targeted by sultan.

|
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Characteristic Democracy

Table 1. (continued)

Authoritarianism

Totalitarianism

Post-totalitarianism

Sultanism

Leadership

Top leadership
produced by free
elections and must be
exercised within
constitutional Emits
and state of law.
Leadership must be
periodically subjected
to and produced by
free elections.

Political system in
which a leader or
occasionally a small
ETOUp EXercises power
within formally ill-
defined but actually
quite predictable
norms. Effort at
cooptation of old elite
groups. Some
autonomy in state

careers and in military.

Totalitarian leadership
rules with undefined
lirnits and great
unpredictability for
members and
nonmembers. Often
charismatic.
Recruitment to top
teadership highly
dependent on success
and commitment in

party organization.

Growing emphasis by
posi-totalitarian political
elite on personal security.
Checks on top leadership
via party structures,
procedures, and “internal
democracy.” Top leaders
are seldom charismatic.
Recruitment to top
leadership restricted to
official party but less
dependent upon building a

Highly personalistic and
arbitrary. No rational-
legal constraints. Strong
dynastic tendency. Ne
autonpomy in slate
careers. Leader
unencumbered by
ideology. Compliance 10
leaders based on intense
fear and personal
rewards. Staff of leader
drawn from members of

namic source of vulnerability for the post-
totalitarian regime and a dynamic source of
strength for an emerging democratic opposition.
For example, this “second culture” can be suffi-
ciently 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 en-
during oppositional organizations in civil society.
At moments of crisis, therefore, a mature post-
totalitarian regime can have a cadre of a democra-
tic opposition based in civil society with much
greater potential to form a democratic political op-
position than would be available in a totalitarian
regime. A mature post-totalitarian 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 subor-
dinate private sector, especially in agriculture,
commerce and services.

However, in a post-totalitarian regime this so-
cial and economic pluralism is different in degree
and kind from that found in an authoritarian
regime. It is different in degree because there is
normally more social and economic pluralism in

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.

career within party's
organization. Top leaders
can come from party
technocrats in state
apparatus.

an aunthoritarian regime (in particular there is nor-
mally a more autonomous private sector, some-
what 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 his-
torical reference both for the power holders of the
regime and the opposition is the previous totalitar-
ian regime. By definition, the existence of a previ-
ous 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 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, eco-
nomic, and social structures created by the totali-
tarian regime, structures that still play a major role
in the post-totalitarian society. Much of the second
culture therefore is not traditional in form but is
found in new movements that arise out of the to-
talitarian experience. There can also be a state-led
detotalitarianization in which the regime itself be-
gins to eliminate some of the most extreme fea-
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tures of the monist experience. Thus, if there is
growing “institutional pluralism,” or a growing re-
spect for procedure and law, or a newly tolerated
private sector, it should be understood as a kind of
pluralism that emerges ont of the previous totali-
tarian regine,

However, it 1s typologically and politically im-
portant to stress that there are signihicant [imits to
pluralism in post-totalitarian societies. In contrast
to an authoritarian regime, there is #o 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 plural-
ism of a post-totalitarian regime should not be
confused with political pluralism; rather, institu-
tional pluralism is exercised within the party-state
or within the newly tolerated second economy or
parallel culture. The pluralism of the parallel cul-
ture 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 lead-
ers in post-totalitarian regimes, unless they experi-
ence out-of-type change, accord ne legitimacy or
responsibility to nonofficial political pluralism.®
Even the formal pluralism of satellite parties be-
comes 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 to-
talitarian from authoritarian leadership. Totali-
tarian leadership is unconstrained by laws and
procedures and is often charismatic. The leader-
ship can come from the revolutionary party or
movement, but members of this core are as vulner-
able to the sharp policy and ideological changes
enunciated 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 actually quite predictable norms. There are of-
ten extensive efforts to co-opt old elite groups into
leadership roles, and there is some autonomy in
state careers and in the military.

As in a totalitarian regime, post-totakhitartan
leadership is still exclusively restricted to the revo-
futionary party or movement. However, in con-
trast o a totalitarian regime,  post-totalitarian
leaders tend 10 be more burcaucratic and state
technocratic than charismatic. The central core of
a post-totalitarian regime normally strives success-
tully to enhance its security and lessen ity fear by
reducing the range of arbitrary discretion allowed
to the top leadership.

