Authoritarianisms and transition 

Antonina Kolodii

Writing the paper about signs and features of authoritarian regime at the early stages of post-communist transformation in Ukraine, I was confronted with the need to designate the  frame of reference. An attempt to meet this need has developed into the assessment of the confronting tendencies at the different stages of Ukraine’s development (having certain amount of authoritarianism and democracy), as well as into a short outline of the most visible differences of authoritarian institutions and/or styles of behaviour in different hybrid/transitional post-communist countries. Though it is not a full-fledge article, I present my considerations below, since, in my view, they may explain at least some disputable points in the theory of transition and its correlation with certain forms of post-communist authoritarianism. 
The discussion about the types of transitional authoritarianisms in post-communist countries often stumble over the definitions because theoretically concept of authoritarianism is much less worked out than that of two other types of regimes: democracy and totalitarianism. Until recently there were two frequently used ways of authoritarianism explanations. The first one appealed to the comparison of two types of non-democratic regimes – totalitarianism and a softer form of dictatorship (tyranny, despotism). Methodologically, this is, of course, inadequate description, because: 1) it does not clarify the nature of authoritarianism as such; 2) presupposes that the meaning of the referent notion is well known and undisputable. 
The second explanation was derived from the adjective “authoritarian” (leader, behaviour etc.). But this approach does not tell us much as well, since such features are not rear characteristics of charismatic leaders even under developed democracy. The question is whether they distort political institutions or remain peculiar behavioral characteristics of particular persons. Such kind of personal behavioral authoritarianism featured governance of General de Gaulle, Margaret Thatcher and other leaders, whose rule was sometimes criticized as a “regime of personal power”.There is a sharp demand for such leaders in some post-communist countries, but the possibility of development of their rule into institutionalized authoritarian regimes is much higher in these countries that in stable democracies. Still, the possibility of any kind of regime is not a regime itself, and, in my view one should differentiate between authoritarian regime (incarnated in a set of formal or informal institutions) and authoritarian behaviour.

Recently appeared one more attitude. It defines authoritarianism –  in the context of  former transitional societies – using the rule of contraries: every regime that does not comply with requirements of liberal democracy should be called authoritarian. This logic was used, for example, by Steve Levitsky and Lucan Way. Putting grounds for the concept of competitive authoritarianism they assert: countries that are placed in this category simply do not meet the requirements of liberal democracy
. In my view, this approach has the same weaknesses that the first one: it does not worry about the core features of the authoritarianism as such, using instead this term as a substitute for weak (“diminished”) forms  of contrary of contraries in its definition. But non-liberal democracy (quasi-democracy) is not necessarily equal to authoritarianism of any kind.  
Authoritarianism must have features of its own. And the most important of them are: concentration of power in hands of executive body or head of a state – without signs of readiness to give it up under the pressure of an opposition; subjected parliamentary institutions (if they exist); use of military or police force in order to achieve quick obedience in implementation of all commands; violation of individual rights and civil liberties; ignoring the principle of the rule of law; restriction of pluralism to the extent when it does not permit real competition in the struggle for power. It is clear, that opposition also is either subverted or functions just as a decorative institution. 
Ukrainian sociologists Victor Nebozhenko also adds that authoritarianism is based on negative social contract, when citizens agree to pay rulers for some minimal guaranteed social or other rights by abstaining from politics
. Under authoritarianism, he states, must be an image of the enemy and friend
.
Thus, defining post-communist regimes wemthat Without these characteristics one cannot speak about authoritarianism (or may speak only very conventionally). Contrary to that, the main features of contemporary liberal democracy can be in short described as: broad citizenship and participation of people in political process; legitimate opposition; seriousness of struggle for power and admittance of the right of people to change government without bloodshed; regular, fair and competitive election without voting qualifications; guaranteed rights and liberties; free press and other media. 

