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SOCIAL FOUNDATIONS OF 
POLITICAL ORDER IN INTER WAR 

EUROPE 
By GREGORY M. LUEBBERT* 

TOUR types of regimes of historic importance appeared in Europe be- 
tween the two world wars: pluralist democracy, social or corporatist 

democracy, traditional dictatorship, and fascism. The vast body of liter- 
ature that has grown up around them has rarely cast these political orders 
as historical alternatives to each other, however. When it has done so, it 
has normally cast pluralist democracy as the alternative to fascism. Most 
commonly, this has taken the form of contrasts between Germany and 
Britain, and has been accompanied by the question, why was Germany 
not like Britain?' Yet, pluralist democracy such as appeared in Britain 
was actually the least relevant alternative between the wars, for the pos- 
sibility of stabilizing it where it did not already exist had been foreclosed 
by World War I. Where liberal parties had failed to establish responsible 
parliamentary institutions before the war, it would prove impossible to 
stabilize a pluralist democracy afterward. Henceforth, stabilization 
would require corporatism in either its fascist or social democratic var- 
iant rather than pluralism. 

The appearance of fascism, however, was not predetermined by the ir- 
relevance of pluralist democracy. Germany did not become fascist be- 
cause it could not become a pluralist democracy such as Britain. It became 
fascist because it could become neither a corporatist democracy such as 
Norway nor a traditional dictatorship such as appeared in much of east- 
ern Europe. It was still possible to establish a stable social or corporatist 

* I would like to thank Vinod Aggarwal, Gabriel Almond, Paul Buchanan, David Collier, 
Giuseppe Di Palma, Joseph Fizman, Ernst Haas, Andrew Janos, Daniel Verdier, and John 
Zysman for their thoughtful comments on the longer manuscript from which this article is 
taken. I am especially indebted to Daniel Verdier for his research assistance. 

Among the most influential of these works are those by Ralf Dahrendorf and Karl Die- 
trich Bracher, both of whom postulate a liberal or Anglo-Saxon theory of the state and con- 
trast it with a German Idealist tradition. See Dahrendorf, Society and Democracy in Germany 
(New York: Norton, i967); Bracher, Die Aufidsung der Weimarer Republik [The Dissolution 
of the Weimar Republic] (Stuttgart: Ring Verlag, I Two influential but more sociologi- 
cally grounded analyses that make use of the contrast between Britain and Germany are Bar- 
rington Moore, Social Origins of Dictatorship and Democracy (Boston: Beacon Press, i966), and 
Alexander Gerschenkron, Bread and Democracy in Germany (Berkeley: University of Califor- 
nia Press, 1943). 
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democracy. This could be done if socialists could form a coalition with 
the countryside. Even when socialists could not do this, it was still possi- 
ble to avoid fascism if interwar liberals could make such a coalition. 
Where they could do so, the result would be a traditional dictatorship. 
Fascism, in other words, could only appear if pluralist democracy, social 
democracy, and traditional dictatorship could not. An understanding of 
fascism, then, requires an understanding of why these alternative regimes 
were not possible in some countries. 

To understand why they were not, we must study the determinants of 
both state and labor-market institutions. The form the interwar state ul- 
timately assumed in the crises of the I920S and I930S cannot be under- 
stood apart from the manner in which workers became organized in the 
labor market. For both state and labor market institutions took shape si- 
multaneously as two halves of the same response to working-class mobi- 
lization. 

Trade unions could be organized along corporatist or pluralist lines, or 
they could simply be repressed by the state. Corporatism between the 
wars denoted a system in which economic interests in a private economy 
were becoming functionally organized in groups that were centralized, 
comprehensive, and authoritative. In its democratic variant social de- 
mocracy membership in these organizations was voluntary; the organ- 
izations mediated the relationship among workers, capitalists, sectors of 
the economy, and the state. In social democracies, corporatist labor 
unions have served to offset the otherwise inherent advantages of em- 
ployers in collective bargaining and in the polity, and have played a crit- 
ical role in the making of social policy. Corporatism has not been mainly 
a system of restraint and control of the working class, but of inclusion. 
Social democracies appeared between the wars in Norway, Sweden, 
Czechoslovakia, and to a lesser degree in Denmark.2 

In its authoritarian variant fascism corporatist organizations were 
mainly mechanisms through which the state controlled and mobilized 
workers and capitalists. Here corporatism provided the institutional 
means to subordinate the working class; inclusion was mainly symbolic. 
Corporatist trade unions served as the transmission belts of the material 
benefits and coercion by which the controlling party attempted to buy the 
support or force the acquiescence of labor. Between the wars, such re- 

2 The interwar Czechoslovakian experience and its corporatist aspects can be found in 
Harry Klepetar, Seit i9i8 ... Eine Geschichte der Tschechoslowakischen Republik [Since i9i8 
... A History of the Czechoslovak Republik] (Moravska Ostrava: Verlag Julius Kittls Nach- 
folger, 1937), esp. 283-375- 
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gimes appeared in Nazi Germany, Fascist Italy and, to a lesser degree, in 
Franco's Spain. 

In pluralist labor markets, trade unions were legally free-within 
some basic rules-to organize, bargain collectively, and agitate politi- 
cally. In contrast to their counterparts in social democracies, unions re- 
mained comparatively weakly organized and less effective in bargaining 
with employers and the state. They did not exhibit the same comprehen- 
siveness or centralization; leaders could not speak with authority for their 
members on a broad range of social and economic questions. There de- 
veloped no legal or cultural presumption that union leaders had to be 
consulted and their policy demands accommodated by the state. The 
United States, Britain, France, Ireland, and Switzerland are examples of 
pluralist democracies. 

The fourth variety of political order that appeared between the wars 
was the traditional dictatorship. It combined severe curtailments of polit- 
ical competition with repression in the labor market. Parliament was 
closed or existed only as a rump after important parties had been out- 
lawed. Trade unions were either greatly restricted or outlawed alto- 
gether, but they were not, as in fascist regimes, replaced by state-spon- 
sored organizations of control. Such regimes offered no solution to the 
problem of working-class integration; rather, they attempted to ignore it. 
To that extent, they were inherently unstable. Such traditional dictator- 
ships appeared in Finland, Austria, Hungary, and much of eastern Eu- 
rope. 

The four regimes are, to be sure, ideal types. No society acquired in- 
stitutions that corresponded perfectly to the idealized models, and some 
institutions were a mixture, especially of the pluralist and social demo- 
cratic models. Belgium, the Netherlands, and Denmark, for instance, fell 
between the pluralist and corporatist models, with the first two more 
closely approximating the pluralist model, and Denmark more closely 
approximating the social democratic model. The intermediate position of 
these countries reflects and can be explained by the mixed character of 
their developmental experience, which combined aspects of both the plu- 
ralist and corporatist experiences. 

The four regimes were the interwar byproducts of four routes from 
preindustrial politics to the crises of the I920S and I930s. Each route was 
delineated by a historical legacy and by the urban-rural coalition that 
formed in response to the interwar crises. The historical legacy was pro- 
vided by the dominance, or lack thereof, of liberal parties before the First 
World War. Nowhere before the war were liberals in unambiguous po- 
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litical control. Rather, they exercised more or less influence, sometimes in 
an alliance with, and sometimes in competition with, rural interests. 
Whether they were the senior or junior partner (or antagonist), however, 
was of decisive importance. Where they were dominant-as in Britain 
(where the Liberal Party and the liberalized Conservative Party alter- 
nated in power until the war), Switzerland (where the Radicals con- 
trolled every government from i848 to i919), and France (where Repub- 
licans were dominant after i877) workers entered politics before World 
War I; they did so gradually and in groups, rather than suddenly and as 
a cohesive class. As a result, these societies, all of which acquired demo- 
cratic polities, also acquired pluralist labor markets. 

The situation was dramatically different in countries in which liberals 
were not dominant. Here, the war was a turning point in the transition 
to mass politics. Its trauma and the example of the Bolshevik Revolution 
served to radicalize workers and polarize politics in all societies. Workers 
and peasants were now politically active everywhere. The explosion of 
political participation was vastly more difficult to accommodate where 
workers had not been brought into politics gradually under liberal tute- 
lage. Where they had not been, they had come to be organized in politics 
and in the labor market in a more explicitly class-based manner. Yet, the 
political and economic citizenship of this more cohesively organized class 
remained incomplete. In effect, modern political orders had yet to be cre- 
ated. Ultimately, corporatism in either its social democratic or fascist var- 
iant, rather than pluralism, would be required to stabilize class politics in 
these societies. 

The form of the political order was determined by the coalition of ur- 
ban and rural interests that emerged in response to the crises. In the mak- 
ing of these coalitions, the allegiance of the family peasantry proved de- 
cisive: when it sided with an urban socialist party, the outcome was a 
social democratic regime; when it sided with the party or parties of tra- 
ditional liberals, the outcome was invariably a traditional dictatorship. In 
this essay, I will attempt to identify the conditions that produced each of 
these coalitions. To set the stage, we must first consider the importance 
of liberal dominance in the creation of pluralist democracies, and why it 
was that the political economies established after World War I could not 
become pluralist democracies. 

