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The system of governance of social processes
plays an important role in the formation of the
social structure and is one of its components.
The problem of the influence of the governance
system on the change of social institutions
and structures is especially relevant during the
period of social transformations. The systems
approach assumes that the social structures of
society generate a certain nature of governance,
and it, in turn, affects the course of social
processes and the formation of new institutions.
The social structure is not static, it has its own
dynamics, and the vector of its development
largely depends on the system of governance
and power, which can take various forms, where
tendencies towards the emergence of autocratic
structures for managing social processes are
often manifested.

Basically, authoritarianism (from the Latin
auctor - initiator, founder, creator, maker and
auctoritas - judgment, opinion, view, decision,
power, law) - is presented as a characteristic
and type of management structure in a social
system. Interest in authoritarianism as the
most important category of social sciences has
especially increased in recent years. The range
of varieties of authoritarianism in the modern
world is very wide: one-party and multi-
party regimes, constitutional monarchies, etc.
Such a variety of forms of manifestation of
authoritarianism in the structure of management
of social processes, most likely, indicates that
they are of a transitional nature. Historical
experience shows that authoritarianism arises,
as a rule, in countries where there is a change
in the social system, accompanied by a sharp
polarization of political forces; in countries
where there are long-term economic and political

crises, overcoming which by democratic means
becomes impossible. It seems relevant not only
to identify the main aspects of the phenomenon
of authoritarianism, but also to consider the
consequences of the influence of one or another
variant of its development on the social structure
of society.

Authoritarianism in the conditions of
socio-economic and political crisis at a certain
historical stage, as the experience of many
countries shows, can ensure a certain growth
of economic development, the formation of
political stability in society, the formation of
social structures and strata with a new worldview.
In these conditions, the authorities manage
to organize anti-government and opposition
protests, resolve ethnic and religious conflicts,
pursue a fairly moderate social policy, regulate
market relations, while maintaining the multi-
structure of the economy and promoting its
development. This creates favorable conditions
for the formation of effective social structures,
the transition from authoritarian regimes to
civil society and the rule of law through the
democratization of socio-political life.

Due to the fact that in the development
of the world community there is a constant
evolution of political forms, in many countries
mixed and hybrid systems of governance arise,
which can be considered within the framework
of authoritarianism and its influence on the
formation of social institutions and structures.
This is currently a complex, multifaceted and
not fully explored problem of sociology.

Peculiarities of the principle of separation
of powers, distribution and redistribution
of national income, economic and political
instability, criminalization of society, corruption,
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strengthening of nationalistic tendencies - all
this required in the conditions of development
of the socio-political situation in the countries
of a sufficiently strong presidential power with
rather strict methods of governing society,
without which it is probably impossible to
achieve economic and political stability of the
social structure.

Thus, we consider it necessary to consider
authoritarianism as a specific form of governing
society, which in the process of democratic
transformations and reforms would provide
for a strong power with elements of political
pluralism and democracy.

Social and structural processes of the last
decade of the past century, which occurred in
the countries of Eastern Europe, associated with
changes in the existing system in them, attracted
the attention of scientists working in different
fields of knowledge. As the field of conducted
research expanded, the methods of sociological
science began to be used more and more actively.

Sociology, like political science, actively
joined the study of political processes and
phenomena, using its methods and its approach
to the phenomena studied. The task of sociology
is not only to study the social structure and
subsystems of management, but also to
comparatively analyze the processes of their
influence on social development. One of the
common methods of analysis is typology. This
approach allows to create an analytical basis
for comparative study of various communities
and their social institutions. Typology can
be considered as a conscious simplification
of socio-political reality, which allows to
systematize and most significantly combine the
obtained knowledge about the social structure of
society.

Considering authoritarianism as part of
the social structure of society, it can be noted
that the first analysis of the problem of socio-
political structure was undertaken by Aristotle
and Plato. Aristotle (IV century BC) gives
two criteria by which it is possible to classify
political structures of governance: 1) by who
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holds the power; 2) by how this power is used.
He identifies the «correct forms» of the state:
monarchy, aristocracy, polity; «incorrect formsy
- tyranny, oligarchy and democracy.