If in any society the features of both regimes coexist, the regime may be called hybrid. It is worthwhile to use this term, however, only in those cases where the trend to democratic institualization is invisible and the mixture of democratic and authoritarian features of rule in certain proportion is stable. Stable (long-term) “qualified democracies” (“democracies with adjectives” or “diminished democracies”), as well as stable “authoritarianisms with adjectives” or “diminished authoritarianisms” are in fact hybrid regimes. But transitional societies may be regarded hybrid as well. And there is a need to differentiate them. Transitional societies show dynamic that indicates advancement in the direction of democracy. States of the so-called “gray zone”
 (with permanently mixed systems) are simply hybrid. All transitional regimes are hybrid, but not all hybrid regimes are transitional. 

Present-day critics of transition paradigm (which is another highly disputable topic) don’t like the terms “non-liberal”, “defective” or other “democracy with adjectives”. Neither have they preferred to speak about hybrid regimes. Instead, their option is authoritarianism. Such is the spirit of the times run through by pessimism and by the desire, explicitly admitted by Steve Levitsky and Lucan Way
, to give positive and overall answer to Thomas Carothers’ call to go beyond the “transitional paradigm”. This spirit is predominantly distrustful with regard to perspectives of democracy in general and especially – in the post-communist countries. But did this turn made our understanding of multiplicity of regimes clearer? I think, not, since changing their words, researchers are trying in this case to unsuccessfully decide a well-known problem whether the glass is half-full or half-empty. Over long previous years optimists prevailed. Describing transitional or hybrid systems they practiced the term “democracy with adjectives” seeing glass to be half-full. Later came pessimists, who started practicing the term “authoritarianism with adjectives”, considering a glass as half-empty.
Of course, each phenomenon should have its peculiar name and one should not call “democracy” any non-democratic regime, strengthening powers of personal or collective dictatorship, as it happened with Putin’s “managed” or “sovereign” democracy. But on the other hand, one should differentiate types, depth, and area of expansion of authoritarianism itself. The possibility of long-term existence of really mixed, hybrid and also – transitional societies cannot be excluded. When under consideration are those countries, which instead of returning to well known and practiced in the past democratic procedures try to construct democracy from scratch, no period of time can be regarded as extremely durable for transition. Their way to democracy necessarily must be a longer and more contradictory undulation. The period of transition cannot be restricted for them to this or that number of years. The only things that matter here are tendencies, vector of development, presence of dynamics, or, in more elevated style, availability of struggle for democracy and of the people (important political forces) devoted to that end. Generally speaking, I am against putting all countries that do not fit with the guidelines of developed liberal democracy into one authoritarian heap. 
Permanent crisis and disorder, like in Ukraine, may lead to authoritarianism, it is true; but they also may create a good school for those, who tries to find ways to democratic behaviour in difficult circumstances of oligarchic capitalism on its early stage of development. Crises uncover weak spots of the system and may have mobilizing effect. The mobilization may not be a sufficient factor for consolidation of democracy but it may push (or may not) the society in the right direction.

Figure 1 on the next page represents the combination of regimes’ types in the non-linear transition of Ukraine against the background of different regime types: from totalitarianism to institutionalized authoritarianism and the hard non-linearly way to democracy. It shows that in spite of widely spread criticism with regard to transitional approach, there may be states, which instead of moving straightforward in once chosen direction (like Estonia or Latvia), may pass hard transitional road in a highly non-linearly way. In spite of some serious digressions from democratic vector they may return to it (Ukraine after Orange revolution) and still continue the difficult and uncertain way of transition. So, it is important to admit that nonlinear development with “ups and downs”, upsurges and recessions is a norm rather than an exception during the transition. 
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Returning to the criticisms of transitional paradigm for the so called “linear vision”: probably there were some authors, who have simplified the process. But most known researchers, whom we regard the founders of transitology – Philippe C. Schmitter, Guillermo O’Donnell, Larry Diamond and others – always underlined that the most characteristic features of transition was the uncertainty – both of current situation and of the final result of the transition. It is possible to sum up the content of transition as: 
· the process of deep institutional transformations made predominantly by non-violence means; 

· creating conditions for the emergence and consolidations of new economic and political relationships with preserving legal continuity (transforming law gradually, step by step); 

· “uncertain” situation in those social realms, which are subjected to transformation; 

· “uncertainty” with regard to the final result of the whole process of transformation.