PLURALIST DEMOCRACIES 

The model of the pluralist path, as exemplified by the British transi- 
tion, has long fixed attention on the essential feature that distinguished 
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early democratizers.3 In these societies, the bourgeoisie gained a domi- 
nant position, through the vehicle of liberal parties, before workers mo- 
bilized autonomously. In societies that were becoming pluralist, working 
class unions and parties gained access to the state through collaboration 
with the liberal community. Liberals gradually accommodated them- 
selves to demands for an enlarged suffrage, the secret ballot, the elimi- 
nation of unequal electoral districts, the legalization of trade unions, col- 
lective bargaining, the right to strike, and so forth. In large measure, these 
long-term reforms came about because they served the short-term elec- 
toral needs of liberal parties. For example, because French Republicans 
needed the support of workers in their struggle against Conservatives, 
they met the three most important demands of French worker move- 
ments after i877: the establishment of universal, free secular public edu- 
cation; the pardoning of the Communards; and the legalization of trade 
unions, collective bargaining, and the right to strike.4 

Because workers in these societies gained the right to vote early on and 
because parliamentary institutions had substantial legitimacy among 
workers, liberal parties never found themselves confronted by the work- 
ing class as a whole. Instead, they were confronted by scattered groups of 
gradually mobilized workers, usually organized on a local basis. In con- 
trol of the state, the liberals could define the terms on which working- 
class parties were given access to politics; they controlled how votes were 
counted, constituencies defined, parties registered, campaigns financed, 
and legislators paid. The liberal parties could extend participation with- 
out actually changing the balance of class power very much. Indeed, the 
Lib-Lab alliances that were so characteristic of this pattern of mobiliza- 
tion actually served to reinforce the balance of class power. To the extent 
that the Lib-Lab strategy actually benefited workers (or merely appeared 
to benefit them), the liberal ideology was made more plausible, and the 
launching of an autonomous working-class movement was made more 
difficult. 

Liberalism with its emphasis on class harmony, individualism, com- 
petition, achievement, and merit-was an ideology that legitimated the 
pluralist order. Its extended pre-eminence meant that it, rather than the 

3 Early democratizers are defined as societies that acquired responsible parliamentary in- 
stitutions, manhood suffrage, reasonably equitable electoral laws, and trade union rights be- 
fore World War I. The countries that met all four of the criteria were Britain, Ireland (as a 
colony), France, Switzerland, and the United States. All others failed on at least one count. 
The classical statement of the pluralist path is found in T. H. Marshall, Class, Citizenship and 
Social Development (Garden City, NY: Doubleday, i965), chap. 4. 

4 Val Lorwin, The French Labor Movement (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1954), 
i8. 
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landed interests or working-class movements, defined the parameters of 
legitimate political institutions and debate. Working-class parties thus 
found themselves in the difficult position of arguing against an ideology 
and parliamentary institutions that appeared legitimate to a large part of 
the working class. In I920, Fernand Loriot, a leader of the new Com- 
munist Party, lamented the hold of the liberal ideology on French work- 
ers' attitudes: 

Whatever we do, we cannot avoid the fact that in France, over 50 years of 
bourgeois democracy has created within the masses amongst whom we 
work ... an entirely distinctive mentality. . .. People here are still con- 
vinced that we have a patrimony of liberties to defend. The whole of our 
mental formation is based on a revolutionary [i.e., Jacobin] tradition, skill- 
fully manipulated by our bourgeois democracy.5 

Ironically, one indicator of the success of liberals in integrating the 
working class is that in some respects they actually had to do less for the 
material interests of workers than did the leaders of authoritarian states. 
Peter Flora and Jens Alber have shown that social welfare measures were 
most highly developed before I9I4 in those European societies that 
lacked parliamentary institutions and political rights for workers. Flora 
and Alber argue that authoritarian regimes turned to these measures as a 
substitute for parliamentarism and the granting of political rights to 
workers. The greater legitimacy bestowed by a parliamentary order and 
liberal ideology actually militated against the early introduction of social 
welfare initiatives that were of value to workers.6 

Much the same process of accommodation under liberal dominance oc- 
curred in the labor market. In France, the Republicans legislated the 
right to form trade unions, to bargain collectively, and to strike in i884. 
This law and the manner of its enforcement illustrate the impact of lib- 
eral dominance: unions were obliged to register their constitutions and 
bylaws and the names of their officers. Registered bourses du travail were 

5Quoted in Roger Magraw, France, i8I5-I9I4: The Bourgeois Century (New York: Oxford 
University Press), 373. 

6 Flora and Alber use a less restrictive definition of democratic regime (see fn. 3 for thc 
definition employed here). Their "constitutional-dualist monarchies" are Sweden, Germany, 
Denmark, and Austria. Their parliamentary regimes are Britain, Switzerland, France, Bel- 
gium, The Netherlands, Italy, and Norway. Under the more restricted definition employed 
here, The Netherlands and Belgium almost fit the requirements of early democracies, falling 
short only on the extent of the suffrage. Norway (electoral laws) and Italy (franchise, electoral 
laws, trade union rights) clearly do not. Despite the definitional differences, the association 
between liberalism and late social welfare initiatives remains. Indeed, Flora and Alber's data 
show that it is strengthened if Italy is properly classified as undemocratic. See "Moderniza- 
tion, Democratization, and the Development of Welfare States in Western Europe," in Peter 
Flora and Arnold Heidenheimer, eds., The Development of Welfare States in Europe and Amer- 
ica (New Brunswick, NJ: Transaction Books, i98i), 37-80. 
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then eligible to receive state subsidies and rent-free office space. Registra- 
tion allowed municipalities to keep track of radicals. The government 
used subsidies to discourage radicalism and, for a time, the creation of 
labor organizations that stretched across different trades. 

The law of i884 meant that the state recognized the existence of 
unions. It did not mean that employers were required to recognize them. 
Indeed, for two generations many French employers continued, often 
brutally, to resist recognition. The reluctance of many employers in 
France and the United States to recognize unions until compelled to do 
so in the I930S was itself a manifestation of the weight of the liberal ide- 
ology. The telling effects of the i884 law, however, were to encourage 
decentralized unions, to enhance the legitimacy of the Republic, and to 
redefine substantially the battle as one between workers and employers 
rather than between workers and the state.7 The infrequency of political 
strikes was indicative of the success of French Republicans and their lib- 
eral counterparts elsewhere. While political strikes by French, British, 
and American workers were exceptions, they were common in other 
countries. In Belgium, for instance, there were four general strikes in the 
years before I9I4. Elsewhere, too, political strikes were a regular feature 
of labor movements, even where as in Spain, Germany, and Italy the 
political restraints on labor protest were much more repressive.8 

Because in liberal-dominated societies workers were allowed to organ- 
ize more or less as they sought to, trade unions became incorporated into 
the labor market as individual interest groups. They were often organ- 
ized locally and along craft lines, and developed traditions of local or 
plant bargaining. By the time national working-class parties and trade- 
union movements started to form, these locally organized unions had a 
generation or more of leaders and members whose vested interests in the 
established organizations had to be overcome in order to create more 
comprehensive structures.9 

Among the pluralist democracies, France appears somewhat excep- 
tional because of the eventual emergence of a radical working-class 
movement in the form of the Communist Party. In the terms used above, 
the explanation seems straightforward enough, however: liberals had less 

7The early history of the French labor movement is discussed in Lorwin (fn. 4), chap. 2. 
8 The absence of political strikes by French workers-and the feebleness of syndicalism in 

the French labor movement generally-has been carefully documented in Peter Stearns, Rev- 
olutionary Syndicalism and French Labor: A Cause Without Rebels (New Brunswick, NJ: Rut- 
gers University Press, 1971), esp. chap. 2. 

9 For a discussion of the obstacles presented by early decentralization for subsequent uni- 
fication of French labor, see Lorwin (fn. 4), chap. 2. For a parallel discussion of the Swiss ex- 
perience, see Eduard Weckerle, The Trade Unions in Switzerland (Bern: Swiss Federation of 
Trade Unions, 1947), i6-33. 
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of a need to solicit the workers' support because of the combined electoral 
weight of the middle class and the peasantry and because the centrality of 
clerical-anticlerical conflict left French workers with no alternative to the 
Radical Republicans until the appearance of the unified Socialist Party in 
I905. The inconsistency of the late formation of the Socialist Party and 
the eventual appearance of the Communist Party points to another deci- 
sive feature of the French experience: France was distinguished not only 
by the apparently lower level of worker integration before the war, but 
by its uniquely traumatic experience in the First World War. As a result, 
the working-class movement was, by the standards of pluralist democ- 
racies, comparatively radicalized. 

SOCIAL DEMOCRACY AND FASCISM 

Societies that became social democracies, traditional dictatorships, or 
fascist dictatorships after World War I differed from pluralist democra- 
cies in the comparative weakness of their liberal parties before the war. 
There were several reasons for this weakness. Most obviously, these so- 
cieties began to industrialize at a later date in all cases after i85o, and 
in many cases not until the beginning of the 20th century. The amount of 
time in which the subtending class, the bourgeoisie, could assert itself be- 
fore the war, before the ensuing disruptions, and before the example of 
the Bolshevik Revolution, was briefer.Io Also, because late industrializa- 
tion sometimes brought about a greater role for the state, it often resulted 
in a correspondingly greater dependence of the bourgeoisie on the state 
and a less plausible case for the liberal ideology. 

