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· Essential term 1: Authoritarian
· Now any non-democratic government
· Democratic = electoral democracy
· Minimal definition (Schumpeterian)
· Benefits and costs of this view
· Older version: Authoritarians v. Totalitarians
· Totalitiarians: total control
· Economy, society, polity – aspirational
· Police state; state terror
· Often mobilizational party
· Examples: Stalin, Hitler, Mussolini (lesser degree), Mao, the Kims, some satellites (DDR? Romania?), Pol Pot, José Gaspar Rodríguez de Francia (much earlier), los Castro (?), the Burmese (?).
· Epitome of repressive govt
· Extreme concentration of power
· Some provided social benefits
· Authoritarianism
· Less totalizing
· Some sectors remain relatively independent
· Business
· Religion
· Party to limit mobilization
· Examples: Lots!!!
· Franco, Salazar, Pinochet, Mugabe, Bongo. Saudis, and a cast of thousands
· From the 1950s and ‘60s
· For totalitarianism, see Carl Friedrich and Zbigniew Brzezinski
· For authoritarianism, see Juan Linz
· Useful?
· Not all non-democrats the same
· Some less/more selectively repressive
· Have we lost this ability to distinguish?
· Semi-authoritarians & hybrids?
· Essential term 2: Regime
· Current uses
· Popular
· Political science
· IR
· Public Policy
· Comp. Pol/Pol Theory
· Denotative v. Connotative definitions
· What makes a regime a regime? Five things:
· Structure of power
· Basis of claim to rule legitimately
· Accountable to whom
· Influentials
· State-society relations
· Could be other indicators
· What makes an authoritarian regime authoritarian?
Archetypal Authoritarian

· Definition
· Structure of power
· Legitimation
· Accountability
· Influentials
· Citizens, Society, State
· Is there an archetype?
Composite definition

· Attributes/indicators
· Weak rule of law (arbitrary rule 
· Limited accountability ( govt sets own limits
· Usually executive-dominant
· Usually elite dominated/closed/ not pluralist
· Autonomous political action restricted
· Includes media + citizen participation
· More likely to coerce; can persuade
· Can use different structures & mechanisms
· Exist in various forms
· Degrees of exclusivity/pluralism, use of coercion, arbitrariness, openness to outsiders, level of control & institutions/structures used
· Attempts to set sub-classes
Structure
· Varies but generally executive centred
· Make sense?
· Includes leader + advisors + bureaucracy + security agencies [military, police, spies]
· Leader often central; not always
· Representative bodies, courts, media weak & often controlled
· Independent organizations rare; may exist
· Central theme is control of state 
· Sufficient to make society docile
· Some autonomy to reliable parts of society possible
· Usual forms
· Absolute monarchy
· Personal dictatorship
· Institutional dictatorship
· Moderated forms of above
Legitimacy

· Three sources of legitimacy
· Force & fear
· Performance
· Broad acceptance
· First is easiest to get, last is hardest
· Why this matters
· Says something about the regime
· May indicate something of how it will rule
· Some possibilities
· Election
· Divine right
· Overthrow corrupt, vile, repressive
· Mandate of history
· First and third (plausibly the fourth) can be used by democracies or non-democracies
· In non-democracies = part of claim to monistic rule
Accountability

· What this means and why it matters
· Two forms: vertical and horizontal
· What interests us re-authoritarians:
· To whom govt is accountable? Itself? Other elites? Foreign power?
· How is it held accountable? Needs material support? Needs legitimation? 
· Note that the citizenry at large doesn’t figure in

Influentials

· Who matters and why this is important
· Who does govt accommodate?
· Religious elites?
· Security forces?
· Economic elites?
· Foreign actors?
· Can the influentials change?
· In democracies, yes; not always easy
· In some authoritarians too, but not all
Govt-governed

