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Modern Nondemocratic Regimes

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

»

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

» «

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

DeEMocCRACY

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

this point in the book.

TOTALITARIANISM

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

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

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

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

6. For discussions of variations within democracy, see Arendt Lijphart, Democracies: Patterns of Ma-
joritarian and Consensus Government in Twenty-one Countries (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1984),
esp. 1-36; Philippe C. Schmitter and Terry Lynn Karl, “What Democracy Is . . . and Is Not,” Journal of De-
mocracy 2, no. 2 (Summer 1991): 75-88; and Juan J. Linz, “Change and Continuity in the Nature of Con-
temporary Democracies,” in Gary Marks and Larry Diamond, eds., Reexamining Democracy (Newbury
Park, N.J.: Sage Publications, 1992), 182-207.
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1980s, the number of countries that were clearly totalitarian or were attempting
to create such regimes had in fact been declining for some time. As many Soviet-
type regimes began to change after Stalin’s death in 1953, they no longer con-
formed to the totalitarian model, as research showed. This change created con-
ceptual confusion. Some scholars argued that the totalitarian category itself was
wrong. Others wanted to call post-Stalinist regimes authoritarian. Neither of
these approaches seems to us fully satisfactory. Empirically, of course, most of the
Soviet-type systems in the 1980s were not totalitarian. However, the “Soviet type”
regimes, with the exception of Poland (see chap. 12), could not be understood in
their distinctiveness by including them in the category of an authoritarian regime.
The literature on Soviet-type regimes correctly drew attention to regime char-
acteristics that were no longer totalitarian and opened up promising new studies
of policy-making. One of these perspectives was “institutional pluralism.”” How-
ever, in our judgment, to call these post-Stalinist polities pluralistic missed some
extremely important features that could hardly be called pluralistic. Pluralist
democratic theory, especially the “group theory” variant explored by such writers
as Arthur Bentley and David Truman, starts with individuals in civil society who
enter into numerous freely formed interest groups that are relatively autonomous
and often criss-crossing. The many groups in civil society attempt to aggregate
their interests and compete against each other in political society to influence
state policies. However, the “institutional pluralism” that some writers discerned
in the Soviet Union was radically different, in that almost all the pluralistic con-
flict occurred in regime-created organizations within the party-state itself. Con-
ceptually, therefore, this form of competition and conflict is actually closer to
what political theorists call bureaucratic politics than it is to pluralistic politics.®
Rather than forcing these Soviet-type regimes into the existing typology of to-
talitarian, authoritarian, and democratic regimes, we believe we should expand
that typology by explicating a distinctive regime type that we will call post-totali-
tarian.® Methodologically, we believe this category is justified because on each of
the four dimensions of regime type—pluralism, ideology, leadership, and mobi-

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

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

9. Juan Linz, in his “Totalitarian and Authoritarian Regimes,” in Fred I. Greenstein and Nelson W.
Polsby, eds., Handbook of Political Science (Reading, Mass.: Addison-Wesley Publishing Co.,1975), 3:175-411,
analyzed what he called “post-totalitarian authoritarian regimes,” see 336—50. Here, with our focus on the
available paths to democratic transition and the tasks of democratic consolidation, it seems to both of us
that it is more useful to treat post-totalitarian regimes not as a subtype of authoritarianism, but as an ideal
type in its own right.