Late democratizers entered the First World War with more highly 
mobilized working classes than early democratizers. The war had up- 
rooted, alienated, disoriented and, therefore, made more susceptible to 
radical appeals upon their return home (from factories or the front), mil- 
lions of young men who had previously been beyond the reach of radical 
organizers. The impact of the war was hardly milder in neutralist coun- 
tries, traumatized as they were by the economic boom-and-bust cycle of 
war and peace. In short, a significant difference between societies like 
these and those that became pluralist democracies was not simply that lib- 
eralism was weaker, but that workers became class-conscious over a 
much briefer period of time. One indication of this is provided by Table 
i, which reports the percentage of the vote for the left in the last election 

Io An important study of the impact of the war on political mobilization is provided in 
Charles S. Maier, Recasting Bourgeois Europe (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1975), 
esp. 3-15- 



POLITICAL ORDER IN INTERWAR EUROPE 457 

TABLE I 
LEFT VOTING AND LEVEL OF INDUSTRIALIZATION 

Prewar Postwar Labor in 
Left Votea Left Votea Non -primary Sectorsb 

France 16.8 23.0 56.9 
Switzerland 20.1 23.5 80.0 
Britain 6.4 29.7 91.5 

Netherlands 22.9 25.0 77.0 
Denmark 29.6 28.7 63.3 
Belgium 30.3 36.6 68.0 

Norway 26.3 31.6 57.9 
Sweden 30.1 38.9c 56.3 
Finland 43.1 38.0 37.0 
Germany 34.8 45.5 69.3 
Austriad 23.0 40.8 68.1 
Italy 22.8 34.3 43.8 

a Last election before the war and first election after the war. For both elections, the left 
vote is defined as the social democratic, labor, or socialist party, and all parties to the left of it. 
Data for both elections are from Peter Flora, ed., State, Economy and Society in Western Europe, 
1815-1975. A Data Handbook. Vol. 1: The Growth of Mass Democracies (Chicago: St. James 
Press, 1983), 89-153. 

b The percentage of the active labor force employed outside the primary sector in about 
1920. Source: B. R. Mitchell, European Historical Statistics, 2d. rev. ed. (New York: Facts on 
File, 1980), 151-66. 

c This election took place in 1917. 
d Prewar figure is an average for several elections. Source: Walter Korpi, The Democratic 

Class Struggle (London: Routledge & Kegan Paul, 1983), 38. 

before the war and in the first election after the war, and the level of in- 
dustrialization in twelve European countries. The table demonstrates 
that the societies that had not become democratic had had conspicuously 
higher levels of support for working-class parties even before the war. 
Moreover, in almost all cases the level of industrialization was lower, and 
therefore the size of the working class was smaller in these societies. In 
effect, working-class parties were having distinctly more success under 
distinctly less favorable conditions. The war raised the left vote every- 
where, but did not close the gap. In none of the early democratizers is the 
left vote over 30 percent in the first postwar election. It was greater than 
30 percent in all but two of the nine late democratizers. 

In some societies, foremost among them Italy, Norway, and Sweden, 
another generation of peace might have resulted in pluralist democratic 
regimes. In Italy, the Giolittian coalition sought to bring together reform- 
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ist parts of the bourgeoisie and what amounted to the Italian equivalent 
of the "aristocracy of labor" in a reform movement that bore a remarka- 
ble resemblance to the early Lib-Lab coalition in Britain. In Norway and 
Sweden, reform coalitions between parts of the bourgeoisie and leading 
sectors of the still fairly small industrial working-class movement had 
come into being during the years immediately before the war. Even in 
Germany probably among the countries least likely to become a stable 
pluralist democracy because of the high level of class-consciousness 
halting attempts to create a reformist coalition of liberals and labor had 
appeared in I9I2. 

Late industrialization and the war were the most proximate destabiliz- 
ing factors. It was of more fundamental importance that in societies that 
were to become social democracies, traditional dictatorships, or fascist, 
the liberal community was deeply divided. Norway and Czechoslovakia, 
with sociological fault lines that divided bourgeois political movements 
into linguistic, regional, cultural and religious blocs, illustrate this well. 
In Norway, liberals were never able on their own to sponsor successful 
reform movements before World War I. As a result, rural interests dom- 
inated the Storting, the dominant values of the party system were agrar- 
ian rather than industrial, and economic liberalization was long delayed. 
The shift to parliamentary sovereignty itself was mainly brought about 
by rural representatives, and was aimed at controlling the big spending 
of urban bureaucrats." In Czechoslovakia, liberal movements were sim- 
ilarly constrained by their divisions and by subordination to rural inter- 
ests. Czech liberalism was also constrained by the peripheral position of 
Bohemia and Moravia in the Habsburg Empire.12 

These divisions within the liberal community generally reflected the 
incompleteness of nation-state formation before industrialization. The 
basic questions of territorial identity, national language, and religion re- 
mained unresolved. These "preindustrial cleavages," to borrow Seymour 
Martin Lipset and Stein Rokkan's phrase, continued to divide the liberal 
community; as a result, the latter was never able to obtain the pre-emi- 
nent position that its counterparts acquired in countries like Switzerland 
and Britain.I3 Switzerland's experience indicates that the decisive point is 

II On the weakness of liberalism in Scandinavia, see Francis Castles, The Social Democratic 
Image of Society (London: Routledge & Kegan Paul, 1978). 

On Czechoslovakia, see Victor Mamatey, "The Establishment of the Republic," in Victor 
Mamatey and Radomfr Luza, eds., A History of the Czechoslovak Republic, i918-I948 (Prince- 
ton: Princeton University Press, 1973), 3-39. 

3 Sweden and Denmark are partial exceptions. The Swedish liberal community was di- 
vided into separate parties by the high church-low church conflict and by the temperance 
issue. This is in contrast to France, for instance, where religious conflict solidified rather than 
divided the liberal community. The Danish liberal community was divided by constitutional, 
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not that such cleavages exist in a party system, but that they prevent lib- 
erals from acquiring a position of dominance. Swiss Radicals and Cath- 
olic Conservatives were constantly in conflict over clerical questions, but 
because the former outnumbered the latter by about four to one in the 
legislature, the political dominance of the Radicals was never challenged. 
Taking a longer view of causality, then, we can say that societies in which 
preindustrial cleavages were sufficient to undermine the dominance of 
liberals at the onset of worker mobilization could only be stabilized by 
corporatist institutions in the I920S and I930s, whether democratic or fas- 
cist, because of the debilitating effect of these cleavages on the political 
claims of the liberal community. 

Liberal interests in these societies were attacked simultaneously by tra- 
ditional urban and rural oligarchs, peasants, and workers. Paradoxically, 
the same divisions that inhibited liberal parties from establishing their 
pre-eminence also prevented them from expanding their support outside 
the bourgeoisie. The vulnerability of the bourgeoisie apparently made it 
more difficult to persuade bourgeois voters and activists to accept conces- 
sions to workers' interests in exchange for their support. Thus, in coun- 
tries like Italy, Sweden, and Germany, liberal parties appear never to 
have succeeded in gaining the percentage of the working-class vote that 
their counterparts received in Britain, Switzerland, and France.'4 

This inability to create successful reformist alliances of the bourgeoisie 
and workers in the early period of worker mobilization had momentous 
implications. Above all, it meant that workers were more likely to be mo- 
bilized as a class than as a series of locally organized interest groups and 
trade unions. In the face of limited opportunities to gain influence 
through alliances with bourgeois interests, arguments for class-based 
worker organizations were made more compelling. Liberalism was em- 
pirically refuted by the political and labor-market experiences of work- 
ers. 

The outcome was a high level of class-consciousness, radicalization, 
and polarization. Under the circumstances, the conflict between the two 
urban classes became so intense that their representatives could not 
jointly found a stable political economy. It was not for lack of effort: the 

military, and foreign policy conflicts as well as by the usual social reform questions. The classic 
analysis of cleavage development is Seymour Martin Lipset and Stein Rokkan, "Cleavage 
Structures, Party Systems and Voter Alignments: An Introduction," in Lipset and Rokkan, 
eds., Party Systems and Voter Alignments (New York: Free Press, i967), I-64. 

4 There is no direct evidence that liberal parties in these societies received fewer working- 
class votes, but-given the less frequent and less successful appearance of Lib-Lab alliances- 
it seems impossible to infer otherwise. Such alliances are discussed in Seymour Martin Lipset, 
"Radicalism or Reformism: The Sources of Working-Class Politics," American Political Sci- 
ence Review 77 (January I983), 1-19. 
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usual democratic coalition of the I9205 was a coalition of the reforming 
bourgeoisie and labor. Yet, in every case this coalition either could not be 
formed at all at the governmental level (as in Italy, Sweden, Denmark, 
Finland, Norway, and Czechoslovakia) or soon failed under the weight 
of its internal contradictions (Weimar Germany and Spain). In all of 
these countries, the coalition was eventually formed between representa- 
tives of one of the urban classes and the middle peasants. 

THE COALITION WITH THE COUNTRYSIDE 

The coalition had to be with middle peasants because, within the 
agrarian population, only middle peasants combined a mass base, a fairly 
high and stable rate of political participation, a distinct political agenda, 
and the ability to destabilize the polity if this agenda was not realized. By 
contrast, landed elites almost everywhere were a spent political force in 
the I920S and I930s; they were no longer in control of the middle peas- 
antry and the rural proletariat. Although the rural proletariat had its own 
agenda and, in some countries, the potential to provide a mass base, it 
was, by itself, the postwar equivalent of Marx's "sack of potatoes." Inca- 
pable of leading itself or creating its own organizations, it could be or- 
ganized as a durable force only by groups that were not actually of it: so- 
cialists, reform-minded liberals, and Christian democrats. Hence, it could 
be ignored if the sources of external leadership were neutralized. 

Middle peasants, by contrast, usually had autonomous interest groups 
or a powerful voice in larger agrarian groups. In Norway, Sweden, Den- 
mark, and Finland, they had their own agrarian parties. In Catholic Ger- 
many, Austria, Czechoslovakia, Spain, and parts of northern Italy, they 
had a decisive position in less homogeneous parties. In Protestant Ger- 
many and other parts of northern Italy, they had the ability to abandon 
swiftly traditional representatives whom they judged to have served them 
poorly. 