[n contrast to those who say that the totalitar-
1N regime concept Is static, we believe that, when
an opportunity presents itself (such as the death of
the maximum leader), the top elite’s desire to re-
duce 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 leader-
ship is thus typologically closer in this respect to
authoritarian leadership, in that the leader rules
within unspecified but in reality reasonably pre-
dictable 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 legitimacy 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 loyal-
ties as much as by some degree of professional and
technical expertise and some degree of competi-
tion through examinations that are open to the
society as a whole. In mature post-totalitarian
regimes, technical competence becomes increas-
ingly important, but we should remember that the
original access to professional training was con-
trolled by political criteria. Also, the competences
that are accepted or recognized in post-totalitarian
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systems are technical or managerial but do not in-
clude skills developed in a broader range of fields
such as the law, religious organizations, or inde-
pendent business or labor.

The limited party-bureaucratic-technocratic
pluralism under post-totalitarianism 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 desire
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 eventually to the oligarchic leadership of
aging men supported by the nomenklatura. At-
tempts 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 reno-
vate leadership, not so paradoxically, is a potential
source of dynamic change in that a frozen post-
totalitarian regime, with its old and narrow leader-
ship base, has a very limited capacity to negotiate.
Such a leadership structure, if it is not able to re-
press opponents in a crisis, is particularly vulnera-
ble 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 sys-
tem is sharp, but it is more one of behavior and be-
lief than one of official canon. In the area of
ideology, the dynamic potential for change from a
totalitarian to a post-totalitarian regime, both on
the part of the cadres and on the part of the soci-
ety, is the growing empirical disjunction between
official ideological claims and reality. This disjunc-
tion: produces lessened ideological commitment 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 ef-
fort to mobilize enthusiasm to a post-totalitarian
effort to maintain acquiescence. In the post-
totalitarian phase, the elaborate and guiding ideol-
ogy created 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 offi-
cial canon is seen as an obligatory ritual, and
among groups in the “paraliel society” or “second
culture,” there is constant reference to the first cul-
ture as a “living lie.” 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 to-
talitarianism, but it is still quite different from the
role of ideclogy in an authoritarian regime. Most
authoritarian regimes have diffuse nondemocratic
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 im-
portant ideological legacy that cannot be ignored
and that cannot be questioned officially. The state-
sanctioned ideology has a social presence in the oz-
ganizational 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 organiza-
tions, ideology is part of the social reality of a post-
totalitarian regime to a greater degree than in most
authoritarian regimes.

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 authoritarian regimes, there is a grow-
ing effort in a post-totalitarian polity to legitimate
the regime on the basis of performance criteria.
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The gap between the original 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 obedience on the procedural foundations
of democratic citizenship, as well as performance,
they have a layer of insulation against weak per-
formance not available to most post-totalitarian
or authoritarian regimes. The weakening of uto-
pian ideology 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 oppasition, For
example, the discrepancy between the constant re-
iteration of the importance of ideology and the
ideology’s growing irrelevance to policymaking or,
worse, its transparent contradiction with social re-
ality contribute to undermining the commitment
and faith of the middle and lower cadres in the
regime. Such a situation can help contribute to the
rapid collapse of the regime if midlevel functionar-
ies 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 Ger-
many and Czechoslovakia.

The final typological difference we need to ex-
plore concerns mobilization. Most authoritarian
regimes never develop complex, all-inclusive net-
works of association whose purpose is the mobi-
lization 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 totalitarian regimes, however, there is
extensive and intensive mobilization of society into
a vast array of regime-created organizations and ac-
tivities. Because utopian goals are intrinsic to the
regime, there is a great effort to mobilize enthusi-
asm to activate cadres, and most leaders emerge out
of these cadres. In the totalitarian system, “priva-
tized” bourgeois individuals at home with their
family and friends and enjoying life in the small cir-
cle of their own choosing are decried.

