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Throughout the extensive and remarkably diverse course of human history, we have indeed witnessed the incredible emergence and establishment of a multitude of authoritarian leadership forms that have manifested across an extraordinarily wide spectrum of styles, behaviors, and expressions. The complex and dynamic nature of these varying forms of governance is reflected not only in their operational methodologies but also in the socio-political frameworks from which they arose and operate. These diverse manifestations of leadership frequently mirror the intricate, multifaceted socio-political contexts that significantly contributed to their initial ascendance and sustained existence over an extended passage of time. Such diversity, which spans across various regions and historical eras, has resulted in a multifaceted, intricate interplay of power dynamics, variable measures of control, and numerous resistance movements that have bravely risen in response to the disparate and often brutal forms of oppression imposed by dictatorial regimes. These often suppressed and overlooked movements have actively sought to challenge, contest, and oppose the oppressive regimes across distinct periods of time, fluctuating geographical locations, and varied social frameworks, thereby highlighting a global interconnected struggle against tyranny, despotism, and authoritarianism of every conceivable sort, reinforcing our collective and unwavering resolve to achieve true freedom. As societies have continually evolved and progressed through a multitude of complex historical processes, which were oftentimes fraught with immense conflict, disaster, and ongoing strife, these authoritarian regimes not only further adapted but also transformed, often becoming more deeply entrenched in the intricate political fabric and dense infrastructure of their respective nations. They continually influenced the prevailing socio-political landscape in significant, sometimes even destabilizing ways, leading to various epochs characterized by severe tension, upheaval, and widespread societal turmoil. This ongoing evolution produced a myriad of diverse responses from the populace, which included uprisings, revolutions, protests, and a continuous, unwavering advocacy for civil rights and liberties that are universally recognized and upheld as inherent, fundamental human rights to which all individuals belong by virtue of their existence. Reactions to authoritarianism reflect not only individuals’ profound desires for personal freedom and autonomy but also their deeply-rooted yearning for justice, equality, and dignity that they firmly believe is intrinsic to their existence as human beings, endowed directly with inalienable rights that are to be honored and cherished. This relentless and often fierce cycle of authoritarianism followed by subsequent resistance has emerged as a recurring theme and narrative throughout the annals of history, continually reiterating the persistent, deep-rooted struggle between oppressive governance and the innate human desire for freedom, justice, dignity, and self-determination. Such dynamics propel committed individuals to unite and band together in a fervent pursuit of their entrenched rights, collective dignity, and shared aspirations, thus forming numerous alliances, coalitions, and movements mechanically dedicated to dismantling systems of oppression while concurrently championing a more equitable and just society overall. The ultimate aim of these earnest movements is to create a semblance of balance amid the chaos and confusion of political and social uncertainty that often prevails in the wake of authoritarian rule. Through these collective, concerted, and united efforts, the spirit of resilience, unity, and the relentless quest for liberation manifest forcefully and more visibly. These efforts illuminate a clear and inspiring path toward a future where human rights are comprehensively upheld, robustly safeguarded, and universally honored within the complex social fabric of our modern world. This newfound progress thus enables generations, both present and future, to pursue their richly diverse aspirations, dreams, and boundless potential without fear of persecution, repression, or unjust treatment from tyrannical forces or oppressive authoritarian rule. This fosters a society where every individual can truly thrive and contribute meaningfully to the shared human experience in a collaborative, respectful, and inclusive environment. Throughout this expansive historical framework, the interplay between authoritarian rule and resistance has been underscored by a continuous cycle of oppression and defiance, with each era echoing the collective struggles of humanity to reclaim its dignity and rights in the face of overwhelming adversity and persistent challenges. This intricate interplay is not merely a linear conflict but has often manifested in a rich tapestry of narrative threads, wherein the voices of the oppressed converge to narrate their compelling stories of resilience, courage, and hope. They have woven together an enduring legacy of resistance that transcends borders and time, emphasizing that the quest for freedom is indeed a collective human endeavor, one that resonates deeply with individuals living in vastly divergent circumstances and struggles. In this regard, the continued and thorough study of authoritarian regimes and the movements that rise against them remain crucial to understanding the complexities of our world today. Each story of resistance serves not only as a powerful testament to the indomitable spirit of humanity and our relentless pursuit of equity, dignity, and justice amidst adversity and oppression but also as a vibrant reminder of the shared nature of these struggles. As we reflect on these expansive historical patterns, we are continually reminded of the vital importance of solidarity among peoples and movements around the globe. This reinforces the idea that the fight against oppression, while often daunting and arduous, is ultimately a shared responsibility that unites us all in our shared humanity, constantly pushing us forward toward a brighter and more equitable future for every person.
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Chapter 1: Introduction to Authoritarian Leadership
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Authoritarian leadership remains a prominent feature of many contemporary states. Such leadership can be analysed from various perspectives, including social science, cultural anthropology, psychology or an approach more directly found on the analysis of power relations, what may be termed geologically considered as combinations of structure and agent in power relations. This latter approach underlies a specifically bio-political and psycho-political analysis of the organisation of power that also draws on the ontology of knowledge. This perspective on power relations incorporates considerations of change in power relations, or in the structuralisation of power, as well heritage more closely allied with social constructionism. The perspectives of historical materialism or post-structuralism could offer alternative accounts in this regard but are beyond the scope of the present analysis of authoritarian leadership. Similar approaches may be found in the rise of interpretative anthropology or the analysis of knowledge-power relations.