A socialist movement that sought to mobilize the rural proletariat 
(landless laborers and smallholders dependent on the labor market) con- 
tained the seeds of its own failure, because it would become entrapped in 
rural class conflict and thereby alienate middle peasants. A coalition with 
middle peasants required that socialists address three kinds of conflict: 
rural class conflict, consumer-producer conflict, and, sometimes, clerical- 
anticlerical and regional conflict. My contention is that defusing the sec- 
ond set of conflicts was essential to the creation of a worker-peasant coa- 
lition, but that these conflicts could not be defused if the socialist party 
found itself in confrontation with middle peasants on rural class-struc- 
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ture issues. If the consumer-producer issues could be defused, the less im- 
portant clerical-anticlerical and regional issues could also be defused. 

Class conflict was as central to the political lives of peasants as it was to 
the political lives of urban workers and the bourgeoisie. Where socialist 
parties sought to mobilize the rural proletariat, they became enmeshed in 
this conflict and threatened middle peasants in several ways. The greatest 
threat arose from campaigns for land reform. Redistribution was a cen- 
tral issue of rural politics in Spain, Italy, Finland, Denmark, and Czech- 
oslovakia. The fact that redistribution would have occurred at the ex- 
pense of large landowners seems not to have reduced the threat felt by 
the middle peasants, especially in areas such as northern Italy, where 
there was a substantial rural proletariat and little surplus land to redis- 
tribute. When the assertion that their land was secure came from parties 
born of a collectivist ambition, it appeared especially incredible. For peas- 
ants, the security of the asset around which their entire existence revolved 
had to be beyond question. Hence, the Spanish Socialists' campaign for 
land reform in the south of Spain antagonized peasants even in the 
north.'5 

Socialist mobilization of agrarian workers also threatened the middle 
peasants' productive process. Middle peasants, who, by definition, did not 
rely heavily on hired labor, nonetheless had an employer's perspective. 
For, to the extent that they did hire a worker or two, socialist efforts to 
unionize agrarian workers, to establish centralized hiring halls, to fix 
wages, and to extend social welfare benefits to agrarian workers all im- 
pinged on the peasants' costs of production and their freedom to manage 
their land. 

The cumulative effect was to threaten middle peasants in a third way. 
At stake, ultimately, was their social status. In this context, it is easy to 
understand why socialists' protestations that they were committed to the 
interests of both agrarian workers and middle peasants sounded as im- 
plausible to middle peasants as the reformist liberals' claims that they 
were committed to the interests of both workers and the bourgeoisie did 
to urban workers. And just as the socialists' efforts on behalf of urban 
workers aroused intense resentment among the petite bourgeoisie, even 
when it was not directly and materially threatened, their efforts on behalf 
of agrarian workers were bound to generate intense resentment among 
middle peasants. Indeed, resentment and a sense of neglect were the com- 
mon features of all antisocialist peasant movements. 

When Socialist parties did succeed in founding regimes, it was not be- 

I5See Edward Malefakis, Agrarian Reform and Peasant Revolution in Spain: Origins of the 
Civil War (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1970), 219 and passim. 
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cause they had a superior grasp of the strategic requirements of the mo- 
ment, but because they did not attempt to organize the rural proletariat. 
The level of industrialization or the class structure of the countryside had 
little bearing on this, as can be seen by examining first the size of the pri- 
mary labor force in comparison to the total labor force, and then the size 
of the proletarian labor force in comparison to the total agrarian labor 
force. These data, for the early I920S, appear in Table 2. Of the three least 
agrarian countries, one became fascist, one became a traditional dictator- 
ship (Austria, under the Dollfuss-Schuschnigg regime), and one became 
a social democracy. Of the three most agrarian countries, two became fas- 
cist, and the third (Finland) became semi-authoritarian. 

TABLE 2 

RURAL POPULATION AND REGIME OUTCOME 

Primary Labor Force Agrarian Proletariat 
(as a percentage (as a percentage 
of total labor of total primary Regime 

force) a labor force) a Outcome 

Germany 30.7 26 Fascism 
Austria 31.9 26 Dictatorship 
Denmark 37.7 43 Social democracy 

Czechoslovakia 40.3 35 Social democracy 
Norway 42.1 15 Social democracy 
Sweden 43.7 26 Social democracy 

Spain 56.0 35-40 Fascism 
Italy 56.2 35-40 Fascism 
Finland 63.0 30 Dictatorship 

a Data in the first two columns are from about 1920. The agrarian proletariat is defined as 
landless workers or smallholders dependent on the agrarian labor market for some part of 
their income. 

Sources: For the first column, Mitchell (Table 1, fn. b), 151-66. For the second column, the 
figures are estimates based on data reported in Frieda Wunderlich, Farm Labor in Germany, 
1810-1945 (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1961), 15 (Germany); Statistisches Handbuch 
far den Bundesstaat Osterreich, vol. 26 (Vienna: Statistical Office, 1936), 43 (Austria); Danmarks 
Statistik. Statistiske Meddelelser. Landbrugets Arbejdeskraft. 1904 og 1935, series 4, vol. 102, no. 3 
(Copenhagen: Statistical Department, 1937), 15 (Denmark); Manuel Statistique, 1931, vol. 3 
(Prague: Statistical Bureau of the Czechoslovak Republic, 1931), 300 (Czechoslovakia); Kare 
Lunden, "The Growth of Co-operatives Among the Norwegian Dairy Farmers During the 
Period 1856-1905," Cahiers Internationaux d'Histoire Economique et Sociale, vol. 6 (Geneva: Li- 
brairie Droz, 1973),-342 (Norway); Statistisk Arsbokfdr Sverige: 1932 (Stockholm: Statistical 
Bureau, 1932), 24-25 (Sweden); Statistisk 4rsbokfdr Finland: 1931 new series (Helsinki: Cen- 
tral Bureau of Statistics, 1931), 50-52 (Finland); Edward Malefakis, "Peasants, Politics and 
Civil War in Spain, 1931-1939," in Robert Bezucha, ed.,Modern European Social History (Lex- 
ington, MA: Heath, 1972), 196, passim (Spain); J. C. Adams, "Italy," in Walter Galenson, ed., 
Comparative Labor Movements (New York: Russell & Russell, 1968), 413-14 (Italy). 
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The size of the agrarian proletariat is also unrelated to the regime out- 
come. Spain and Italy, both of which became fascist, had huge agrarian 
proletariats. Germany and Austria, one of which became fascist and one 
of which became a traditional dictatorship, had comparatively small 
agrarian proletariats. We have fascist outcomes, then, with both large and 
small agricultural proletariats. The lack of a pattern continues: Den- 
mark, with a large proletariat, produced a democratic outcome. Sweden, 
with an agrarian proletariat similar to that of Germany and Austria, pro- 
duced a democratic outcome. Norway, with a very small proletariat, and 
Czechoslovakia, with a rather large agrarian proletariat, also produced 
democratic outcomes. 

The outcomes were determined by politics rather than by rural class 
structure. Socialists succeeded in making a coalition with middle peasants 
wherever the agrarian proletariat had been mobilized by others before so- 
cialists had an opportunity to do so. So pre-empted, the latter could freely 
negotiate the issues that divided rural producers and urban workers. By 
contrast, where the rural proletariat was available as in Spain, Italy, 
Finland, and Germany it presented socialists with a reservoir of poten- 
tial support too appealing to ignore. In these cases, the logic of democratic 
competition and the lure of immediate power undermined the socialists' 
ability to acquire long-term power because the acquisition of a constitu- 
ency among the rural proletariat invariably required commitments that 
alienated the middle peasants. 

Where socialist parties were able to avoid this alienation, it was possi- 
ble for them to find a way out of the regime crises of the early I93os by 
making a bargain with middle peasants. The typical agreement involved 
some combination of price supports, interest-rate reductions, debt re- 
structuring, protective tariffs, and tax relief in exchange for increased 
public works, deficit spending, and expanded unemployment benefits. 
Agreements of this sort were negotiated in Denmark, Sweden, and 
Czechoslovakia in I933, and in Norway in I935.i6 

By entering a coalition that satisfied the interests of middle peasants 
and made the latter dependent on the social democratic state, social dem- 
ocrats attained several objectives. Above all, they created a stable power 
base.I7 On this they could build the corporatist institutions that consoli- 

i6 On Czechoslovakia, see Klepetair (fn. 2), 283-375; on Scandinavia, see Sven Nilsson et al., 
eds., Kriser och krispolitik i Norden under mellan rigstiden [Crises and crisis politics in the in- 
terwar Nordic countries] (Uppsala: Nordic History Association, I974). 

17 For fascism, too, the coalition with rural interests provided the social foundations for the 
stabilization of a new order. Once in power, fascists could obviously rely on coercion (rather 
than inducement) to a vastly greater degree than could social democrats. Yet, fascists by no 
means entirely ignored the material needs of their constituents; a plausible case can be made 
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dated their hold on the state and the working class.'8 From this position 
of dominance, they could, in turn, induce the collaboration of the business 
community.'9 And they could carry through the social reforms that the 
interests of their working-class constituents required. In Denmark, for 
example, in the years immediately following the Kanslergade Agree- 
ment, the Social Democratic government succeeded in gaining passage of 
legislation establishing or improving workers' compensation, invalid, 
unemployment, and health insurance, a pension plan, and public assist- 
ance.20 

NORWAY, SWEDEN, DENMARK, AND CZECHOSLOVAKIA 

The critical distinction between cases of socialist success and failure is 
to be found in the marginal number of agrarian workers in successful 
movements. Because there are no standardized data that allow us to make 
easy crossnational comparisons on this score, I have relied on data on 
trade-union enrollments, collective agreements, intergenerational voter 
surveys, and election and census reports. Taken together, these figures 
are revealing in spite of their lack of strict comparability. 