· What can the governed do?
· Legal means to change governors?
· Legal means to press demands, especially outside official channels?
· Legal means to organize collective action?
· Can anyone among the governed participate as fully as s/he wishes?
· In authoritarians the answer is “No”.
Why study authoritarian govts
· Democracy not dominant political regime historically
· Really only emerges as significant option late 18th – early 19th centuries
· Generally viewed as suspect until post-WWII
· Remember Aristotle
· For most of human history people have been ruled, not ruled themselves
· The third wave
· At first took eyes off non-democracies; especially post-fall of Berlin Wal
· As “consolidation” faltered, started talking about 
· “Democracy with adjectives” and
· “Electoral authoritarianism”
· Now back 
· Per Freedom House (www.freedomhouse.org)
· Does not measure democracy, per se
· Rather “freedom” – free, partly free, unfree
· “Freedom is the opportunity to act spontaneously in a variety of fields outside the control of the government and/or other centers of potential domination. Freedom House measures freedom according to two broad categories: political rights and civil liberties. “
· Political rights = need govt action to have effect; e.g. voting
· Civil liberties = need govt non-interference; e.g., religious freedom.
· Not the same as democracy
· Close enough to be a useful surrogate
· Has been controversial at times
· 2011 Report (free @ website)
· Free
· Examples: Canada, Uruguay, Poland, Mali, India, Mongolia
· How many? 87=45% of states = 43% pop.
· Partly Free
· Examples: Mexico, Colombia, Mozambique, Ukraine, Pakistan, Papua New Guinea
· How Many? 60=35% of states = 22% pop.
· Unfree
· Examples: PRC, Belarus,  Cuba, Algeria, Cameroon, Zimbabwe, Burma
· How many? 47 = 27% of states = 35% pop.
· So 55% of world’s countries, w/57% of world’s population are either partly free or unfree, per Freedom House
· So what?
· PS emphasizes democracy
· Normative bias
· Fits Canada, US, UK, etc
· But it means we leave half the world’s political systems underanalyzed
· This has two consequences
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Forms of authoritarian govts
Examples

· All non-democratic or pre-democratic
· No/very limited role for average citizen
· Also non-constitutional
· Few legal limits on ruler
· Brief list
· Absolutist monarchies
· Military governments
· Personal dictatorships
· Party/other institutional dictatorships
Institutionally-based

· There are two:
· Military regime
· Party regime or party state
· In both instances
· Those who form the regime belong to a common institution
· Ruler(s) depend on those people for support
· But as long as institution remains relatively autonomous ruler can’t demand support
· What that means
· Authoritarian rule built on an institutions, military or party or presumably church, may see leaders ousted more frequently than in personal dictatorships
· Institution sets the conditions
· However, the institution can continue authoritarian rule under a new leader
· See, Frantz & Ezrow, 2011, The Politics of Dictatorship
Militgary govts

· Start with the military
· Three themes
· Why and how military coups happen.
· Personal v. institutional military rule
· Short-term v. long–term military rule
Coups

· Why, where, and how
· Things to remember
· Military is different
· There are varieties of military intervention in politics
· Indirect—interest group
· Direct, short term—remove a government
· Direct, longer term—remodel the system
· Can be against civilian government
· Or can be against a military govt: Military can rebel against military government
· Why?
· Coups are not universal
· Especially common at specific times, in specific places
· Latin America, since independence; 
· most of Sub-Saharan Africa, too; 
· parts of North Africa and Middle East
· S/SE Asia
· Parts of Europe in 19th and 20th c.
· Excluding warlord politics – personal rule
· Where are coups concentrated?
· Where civilian governments are unstable
· May reflect disagreement over nature of state 
· Or incapacity to govern effectively
· Where military has a history of intervention = where military rule is institutionalized
· Civilians accept military intervention; expect it in certain circumstances
· Military expects to be arbiter in profound political disputes
· For example, Honduras: four since 1956: 1956, 1957, 1963, 2009
· First two internal to military and caused few casulaties
· The 1963 coup was also internal but very bloody, some 3000 deaths
· Sitting president,Gen.  Villeda Morales, created a national guard as counterweight to military
· Coupster, Gen. Lopez Arellano, got rid of both Villeda and the guard.
· 2009 President Manuel (Mel) Zelaya
· Who he is and what he did
· What happened to him
· Casualties
· Immediate, some 20 deaths and numerous human rights abuses by post-coup govt, especially against media
· 15 journalists killed in first 28 months post-coup
· What made this coup different
Mechanics

