3. HISTORICAL SEQUENCES
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One can conceive of! historical processes as having two as-__.

i

ions.of 2 zegime and the way.in.which..

om:m& question: the specific

pects relevant to our
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The Path to Polyarchy

Does the sequence matter? ' Are some sequences more
likely than others to lead to mutual security and thus to
facilitate the shi a more polyarchal regime? The two
figures introduced in the last chapter to represent the {wo
dimensions of democratization with which we are concerned
allow, of course, for an infinite number of paths. History
has traced out some of these. But even if one were to limit
his imagination by history and common sense, he would
surely discover and invent more paths than anyone could
deal with. A modest concern for a reasonably parsimonious

and manageable theory impels me to try for a narrower

1. This is also the central question in Barrington Moore, Jr., Social
Origins of Dictatorship and Demacracy>-Lard dnd- Peasant in the
Making_of .the Modern_World (Boston: Beacon Press, 1966). How-
ever, as the subtitle suggests, Moore is concerned with different
variables and longer historical sequences. Moreover, he chooses to
ignore the experience of smaller countries on grounds I find unper-

suasive (p. xiii).
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focus. Let me begin, then, by, considering only, three. possible w \ ’m!

m,mmrm to polyarchy:

L. Liberalizatio ,m.a..moumm.éﬁm?m?onmw‘,m,w

. A Aclosed hegemony increases opportunities for pub-
lic contestation and thus is transformed into a oon\uwm,amé

oligarchy.

B. The competitive oligarchy is then transformed into
of the regime.

/W olyarchy by increasing the inclusiven
- . Inclusiveness prece iberalizati
- A S14e o g N AwAﬂ,,.Mu a@w;_wwmwm%ﬁ - W

~A. A closed hegemony becomes inclusive,

B. The ,._,unw.um?m hegemony is then transformed into_ a

pol mnnmxv@g..mﬁmnm,wwmww opportunities for public contestation.
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FIGURE 3.1 Some Paths to Polyarchy

These three paths are represented in figure 3.1. The first

is a fair approximation of the paths taken by England and
by Sweden.* The second is roughly the path taken by Ger-
many from the Empire to Weimar. The third is roughly the
2. Their paths were of course not nearly as schematic as the diagram

suggests. For example, until the effects on the suffrage of the Reform
Act of 1832 began to be felt, in many constituencies the candidates

t} A closed hegemony is abruptl
e+ CLORCC RCGEMONY 15 abruptly transformed
a’polyarchy by a sudden grant of universal suffrage and w
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path taken in France from 1789 to 1792 (although given
various restrictions on voting and the freedom to organize
the terminus would perhaps be more accurately described
as umm?wo_wﬁogv.w

put forward by the notables won without being contested in the
election. “Of the 22 towns with over 1000 voters, eleven went to
the poll in 1761; of the 22 towns with 500-1000 voters, twelve; while
of the remaining 201 English constituencies only 18: ie., more than
half of the larger boroughs were contested, and about one in ten of
all the other constituencies.” Sir Lewis Namier, The Structure of
Politics at the Accession of George 111 (London: MacMillan, 1961),
p. 83. As late as 1830, elections in the counties usually went un-
contested: “In the forty counties of England and Wales there were in
1830 only nine contests, the same number as in 1820; and in 1831
there were eleven, one more than in 1826. In most counties the great
landowners nominated the candidates, very often by agreement among
themselves so as to avoid the axmgmﬂ.%n a contested election and the
disturbance of the peace of the county.” Sir Ivor Jemnings, Party
Politics (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1961), p. 81. Even
in 1833, when the first election under the Reform Act occurred, there
were no contests in nearly one third of the constituencies. Ibid., p. 84,
n 1.

