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Abstract

For a generation prior to democratic transition, South Korea combined
a bureaucratic-military authoritarian regime and a developmental state, while
the Soviet Union was a post-totalitarian party-state. Today both South Korea
and Russia are incomplete democracies. Following the logic of selecting
most different cases for analysis, this thesis compares and contrasts the
influence of the legacies of the two prior undemocratic regimes on public
support for the current system of government. Support is conceived here as
having two dimensions, normative and empirical, and the determinants of
support on each dimension are compared between Korea and Russia. The
Soviet legacy is more negative than that of the Korean undemocratic regime
in terms of supplying democratic institutions and it exerts a complex but
ultimately negative set of effects on support. However, in each country
differences amongst individuals are more important than the legacies of prior
regimes in determining levels of support. When one compares support for
current regimes in Russia and Korea with a range of post-communist
democracies in Europe, the sharpest division is not between Korea on the
one hand and the post-communist countries on the other, but within the post-
communist category. The Soviet legacy as experienced by Russia,
correlating with lack of political and economic freedom, failure to progress
towards the rule of law and failure to achieve early financial stabilization, help
explain why support for Russia’s incomplete democratic regime is relatively
low. Quantitative tests are used to show that in Russia normative support for

the current regime is less widely dispersed and less resilient than in Korea.
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CHAPTER I. BASIC CONCEPTS ABOUT REGIMES—DEMOCRATIC AND
UNDEMOCRATIC

The principal objects of this thesis are:

1. to compare and contrast the legacy of the Soviet post-totalitarian
communist' regime (1956-1991) with that of South Korean?
bureaucratic-military authoritarian regime (1961-1987) in relation to
democratization in Korea and Russia;

2. to test the impact of the type of the prior-regime legacy on relative
levels of political support for the current regimes in Russia and Korea,
as against the influence of individual differences such as education,
Income, economic evaluations, etc.:

3. to test the impact of prior-regime legacies, initial structural conditions
and generic measures of regime performance on political support for

current regimes measured at the macro- (or country-) level.

The choice of these objectives is explained in the pages that follow in
this chapter. Section |.A elaborates the basic conceptual framework of the

study. Section |.A.1 defines four concepts treated as axiomatic: the state,

" Hereafter the author capitalizes the letter ‘¢’ in ‘Communist’ when it refers to

a specific party or institution, such as the CPSU, and at all other times uses

a lower case letter ‘c'.

2 When referring to events after the establishment of separate states in North
and South Korea in 1948, South Korea or the Republic of Korea is hereafter
referred to as Korea, while North Korea, or the Democratic [sic] People's
Republic of Korea is always referred to as North Korea. In discussions of

events before 1948, the word Korea implies the whole of Korea, North and

South, unless otherwise stated.
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the regime, prior-regime legacies and context. The state is defined here in
minimalist terms, while the regime is conceived in broad terms. following
caston’s (1965) definition. Treated as an aspect of context, prior-regime

legacies affect processes of regime transformation, and also the

establishment and survival of states.

Section |.A.2 summarizes problems associated with Korean and
Russian statehood, including relations between North and South Korea and
centre-periphery relations in Russia. When the state is defined in minimalist
terms, statehood problems are those which threaten to destroy the integrity
of a state. Such issues are not central to the present study, except insofar

as they overlap with and to some extent influence regime transformation in

both countries.

Section |.A.3 explains the choice of countries for detailed analysis.
The main reason to compare Korea and Russia is to explore the contrast
between the legacies of their different undemocratic regimes, following the
logic of choosing most different cases. The basic premise is that successes

and failures in democratization of the current regimes in both countries can

best be understood by reference to their preceding regimes.

Section |I.A.4 is concerned with defining democratic and incompletely
democratic regimes. This thesis uses both the minimalist, Schumpeterian
definition for democracy and a fuller definition of ‘complete democracy’. The
section defines two concepts with long pedigrees which are essential
ingredients of complete democracy: these are civil society and the rule of

law. Incomplete democracy is defined in relation to complete democracy.

Based on a classic work by Linz (1975) as well as refinements
introduced by Linz and Stepan (1996), Section |.A.5 establishes the

definition and sub-types of undemocratic regimes, including totalitarianism,
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post-totalitarianism, authoritarianism and bureaucratic-military
authoritarianism. Note that ‘post-totalitarian’ is not the same thing as ‘post-
communist.” The word ‘post-totalitarian’ refers here to the lengthy stage in
the evolution of the Soviet regime from about 1956 when it began to depart
from the pure totalitarian model of Stalinism to its final collapse in 1991. The
word post-communist refers, in the Russian context, to the stage after the
collapse of the post-totalitarian regime. Thus post-totalitarianism is the

successor type to totalitarianism. Bureaucratic-military authoritarianism, on

the other hand, is a subtype of authoritarianism.

Section |.A.6 defines political support for incomplete democracies and
its relation to the concept of legitimacy. The section briefly discusses the
Importance of political support and legitimacy in democratization, and the
concept of democratic consolidation, which gives a prominent role to political
support in democratic theory. The section also specifies the relationship of
consolidation to the concept of complete democracy. A fuller discussion of

democratic consolidation is left to Chapter Six.

Section |.B introduces extensions to the undemocratic regime
typology introduced in Section |.A. In section |.B.1, the author defines two
concepts neglected in the Linzian characterization of undemocratic regime
types, but which are important to the contrast between Korea and Russia.

These issues are economic freedom, and what the author has called "policy
orientation,’ referring to the broad goals which states set for themselves. In

addition, the author clarifies the relationship between the rule of law and

various concepts of ‘modernization.’

Building on the concepts introduced in Section |.B.1, Sections |.B.2
and |.B.3 describe the Korean and Soviet states in ways which enhance the

Linzian typology of regimes, because they are complementary to it. Section

| B.2 discusses the developmental state, of which authoritarian Korea was a
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paradigmatic example. Section |.B.3 introduces as a corresponding concept
the "anti-modern party-state.” The term party-state is familiar in Soviet
studies, while the use of the term ‘anti-modern’, following Rose (1994,
2000d), evokes a critique of the communist system as antithetical to
modernity in the Weberian sense. Although the terms developmental state

and party-state suggest they belong to a typology of states, the definitions of

both terms can be subsumed under the Eastonian concept of the regime.
The author will therefore not attempt to present a typology of states. Rather
the author uses these two ‘state’ terms to summarize features of both

undemocratic regimes which do not fit into the Linzian definitions of post-

totalitarianism and bureaucratic-military authoritarianism.

In section 1.B.4, the author synthesizes political, economic and social
differences between the Korean combination of bureaucratic-military
authoritarianism and the developmental state, on the one hand, and the
Soviet combination of post-totalitarianism and the anti-modern party-state on
the other. The purpose Is to provide an analytic schema which illustrates

why authoritarian Korea and the Soviet Union left contrasting legacies whose

differences are of broad significance.

In this study, the distribution and determinants of mass public opinion
play a prominent role. The sources of public opinion data are: New Russia
Barometers (NRB) | to X, conducted between January 1992 and June 2001;
and five Korea Democracy Barometer (KDB) surveys from 1994 to 1999
inclusive. Professor Doh C. Shin, Chair of Korean Studies at the University
of Missouri, initiated the Korea Barometer surveys in 1988. Professor
Richard Rose of the Centre for Study of Public Policy (CSPP), University of
Strathclyde, began the New Russia Barometer in 1992. The thesis also
presents some multi-country analysis using data from other post-communist
countries in Europe. This involves the analysis of survey data aggregated at

country level from the European Commission’s Central and Eastern
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Eurobarometer (for details, see http://europa.eu.int/comm/
public_opinion/archives/ceeb _en.htm) and the New Europe Barometer,
which includes the New Democracies Barometer and New Baltic Barometer

(see hitp://www.cspp.strath.ac.uk).