In post-totalitarian regimes, the extensive array
of institutions of regime-created mobilization vehi-
cles still dominate associational life. However, they
have lost their intensity. Membership is still gener-
alized and obligatory but tends to generate more
boredom than enthusiasm. State-technocratic em-
ployment is an alternative to cadre activism as a
successful career path, as long as there is “correct”
participation in official organizations. Instead of
the mobilization of enthusiasm that can be so func-
tional in a totalitarian regime, the networks of ritu-
alized mobilization in a post-totalitarian regime
can produce a “cost” of time away from techno-
cratic 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 alterna-
tive, such privatization is not necessarily a problem
for a post-totalitarian regime. Thus, Kadar’s fa-
mous 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. How-
ever, 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 pos-
sible—of crises of “exit,” “voice,” and “loyalty.”®

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” legiti-
macy among their core supporters, given the his-
torical circumstances that led to the establishment
of these regimes. By contrast, post-totalitarianism
regimes do not have such a founding genetic legiti-
macy because they emerge out of the routinization,
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decay, or elite fears of the totalitarian regime. Post-
totalitarian regimes, because of coercive resources
they inherit and the related weaknesses of orga-
nized opposition, can give the appearance of as
much or more stability than authoritarian regimes;
if external support is withdrawn, however, their in-
ner loss of purpose and commitment make them
vulnerable to collapse.

Post-totalitarian politics was a result in part of
the moving away from Stalinism, but also of social
changes in Communist societies. Post-totalitarian
regimes did away with the worst aspects of repres-
sion but at the same time maintained most mecha-
nisms 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 dis-
cussed at the time of the Prague Spring, but the
Brezhnev restoration stopped dynamic adapta-
tion in the USSR and in most other Soviet-type
systems, except for Hungary and Poland.

Post-totalitarianistn had probably less legiti-
macy 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 af-
ter some initial success did not continue) left the
regimes vulnerable and uitimately made the use of
massive repression less justifiable. Passive compli-
ance 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 vet been fully analyzed and explained but
probably can be understood only by keeping in
mind the enormous hopes and energies initially as-
sociated with Marxism-Leninism that in the past
explained the emergence of totalitarianism and its
appeal.” Many distinguished and influential West-
ern intellectuals admired or excused Leninism and
in the 1930s even Stalinism, but few Western intel-
lectuais on the left could muster enthusiasm for
post-totalitarianism in the USSR or even for pere-
stroika and glasnost.

As we shall see in part 4, the emergence and
evolution of post-totalitarianism can be the re-
sult of three distinct but often interconnected
processes: (1) deliberate policies of the rulers to
soften or reform the totalitarian system (detotali-
tarianism 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 eco-
nomic spaces that resist or escape totalitarian con-
trol {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
Philippines under Marcos, Iran under the Shah,
Romania under Ceausescu, and North Korea un-
der Kim Il Sung, have had strong tendencies to-
ward an extreme form of patrimonialism that
Weber called sultanism. For Weber,

patrimonialism and, in the extreme case, sultanism
tend to arise whenever traditional domination de-
velops an administration and a military force which
are purely personal instruments of the master. . . .
Where domination . . . operates primarily on the ba-
sis of discretion, it will be called sultanism . . . The
non-traditional element is not, however, rational-
ized in impersonal terms, but consists only in the ex-
treme development of the ruler’s discretion. It is this
which distinguishes it from every form of raticnal
authority.®

Weber did not intend the word sultanism to
imply religious claims to obedience. 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 procla-
mation of the republic, the former ruler lost his ti-
tle of sultan but retained his religious title of caliph
until Atatiirk eventually forced him to relinquish
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even that title. Our point is that the secular and re-
ligious dimensions of his authority were conceptu-
ally and historically distinguished. Furthermore,
the term sudfan should not be analyticaily bound to
the Middle East. Just as there are mandarins in
New Delhi and Parts 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 suftanism to con-
note is a generic style of domination and regime
rulership that is, as Weber says, an extreme form of
patrimonialism. [n sultanism, the private and the
public are fused, there is a strong tendency toward
familial power and dynastic succession, there is no
distinction between a state career and personal ser-
vice to the ruler, there is a lack of rationalized im-
personal ideology, economic success depends 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 1 gives substantial details on what a sul-
tanistic type is in relation to pluralism, ideology,
mobilization, and leadership. In this section we at-
tempt to highlight differences between sultan-
ism, totalitarianism, and authoritarianism because,
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 tenden-
cies (a combination that might open up a variety of
transition options) or a mix of sultanistic and to-
talitarian tendencies {a combination that would
tend to eliminate numerous transition options).