Modern development of the problem
of the functioning of political subsystems in
the structure of society is associated with the
names of G. Almond, R. Aron, K. Deutsch, M.
Duverger, D. Easton, T. Parsons, D. Powell
and others. A feature of their approach is the
study of society from the point of view of
system analysis and the identification of certain
variables underlying the classification. In the
work of one of the leading representatives of
the Frankfurt school of sociology T. Adorno
«Authoritarian Personality» (1950), the concept
of authoritarianism in the social structure of
relations is revealed with the help of a socio-
psychological analysis of the corresponding type
of personality. According to T. Adorno, every
personality is authoritarian: authoritarianism
is expressed not only under certain established
social conditions; it is a line of behavior
conditioned by a constant characteristic of the
personality. In the 20th century, through the
efforts of such scientists as K. Friedrich, Z.
Brzezinski, H. Arendt, R. Tucker, I. Ilyin, K.
Gadzhiev and others, an analytical concept of
totalitarianism and its role in the structure of
society’s governance appeared. Research in
this direction was continued by M. Djilas, M.
Voslensky, A. Golovatenko and others. Later,
along with totalitarian regimes, post-totalitarian
regimes of governance began to be distinguished
(for example, in the territory of the former
USSR). A great contribution to the development
of these problems was made by R. Bart, R.
Dahl, R. Pantham, G. Golosov, D. Dolenko, V.
Zamkovoy, Yu. Shevchenko and others. In the
50-60s of the 20th century, numerous «hybrid
countries» appeared, in which it was difficult
to clearly define the system of governance.
Researchers noted that the dichotomy
«totalitarianism - democracy» does not fully
reflect the essence of governance in the social
structure of society. At the suggestion of the
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American sociologist and political scientist H.
Linz, all closed, non-democratic regimes began
to be divided into two main types: totalitarian
and authoritarian. The issues of typology of
authoritarian structures and definition of their
main features were analyzed in the works of E.
Vyatra, E. Shils, C. Endrain, 1. Ilyin, V. Ilyin,
Yu. Sumbatyan and others.

Ingeneral,inmodernsociologyitisrecognized
that the category of «authoritarianism» has an
important theoretical significance in the analysis
of social structures and management of modern
communities.

Like authoritarian, democratic management
structures differ significantly from each other
in many parameters. However, the concept
of «democracy» is very difficult to interpret
unambiguously. This problem attracted the
attention of both ancient representatives of
science (Plato, Aristotle, Cicero), and our
contemporaries: G. Weinstein, R. Dahl, J.
Schumpeter, C. Endrain, G. Golosov, V. Sergeev
and others. An attempt to find an optimal model
of modern democracy was undertaken, for
example, by A. Lijphart.

For modern researchers, the issues of
transitional social structures are quite significant.
The problems of transitional societies were
studied by such scientists as L. Bollen, T.
Vanhanen, R. Jackman, S. Lipset, M. Olsen,
F. Fukuyama, S. Huntington and others. They
are characterized by the identification of socio-
economic, political and cultural prerequisites for
the transition to democracy. Among domestic
researchers, we can name A. Achkasov, A.
Smorgunov, A. Sukharev, A. Tsygankov, O.
Shkaratan and others. A comparative analysis
of theoretical constructs of the socio-political
structure allows us to record the expansion of the
problematic field of research due to the inclusion
of various aspects of the manifestation of this
phenomenon. The study of authoritarianism in
different historical eras was characterized by
several trends that determined its perception
within the framework of socio-philosophical
and political science discourse. The first is

