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A Type of Nondemocratic Rule

H. E. Chehabi and Juan J. Linz

The concept of “sultanistic regime” emerged from Juan Linz’s comparative
analysis of nondemocratic regimes, which systematically developed the differ-
ences between totalitarian and authoritarian forms of rule.! At the time Linz
developed this distinction in the early 1970s, political democracies were few,
whereas the range of nondemocratic regimes was enormous. Since totalitarian
regimes were rare and limited to the communist world,? it was tempting to
group all other nondemocratic regimes in the residual category “authoritar-
ian,” which denotes a wide range of governments with distinctive characteris-
tics that allow their societies a limited pluralism short of genuine democracy.
Authoritarian regimes can thus be mostly civilian one-party states, ranging
from a highly institutionalized authoritarian regime such as Franco’s Spain to
the ephemeral single-party regimes of Africa in the very early days of indepen-
dence; nonhierarchical or hierarchical military regimes like the bureaucratic-
authoritarian regimes of the Southern Cone of South America;® or even royal
dictatorships like those in the Balkans in the interwar years (as opposed to
traditionally legitimated monarchies).

The structural differences among thein are therefore vast.* But as vast as they
are, soine regimes appeared distinct on all the major dimensions used in the
conceptualization of nondemocratic rule; Linz called them “gu}tamﬂsﬁc” “The

ween these and authoritarian or totalitarian regimes are not ™
atter. of degree-but-lie-in their rulers” vérall conception of politics,




4 ° COMPARATIVE STUDIES

the structure of power, and the relation to the social structure, the economy,
and ultimately the sub]ects of such rule. But before analyzing “sultanistic”
tégiines, ‘the use of the term should be explained.

Excursus on “Sultanism”

— to an extreme case of patnmonlahsm, wh1ch in h15 trlpartlte clas&ﬁcatmn of

the forms of legltlmate authority is a form of traditional authority:

Patrimoniglism and, in the extreme case, sultanism tend to arise whenever tradi-
tional domination develops an administration and a military force which are
purely personal instruments of the master. . . . Where domination is primarily
traditional, even though it is exercised by virtue of the ruler’s personal autonomy,
it will be called patrimonial authority; where indeed it operates primarily on the
basis of discretion, it will be called suifamism. . . . Sometimes it appears that
sultanism is completely unrestrained by tradition, but this is never in fact the
case. The non-traditional element is not, however, rationalized in impersonal
terms, but consists only in an extreme development of the ruler’s discretion. It is
this which distinguishes it from every form of rational authority.>

Weber’s notion of patrimonialism caught on and was used extensively, and
in an influential article Guenther Roth applied it to Third World politics.®
Given the differences between the modern states in which the patrimonial ogic
operates and the traditional patrimonial systems Weber had in mind, the term
“neopatrimonialism” came to be widely used.” But Weber’s formulation of
patrimonialism’s extreme form, “sultanism,” was neglected by scholars.?

The term was adopted by Juar Linz in his classification of nondemocratic
governments. When he began working on Spain’s Franco regime in the late
19505, he soon realized that the model of “totalitarianism” then current, based
on the Stalinist and Nazi experience, did not fit. The result was the conceptual-
ization of the “authoritarian” regime, whose different aspects he explored in a
series of essays.” A meeting with a Spanish exile was to convince him that the
authoritarian/totalitarian dichotomy did not exhaust the range of nondemo-
cratic regimes either. In the early 19505 Linz met his Spanish compatriot Jests
de Galindez, a representative of the exiled Basque government, who had taught
international law in the Dominican Republic. Although a republican émigré,
Galindez was treated courteously by Spanish diplomats in New York. But when
he wrote a doctoral dissertation at Columbia University revealing some of the
inside workings of the Trujillo regime, he confided to Juan Linz in 1955 that he
feared for his life, and that he had deposited his manuscript in a safe place in
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case something happened to him. Soon afterward the dictator had Galindez
abducted in New York and taken to the Dominican Republic, where he was
tortured to death.’® The contrast between Franco’s nondemocratic regime and
Trujillo’s rule led to the conceptualization of a regime type for which Linz
borrowed Weber’s term “sultanism,” since it too rested on the extreme develop-
ment of the ruler’s discretion. Moreover, Weber, although constructing the

“ideal type of sultanism in a section on traditional authority, explicidy con-

trasted the traditional basis of patrimonialism with the discretionary aspect of
sultanism (see quotation above), implying that tradition played little role in the
latter. Just as Franco’s rule became the archetype of an authoritarian regime,
Trujillo’s became that of a sultanistic regime in Linz’s 1973 cla551ﬁcat10n of

. nondemocratic regimes."!

Subsequently a number of scholars confirmed the applicability of Linz’s
paradigm to a number of regimes not mentioned in the 1975 article. Crawford
Young and Thomas Turner wrote about Mobutu’s regime in Zaire that “in the

‘personalist patrimonial state fashioned by Mobutu, we may discern much that

resermnbles what Linz, borrowing a Weberian term, has labelled ‘sultanism’ ”*?
Terry Karl characterized the regimes of Juan Vicente Gémez and Marcos Pérez
Jiménez in Venezuela as sultanistic, and H. E. Chehabi explored how the Shah
of Iran’s sultanism contributed to the Islamic revolution. For the Philippines,
John Thayer Sidel applied it to local politics, and Mark Thompson to Marcos’s
rule. Finally, Samuel Huntington.wrote that semepersonal dictatorships, such

as those of Marcos and Ceaugescu, like those of Somoza, Duvalier, Mobutu, and

‘thie - Shatt; exemphﬁed Weber’s model of sultanistic regime characterized by

patronage, niepotism; cronyism; and- cerrupnon »1 The criticism so often lev-
eled against inductively derived theoretical concepts—that since, in Pareto’s
words, they lead “from facts to concepts, and from concepts back to facts,”
they produce circular argument—does not apply to sultanism as a concept,
since it has fruitfully been applied to a different set of facts.

Independently of Linz’s revival of the term, Richard Sandbrook called We-
ber’s notion of sultanism “more relevant to the circumstances of contemporary
Africa” He added that it flourished “under a number of guises: civilian, quasi-
military or military forms of government, one-party or competitive-party sys-
tems or even under the socialist veneer of Gumea, Benin, and the Repubhc
of Congo.”*

At the 1990 conference on which this book is based, the late David Nicholls
pointed out that whereas Weber’s sultanism was a subtype of traditional au-
thority, our cases were characterized by the decay or incomplete development
of modern legal-rational authority rather than by the disappearance of all
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TABLE 1.1
Types of Patrimonial Rule

Type of Authority Extreme Form
Traditional form Patrimonialism Sultanism
Modern form Neopatrimonialism Neosultanism

remnants of traditional authority. It-isindeed true that the regimes-we studied -

relate to Weber’s sultanistic regimes just as neopatrimonial regimes relate to
Weber’s patrimoenial type of traditional authority; therefore to be precise one
should refer to them as “neosultanistic” regimes. This usage would have the
advantage of not only distinguishing them from the Weberian use of the term
“sultanism,” but also maintaining the logic of Weber’s terminology; as we shall
see, just as for Weber the transition between patrimonialism and sultanism is
“definitely continuous,”® neosultanistic regimes are an extreme version of neo-
patrimonial forms of governance. The scheme shown in table 1.1 obtains.

Also, the etymology of the term “sultanism” strikes some as “orientalist.” At
the conference, Jonathan Hartlyn suggested the term “discretionary neopatri-
monialism” to replace “sultanism.” For Weber, the Near-East was the “classical
location of ‘sultanism, ™7 which is presumably why he chose a term derived
from the Arabic language. Weber’s study of the Islamic world was less thorough
than his systematic explorations of Christianity, ancient Judaism, and even
Confucianism, and it is not for us to pass judgment on the accuracy of his
analyses,'® more particularly on whether traditional regimes headed by a sultan
were in fact “sultanistic” in the sense defined by Weber: recent scholarship
tends to refute this view in the case of the Ottoman Empire.'® Qur distinction
between the theoretical concept and the empirical reality that led to its initial
formulation is congruent with Weber’s own methodology, since he wrote else-
where that “the concept of ‘Kadi-justice’ has [little] to do with the actual legal
principles whereby the kadi renders legal decisions.”®® Furthermore, Weber
does apply the term to other societies, such as China,” and the doyen of
Ottoman historians, Halil Inalcik, has applied Weber’s concepts to the Ottoman
Empire without ascribing negative connotations to the term “sultanism.”?? Nor
does the term have an anti-Islamic tinge, since, unlike the caliphate, the sultan-
ate was a secular office.” Moreover, even the original pre-Ottoman caliphate,
though endowed with a religious aura, derived in its actual organization from
nonreligious models. As Inalcik puts it:

‘What' Max Weber meant by sultanism was originally derived not from Istamic

precepts but from the caliphal state organization, which owed its basic philoso-
phy and structure to the Byzantine and Sassanian heritage. This Iranian state
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* tradition was transmitted to the Ottomans through native bureaucrats and the
literary activity of the Iranian converts who translated Sassanian advice literature
into Arabic.?

To summarize, although the etymaological objection to “sultanism” seems
untenable, that the term belongs to the world of traditional forms of authority

__poses a real problem. Qur approach to the social sciences is nominalist rather

than essentialist, however, and since “sultanism” has already achieved some
recognition among political scientists, we retain the term even though “neo-
sultanism” would be more accurate, so as not to add to the terminological
confusion that is already too prevalent in the social sciences. Let us now turn to
the definition of sultanistic rule.

Definition and Prevalence of Sultanistic Regimes

No king was despotic of right, not even in Persia; but every

bold and dissembling prince who amasses money, becomes

despotic in little time. VOLTAIRE,
Philosophical Dictionary

The ideal type-of.a.contempaorary suitanistic regime can be constructed as

follows It is based on pe

result. corruptlon r_wg, up!

is constituted not by an estabhshment Wlth drstmctrve career hnes, llke a bu—
reaucrgﬁe_érmy ora c1v11 servrce, recrurted based on more or less umversal
ériteria, but largely by people chosen drrectly by the ruler A‘
often find embers of his’ famrly, ‘friends, business associates, or mdlvrduals
drrectly involved in’ using violéiice to'sustain the regime; Their position ‘derives

frorn therr purely personal subrnrssron to the ruler, and their posrtron of au-

D€ TUle
do not represent any class or corporate mterests Although such regimes can in

'many Ways be modern, what characterrzes them is the weakness of traditional

and legal ratlonal legitrmatlon and the lack of ideological justification.®
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No regime fits this ideal type perfectly. Paraphrasing Weber, one might even
say that although (neo)sultanism may appear to be completely unrestrained by
legal-rational norms, this is never in fact the case. Regimes approximating this
ideal type can be found all over the world. The regime of Rafael Leénidas
Trujitlo Molina in the Dominican Republic, Jean-Claude Duvalier’s rule in
Haitj, Fulgencio Batista’s dictatorship in Cuba, the rule of the Somoza family in

Nicaragua, the later stages-of-both-Pabavi-shahereign-inTIran;-Ferdinand -

Marcos’s presidency after his declaration of martial law in 1972, and Manuel
Noriega’s dictatorship in Panama come closest, as do many of the personalistic
dictatorships in sub-Saharan Africa.?

As in any typology, there are of course borderline cases that the comparativ-
ist has difficulty assigning to one category or another. Alfredo Stroessner’s rule
_in Paraguay is one such case. Although many comparative studies of Latin
American military dictatorships include his regime as a case of sultanism, we
decided against doing so, for our analysis convinced us that, as Alain Rouquié
putit,

Paraguay has not been transformed into a Nicaraguan-style Stroessner fief-

dom. , .. The Paraguayan state has a tangible existence, and the army is not the

personal property of the president. It is unlikely that a Stroessner dynasty will be

established. The oldest son, an aviation officer, has no military base, and the

marriage of the youngest son to the daughter of a powerful general, Andres
Rodriguez, did not produce the results that had been anticipated.”

But a few vears after this was written, “the powerful general” overthrew his
daughter’s father-in-law and became president himself before handing power
to an elected civilian head of state. To complicate matters further, a Paraguayan
political scientist’s systematic attempt to characterize “Stronismo” typologically
yielded the result that Juan Linz’s notion of “sultanism” fit it best, with the
proviso that it should be called “neosultanism.”? We have decided to stick by
our original choice, however, a decision that was confirmed by the Colorado
Party’s retention of power after the first free-elections in Paraguay, which is
unique in Latin American transitions and shows to what extent Paraguay’s
ruling party had an identity independent of Stroessner. A similar outcome
obtained in Bulgaria, where the Bulgarian Socialist Party in 1990, alone among
Eastern Europe’s postcommunist parties, won the first free elections, in con-
trast to the muddle that resulted from the overthrow of Ceausescu in neighbor-
ing Romania.?