3. About 60% of the adult males had the right to vote under the
electoral law of 1789. Under a system of indirect election these
“active citizens” chose delegates who in turn elected the deputies.
Although the figure is in dispute, probably not more than 45% of the
adult males could qualify as delegates. Cf. R. R. Palmer, The Age
of the Democratic Revolution: The Challenge (Princeton: Princeton
University Press, 1959), appendix V, pp. 522 ff., and Peter Campbell,
French Electoral Systems and Elections, 1789-1957 (London: Faber
and Faber, 1958), pp. 50-57. The electoral law of 1792, under which
the Convention was elected, introduced manhood suffrage, though
it retained indirect elections; the Constitution of 1793 provided for
universal manhood suffrage, but that constitution was never applied.
“At all elections in this period large numbers of electors did not vote.
In 1792 only 700,000 of the national electorate of 7,000,000 voted.
In the referenda on the successive constitutions between one-third
and five-sixths of the electorate abstained. Under the Republic cor-
ruption, fraud, intimidation, and violence were practised by the candi-
dates of all factions and their supporters . . . electors with the
wrong views were prevented from voting; citizens who might have the
wrong views were disfranchised.” Campbell, p. 57. Moreover, the Le
Chapelier Law prohibited economic organizations of workers (and
also in principle if not in practice, of entrepreneurs and merchants).
Val R. Lorwin, The French Labor Movement (Cambridge: Harvard
University Press, 1954), p. 4.
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Probably the commonest s
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quence among the older and

b s R

K_wboHo;m\ﬁwE polyarchies has been some approximation of
it st path; that is, competitive politics preceded expansion

in_participation.* As a result, the rules, the.practices, .and

g S Vi ey g P
the culture of competitivg, pelitics. deyeloped. first. among a
Small elite/ and the critical transition from nonparty pelitics

N e e o TR 3l A

to party competition also occurred initially within_the re-
e ZPTON : - st o TS RN . LT AR

strictéd”group. Although this transition was rarely an easy

severity of conflict was restrained by ties of friendship,.fam-
ily, interest, class, and ideology that pervaded the restrigted
group of notables who dominated the political life of the
country. Later, as additional social strata were admitted into
politics they were more easily socialized into the norms and
practices of competitive politics already developed among
the elites, and generally they accepted many if not all of the
mutual guarantees evolved over many generations. As a

 consequence neither the nmewer strata nor the incumbents
the costs

A

who were threatened with displacement felt that th
o ToTeTlion were 50 high as to outwelgh the costs of o
pression, particularly since repression would entail the de-
struction of a well-developed system of mutual security.

HIWwwﬁnmgomem are more. mwnwm.wbmmy and for the same

R g ey e,

—+= reason: to arfive at”a Vjable system of mutual security is a

4. Obviously this capsule description ignores variations that in another
context would be vital for explaining differences in contemporary
European systems—the party systems, for example. The most ex-
tensive analysis of which I am aware of the different historical paths
of European countries and their political consequences is to be found
in the work of Stein Rokkan. Cf. his “The Comparative Study of
Political Participation,” in A. Ranney, ed., Essays on the Behavioral
Study of Politics (Urbana: University of Hlinois Press, 1962), pp.
45-90; “Mass Suffrage, Secret Voting, and Political Participation,”
Arch. Eur. Sociol. 2 (1961): 132-52; “Cleavage Structures, Party
Systems, and Voter Alignments” (with S, M. Lipset), in Stein Rokkan
and Seymour Martin Lipset, eds., Party Systems and Voter Align-
ments (New York: The Free Press, 1967), pp. 1-64; and “The Struc-
turing of Mass Politics in the Smaller European Democracies: A
Developmental Typology” (Paper presented to the International
Political Science Association, Brussels, September 1967).
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difficult matter at best; the greater the number of people and

s e a4 Gk i il BRI . 2RI s S NS Ma

the variety and disparity of interests involved, the more d
Tolerance )

cult the task and the greater the time required. ‘Toletane
and “mutual rity are more likely to develop among a

stall elite wmw.aum similar _perspectives than among a large

and he erogeneous collection of leaders representing social \¢

Strats wilh Widely Varying g, nierests, and outlooks. This
is why the first path is more likely than the other two to
produce stable transformations away from hegemony toward
polyarchy. The¢third patly drastically shortens the time for
learning complex skills and understandings and for arriving™
at what may be extremely subtle system of mutual se-
curity. The(econd wﬁw;m@m&m@m that the system of mutual
security be worked out, not wjthin a small and relatively
Rothogencois clite, but among spokesmen who reflect’

e, et B bt ——

whofe spectrum 6f social strata and political perspectives
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the society, or at least in a broad part.