the perception of authoritarianism as, first of
all, a type of political power; the second is its
analysis as a form of power that is temporary
during the period of transition of the state from
totalitarianism to democracy. However, the
political realities of the modern global world
convincingly demonstrate that authoritarianism
can exist as an independent form of power,
without being opposed to democracy and even
using some of its features and practices. Such
a perception of authoritarianism is possible and
productive within the framework of its study,
provided that it is analyzed not only as a political,
but also as a socio-cultural phenomenon.
Culture is considered as one of the factors
determining the formation and development of
authoritarianism; in this case, it is understood
as a specific form of organization of human
and social life, which has a decisive influence
on the nature of spiritual and moral values, the
system of social rules and norms affecting the
peculiarities of relations between the individual,
society and the state. Taking into account the
cultural factor allows not only to conceptualize a
new dimension in the study of authoritarianism,
but also to consider the predisposition of
democratic states to its manifestations.
Authoritarianism is traditionally considered
within the framework of the conceptual triad
«totalitarianism-authoritarianism-democracy»,
or, going beyond it, researchers most often turn
to the dichotomy «authoritarian-democraticy.
This is justified by the fact that in the conditions
of the modern global world, the genesis of
classical totalitarianism of the twentieth century
is practically impossible. But this overly simple
scheme has one significant flaw: given the
complexity of the processes occurring in the
world, it seems difficult to single out a «pure»
form of democracy or authoritarianism. In
addition, modern forms of authoritarianism
often do not imply strict total control over the
existence of society. The opinion of K. Clement
is fair, according to which «the social reality
of modern authoritarianism is characterized by
the fact that specific forms of order, stability,
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the presence of rules, the restoration of national
sovereignty, a strong government are few
and rarely infringe on political freedoms and
the rights of ordinary people.» The European
researcher is echoed by V. Ya. Gelman, who
argues that «... authoritarian regimes do not
always resort to mass repression, while using
some institutions inherent in democracies for
their own purposes.» The above points of view
demonstrate that modern authoritarianism
is not always based exclusively on coercive
practices, but can also attract supporters due to a
developed economy and a high level of scientific
and technological development, an example of
which is modern China. The actualization of
authoritarianism in modern political discourse,
among other things, is associated with some
crisis aspects in the development of European
or American democracies, the consequence of
which is a global authoritarian rollback as a
phenomenon denoting the decline and collapse
of democracies around the world. Even if we
agree with the overly categorical formulation of
the author, it can be noted that the actualization of
authoritarianismis alogical stage in the evolution
of the world political system, associated with a
gradual departure from totalitarianism; also,
with such initial conditions, authoritarianism
acts as a kind of guarantor of the impossibility
of reproducing totalitarianism in the modern
world. In favor of this statement, we can cite the
point of view of S. Ringen, according to whom
democracies and autocratic states are often not
a model of effective governance, but contribute
to the containment of totalitarian intentions.
According to the author, this is achieved
through the «restrained use of power», which
S. Ringen interprets as achieving obedience
as recognition of the legitimacy of a particular
subject of power or political system. Although,
of course, individual elements of total control
over society are possible in the context of the
need to confront existential threats, for example,
the recent covid pandemic.