The African states present a similar dilemma. Personalism is present in most
of them, but it comes in several varieties that Africanists designate in differ-
ent ways. Whereas Richard Sandbrook found “sultanism” almost everywhere,
Robert H. Jackson and Carl G. Rosberg divided personalist rulers into “prince,”
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“autocrat,” “prophet,” and “tyrant”™® Another team of Africanists classified
Africa’s regimes as administrative-hegemonial, pluralist, party-mobilizing,
party-centralist, personal coercive, populist, and ambiguous.>* Michael Bratton
and Nicolas van de Walle designated almost all regimes neopatrimonial but
further divided them into personal dictatorships, plebiscitary one-party sys-
tems, military oligarchies, and competitive one-party systems.*

- Although the “tyrants,” “personal-coercive” rulers, and “neopatrimonial
personal dictatorships” do not totally coincide, by and large they correspond to
what Linz called “sultanism” two decades ago. And here the clearest cases are .
Jean Bédel Bokassa in the Central African Republic, Mobutu Sese Seko in Zaire,
Francisco Macias Nguema in Equatorial Guinea, and Idi Amin in Uganda.? In
the last two cases, however, the typical enrichment of the ruler and his family
was not so significant, while arbitrary rule and destruction of society were.*

Under communism both Nicolae Ceausescu’s rule in Romania and the re-
gime of Kim Il-sung and his son, Kim Jong-il, in North Korea show clear sul-
tanistic tendencies. And among democracies, the rule of Eric Gairy in Grenada
(1974~79) and that of the Bird family in Antigua and Barbuda evince some
sultanistic traits.®

Yet even in the regimes we call sultamstlc, elements of a legal-rational order
or of a legitimizing ideology are not totally absent. The concept of “sultanistic
regime" is not a genetic but an evolutionary one, in the sense that most such
regimes develop out of other forms of rule. Jean-Claude Duvalier owed his
presidency to his being the son of the champion of noirisme. Francois Duvalier
initially came to power through democratic elections in 1957, as did Ferdinand
Marcos in 1965, Eric Gairy in 1967, Macias Nguema in 1968, and V. C. (“Papa”™)
Bird Sr. in 1976. The Shah never abrogated the 1906 constitution. Batista in
the 1950s ruled under an amended constitution and tolerated a Congress and
courts. Ceausescu came to power through the normal functioning of the Ro-
manian Communist Party. And yet other political regimes that also had des-
potic and arbitrary dimensions did not develop into sultanism.

As is the case with all ideal-typical concepts, no empirical reality fully
matches all characteristics of a sultanistic regime. It could be argued that it
would be preferable to talk about “sultanistic tendencies,>indicating.a-develop-
ment in the direction of the ideal-typical-sultanistic regime.* We could then
speak of sultanistic tendencies that can occur in different kinds of regimes, can
be stronger or weaker at different moments, and can coexist with other aspects
and dimensions of governance, For simplicity, however, we will use the term

“sultanistic regime” most of the time.
A regime in which some sultanistic tendencies are present, but where the
circle of clients is wider and the discretion of the ruler less extensive, should be
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called neopatrimonial. Personalist rulers whose regimes penetrate society by
means of a political party, such as the Colorado Party in General Alfredo
Stroessner’s Paraguay, or who represent a certain segment in society, like Fran-
gois Duvalier, who based his rule on the black middle classes in opposition to
Haiti’s mulatto elite, do not fit the pure type of sultanistic regime. Of course if
the circle of people included in the ruler’s patron-client relationships narrows,
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the state after a period of institutional decay; furthermore, all subdued regional
challenges to the hegemony of the center over the periphery in the early phases
of their rule. It is this initial centralization of power, accompanied as it is by a
strengthening of the military and other state institutions, that makes sultanistic

control over society possible.
As the founders’ power increases, sultanistic ten c1es appear Beyond the

the regime.can. become sultanistic:-such-was-the-transition-from Francois-Du-
valier’s rule in Haiti to Jean-Claude Duvalier’s. Let us now turn to a detailed
analysis of this type of regime.

Characteristics of Sultanistic Regimes

In the course of this analysis we will illuminate these regimes’ distinctiveness by
constantly referring to other types of nondemocratic regimes around the fol-
lowing themes: the state over which they preside, their personalism, their con-
stitutional hypocrisy, their social base, and their political economy.

The Blurring of the Line between Regime and State

By “regime” we mean the patterns of allocation, use, and abuse of powerina
polity. This encompasses more than the political institutions in a democracy
and less than the comprehensive structures of domination in totalitarian sys-
tems. Robert Fishman has noted that for understanding authoritarian regimes
(and more specifically transitions to democracy) it is useful to distinguish
between regime and state.”” Under authoritarian regimes the more limited
politicization of society makes it possible to discriminate between those who
hold political power in the government, in the party, or in the military and
those who exercise functions normally associated with a modern state in a
professional bureaucracy, in the armed forces, or in the judiciary. Therefore the
state apparatus is likely to persist with only limited modification in many
regime changes, except when they are revolutionary.

Under sultanistic rule the distinction between regime and state is much

more blurred, and i in very advanced cases of sultanism one can even speak ofa

fusion between-regime. and state.?® Bureaucratic structures persist and may even
be streamlined and rendered more efficient, especially at the Iocal level where
extractive opportunities are not always present, but the ruler and his associates
directly intervene in the structures of governance, dlsregardmg their. internal
‘norms, profgézs}onél sta.ndards, and ethos. As we shall see, this renders the “state
structures” less serviceable after a regime change.

Trujillo, Reza Shah, Somoza Garcfa, and Mobutu all began by strengthening

ruler himse , his 1mmed1ate relatives. and his close associates or * ‘cronies,” the
sultanistic state is characterized by an absence or perversion of legal-rational
norms that is unrelated to an ideological project, and by rampant corruption
and venality. In the state administration and the army such features of modern
bureaucracies as areas of official jurisdiction, an office hierarchy with channels
of appeal that stipulate a clearly established system of super- and subordina-
tion, the separation of official activity from the sphere of private life, and finally
the management of offices according to general rules may exist on paper and,
depending on the country’s level of development, even in reality, but they are
under constant attack by the sultanistic practice of regulating all relationships
through individual privileges and bestowals of favor.*

At some point in their autocratic rule, the dictators often bring technocrats
into the regime—both to please their American patrons and to propose to the
country an apolitical and competent alternative to the political chaos that
would ensue in the absence of the ruler. In Iran the last shah brought in a
number of well-trained bureaucrats after the White Revolution of 1963, in the
course of which he eliminated big landowners as the politically dominant social
class. In what was then Congo-Kinshasa, Mobutu very early “established nu-
merous public and semipublic agencies headed by young technocrats and for-
mer politicians concerned with the Congo’s social and economic development”
and relied increasingly “on the talent and expertise of such social groups as
university and technical school students and former civil servants”* In the
Philippines Marcos “brought a corps of technocrats into his government,”
announced in mid-1981 that he would “sit back and let the technocrats run
things.” and favorably impressed both U.S. officials and International Monetary
Fund-World Bank officials.* In fact, however, the

technocrats were given the prerogative to formulate and rhetorize the public
agenda in the form of economic and development plans which formed the basis
for foreign loans. The political leadership then allowed the anconstrained intro-
duction of exceptions that made complete mockery of the spirit and letter of
the plans.*®

In Haiti, Jean-Claude Duvalier “fired his ministers and brought in a number

of well-regarded young technocrats {o clean up the government and impress
the United States,” but within “a short time . . . he had dismissed a number of
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them, some due to his wife's objections, and others because they actually in-
tended to fulfill the assignment.”
Clearly, sultanistic rule is not 1ncompat1ble w1th a certain rationalization of

he. admmlstratlom as long as this rationalization enhances the ability of the’

ruler and his cronies to extract resources from society. If the technocrats try to
resist the regime’s dominant ethos, however, they are marginalized, for even

when an official is not-a personal-dependentof therutertheruler demands—

compliance. In his view the official’s loyalty is not an impersonal commitment
to impersonal tasks that define the extent and content of his office, but rather a
servant’s lovalty based on a strictly personal relationship to the ruler and an
obligation that in principle permits no limitation.

These officials enjoy little security: they are promoted and dismissed at will
and enjoy no independent status. In Haiti, President Jean-Claude Duvalier
“often dismissed and replaced cabinet members on the advice of his wife or
counsel of some trusted minister. These shake-ups occurred twice a year on

average . .. and ministers operated in a climate of insecurity and paranoia.”™® In .

extreme cases, ministers may even be subject to dishoner and persecution one
day and return to the graces of the ruler next, as exemplified by the Zairian
politician Nguza Karl-I-Bond, who was foreign minister, broke with Mobutu,
went into Belgian exile, was condenined to death, and fater repented, returned,
and became prime minister. It bears emphasizing again that most modern
sultanistic states do have pockets of bureaucratic organization, but the more
these come under attack, the more we can say that the sultanization of the
regime is advanced. '

Of particular importance is the organization of the armed forces and their
relation to the rest of the state apparatus. Sultanistic rulers typically maintain
an atmosphere of distrust among various branches of the military and encour-
age mutual espionage to protect themselves from a-military coup; some even
use private militias to sustain their control of society, such as the Duvaliers’
Tonton Macoutes or Eric Gairy’s “mongoose men.” Intricate structures are
maintained to make each branch help control the others. Often there is no
unified command, and the commanders of each force report directly to the
rulers. The normal criteria for promotion are disregarded or subverted, creat-
ing resentment. The armed forces are thus deprofessionalized as the rulers aim
at converting them into their private instruments for power.* In the Philip-
pines Marcos made his driver, Fabian Ver, chief of staff, and in the Central
African Republic Bokassa named Sublieutenant Bozize air force general after
the man slapped a Frenchman who had treated Bokassa disrespectfully.¥” As the
rulers’ men in the military gain access to patronage, the gap between them and
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their less fortunate colleagues grows. In Iran, the Shah’s multibillion-dollar
arms purchases in the 1970s enriched those generals who dealt with procure-
ments and thereby alienated many others.*® '

In discussing the armed forces of sultanistic regimes, it is useful to dis-
tinguish analytlcally between their autonomy and their profess:onalzsm “The

Iramanmﬁhfﬁ"‘—lr was hlgiﬂy Prol fessional, but a the sa e time closeiy related-to the

" Shah, Likewise, Nicaragua’s National Guard was loyal to Somoza and fought
“well in the civil war. In a country like Paraguay, it is perhaps the armed forces’

relative professionalism, the outcome of the many wars the country was forced
to fight against its neighbors, that has prevented the state’s neopatrimonialism
from degenerating into outright sultanism. The position of the armed forces
vis-2-visthe ruler is crucial when the regime undergoes a crisis and may indeed
determine the outcome, a theme analyzed in detail in Richard Snyder’s contri-
bution to this volume.

Sgl'@mstm rulers sometimes create single parties: When they do, these par-
ties’ very names bespeak the rulers @ to make them look like “revolution-

ary” movements, destined to be the link between the leader and the people he

“guides ‘toward new horizons: Kilusang Bagong Lipunan (New Society Move-

ment) in the Philippines, Mouvement Populaire de la Révolation in Zaire,
Comité National d’Action Jean-Claudiste in Haiti, and Rastakhiz (Resufgence)
in Iran. In the Central African Republic Bokassa used the preexisting Mouve-
ment pour 'Evolution Sociale en Afrique Noire (MESAN]) for this purpose. Yet
in reality the revolutionary quality of these parties is like the charisma of its
leaders—mostly declarative. Nor do they fulfill the functions assigned to parties
in established single-party states: the legitimation of the political system, politi-
cal recruitment, and policy formulation.* The nature of the sultanistic regime
militates against such a role.

Personalism

Paradoxicaily enough, whether or not their official position in the state
corresponds to their actual power, sultanistic leaders. do not conceal the highly
personalistic nature of their rule. Outwardly this personalism has two facets:

" a pronounced cult of personality around the leader and a tendency toward -

dynasticiss--—

Sultanistic leaders crave charisma and surround themselves with the trap-
pings of charismatic leadership precisely because they know they lack it.® They
invent new fitles for themselves: Trujillo called himself generalisimo and bene-

factor dela patrza, the Shah became Aryamehr (“Light of the Aryans™). Mobutu
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changed his name from Joseph-Désiré Mobutu to Mobutu Sese Seko Kuku
Ngbendu Wa Za Banga, meaning “The all-powerful warrior who will go from
conguest to conquest, leaving fire in his wake,” and he was called, among other
things, “savior.”*! The dictator of the Central African Republic assumed the title
of emperor, and Ceausescu revived General Ton Antonescw’s title of conducitor
in addition to being described as “architect of world peace” and “hero among

the nation’s heroes.” Amin-styled-himself field-marshal-and-€BE-(conqueror-—---

of the British Empire), and Macias Nguema topped all others by claiming
divinity.

Sultanistic rulers also like to be thought of as great thinkers and fill many
beautlfully bound volumes with thelr speeches, dedaratlons, and prodama-

tions in adchtmn to their numerous (mostly ghostwritten) books. Frequently,
feeling the need to- legitimize their regime ideologically, they come up with an
1deology that, reflecting the regime’s personalism, often bears the ruler’s name.
In Haiti “Jean-Claudism” became official state ideology in 1978, Ferdinand
Marcos wrote a book called An Ideology for Filipinos, the Shah pubhshed a

book under his name titled The White Revolution, which was taught asa subject”

ify Tratiidii high schools in ninth and eleventh grades, and Mobutu’s works were
collected in Les grands textes du Mobutisme,* Mobutuism having become offi-
cial state ideology in 1974. The implementation of this ideology is sometimes
accompanied by a “revolution,” such as the Shah’s “White Revolution™ of 1963
(later renamed “Revolution of the Shah and the People”) or Marcos’s “Revolu-
tion from the Center,”* but the main function of these revolutions seems to be
eliminating political opponents.