In his long essay, “Totalitarian and Authoritar-
ian Regimes,” Juan Linz discussed the special
features that make sultanism a distinctive type
of nondemocratic regime.” Since the sultanistic
regime type has not been widely accepted in the lit-
erature, we believe it will be useful for us to high-
light 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 1s no rule of law and there is low in-
stitutionalization. In sultanism there may be exten-
sive 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 institutions are perma-
nently subject 10 the unpredictable and despotic
intervention of the sultan, and thus ali 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 opposition moderates, and there are normally
extensive social and economic activities that func-
tion within a secure framework of relative auton-
omy. Under sultanism, however, there is no rule of
faw, no space for a semiopposition, no space for
regime moderates who might negotiate with dem-
ocratic moderates, and no sphere of the econemy
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 between
pluralism in authoritarian and sultanistic regimes
has immense implications for the types of transi-
tion 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 legitimating the
regime, and rulers are often somewhat constrained
by their own value system and ideology. They or
their followers, or both, believe in that ideology as
a point of reference and justification for their ac-
tions. In contrast, a sultanistic ruler characteristi-
cally has no elaborate and guiding ideology. There
may be highly personalistic statements with pre-
tensions of being an ideology, often named after
the sultan, but this ideclogy is elaborated after the
ruler has assumed power, is subject to extreme ma-
nipulation, 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
questions raised as to whether Stalin’s practices
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and statements were consistent with Marxism-
Leninism, but there would be no reason for anyone
to debate whether Trujillo’s statements were con-
sistent with Trujilloism. The contrast between au-
thoritarian and sultanistic regimes is less stark over
ideology; however, the distinctive mentalities that
are a part of most authoritarian alliances are nor-
mally more constraining on rulers than is the sul-
tan’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 insti-
tutionalization and its low commitment to an
overarching ideology. The low degree of organiza-
tion means that any mobilization that does occur is
uneven and sporadic. Probably the biggest dif-
ference between sultanistic mobilization and au-
thoritarian mobilization is the tendency within
sultanism (most dramatic in the case of the Duva-
lier'’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 bureau-
cracies with generalized norms and procedures;
rather, they are direct extensions of the sultan’s
will. They have no significant institutional auton-
omy. As Weber stressed, they are purely “personal
treatments of the master.”

Finally, how does leadership differ in sul-
tanism, totalitarianism, and authoritarianism? The
essence of sultanism is unrestrained personal ruler-
ship. This personal 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 interest between preexisting privi-
leged social groups and the ruler but on interests
created by his rule, rewards he offers for loyalty,
and the fear of his vengeance.”?

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 So-
moza are alike. However, there are important dif-
ferences. The elaborate ideology, with its sense of
nonpersonal and public mission, is meant to play

an important legitimating function in totalitarian
regimes. The ideological pronouncements of a to-
talitarian leader are taken seriously not only by his
followers and cadres, but also by the society and
intellectuals, including—in the cases of Leninism,
Stalinism, and Marxism (and even fascism)~-by
intellectuals outside the state in which the leader
exercises control. This places a degree of organiza-
tional, social, and ideological constraint on totali-
tarian 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 am-
bition, if not unprecedented, at least aberrant.

The leadership dimension shows an even
stronger contrast between authoritarianism and
sultanism. As Linz stated in his discussion of au-
thoritarianism, leadership is exercised in an au-
thoritarian regime “with formally ill-defined but
actually quite predictable” norms."" In most au-
thoritarian regimes some bureaucratic entities play
an important part. These bureaucratic entities of-
ten retain or generate their own norms, which im-
ply that there are procedural and normative limits
on what leaders can ask them to do in their capac-
ity as, for example, military officers, judges, tax of-
ficials, or police officers. However, a sultanistic
leader simply “demands unconditional adminis-
trative compliance, for the official’s loyalty to his
office is not an impersonal commitment to imper-
sonal 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 limi-
tation.”?

We have now spelled our 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 im-
portant effect on the democratic transition paths
available and the tasks to be addressed before
democracy can be consolidated.
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