As with any survey-based study, there are some practical limitations.
Firstly, when analysing a large body of data built up over several years
through co-operative programmes such as KDB and NRB, the availability of
questions in particular surveys does not always match the preferences of an
author doing secondary analysis. Secondly, representative surveys always
contain sampling error, typically in the region of plus or minus two to four
percentage points. Finally, the employment of statistical techniques entalls a

great many choices which require theoretical justification.

l.LA_Democratic and Undemocratic Regimes

[.A.1 State, Regime, Legacy, Context

The International Encyclopedia of the Social Sciences defines a state
as a ‘geographically delimited segment of human society united by a
common obedience to a single sovereign’ (Watkins 1968: 150). The concept
of sovereignty in this definition implies both coercive power and legal
authority. The definition is minimalist in the sense that it encompasses a
large number of cases, and it will be taken as the basic definition for the
ourposes of this thesis. Weber (1966: 156) defines a modern state as a
compulsory association with a territorial basis, possessing an administrative
and legal order subject to change by legislation, claiming binding authority
over its territory and exercising a monopoly on the legitimate use of force In
that territory. This definition is compatible with that given above, although it
contains an additional element, namely that the modern state’s monopoly on
the use of force is legitimate. Neither definition specifies exact boundaries

hetween the state and the society over which it claims jurisdiction, as these
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boundaries vary with the nature of the administrative and legal order of the

state, but it is usually recognized that societies and states are theoretically
separable.

The basis for administrative and legal order in a state is the regime.
caston (1965: 193) breaks down the regime into three components: values
(by which Easton means goals and principles), norms (by which he means
procedures), and a structure of authority. He differentiates them as follows:

The values serve as broad limits with regard to what can be taken for

granted in the guidance of day-to-day policy without violating deep

feelings of important segments of the community. The norms specify
the kinds of procedures that are expected and acceptable in the
processing and implementation of demands. The structures of
authority designate the formal and informal patterns in which power is
distributed and organised with regard to the authoritative making and
iImplementing of decisions [emphasis added].

An related concept is the constitution. Written or unwritten, its primary

purpose Is to specify the offices of state and their relationships, that is, the

structures of authority (Aristotle 1947: Book Ill, ch.6). The regime is

therefore a broader concept than that of the constitution.

A regime gives power into the hands of a government or set of
authorities. Easton (1965: 212) identifies the characteristics of the
authorities as follows: ‘...They must engage in the daily affairs of a political
system; they must be recognised by most members of the system as having
the responsibility for these matters; and their actions must be accepted as
binding most of the time by most of the members as long as they act within
the limits of their roles.” When a regime falls, it usually entails a change ot

government, but not always. A leader can sometimes change the regime

while remaining in office.
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All three, state, regime and government, can, in principle, persist or
fail independently of one another. But the regime plays a crucial role in
politics, for it organizes the way in which the government controls the state.
As regimes change, it is a reasonable assumption that the nature of a prior
regime affects the evolution of the regime which follows it. The legacy of a
given prior regime is conceived in this thesis as the aggregate of all features
of the prior regime that linger on under the new regime for a period of time.
Thus, the legacy of a prior regime cannot be understood except by
comparing the current regime with its prior regime in order to identify the

nature and depth of change.

The above definition is compatible with common usage of the term in
the current literature. Jowitt (1992: chapter 8) was one of the first to attempt
to define the ‘legacy’ of communist regimes for their successors; he
emphasized the baleful influence of such features of ‘Leninist’ political
culture’ as antagonism between public- and private-regarding norms of
behaviour, fragmentation along ethnic lines, and the absence of an
established elite sharing common values. Rose, Mishler and Haerpfer (1998:
63-7) and also Linz and Stepan (1996: 57-60) conceive of the political legacy
of a prior regime as a series of influences on current attitudes and behaviour,
that is, as problems to be solved or gaps to filled before a new regime can
free itself from its past. Lane (2002: 3) refers to the legacy as the ‘footprint
of a prior regime. Insofar as they take an ‘third person’, overall perspective,
that is to say, from outside the situation looking in, these usages view a prior

regime legacy from the ‘top down’, or, to borrow a metaphor from economics,

from the ‘supply side’.

3 The term ‘political culture’ refers in this thesis to the sum total of values,

beliefs and attitudes of the members of a society in relation to politics
(Almond & Verba 1963). This thesis is a study in rather than about political
culture. in the sense that it concentrates on a particular facet of Korean and

Russian political cultures.
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Another approach, closely related to the legacy approach, is to look
for ‘cultural continuities’ between regimes. Some discussions of cultural
continuity in the Russian and Soviet studies literature imply that Russians
have always been ‘undemocratic’. For example, Pipes (1974) made the
continuity argument in his study of Russia’s pre-revolutionary past, focussing
In particular on Russian ‘patrimonialism’, which he defined in Weberian terms
as personal authority based on traditions which do not recognize the property
rights of subjects (1974: 22-4)*. A corresponding literature suggests that
Koreans have always been ‘undemocratic, too. For example, Henderson
(1968: chapters 7-9) identified extreme centralization of power, the fluidity of
organizations and factionalism as the principal characteristics of Korean
political culture. When the emphasis is on political culture, survey-based
studies have particular relevance. The difficulty for the cultural continuity
approach is that such evidence is usually of recent date. Early evidence for
Russian cultural continuity arguments came from the Harvard Interview
Project (Inkeles & Bauer 1959) and the Soviet Interview Project (Millar 1987).
For Korea, a collection based on surveys in the early 1970s was C.L. Kim
(1980c). Survey-based research during periods of undemocratic rule
presented special methodological problems. For example, Soviet emigre
interviews were not nationally representative, and so even where relevant

indicators are available, their comparability with present data is in doubt.

From the ‘bottom up’ or the ‘demand side’ perspective, that is to say,
from the point of view of the individual political actor in a society which has

undergone regime change, the prior regime legacy is only one aspect of the

* A contrary argument is provided by Petro (1995), who sees In Russian
traditions an untapped resource for strengthening democracy. See Ecksteln
(1998) for a recent review of the arguments for and against cultural continuity

as a barrier to democracy in Russia, and also Easter (2000) for a discussion

built around the concept of state-building.
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whole political situation. If one sets up a comparative framework in which the
cases are individual political actors facing similar problems in different
countries, or in the same country at different times, the legacy of a prior
regime Is an aspect of context. To put it differently, the legacy of a prior
regime is an aspect of the institutional and temporal setting in which political
action takes place. If one is comparing political actors in different countries,
the legacy is just one aspect of country-context, that is the particular
Institutional setting associated with one country rather than another. If the
comparison is between political actors at different times, the legacy is an
aspect of time-context, that is the particular setting associated with one time
rather than another. Chapter Five of this thesis addresses the special
methodological problems in separating out the effects of the prior-regime

legacy from other aspects of context.