History affords many examples of authoritarian leaders, including the Assyrian kings of the 7th century BC, Genghis Khan with his Mongol hordes, the Asian Empires of the pre-colonial era, Cardinal Richelieu in France, and Joseph Stalin in the Soviet Union. In the more contemporary period, Muammar Gaddafi’s Libya and Pol Pot’s Cambodia stand out as particularly brutal cases of authoritarian rule and leadership failures. The failure of authoritarian leadership where states fail, or undergo regime change is similarly of interest, witness the fall of communism in Eastern Europe in the late 1980s and the Arab Spring uprisings against long-standing dictators in Tunisia and Egypt in 2011.

The existence and failure of authoritarian regimes afford a wealth of information about authoritarian leadership and the dynamics of power. It also raises questions about the nature of authoritarianism and its sources, including the personality and psychology of authoritarian leaders; the construction, maintenance and repair of systems of domination; the role of technology and technology change; and political, economic, cultural and social change. Many of the concerns and questions of authoritarian leadership apply equally to benevolent leadership, but the question of the exit of authoritarian forms of leadership and the dynamics of disasters associated with authoritarian rule raise very different considerations; massive death tolls, and legacies of retribution that make it very much more difficult for a successor and an heir to the authoritarian leader to maintain power.
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1.1. Defining Authoritarianism
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Defining political systems is a notoriously difficult challenge. In authoritarian regimes, the difficulty is far greater than when considering democracy. The most extreme example of this is Laos, which is a single-party dictatorship. One cannot even establish how many people there are in the country. In fact, obtaining basic facts about some dictatorships is impossible. On the surface, all of this hints at a possible difficulty of immense magnitude: the study of authoritarian regimes cannot be done. Yet there is no reason why it cannot. Thanks to the pioneering work of many scholars, we know more about dictatorship than we do about democracy. In the 1990s, and after the collapse of the Soviet Union, the waves of democratization brought an entirely new bout of research on authoritarian regimes which cannot easily be summarized but has considerably deepened earlier work.