The sultanist ideology often exalts the nation’s ancient glories and draws.on
.an “invented tradition”* to demarcate the nation from its neighbors ethnically
~and even raaally The Pahlavi shahs’ 1mphc1tly anti-Arab emphasis on Iran’s an-

cient Persian heritage, discussed by Homa Katouzian, Trujillo’s anti-Haitianism,
discussed by Jonathan Hartlyn, Frangois Duvalier’s noirisme, Ceausescu’s insis-
tence that Remanians are descendants of the ancient Dacians,”” and Mobutu's
cult of African “authenticity” are cases in point. One who truly believed in this
return to the roots was Macias Nguema, who purged his country of all Western
* influence, even modern medicine,’

However, the function of this ideology is different from that of totalitarian
systems, where “leaders, individuals or groups . . . derive much of their sense of
missian, their legitimation, dnd often very spec1ﬁc policies from their commit-
ment to some holistic conception of man and society.”*® The purer a regime’s
sultanism, the more its ideology is likely to be mere window-dressing,.elabo-

rated after the onset of the ruler’s reglme to JquZlfY it. InIran, Reza Shah was to
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some extent motivated by an ideology of Persian nationalism, and in Haiti
Francois Duvalier was 1nsp1red by the old tradition of noirisme and used it to
his advantage.® And in Romania, which, unlike all other East European states
except Albania, never experienced a transition to posttotalitarianism, Ceauges-
cw’s rule was an aberration of the Marxism-Leninism prevalent in that part of
the world at the time and thus a survival of S$talinism. It is reminiscent of

 Stalin's personahty cult that the entry on Ceau§escu in the Romanian encyclo-

pedia was longer than those on Marx, Engels, and Lenin combined.®!
The cult of the personality.also leaves geographic traces, smcexsuItamstlc
rulers like to name c1t1es and even n

fétlamed 'Cludadm"ffﬁjiﬂo, and in Haiti the town of Cabaret
became Duvalierville. In Africa Lake Albert and Lake Edward were renamed
Lake Mobutu Sese Seko and Lake 1di Amin, and the island of Fernando Pdo
became Macias Nguema Island. Only in Nicaragua did the dictator have the
modesty to give his name just to a new port established on the Atlantic coast: it
became Puerto Somoza (and was renamed Puerto Cabezas after his ouster),
The second aspect of-personalism is-the prominent role of family members
in th se regimes, which has led many analysts to speak of “dynasties.”s In
Haiti and Ni icaragua sons “inherited” the premdency from their fathers, and in
Nicaragua and the Dominican Republic family members occupied important
commands in the armed forces: in the latter the dictator’s son Ramfis was a
brigadier general at the tender age of nine. Wives play an important role too.
In Haiti both first ladies of the Duvalier regime wielded considerable influ-
ence and were involved in corruption.® In the Philippines, Imelda Marcos
held a number of cabinet-rank positions and was named mayor of Metro-
Manila, while her husband’s sister was governor of the Marcoses’ native llocos
Norte province, with her nephew Ferdinand Marcos Jr. as vice-governor at age
twenty-one.* In Romania, Ceausescu’s accession to the newly created post of
“president of the republic” in 1974 was marked by ceremonies closely patterned
after coronations.®* His wife was the Communist Party’s second in command
by the early 1980s, his four brothers all held key levers of power, and their son
Nicu was groomed to succeed his father until his constant brawling, gambling,
and philandering turned party leaders (including other relatives) against the
succession.® In Iran, of course, | the old monarchlc_al tradition was there for the
Shah and his relatives to use. When he celebrated twenty.five hundred years of
that rac 1tton in. 1971, one of his guests, Imelda Marcos, was so impressed that
she is said to have suggested to her husband that they become emperor and
empress of the Philippines (see chapter 9 below). In Equatorial Guinea, the
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dictator filled all major positions with members of his Esengui clan. Although
he himself was ousted and executed by his nephew, his dynasty endures to this
day and governs in 2 manner only stightly less repressive than Macias Nguema’s
rule.¥” In Antigua and Barbuda, Vere Bird’s two eldest sons, Vere Jr. and Lester,
were cabinet members, and in March 1994 the younger of the two, Lester Bird,
succeeded his father by leading the Antigua Labor Party to yet another election
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Nguema “all possessed low traditional status,” and “their ethnic and soci_o—
economic backgrounds directly conditioned their behavior while in power.””
Given their lowly origins and fshg‘tgg_llgog‘s“ sc_)ci_e_ﬂ_ba.s_leﬂ_tl)f Fh__ei;_gggiﬁg_leg? sultan-
istic riler: ofténattempt to create f_aifl?:ly-alliéﬁifes V\_‘}ijh'_"thgold elite, so as to co-
opt at least part of - Reza Shah thus took 2 Qajar princess as his second wife,
the fitst Somoza married into the powerful Debayle-Sacasa family, Batista di-

victory, He did..not---ine-l-ude'his~elder-~bret—her—in—f-herabin'etrperhaps“b'ec:'ause ]
1990 inquiry into his alleged involvement in transporting Israeli arms to Co-
lombian drug traffickers had recommended that he be barred from public
office.®® The only ruler who went so far as to abolish the republic and found a
monarchy was Jean Bédel Bokassa, who proclaimed himself eInperor in 1976
and proceeded to crown himself in 1977, The idea originated with Mobutu,
who had planned to declare himself “emperor of the Bantus” but was beaten to
it by Bokassa.®

It is the combination of personalism and dynasticism that is specific to
sultanism. Other personalistic regimes, such as those of Stalin and Tito, did not
elevate the rulers’ relatives to political prominence, and dynasties can also
appear in nonsultanistic settings, In such relatively stable democracies as Sri
Lanka, India, and Jamaica, successive members of the Bandaranaike-Kumara-
tunga, Nehru-Gandhi, and Manley families have been democratically elected
heads of government; in Pakistan, Bangladesh, and Burma daughters or wid-
ows of politicians have been the people’s choice to teplace authoritarian re-
gimes. The difference is that in most cases they were not designated by their
predecessors but inherited their charisma.” But in Texas and Alabama state
governors have had their wives run for the governorship when they could not,
practicing in effect the “politics of understudy” described below.”!

The reason for the dynasticism of sultanistic regimes is perhaps that the
rulers feel that they can trust only their kith and kin. Most often the sultanistic
rulers come from humble origins and are looked down upon by the traditional
elite. The first Somoza, Anastasio Somoza Garcia, had spent soime time in the
United States as a used-car salesman.” The first Pahlavi shah began his military
career as a soldier in the Russian-officered Cossack Brigade. Trujillo grew up in
Vvery poor circumstances and as a young man was employed as security chief for
a sugar mill.” Batista was a mulatto who had worked as a sergeant stenographer
n the Cuban army, after stints as a cane cutter, carpentet, and railway worlker.”
Ceausescu was of peasant origin, which, though not astonishing for a com-
munist leader, contrasted with other Romanian communist leaders like Ana
Pauker, who belonged to the intelligentsia. Finally, Amin, Bokassa, and Macias

vorced his first wife and married “up,” and Jean-Claude Duvalier chose his wife
from the light-skinned Bennett family, which, though not part of the old mu-
latto elite his father had eliminated from political power, was nonetheless rich.
The importance of family members is not limited to the political realm and
often carries over into economic life, as different family members carve out
bailiwicks for themselves. It is even possible that pressures toward sultanization
of the regime come from the family of an authoritarian ruler rather than from

the ruler himself.

Constitutional Hypocrisy

Rulers who destroy men’s freedom commonly begin by trying to
ALEXIS DE TOCQUEVILLE,

retain its forms. :
The Old Régime and the French Revolution

Patrimonial rulers who claim traditional authority preside over political sys-

tems based on historically enacted rules, above all customary law, but they

generally have ignored modern constitutions.”® Slﬁ_tﬁ_ggﬁiggig,;ggjgles lacking an
ideological basis for their institutions, often govern with censtitutions inher-

ifed Trom 4 prévious democriic regime or enacted to give a legitimate ap-

pgé‘i‘faﬁg%mtheir'rule'. However, the sultanistic ruler does not necessarily oc-

cupy tHe position that is constitutionally the most powerful, a policy called
politigue de doublure, or “politics of understudy;” in Haiti. The Somozas occa-

sionally put a puppet inn charge of the presidency; in the course of his long rule

Trujillo left it to four different men, one of whom was his brother; in Iran the

Pahiavi shahs always retained prime ministers who, according to the constitu-

tion, were in charge of governing the country; and in Panama Manuel Noriega
continued the habit of his predecessor, General Omar 'Torrijos Herrera, of
ruling as head of the military with a nominal president as head of state. In the
African cases this practice does not obtain, except to some extent in the “impe-
rial” phase of Bokassa’s rule, when the constitution designated the prime minis-
ter as the effective ruler of the Central African Empire.
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The constitutional fagade of sultanistic regimes means that they pay lip
service to constitutions that provide for elected chief executives and parlia-
ments, and in some cases even muitiparty systerns. The leaders often make a
point of extolling democracy in their country while redefining it.”” This made it
easier for conservative anticommunists in the United States and other Western
countries to back them. The sultanistic rulers therefore organized elections and
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democratic fagade that sultanistic rulers like to erect, but they also create the
image of a charismatic leader who rules by popular acclamation. In the com-
munist world plebiscites were not customary, but Ceausescu held one, on the
pretext of wanting to legitimize a reduction in his country’s military spend-
ing.* As Tocquevilie put it, these leaders “cherish the illusion that they can
combine the prerogatives of absolute power with the moral authority that

maintained 2 nominally-multiparty-polity,-but-somehow-the-government-al=
ways won.” Furthermore, the defeated “minority” was not granted a secure
status or an institutional role of any sort. The civil liberties of the opposition
were severely restricted and arbitrarily viclated.

The manipulation of the electoral process can take various forms. Trujillo
held elections throughout his rule. In Nicaragua, the Somoza family gained
control of the Liberal Party in the 1930s and from then on would split the
opposition Conservative Party before each scheduled election by making deals
with some of its leaders, then prevent the electoral success of the others by
fraud.” Nonetheless, new opposition parties were allowed to operate in the
1970s. In Cuba, Batista held presidential elections in 1954, but under conditions
that, in the end, left him as the only candidate. In the Philippines, Marcos
encouraged (and perhaps paid) a candidate to run against him in the 1981
presidential elections but let him carry only his hometown. Even about Ro-
mania, which was by definition a “people’s democracy” and therefore did not
pretend to have competitive elections, one observer wrote that “in no other East
European regime [was] the chasm between rhetoric and reality so painfully
experienced as in Ceausesci’s Romania.”8°

The most extreme situation obtained in Iran, where until 1975 the Shah

mamtamed the fiction of a two-party system. The | 0pp031t1on Mardom, or

> 1

‘People
Tnits decorative function this pseudo- opposmon bore some superficial resem-
blance to the bloc parties of communist Eastern Europe,® in that it too lacked
any social base independent of the regime and was controlled by it. In both
cases party leaders were in and of the regime rather than oppositionists who
had been co-opted. However, the Shah’s loyal pseudo-opposition differed from
the bloc parties in that unlike these it officially competed with the ruling Iran- e
Novm, or New-iran Party:** In 1974 it briefly seemed as though the; Mardom

Party could play an autonomous role when it was allowed to campaign freely in

a by-electlon, but- although it won handily, the results were rlgged to deny the
party the seat. Soon afterward the Shah mstltuted a one-party system b

"7 Sultanistic. rulers also often turn to plebiscites to prove the1r democratic
leglnmacy, needless to say, ﬂléy never lose one. Plebiscites are part of the

s~ Party existed on paper only;onecan callita “pseudo- opposition. s

comes from popular assent. Almost all have failed in this endeavor and learned
to their cost that it is impossible to keep up such appearances for long when
there is no reality behind them.”®* The longtime manipulation of the constitu-
tional arrangements and the cynical acting out of electoral procedures have
nefarious consequences for a hypothetical transition to democracy, as we shall
see later.

The Narrow Social Bases of Sultanism

Very often sultanistic.rulers originally come to power with.the support of
clearly ly recogni izable groups—sometimes even, as in the case of Marcos, through
fair elections. In Iran, Reza Shab’s gradual seizure of power in the 1920s had the
support of a st segment of politically articulate Iranians, including the
Left % In Romania, Céau§escu came to power through the workings of the Com-
munist Party and enjoyed genuine popularity in the 1960s as a de-Stalinizer who
repudiated the 1968 Soviet invasion of Czechoslovakia and championed Roma-
nian independence. In the Philippines, finally, Marcos’s imposition of martial
law in 1972 was greeted with relief by significant sectors of the Filipino popula-
tion. In Central America regimes that later degenerate into sultanism often start
with a certain antioligarchic dimension. The Somozas and Batista had some
backing from the hitherto somewhat excluded mestizos and mulattoes, respec-
tively, while Frangois Duvalier and Eric Gairy in the beginning championed the
cause of the blacks in relation to their countries’ socially dominant mulattoes. In
Panama, finally, Omar Torrijos’s dictatorship, the forerunner of Noriega’s sul-
tanistic rule, improved the lot of the blacks and mestizos.