The issue of how useful are comparisons between countries whose
prior-regime legacies differ was at the heart of a heated debate in the pages
of Slavic Review (Schmitter & Karl 1994; Bunce 1995b; Karl & Schmitter
19995; Bunce 1995a). Although the debate began in terms of the relative
merits of comparative politics and area studies, that issue was later
characterized by Karl and Schmitter (1995: 965f), themselves area
specialists who focus on Latin America, as a ‘red herring’. The root of the
disagreement was that while Schmitter and Karl believed that concepts
developed in the study of Latin American democratic transitions® could and
should be applied to post-communist countries, Bunce argued that the
differences between the East European and Latin American experiences of

undemocratic rule and of transition meant that the application of such

concepts in Eastern Europe would yield only poor results. In particular, she

> Transition means the interval between one regime and another (O'Donnell
& Schmitter 1986: 6). A democratic transition ends with an agreement on

democratic rules (Di Palma 1990: chapter 6; Linz 1990: 157f)
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market to market economies (see section 1.B.1 for definitions), whereas most
Latin American countries are not. Neither side entirely denied the validity of
the other's point of view. For example, Schmitter and Karl (1994: 176) wrote:
[Political actors] inevitably experience the constraints imposed by deeply
rooted material deficiencies and normative habits — most of which have not
changed with the fall of the ancien regime.’ Bunce (1995b: 119) wrote:
[Schmitter and Karl] are quite right in arguing that variety is the spice of
comparative inquiry.” Yet the argument was in essence about the extent to
which democratization may be understood in terms of general concepts or
whether legacies of different prior regimes are so distinctive as to require

different conceptual approaches in post-communist and in Latin American

studies.

Crawford and Lijphart (19995) in their introduction to a special issue of
Comparative Political Studies rehearse a similar argument. For them the
legacy approach emphasizes political cultures, inherited social structures
and the remnants of institutions from the past, while what they call ‘the
imperatives of liberalization” approach, emphasizes the power of new
institutions to structure political behaviour. Hanson (1995) in the same issue,
refines Jowitt's (1992) argument about the negative effect of the communist
legacy in two ways: by suggesting that the proximity of post-communist
countries to Western Europe be taken into account, ana by proposing to
break down the communist legacy into ideological, political, socio-economic
and cultural components. Again in the same issue Geddes (1995) compares
Latin American with post-communist party systems, noting in the post-

communist countries the importance of new parties®, the weakness of prior

° Instability of the party system is a persistent characteristic of post-
communism (Rose & Munro 2003), and also of Korea. See section A of

Chapter Two and Appendices | and Il of this thesis.



Chapter | 11

interest group organization and the suddenness of extension of the political

franchise. These issues are important aspects of the prior regime legacy and
they are taken up and developed further in the remainder of this chapter or in
Chapter Two below. For the moment it suffices to emphasize that the legacy
of a prior regime ramifies in multiple directions. It is a complex phenomenon
and there are different ways of breaking it down into analytically manageable
units. The approach in this thesis starts from the question: ‘legacy for what?’
The answer is: for the consolidation of democracy in the successor regimes.

The meaning of consolidation is taken up in Section I.A.6 below, and the

final chapter returns to the same theme.

The importance attached to prior-regime legacies aligns this thesis
with Bunce's (1995b: 127) assertion that ‘...there are nonetheless some good
reasons to engage In [east-south] comparisons. The most important reason
lIs]: the ways In which the addition of eastern Europe to comparative studies
of democratization alerts us to fundamental problems in how transitologists
have understood and analysed transitions from authoritarian rule — in the
east and, one could argue, in the south as well.” By including an East Asian
country, this study adds another region neglected by both Bunce and
Schmitter/Karl in their debate on the pages of Slavic Review and by the
authors in the special issue of Comparative Political Studies cited above.
Rather than expanding geographical coverage for the sake of it, the aim is
rather to see what the addition of an East Asian country can contribute to the
‘transitological’ literature on democratization. Although a number of cross-
regional studies of democratization have appeared since that debate’, and
there have been many more intra-regional studies focussing either on

Fastern Europe or on East Asia, there have been few ‘east-far east

” For reviews with cross-regional scope, see Shin (1994), Geddes (1999) and

Bunce (2000).
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comparisons, and very few dealing specifically with Korea and Russia®.

Rose and Shin (2001) have attempted to redress this gap, but not at book
length. They use the concept of ‘incomplete democracy’ (defined below) to
illustrate that newly democratized countries such as Korea and Russia have
acquired the building blocks of democracy in a different order from regimes
which established the rule of law before holding free elections. Thus the
problems faced by new democracies today differ from those faced by
democracies which were new a hundred years ago. Ziegler (1999) applies
O'Donnell's (1994) concept of ‘delegative democracy’ to Korea and Russia to
argue that political culture must play a role in explaining different outcomes

when current institutions appear similar.

The approach taken by this thesis is explicitly comparative. In other
words, what is distinctive about a particular type of prior-regime legacy is
clarified by comparison with a different type of prior-regime legacy.
Comparison is impossible except on the basis of concepts. Thus the thesis
relies, in part, on the conceptual apparatus developed by transitologists
such as Schmitter and Karl (1994), but more on that of Juan Linz (19735) ana
his collaborative work with Alfred Stepan (1996) and also Rose, Mishler and
Haerpfer (1998). The intention is to complement single-country works by

scholars for whom a comparative perspective comes naturally (Rose &
Munro 2002; Shin 1999).

Refining her earlier view, Bunce (2000) distinguishes between "big’
generalizations which apply regardless of regional context, and ‘bounded
generalizations which are valid only within particular contexts. Bunce (2000:
722) underlines the connection between regions and historical legacies: "At

the most general level, region is a summary term for spatially distinctive but

8 For reviews centred on Eastern Europe, see Kopecky and Mudde (2000)

and King (2000). For an overview on East Asia, see Friedman (1994).
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generalizable historical experiences that shape economic structures and
development and the character and continuity of political, social and cultural
institutions.” In other words, it is not geography itself which sets limits on

generalizations, but rather geographically distributed differences in historical
experience.

[.A.2 Statehood in Korea and Russia

It Is Impossible to undertake a study of regime change in Korea and
Russia without mentioning their distinctive problems of statehood, although
these are not the focus of this thesis. In this section, the author briefly
explains why statehood is problematic in each country, and then explains

why debates about Korean and Russian statehood do not figure prominently

here.

Statehood is problematic in Korea for three reasons, each of which
presents a challenge to Koreans and to their neighbours. Firstly, the Korean
nation is divided between two states. The Republic of Korea or South Korea
was created by American military authorities in 1948, while North Korea or
the Democratic [sic] People’s Republic of Korea was established by
communist authorities immediately afterward®. The two rival Korean states
each claim sovereignty over the whole Korean peninsula, and each proposes
different formulae for reunification. Secondly, the two Korean states are

ideologically opposed. Despite its long period of undemocratic rule and the

9 Soviet and American military authorities bisected Korea at the 38th parallel
at the end of World War Il. By the beginning of the Korean War in June
1950. most Soviet and American forces had withdrawn from the two Koreas.
Although the Soviet Union provided armaments and military assistance to
North Korea to help it prepare for its invasion of the South, North Korea's

closest military links at the time were with the Chinese communist movement
(Cumings 1997: 240f).



Chapter | 14

peculiarities of its own version of capitalism (more on this below), South

Korea has always been the freer of the two states. Under Kim Jong I, the

son of its revolutionary founder, Kim Il Sung, North Korea remains politically,
economically and socially a closed society, adhering to a home-grown
version of Marxist-Leninist ideology known as ‘self-reliance’ (Cumings 1997
402-5; Kim J.I. 1984). Thirdly, the Korean War (1950-53) ended with a truce,
not a peace treaty. The war was costly to both sides: over two million
civiians died and a substantial share of the infrastructure in both Koreas was
destroyed (Cumings 1997:. chapter 5). Despite the truce, North Korea has
sought to undermine the Republic of Korea by various means. Competition
between the two states, expressed in the military stand-off at the border and
occasional gun-battles at sea, in espionage and counter-espionage, and In
various attempts by the North to infiltrate and subvert the South Korean
state, have long provided a stimulus to the latter to build up its military and
industrial strength (Woo 1991: chapter 5), and also served as a pretext for
political repression at home. For all these reasons, the long-term future of
the South Korean state is inextricably tied up with that of the North Korean

state.