There seem to be few if any unambiguous cases in which
the shortcut has been successfully taken.® To be sure, in

S. The case of Denmark seems to be somewhat anomalous, though
I know too little about it to make a valid appraisal. Under the con-
stitution of 1665, the power of the monarch was absolute, and during
the next two centuries the country was ruled by a highly centralized
administration under the king. The July revolution of 1830 in
France persuaded the king to establish four provincial assemblies
for consultative purposes. Under the stimulus of the revolution of
1848, the monarch proclaimed a constitution that entrusted the
legislative power to the Rigsdag. Suffrage was granted to all men 30
years of age or older, except those working as servants and farm
helpers not having their own household, and those receiving or having
received poor relief. In this sense, Denmark did indeed take a short-
cut. However, voting for the lower house was in public, by show of
hands; that for the upper house was indirect, and under the constitu-
tion of 1866 the landowners and highly taxed citizens were given
preponderant influence in the upper chamber. Moreover, the mon-
arch refused to accept the principle that his ministers were responsible
to Parliament; after 1901 responsibility existed de facto and after
1915 de jure. The constitution of 1915 also established universal
suffrage for men and women 29 years of age and over, and abolished
the privileged suffrage for the upper chamber. Thus Denmark took
a shortcut in 1849 to a broad suffrage and a considerable increase in
opportunities for public contestation but delayed for half a century
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)

_ Italy, Germany, and Japan an existing hegemony was de-

-) stroyed by military conquest in the Second World War, and
> the hegemonic regime was replaced during the occupation
J that followed defeat by an inclusive polyarchy. But these are
highly ambiguous cases. For in all three countries, a transi-

tion to competitive politics had already been made before

the dictatorial seizure of power, and some of the older tra-
ditions of competitive politics reappeared after the destruc-

tion of the dictatorship. In Japan, the preservation of the
‘monarchy also helped to convey some tradftional Hom_cﬂwow

to the new regime of competitive politics. Moreover, in each

case the dictatorship was not destroyed from within but

/ from outside by o<9.€&ﬂ85m military defeat; the occupying

~ forces at least temporarily banned the spokesmen of the old

. dictatorship from public life, and for a few years they de-

i cided all the crucial mcomaoam For all these reasons, and
doubtless others, the new \.HomE:wm were not beset by fatal
conflicts over legitimacy mEmSm out of counterclaims set forth

by mwQWomBg for the old regime. ‘Nonetheless, these three

e

cases do ‘show that under cert n highly unusual ¢ :a:_gm

-~ Y [lan m,cncmwwfmﬁ;mﬂ.wmm‘uﬂ ﬁmMmHo,bw to wo_%mnnmw, ,Hmmw result in
D ‘8_32 Tepimes. The S Ay

; Vis also risky. When the suffrage is ex-
tended .&oxm Eo arts of ooBmoEZo wo_Eom have been

N, e san ot A G g,

mastered and ac e.mﬁa mm‘;w%camﬁn among the elites, the

ARV TS commann s P Wb b

search for a system omg BEE; :mamamam is rwaw to be com-

T Ryfryiry
s

on and time consuming. ISILION Ssob con-

ki

)

EQ erupts neither side can be hb,E&w confident. that it will
be safe to tolerate the 092 Because the rules of the polit-

ical mmBm are me,_mcocm "and the Hmm:_amow of oonoE_é
politics is weak, the costs of suppression may not _uwv n-

the final transition to the eighth institutional guarantee listed in table
1.1. The Danish political experience has been subjected to so little
systematic analysis that I am unclear as to how it bears on the
argument of this section.

e
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\/: ordinately high. s“danger)is, then, that before a system of
mutual maoﬁ_ﬁ% can be worked out among the contestants,

the emerging but precarious competitive regime will be dis-

placed by a hegemony aw%.?mumw%%%?%%,‘,

, dﬁgocmr ......... Jirst

it is not likely to be mouoioa E 9@ ?Ema me as we wm<o

m s Wl

gamogBOmﬁooa:Emm 2—9 _umm@wmoEo ,mm%m@iwﬂebﬂ.
S - AN ST
Hmmm% inclusive.

OEvN a rather small minority of countries
aacw the’ mamnmmm to more than 10 percent of their male
\ citizens, and probably no more than a half dozen traditional

monarchies or dictatorships have refused to grant the mcmnmmm .

jat all. Moreover, the suffrage seems to be more easily ex;

Iipanded ThAR. cRniTacisd; historically the process has typically
Kgg in one direction: once granted, it is rarely taken, away.
Num:m.ma respect, the oscillations in France from 1789 to 1848

| between a wide or universal manhood suffrage and a re-

M stricted electorate seem to be unusual. Even the few regimes

now existing that have not yet granted their citizens the
suffrage will probably not pursue the first path. For if de-

: mands for inclusion and liberalization begin to threaten Go

 regitie, the leadership will doubtless be fempted to make the /

-)
=2 |

.