As the regimes become sultanistic, however, they lose much of their initial
social support and begin to.rely.increasingly.on a mixture of fear and rewards.
The beginning of the sultanistic phase can usually b
hindsight. In Iran, Reza Shahs dismissal of most of his early modernist collab-
orators h' 1933, and Mohammad Reza Shah’s. “White Revolution” of 1963 her-
aIded ‘the’ two shahs sultamstlc .period, In the Philippines the declaration of
martial law in 1972 was a crucial turning point,

The ability of sultanistic rulers to stay in power depends on their freedom
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from the need to forge alliances with civil society and to build coalitions. This
freedom increases, as we will see later, if they can monopolize certain economic
resources. Given the weakness of the regime’s links with civil society, crucial
social strata that might support a capitalist authoritarian regime because of its
pro-business and anticommunist policies are alienated from the sultanistic
regime. In Romania, by subverting the hierarchy of the Communist Party

Ceaugescu alienated the nomesnklatira and i theendit waselervents of the old

party apparatus that ousted him: Ceausescu’s successor, President Ion Hiescu,
had once been the old dictator’s protégé but was later purged for “liberalism”
and “intellectualism.” In the end the social bases of a sultanistic regime are
restricted to its clients: family members of the rulers and their cronies. For
these, however, loyalty to the ruler derives only from their own interests rather
than from any impersonal principles, for which reason they do not constitute a
distinct stratum, group, or social class. Nonetheless they do exist, and through
their own clients they create a multiplier effect that links enough people to the
regime so that it can function. Although a lot of people may benefit from a
sultanistic regime, therefore, they do not really constitute a broad social base.

There are, of course, exceptions. A dictator may enjoy genuine support in
his home region or from his own ethnic segment because he favors it. Marcos
favored the Ifocos Norte province in the Philippines, and in Uganda Idi Amin’s
fellow northerners benefited, relatively speaking, from his rule.*” Occasionally
the ruler will combine his rule through patrimonial officials with populist
gestures: this seems to have been the pattern of the first Duvalier, who exploited
the tensions between Haiti’s blacks and mulattoes.

A puzzling feature of some sultanistic regimes is the success of public figures
identified with them in free elections after the overthrow of the regime. Joaquin
Balaguer’s repeated victories in the Dominican Republic’s presidential elec-
tions, even though not always obtained through honest means, testify to a
certain popularity. In Nicaragua, Arnolde Alemdn handsomely, won the presi-
dential election of 1996, beating Daniel Ortega and relegating the candidate of
the center to a distant third place. It is important to remember that these
victories are not belated vindications of the sultanistic rules of Trujillo and
Somoza: they reflect the candidates” personal popularity and do not mean that
most of the population wants to return to the old days, just as the victories of
former communists in Eastern Europe do not mean that Eastern Europeans
yearn for a return to pre-Gorbachev communism. In all these cases public
figures associated with the old regime run for office under the rules of the new
regime, and their electoral platforms do not include the reestablishment of the
old regime.
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It is often alleged that sultanistic leaders substitute superpower patronage
for a_domestic power. base The close association of most sultanistic leaders
w1th the United States is beyond doubt, but one should ot deduce from this

‘that they are American puppets: at times, during more populist interludes, they

may even temporarily assume anti-American positions. These dictators are
adroit at making friends in the United States, and they lavish important sums

~ on lobbying. Often congressmen and even senators become their defenders in

the United States; it is therefore by no means clear who manipulates whom to
whose greater advantage. The recently published diaries of the Shah’s longtime
minister of court and boon companion, Amir Asadollah Alam, make it quite
clear that not only did the Shah not take any orders from the United States in
his heyday, he even maintained a network of powerful supporters in Wash-
ingtom’s inner circle to influence U.S. policy.®® Likewise, Marcos “knew that
neocolontal manipulation can be a two-way street,” and both he and his wife
maneuvered adroitly in Washington circles.® Somoza too was able to mobilize |
influential friends in Washington,® and before them Trujillo had retained the
services of lobbyists in the U.S. capital.

Distorted Capitalism

A prince must abstain from the property of others; because

men sooner forget the death of their father than the loss of

their patrimony. NICCOLO MACHIAVELLI,
The Prince

Although some sulianistic regimes have presided over considerable economic
_growth, in_ the. Iong run the personahsm and corruptlon of the pohtlcal system
,evelopment To some extent these distortions are
“adumbrated by “Weber’s analysis of the economics of patrimonialism. Under
patrimonialism, he wrote, “there is wide scope for actual arbitrariness and the
expression of purely personal whims on the part of the ruler and the members
of his administrative staff. The opening for bribery and corruption . . . tends to
be a matter which is settled from case to case with every individual official and
thus highly variable” This means that “two bases of the rationalization of
activity are entirely lacking; namely, a basis for the calculablhty of obligations
and of the extent of freedom which will be allowed to private enterprise.” Given
the absence of procedural predictability, “under the dominance of a patrimo-
nial regime only certain types of capitalism are able to develop,” and he lists
capitalist trading, capitalist tax farming, capitalist provision of supplies for the
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state, and capitalist plantations and other colonial enterprises. But a patrimo-
nial system can also be conducive to the establishment of monopolies,® an
option contemporary sultanist rulers have often taken.

True patrimonial systems are limited by tradition, whereas in modern sul-
tanistic ones the scope for arbitrariness is much wider, while the greater de-
velopment of the state apparatus means that bureaucratization is more ad-

vanced. The personalistic-use-of-pewer-for-the-essentialty-private-ends-of the

ruler and his collaborators means that the country is run like a huge domain.
The boundaries between the public treasury and the private wealth of the ruler
become blurred. He and his collaborators, with his consent, freely appropriate
public funds, establish profit-oriented monopolies, and demand gifls and pay-
offs from business for which no public accounting is given. Often the privileged
are thus exploited, as landowners, merchants, and foreign capitalists buy their
peace by making payments to the regime,

I.}f. ruler s enterprlses contract with the state, anfi th rul_er often shows
generosity to h1s followers and to hlS subjects in a parti ic way. His family
s in the spoﬂs The economy is subJect to considerable govern-

ment 1nterference, but this interference is rarely tied to any grand project of
sustainable accumulation: the main aim is to extract resources. This “klepto-
_cratic state””? operates by control over essential services, monopol n K
~ of critlcal commodities, klckbacks on contracts, and  plain confisc:

ula

{such as oil in Tran, copper in Zaire, or r diatonds in the CentraluAfrlcan
Repubhc/ Emplre) ‘whose revenues can be to a smaller (Iran) or larger (Africa)
extent appropriated by the rulers. Or rulers can set up monopolies as private
persons. Examples of the latter include Batista’s Iottery scheme or Empress
Catherine’s monopoly on the sale of school uniforms in the Central African
Empire, uniforms whose manufacture was a monopoly of one of Bokassa’s
mistresses.®

The constant patrimonial interference in economic life leads to distorted
market economies that, though embedded in the sphere of capitalism, cannot
truly be called capitalistic. Whereas capitalism is based on the “sacredness of
private property” and on the working of the market in allocating resources,
opportunities, and profits, sultanism often involves arbitrary takeover of prop-

erty, directly or indirectly, by coercion and without compensation. Also, indi- -

vidual entrepreneurs’ opportunities in the market are distorted by the ruler’s
intervention in economic life: he has the power to deny access, he can allocate
public funds to private enterprises linked with himself or with his cronies, and
he can eliminate from the market competitors not ready to abide by his de-
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mands. Mafia economics is not market economics. Nonetheless, to maximize
the benefits the regime derives from the economy, a certain rationalization of
activity can take place in the more economically advanced countries, leading to
the appearance of pockets of rationality. But the absence of secure property
rights inhibits long-term productive investment, since sult_)anistic regimes are
unable to develop the institutions necessary for a dynamic and complex econ-
omy. Given the personalism that pervades institutions, the institutional and
legal framework necessary for resolving conflicts and enforcing contracts can-
not be set up.

This said, there are periods in the life span of a sultanistic regime when it
may preside over quite respectable growth rates. Given how it is managed,
however, this growth tends not to add to the ruler’s legitimacy. Moreover, given
that sultanism subverts accountability and predictability, it thwarts sustainable
accumulation,

The characteristics of sultanistic regimes can further be grasped if we com-
pare them with the other types of nondemocratic systems.

Sultanism and Other Types of Nondemocratic Rule

Since so many of our cases are in Latin America, it is important to define the
difference between sultanistic rulers and the traditional caudiltos of that conti- -
nent. Caudillos were a product of the nineteenth century. In the wake of inde-
pendence, as state authority disintegrated, military leaders based in the rural
areas seized power at the head of armed bands of loyal followers and thus filled
the vacuum of authority.** Some became state builders: Uruguay owes its exis-
tence to General José Gervasio Artigas. Unlike modern sultanistic rulers, whose
power derives from existing structures at the center of the polity, the caudillos
had a more local base, possessed genuine leadership qualities, and at least
initially, inspired personal loyalty.”® Although there is some resemblance be-
tween caudillism and sultanism, and though such sultanistic dictators as Rafael
Trujillo and the first Somoza perhaps evinced some continuity with the caudi-
Hos of an earlier age, the typical sultanistic ruler does not partake of the heroic
world of the traditional candillo; the sort of mythology and folklore that caudi-
llism begot is unlikely to be engendered by sultanism.

Sultanism differs from totalitarianism in that, like authoritariantsm;itlacks
a genume ideology, articulated by pro-regime intellectuals; to.legitimize it.and ..
mulation. Romania and Nerth Korea, where Ceausescut and

“Kim I1-s sung did take Marxism-Leninism seriously, are obvious exceptions here,

but in the Dominican Republic too, ideologues such as Joaquin Balaguer elabo-
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rated a detailed ideology that claimed to guide Dominicans toward democracy
but was honest enough not to call the regime democratic. As we have seen,
some sultanistic rulers produce {or have ghostwriters produce) something they
like to call “ideology.” But we have only to think of the appeal totalitarian
ideologies have for intellectuals not subject to their rule, for young people, and
for students to perceive the absence of anything remotely similar under sultan-

ism, No one not-subject to-their rule; not-even-most-of-their-supporters-and -

probably not even the rulers themselves, takes these ideological efforts se-
riously: they are pseudo-ideologies.
Another major drfference from totahtarran regimes is the fusmn between the

,sonal purposes Totahtarlan ‘dictators suich as Stalin; Hltler, Mao, and Castro

bel ve in. their. OwWIT ‘miission, and so do the1r followers TMAS a purpose - 10

‘their rule other. than- personal enrichment, and for this cause they succeed in
fﬁo'lﬂ)wﬂlzmg intellectuals not only in their own societies but also outside. In
addition, they cultivate an ascetic image (which may or may not reflect their
true nature) that is quite at variance with the undisguised hedonism of most
{but not all) sultanistic rulers and especially their relatives and cronies.

-4 third difference with totalitarian regimes, and a consequence of the pre-
vious two, is the absence not only of a single party but aiso of the ancil lary

‘organrzatrons such as. women'’s groups and youth groups that were 80 essential

to Nazism and communism. Related to this is the absence of continuous politi-

cal mobilization for a variety of tasks that provide a sense of participation in
social and political life. As in authoritarian  systemns, passivity.and apathy char-

. Acterize sultanistic reglmes, whrch offer few, if any, channels for participation,
even to their supporters

"approxunatmg totahtanamsm, whﬂe others are left alone. ‘Somoza's acquies-
cence to de facto autonomy for the Indians of the Aflantic coast is an example,*
Even in tightly centralized Pahlavi Iran, the state’s penetration of distant Balu-
chistan province was less thorough than elsewhere.

As in all regimes, the specific traits of a sultanistic regime are most developed
at the top, elite level. In a modern society, the post office and certain admin-
istrations like the judiciary (political cases excepted) will work in similar ways
for most people no matter what the political regime, In rural areas village life
may go on relatively untouched by the changes at the center.

Sultanistic regimes differ from authoritarian regimes in a number of ways.
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Authoritarian regimes are more institutionalized, and the limited political, and

‘even more important, social pluralism they tolerate creates a variety of struc-

tures that support the regime, which recruits its elites from them. The much
simpler clientelist structures, the absence of predictable paths of career ad-
vancement in the bureaucracy and the army, the arbitrary recruitment by the
ruler of his lieutenants thus contrast with authoritarian regimes, although in

 this case the contrast is less sharp than with totalitarianism.

The second difference is the absence of the rule of law, be it a repressive one;
sultanistic regimes constantly violate therr own norms Moreover, in line with
the constitutional fagade they maintain, sultamstlc regimes. often, privatize re-
presswn, in the sense that it is carried out by informal groups-in the service of
‘the ruler as well as by formally constituted state agencies implementing ex-

__phc1tly repressive legislation.* Under sultanistic rule even the violation of peo-

ple s basic human rights is arbitrary and may strike supporters and opponents
of the regime alike, giving rise to pervasive fear.and suspicion in society.* In
any event, sultanistic regimes can exercise degrees of repression ranging from
the relatively benign reign of Batista’® to the demented paranoia of Macias
Nguema, who is estimated to have been responsible for a minimum of fifty
thousand deaths, drove a third of his country’s population into exile, and
eliminated its intelligentsia on a scale comparable only to the Khmer Rouge.'?!
Regimes that act illegally according to their own laws create uncertainty and
unpredictability in public life. This capriciousness has an adverse effect on eco-
nomic development, among other things, since entrepreneurs who lack con-
nections to the ruler cannot plan ahead rationally, a point we will come back to.