Some of the groundwork laid down on the typology of regimes has been further elaborated, and new studies have questioned the strict dichotomies of totalitarian or authoritarian in favor of middle-ground cases. Typologies of authoritarian regimes helped enormously to understand who holds power and to examine the impact of this on the nature of conflict, stability, and development. Following the truism that the ideal type is not available in the real world, authoritarianism also comes in many forms. Some research has observed the contours of the field with descriptions of the deeper geographies of authoritarianism that in non-hypothetical cases is easier to grasp. There are a host of forms, but variations among authoritarian regimes also pertain to intensity. By definition, excluding variation in the degree of democracy, all regimes lie between the poles of complete democracy and complete dictatorship. Intra-regime variation does indeed lead to differences in conflict, stability, and development prospects. This volume addresses the latter question of authoritarian quality through ongoing change in the course of transition. Competing divisions of the world into types of governance systems usually rests on retrospective information that is limited to outdated snapshots taken long ago.

The 21st century has witnessed the emergence of a new constellation of authoritarianism. Regimes which came to power in the wake of the collapse of communism continue to persist and adapt. Post-Cold War regimes last longer than their predecessors. Under this incipient new international order, the average duration of authoritarian regimes has almost been doubled from 10 years in the 1980s to 20 in the 2000s, and today the typical dictatorship has been in power for 25 years. Inaugurated in the upheaval of the Cold War, the importance of rentierism, nationalism, and religion in sustaining power turned out to be insightful perspectives. However, for both, a clear understanding of generative mechanisms and comparative frameworks are missing. Many authoritarian regimes may fit into a hybrid category. In an age of seemingly inexorable democratization, many regimes undertook changes in a more democratic direction in the hopes of securing legitimacy. In addition to a strong party as a political institution, a wide array of political institutions from legislature, judiciary, and elections to mass media were put into place.
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1.2. Historical Context
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Authoritarian regimes come in many forms, ranging from one-party, dominant-party, and military regimes to personalist dictatorships. In many cases, their nature is not clear-cut. For example, countries such as Laos call themselves “People’s Democracies” with a single pro-communist party, thus formally allowing a great variety of views that cannot be expressed in practice. In some cases, obtaining even basic facts about the regime is impossible (Ezrow, 2018). In others, such as the PRC, information about the real power structure and regime legitimacy is hard to obtain. One might consider democratic institutions as potential threats to authoritarian rule. These regimes, however, may have felt fewer constraints on their behavior than in the past, suggesting that the institutions have changed considerably since the 1990s.

Several new studies have gone beyond the simple classification of post-communist regimes into competing camps, totalitarian or authoritarian. New typologies of authoritarian regimes have suggested that ruling coalitions are not homogenous and have centered on how a power-sharing coalition created after the fall of communism, and its cohesion, may affect regime stability and economic development (D. UMARU, 2016). As a result of the unraveling of the empire, a great variety of regimes were established, from hereditary kleptocracies and self-proclaimed rules for life in Central Asia, to well-ordered societies in Hungary or models of orderly governance in the Ukraine. For their creators, these regimes often fulfilled a cycle of ruins after the turmoil of the mass revolutions. Regime spurners created alternative financing mechanisms, some based on arguably rational economic calculations, others on creating alternative economic agents.

The last twenty-five years have produced a mushrooming of studies on authoritarian regimes, many of which were written by scholars solely focusing on these regimes. Post-Cold War authoritarian regimes are lastingly in office longer than their predecessors, and a considerable number of them are in countries where democracy flourished at least for a relatively shallow period, but with the apparent drift back to authoritarianism as hegemons shored up their power. Much more than two-thirds of the continuing authoritarian regimes today have ridden state collapse, and with a switch from communism to personalist republicanism, the average duration of the regime has almost doubled, from an average of less than ten years in 1970 to not less than twenty years in 1990. Today, the typical dictatorship has ruled for twenty-five years, and the growing number of cases of regime supply indicates that the use of coercion on the population deteriorated from 2000. Autocratic leaders are altering their cunning methods for maintaining office, be it by parliamentary, popular, or bloody means.