We will begin with Norway, Sweden, and Denmark, three countries 
in which socialists successfully aligned themselves with middle peasants. 
Norway provides the simplest case. Because of earlier land reforms and 
the exodus of much of the rural proletariat to North America, the rural 
social structure had become remarkably egalitarian by the interwar years. 
As early as I900, 97 percent of farmers owned their land and employed 
little or no hired labor.2, According to an inter-generational survey made 
by the late Stein Rokkan, agrarian voters (middle peasants, smallholders, 
and day laborers) did not account for more than I3 to I5 percent of the 
total Labor Party vote in the I920S and I93OS.22 Even if we assume that 

that their regimes, too, acquired widespread legitimacy. See A. James Gregor, Italian Fascism 
and Developmental Dictatorship (Princeton: Princeton University Press, I979), chaps. 5-9. 

i8 The close association between social democratic power, democratic corporatism, and the 
worker-peasant alliance in Scandinavia has been extensively discussed. See G0sta Esping-An- 
dersen, Politics Against Markets (Princeton: Princeton University Press, i985), chap. 5; Walter 
Korpi, The Democratic Class Struggle (London: Routledge & Kegan Paul, i983), chap. i; Phi- 
lippe C. Schmitter, "Modes of Interest Intermediation and Models of Societal Change in 
Western Europe," Comparative Political Studies io (October I978), I-20. 

19 See Korpi (fn. i8), 48 and passim. 
20 Harry Haue et al., Det ny Danmark, i890-I978, Udviklingslinier og tendens [The new Den- 

mark, i890-I978, lines of development and tendencies] (Copenhagen: Munksgaard, i980), 
i68. 

21 Kare Lunden, "The Growth of Co-operatives Among the Norwegian Dairy Farmers 
During the Period i856-I905," Cahiers Internationaux d'Histoire Economique et Sociale 6 (Ge- 
neva: Librarie Droz, I973), 342. 

22 Stein Rokkan, "Geography, Religion and Social Class: Crosscutting Cleavages in Nor- 
wegian Politics," in Lipset and Rokkan (fn. I3), Table 26, 429. 
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two-thirds of these voters were at least partly dependent on the agrarian 
labor market for some income, we find that at most io percent of the par- 
ty's constituency could have consisted of agrarian workers. Finally, it ap- 
pears that within the Norwegian trade union movement, agrarian work- 
ers accounted for no more than 5 percent of the membership.23 

Sweden, with a considerably less equal distribution of land, provides a 
more demanding test of the hypothesis. In the early I930S, 26 percent of 
the agrarian work force about 250,000 men and women-were day la- 
borers (see Table 2). Since almost all of these were adult males, we may 
assume that, including wives and other adult dependents, at least 400,000 
votes were contained in this labor force. To put this in perspective, recall 
that the Socialist electorate averaged about 750,000, and the total elector- 
ate about 2,200,000, during these years.24 

Yet, the Socialist Party and the unions almost entirely ignored this po- 
tential constituency. As Sven Anders Soderpalm has noted: 

The Swedish agricultural workers' movement was weak and divided for a 
long time. ... In the middle of the twenties, not even 5 percent of a total of 
250,000 agricultural workers were organized, and only in the large estate 
areas on Skaone, Ostergdtland and the Milar provinces was there any great 
support for the movement. The decline in part resulted from the advantage 
the agricultural crisis gave to employers, but it was also connected to the 
lack of interest which for a long time had distinguished the labor move- 
ment's attitude toward the rural proletarians' efforts.25 

The Social Democrats did not seriously debate appealing to agrarian 
workers until I930; by then, these workers had already been mobilized 
by the Liberal and Agrarian Parties. Liberals and Agrarians had in fact, 
succeeded in mobilizing these workers against the Social Democrats. "In 
most of the election districts," Soderpalm reports, "the majority of farm 
workers voted for the bourgeois parties."26 

Although we cannot estimate accurately the actual amount of support 
the Social Democratic Party received from agrarian laborers and their de- 
pendents, we can estimate rather precisely the maximum amount of sup- 
port it could have received under the most favorable circumstances. As- 

23 Two sources indicate that within the Norwegian trade union movement (LO) agricul- 
tural and forestry workers together constituted only io% of the membership in I93i, and that 
forestry workers were a majority. See Hans Fredrik Dahl, Norge melloi krigene. Det norske 
samfunnet i krise og konflikt [Norway between the wars. The Norwegian society in crisis and 
conflict] (Oslo: Pax Forlag, 1971), 91, and Berge Furre, Norsk historic, I905-I40 [Norwegian 
history, I905-I940] (Oslo: Det Norske Samlaget, I971), 200. 

24 Election data for Sweden are from Stig Hadenius et al., Sverige efter 90oo [Sweden after 
i900] (Stockholm: Bonniers, I978), Table I.C., 306-7. 

25 Soderpalm, "The Crisis Agreement and the Swedish Social Democratic Road to Power," 
in Steven Koblik, ed., Sweden's Developmentfrom Poverty to Affluence, I750-I970 (Minneapo- 
lis: University of Minnesota Press, I975), 263-64. 

26 Ibid., 264. 
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suming that the rate of participation was slightly less for agrarian 
workers than for the population as a whole (50 percent as against 6o per- 
cent), we have an electorate of about 200,000.27 We know that three par- 
ties competed for these votes: the Social Democrats, the Liberals, and the 
Agrarians. If we assume that in the early I930S one-half of these votes 
went to the Social Democrats an assumption favorable to the latter 
this constituency could not have represented more than I3 or I4 percent 
of the total Social Democratic vote. 

Denmark, with the largest day-labor population of the three Scandi- 
navian countries, provides an even more demanding test. Of the total 
agrarian adult labor force of 48i,000 in I934, 2I0,000 (43 percent) were 
hired laborers (see Table 2). Because, again, they were overwhelmingly 
male, we may suppose that, including wives and other adult dependents 
(parents, grandparents), they represent a voting population of about 
400,000. To put this in perspective, we should note that in I932 the Social 
Democratic electorate was just over 66o,ooo and the total electorate was 
just over i.6 million. In principle, this day-labor population should have 
presented the Social Democrats with an extraordinarily tempting target. 

In fact, it did not because this population had already been heavily mo- 
bilized by another party. The Radical Liberals had come into existence in 
i9o6 after breaking away from the Liberal Party. The Liberals were 
quintessentially the party of the middle peasants, and the Radicals came 
into existence to mobilize agrarian workers against the Liberals. From 
19o6 until the introduction of proportional representation in i9i8, the So- 
cial Democrats agreed not to compete against the Radicals (a party led by 
bourgeois reformers) in rural Jutland. In exchange, the Radicals prom- 
ised not to challenge the Social Democrats in a number of urban constit- 
uencies. This gave the Radicals an open field in the districts in which 
agrarian laborers were concentrated. As a result, by the time proportional 
representation was introduced, the Radicals had captured this constitu- 
ency. 

If we assume that the rate of participation for this potential electorate 
of 400,000 was slightly less than for the entire population (6o percent as 
against 70 percent in the early I930s), we have an actual electorate of 
240,000.28 We will further assume that the party that had historically or- 
ganized this electorate received half of its vote-or I20,000 votes which 

27 The rate of participation equals the share of the valid vote cast as a percentage of the 
population over twenty years of age. See Peter Flora, ed., State, Economy and Society in Western 
Europe, i8I5-I975. A Data Handbook. Vol. i: The Growth of Mass Democracies (Chicago: St. 
James Press, i983), I4I-44. 

28 The rate of participation equals the share of the valid vote cast as a percentage of the 
population over 20 years of age. Ibid., I05-6. 
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in fact approximates what the Radicals received in rural districts in I935. 
We will also assumed that the remainder was distributed among the So- 
cial Democrats and all other parties at a ratio of four to one. Under the 
foregoing generous assumptions, 90,ooo of these votes went to the Social 
Democrats.29 With a total Social Democratic vote of 760,000 in I935, this 
represents about I3 percent of the Social Democratic electorate. Finally, 
we should note that the participation of agrarian workers in Socialist 
trade unions during these years was virtually nil. 

In sum, in Norway and especially in Sweden and Denmark, the mo- 
bilization of agrarian workers by other parties was decisive. The objec- 
tion can be made that the real distinction between these countries and the 
countries that became fascist-especially Italy and Spain-is that, in the 
former, agrarian workers were mobilized by other parties because the 
transition to mass politics was more gradual. With a more sudden tran- 
sition, this population would not have been captured, and socialists would 
have stepped in. In this connection, the case of Czechoslovakia, in which 
the transition was extremely abrupt, becomes significant. 

In Czechoslovakia, the working-class movement was divided ethni- 
cally, regionally, and ideologically. The German Social Democrats, be- 
cause of their ethnic base, organized almost exclusively industrial work- 
ers. The [National] Socialists, limited to Bohemia and Moravia, were also 
exclusively urban. Bohemian and Moravian agricultural workers-there 
were not many of them-were in fact initially organized by the Social 
Democratic Party during the first few years of the Republic. But, because 
these were heavily industrialized areas, agricultural workers were in a 
less dependent position. They routinely moved back and forth between 
industrial and agricultural employment. In I92I, only 28.4 percent of the 
labor force of Bohemia was in agriculture. The percentages for the other 
provinces were: Moravia and Silesia, 33.8; Slovakia, 58.7; and Ruthenia, 
62.4.30 The great majority of agrarian workers were thus located in Slo- 
vakia and Ruthenia. A conservative estimate would be that, in Slovakia, 
40 percent of the agrarian labor force consisted of proletarians; in Ruthe- 
nia it was probably close to half. In these provinces there was almost no 
industry, and large surplus rural populations were dependent on the 
agrarian labor market. 