Oppositional activity against sultanistic regimes often concentrates abroad
as sultanistic domination drives many c1t1zens,_espec1aﬂy intellectuals, into

“exile, These exiles can be a fertile base for oppositional undertakings, since they

deeply resent not only the corruption and repression at home, but also the
ideological vacuum behind it. Intellectuals are more likely to excuse repression
when it is carried out in the name of a transformational ideclogy (“You can’t
make an omelette without breaking eggs”) than when it is exercised for private
gain. This resentment is heightened by the tendency in many sultanistic re-
gimes to expand the repressive activities of the state abroad: opponents in exile
are often kidnapped or killed. The existence of an opposition in exile compli-
cates political life in the event of an overthrow of the sultanistic regime,'®



A Theory of Sultanism 2

Genesis and Dermise of
Sultanistic Regimes

H. E. Chehabi and Juan J. Linz

The Genesis of Sultanism

Sultanistic regimes have been relatively few in number, and almost all have by

now disappeared. However, the appearance of new sultanism cannot be ex--

cluded. Sultanistic regimes are unlikely to be established in advanced industrial
soc1et1es, Yet an underdeveloped economy is not a suﬁiaent precondltlon for

; the emergence of sultanism, The factors favormg the emergence of sultanism

are both macrostructural and institutional, but these variables do not explain

everything: the presence or absence in a given society of individuals who are
willing to become sultanistic rulers matters as well.!

Macrostructural Factors

Two sets of factors stand out: economic conditions and the international
environment.

Socioeconomic Conditions

About patrimonial structures Weber wrote that “little can be said about
purely economic preconditions for [their] rise? Matters are slightly different
for modern sultanistic regimes: although there are no necessary and sufficient
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conditions for their emergence, it is nonetheless possible to identify certain
factors that help bring them about.

The stabilization and continuity of sultanistic regimes tequite a certain
modermzatlon of transportatmn and communications as well as of the military
and police orgamzanons and some civilian administrations, to provide funds to
sustain tha Faleand prevent threats to it. Th M_;&o]aﬂon of the rural masses, their

“lack_of education, and their poverty.are probably. necessary to ensure their

passniews_u_l:gpr_r_psmon out ‘of fear combined with gratitude for occasional pater-
nalistic welfare measures made possible by a modicum of development.

Since some of the classic sultanistic regimes of the Caribbean and Central
America appeared in small countries, one might speculate whether size was a
factor. Small internal markets mean that where customs fees are an important
source of funds, political control ¢an be extended through customs, whose
revenues are easily appropriated. In more complex societies, sultanistic regimes
have a chance of survival only when they can dispose of considerable resources
produced by sectors that do not require a large modern industrial labor force
and entrepreneurial class, a modern administration, urbanization, expansion
of education, and so forth. Rentier states in which the regime is not bound by
tradition {unlike the oil monarchles of the Arabian peninsula) are thus more
vuinerable to sultanization. Easily exploitable natural resources whose produc-
tion is in the hands of one or only a few enterprises with high profits can
provide the resources for such a regime, especially when elites are weak. Sugar,
oil, and copper exemplify this, each in a different way.

Sugarcane cannot be sold without industrial processing. Even independent
farmers are thus dependent on the sugar mills, which are capital intensive. And
since the market for sugar is mostly international, the product has to go through
customs. This constellation of factors allows for the political-economic sym-
biosis that lends itself to sultanism, as Cuba and the Dominican Republic
lustrate.

In Venezuela the discovery and initial exploitation of oil by foreign com-
panies coincided with the rule of Juan Vicente Gémez (1908—35), and an oil-led
boom also provided the basis for the rule of Marcos Pérez Jiménez (1948—58);
both. dictatorships displayed marked sultanistic traits.> Oil also made possible
[ran’s “petrolic despotism” in the latter years of the last shah’s reign, from 1963
t01979.* And in Zaire “the copper industry [was] the declining treasure trove of
Mobutu’s corrupted state; Mobutu survive|d] politically and enriche[d} him-
self primarily by taking a percentage off the top of copper export sales.”

Finally, massive doses of foreign aid-or-loans-can.encourage .corruption,
especially if the aid is unconditional. In the Philippines the enormous borrow-
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ing of the years 1979—84 made it possible for crony capitalism to thrive.6 In
Haiti, U.S. aid grew tremendously after Papa Doc’s death,” but much of the
money was diverted into the pockets of both Haitian and American officials. As
one observer put it, “the principal recipient of foreign aid was Jean-Claude
Duvalier.™ After the 1972 Managua earthquake, Somoza bought cheap land
outside the city, then sold it at a hundred times the original price to the
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political, and international strife impelled the authorities to request the return
of Spanish colonial rule. The Spaniards stayed until 1865. Once it regained its
independence, the country’s president sold his country to the United States, but
the U.S. Senate refused to give its consent to the ratification of the treaty. In 1903
the United States took over the customs receivership and occupied the country
from 1916 to 1924, actually administering it between 1916 and 1922. Trujillo came

National Housing-institute-to-buitd-new-housing—AE:Srelief gramt paid for
the purchase, but not a single house was built.” Foreign aid also heiped enrich
Mobutu;™ in Equatorial Guinea “the Nguema dictatorship in its last years was
largely sustained by the fiscal infusions of the United Nations Development
Program into the country”;!* and Antigua and Barbuda, whose population is
about seventy thousand, has received about $200 million in various kinds of
U.S. aid since the late 1970s.72

It would be a mistake to consider sultanistic regimes an inevitable outcome
of socioeconomic structures, however, although there are certain structures
that facilitate the emergence of sultanistic tendencies. One cannot ignore many
other factors contributing to the emergence and stability of such regimes—
including the interest in “order” of foreign investors who have established
stable “business relations” with the ruler. In many cases the rulers owe their rule
to foreign intervention in the first place.

Crisis of Sovereigniy

T will take advantage of your generosity to express the

doubts which . . . we moderns have about such things as . . .

the Nicaraguan independence. G. K. CHESTERTON,
The Napoleon of Notting Hill

One feature most of our cases have in common is that throughout their
contemporary history their independence was ambiguous and often not re-
spected by more powerful neighbors. In terms of political development, there-
fore, these polities have suffered persistent crises of sovereignty.”® This pattern is
most striking for Central America and the Caribbean.! It can be no coinci-
dence that an international law textbook published in 1922 [ists in its chapter on
“dependent states” Cuba, Panama, the Dominican Republic, Haiti, and Nica-
ragua—all nominally sovereign at the time but precisely those states that later
fell victim to sulianism,'

Perhaps the most striking example is the Dominican Republic. After gaining
independence from Spain in 1821, the country was annexed by neighboring
Haitiin 1822, only to recover its independence in 1844. By 1861 the ongoing civil,

fo power in 1930, and four years after his overthrow the United States again
invaded the country in 1965,

In Nicaragua foreign powers constantly intervened in civil wars of the nine-
teenth century, until in 1855 an American adventurer, William Walker, invaded
the country with fifty-eight fellow Americans and declared himself president.
Froem 1912 to 1933 Nicaragua was constantly occupied by U.S. troops, against
which Augusto Sandino waged the struggle that made him the lodestar of
Nicaraguan nationalism.’” This era ended only when Somoza Garcia took
power in 1934. After his family’s overthrow in 1979, the United States again
meddled heavily in Nicaraguan affairs by arming rebels and mining the coun-
try’s harbors.

The annexation of Cuba either by purchase or by outright seizure had been

-openly discussed in the United States during the nineteenth century.’® When

the country finally became independent in 1902, U.S. influence and interfer-
ence were legally guaranteed by an amendment to the Cuban constitution that
Cuba’s constitutional assembly had approved at the insistence of the United
States, The “Platt Amendment” granted the United States access to bases and
coaling stations and constrained Cuba’s sovereignty in financial and territorial
matters. Its crucial third article stated that the United States could “exercise the
right to intervene for the preservation of Cuban indgpendehce [and] for the
maintenance of a government adequate for the protection of life, property, and
individual liberty”!® Although the clause was abrogated in 1934 by mutual
agreement, the United States remained an interested actor in Cuban politics
until 1959,° occupied the island between 1906 and 1909, and sponsored an
invasion of it 1961. To this day the United States leases Cuban territory for a
military base at Guantdnamo Bay.

Panama owed its independence from Colombia in 1903 to U.S. intervention,
motivated by interest in constructing a canal linking the Pacific and Atlantic
QOceans. By a treaty signed in 1903 the young republic granted the United States
the use, occupation, and control of parts of its territory (what became the Canal
Zone) and the right to deploy military forces to defend the canal and shipping,
Of all the countries of Central America, Panama remained most closely tied to
the United States. It never had its own currency, and its use of the U.S. dollar led
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to the development of a sophisticated banking sector that was used for both le-
gitimate and criminal purposes (laundering drug money).2! In 1941 the United
States promoted the ouster of elected president Arnulfo Arias, who was sus-
pected of fascist sympathies. A U.S. exclave cut Panama in half until President
Carter signed a treaty in 1977 gradually turning over administration of the
Canal to the Panamanians. And in the end it was by an invasion that Manuel

Noriega was toppled-in-1989:22 oo

Haiti, the second oldest independent republic of the Western Hemisphere,
 suffered American intervention several times in the nineteenth century and was
occupied by American troops from 1915 to 1934. Francois Duvalier’s rule (1957
71) contained a strong element of black nationalism and was at times tinged
with anti-American rhetoric. But in 1986 Americans played a decisive role in
organizing his son’s departure, and they invaded again in 1994, this time to help
reestablish democracy.

The crises of sovereignty of the five nations are well described in the afore-
mentioned textbook of international law, which concludes that “in proportion
as the United States by virtue of these conventions exercises rights which they
confer as a privilege peculiarly its own, and in which no foreign State is permit-
ted to participate, it appears to assume internationally a certain responsibility
for conditions of government within the territories concerned.”?

In the Philippines the American withdrawal after World War II was fraught
with ambiguities, as David Steinberg explains: “Monetary arrangements, trade
issues, access to natural resources, and land ownership were all decided in ways
that were favorable to American interests, and the decision to retain vast ter-
ritories as military bases shattered the illusion that independence would usher
in a golden era of Philippine-American partnership based on mutual respect 2
The infatuation of many Filipinos with the United States was such that at times
there have been movements advocating U.S. statehood for the islands.

Iran was never a colony in the formal sense of the word, but its indepen-
dence was heavﬂy impinged upon in the heyday of European 1mper1ahsm,
status Lenin termed sernkcolony”25 By 1907 the United Kingdom and Russia
had divided the country into zones of influence; during World War 1 the
belligerent states did not respect Iran’s proclaimed neutrality; in 1919 Britain
tried to force a protectorate on it; in 1941 the Allies again invaded Tran in
disregard of its neutrality; and in 1953 the United States and Great Britain
engineered the overthrow of the Nationalist government and enabled the late
Shah to rule as an absolute monarch until his overthrow in 1979.%6

In other cases foreign intervention is more circumscribed. An example of
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more limited intervention is Venezuels, where Gémez’s coup of 1908 was di—"
rectly aided by the United States.

In this context one might also note that when the provinces that later
became Romania received autonomy under the Ottoman Empire, they were
ruled until 1877 by Greek phanariots rather than by indigenous elites concerned
with emancipating their country, as was the case, for instance, when Bulgaria

‘was an ttoman vassal state from 1878 to 1908. Ottoman suzerainty over Ro-

mania ended as a result of the Russo-Turkish War of 1877; the country’s “inde-
pendence and existence as a national state were thus externally determined.””

The newly independent Third World states whose political regimes are more
or less sultanistic also show strong foreign impact. In Zaire the country’s very
independence in 1960 sparked an international crisis that led to United Nations
intervention, and when Mobutu staged a coup in 1965, he was helped by the
U.S. Central Intelligence Agency.® Among those British colonies that hosted
U.S. bases as a result of the 1940 agreement between Churchilt and Roosevelt,
Antigua was the only island that kept its American bases after independence,?
and the agreement granting the U.S. military access to V. C. Bird International
Airport is described by the U.S. State Department as “one of [the most] if not
the most, generous arrangements with a foreign government anywhere in the
world.”*

What accounts for these infringements on the sovereignty of these coun-
tries? One factor that immediately comes to mind is that all lie in strategically
sensitive areas. Hispaniola and Cuba are very close to the United States, Nic-
aragua and Panama were possible sites for a canal linking the Pacific and
Atlantic Oceans, the Philippines hosted America’s most important bases in
Asia, and Iran occupies the land between Russia on the one side and India and
the Near East on the other. Zaire is in the heart of Africa, and Antigua was home
to important U.S. military installations during the Cold War.*' The domestic
situation in these countries has therefore been of interest to foreign powers,
chiefly the United States.*

A second factor at work in the Caribbean was that chronically unstable
governments were unable to repay their debts, which would then lead to foreign
intervention to secure payments. In Nicaragua, Haiti, and the Dominican Re-
public this would be done by taking over customs.