Authoritarianism can be defined as a socio-
cultural and political phenomenon, conditioned
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by the ontological situation and including
political practices and the mechanism of the
world’s assumption by the ruling subject,
allowing authoritarianism to be included in both
democratic formsofgovernmentand independent
existence. In the conditions of both normal
development of the state and in the situation
of an existential challenge, authoritarianism is
capable of acting not as an intermediate, but
as a middle form of political power between
totalitarianism and democracy. The middle
nature of authoritarianism is analyzed in more
detail by E.A. Lazarev, using the concept of
authoritarian equilibrium. With this concept, the
author describes a situation in which democratic
institutions are subject to authoritarian
adaptation, meaning their transformation
taking into account the peculiarities of the
cultural, economic and political conditions of
the existence of authoritarianism. The middle
nature of authoritarianism as a form of political
power is considered in more detail by F.S.
Antonov. Within the framework of his theory
of parademocratic authoritarianism, he believes
that it is possible to use individual elements of
democracy as a superstructure to an authoritarian
governing basis. But, speaking about the middle
nature of authoritarianism, it is also important
to note the predisposition of democracies to its
manifestations. A number of theories of both
domestic and Western researchers are devoted
to this aspect of the problem. An example of
the former is the study by E.A. Lukyanova
and 1.G. Shablinsky, according to which
modern authoritarian regimes massively mimic
democracy by imitating democratic institutions
and procedures. For an example of the latter, one
can turn to the theories of illiberal democracy by
F. Zakaria and liberal fascism by J. Goldberg.
Despite some conceptual differences, the key
idea of both concepts is as follows: Western
democracies are largely predisposed to
manifestations of authoritarianism, which is
due not only to political and institutional, but
also to socio-cultural factors. All of the above
creates the prerequisites for the formation of
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a conceptual block called the «philosophy of
authoritarianismy», understood as an applied
form of research into authoritarianism not
only as a type of political power, but also as
a cultural phenomenon, the value-normative
and ideological dominants of which determine
the forms and methods of manifestation
of the practices of the ruling subject. The
analysis of culture allows us to identify the
essential, existential grounds for the existence
of authoritarianism. «The philosophy of
authoritarianism» includes several theoretical
sections. The first of them - «post-totalitarian» is
expressed in the understanding of the formation
of modern modifications of authoritarianism as
areaction to the disappearance of totalitarianism
in modern political discourse. Authoritarianism
in this case is perceived primarily as a
restraining factor, due to which the reproduction
of a totalitarian project in modern conditions
is practically impossible, or only partially
possible. The next section of the philosophy of
authoritarianism — the “crisis” section —includes
theories according to which authoritarianism
is constituted as a phenomenon, the condition
for the development of which is the crisis of
democracy not only as a form of government,
but also as a political concept (idea). It is in the
situation of a crisis of democratic government
that its predisposition to manifestations of
authoritarianism is most clearly manifested. A.
Magun pays much attention to the analysis of
this aspect of the problem, using the concept
of the predeterminedness of authoritarianism.
Revealing its meaning, the author not only
speaks of a predisposition to ..., but also of the
existence in a democratic society of an existential
demand for the introduction, use and - possibly
- subsequent preservation of authoritarian
practices of control and management. Within
the framework of the “crisis” block, it is also
necessary to mention E. Vyatra, who claimed
that the new authoritarianism as a phenomenon
of the 21st century is formed and supported
due to those processes that destructively
affect liberal democracy and are the cause of

its crisis. The author is right that the crisis of
democracy contributes to the strengthening of
authoritarianism. But, along with what J. Vyatr
says, authoritarianism is also formed as a result
of the normal development of the political
system. This aspect of the problem is reflected
in the theory of A. V. Zberovsky, who allows for
the possibility of democracy developing towards
tyranny and authoritarianism, respectively,
highlighting, in particular, such a variety as
democracy-dictatorship.

Another section of the philosophy of
authoritarianism is the «pandemic» section,
which defines the global pandemic of covid-19
as a factor in the evolution and transformation
of modern modifications of authoritarianism.
Within this block, covid-19 is considered by
many researchers to be an existential threat,
the overcoming of which can change the
very essential foundations of the existence
of authoritarianism. The condition for their
cancellationis the restoration - in the terminology
of J. Agabman - of the «state of normality»,
the right to determine which - as well as the
introduction of a state of emergency - is reserved
for the ruling subject. Within the framework of
the theory of «anthropocentric authoritarianism»
created by D. Chandler, he argues that «liberal
freedoms in the current situation threaten the
whole society, and therefore the state has to
introduce emergency measures and powers
everywhere, strengthening authoritarianism.»
In this regard, the position of A.N. deserves
attention. Kuryukina, who believes that the key
problem is that COVID-19 can turn a democratic
recession into a depression, which threatens to
turn political systems towards authoritarianism.
In general, within the framework of the
pandemic block of studies of authoritarianism,
it can be concluded that the global pandemic of
covid 19 will either lead to an increase in the
efficiency of modern autocracies, or will entail
their deformation and destruction as a result of
the inability to cope with the global existential
challenge. Onthe other hand, the global pandemic
has demonstrated the predisposition of many
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democratic ruling entities to manifestations of
both «soft» and «hard» forms of authoritarianism.
In general, it can be stated that the intermediate
result of the evolution of authoritarianism was
its development towards a permanent, rather
than temporary form of existence of political
power. The analysis of this form, in addition to

aspects, should also include the cultural factor.
It is the understanding of the socio-cultural
foundations of authoritarianism that contributes
to the understanding of its existential essence
as a type of political power capable of stable
reproduction in the conditions of the modern
global world.

traditional political, economic and institutional
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HECTAH JIOMAUA

HokTop puaocodpcknx Hayk, mpodeccop CyxyMcKoOro rocy1apcTBeHHOT0 YHHBEPCHTETA
(I'py3ms1)