However, this study treats the North/South divide in Korea as primarily
an external problem for the South. There is a straightforward reason for
this. The United States has bolstered the regime in the South with financial
and military assistance, maintained a large military presence there, and
assumed responsibility for controlling South Korean forces in the event of
another North Korean invasion. The American role has not lessened with
the end of the Cold War in Europe. On the contrary, since the United States

suspects North Korea of links with international terrorism, as President Bush

reminded the world during his State of the Union address in January 2002",

10 A salient example of a terrorist attack of which North Korea was the

organizer was a bombing in Rangoon in October 1983, which killed 21
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and since North Korea seems to have acquired or be in the process of
acquiring nuclear weapons, the American role in inter-Korean relations has in

recent years been stepped up. The lead role played by the United States in
Inter-Korean relations provides South Korea with the opportunity to develop

relatively independently from North Korea.

Russia’s statehood problems stem from the way in which a new state
defined itself within the boundaries of the Russian Soviet Federated Socialist
Republic'' (RSFSR) of the USSR, and thereby contributed to the latter's
disintegration (Fish 1995; Linz & Stepan 1996: chapter 19). There are three
main problem areas. First, regions of the Russian Republic attempted or
were encouraged to pursue claims for sovereignty (Solnick 1995), and in
one, Chechnya, the resulting dispute over the boundaries of the Russian
Federation turned into a regional civil war. Second, the disintegration of the
USSR left substantial Russian irredenta in neighbouring states. Third, the
economic and social problems of Russian society in the first transitional

decade were so severe as to place in doubt the capacity of the state to
govern (Bova 1999; Nagy 2000; Rose & Munro 2002).

However, despite failing to become a modern state in the Weberian
sense, Russia continues to meet the minimal definition of statehood. The
problems created by regional claims to sovereignty have not led to the
carving out of any new states on the territory of the old Russian Republic,
and Moscow has gradually re-asserted control over that territory, mainly

through negotiation with regional elites, except in Chechnya, where it has

neople, including four South Korean cabinet ministers, and narrowly missed
killing President Chun Doo-hwan. See Bermudez (1990) for a general

account of North Korean terrorist links, and pages 139-42 for the Rangoon

bombing.
" Hereafter referred to as the Russian Republic of the USSR, or the RSFSR.
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done so by force. Although the Russian state has made it its business to
defend the interests of irredenta, notably in Latvia and Estonia, the irredenta
have shown little interest in rejoining Russia, and Russia has not attempted
to reincorporate them using coercive means. Finally, despite being severely
weakened, the Russian state, and particularly its central institutions, retain
sufficient capacity to pass laws and decrees, and ensure compliance at least
In those areas which are vital to the security of the state. The collapse of the
Russian state remains a possibility, but only if one projects recent trends into
the long-term future. The pressing question in Russia today is not whether

there will be a state, but rather what kind of regime will determine how the
government controls the state.

There is a burgeoning literature on ‘state-building’ in Russia (Smith
1999Db; Huskey 1999; Robinson 2002). To a large extent, the concerns of

this literature and those of the democratization literature overlap: the rule of
law, the stability and strength of institutions and the relationship of the state
to society are all part and parcel of both ‘state-building’ and of building a
democracy, and all are dealt with in this thesis. There I1s an equivalent
iterature about the state of the Republic of Korea (ROK), but it does not

focus on overcoming the problems of state failure, but rather on taming the
despotic tendencies of a state which has been eminently successful in
achieving the developmental tasks it set for itself'>. Works from both
iteratures are cited below in discussing the legacies of prior regimes for

democratization — see especially Sections 1.B.2 and |.B.3.

'2 The author here uses the term ‘despotic power’ in a special sense,
following Robinson (2002: 6ff). Despotic power is enjoyed by the leaders of
highly centralized states to the exclusion of most of society. The opposite

type of power is ‘infrastructural’: decisions are the outcome of a process of

consensus-building between the state and society.
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I.LA.3 The Logic of Choosing Most Different Cases
On the basis of Linz's (1975) typology, the Soviet Union from 1956 to

1991 was post-totalitarian and Korea was bureaucratic-military authoritarian.
LinZ’s typology of undemocratic regimes differentiates a vast range of
different political systems. The logic of choosing these two particular
countries is that they are most different cases in the special sense of being

different from one another and exemplary of their own type (Dogan &

Pelassy 1990: chapter 17). In other words, the two countries chosen for in-
depth comparison had very different prior undemocratic regimes, and that is
the reason for focussing on their legacies. Studies of very similar legacies
often allow the explanation of quite narrow or specific differences.
Comparative studies of very different legacies offer broad scope for

generalization, and highlight the main features of each.

This i1s mainly but not entirely a binary study: Korea and Russia are
the focus of attention. However, in order to explore the relationship between
prior-regime legacies and generic differences in regime performance, in
Chapter Five the author adduces macro-level data from other post-
communist countries. This entails a certain amount of homogenization of the
post-communist experience, which the author tempers by making use of sub-
typologies of post-communist regimes and their transitions, such as those
offered by Kitschelt (1995) and Linz and Stepan (1996). The aim is to find

out how typical of post-communist countries are the demand-side effects of

the Russian prior regime legacy.

|.A.4 Democratic and Incompletely Democratic Regimes

|.A.4.1 Democracy without Adjectives

Basing their discussion on recent debates about Latin American
politics, Collier and Levitsky (1997) have summarized the variety of
conceptual approaches used by scholars attempting to define, re-define and

refine the concept of democracy in order to understand processes of regime



Chapter | 18

change. If one seeks a definition of democracy ‘without adjectives’, these

authors advise to start with a minimalist definition encompassing the

maximum number of cases. Schumpeter's minimalist definition of

democracy (1976: 269) is: an institutional arrangement for arriving at political

decisions in which individuals acquire the power to decide by means of a

competitive struggle for the people’s vote. The definition implies two tests of

democracy:

1. that the leaders chosen through the struggle for votes have effective
political power;

2. that the struggle for votes should be competitive, that is, the outcome
should depend, at least in part, on the efforts of the participants.

For the purpose of this study, Schumpeter’s will be taken as the basic

definition of democracy ‘without adjectives,’ that is democracy in the most

general sense.

The guarantee of a ‘competitive struggle for the people’s vote’ is the
holding of free and fair elections. If the elections are not free or if they are
unfair, their competitiveness is impinged. There is a large political science
literature seeking to define the criteria of free and fair elections'. Without
going into an exegesis on these criteria, the following principles now
command widespread acceptance: 1) universal adult suffrage; 2) reasonable
equality in the value of votes (‘'one person, one vote’); 3) secrecy of the
ballot; 4) honest electoral administration, including accurate counting; 5) fair
adjudication of disputes; 6) freedom of voters from violence and intimidation;

7) equitable access to the means of political campaigning; 8) regularity of

elections; and 9) non-exclusion of effective political office from the elections.