	[image: image]
	 	[image: image]


[image: image]

1.3. Key Characteristics
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An authoritarian leader is a leader who makes decisions alone, assumes full authority and responsibility, is oppressive, and in extreme cases, uses violence to coerce compliance. Authoritarianism is a form of government in which the leader is not responsible to the public and so is free to govern as he or she wishes. Some authoritarian regimes appear provably benevolent, granting citizens wide swaths of liberty and ending policies unilaterally to meet public demands, while others brutally crush all dissent and rule solely through terror. Nevertheless, all authoritarian rulers in nations suffering from authoritarian governance have one trait in common – lack of public accountability and awareness that their term in office may end since the public is uninformed about the distribution of power and authority in the state.

Authoritarianism has existed for centuries, and its common patterns have been the same – consolidation of formal and informal state institutions, together with amendments to the Constitution. Contemporary authoritarianism in Africa stems from the use of democratic transition by elected leaders to assume leadership and manipulate democratic apparatus for their selfishness. This abusive leadership style is known as authoritarianism. It is believed that sacking, harassment, detention, and intimidation of opposition leaders, media persecution, media ban, executive inquisition of election processes, announcement of one-party state, and alteration of the constitution to agree to life presidency are the most recently discovered and adopted anti-democratic characteristics of power. Today, a leader who has so much power to influence the formation of almost all the political appointments of a party is believed to be authoritarian. Furthermore, it is believed that pressures from such a leader could continuously hold the party’s executive apparatus inmates.
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1.4. Types of Authoritarian Regimes
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Authoritarian regimes can take many forms and often defy easy classification. Classical textbook typologies of authoritarian regimes differentiate between personalist, military, and party-based regimes. In theory, party-based regimes can be either totalitarian or authoritarian. Totalitarian regimes control all aspects of citizens’ lives. Although party competition is governed by rules, dissent is virtually nonexistent, and mobilization is coercive. In authoritarian regimes, there are limitations to party control. Though the ruling party holds power, opposition parties can exist, and dissent may be tolerated to some degree.

Governance varies widely among modern authoritarian regimes. The usual stereotype is of a brutal dictatorship, with terror targeted against political rivals, a general climate of fear, and regard for human rights redolent of medieval days. Extreme cases include certain countries. But some authoritarian regimes scarcely fit the stereotype. Regimes can be considered authoritarian without conventional repressions against dissent. Such regimes perform well regarding governance and economic growth while enjoying extreme longevity. At the other end of the spectrum, there are regimes that behaved badly and suffered horrendous decline but remained politically intact. Why do political regimes persist, or why do they fail? Why do some regimes burgeon while others wither?

Recently, the study of authoritarian regimes has blossomed. Research has advanced beyond old classifications and stereotypes. So far, newer typologies and questions have mainly focused on personalist or military rule. But it is the effect of regime type on the performance of republican regimes that deserves more examination. Within the “Soviet type” of Marxist-Leninist regimes, which are of special interest for performance studies based on newly available data, categorization still runs the risk of oversimplifying. New research hopes to classify these regimes in a way that emphasizes their most important differences.
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1.5. Theoretical Frameworks
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The links between leadership and governance are well established, but the subject of leadership styles is less explored in the context of governance systems. Leadership style refers to the way leaders direct, influence, and motivate their followers to achieve organizational goals (D. UMARU, 2016). Authoritarian leadership involves non-participatory decision-making, individual decision responsibility, rigid and hierarchical structure, and centralized authority around one leader. Authority in authoritarian leadership is often beyond the positional authority inherent in the leadership role. Aware that their power is acquired through manipulation, such leaders fear that followers may come to accept democratic values and processes and, hence, strip them of their power. Hence, they manipulate the values and processes of democracy, rendering them ineffective. The personalistic nature of authority gives rise to personal rules and dictatorship. Systems of governance that are dominated by environment-contingent plans commonly referred to as bureaucracies allow bureaucratic authoritarian leadership styles. In bureaucratic authoritarianism, decision-making authority is dispersed throughout a hierarchy of structural positions to ensure that subordinates remain part of the decision-making process, which breeds dissatisfaction in autocrats. Alternatively, the plebiscitarian systems command political support through voluntaryism and benevolence and almost always exist in pluralistic and democratic settings.
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1.6. Global Perspectives
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Because public opinion is often unstable and can change quickly, the return of authoritarianism has to be understood within the perspectives of the citizenry of individual regimes rather than just externally (Ezrow, 2018). There also has to be a strong acknowledgement of the role that individuals play in the realm of politics. Winds of changes are likely to go deeper than the current anti-peace sentiment. Since the collapse of the Communist countries of Eastern Europe, scientists in the field of social science have chartered trajectories for political transitions in the post-Soviet area. However, the recent political upheavals and changes of leadership in Ukraine, Kyrgyzstan, Georgia and Central Asia countries betrayed hypotheticals modelled by political scientists.