The Social-Democratic Party never had an opportunity to organize 
these workers. In the schism between social democracy and communism, 
the Communists captured the party organization in Slovakia and Ruthe- 

29 For election data for Denmark, see ibid. 
3?Vaclav L. Beneg, "Czechoslovak Democracy and Its Problems, i9i8-I920," in Mamatey 

and Luza (fn. I2), Table 2, p. 4I. 
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nia, while Social Democrats prevailed in the industrial areas of Bohemia 
and Moravia. The result was that the Social Democratic Party became 
mainly a Bohemian and Moravian party and mainly one of industrial 
workers. Thus, in the first post-schism election, in 1925, the Social Dem- 
ocratic Party was wiped out in Slovakia and Ruthenia, receiving 4.3 per- 
cent and less than 2 percent of the vote, respectively. In contrast, the Com- 
munist Party received I3 percent of the Slovakian vote; with 30.8 percent 
of the Ruthenian vote, it became the largest party in Ruthenia.3' 

The Communist Party captured the social democratic organization in 
these regions, but it did not succeed in mobilizing agrarian workers.32 
These workers were mainly organized by the regional Catholic Populist 
parties and the secular Agrarian parties. The agrarians, who were mainly 
parties of middle peasants, were especially successful in capturing this 
constituency because of their leading role in the land reform program. 
They could unite middle peasants and day laborers because land reform, 
which consolidated mainly the position of the former, was aimed specif- 
ically at Magyar and German landowners; it consequently exploited eth- 
nic cleavages in the countryside.33 The net effect of the schism and the 
land reform was that the Social Democrats never developed a significant 
involvement in rural class conflict. The democratic working-class move- 
ment (Social Democrats, [National] Socialists, and German Social Dem- 
ocrats) remained urban and industrial in its orientation, and free to col- 
laborate with the representatives of the middle peasants (the secular 
Agrarian parties and the Catholic Populist parties). 

The case of Czechoslovakia also demonstrates that the many overlap- 
ping cleavages were not sufficient to prevent a stable democratic coali- 
tion; neither was the absence of a coherent peasant party. In this, the 
Czech example stands as a useful corrective to the proposition drawn 
from the Spanish, Italian, and German cases: that the absence of coherent 
peasant representation and the multiplicity of cleavages in those countries 
enfeebled democracy. 

It was still possible for the Socialists to make a coalition with middle 
peasants to overcome their consumer-producer, religious, and regional 
conflicts-even when peasants were themselves divided by these cleav- 
ages. The socialists were divided among themselves by ethnicity and re- 
gion (autonomist German Social Democrats versus centralizing Bohe- 

31 Victor S. Mamatey, "The Development of Czechoslovak Democracy, I920-I938," in 
Mamatey and Luza (fn. I2), I29. 

32 The rural communist vote came mainly from ethnic minorities. See Richard V. Burkes, 
The Dynamics of Communism in Eastern Europe (Westport, CT: Greenwood Press, I976), 42 

and passim. 
33 Czech land reform is discussed in Klepetair (fn. 2). 
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mian-Moravian Social Democrats versus centralizing Slovakian Social 
Democrats). The peasant parties were divided from the Social Democrats 
by region (centralizing Social Democrats versus autonomist Slovakian 
Populists) and by religion (secular Social Democrats versus Catholic Bo- 
hemian-Moravian Populists versus Catholic Slovakian Populists). And 
the peasant parties were themselves divided by religion and region (sec- 
ular, centralizing Bohemian-Moravian Agrarians versus Catholic, cen- 
tralizing Bohemian-Moravian Populists versus secular, centralizing Slo- 
vakian Agrarians versus Catholic autonomist Slovakian Populists). These 
cleavages provoked conflicts bitter enough to be defining features of the 
party system; but so long as the coalition served the other interests of the 
participants, they were willing to avoid a showdown on these issues. 

SPAIN, ITALY, AND GERMANY 

The position of agrarian laborers in the socialist movement looks quite 
different when we turn our attention to Spain, Italy, and Germany. Al- 
though it is difficult to estimate the voting preferences of agrarian work- 
ers, data on the composition of trade unions make it clear that these 
workers exercised enormous leverage in the socialist movements of Italy 
and Spain; in Germany their influence was less, but still substantial. In 
these countries agrarian labor had remained largely unmobilized by 
other political groups; therefore, it presented socialist parties and trade 
unions with a vast reservoir of potential support. 

The decisive class conflict in the Italian countryside occurred in the 
north and center; it pitted day laborers (braccianti) against a mixed group 
of sharecroppers, tenants, and small and large owners. The two most im- 
portant points of contention were the local monopoly over hiring, which 
the sharecroppers, as periodic employers, resented no less than tenants 
and peasant owners, and the ownership of harvesting equipment, the 
sharecroppers caring little for the socialist vision of collective ownership.34 

The socialist cause was pressed in the countryside by the Syndicalists 
(USI) and Federterra. The latter was the agrarian section of the normally 
reformist, socialist Confederazione Generale del Lavoro (CGL); it pro- 
vided 33 percent of the CGL's membership in 1920.35 Federterra sought 
to bridge the conflict between laborers and sharecroppers, but its massive 
postwar mobilization of laborers and its collectivist ambitions made this 
impossible. As its membership rose from about 93,000 in i9i8 to over 

34 C. Seton-Watson, Italy from Liberalism to Fascism (London: Methuen, i967), 303-4. 
35 Daniel L. Horowitz, The Italian Labor Movement (Cambridge: Harvard University 

Press, i963), I24. 
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300,000 in i9I9, Federterra leaders lost control of their members and felt 
compelled to act more militantly than their past experience would other- 
wise have recommended.36 

The strategy of jointly organizing sharecroppers and laborers became 
untenable as well, because the end of the war saw a dramatic increase in 
the size of the middle peasantry as laborers became sharecroppers and 
landowners: the percentage of owners rose from i8.3 of the males en- 
gaged in agriculture in I9II to 32.4 in I921.37 Federterra leaders feared 
that their constituency would shift its political loyalty as its class position 
changed. 

As a solution to this, Federterra advocated collective ownership of 
equipment among sharecroppers. This was an attempt to bind sharecrop- 
pers to the Federterra organization. Instead, this new emphasis drove 
sharecroppers into the arms of local Catholic unions (CIL), thus trans- 
forming Federterra: by I920, agrarian laborers provided virtually all of 
Federterra's membership, but they accounted for only io percent of the 
agrarian membership of the CIL. The remainder consisted of sharecrop- 
pers, tenants (78.4 percent), and small owners (io percent).38 

Attention to the Federterra alone provides an incomplete picture. The 
CGL, or at least its urban, industrial wing, had always followed a reform- 
ist course, and this did not change substantially after the war. But the 
CGL was not the only important socialist organizer of day laborers. In 
I920, the three syndicalist unions (USI, UIL and the independent rail- 
waymen s union) organized about one-third of the socialist labor force.39 
The agrarian component-overwhelmingly laborers, mainly in Emilia 
probably accounted for about half of the syndicalist membership.4o The 
effect of the syndicalist unions was to further increase the dependence of 
the socialist movement on day laborers: once these workers had been po- 
litically mobilized by a part of the left, it became imperative that the So- 
cialist Party solicit their support. 

The role of the day laborers, however, did not stop even there, because 
of the special place they occupied in bolstering the position of the intran- 
sigents in the Socialist Party. Intransigents were dominant in the party 

36 Maurice Neufeld, Italy: Schoolfor Awakening Countries: The Italian Labor Movement in 
Its Political, Social and Economic Setting from i8oo to 1960 (Ithaca, NY: Cornell University 
School for Industrial and Labor Relations, i961), 367. 

37Maier (fn. I 0), 3 I I . 
38 Horowitz (fn. 35), I24- 
39 See Neufeld (fn. 36), 347. Also see Michael F. Hembree, "The Politics of Intransigence: 

Costantino Lazzari and the Italian Socialist Left, i882-I9I9," Ph.D. diss. (Florida State Uni- 
versity, I98I), 232. 

4?The agrarian membership is an estimate. For the USI, it was assumed to be equal to the 
membership taken away from the CGL: 8o,ooo. See Horowitz (fn. 35), 75. 
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leadership and in the syndicalist unions. Accommodationists were dom- 
inant in the parliamentary party and in the CGL. Since the intransigents 
could not rely on the support of the CGL, they were inclined to accen- 
tuate the claims of the syndicalist unions and, therefore, of the agrarians. 
So much so, it turned out, that even when the fascist threat had convinced 
the leaders of the CGL of the need to reach an accommodation with the 
Catholic unions in organizing the sharecroppers and small landowners, 
the Socialist Party leadership resisted.4' 

The lines of class conflict in the Spanish countryside differed from 
those in Italy. In Spain, class conflict pitted day laborers, tenants, and 
marginal owners (all of whom were dependent on the labor market) 
against middle and large owners; some of the latter were directly in- 
volved in cultivation and some were members of the urban bourgeoisie. 
Two unions had traditionally mobilized farm labor: the anarchists (in the 
CNT, Confederacion Nacional del Trabajo) and the socialists (in the 
UGT, Union General de Trabajadores). Until Primo de Rivera's dicta- 
torship, the CNT had been by far the more important organizer of agrar- 
ian workers. By the I930s, however, the CNT was a spent force in the 
countryside, mainly because of the heavy hand of the dictatorship. The 
UGT, by contrast, had been favored by the dictatorship and, with its 
well-established presence among industrial voters, was ready to move 
forcefully in the agricultural areas. The Federacion Nacional de Traba- 
jadores de la Tierra (FNTT), the agrarian wing of the UGT, increased 
its membership from a mere 36,639 in 1930 to 451,337 in 1933, thereby 
accounting for about 40 percent of the total UGT membership.42 The 
proportion of the FNTT membership that was dependent mainly on the 
labor market for its income was very high, probably in excess of 8o per- 
cent. 