· In this context, I think, that the study of post-communist authoritarianisms may be put in right perspective only in case of combining, even merging transitional and regime approach, without contraposition of one against the other.
The debate over the question whether the glass is half-full or half-empty is unproductive. Instead of trying to answer it through inventing new names for known phenomena (like “competitive authoritarianism”, which is “a contradiction in terms”), it would be much helpful, in my view, to differentiate countries by:

· trying to measure the share (degree) of democracy/ authoritarianism on the basis of some more-or-less definite criteria (checking if the glass really is 1/2 empty/full or may be only 1/3 or 3/4);
· identifying the types of authoritarianisms;
· determining, in what direction moves semi-democratic country: to authoritarianism or, may be, to anarchy, chaos and finally to the state’s collapse (failed states almost ignored in the studies of regime development).
Theory of political regimes stipulates typology of authoritarianisms. But specifications are not adapted to transitional or hybrid regimes, especially to their forms in the post-communist countries. This book is supposed to mark differences between temporary, transitional and institutionalized authoritarianisms. In this case the stress is made on the endurance of an authoritarian regime in any country. But what about its peculiarity by form of expression and by ability to restrict human rights and civil liberties, to impose despotic forms of rule etc. For furthering these aspects of the post-communist regimes studies I propose possible scheme of authoritarianisms classification (see Fig. 2) 
The idea to compose this typology emerged after reading the article of H. Shatalova, in which she distinguishes authoritarianisms of Bonapartist, Byzantine and sultanist (eastern) type, classifies them by strength (strong, medium, weak, absent) and applies to the countries that emerged on the post-soviet territory.
 Besides, we should pay attention to its social base and origin (traditional, oligarchic, military/bureaucratic etc), to its spread (society as a whole or some segments of it), to its longevity, and what is very important – to the level of its manifestation: whether it is systemic, institutionalized phenomena or just behavioural characteristic. 
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Turning to the field of my empirical study – early years after achieving independence in Ukraine, I should mention that there were manifestations of two types of temporary authoritarianism: (1) residual one, connected with spontaneous, inherited from the previous regime forms of behaviour, leaned against the cultural stereotypes and habits, and (2) transitional authoritarianism – arbitrary established concentrations of powers according to the interests and expectations of some political actors – but only for a short period of time, in order to resolve some acute problems of transitional period. Both expressions of authoritarian order may be designated as “temporary” authoritarianisms, as opposed to newly established, institutionalized authoritarian regimes, on one side, and to democratic order, on the other.

In Kravchuk’s Ukraine two sub-types of “temporary” authoritarianism had different spheres of manifestation. Residual features of former totalitarian regime were most visible in the realms of political culture and behaviour of political actors. Probably, this kind of authoritarianism lasted longer than Kravchuk’s ruling period. But in 1990-1994 it prevailed, evoking pessimistic vision of the emerging social and political order, defined by some political scientists as neo-totalitarian and degrading. There were also some elements of transitional authoritarianism at this time, connected mostly with the mechanisms of  power realization. They were constructed by ruling elite with the intent to overcome the difficulties and chaos of regime change and state-building process. But they did not dominate and did not hamper the democratic progress in a newly born post-totalitarian country. 
Speaking about the early 1990-s in Ukraine, one can find among the features of political and social order some manifestations of anarchic and/or ochlocratic regime
. They were supposedly connected with the resistance of ruling class to any attempts of setting elementary order either in economy, or in politics. Authorities “lived due to disintegration”. They did not think about a morrow and were interested in an anarchy. For this reason in all spheres and on all levels of public life one could see chaos and “blooming” criminality.
 At the same time, in Ukraine at that time were political analysts, like editor-in-chief of the influential in the 90-s journal “Political thought” Volodymyr Polokhalo, who agued that “a uniquely correct” answer on the question about the type of political regime in post-communist Ukraine was neo-totalitarianism. According to this view one should not look on post-soviet societies (Ukrainian included) as allegedly going on the way of democratization, since all of them were unable to overcome dominance of top-level-corporate clans in politics and economy, to provide responsible rule and accountability of governments to the citizens, to guarantee rights and freedoms of a person. Therefore, from 1994 to 1998 Polokhalo claimed that it was legitimate to talk about a clear-cut type of political and social order which could be called  post-totalitarianism.
 In the early 2000-s he changed his terminology, but not understanding the trend of Ukraine’s political development. This time both communist (in the USSR) and post-communist (in Ukraine) regimes were called “authoritarian”.