For 50 years, tolerance, cooperation, and non-intervention were the principles of conducting relations between countries which were always taken by the agency of leadership of countries at the top. Political transition, like thirst-pain relief, punished its authoritarians paradoxically. Although still remaining unresolved problems of nation-states emergence, of church independence or properties, of the border’s delimitation, without attention to these problems in the West, no Fukuyama visions would come true. Between Africa and white Europe, the strongest enduring authoritarian mode can be found - a presidential monarchy consisting of group of older community figures, linked by family and kin ties, with a high degree of areal isolation but with close trading and business connections (D. UMARU, 2016). However, the shared historical experience no longer guarantees the transfer of old regimes’ stability to post-Soviet countries. Challenging the variants of democratic immaturity, some countries unexpectedly accelerated transition to market and democracy. In reality, the dividend has not been exhausted yet, the stabilizing population is pale against the total. With a stabile and unchangeable regime the illegitimacy and injustice of authoritarianism is more significantly perceived. Furthermore, youth behind epoch-making changes, alienated from the thought-worlds of their fathers, will bear responsibilities for these changes. Again, unless there is control over the events their progress is unpredictable.
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1.7. Impact on Society
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Authoritarianism, often defined as a political regime characterized by unaccountable rule, limited civil liberties, and a lack of democratic competition, has experienced an increased interest within the academic world. In Africa, as elsewhere around the world, various authoritarian regimes, with varying degrees of persistence, have emerged following the wave of democratization. Despite a few notable exceptions, most regimes of electoral authoritarianism that emerged in the early to mid-1990s survived the decade (D. UMARU, 2016). Alongside Africa, many countries in Latin America, the Middle East, Asia, and Eastern Europe successfully maintained democracy after the large-scale transgressions. In East Asia, democratization occurred first in the Philippines and then in South Korea, Taiwan, and Mongolia. In East Europe, it took place in Poland in 1989. During the last decade, however, the academic spotlight shifted to Africa, with special concern and scrutiny on the “problematic” nature of democratization and the fate of liberal constitutionalism under authoritarianism.

Coupled with this interest are speculations about the possible future paths of authoritarianism and democracy. In Africa, this includes understandably the appellant-to-reasoning stance against authoritarianism, including the user-based requirement of more active civil societies, the promotion of democratic norms, and institutional harmonic equilibrium in political economy and strategic alliances. In short, some scholars argue that, notwithstanding the multicasuality, the collective understanding of this worldwide interest is that authoritarianism has limited longevity, and most of its regimes succumb to democracy on or around their thirtieth birthdays.