The fact remains that not all countries that have experienced long crises of
sovereignty have developed along sultanistic lines: Egypt and China come read-
ily to mind. Prolonged crises therefore seem to be a favorable but not sufficient
precondition for the appearance of sultanism. How, then, can we elucidate the
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link between foreign intervention and sultanism? It seems that sultanistic ten-
_dencies arise when a foreign power seel_cs_sglgg;ﬁgggﬁiglﬁéﬁégka country but wants
to retreat frorp_,dirgct_réq'c_ﬁp\at_idn: The sultanistic ruler then becomes the guar-
afifor of the external power’s interests. Therefore ii 15 in some sense the very
retreat of the foreign power that favors sultanism, since the foreign power leaves
behind a partially modernized administrative and especially military apparatus

A Theory of Sultanism 2+ 33

with a genuine ideology is more compatible with dominant Western views of
politics. In those Third World regimes that were in the communist sphere of-
influence, such as certain socialisant regimes in Africa, or influenced by fascism,
such as Getilio Vargas’s in Brazil or Juan Domingo Perén’s in Argentina, the

self-conscious imitation of the ideological models in the developed countries

probably acted as a brake on sultanistic tendencies. Romania of course does not

that enables the ruler to concentrate power in his hands. This situation-applies
to the Nicaraguan and Dominican National Guards, Haiti’s Garde d’Haiti, and
the Panamanian Defense Forces, which were strengthened by the United States
after the 1977 treaty so as to provide security for the Canal and which after

Omar Torrijos’s death in 1981 enabled his eventual successor, Manuel Noriega,

to rule in 2 more and more sultanistic way after he took power in 1984.% In the
African cases the rise of the intellectually mediocre Macias Nguema was engi-

neered by the Spanish so as to neutralize more educated nationalists, and the

British in Uganda constantly promoted Idi Amin in disregard of all criteria
for advancement, so that a man who had enlisted in the King’s African Rifles
as a cook and remained functionally illiterate all his life was rewarded for
his services (including those against the Mau Mau rebellion in neighboring
Kenya) by being given the highest rank open to an African in 1960, just before
independence,*

In the American sphere of influence, the sultanistic rulers have U.S. support
for most of their tenure. Trujillo enjoyed it until Batista was overthrown, and
when Frangois Duvalier died in 1971 the United States deployed two warships
between Haiti and the American mainland to prevent the return of exiles, thus
aiding the transfer of power from father to son. The Shah was called by Henry
Kissinger “that rarest of leaders, an ungonditiop;ﬁﬁﬁffﬁhFé}diﬂéﬁd'"' arcos

“enjoyed the support of five U.S, Ppresidents; and Mobutu’s rule was twice res-
cued by Western intervention when rebel forces invaded Shaba province in 1977
and 1978. But we should also peint out that America was interested not in
perpetuating suitanistic rulers per se, but in maintaining stability and a general
pro-American stance under strong states. Democratic regimes fulfilling these
conditions were also supported,* as was communist Yugoslavia,

Thus domestic instability first creates the conditions that make it easier for
foreign powers to intervene, then foreign intervention leads to regimes that
substitute foreign support for domestic coalition building and may become
sultanistic. The foreign aid that flows into these countries can further deepen
sultanism. Finally, note that the very fact that all these regimes (with the excep-

-tion of Romania, which is a borderline case) have appeared in the Western
sphere of interest is perhaps no coincidence, since their lack of identification

fit this patiern, but even here the appearance of sultanistic traits in Ceausescu’s
regime more or less coincided with his rapprochement with the West, where he
always had a better press than many less brutal communist dictators.

Political Institutional Factors

As we saw earlier, sultanistic regimes do not have a specific set of institu-
tions; sultanistic tendencies appear under various constitutional arrangements.
Two sets of paths to sultanism can be empirically observed: the breakdown of
clientelist democracy and the decay of nondemocratic regimes.

Breakdown of Clientelistic Democracy

Some sultanistic regimes have come to power in countries with at least some
previous history of democratic politics. We know that certain features of a
democratic regime can survive the breakdown of democracy and resurface
under the changed conditions of the successor dictatorship. Similarly, it seems
that dictatorships arising after the breakdown of clientelistic democracies will
sometimes display sultanistic tendencies: one could say that the number of
patrons has been reduced to one.”” In a dlientelistic democracy, patronage, and
favors have to be widely distributed to win elections, but the alternation of
parties in power keeps one party from monopolizing the pork barrel indefi-
nitely. The electoral competition thus favors a wider distribution in society of
the benefits of patron-client relationships. Batista’s regime after his coup of 1952
and Marcos’s after 1972 fit this pattern most clearly, but elements of it are
present also in Nicaragua, where, as John Booth shows in his chapter, the
Somozas’ rule began with the first Somoza’s taking over the Liberal Party, one of
the country’s two traditional clientelism-based parties. But Nicaragua is dif-
ferent in that the Liberals and Conservatives had deep class and regional roots
in the country and in fact represented two camps in Nicaraguan politics, some-
what as happened in Colombia. 3

Cuba enjoyed a constitutional government between 1939 and 1952, but “clien-
telistic politics that revolved around personal attachments rather than doctrinal
compmitments made the system vulnerable to shifting partisan arrangements
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and manipulation from above.”* The widespread corruption that accompanied
democratic government led te considerable initial support for Batista’s coup of
1952 and little overt opposition to it.

In the Philippines, pre-1972 democracy had been marked by competmon
between the Libera] and Nationalist Parties.*® Party labels did not denote ideo-
logical differences, however, and candidates would often switch affiliation be-

fore elections. Pork-barrel -was-the-principal-methed-of-gaining votes:-The-

system remained competitive because those who lost, or believed they did not
benefit sufficiently, switched to the other party. After his election in 1965, Ferdi-
nand Marcos used this system to a greater extent than all his predecessors—so
much so that in 1969 he became the first sitting president to be elected to a
second term.*!

Decay of Authoritarian and Totalitarian Regimes

In a traditional polity like premodern China, the harem and the eunuchs
associated with it would often wield power after an emperor died, while his
underage successor was under the tutelage of women.* In the West, the princi-
ple of primogeniture prevented the emergence of court parties that put rulers
on thrones, whose occupants would then trust nobody and perpetuate a cli-
mate of insecurity. In Iran, as Homa Katouzian shows in his chapter, the
sultamsm of the two Pahlav1 shahs derived in part from the old patrimonial
that had been in place until the constltutlonal fevolution of 1906—7.
But that re Iution, . although u}tlmately unsuccessful in installing a stable lib-
eral regime, did prepare for the creation of a centrahzed state with a modern
bureaucracy, a state Reza Shah inherited and developed further, He and his son
first estabhshed authontarlan regimes (1921-33 and 1053—63, respectwely) and

then proceeded to govern sultamstlcally after ehrmnatlng their erstwhile allies

from all posmons of influence (1933—41 and 1963— 79) The development of
suItamsm in Iran therefore combines elements of bothi its tradmonal and mod-
ern varieties..

 Modern authoritarian. regimes. sometimes become deinstitutionalized as
time passes and the rulers become more mercunal and corrupt Batistas second

“premdency (1952—58) had strong sultanistic tendencies, whereas in his first term
{1940—44) he had ruled constitutionally.® Jean-Claude Duvalier’s rule (1971—
86) was more sultanistic than his father’s (1957--71), since he neglected to main-
tain the patronage network his father had built. Noriega’s sultanism followed
the mild and rather progressive authoritarianism of Omar Torrijos, who had
made great efforts to extend the social bases of his regime by reaching beyond
Panama’s traditional white elite,
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African suftanism also results from a degeneration of authoritarianism, but
of a different kind. The colonial legacy in the sub-Saharan states had two
consequences that favored personalism. First, these states’ arbitrary borders
meant that each state’s population was a culturally heterogeneous mix of peo-
ples with no common precolonial traditions, and so at independence the young
states started out with no remnant of traditional legitimacff. Second, colonial

government was by definition authoritarian government, and it was under this

form of rule that the new states’ elites were socialized into politics.* When, after
independence, the new elites took over the administrative bureaucracies be-
queathed by the Europeans, these bureaucracies were transformed from instru-
ments of policy to “patrimonial administrations in which staff were less agents
of state policy (civil servants) than proprietors, distributors, and even major
consumers of the authority and resources of government.”** This development
is in contrast to the experience in the other two main areas of post—World
War 1I decolonization—the Caribbean, where responsible self-government pre-
ceded independence by many years, and Asia, where precolonial state traditions
survived Furopean imperialism.* Personalism is thus rampant in Africa, al-
though as we saw earlier it has many guises, and only a few regimes in fact fit
our model of sultanism.
Totalitarian regimes can also at times be vulnerable to institutional decay
Ieadmg to sultanization, Ce:_a_ escu’s regime. is the best. example of this, al-
“thioigh strong sultanistic tendencies can also be observed in Saddam Hussein’s
Iraq. Here the Baath Party’s 1068 coup d’état created a one-party regime en-
dowed with a distinct ideology that can in many ways be called totalitarian.
Yet by the 19905 Saddam Hussein’s relatives occupied many vital positions in the
state, some of them being heavily involved in corruption; a personality cult had
developed around Hussein that even grew after his defeat in the Gulf War; and a
cult of ancient Babylonia appeared alongside the Baath’s Arab nationalism.
One pattern of arrested sultanization deserves particular notice. In modern
authoritarian regimes, sultanistic tendencies, especially those associated with
family-related corruption, sometimes appear toward the end of a ruler’s tenure
in office. One_of the-biggest-problems-facing any nondemocratic regime is
succession, since very few have any fixed and accepted rules to regulate-the
passing of power from one ruler to another ® Authontanan leaders thus.often
stay in office well beyond the point where they. can effectively-exercise power..
Within the regime the lack of a widely accepted successor can then lead to an
inertia where all involved agree to postpone the inevitable as long as possible. At
this point those who enjoy the closest personal access to the aging ruler, often
family members, can wield great influence behind the scenes, since they are in a
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position to manipulate him in ways that further their own interests. One might
call this phenomenon fin-de-régne suitanism. Some of the hierarchical military
regimes in Latin America--Argentina, Brazil, and Uruguay—avoided this even-
tuality by insisting on collective rather than personal leadership and on limited
mandates with presidential elections among the military.

In Spain, the aging Franco was subject to considerable pressures from family

‘members (most netably his son-in-law-the-marguis-of Villaverde)-and-persons-—

in his entourage to tamper with the rules of succession so as to replace Prince
Juan Carlos with his cousin Alfonso de Borbon-Dampierre, who was married
to Franco’s granddaughter. Don Alfonso was made duke of Cadiz, but Franco
ultimately resisted these pressures. The emerging camarilla was also suspected
of corrupt dealings.

In the Soviet Union, the last years of Leonid Brezhnev’s tenure as secretary-
general of the Communist Party were marked by increased political clout and

self-enrichment by his family members.* In Tunisia sultanistic tendencies went |

beyond family corruption in the last years of President Habib Bourguiba’s long
rule. Tunisia’s postindependence political system was in many ways a classic
authoritarian regime in which a single party, the Parti Socialiste Destourien,
provided the backbone of the institutional structure.® In 1974 Bourguiba, who
had reached the end of his constitutionally allotted three terms, was “elected”
president for life. At the same time, seven high-ranking signatories of a declara-
tion deploring arbitrary decision making were expelled from the party.> By
June 1986 institutional decay had reached the point where the president could

suspend the election of the members of the PSD’s central comumittee by a party

congress and instead name themn himself. His niece, who had managed to drive
the president’s wife into American exile, was now his closest aide and screened
all his visitors. She, his chef de cabinet, and the president’s personal physician
became Bourguiba’s closest advisers and opposed the prime minister, Moham-
med Mzali, who had tried to reach an accommodation with the opposition.*
The state of affairs in Spain in the very last stage of Franco’s rule, the Soviet
Union in the last years of Brezhnev, and Tunisia in the last years of Bourguiba
were a departure from previous norms and tended toward what might be called
a “sultanistic situation,” In Spain and the USSR the death of the ruler set in
motion institutional mechanisms that in the first case led to a legally regulated
establishment of the monarchy that later eased the transition to democracy,
and in the second resulted in the reformist rule of Yuri Andropov, whose brief
tenure in office in 1982—83 prepared the ground for Mikhail Gorbachev’s re-
forms, In Tunisia Bourguiba’s hand-picked security chief Zine El Abidine Ben
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Ali ousted the president for life in a palace coup and inaugurated a period of
liberalization that for a while seemed to lead to democratization but instead
ended in a reconsolidation of the authoritarian regime.’ In authoritarian re-
gimes, therefore, sultanistic pressures face obstacles that diminish the likeli-
hood of a sultanistic situation’s leading to a sultanistic reglme However, the
p0351b111ty always exists.