In practice, these principles have been recognized by international

'3 Prominent contributions include those by Dahl (1956) and Mackenzie
(1958), as well as the edited volumes by Butler, et al. (1981) and by
Beetham (1994). Choe (1997: chapter 2) provides a review.
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agreements, which have provided the basis for election observation missions
In various parts of the world. For example, the OSCE Copenhagen
Document of 1990 affirms ‘free elections that will be held at reasonable
intervals by secret ballot or by equivalent free voting procedure, under
conditions which ensure in practice the free expression of the opinion of the
electors in the choice of their representatives’ (OSCE 1990: Art. 5.1). Within
the category of free and fair elections, there is a great deal of variation in the

way In which votes are converted into seats by the electoral system.

Both Korea and Russia today are democracies ‘without adjectives’ in
terms of the Schumpeterian definition. Both hold competitive elections to
choose the president and the members of the national parliament. The
OSCE has consistently rated Russia’s elections as ‘free’ if not entirely fair,
and, in its reports on the 2000 presidential and 1999 Duma elections noted
consistent improvement in the standard of electoral administration
(OSCE/ODIHR 2000a: 2; OSCE/ODIHR 2000b: 2). Assessments of Korea’s
elections since 1988 have equalled or exceeded the Russian standard
(Morriss 1996; Choe 1997; Jaung 2000). In neither country are there

reserved domains’ where the right to govern does not belong to the elected

government.

However, many scholars regard free elections as a necessary but not
sufficient condition for democracy. Russia today presents an example of a
regime in which the competitive struggle for votes takes place in a context
with only very poor provision of political rights and civil liberties. This leads
some authors to ask whether Russia is a ‘soft authoritarian’ regime (Bova
1998: 181; Sautman 1995). Freedom House rates Russia as unfree (with a
score of 5) but Korea as free (with a score of 2) (Freedom House 2001: 14).
Scholars have criticized the use of the term ‘democracy’ to describe regimes
without effective guarantees of political rights and civil liberties, using the

pejorative labels ‘electoralism’ (Karl 1986) or ‘the electoralist fallacy’ (Linz &
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Stepan 1996: 4). They prefer to use more general terms such as ‘electoral
regime’ (Petras & Leiva 1994) for Schumpeter's minimalist concept of
democracy. Nevertheless, in terms of the minimalist concept, Russia is

democratic, whereas other countries in the Former Soviet Union such as

Belarus and Uzbekistan are not.

Working from definitions of democracy advanced by Dahl (1971)",
Sartori (1962) and Schumpeter (1976), Linz (1975: 182f) defined democratic
regimes as those in which citizens are able to formulate their political
preferences through the use of basic freedoms of association, information
and speech for the purpose of free competition between leaders to validate
at regular intervals and by non-violent means their claim to govern. While
this definition narrows the range of cases called ‘democratic’ by requiring the
provision of basic freedoms well as specifying that elections should be non-
violent, the standards expected are unspecified. How much electoral
violence is too much”? When does uneven law enforcement or the
harassment of particular activists shade in to the systematic denial of political
rights? These are some of the issues which Linz's (1975) definition of

democracy leaves unresolved.

|.LA.4.2 Complete democracy

Working on post-communist regimes, Rose, Mishler and Haerpfer
(1998: 33) put forward additional criteria of ‘complete’ democracy in order to
draw attention to three inter-related elements which earlier definitions take
for granted but which are necessary for a regime to qualify as democratic in
the fullest sense. These are: accountability, the rule of law and civil society.

The addition of these three elements is a form of conceptual innovation

4 Dahl (1971) coined the term ‘polyarchy’ to describe real-world

democracies, but other authors have reverted to the older term.
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which Collier and Levitsky (1997: 442) call precising.” The aim of such
innovation is to create a more useful concept in a context where democracy

without adjectives’ appears to encompass too many cases.

I.LA.4.2.1 Accountability

Free and fair elections, combined with the non-exclusion of effective
offices from electoral competition, provide a certain minimal level of
accountability of the rulers to the ruled (Rose, Mishler & Haerpfer 1998: 35f).
Accountability is a broad concept which embraces different institutions under
different regimes, but it implies at a minimum one or more of the following:
'subjecting power to the threat of sanctions; obliging it to be exercised in
transparent ways; and forcing it to justify its acts’ (Schedler 1999: 14). From
this one may derive a definition of electoral accountability requiring the
satisfaction of one or more of the following criteria: the elections offer the
possibility of removing rulers from office and replacing them with alternative

candidates; election campaigns force rulers to justity and explain their

policies to voters; and electoral administration, in particular the vote count, Is

transparent.

The three elements of party systems, electoral systems, and voting
patterns are in constant interaction and are sources of reciprocal influence
each upon the other (Duverger 1964: 381; Mainwaring & Scully 1995a; Rose
& Munro 2003; Sartori 1976). As Duverger (1964: 372f) pointed out, the
articulation of public opinion to the authorities which classical doctrines of
representation hold to be the job of elected deputies, is subject to a primary
mediating influence from the party system, which provides the ‘menu’ of
choices available to the voters. If the choices offered on the menu are
unfamiliar, then voters have only a limited possibility of holding rulers to
account through the ballot box. Unfamiliarity can result from discontinuity In

the regime, as when free elections are reintroduced after a long gap, or

when the pre-existing parties have been abolished. But it can also occur
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when the regime is stable, but elites fail to supply a consistent menu of

parties from one election to the next. Various criteria are available to
measure the institutionalization of party systems'®, but changing parties are
only one source of uncertainty. Rose and Munro (2003: chapter five) equate
Institutionalization of electoral competition with the process of arriving at a
stable equilibrium amongst the three elements of the supply of parties, the
electoral system, and the behaviour of voters. Stable equilibrium implies a
balance between supply and demand, in which the rules of the game change
ittle over time, the same parties compete at successive elections and votes
change only a few percentage points from one election to the next (Rose &
Munro 2003: 71). An alternative scenario is dynamic equilibrium, where the
rules and the supply of parties are stable but changing popular demands
create a substantial change in votes between parties, signalling periodic
'shake-ups, In which parties must adapt to remain competitive. A structural
disequilibrium occurs when the supply of parties and/or the rules of the game
change substantially from one election to the next, forcing voters to alter their
behaviour. Electoral competition under conditions of structural disequilibrium
IS not institutionalized. Moving from structural disequilibrium to a dynamic
equilibrium or to a stable equilibrium enhances the prospects of achieving
genuine electoral accountability, since it maximizes the chances that citizens
will face structured, comprehensible choices at election time, in which both
incumbents and opposition parties may be punished or rewarded through the

ballot box according to their performance in relation to voters’ demands.

5 See, for example, Mainwaring and Scully (1995b: 1) whose criteria for
democratic party system institutionalization emphasize stability in party
competition, legitimacy of the electoral process, parties having ‘roots’ in
society and stable rules and structures for party organizations. Randall and
Svasand (2002: 7f) have suggested the following criteria: continuity of
parties, their mutual acceptance of each other as legitimate competitors,

their autonomy from the state and a degree of public trust in them.
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|.LA.4.2.2 Rule of law

Discussions of the rule of law often start with the Weberian concepts
of bureaucratic administration and ‘modernity’. In the Weberian sense,
‘becoming modern’ means embracing the practices of rational-bureaucratic
administration, defined as the exercise of control by means of technical
knowledge (Weber 1966: 333-40). For Weber, the characteristics of modern
bureaucracy are as follows. Firstly, officials are subject to impersonal
discipline rather than owing personal loyalty to their superiors. Secondly,
their duties are legally defined. Thirdly, officials enter into a free contract
with their employer. Fourthly, initial appointment depends on technical

qualifications, and advancement depends on seniority or achievement.
Finally, remuneration is normally in the form of a fixed salary, and duties are
sufficiently onérous to constitute a full-time career. According to Weber's
theory of modernity, in large scale societies, bureaucratic administration is a

necessary, but not sufficient, condition for the rule of law.