This view was shared by some other political scientists in Ukraine, especially in times of deep economic recession and social uncertainty in the early 90-s. But, in my view, this interpretation has significant faults and omissions, the most obvious of which are:

1. it doesn’t make a difference between post-soviet states,  lumping them together; but as we know now, former soviet republics came to very different results in the end; it was only possible if they followed different ways from the beginning;

2. this position is blind to the dynamics of Ukrainian society as a whole and political system as its guiding vehicle, to the fact that both has experienced serious revolutionary and evolutionary changes, worthy to be studied;

3. it also ignores islands of civil society, as well as pulsatory development of the opposition which were the most visible sprouts of democracy. Sometimes they were restricted and even oppressed by ruling elite but not to an extent that would prevent them from development into a serious force.

The weakest spots in post-communist and (formerly) transitional societies’ studies, in my view, are the attempts to draw picture by too broad strokes of paint-brush and to cover countries from Kamchatka to Kilimanjaro, proposing over-all classification in which similarities, not differences, play the decisive role. But since the devil is usually hidden in the details comparative research is much more productive in the aspect of prognosis when it  takes into account a few countries, from which it extracts and explains differences invisible for everyday, nonqualified view. As an example may serve the development of Ukraine and Russia, that moved seemingly by the same way of raising the rate of authoritarianism throughout the decade. But  suddenly they went in the opposite directions. Alexander Motyl states:
“Throughout the 1990s, Ukraine and Russia were quasi-democracies with authoritarian features. By 2001, they began moving in the direction of greater despotism. But then their paths diverged. Ukraine's trajectory shifted toward democracy during and after the "orange revolution" of late 2004. In contrast, President Vladimir Putin's Russia has become a full-fledged authoritarian state“
. 
This cannot be explained without attention to institutional and cultural dissimilarities of the two countries from the early 90-s, without seeing that Ukraine was “muddling trough” to democracy in spite of weak state institutions and Russia was “leaping forward”,
 due to availability of strong institutions – though of reactionary type. Having in mind 2004 year in Ukraine, Alexander Motyl continues:
“How could a democratic breakthrough take place in a country known for systemic stasis and government deadlock? Paradoxically, the "stagnation" of the 1990s made the orange revolution possible. It takes time for institutions - or valued rules of the game - to take hold. They "stick" only after people use them repeatedly and come to view them as effective, valuable, and "natural".


Since such rule-based behaviour evolves slowly, almost invisibly, many observers failed to see that Ukraine had become transformed since independence in 1991, when it was a post-totalitarian and post-imperial "space" without the institutions of a state, the rule of law, democracy, a market, and civil society.”

Ukrainians do not feel presence of excessive power over them now. To the contrary, they feel lack of it, even vacuum of authority. They experience situation which is close to anarchy (and may be, though not for sure, psychologically they are preparing themselves for stronger power of an authoritarian leader). But at present the situation is closer to democracy (though non-liberal) than to authoritarianism of any kind. This is testified by such a figure in the post-communist studies as Zbignev Brzezinsky and some less noted observers. A correspondent of the “Christian Science Monitor” summarized his observation last Fall in the words: “... Ukraine's sorrow is that democracy has turned into a source of permanent political crisis."
 Permanent crisis and disorder may lead to authoritarianism, it is true, but  they also may create a good school for those who tries to find ways for democratic behavior in difficult circumstances of oligarchic capitalism on its early stage of development. Crises uncover weak spots of the system and may have mobilizing effect. The mobilization may not be a sufficient factor for consolidation of democracy but it may push (or may not) the society in the right direction.  
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Fig. 2. TYPES OF AUTHORITARIANISM in post-communist countries 
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