Leadership Factors: The Ruler’s Personality

There is no simple biographical and psychological portrait of the ideal-
typical sultanistic ruler, but certain traits are found with some frequency in
these dictators, although of course none can be found in afl. Founders_of .
sultanistic regimes tend to have limited education and come from socially
margmﬁi‘”backgr' nds, and their upward mobility tends to have gone come
through-ateidental channels. They tend to be shrewd but morally unscrupu- -
lous, distrastful, and vindictive, and they often show an amazing capacity to lie
and womanize. In addition to their hedonism, they often betray a streak of per-
sonal cruelty.®” Some of them, like Fran¢ois Duvalier, Macifas Nguema, Gairy,
Bokassa, and Amin, dabble in the occult.®®

Given that sultanism is an extreme form of personalism, i is almost tauto-
logical to point out that the personality of the ruler is a key element in under-
standing a sultanistic regime. But whether a leader with a good number of these
traits appears on the scene is not structurally determined, and thus one cannot
rule out an element of chance. An interesting feature of some sultanistic re-
gimes is that the founder is often more - politically savvy than his.son r-{and"
“somtime heir): exam (_ej_s‘.:a a2 Shah and his son Mohammad Reza Shah,
Trujillo and his son Ramfis, Papa Doc and Baby Doc, Somoza Garcia and
Somoza Debayle, Nicolae and Nicu Ceausescu, and perhaps Kim Il-sung and
Kim Jong-il,

The Transformation, Breakdown, and Legacy of Sultanism

A sultanistic regime can endure a long time, but experience shows.that most
end in a more or less chaotic way..When they do come to an end, they are less
hkely than other types of nondemocratic regimes to be replaced by democ-
racies.” Even in Africa, where personalism is rampant, the record of the early
1990s shows that democracy was least likely in those regimes we would call
sultanistic.®
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The specific patterns of regime breakdown and transition are dealt with by
Richard Snyder in the next chapter. In the following sections we will merely
discuss some general themes that often inform the end of these regimes.

The Difficulty of Political Liberalization

‘The most perilous moment for a bad government is one when it seeks to

mend ifs ways. ALEXIS DE TOCQUEVILLE,
The Old Régime

The weakness of institutions and the manipulation of democratic procedures
make the establishment and consolidation of democratic politics very difficult.
If the sultanistic leader or his successors in an interim regime decide to begin t to

hberahze, the chances that-the attempt might succeed and pave the way for a

genuine, democracy are slim.,

An established one- party state can democratize itself by allowing one or
more opposmon partles to contest elections: Turkey in 1945, Senegal in 1976,
South Korea in 1988, Eastern Europe after 1989, the two island states of Cape
Verde and Sio Tomé e Principe in 1991, and Taiwan in 1989 are examples of this
scenario.*! In bureaucratic-authoritarian regimes, which more often than not
present themselves as temporary solutions with no claim to permanent legit-
imacy, the ruling military can decide to extricate itself from the exercise of
power by holding elections and handing over control to the winners of these

elections. That the military ruled as an institution usually means that the

extrication of the military is not contested.®

In either case, the “first free elections,” often “stunning elections” in which
the opposition wins unexpectedly for the rulers,® are a clear break with the past
and are likely to provide subsequent politics with considerable legitimacy. At
the same time, the institutional continuity with the predemocratic regime
means that elements more or less connected with the authoritarian regime have
arole to play in the new democracy, which weakens opposition to it: examples
are Herndn Biichi in Chile, Manuel Fraga Itibarne in Spain, and the renamed
“socialist” parties in Eastern Europe. The institutional continuity also means
that former single parties can come to power again, as happened in Turkey,
Lithuania, Hungary, Bulgaria, and Albania. The relative strength of the state of
law under the predemocratic regime also allowed the constitution of opposi-
tion groups in the crucial period before and during the transition.

Another factor favoring the establishment of democracy is that-in-nop-
sultamstlc regimes pockets of legal ranonal authonty remain, such as capztahst
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enterprises, the JudlCiary, and the armed forces. Entrepreneurs are interested in
predlctablhty for their planmng and thus prefer democracy to political up-
heavals,* judges jealous of their independence can provide legal protection to
critics of the regime, and the military is interested in maintaining its institu-
tional integrity.5 The spread of legal-rational authority in soc1ety is crugcial, for

w1thout it there can be no stable liberal politics.

" Under sultanistic regimes, the situation.is different. If, for whatever reason
(foreign pressure, attempt.to defuse mounting opposition by providing a safety
valve) » the sultanistic ruler decides to liberalize his regime, the.chances that this
rﬁight lead to democracy are limited. Given the prior history of fear and suspi-
cion, the democratic opposition is unlikely to trust the change. In addition,
various actors are likely to accuse each other of past collaboration with the
re§1}ne or of readiness to'be co- opted by it. Since the regime.is extremely.
position: compromise.
between the reglme and the opposn'ion becomes -nigh impossible, since
there is no neutral force to which both could appeal as an arbiter. The.opposi=.

tion demands nothing less than the ouster of the ruler and often his trial, for it

cannot lend credence to his promises to lead democratlca]ly henceforth o to
abandon power peacefully, given his record of deceit and manipulation. Al-
though there may be groups within the regime willing to defect from it, there
are no trusted moderates in the regime to negotiate with, since everybody is
tainted by association with the ruler, All of this means that the ruler cannot
look forward to a peaceful life after his ouster.® The cost of tolerating an
opposition is therefore high, and this makes liberalization problematic.

In the period after he promises liberalization, the emperor’s nakedness be-
comes apparent to all: as the crisis drags on, the probability of the regime’s
weathering it diminishes. Given its lack of links with civil society and its narrow
social base, the regime’s capacity for countermobilization is severely limited,
which encourages maximalist tendencies in the opposition.

It is during the crisis following the initial promise of liberalization that the
regime loses whatever vestiges of legitimacy it may have retained with at least
some citizens. Natural calamities, which are “unique historical events” and
therefore not integrated in theoretical constructs,®” seem to come into play with
striking regularity in sultanistic regimes. By demonstrating the regimes’ in-
ability to provide adequate relief and giving them an opportunity to pocket aid
coming from abroad, natural disasters delegitimize them. In Iran, the two
earthquakes of 1962 and 1978 (claiming twenty-five thousand and twelve thou-
sand victims, respectively) preceded the uprising of June 1963 and the 1979
revolution. In Nicaragua, the Managua earthquake of 1972 (five thousand vic-
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tims} led to greater corruption and decpened the citizenry’s outrage, In the
Philippines, the 1976 earthquake {eight thousand victims) destroyed the church
in which President Marcos’s daughter had been married amid great pomp and
circumstance, a symbol not lost on the population, Finally, a series of natural
disasters characterized the early 1980s: in Haiti swine fever broke out in 1981 and
led to a government-ordered slaughter of pigs, the peasants’ traditional source
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zanian troops, Jean-Claude Duvalier with widespread demonstrations, and
Mobutu with a strong rebel force, their regimes collapsed. It is a sign of these
regimes’ close links with foreign powers that the latter are closely involved in
the final transfer of power. Both the dictators and their opponents believe that
foreigners make and unmake governments, and this itself can draw in outside
powers. Given mounting opposition, the rulers’ foreign allies abandon them

of wealth; Hurricane Allen destroyed much of the coffee culture; the identifica-
tion of AIDS and its discovery there hurt the tourist industry; and in 1985 a

drought led to a 20 percent fall in food production and dried up the hydroelec-.

tric capacity of Lake Péligre, leading to widespread rural flight, transportation
difficulties, and hunger. The blatant inability of Duvalier to respond worsenaed
the situation and helped undermined his regime.® The special vulnerability of
sultanistic regimes to natural disasters is demonstrated by the relative ease with
which the Mexican regime coped with the 1985 earthquake in that country: in
spite of Mexico’s endemic corruption the political system was institutionalized
enough to cope with the crisis.® :

The basic illegitimacy of the sultanistic regime has yet another dimension in
the case of the pseudodemocracies, since here “free elections” are not a clear
break with the past, because the government claims that elections have always
been free. This is precisely what arouses the suspicion of the opposition, which
denies that the government has the will and the moral caliber to organize
genuine elections. It also strengthens the hand of the nondemocratic opposi-
tion in its competition with the democratic opposition, for it can accuse the
latter of being what we would call a pseudo-opposition, opportunistic or, at
best, hopelessly naive. The manipulation of democratic procedures by the sul-
tanistic regime thus weakens the appeal of democracy itself, A corollary of this
is that sultanism begets a political atmosphere in which scheming, conspiracies,
betrayals, secretiveness, and rumor mongering flourish, And these are not
ingredients of a political culture conducive to democracy.

The contrast with the people’s democracies of Eastern Europe is telling: the
bloc parties never pretended to rival the ruling Communist parties and conse-
quently were able to play a role during the transition to democracy, either as
autonomous parties or, in the case of East Germany, as regional organizations
of the established West German parties. It seems that only if a sultanistically
ruled country has a history of democratic politics can democracy be revived in
the course of an election: the Philippines is the pertinent case.

_Faced with a serious challenge, the sultanistic regime disintegrates rapidly,
When Batista was faced with Castro’s Febels the Skah with cssentially iharmed
demonstrators, Idi Amin with an invasion force consisting of exiles and Tan-

and often try to look for a “third force” that can stave off a revolution; occasion-
ally, as in the Philippines and Haiti, they even find one and arrange for the
dictator to leave. If no third force is found, the ruler and his cronies flee abroad
at the last moment, as they are abandoned by everybody.”® The least lucky ones
are ousted by their former patrons once they are no longer useful: the U.S.
invasion of Panama and the subsequent arrest of Manuel Noriega, which cost
the lives of five thousand Panamanians, is the most glaring example, although
France also aided militarily in toppling Emperor Bokassa in 1979—after it had
paid for his coronation.

Sultanism and Mass Movements

Men trust a great man because they do not trust themselves.
And hence the worship of great men always appears in time
of weakness and cowardice; we never hear of great men untit
the time when all other men are small,
G. K. CHESTERTON,
Heretics

As Jeft Goodwin and Theda Skocpol have argued, sultanistic regimes are more
vulnerable to revolutionary overthrow than liberal democracies or inclusionary

authoritarian regimes:”' recent examples include Cuba, Iran, Nicaragua, and

Grenada.” Sultanistic dictators are- more likely to generate elite and middle-
class opposition from landlords, businessmen, clerics, and professionals, who
rrésent their monopolization of key sectors of the economy, their heavy-handed

‘control of the flow of ideas and information in schools and the press, their

subservience to foreign powers, and the general climate of corruption.

In certain circumstances, analyzed by Richard Snyder in the next chapter,
sultanistic rulers.come to face a genuine réﬁglﬁtionary_m('_)vemjcngf Inavacuum
of authority and with increasing delegitimation of existing institu_tipn§3v"tul}§_ye
arises the need for someone to assume leadership. A full-blown societal crisis
favots the emergence of charismatic authority or, as Weber put it, “the ‘natural’

leaders in moments of distress—whether psychic, physical, economic, ethical,
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religious, or political—[are] neither appointed officeholders nor . . . persons
performing against compensation a ‘profession’ based on training and special
expertise . . . but rather the bearers of specific gifts of body and mind,” that
1s, charismatic leaders.”® Of course one must concede an element of chance
here, since the presence or absence of a leader able to catch the imagination of
the masses is not determined structurally: Cuba, Iran, and the Philippines
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pro-Marcos.” Tn Iran, finally, religious agitation in the 19705 was mainly in-
spired by Ali Shariati, whose teachings were frowned upon by the ulema.
This antidictatorial stance of lower-ranking clerics or even laypeople initially
contrasts with that of the hierarchies, and it is only gradually that the latter
come to join the active opposition.*! Nicaragua’s bishops, all of whom had been
critical of Somoza, and the ayatollahs residing in Iran, who had spoken against

found such leadersinFidel Castro; Ayatoltah-Rubellah Khemeini-and-Corazen
Aquino (none of them officeholders or endowed with special training or exper-
tise in statecraft); in Nicaragua someone like Edén Pastora, who had marched
into the capital after Somoza’s flight, might have emerged as a charismatic
leader, but he decided to break with the Sandinistas; in the end the comandanites
collectively derived some charismatic authority from the myth of Sandino. In
Haiti it took a few years for the charismatic leadership of Father Jean-Bertrand
Aristide to emerge.
Religion plays an important part in the opposition to sultanistic rulers, at
least in the last stage of the regime. To some extent this is due to the weakness of
civil society under sultanism, which, almost by default, confers great impor-
tance on those few institutions that maintain a presence in society. Religious
organizations and in the end organized religion become a major locus of
oppositional activity as they provide support, resources, and leadership.
But there is more to the role of religion than its organizational resources,
The ubiquity of sin and the general degeneration of mores under high sulta-
nism (the last years of Somoza’s, the Shah’s and Jean-Claude Duvalier’s re-

gimes), combined with the unrestrained nouveau-riche lifestyle of the elites,
breed resentment. This resentment leads to a “religious ethic of the disprivi-

Ieged which . . . teaches that the unequal distribution of goods is caused by the
sinfulness and the illegality of the privileged, and that sooner or later God’s
wrath will overtake them”?* This explains why religious opposition typicatly
begins not among the hierarchy, but among the laity or lower-ranking priest-
hood. In the days before Vatican I and the Latin American bishops’ conference
of Medellin in 1968, Catholic bishops could still support Trujillo during most of
his rule,” or be divided in their aititude toward them (Batista),” but in the
1970s Latin America’s Catholic Church became more critical. In Nicaragua,
Christian base communities that started in the mid-1960s and increased in
numbers after the 1972 earthquake opposed Somoza’s dictatorship.”” In Haiti
the Catholic base communities (# legliz) organized opposition among the peas-
antry and were initially regarded with suspicion by the hierarchy.”® In the Phil-
ippines a number of priests were active in the poorest regions of the country at
a time when a considerable sector of the bishops was still apolitical or discreetly

 the Shah, joined the struggle openly only a few months before the overthrow of

the dictators. In the Philippines and Haiti it was visits by the pope himself, in
1981 and in 1983, that put the church on record being critical of those regimes.®
In Nicaragua and the Philippines the two events that gave the conservative
hierarchy the final push were the assassinations of Pedro Joaquin Chamorro in
1978 and Benigno Aquino in 1983. Both men were moderate opponeits of the
sultanistic dictators, and their deaths signaled to the clergy that repression had
reached an intolerable level-—especially since the Chamorros were friends of
Archbishop Miguel Obando y Bravo and the Aquinos of Archbishop Jaime Sin.