The rule of law facilitates the transparency of political processes.
However, the idea, if not the practice, of the rule of law is much older than
contemporary notions of transparency, and older, too, than modernity. |t
goes back at least as far as Aristotle’®. While this is not the place for an
excursus on the origins of the rule of law, it is worth recalling that the concept
has Medieval roots, too, in Germanic laws, and in struggles by aristocrats

and parliaments to limit the king's powers of arbitrary action. It finds

expression in the writings of Enlightenment authors, and in the constitution of
the United States. Following Friedrich (1968: 319), Franck (2001: 169), as
well as scholars formulating definitions of democracy (Linz & Stepan 1996:

10, 14: Rose, Mishler & Haerpfer 1998: 32f), the present author defines the

‘rule of law’ as a situation in which:

16 See The Politics (Aristotle 1947: Book IV, ch.4).
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1. an independent judiciary prevents unconstitutional, llegal and
arbitrary actions by the executive and the legislature;

2. law establishes a hierarchy of norms, so that the constitution sets
boundaries for the content of ordinary laws and these in turn limit legal
statutes of lesser weight;

3. as a consequence of the establishment of order through laws, citizens

benefit from a certain level of predictability in everyday life.

An ideal-type corresponding to the rule of law is the law-based state,
the Rechtstaat (Linz 1975: 117; Rose, Mishler & Haerpfer 1998: 32f). In a
Rechtstaat, the government grounds its actions in written laws rather than in
arbitrary desires or ambitions of its personnel. Formal rules rather than
iInformal norms control the activities of bureaucrats. Allocations of goods,
services, or any other tradeable benefits by the government are effective.
Because outcomes are predictable in terms of predetermined policy, it is
possible to achieve incremental improvements. That is, by a process of trial
and error it is possible to identify and to implement policies which benefit the
state or the society as a whole. Thus, quite apart from facilitating the
transparency of electoral administration, the rule of law is the sine qua non of
an efficient feedback mechanism in the policy process. Without such a
feedback mechanism, not only is the accountability of rulers to the citizens
Impaired by inaccurate signals, but also the government itself has only very

approximate means of controlling the machinery of state.

.LA.4.2.3 Civil society

The term civil society, like rule of law, is venerable. The modern
usage places civil society between the family and the state, and shares
positive idealistic connotations with civilization and civility. Following Cohen
and Arato (1992: ix), the present author defines civil society as: a public
sphere between official and private life in which a range of self-organizing

autonomous associations pursue their interests within a framework of law
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which guarantees personal and group liberties'. It follows from this
definition that a minimal standard in the rule of law. sufficient to guarantee
personal and group liberties, is a pre-requisite for the existence of civil

socliety. If all legal means of participating in public life are blocked, or if the

state does not tolerate autonomous organizations, civil society ceases to
exist as such. To some extent, autonomous social movements may replace
an absent civil society'. However, social movements come in a variety of
forms, not all of which belong in the realm of civil society. For example,
Bolshevism began as a social movement, but having secured control of the

state, Bolsheviks showed no respect for either personal or group liberties nor

for the framework of existing Russian laws.

It also follows from the definition that the relationship between the
state and civil society is of a particular kind, which Giugni and Passy (1998:
85ff) call ‘conflictual co-operation’. This means that while the state and civil
society organizations may at times have divergent interests, they seek to
resolve their differences without attempting to destroy, overthrow or de-
legitimize one another. They have a shared interest in seeking compromises
acceptable to both sides. Thus, while civil society organizations may pursue
a non-violent campaign of ‘civil disobedience’, they do not resort to armed
struggle. Similarly, civil society cannot exist if the state routinely resorts to

illegal violence to overcome opposition to its policies.

" Weigle's (2000) definition is similar; for her civil society is ‘the seli-
organization of society in a public realm, bounded by a shared set of norms,
whereby individuals and groups pursue personal and collective interests N
freely constituted organizations in the context of a rule of law that regulates

interactions and mediates interests.’

8 Gusfield (1968: 445) defined social movements as ‘socially shared

demands for change in some aspect of the social order.
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Civil society organizations serve two main functions in a democratic
regime (Cohen & Arato 1992: 18-23; Linz & Stepan 1996: 14). Firstly, they
help to organize the generation and regeneration of a political elite sharing a
consensus on democratic procedures. Sometimes they do this by engaging
directly in the formation of political parties, and sometimes they do it through
Indirect provision of support to political actors, for example, by providing
finances, training, or information. Both activities are characteristic of the
emergence of competitive party politics in Western Europe (Lipset & Rokkan
1967). Secondly, civil society organizations provide continuous feedback to
governments, usually through the legislature but also through other legal
forms of influence and representation. In the process, citizens exercise
political rights and generate new ideas through debate. Feedback from civil
society includes both positive ideas and criticism, and may provide the
authorities with necessary expertise in particular policy areas. The various
forms of give-and-take between the authorities and civil society supplement
the relatively crude accountability provided by periodic elections, and thus

civil society is necessary to the completion of democracy.

Some authors prefer a broader definition of civil society, stripped of
idealistic associations. Shlapentokh (1989: 6ff), for example, defines ‘civil
society’ as a ‘third level’ in a four-level hierarchical model of society
consisting of the individual at the bottom, primary groups such as the family
second, civil society third and the state at the apex. While it is useful to
break society into analytic categories, this author does not agree with
Shlapentokh when he writes (1989: 6): ‘Class struggle and civil war are
elements of civil society...” Shlapentokh seeks to define civil society in a
‘value-neutral’ way so that it includes all group activities which are neither
conducted by the state, nor at the level of primary groups. However, it Is not
clear how civil society then differs from society in the most general sense. In
sum. it makes little sense to conceive of civil society as merely a sphere for

autonomous organizations acting without regard to laws or liberties.
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Because accountability, the rule of law and civil society are necessary
to the ‘completion’ of democracy, this author follows Rose, Mishler and
Haerpfer (1998: 33), in defining a ‘complete democracy’ as one in which:

1. there are free and fair elections to choose the government of the day;

2. the government is accountable to the populace through representative
Institutions such as political parties and a national parliament:

3. the government’s powers are limited by the rule of law; and

4. civil soclety exists free of government control.

Other scholars, including Linz, have advanced similar definitions in
recent years, though using a different vocabulary. In addition to the four
elements listed above, Linz and Stepan (1996: 13-4) add another criterion to
the definition of what they call ‘modern consolidated’ democracy'® — that
there must be what they call an ‘economic society’ organized on the basis of
an institutionalized market — on the grounds that without such an economic
society the autonomy of civil society cannot exist. In the opinion of this
author and others (Schmitter & Karl 1991: 86-7; Rose, Mishler & Haerpfer
1998: 32f) inserting ‘market institutionalization’ in the definition of

democratization risks overloading the concept of democracy with too much

cargo.

As argued below in Chapter Two, although both Korea and Russia
hold free and inclusive elections, they exhibit weak representative
institutions, and this renders the accountability of government problematic.
Both countries have problems in ensuring the rule of law, though Russia's

deficiencies are greater in this regard. In addition, Russia is distinguished by

a very weak civil society.