· Complex
· Need grievance
· Need to build a coalition able to pull coup off
· Need to neutralize opposition within military, e.g. other units, branches, or divisions w/in officer corps bases on age, ideology, etc
· Need to act quickly and have plan to seize and hold state apparatus
· Need to decide what to do with ousted govt
Military govts
· Some reformist: Peru 1968-75
· More conservative, to restore order
· Many military govts are short-lived 
· Few/no transformational goals
· Longer lived ones seek deep changes
· All end with a hand-back
Brazil
· Why the coup
· What the military wanted to do &how it did it
· Some political space maintained
· Significant repression concentrated in early years
· The two official parties
· ARENA (Alliance for Nat’l Renewal) – govt; MDB (Brazilian Democratic Movement) – opp
· `By end of period MDB was winning
· Distensão & Apertura
· How military exited
Three more

· Nigeria: 1966, ‘75, ‘76; 1979-83; 1983,  ’85, ’93; 1998 – democracy
· Causes: regional-ethnic; civil unrest; unsatisfactory elections
· Pakistan: 1958-71; 1977-88, 1999—2002 [2008]
· Causes: officially usually “rascally politicians”
· Thailand: 1932, 1933, 1939, 1947, 1951, 1957, 1958, 1971, 1976, 1977, 1991, 1992, 2006
· First was to oust absolute monarchy, more to topple govt military doesn’t like
Party Dictatorships

· Literal one-party states
· Ban all opposition: USSR, Franco’s Spain, Iraq-Saddam, Liberia (True Whig Party, 1878-1980), Cuba
· So one organization controls state/political life
· Part>leader
· Frequently not so
· Frequent result is Leader + Party
· Leader needs party: organization + support
· But dominates party and politica system
· Different from leader creating party
· Examples
· Stalin, Khrushchev, Brezhnev, Gorbachev
· Mao, Deng
· Fidel
· Ho, the Kims
· Hegemonic party states
· Other parties can exist but can never rule: PRC, Poland, pre-1989-PUWP; Somocista Nicargua (1936-1979), PRI (Mexico, 1929-1997)
· Communists especially effective and controlled more stuff
· Non-communist authoritarians left some room for those outside the government to have influence
· May or may not be properly styled dictatorships
· Depends on levels of control exercised. Amount of violence used, how much of police state it is
· Not same as dominant party system
· One party always wins but others compete freely
· Reflects citizen preferences( consistent w/demo
· Canadian examples? American?
Varieties of Personal Rule

Absolute monarchies

· Not many
· Brunei
· Oman
· Qatar
· Saudi Arabia
· Could add constitutional monarchies with politically active monarchs (9):
· Bahrain, Bhutan, Jordan, Kuwait, Liechtenstein, Monaco, Morocco, Tonga, United Arab Emirates
· Why these
· Once important
· As recently as 1979—Iran 
· Now really only Saudi Arabia
· Principal concern there may be religious authorities
· Who are given free rein by monarch
· But are a long established form of personal rule that is little constrained by rule of law
· Monarchy v. Other forms of personal rule [PR]
· What to notice about monarchy
· Basis of legitimacy (
· Hereditary 
· Unlike other personal rulers
· Count on mix of force and material performance
· When legitimacy not based on immediate performance (threat or reward) the regime should be more stable. 
· Why?
Other forms

· Normally think of dictators
· Stalin, Hitler, Saddam, Gaddafi, lots of Latin American caudillos—including Juan Facundo Quiroga, and African Big Men
· What they share
· Titular and effective head of state and government
· Both the “dignified” and “efficient” parts of the state
· Rule unconstrained by law
· Likely source of succession problems
· Family?
· Can you institutionalize personal/family rule? An you form a ruling house today?
· Appear more likely to use force
· But this can make PR more dependent on security forces
· Unless dictator keeps security forces dependent & un professional
· Less likely to fall to internal coup than institutional authoritarian regime
· Why?
· How they do this
· May have a loyal praetorian guard + secret police
· Keep changing favoured subordinates
· A dose of terror
· Judicious clientelism( funds( corruption
· Do PR need supporters?
· Yes; even absolute monarchs can’t rule w/o them
· But PR can’t let supporters build links or organizations
· Family often very important
· Trust
· Competence—Reliability trade-off
· Also need to keep influentials neutral
Contemporary cases