<) owom-,m%xmmm.wﬁwm_oa Momwuw,_m. b mgnwmwmwm the sufl mmmmrmwmw
q cantelothe 1he Tegemony with- the symboldand.seme.of-1he
- fepitimacy. ot "demogracy—at litde cost, . initally,.to. the

leaders. :
s “The argument thus far can then be summarized in four
( propositions: onlable
; “The first path is more likely than the others to
the degree of mutual security required for a m@hﬁi e
public contestation.

2.)But the first path is no longer open to most countries

hegemonic H@msﬁm
~THence the liberalization of near-hegemonies will run

A e 5V SIS0 AT ma et nne e

a Sérious s risk of failure because oﬁ 90 &#EQ, under con-

Mt P

o SR

ditions of universal suffrage and mass politics, of working
out a system of B:Em_ securi ty.
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§¢U m #\Uﬂro risks of failure can be reduced, however, if steps|’ &

=) Does it matter how a competifive regime is inaugurated?

!
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toward Eunnmbnmcou are_accompanied by a_dedicated and| |/ -
oﬁmmwwmwmm. search for a viable system of Bw.wum_ mcmnmuﬁoam. bl

DHROPNTIRD S s dew i e pesrich <o

\\\.\\ixi . T s P
(_Inaugurating the Competitive Regim B

By@naugurafiond] mean the a lication of power, influence, <
/ pr_authority to introduce and to legitimize a regi —in this Aﬁh

case a competitive memBo. In this sense fngugur . em-
i e Gt S R S g L s e 0 g sl R g : i L]
phasizes fransitional processes that are, conceptually speak-
ing, somewhere between the paths to polyarchy that we

Have Just been concerned with and the maintenance of the

8 e Ak A T A Y e

regime after it has_been inauguriied."Although. the distinc-

tions between paths,\jniauguration, and maintenancé blur at .
the wam@w, the ,ooﬁommmﬁ inaugurationd"elps us ,mm.m.ooﬁm,\ﬁj |
an important element Ez@n development of competitive /

et v o i Exeeid

regimes. R . S0
) Qun@ of deciding whether inauguration matters)is to J

consider Sotte-0fThe mipc in which polyarchies

vt et AR PP A reaiptbmg o>

or near-polyarchies have been inaugurated in_the past. The

chief forms seem to be:

B Qw@ﬁ ini an aleady indépendent nation-state}

;

. .Hm% old regime is transformed by evolutionary
processes: the new regime is inaugurated by
incimbént leaders, who yield peacefully (more.
or less) to demands for changes and participate
in the inauguration of polyarchy or near-
polyarchy.
The old regime is transformed by revolution:

the new regime is inaugurated by revolutionary

leaders, who overthrow the old regime and
install a polyarchy or near-polyarchy.

-\
o

@
>

6. I am indebted to my oocmmmcm..,.urwb Linz for his insistence on
the relevance of the way in which a competitive regime is inaugurated.

2 A R e "
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[he old regime is transformed by military con-

e Rt

subject to another

<3 (ID)In a hitherto dependent country
state
/ the local population, whose leaders inaugurate
~3 / E. The old regime is transformed as a part of the
] the new Tegime is inaugurated by leaders of a

quést: after a military defeat, victorious occupy-
ing forces help inaugurate a polyarchy or near-
polyarchy.
AN
@ The old regime is transformed by evolutionary
, processes: the new regime is fostered among
) f polyarchy or near-polyarchy without a national
h .\ independence movement or serious struggle
! .against the colonial power.
\."siruggle for national independepce, in the course
of a “revolution” against the colonial power:
~, | national independence movement, who install
= #| polyarchy or near-polyarchy during or after a
succesful struggle for national independence.