% As mentioned above, the concept of ‘consolidated democracy’ or

‘democratic consolidation’ is the subject of detailed discussion in Chapter Six

of this thesis.
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|.A.4.3 Incomplete democracy

This author uses the term ‘incomplete democracy’ to refer to regimes
holding free elections to choose the persons occupying effective political
office but which do not show all of the three remaining characteristics of

complete democracy, namely accountability of rulers to the ruled, the rule of

law and a civil society free of government control. These regimes are

democracies ‘without adjectives’ in terms of the Schumpeterian definition,

but they are not complete democracies.

In an incomplete democracy which has only recently come into
existence, behaviours conducive to the rule of law, a civil society and the
maintenance of democratic accountability often appear novel. The
achievement of complete democracy requires changes in behaviour at both
elite and mass level. Such change is not merely difficult, but an object of
political contention. Concepts such as rule of law or civil society, which are
part of the definition of complete democracy, do not always readily take root

in a new context. The nature of that context depends in large part on the

legacy of the prior regime.

|LA.5 Types of Undemocratic Regimes

Undemocratic regimes are, for the purpose of this study, those
regimes which fail to meet the Schumpeter’s (1976: 269) minimalist test of
democracy: that is, they are those regimes in which leaders acquire the
power to govern by means other than a competitive struggle for the people’s
vote. For example, government changes hands by coup d'etat, or in a
conclave of ruling party functionaries which ignores outside opinion.
Alternatively, elections are held but the results are falsified. Yet another
variant is where election results are tallied accurately, but opposition parties
are subject to systematic harassment or discrimination which prevents them
from competing effectively. The differences among undemocratic regimes

are not just differences in degree but differences In type.
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|.A.5.1 Totalitarinanism and Post-totalitarianism

Linz (1979) offered the definitive political typology of undemocratic
regimes. According to his definition (1975: 191-2; 1996: 40-2), totalitarian
regimes exhibit:

1. a single central monopoly of power which excludes, by coercion, co-
option and infiltration, even a limited pluralism of institutions or
groups;

2. an ‘exclusive, autonomous and more or less intellectually elaborate’
ideology with which the rulers exert domination over subjects:

3. continuous mobilization of citizens through a single party or its
subsidiaries in efforts to achieve collective political, social and
economic goals;

4. undefined limits on the top leader’s power, which often has a
charismatic basis, leading to unpredictability and insecurity amongst

the ruling elite and society at large.

By pluralism, Linz means both plurality of and competition between
representatives of divergent interests. Its opposite is ‘monism’, the absence
of plurality of interests and competition amongst them. Thus he writes
concerning totalitarian regimes: ‘... Whatever pluralism of institutions or
groups exists derives its legitimacy®” from [the] centre, is largely mediated by
it, and is mostly a political creation rather than an outgrowth of the dynamics
of the pre-existing society’ (Linz 1975: 191). Fainsod (1963: chapters 6-7)
and Friedrich and Brzezinski (1965: 9-10) also emphasize the centralized
monopoly of power by a single party as a defining characteristic of
totalitarianism. Arendt (1963: 395ff) emphasizes its ‘dual authority, the party

and the state’ and a quality she described as ‘shapelessness’ (1963: 398f),

or tendency to destroy structure.

20 | inz's definition of legitimacy comes from Weber (Linz 1978a: 16). See

further discussion of this concept below, in section |.A.6 of this chapter.
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Linz (1975: 267ff) contrasts ideologies, which are intellectually
elaborate, comprehensive in offering a world view and often written, with
mentalities, which are simpler, less comprehensive, less elaborate and less
likely to be written down. The use of an elaborate Ideology to sustain a
vision of the total transformation of society forms part of Friedrich and

Brzezinski's (1965: 9-10) and Arendt's (1963: 471ff) descriptions of
totalitarianism.

Mobilization in a totalitarian regime is usually accompanied by intense
psychological pressure to express vociferous support for the regime and its
goals. For true believers, expressions of support are genuine, while for

others, they merely show a desire to conform or to ‘avoid trouble.’

The top leader in a totalitarian regime, who has the power to do
almost anything to those around him, often becomes the centre of a
personality cult.” Stalin, Hitler and Mao Zedong used their personal

charisma and unrestricted power to create this type of cult around

themselves.

Linz (1975: 193, 217ff) argues that in totalitarian regimes, the
commitment to ideology, the desire for monopolistic control, and the fear of
losing power account for a proclivity towards terror, especially within the elite.
He cites Dallin and Breslauer’'s (1970: 1) definition of terror as ‘the arbitrary
use by organs of the political authority of severe coercion against individuals
or groups, the credible threat of such use or the arbitrary extermination of
such individuals or groups.’” This definition of terror will serve the purposes of

the present stuady.

However, contrary to the characterization of totalitarianism advanced
by Friedrich and Brzezinski (1965: 9-10; ), by Arendt (1963: 466f), and by

Fainsod (1963: 421f), Linz does not consider that mass terror is necessary
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for a regime to ‘qualify’ as totalitarian. There are two reasons for this. Firstly,
terror has existed In non-totalitarian regimes also, and on a large scale?'.
Secondly, It Is possible to conceive, at least hypothetically, of a regime
having all the totalitarian characteristics listed in the definition above without
terror. Such a situation would be possible if the totalitarian regime’s goals

commanded widespread support, obviating the need for coercion to ensure

mass mobilization.

That said, given a regime that does use terror, if that regime is also
totalitarian, Linz (1975: 218) argues that its terror is likely to take on certain
characteristics, including: unprecedented scale, disregard for legal
procedures, publicity accompanying terror, such as show trials, extension of
terror even to the elite, punishment of relatives along with the accused,
punishment according to the perceived intent or the characteristics of the
accused, and continuation of terror long after the regime has consolidated.

While one can exclude terror from the definition of totalitarianism, one cannot

exclude totalitarianism from the history of terror.

After Stalin’s death in March 1953, and, symbolically, after the 20th
Party Congress in February 1956, when Khrushchev denounced Stalin’s

‘mistakes’, the Soviet Union diverged from the totalitarian model as ideal-
type, leading a new generation of scholars to seek to revise or replace the

concept of totalitarianism to more accurately reflect the changed realities

2" The use of terror is common in regimes, which Linz and Stepan (Linz
1975: 259; Linz & Stepan 1996: 51f), following Weber (1966: 347), call
‘sultanistic,” characterizing them in terms of the fusion of private and public
activities by the ruler, the reliance for authority on personal relations with him
(rarely her), a low level of political pluralism, the absence of guiding ideology,

and little public mobilization in pursuit of regime goals. Linz's (1975: 217)

example is Trujillo’s regime in the Dominican Republic.
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(Azrael 1968: 69-75; Cocks 1970; Hough & Fainsod 1979: 522-9: Kassof
1969; Linz 1975: 336-50; Skilling 1970: 223ff). Kassof (1969: 154), for
example, coined the term ‘administrative totalitarianism’ to describe the total
coordination of society's activities in the name of ideology without reliance on
the ‘gross irrationality’ of mass terror. Skilling (1970) called attention to the
differentiation of communist systems according to the degree of official
tolerance of the articulation of diverse or even conflicting interests by social
groups. Hough (1977: 24ft) used the term ‘institutional pluralism’ to describe
the direction in which Soviet politics was moving in the post-Stalin era,
although the term ‘pluralism’ usually implies much more free articulation of
interests than the Soviet regime was prepared to allow (Skilling 1970: 215).
To describe Soviet-type systems after Stalin, Linz (1975: 336) coined the
term ‘post-totalitarian’, not because it made these systems appear somehow

more acceptable, but because he was explicitly concerned with the legacy of

the totalitarian regime and with the dynamics of its successor-type.