OUJTIOCOPCKUN AHAJIN3 ABTOPUTAPU3MA
Pe3rome

CucTeMa ynpaBiaeHUs] COLMATBHBIMU MPOLECCAMU UIPAeT BAKHYIO POJib B (POPMUPOBAHUU COLMATIBHON
CTPYKTYPbI U IBISETCS OHUM U3 €€ KOMMOHEHTOB. [IpobnemMa BIMAHUS CUCTEMbBI yIIpaBICHHS HAa U3MEHEHHE
COLMANIbHBIX MHCTUTYTOB M CTPYKTYp OCOOEHHO aKTyalbHa B MEPUOJ COLMALHBIX TpaHchopMaluii.
CucTeMHBIN TIOJAXO/ MpPEeIoaraeT, YTo COLMAIbHbIE CTPYKTYpbl OOLIEcCTBa MOPOKIAAKOT ONpese/eHHbIN
XapakTep yrnpaBJieHHs, a OH, B CBOIO OYepe/ib, BIUSIET Ha XOJ1 COLUANILHBIX MPOLECCOB 1 (JOPMUPOBAHHE HOBBIX
nHcTUTyTOB. CollManbHas CTPYKTypa He CTaTHUuUHA, OHA UMEET CBOK JUHAMUKY, U BEKTOp €€ Pa3BUTHs BO
MHOTOM 3aBHUCHUT OT CUCTEMbl YMpaBJeHHsS M BIACTH, KOTOpas MOXET MPUHUMATh pasjindHble (GOpPMBI, rie
4acTO MPOSIBIIAIOTCS TEHAEHIMU K BO3HUKHOBEHUIO aBTOKPATHUECKUX CTPYKTYP YMPaBICHUS COLUATIBLHBIMU
MpoLeccamu.

B ocHOBHOM aBTOpUTapW3M (OT JIaT. auctor — WHULIMATOP, OCHOBATeJIb, CO3/aTellb, TBOpEI U auctoritas —
CYyIK/IeHHe, MHEHHE, B3IJIsi1, PellieHHe, BACTh, 3aKOH ) — MPECTABICH KaK XapaKTepPUCTUKA U TUI CTPYKTYPbI
yrpaBJieHUs B COLMaIbHOM cucteMe. MIHTepec K aBTOpUTApU3MY Kak BaxkHeMIel KaTeropuu 00LIeCTBEHHbIX
HayK 0COOEHHO BO3poC B mociieAHue roabl. CIIeKTp pa3HOBUIHOCTEH aBTOpUTapU3Ma B COBPEMEHHOM MHpE
BeChbMa UIMPOK: OJHOMAPTUHHbIE U MHOTOMAPTUIHbBIE PEKUMBbI, KOHCTUTYLIMOHHbIE MOHAPXWH U T. 1. Takoe
MHOroo0pasue (GopM MpOsBICHHUS aBTOPUTAPU3MAa B CTPYKTYpe YIpaBICHHS COLMAIBHBIMH MpOlleccaMHu,
CKOpee BCEro, CBUJCTEIbCTBYET O TOM, YTO OHM HOCAT MepeXOJHbIi xapakrep. Mcropuueckuii onbiT
MOKa3bIBAET, YTO ABTOPUTAPU3M BO3HUKAET, KaK MPaBUIIO, B CTPAHAX, T'Jle IPOUCXOUT CMEHa OOIIECTBEHHOTO
CTpOsi, COMPOBOMKAAOIIASCS PE3KOH Mosisipu3aliieil MOJIMTUYEeCKUX CUJI; B CTpaHaX, IJe HaOJIoJaroTCs
JUTUTEJIbHbIE 9KOHOMHUYECKHE W MOJUTUYECKHUE KPU3UCHI, MPEOI0JIEHUE KOTOPhIX JEMOKPATUYECKUM MYyTeM
CTAHOBUTCS HEBO3MOXHbBIM. [IpefcTaBiseTcss aKkTyadbHbIM HE TOJIBKO BbIAEIUTh OCHOBHbIE ACMEKTHI
(heHOMEHa aBTOpUTApHU3Ma, HO U PACCMOTPETH MOCJIC/ICTBUS BIMSHUS TOTO WK UHOTO BapUaHTa €ro Pa3BUTHS
Ha COLMAJIEHYIO CTPYKTYpY 00I1lecTBa.