Unhappily, most predictions of Bolsonaro-style or thereabouts clear retraction of autocratic governance in Brazil and Ethiopia and some temperate Gaddafi or Niyazov brand counterrevolutions have been disregarded by the course of events. The probable future of Africa and, by extension, the entire world will at best involve a cocktail of authoritarianism and democracy, and more probably persistent authoritarianism, notwithstanding recent positive developments in Sudan, Guinea, and elsewhere. In this respect, the two-fold aim of the present paper is to explore the possibilities for democracy in Africa and, by extension, the entire world given authoritarian leadership, and thus to analyze what African scholars have come to think of what the present author regards as the identical challenge of the contemporary world to fundamental human existence.
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1.8. Challenges to Definition
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In any case, it may be useful to specify a few preliminary points about the definition proposed here. First, it is plausible to suppose that under some circumstances a ruler could be a dictator or autoritario but not be Costa's “authoritarian leader.” Such leaders might be military juntas or the heads of an organization whose membership has not had the opportunity to elect its leader through a process that meets the standards Costa sets for democracy. Alternatively, it might be a ruler like the late Iraqi president, who headed a formal regime that runs on the basis of party/coercion but whose governance was not ever effectively able to constrain him. The Mexican model that lasted for nearly a century worked more effectively than that of Iraq. If thirty years would pass without any but nationally synchronized elections and if none of Mexican political institutions could develop enough influence to challenge the decisions made in the Presidential Palace, a Mexican ruler might attain dictatorship. But, as noted, much of the formal regime of these countries was preserved under such dictatorship. Among perhaps more plausible examples are a monarch who serves to “sign” laws, appointments, and decisions made by reasons of state elsewhere, and an overlord of a vassal kingdom who specifically prohibits such an action by the vassal ruler. In addition, while such rulers are nominally leaders of the state, they can be argued not to function as its leaders and perhaps even to be incapable of such functionality by design. Therefore, in discussion of such regimes, it is prudent not to assume that they fall under the present definition (V. Tushnet, 2015).

Second, it is unclear how much it would take to classify a regime that is otherwise that of electoral competition and civil freedom as “authoritarian constitutionalism” if it was de jure established through a manner as if they are normally adopted. Notably, one contributor seems to disagree with the position taken here on the grounds of coherence. Nevertheless, the pointed exclusion appears somewhat too strong. Becoming a leader while being aware that it is not possible to be competitive is difficult, but not impossible (D. UMARU, 2016). For instance, suppose one is aware that the competitors are pretty much co-opted and severely constrained. One is also sure of something embarrassing to the reigning coalition that may be let out and neutralize any opposition. In such a situation, one might convince oneself of a good deal of ambiguity in the qualitative worth of the forthcoming competition with these circumstances in place.
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1.9. Research Methodology
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This thesis begins with a sweeping analysis of historical literature on authoritarian leadership, spanning Frances Galton to the modern day. In this initial literature review, the thesis focuses on two questions. First, looking back and up to the mid-twentieth century, why was there a bias against authoritarianism in the relevant literature, and, second, how was it that sala-dynasty autocrats emerged in a modernizing, second-period-management context where authoritarianism had been all but discredited in the prior literature? While factors on the structural axis receive extended commentary, only a few of the personal axis factors are given articulation. These include Charles I of England, Louis XVI of France, Tsar Nicholas of Russia, and Kaiser Wilhelm II of Germany; as well as, ironically, Czar Alexander I of Russia, Mahmud II of the Ottoman Empire, and modernizers of East Asia, most notably the Meiji Emperor of Japan. (Elizabeth Draper Cahoon, 2008) That is not an exhaustive list; leaders who influenced the waning of despots include William Gladstone of Britain, Charles Stewart Parnell of Ireland, and, in recent years, Lee Kwan Yew of Singapore and Paul Kagame of Rwanda. While the reasons for the incursion decline of despots are manifold, only two are echoed in antipodes on the other end of the historical spectrum: Cyrus II of Persia and Augustus of Rome.