· Saparmurat Niyazov , Turkmenistan, 1991-2006 – president for life after 1999
· Cult of personality
· Months and days of week named after him and his family
· Lots of political prisoners
· Current president, Berdimuhamedow, ousted Niyazov’s constitutional replacement on former dictator’s death. 
· Then won dodgy elections
· Islam Karimov, Uzbekistan, 1990-
· Since 1990
· Represses opposition, limits dissent and press freedom; particular focus on Islamists
· Family has hand in most profitable businesses in the country
· US ally in war on terror
Historic examples

· Juan Facundo Quiroga, 1788-1835
· Governor, LaRioja, 1823-34;
· Of Buenos Aires, 1834-5
· Cruel
· Ruled by terror
· Stole to enrich self
· A caudillo or warlord
· Where do warlords flourish?
· Where order breaks down; e.g. failed state
· Examples: China, 1920s; Sierra Leone, 1990s; Somalia
· Juan Manuel de Rosas, 1793-1877
· President, Argentina, 1829-52
· Another warlord or caudillo
· Also used terror
· More concerned than Facundo w/political order
· Striving for unanimity
· Monist model
Background to above

· 1816-1829 Argentina convulsed
· Post independence struggles
· Centralists (Unitarios) from Buenos Aires vs. Autonomists (Federales) from provinces
· Porteños vs, Provinciales
· Effectively civil war and breakdown of order
· Dictator (warlord) imposes order
· Personalist leaders
· One-man shows
· Count heavily on coercion, even terror, to impose order.
· Not usually effective rulers
· Little social or economic progress
· Often rob public as Facundo did
Democratic Breakdowns

PD and authoritarian govt

· Totalitarianism vs. Authoritarianism
· Found traits & characteristics
· Authoritarians
· Some sense of how some worked
· Hard to get
· Totalitarians
· Less knowledge
· Sovietology
· Also interested in how authoritarian regimes formed
· Especially if following breakdown of democracy
· Big theme in 1920s and 1930s
· Again in 1970s
· Original focus was ordinary voters

· S. M. Lipset and working class authoritarianism
· Political Man, 1960, ch. 4, “Working-class Authoritarianism, 87-126
· NB: Treats fascism as the authoritarianism of the middle class in ch. 5.
· Argument in brief
· SML argues that working class is liberal on questions of redistribution 
· Liberalism-conservatism
· But authoritarian, i.e., intolerant
· Authoritarian-libertarian
· So working class is not the driver of liberation
· And by implication is at root of democratic breakdowns—Though SML does not say thisLater studies showed working class to be socially conservative but not necessarily authoritarian
· Later studies showed working class to be socially conservative but not necessarily authoritarian


· Also showed that low education was involved
· Also have middle class fascism
· Relative decline of petite bourgeoisie(attraction to fascism=SML
· Alternative view has non-voters drawn to AH’s millenarianism
· However, together, working class + middle class tendencies toward authoritarian politics ( orthodox view of why democracies failed
· Linz and Stepan, 1978, The Breakdown of Democratic Regimes
· The crisis strata
· Where the threat to democracy originates
· Also stress failure of leadership
· Don’t see leadership stratum as source
· Enter Bermeo
· Bermeo
· Begins within existing orthodoxy
· Shifts when contradictory evidence emerges
· Sources of evidence is voting patterns
· Support for democratic parties
· Especially centrist parties
· In almost all cases
· Inconsistent with existing orthodoxy
· If support for democratic parties, especially from centre, holds then ordinary voters have not abandoned democracy
· In that case focus has to shift to elites
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