ABTOpUTApPU3M B YCIIOBUSIX COILMAILHO-9KOHOMUYECKOTO M MOJIMTUYECKOrO KpU3KMCa Ha OMNpeesIeHHOM
HMCTOPUYECKOM JTare, Kak MOKa3bIBae€T OMNBIT MHOTMX CTPaH, MOXET O0eCHeuuTh OMpeieieHHbIH pocT
SKOHOMHUYECKOTO pa3BUTUs, (POPMHUpPOBAHHME TMOJUTHYECKOM CTAaOWJIBHOCTH B 00IIecTBe, (popMupoBaHue
COLMAJIBHBIX CTPYKTYP M CJIOEB C HOBBIM MUPOBO33peHHeM. B 3TUX yClIOBUSIX BJIACTH YAaeTCs OPraHU30BbIBATh
AHTHUIPABUTELCTBEHHbBIE U OMIMO3ULIMOHHBIE MPOTECTHI, pa3pellaTh STHUYECKUE U PETUTHO3HbIE KOH(IUKTHI,
MPOBOJUTH TOCTATOUHO YMEPEHHYIO COLIMANBHYIO TMOJKUTUKY, PEryjupoBaTh PBIHOYHBIE OTHOLIEHUS,
COXpaHss NPU 3TOM MHOTOYKJIaTHOCTh SKOHOMHKH U CITIOCOOCTBYS €€ pa3BUTHIO. DTO co3AaeT OaronpusiTHbie
ycioBus i popMuUpoBaHus 3PPEKTUBHBIX COLMATILHBIX CTPYKTYP, Mepexo/ia OT aBTOPUTAPHBIX PEXKUMOB K
rpa)<IaHCKOMY OOIIECTBY U MPABOBOMY T'OCYJapCTBY 4epe3 AeMOKpaTH3alMI0 OOIEeCTBEHHO-MOJIMTUYECKON
JKU3HU.

B cBsi31 ¢ Tem, 4TO B pa3BUTUX MUPOBOT'O COOOIIIECTBA MPOUCXOAUT MOCTOSTHHAS SBOJIIOLIUS MOJIUTUYECKUX
(hopM, BO MHOIMX CTpaHax BO3HUKAIOT CMEILIAHHble U TMOPUHbIE CUCTEMbI YIPABICHUS, KOTOPbIE MOXKHO
paccMmaTpuBaTh B paMKaxX aBTOPUTapuU3Ma W €ro BIMSHUS Ha (POPMHUPOBAHUE COLMATBHBIX WHCTUTYTOB W
CTPYKTYp. DTO B HACTOsI1IIEE BpeMsl CIIOXKHAsI, MHOrOTPaHHAs U He JI0 KOHIIA U3Y4YeHHasl pobJieMa COLIMOJIOTUH.

Oco0eHHOCTH MpUHIMIA pa3/iejieHus BiacTel, pacrhpesesieHus] U rnepepacrpeielieHus HalMOHAIbHOTO
JI0XO071a, DKOHOMHYECKAss M TMOJMTHYECKas HeCTaOWIbHOCTh, KpPUMHHAW3alMs OOIECTBa, KOPPYMIMS,
YCUJICHUE HALIMOHAJIMCTHUYECKUX TEHACHIIUA — BCE 3TO MOTPEeOOBAJIO B YCIOBUSAX Pa3BUTHsI OOLIECTBEHHO-
MOJIMTUYECKOM CUTYyallud B CTpaHaX JOCTATOYHO CHJILHOM MPE3UJACHTCKOM BJIACTH C JOCTATOYHO >KECTKUMU
METOJlaMH yIpaBJieHUs] OOIeCTBOM, O€3 uero, BEpOSTHO, HEBO3MOXKHO JIOOMUThCS SKOHOMUYECKOW U
MOJIMTUYECKOM CTaOMIIbHOCTH COLUAIIBHOM CTPYKTYPHI.
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