Next, the thesis shifts to a fresh analysis of the structural literature on twenty-first century sala-dynasty autocracies, particularly the PCR. In this secondary literature review, two additional methodological avenues are pursued. Most brevity is devoted to the structural axis, which deals with the specific workings of sala-dynasty governance mechanisms. Extensively covered factors include exile, dissipation, external basing, southernization, obliteration, disaster, ill health, and implausible rivalries. In turn, less detail is offered regarding the personal axis, which deals with the personal attributes of sala-dynasty leaders. These attributes include neoteny, intelligence, and ruggedness, as well as battle doughtiness, coterie, charisma, and eleemosynary disposition. (William Dick, 2009) In conducting the review, however, commentary on the latter is mostly speculative and heavily contrasts the verifiability of the former. Lesser known personal axis factors merit acknowledgment as well. These include serpentines, shifting bedre, deferral, and mode of selection.
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Chapter 2: The Rise of Authoritarianism
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These observations are especially important considering the widespread emergence of authoritarian regimes throughout the world. In the late-1990s, the dramatic collapse or restructuring of authoritarian regimes in the Soviet Union and Eastern Europe led many observers to conclude that the end of authoritarianism was irreversible. More recently, however, this electoral reversal has not only witnessed the birth of authoritarian regimes, but more disturbing is the perception that new and hybrid regimes are less fragile. Rather than falling into chaos or democratization, many such regimes simply adapt to new conditions. Indeed, since the end of the Cold War, not only has the total number of communications increased, but authoritarian regimes have also flourished. Defections of elites from established democracies reinforce this process. Understanding these new forms of authoritarianism requires more nuanced designs and theorizing. While there are slight differences in theorizing, existing designs have not caught up with these changes. Thus, it is imperative to wire communications of specificity and cross-compatibility, a basis to begin to deal with new forms and varieties of authoritarianism.

Authoritarian regimes are important because they apply foremost to nondemocratic regimes. Despite their low ranking, it cannot be said that they neglect elections. The question is how these regimes utilize and manipulate elections in sustaining their power and legitimacy. Explaining the various mechanisms whereby authoritarian regimes manipulate elections, it is shown that these tactics are based not only on the type but also on the setting which the regime faces. The results provide a better understanding and a new perspective on the role of authoritarian elections. Policy implications for countering such manipulations are also discussed. Furthermore, regarding the effects of elections on the usage of violence by authoritarian regimes, it is usually assumed that authoritarian regimes should be cautious about using violence to hold on to power in response to competitiveness. However, it was argued that electoral authoritarian regimes would be more likely to use repression as electoral competition and threats would increase at the same time. A new and comprehensive cross-national index to measure repression in the electoral context is constructed, which is based on looking at formal and informal institutions. Using this new measure, it is shown that, as expected, electoral authoritarian regimes are more likely to employ repression than electoral democracies or semi-authoritarian regimes.
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2.1. Historical Case Studies
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Over the decades, conversations on the fate of authoritarian leadership occurred frequently. In 1923, Joseph Stalin is heard saying, "The October Revolution, relying on a revolutionary wave in Europe, .... It is generally understood that one-decade elapses between the victory of the revolution in that country and the victory of the revolution bordering it..... At present time these hopes have been shattered by the hasty triumph of the ‘Cursed’ at the expense of the ‘Cursed’ countries" (Hughes, 2017). In 1929, Benito Mussolini dealt with discussions on the downfall of the fascist regime. He was however surprised that it happened not in Italy but in Germany. Stalin wanted to study WHY HITLER NOW? Mussolini was keen on identifying the circumstances that made fascist dictatorship in Germany possible. Several commonalities emerge from the historical context of both Stalin and Mussolini: Militarily victorious over the Allies in WWI, destruction of dictatorship in the aftermath, and subsequent rise of communism as anarchists and socialists were persecuted and destroyed. Russia was torn between the socialist wave on the one hand and a desire for communism on the other the course of action that led to Franco and Salazarism. Spain and Portugal were on the brink of revolution against dictatorship. Salazar was blessed with the Portuguese Grand Recession that followed the 1929 stock market crash which tarred then toppled the President while Franco’s Spanish army experienced random fortune 1936. Franco is also remembered for his despicable cruelty in cracking down on revolutionary parties including the communists, anarchists, and left-wing forces (Ezrow, 2018). Within a few months, Franco’s reign made great strides, conquering territory across Spain and redrawing national boundaries, later announcing his appointed chief of state as dictator for life in 1939. France too experienced a great change of fortune during the inter-war years and World War II. The 1930s were characterized by devastation from Nazi invasions starting in 1940. The world dismantled with country after country falling into dictatorship and civil war, and the Triumph of the Axis. Within the Axis and its allies, wars led to genocides. WWII ended in Hitler’s suicide and Japan being decimated, likewise for the regimes of Franco and Salazar. At the same time, one stood firm – Stalin's USSR, which deified him as "the greatest genius of humanity." In due course, de-Stalinization began to sweep the communist states of East Europe and failed in China. Thereafter, few uttered a word on the subject until Gorbachev's attempts spiraled out of control, leading to the dissolution of the Soviet Empire in 1991. On the heels of the stunning collapse of 60 years of communism, efforts to come to terms with the collective yoke of oppression began in earnest across East Europe, lingering North Korea, China, and India besides the West.
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2.2. Political Instability
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Every political system, regardless of its ideological framework, occurs as a coalition among interest groups. Therefore, in the main part, it becomes crucial to understand the concept of "political instability" (PS). It refers to a situation in which a coalition in power fails to govern a democratic regime. Such a situation weakens legitimacy, fuels the spiral of other disbalances, and erodes trust in institutions (Parmena Olimid, 2008).