Examples of the inauguration of polyarchies are given in

table 3.1.
Although the examples in table 3.1 show that there has

been_no_uniform process of inaugurating m,o,_%mﬂowmmmw they

. e

=) also suggest that the various alternatives may not be equally
AR

“~} | auspicious. A disproportionately large number of the stable
high-consensus polyarchies seem to have come about in the

(first way, by peaceful evolution within an already independent

natiop-state, or the fourth, by peaceful evolution within a

N S ENTIAT - ek it

mnmm«w@nmﬁ.noﬂbﬁQ.;o mowmo_ﬁ.,miww\_wp.mwmgmsﬁmﬁhomom?_
evolution is most likely to result in a polyarchy supported by

Wbt e - b e T g ‘ ,
v

a widespread sense of

ORI

peacefully(on” the “whole) -and. pacticip;

their consent is won, the legitimacy attac

legitimacy. ‘As the incumbents yicld
: ate_in_the changss,
ed 1. the previoys
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Table 3.1. Processes of Inaugurating Polyarchies

I <<=r5 an »r.mmmw annonanua umson.mﬁma

> wk o<o_=:oan E.Onnmmaj
Britain~"
Belgium
Chile
: Costa Rica
i Denmark
! Japan (Meiji Restoration to the 1930s)
Netherlands
Norway
, Sweden X
{ Switzerland
Uruguay

B. By collapse or revolutionary QmeoaBmE Om oE Sm_am
. FPrarce (1789-92, 1848, 1870)
.. Germany (1919)
; Austria, First Republic (1918)
¢ Spain (1931)

C. By E&E.,N conquestall following World War II)
; Austria, Second Republic
. German Federal Republic
 Italy

* Japan
II. Within a subject state .
D. By w<o_=s.o=mQ 038 wm

Australia
Canada

. Iceland

/ New Zealand

{ wE_GbEmm

\

mw<PMmm~ouw_ Smncmnaanom m:_-mm_//
Finland ™"
India
Ireland
Israel

| United States

wuooomm of peaceful change, so important to polyarchy,
in legitimacy.

By comparison with the first process, the, second--inaugu- tﬂ\ W

gains

e

i ration after the mgdw_” oozmwmo or 8<o€:onwnv~ overthrow
of the” old regime-—is Emnoﬁcoa in the three most notable
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~

| ; cases—the French Revolution, Weimar Germany, and the
fo_m ”‘M meEmv Hw@wc_urolﬁpmbgm@w oL collapse was followed by
) n unstable regime that soort g o.m,m;a:g, .,wkmo emony. Was

this rev Probably not, for where peaceful
levolution cannot L or aoom not take place and Tevolution occurs,

¢ acriat o A AN oG 3 Tt

N,U € QEWO% Om AUO ﬁ@i HOMEH—O um EO&Q
IS e

Fm ry inaugural by
the new legitimates 9@ Tse of Tevoluti n against itself. The -

’ most critical years, then, are Em@.@z to be numiamn_% ones, &

¢w || when the legitimacy of the new regime is still in question,
| and loyalties to the old regime are still alive.

I T

%u%nom s,%wmw&@u.mwgmmm8_2&,8 mﬁmESm@ m“.
mSZo mo wmao hies 1n the only foyr countries where inaugura- || <
tion of polyarchy _uw conquest has o;onmmmo.m,zwm, .mmmomw times.
Some possibie reasons for the stability of the polyarchies
_ inaugurated under the Allies after World War II have already

. been suggested; I also suggested that these may be historically

/ sEme owmouy;i/
The fifth u..obnmw is the one with SEor. @Mmmmnw» are most
familiat and, at least rhetorically, most synipathetic. As in the
United m::om so too in Finland, Ireland, Israel, mna India

-} \90 independence movement Eo m m a»ambwrmﬁ
Emoﬂo&\dm”méoﬂw

e s A mw.
ot

movnnmonﬁmssw demogracy

oY, et

w

A s e T VAT

E@M to be con-

PV

leaves’ Bo ﬁa&

z

R /

i<

%;m.ﬁmmmx to mnrm&n
Was 10 mnwow the nation. “The success of the movement for
national independence largely liquidated the principal con-
tenders for the legitimacy of the old regime. Mainly agents
of the colonial power, they either returned to the home coun-
try or permanently exiled themselves from the new nation,
as in the case of the Tories who moved to Canada after the
American Revolution. Or, as with Ireland and Ulster, those
 who would have constituted a disaffected minority in the new
{ country remained a part of the old.

w  In the future, however, mﬁuw_nawﬁwﬁowﬁm are _.EEEQ 8
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be inaugurated by the fifth process. For one thing, in many