One indication of this is, according to Edward Malefakis, the close re- 
lationship between the Socialist Party (PSOE) vote and the size of the la- 
boring population. Malefakis observed the disparity in the pattern of land 
tenure between the north (small family owners), the center and littoral 
(small and intermediate properties), and the southwest (large estates 
worked by day laborers). He demonstrated that this distribution trans- 
lated into a steady voting pattern: rightist deputies were elected almost 
entirely by the small peasant proprietors of Old Castile and Navarre; the 
Socialists were the largest party in southwestern Spain; and the political 
center was elected in the geographic center.43 

The PSOE left no doubt about the kind of reform it wanted; land had 
41 Seton-Watson (fn 34), 599. 42 Malefakis (fn. I5), 292. 
43 Ibid., 206. 
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to be redistributed to the poorer rural workers, especially the landless day 
laborers. The party bore primary responsibility for the I932 legislation 
that threatened the land titles not only of large landowners in the south- 
west, but also of small owners who leased out their land in Old Castile 
and Navarre. In I93I, the PSOE and the other San Sebastian parties en- 
acted a series of emergency decrees that forbade expulsion of small ten- 
ants; forbade owners from withdrawing their land from cultivation; es- 
tablished rules that favored collectives in the renting of large properties; 
established an eight-hour day and a de facto wage increase; established 
what amounted to a closed shop in the labor market, thereby vastly in- 
creasing the power of the FNTT; and established arbitration boards that 
generally reinforced the leading position of the FNTT. 

Emboldened or driven by its growing support among the agrarian pro- 
letariat, the FNTT was the socialist organization that initiated the turn 
toward radicalization. This radicalization alienated the PSOE and UGT 
from the Catholic middle peasants of the north and center. Indeed, this 
radicalization began with an agricultural issue. In June I934, the FNTT 
called a nationwide strike in response to the repeal of the I93I Municipal 
Labor Act, the act that had created the arbitration boards on which so 
much of the FNTT's influence depended. The strike received only luke- 
warm support from the urban wing of the UGT and eventually failed, 
causing the loss of tens of thousands of union members. In its aftermath, 
and especially in the wake of the failed October Revolution, the gulf be- 
tween the two wings of the socialist movement, and between the move- 
ment and the middle peasants, became even greater. The polarization 
came to a head in February I936, when middle peasants in the center and 
north voted overwhelmingly for the Catholic Confederacion de Derechas 
Autonomas (CEDA) and agrarian laborers in the center and southwest 
voted overwhelmingly for the socialists.44 This electoral outcome mir- 
rored the alignments that formed on behalf of fascism and the Republic 
a few months later.45 

Although Germany presents a more complicated picture, the conclu- 
sion is the same. Notwithstanding their conventional images as quintes- 
sentially urban and working-class, the Social Democratic Party and the 
free trade unions (ADGB) were both dependent on the agrarian prole- 
tariat. Let us note, to begin with, that in I928 purely rural districts gave 
no less than 25 percent of their vote to the socialist parties (SPD and 
KPD) and 2I.5 percent of their vote to the SPD alone.46 These data be- 

44 Ibid., 214. 45 Ibid., 2I9. 
46 Derek Urwin and Frank Aarebrot, "Socio-geographic Correlates of Left Voting in Wei- 

mar Germany, I924-I932," in Per Torsvik, ed., Mobilization, Center-Periphery Structures and 
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come more telling when we consider the strength of the ADGB-affiliated 
agrarian workers' union, Deutscher Landarbeiterverband (DLV). 

Until i9i8, Germany's agrarian workers about 3,000,000 in all had 
remained politically unorganized. Agrarian trade unions were illegal un- 
til the collapse of the empire. This segment of the proletariat must have 
seemed an especially tempting target for the Social Democrats and the 
free trade unions. Indeed, in the SPD's vision of the political and eco- 
nomic development of the country, these workers were assigned a vital 
role. Politically, it was necessary to weaken the position of the Junkers. 
Land reform was not a plausible solution because in early i919, when the 
SPD might have had the political power to introduce it, there were severe 
food shortages. Moreover, it was unsatisfactory because it conflicted with 
the SPD's axiom that the "economic development of the country de- 
pended on large-scale production in both industry and agriculture."47 
Land reform would have increased the number of allegedly inefficient 
small farms as well as the size of a middle peasantry that "showed no in- 
clination toward a socialism that considered them fated to lose their hold- 
ings."48 Like their Spanish and Italian counterparts, the German Social 
Democrats faced the dilemma of mobilizing agrarian workers while not 
raising them out of the proletariat. 

The German solution was to apply an industrial model to agriculture. 
Agricultural workers would be collectively organized and would share in 
all of the labor market and social policy rights that applied to industrial 
workers. This solution addressed all of the concerns of the Social Dem- 
ocrats. Increases in wages and taxes would weaken the Junkers, preserve 
large units of production, prevent food shortages, and would not create 
more middle peasants. At the same time, workers, "at least a considerable 
number of them, could be won for the Social Democratic Party and 
unionized....549 

At the end of i9i8, there were only 20,000 unionized agricultural 
workers in all of Germany. By I920, their number had risen to about one 
million. Membership then declined and stabilized at about 200,000 for the 
remaining period of the Republic. This is in contrast to about 95 million 
industrial workers in the ADGB in I923, and a stabilized industrial 
membership of about 4.9 million thereafter. It would appear that socialist 
unions in the countryside had no more than a residual role. At the peak 
of unionization, about one in ten ADGB members was an agrarian 

Nation -Building (Oslo: Universitetsforlaget, 198I), 259-60. 
47 Frieda Wunderlich, Farm Labor in Germany, i8io-I945 (Princeton: Princeton University 

Press, 196I), 35. 
48 Ibid. 49 Ibid., 35-36. 



474 WORLD POLITICS 

worker; during the last half of the Republic, only about one in twenty- 
five was.50 

These figures severely understate the impact of the agrarian unions, 
however. This becomes clear when we examine data on the industrial 
and agrarian workers who were covered by collective contracts. The 
number of industrial workers covered by collective agreements union 
members or not was I3,I35,000 in I924, I2,276,000 in I 929, and 
II,950,000 in I93I.5I The equivalent figures for agrarian workers were 
2,37I,7I9 in I924, 2,749,398 in I926, and 2,I23,IIO in I928.52 Since the to- 
tal population of agricultural laborers was only about 3,000,000, this 
means that two-thirds of them or more were covered by collective agree- 
ments. Twenty percent of the total labor force covered by ADGB agree- 
ments were in agriculture. We now begin to see the potential importance 
of this constituency to the SPD and the ADGB. It seems likely that a large 
part of the 25 percent of the rural vote that went to the SPD and KPD 
came from this constituency. 

We can see even more clearly the manner in which this powerful union 
presence-and the larger political and economic strategy of which it was 
a part-was bound to antagonize the middle peasants. For the corollary 
of that strategy was that the SPD and the ADGB took a strong interest 
in the living standards of agrarian laborers. Indeed, in the first years of 
the Republic, the SPD succeeded in winning passage of legislation that 
extended all of the social policy rights of industrial workers to agrarian 
workers, guaranteed them the right to unionize, and extended to agri- 
culture the same system of compulsory arbitration that was used in in- 
dustrial wage disputes. All agrarian workers became covered by compul- 
sory health, pension, unemployment, and disability insurance schemes. 
The costs of these programs were covered in the same manner as those 
for industrial workers: by joint employee and employer contributions.53 
German agricultural workers were surely the most comprehensively pro- 
tected in Europe in the I920S. 

These benefits were being extended to agrarian workers during years 
when the middle peasants' income was collapsing. The net share of na- 
tional income going to agriculture fell from I3.0 percent in I9I3 to 7.2 
percent in I929.54 Several studies provide plausible evidence that the in- 

5?Gerhard Bry, Wages in Germany, i87I-I945 (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 
i960), 32. 

51 Ibid., 42. 
52 Wunderlich (fn. 47), 84, n. I4. 
53Ibid., I 26-59. 
54 Paul Jostock, "The Long-Term Growth of National Income in Germany," in Simon 

Kuznets, ed., Income and Wealth, Vol. V (London: Bowes and Bowes, I955), I09. 
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come of a peasant actually fell below that of a worker in the late I 920S.55 
In this context, the peasants' almost hysterical attacks on Sozialpolitik, and 
their antipathy to the SPD, become comprehensible. 

On balance, then, it appears that the German Social Democrats- 
through their efforts on behalf of the social rights of agrarian workers, 
legislation that improved the market position of these workers, and the 
generalization of collective agreements also became entangled in rural 
class conflict. 

THE TRADITIONAL DICTATORSHIPS 

One question remains: Why, in the countries discussed so far, did lib- 
erals not enter into a coalition with middle peasants? The fact is that tra- 
ditional liberals were involved in such coalitions in Finland, Austria, 
Hungary, and much of eastern Europe. In these countries, the outcome 
was a rather traditional authoritarian regime that was distinguished, 
above all, by its lack of institutional innovation. 