The indicators of PS at the governmental level can be grouped into three broad categories: indicators based on the time of the last government party change/formation/election; indicators based on the number of government/party reshuffles and tenure; and indicators based on changes in the membership of the governing coalition. Changes in coalition membership can either create a new coalition (with new partners) or intensify the existing one (by expelling partners). Both are significant for interpreting PS (A Wahedi, 2011). Changes in bringing in new parties must be more closely scrutinized. A series of sudden events (little or no anticipation), such as resignations, expulsion from the coalition, and/or sudden formations of new coalitions, signals a deep crisis in one or several parties. Such a crisis undermines public confidence in democracy, fuels anti-system feelings and movements, and has spillover effects across borders. The efficiency of the new political coalition change depends on whether it represents a change in the configuration of interest groups in power or just a reforging of the same coalition. A coalition is to be differentiated from mere winners of elections, because it requires systematic arrangements that more or less pre-define the lines of policy outputs.

Following this, government spasms might be brought in by unexpected reassessments of the situation, resulting in shifting coalition partners. Such situations can occur as a consequence of political crisis. The stability of a coalition government, in a given configuration of the political blocks, can be expected to be higher when the leaders of the governing coalition know one another and trust each other.
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2.3. Economic Factors
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The study of political leadership has a long history in social-scientific research. The rise of contemporary authoritarian parties and leaders, together with concerns about the intentions they have for the democratic system, has prompted a renewed research interest in political leadership as a whole. This revival of interest in leadership as a whole is examined theoretically and empirically in this article, with a particular focus on authoritarian leadership. The first section derives key insights from a literature review on the academic study of political leadership. The second section critically examines whether the dominant approaches to the study of political leadership are applicable to leaders of authoritarian regimes. The third section discusses the seeming inapplicability of this literature to authoritarian leadership and delineates an agenda for examining authoritarian leadership. Careful attention to authoritarian leadership perspective, especially research on the nature and use of such leadership in nondemocratic regimes, will reveal the distinguishing characteristics of these authoritarian leaders and their regimes (C. Torres-Vega et al., 2021). In 2016 and beyond, political leadership emerged as a hot topic in the social sciences, emerging as a frequent talk on the social media and within academic circles. Many academic journals published special issues on political leadership, sociological societies held panels and workshops dedicated to political leadership, and books on the topic were written. Crises often trigger and increase interest in the study of political leadership. For instance, the global financial crisis starting in 2007 fueled voices lamenting a decline of political leadership. Echoing students of the third wave of democracy, such apocalyptic voices regretted the impotence, inaction, and incompetence of political leaders in confronting and remedying the various crises.
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