- SRR e

of "the “new" states”where-the~sense of nationhood is weak,

S A it e R 1 8

thg leaders of wgmmmmm_.wmﬁ@ox em ents, who du meﬁwm, mﬁﬁm%a

fqr independence proclaimed the goal of %Eoﬁmowv later on

e A T e st ames -l

as leaders of the new and fragile nation see organized opposi-

o s 2 e SR e ¥ry SPAFres

tion as a threat to the integrity of the couptry. In the new

b it 0 z
ERWhRe

states, then, fiationalismdoes not so much.encoNrags. tQlsia-

tion of dissent and oppositions as it provides a ready and
acceptable”justification for intolerance and repression.” (1t is
worth keEping in mind that in the UnitedStates throughout
our national history fears about nationhood and loyalty have
ts—sometimes successful—to repress dis-

sent. The ﬁmaopmvmwav.wgwau nationali

original name of the official organization that has most fully
displayed ility to dissent: the Un-American Activities

| |Committee of the U.S, House of Representatives, )

rfnid

Qe STAREY S (hat wyofld developmonts;have made itiobso-
f With the disappearance of col6nial empires, most of

consists of nominally “sovereign states. In a

/ . . on. e e
/ world of independent states there are no longer many oppor-

R

tunities for movements of national independence to inaugurate
more competitive regimes.
In fact, the options seem to be even more narrowly

N ot R BT A V£ B M LA A
restricted. ,Hw.a .Iummw@amnmnodw&o%m%%nwm..mmnvnomé%m,o reduces
the opportunities for the fourth process of inauguration. If

it is true” that the third “process—via military conquest—is
unlikely, then the (Bo&;@w&% alternatives are reduced to Eu
first two: In existing hegemonic regimes a mOre competitiv

m.NE have to be inaugurated either by mmmEmon r by
gevolution) Simply because the revolutionary process. carries

a high risk of failure dogs not mean that it will not be tried,

s i

7. Edward Shils, “Opposition in the New States of Asia and Africa,”
and Hans Daalder, “Government and Opposition in the New States,”
Government and Opposition 1 (January 1966): 175-226.

What may be an even more important limitation on the

1/} T
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EREE&ow.Pwnobnwgmwa&mww%mmmmsnmﬁ& wm&ozm
conflicts over legifimacy and hence create from the start a

high probabilityof Tegression. toward. hegemonic rule.
m.nwa- 1

>

~_ In the future a§ in the past, then, stable polyarchies and

¢ more likely to result from rather slow
over-

Nv ot.«%&onw& processes than from the revolutionar
throw of existing hegemonies.®
If this interpretation seems unduly restrictive, it is worth

recalling that among of the.wellz-established  pols s

Sawm" where ther¢ exists a high tolerance for oppositions of
kinds, the tansformation, wias exceedingly, slow. 1o
Britain a “formed} opposition was still illegal and
fﬁ the end of the| seventeenth century. A century later the
idea of a more of less organized but “loyal” opposition in
Parliament to His§ Majesty’s government had gained a con-
siderable legitimady.® But still another century elapsed before
Britain evolved it§ present system of highly organized parties
competing for the support of a broad electorate. Elsewhere,
M in France, attempts to short-circuit thi slow_evolutionary
process by revolution sometimes produced lasting oppositions

/

mv@mbmﬂwa.m@w_Hﬁmm%osogamoémgmﬁﬁ Smw;&o
USSR celebrated| the 50th anniversary of the Bolshevik
Revolution. While the extreme hegemony of the Stalinist
~ period has been rgplaced, the USSR has not yet been trans-
formed into a ngar-hegemony, and the inauguration of a
near-polyarchy appears even to optimistic observers to be
considerably morg than a generation away.

y_hegemonies have de-

< nmaF

8. Moore’s emphasig on the vital importance of the violent revolution
as a stage along the road to democracy is, I believe, misleading,
particularly if it is|applied to the process of inauguration. Moore
stresses heavily the English Civil War, the French Revolution, and—
a very doubtful caje—the American Civil War. Social Origins of
Dictatorship and Ddmocracy, passim. His argument here is, I think,
weakened by his belief that the experience of the smaller countries
is somehow irrelevant. The question is: irrelevant to what?

9. See Archibald Fdéord, His Majesty’s Opposition (Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 1964).
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/veloped in the twentieth century means that neither evolution
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The argument of this section can be summed up in the
following propositions:
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{ t@ The presence in the world of functioning models of
polyarchy and one-party hegemony probably has an
impact on the process of inaugurating regimes, but
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