In the Catholic countries the switch in the attitudes of the clergy stripped the
dictators, who liked to present themselves as champions in the struggle against
atheistic communism, of any shred of legitimacy. An almost mystical atmo-
sphere pervades the change of power, which has aspects of what Victor Turner
called “liminality”™:* In Cuba a dove’s landing on Castro’s shoulder at a mass
rally on 8 January 1959 was interpreted by some Catholics as a sign of the Holy
Spirit,* and in the Philippines on Easter Sunday 1986 Cardinal Sin drew a
parallel between the resurrection of Christ and the redemption of the Philip-
pine nation.®

Contemporary Catholic doctrine frowns on the clergy’s direct participation
in partisan politics, and so relations between the hierarchy and such activ-
ist priests as Miguel d’Escoto and Ernesto Cardenal in Nicaragua, or Jean-
Bertrand Aristide in Haiti, soon cool down, to the point where by now the last
two have left the priesthood. The politicized part of the Shi'ite ulema in Iran,
unbridled by the principle of rendering to Caesar the things that are Caesat’s
and to God the things that are God’s,® took power soon after the Shah’s
overthrow and neutralized both the politicized laity and the quietist ulema
opposed to the exercise of direct power.5”

The sultanistic regime’s inability to find a political solution to the political
crisis has already been shown, yet when confronted with a military challenge, it
does not fare much better. The armed forces are particularly corrupt and at
times even inefficient, in part because the dictator has been more concerned
with preventing his own overthrow by military coup than with establishing an
effective fighting force. The very fact that they are a praetorian guard in the end
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promotes the defection of many members from the sultanistic ruler, The Cubari
military’s dealings with Fidel Castro, discussed by Jerge Dominguez in his
chaptet, are the best example of the unreliability of a sultanistic army, a pattern
confirmed by the performance of Mobutu’s troops in 1997, but such a fighting
force can also be quite willing to fight, as was the case in Nicaragua, where
Somoza’s National Guard fought the revolutionaries and was defeated in a civil
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never resolved come to haunt their former foreign patrons after the revolution.
The postsultanistic regimes are more likely than not to blame their countries’
travails on foreign powers, and since the new- powerhoiders share the view that
their predecessors were foreign puppets, they interpret their victory as a victory
over imperialism, leading to hubris that results in confrontational policies
toward the United States. The Cuban, Iranian, and Nicaraguan revolutions

war. When the rulers ..ﬁnally...decide..nton_st@pmdew-n—,—-t—hei—r—af—mies—;--given—-theh
organizational incoherence, often disintegrate, opening the way for a guerrilla

army (Cuba) or countergovernment supported by mass movements (Iran, the-

Philippines) to take power.

After the installation of a revolutionary government, prospects for democ-
racy are bleak. If a charismatic leader emerges who is committed to democracy,
it has a chance, as the Philippines show; but even here that nation’s long history
of democratic governance before 1972 helped too. Where the charismatic lead-
ers are not democrats, the mass movements they lead will drown the democratic
forces, which are weak for reasons already discussed. Even if the postsultanistic
regime lacks a charismatic leader, the absence of strong and independent state
institutions makes the functioning of democracy very difficult: Nicaragua,
Haiti, and Romania illustrate this problem. The flight of the ruler and the
delegitimation of his regime lead to a genuine break with the past and the
installation of a provisional government, which is composed of ideologically
heterogeneous people who have no electoral mandate but who face enormous
societal expectations.®® The moderates in such governments are sooner or later
pushed aside either by radicals (Cuba, Nicaragua, Iran) or by remmants of the
old regime (Dominican Republic, Haiti, Romania). If the regimes thus con-
stituted are more authoritarian than sultanistic, a transition to democracy may
still come about, but not without international pressure: in the Dominican
Republic the United States was involved in the assassination of Trujille and
insisted in 1978 that the incumbent regime accept the electoral victory of the
opposition, In Haiti and the Philippines the United States actively sought to
remove Jean-Claude Duvalier and Ferdinand Marcos from office after wide-
spread demonstrations led the Reagan administration to fear another “Iran” In
Panama Americans removed the dictator themselves. In Nicaragua American
assistance to the contras resulted in a stalemated civil war, then international
pressures and assistance led to an agreement that made free and fair elections
possible. Thus Violeta Barrios de Chamorro acceded to the presidencyin 1990,5°
Finally, outside assistance was also required in Haiti to reinstate the demaocrat-
ically elected president, who had been ousted by a coup.®

In the revolutionary cases, the crises of sovereignty that the sultanistic rulers

were all anti-American.®

After Sultanism

Liberty is a food that is good to taste but hard to digest: it
sets well only on a good stomach. 1 laugh at those debased
peoples that let themselves be stirred up by agitators and
dare to speak of liberty without so much as having the idea
of it; with their hearts still heavy with the vices of slaves,
they imagine that they have only to be mutingus in order to
be free. JTEAN-JACQUES ROUSSEAU,
The Government of Poland

Whether a sultanistic regime’s overthrow results in another dictatorship or a
democracy, traces of it can often be found in the successor regime; the scars it
leaves in a nation’s polity are deep. If the sultanistic regime is replaced by a
demogcracy,-chances-are_this new denf{SEracy will display strong clientelist ten-
dencies, with the democratically elected leaders using the resources of their

+ office to build nationwide patron-client relationships. Joaquin Balaguer is the
best example; ‘his last reelection in 1994 was riddied with irregularities. Even
Corazon Aquino was accused of favoring her relatives after she took office.?

1f the sultanistic regime is replaced by a revolutionary one, institution build-

ing in the new regime can be Y?..W slow, as is shown by the initial difficulties in

- Romifiis; Contrasting with more successful democratization elsewhere in Fast-

ern Europe (Yugoslavia excepted).” Moreover, the new system tends to pivot
around the founder as long as he is alive, which means that personalism re-
mains a feature.of the system. Castro’s Cuba and Khomeinf’s Tran illustrate
“Weber’s insight that “_;hariéma knows no formal and regulated appointment or
dlsmlssal,no career, ad cementorsalary,no supervisory or appeals body, no
local or purely technica ]ul’l‘]dlCthH, and no permanent institutions in the
manner of bureaucratic agencies, which are independent of the incumbents
and their personal charisma.” In Cuba, after a period lasting roughly from the
mid-1970s to the mid-1980s in which a halfhearted attempt was made to COpYy
Eastern Europe’s institutional structure, Castro once again rules in a manner




46 * COMPARATIVE S$TUDIES

that one observer has called “socialist caudillism.™ Iran’s political institutional
structure is riddled with inconsistencies, and corruption and arbitrary govern-
ment prevail.*® In Cuba as in Nicaragua, the Castro and Ortega brothers di-
vided the presidency and the leadership of the armed forces between them, just
as the Somozas and Trujillos had done before. And when the Sandinistas trans-
terred the nationalized industries to the army after their election loss in 1990,
the Ortega brothers, by maintaining their-contratofthe-armyrin-fact Hived their
pockets handsomely. Under their successors, the politics of understudy con-
tinued, with President Chamorro allowing her son-in-law, Antonio Lacayo, to
run the country.?”

In terms of the rationalization and institutionalization of government,
therefore, the situation in Cuba, Iran, and Nicaragua is quite reminiscent of the
sultanistic regimes that were to be replaced. This is not to suggest that the
revolutions made no difference: the masses probably benefited from the over-
throw of the dictators, but we must also remember that Cuba’s and Iran’s
revolutionary regimes have jailed, killed, and driven into exile far more citizens
than Batista or the Shah.*® Like the regimes they replaced, these revolutionary
regimes present unfavorable preconditions for a transition to democracy,” as is
shown by the fact that Cuba followed neither other Latin American states nor
the Soviet bloc on the path to democracy.

The “loss” of American clients in revolutions that ousted sultanistic rulers
has not been easily digested by the U.S. government. Repeatedly the new re-
gimes had to face American interference in their internal affairs, as old habits
died hard: the Bay of Pigs invasion in Cuba, the Dominican intervention in
1965, and the support for the contras in Nicaragua have been cases in point, as
was, in a different way, the invasion of Panama in 1989 after the local client was
no longer acceptable.

The main conclusion to be drawn from a comparative analysis of sultanistic
regimes is that, if overthrown, they are more likely to be replaced by a revolu-
tionary or an authoritarian regime than by a democracy. To the extent that some
of the sultanistic rulers could play on the West’s interest in stability and on West-
ern support during the Cold War era, they might become more vulnerable now
that global competition between the superpowers has ended. However, a greater
U.S. desire to avoid any foreign intervention and similar reluctance by other
industrial democracies to get involved might allow the survival of the few sul-
tanistic rulers that remain or even the establishment of new sultanistic regimes.

Most of the regimes analyzed in these introductory chapters belong to the
past. This poses the question whether sultanism is still relevant to an under-
standing of today’s world. Sadly, the answer is yes. Some sultanistic regimes in
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Africa, such as those ruling Zaire and Equatorial Guinea, have shown consider-
able resilience, and in those unfortunate countries where the state has ceased to
exist, such as Somalia and Liberia, the various petty warlords that have replaced
the state display many sultanistic traits.'® But subnational sultanisms are not
confined to territories where the central state authority has broken down; they
can also come about and persist in countries where the state is not strong
pre-Marcos national Philippine politics was dominated by bifactional competi-
tion, at the regional level many “local kingpins” monopolized political power in
a quintessentially sultanistic way through “guns, goons, and gold.”

What is more, this pattern of “petty or local sultanism” persisted under Mar-
€os, even surviving the demise of his regime.’ Similarly, Guillermo O’ Donnell
has warned that in the aftermath of democratization and economic restructur-
ing in such countries as Argentina, Brazil, and Peru, attempts to reduce the size
and deficiis of the state bureaucracy have weakened the government’s ideologi-
cal legitimation and its ability to uphold legality equally in different parts of
the national territory. “Provinces or districts peripheral to the national center
(which are usually hardest hit by economic crises and are already endowed with
weaker bureaucracies than the center) create (or reinforce) systems of local
power which {end to reach extremes of violent, personalistic rule—patrimonial,
even sultanistic—open to all sorts of violent and arbitrary practices'* Similar
developments may be taking place in some Mexican states. Since it is at the local
level that state policies are carried out, contested, reshaped, resisted, or re-
vised,'® the spreading of sultanistic practices at the local level bodes ill for the
emerging democracies. Parts of the former Soviet Union could conceivably fall
victim to sultanistic tendencies. The persistence of nomenklatura control, cou-
pled with the absence of an entrepreneurial class, has engendered an intertwin-
ing of political and economic power that could well lead to sultanism if a leader
emerges who has the requisite qualities to raise himself above the party appara-
tus. Belarus’s president Alexander Lukashenko seems to be on the way to be-
coming such a dictator, as is Turmenistan’s Saparmurad Niyazov.'®* On the
other hand, the higher density of international exchanges, the emergence of a
transnational civil society, and the end of the Cold War, which has left some
sort of democracy as the only internationally legitimate form of government,
may signify that the sort of sultanistic regime we have described is a thing of the
past, at best viable in a few out of the way places, like Equatorial Guinea, that
the world overlooks.

We close by stressing again the destructive legacy of sultanism at the national
level. The corruption of society and the illegitimacy of individuals and institu-
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tions mean that these countries lack the bureaucracies, police, and armies that a
state of law and a democracy need. Because habits of violence, distrust, and lack
of social solidarity pervade these unhappy nations, the transition to democracy
or even to stable authoritarianism will not be easy. There lies the biggest chal-

fenge both to democrats in these countries and to outside forces that want to

encourage democracy in the Third World.

Paths out of Sultanistic Regimes

Combining Structural and Voluntarist Perspectives

) Richard Snyder

Sultanistic regimes command great interest both in the literature on social
revolutions and in the literature on regime transitions. Students of revolution-
ary change are interested in sultanistic regimes because so many are linked to
the rare phenomenon of social revolution. For example, the sultanistic regimes
of Shah Mohammad Reza Pahlavi in Iran, Anastasio Somoza Debayle in Nic-
aragua, and Fulgencio Batista in Cuba, all of which were toppled by revolution-
aries, have been analyzed comparatively by numerous scholars seeking to spec-
ify the causes of revolution. These three cases have led students of revolution to
identify sultanistic dictatorships as one of the regime types most vulnerable to
revolution.! : ' :

Students of regime transitions, on the other hand, have been drawn to the
set of sultanistic regimes because it contains numerous nondemocratic hold-
outs—regimes that have resisted the wave of democratization that has swept the
globe during the past two decades.2 Cases such as Haiti and Zaire, where
democratization has stailed or been stillborn, are of interest because studying
them can shed light on factors at work in failed transitions.

Successful transitions to democracy such as occurred in the Philippines after
Marcos pose puzzles for students of both revolutions and transitions. The
combined presence of a sultanistic regime and a powerful revolutionary op-
position in the Philippines under Marcos make it a “most likely” case of revolu-