Like other communists, Soviet leaders of the post-Stalin era were
ideologically committed to the eventual transformation of society from a
condition of socialism under one-party dictatorship into the ideal condition,
communism, where the state would whither away and people would govern
themselves. However they did not anticipate that this transformation woulad
come any time soon. Society as a whole was not ‘worked up’ into a state of

excitement in anticipation of the millennial change.

According to Linz (1975: 336ff; Linz & Stepan 1996: 42-51), a post-
totalitarian regime is characterized by:
1. a single central monopoly of power, which nevertheless tolerates
some internal debate amongst the party and technocrats and resorts

to the use of formal structures and procedures in order to resolve
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conflicts?*:

2. the continued use of an exclusive and elaborate ideology to exert
domination over subjects and to structure policy, but in a way which
de-emphasizes literal interpretations of the ideology to allow rational
consideration of a range of options limited by certain doctrinal
orthodoxies?®’;

3. continued mobilization of citizens through a single party to achieve

collective goals, but in a routinized way which emphasizes the need to
achieve a minimum degree of conformity and compliance, not
revolutionary transformation®:

4 Changes in leadership style characterized by the process which
Weber (1966: 363-/73) called the ‘routinization of charisma,’ including
the substitution of established procedures for direct and personal

relations with the leader as a basis for legitimation.

The post-totalitarian regime has transformed itself from a totalitarian
regime into its successor type by resorting to bureaucratic or statutory
procedures to settle conflicts. It has diversified the apparatus of coercion,
perhaps so that one coercive group balances the power of another. To
make decisions, it requires consultation amongst different leaders, even

including non-political experts.

22 On interest groups and the regulation of conflict amongst them within the
Soviet regime, see also Brown (1974: chapter 3), Skilling (1970) and the
articles in Skilling & Griffiths (1971).

25 On the role of ideology in the USSR, see also Barghoorn and Remington
(1986: 54ff), Cocks (1970); and Kassof (1969).

24 On mobilization and participation, see also Barghoorn & Remington (1986:
chapter 4), Hough (1977: chapter 4), Hough ana Fainsod (1979: chapter 8)

and White (1979: 87-99).
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In a post-totalitarian regime, politics has begun to be less
ideologically-driven and more oriented towards meeting the need of the
society for everyday government. The role of ideology is more and more to
provide a formal rationale for the regime’s existence, and less and less to

provide practical guidance for state policy.

Some institutions and procedures of mass mobilization are still in
place, but the former psychological intensity and urgency of mobilization is
gone. If under the totalitarian regime, ordinary people put great energy into
their participation in political meetings and discussions, whether out of
genuine enthusiasm or out of fear of being seen not to be enthusiastic, in a
post-totalitarian regime, while attendance at such meetings may still be
obligatory, there is no need for ordinary people to exert themselves.
Surreptitiously, they may feign participation or ‘sneak oft’ from officially

sanctioned events or gatherings.

The leadership of a post-totalitarian regime is often collective, and
usually un-charismatic. The personality of the top leader does not become
the object of a popular cult. If the leader assumes too much personal power,

his henchmen are liable to cut him down to size, or depose him.

|.A.5.2 Authoritarianism and Bureaucratic-Military Authoritarianism

Authoritarian regimes are defined as political systems having (Linz

1975: 264; Linz & Stepan 1996: 44f):

1. limited, not responsible,’ political pluralism;
2. no elaborate or comprehensive guiding ideology;
3. no continuous process of mobilization of citizens, that is, any

mobilization is sporadic;
4. a leadership which exercises power within formally ill-defined limits

which are nevertheless predictable, even if not always rule-bound.

By ‘limited, not responsible, political pluralism’ Linz (1975 2006) means
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that although autonomous organizations, including political ones, may be
tolerated in an authoritarian regime, rulers do not allow these groups to serve
as channels for political accountability of the regime to citizens. For

example, an opposition party may fight elections, but it is not allowed to win

them.

The absence of an elaborate ideology means that rulers are more
likely to make up the official state ideology ‘as they go along’ rather than
adhering to a codified, written belief system setting out ultimate goals.

Moreover, the leadership does not seek to impose its understanding of social

reality on everyone else.

Although mobilization may take place from time to time, it is likely to
serve particular purposes, such as national defence or rural development. It
IS also likely to be sporadic, as when a ruling party mobilizes its supporters in
order to secure a majority of seats in parliament during an election. |t is less
likely to be comprehensive, as the regime does not seek to transform society

as a whole.

The leadership may issue decrees and edicts on any matter, but since
they see the preserve of government as possessing natural limits, there Is
some predictability in what they do. Once the public understands the

leadership’s goals and mentality, avoiding trouble with the authorities is

relatively easy.

The type definition of authoritarianism takes its characteristics from
undemocratic regimes in Southern Europe, Central and Eastern Europe
before World War Il, and Latin America. An example of an authoritarian

regime which was not military was Korea under Syngman Rhee (1948-1960).

Rhee kept himself in power by holding manipulated elections and
intimidating his opponents (Cumings 1997: 215ff, 223f, Croissant 2002: 2377;
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Han 1974: chapter 2: Henderson 1968: 153-68). His was a corrupt regime

which did not succeed in generating economic development. Its principal
achievement was to carry through a programme of land reform, which it did
so somewhat reluctantly®. Following a student revolt partially inspired by
blatant election rigging in 1960, Prime Minister Chang Myon?’ took charge
of the government, establishing a parliamentary regime under the so-called
Second Republic. The Chang Myon regime failed to consolidate (Han 1974),

and was brought to an end by Major General Park Chung-hee’s military coup
on May 16, 1961.

According to Linz (1975: 285ff), a bureaucratic-military authoritarian

regime Is an authoritarian regime in which a coalition dominated by army

officers and bureaucrats:

1. establishes control of government, co-opting or excluding other
groups In a pragmatic way and;

2. makes no effort to either commit to a specific ideology or to mobilize

the population through a mass single party.

* The National Assembly passed the main land reform legislation in 1949
under American pressure, but the government dragged its feet with
Implementation until North Korea overran most of the South in 1950, and
began encouraging peasants to seize land for themselves. After UN and
South Korean forces rolled back the Northern army, the Rhee regime found
that the power of the landed class in the countryside was broken, and the

Americans were not willing to restore it (Cumings 1997: 270t, 301%)

6 Rhee ran unopposed in the presidential election that year, but the result

was subsequently declared null and volid.

?7 Following Korean convention, Chang’s surname comes first, followed by
his given name. Most Koreans have two given names, separated in this text
by a hyphen, as in Chun Doo-hwan. Syngman Rhee is an exception to both

rules. Korean authors are cited in their own preferred format.
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The role, nature and number of tolerated political parties varies
amongst bureaucratic-military authoritarian regimes. The leadership
sometimes creates a government-sponsored single party for the purpose of
winning unfree elections, but the party tends not to play a powerful and
autonomous role in politics. It sometimes dispenses with parties altogether,
but more often it will create a ‘ruling party’ to control the legislature. It then
allows some degree of competition amongst other ‘acceptable’ parties so
long as such competition does not lead to changes in government. The
mechanisms for controlling competition include manipulation of the electoral
law to provide ‘reserved’ seats for appointed candidates, and varying

combinations of intimidation, bribery and falsification of election results to

provide government majorities in non-reserved seats.

Bureaucratic-military authoritarian regimes often seek to uphoid their
legitimacy by manipulating constitutional formulae modelled on liberal
democracy. If external political pressures require them to appear
democratic, they may partially civilianize the administration or require career

officers to quit the military before taking government posts.

Park Chung-hee’s Third Republic (1961-1