Finland experienced a semi-competitive parliamentary order that was 
premised on the harassment and outlawing of the Communist Party, the 
disabling of trade unions, and the enfeeblement of the Social Democratic 
Party. With participation and dissent thus constrained, it was possible to 
preserve a circumscribed parliamentarism. The Dollfuss-Schuschnigg re- 
gime in Austria was a more fully formed dictatorship; it lasted from the 
brief civil war in I934 until the Anschluss in I938. Under the dictatorship, 
the parliament was closed, the Communist and Social Democratic parties 
and trade unions were outlawed, and democratic freedoms were circum- 
scribed. Even so, the interests included in the ruling coalition were given 
rather broad latitude for dissent, and the working-class organizations 
that were formally suppressed were allowed to carry on underground. In 
Hungary, political competition was also severely circumscribed, and the 
Social Democratic Party and trade unions were able to operate only un- 
der very restricted conditions. These regimes were thus typical of tradi- 
tional authoritarianism in two ways: in their tolerance of limited dissent 
and in their disinterest in creating substitutes for the working-class insti- 
tutions they suppressed.56 

55 Adolph Mtinzinger, "Eine bduerliche Betriebserhebung in Wiirttemberg" [A survey of 
peasant production in Wiirttemberg]; Der Arbeitsertrag der bduerlichen Familienwirtschaft, 
Vol. II (Berlin I929), 873; Constantin von Dietze, "Die Lage der deutschen Landwirtschaft" 
[The position of German agriculture], Jahrbficher fir Nationalakonomie und Statistik (Jena: 
I929), Vol. I30, p. 3; Vol- 75, pp. 659-60. 

56 See Risto Alapuro and Erik Allardt, "The Lapua Movement: The Threat of a Rightist 
Takeover in Finland, 1930-32," and Walter Simon, "Democracy in the Shadow of Imposed 
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They were certainly not fascist. That much is made clear not only by 
the absence of fascist institutions, but by the fact that in Finland and Aus- 
tria the regimes came about in part as a reaction to growing fascist move- 
ments-the Lapua Movement in Finland and the Nazi Party in Austria. 
Indeed, the Austrian government put down an attempted Nazi coup in 
I934 and, then, in the face of the impending Anschluss in I938, called a 
referendum on Austrian independence and invited Social Democrats to 
participate in a cabinet of national unity. 

What distinguished these traditional liberals and allowed them to in- 
stall these dictatorships with the aid of agrarians? The answer appears to 
be that in these countries liberals were more cohesive. In Finland, the 
bourgeoisie was divided into a Swedish Liberal Party, a Finnish Liberal 
Party, and a Conservative Party. These divisions remained in the party 
system, but were largely overshadowed by the experience of the civil war, 
which forced the bourgeoisie to unite or perish, and by the constant threat 
posed by the existence of a Bolshevik regime in neighboring Russia. In 
Austria, the bourgeoisie was less divided. A substantial part of it was al- 
ready organized by the clerical Christian Social Party, which itself was a 
coalition of bourgeois and middle peasant interests. Along with some 
anticlerical German nationals, the Christian Social Party provided the 
core of the authoritarian Vaterland Front. What is striking about Fin- 
land, Austria, and Hungary is that all three experienced civil wars that 
were fought on explicitly class lines and that required the bourgeoisie to 
overcome its historical divisions in order to survive.57 

Finland and Austria were also distinguished by the exceptional co- 
hesiveness of the middle peasantry. In each of these countries, the peas- 
ants were organized in one party the Agrarian in Finland and Chris- 
tian Social in Austria. Because these were the largest nonsocialist parties 
in each country and because the bourgeoisie was less cohesive, it was pos- 
sible for them to dominate any coalition. In Hungary the peasants were 
not as cohesively organized, but they nonetheless provided a mainstay of 
the Horthy regime. 

Elsewhere, traditional liberals failed; the liberal community was di- 

Sovereignty: The First Republic of Austria," both in Juan Linz and Alfred Stepan, eds., The 
Breakdown of Democratic Regimes: Europe (Baltimore: The Johns Hopkins University Press, 
I978). On Hungary, see Andrew Janos, The Politics of Backwardness in Hungary, i825-I945 
(Princeton: Princeton University Press, i982), chaps. 4-6. 

57 Lithuania, Latvia, and Estonia provide textbook cases of coalitions between liberals and 
middle peasants leading to traditional dictatorships between the wars. In each case, a brief 
class-based civil war followed immediately on World War I, and in each case, socialists were 
active in organizing agrarian labor in the period before the instauration of the dictatorship. 
See Georg von Rauch, Die Geschichte der baltischen Staaten [The history of the Baltic states] 
(Stuttgart: W. Kohlhammer, 1970). 
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vided into a multiplicity of parties, none of which was large enough to 
claim plausibly to speak for the bourgeoisie. The result, on the one hand, 
was that none of them could offer middle peasants a valuable ally and, on 
the other hand, that none of them, individually, had an incentive to be- 
come such an ally. In these cases, a bargain was struck with middle peas- 
ants by either socialists (in Norway, Sweden, Denmark, Czechoslovakia) 
or by entirely new fascist movements (in Germany, Italy, Spain), which 
suffered neither the historical cleavages that divided and paralyzed lib- 
eral parties nor the involvement in rural class struggle that handicapped 
socialist parties. In short, the preconditions of fascist success were a di- 
vided liberal community and a working-class movement engaged in a de- 
fense of the rural proletariat. 

CONCLUSIONS 

In developing this proposition, we have seen that explanations of inter- 
war politics couched in terms of a multiplicity of overlapping cleavages 
or the absence of a single coherent peasant party fail to account for the 
regime outcomes.58 The foregoing discussion has also placed in a new 
light several common interpretations of fascism and democratic instabil- 
ity between the wars. Barrington Moore and Alexander Gerschenkron 
have argued that a fascist outcome was caused by the existence of a landed 
elite which added the support or acquiescence of a subordinated rural 
mass to a coalition with the bourgeoisie.59 In this view, what distin- 
guished societies was the presence of a landed elite in control of the rural 
masses: England and France became liberal democracies because they 
lacked a politically decisive landed elite; Germany became fascist because 
it preserved one. 

When applied to the interwar years, Moore's and Gerschenkron's ar- 
gument is questionable for several reasons. First, as we have observed, 
there is no correlation between the rural social structure (in particular the 
size of the dependent labor force), and the regime outcome. Second, even 
if a landed elite exercised economic control of a rural mass, it did not nec- 
essarily control the latter's political behavior. In Spain, for example, 
southern day laborers voted overwhelmingly for the Socialist Party 
throughout the life of the Republic. Third, an authoritarian outcome did 
not require that a landed elite have political control of a rural mass. When 
an independent peasantry sided with the bourgeoisie, an authoritarian 
outcome ensued even in the absence of an important landed elite. Fin- 

58 See the discussion of the Czechoslovak case. 
59 Moore (fn. i); Gerschenkron (fn. i). 
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land's small and medium peasants, never noted for their subordination, 
aligned with the bourgeoisie, first to win the civil war and then to main- 
tain an authoritarian regime. In Spain, the critical support for a fascist 
solution came not from southern landed elites, who had always been au- 
thoritarian but unable to control their workers, but from middle peasants 
in the north and center. 

A final explanation for the weakness of interwar democracy points to 
a lack of cooperation among democrats, engendered by acute polariza- 
tion.60 However, polarization did not so much cause specific outcomes as 
reflect the inability to find any stable solution. Some countries that 
adopted authoritarian regimes-Spain and Austria in particular-were 
in fact conspicuously depolarized in 1931-1933 and 1919-1923 respec- 
tively.6' Some countries that became democratic-particularly Norway 
and Sweden were in fact among the most polarized in the 1920S and 
had some of the most radicalized labor parties in Europe.62 Where dem- 
ocrats failed, it was not because their societies had become polarized; 
rather, the societies became polarized because democrats had failed. 

In fact, it mattered little in the end whether socialist leaders were com- 
mitted to radicalism or reformism.63 The unqualified commitment to the 
reformist, electoral road to power, which was pursued by the German 
and, initially, the Spanish socialists, could be as self-defeating as the more 
radical posture taken by their Italian counterparts. Indeed, the Spanish 
experience suggests that such a strategy was the cause of radicalization. 
Moderation and democratic stability required that socialists ignore a sub- 
stantial part of the working class, and no socialist leaders consciously de- 
cided to do so. Where they did, it was because they had no choice. And 
where they had no choice-whether they were initially radical after the 
war, as in Norway and Sweden, or reformist, as in Denmark and Czech- 
oslovakia-the outcome was stable democracy. 

60 This is the central theme of the essays in the volume edited by Linz and Stepan (fn. 56). 
6, See Juan Linz, "From Great Hopes to Civil War: The Breakdown of Democracy in 

Spain," and Walter Simon, "Democracy in the Shadow of Imposed Sovereignty: The First 
Republic of Austria," in Linz and Stepan (fn. 56). 

62 The levels of Norway's and Sweden's strike activities were among the highest in Europe 
during the I920S. See Walter Korpi and Michael Shalev, "Strikes, Power and Politics in West- 
ern Nations, I900-I976," Political Power and Social Theory i (i980), 30I-34; Douglas Hibbs, 
"On the Political Economy of Long-Run Trends in Strike Activity," British Journal of Political 
Science 2 (April I978), 26-43. 

63 Among the most important efforts to account for the origins of radicalism and reformism 
in labor movements is Lipset (fn. I4), esp. pp. I4-i6. Lipset contends that radicalism and re- 
formism were one among several important variables in accounting for regime outcomes be- 
tween the wars. 
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