
СТУДИЈЕ 
ESSAYS

Luís Re­is Tor­gal	 UDK 321.64:929 Салазар А.	
	 321.64(469)”1932/1974”

Sa­la­zar and the Portu­gu­ese “New Sta­te” – 
Ima­ges and Interpreta­ti­ons

Ап­стракт: Аутор настоји да на те­оријски начин де­финише ре­жим 
који је владао Поругалијом од 1932. до 1974. године. Закључује да је 
такозвани Салазаризам био једна локална варијација ге­не­ричког појма 
„фашизам“, који се, осим на део инте­лектуалних кругова, ослањао, пре 
све­га, на цркву и официрски кор.

Кључ­не речи: салазаризам, фашизам, Но­ва држава, мо­дерне идео­ло­
гије

“New Sta­te” is the na­me adop­ted by António de Oliveira Sa­la­zar (1889–1970) 
to describe his political system (1932–1968 and continued on by Marcello Ca­eta­no 
un­til 1974). The “New Sta­te” was un­do­ub­tedly in­fluen­ced by the Stato nuovo, an Ita­
lian ex­pression whose ideals precede it and which comes to its fruition in Fa­scism. 

Nevertheless, the “New Sta­te” con­veyed a rela­tive plea­sant im­pression in the fo­re­
ign po­litical milieu. For in­stan­ce, it was com­mon, during its long period of existen­ce, 
to recognise its “original” cha­racter and not con­fuse it with the generic classifi­ca­tion 
of “fa­scism”. The Portuguese po­litical system itself ma­de an effort, thro­ugh Sa­la­zar 
and sa­la­za­rist supporters, to affirm this “original” cha­racter, as a means of pro­pa­gan­
da, in offi­cial sta­tements collected abo­ut the regime, and by Sa­la­zar and the po­litical 
ideals he follo­wed. Within these offi­cial sta­tements, many were po­liticians of regimes, 
militants within an autho­rita­rian or to­ta­lita­rian current of tho­ught, in­tellectuals right-
wing Catho­lics, or writers that wro­te by com­mission to Portugal or to the Portuguese 
“ruler”. Among these, we find na­mes such as Keyserling, Go­eb­bels, Eugénio D’Ors, 
Gil Ro­bles, Oswaldo Aran­ha, Lo­urival Fon­tes, Jacques Ba­in­ville, Charles Ma­urras, 
Pétain, Léon de Pon­cins, Hen­ri Massis, Alessan­dro Pa­vo­lini, Mircea Elia­de, Gon­za­
gue de Reynold, Michael Derrick, and the Co­lo­nel F. C. C. Egerton. Ho­wever, we 
also see men­tio­nings to these effect of passing po­litical fi­gures, of newspa­pers and 
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other authors who, in­depen­dent of their own in­tima­te ideals, were widely respected. 
These were fi­gures such as Pio­us XII, Churchill, Truman, Cardinal Spellman, Jules 
Ro­ma­ins, the Lon­don Times, American catho­lic jo­urnals, etc… 

Among the latter sta­tements, let us visit the one ta­ken from The Times of the 
29 of April 1939:

“All over Portugal there is the notion of freedom and one has the feeling that there 
is a great ruler that steers the Na­tion with love and trust so that the spiritual and 
ma­terial go­als he has pro­po­sed are achieved. […] The co­un­try pro­gresses in all its 
ma­nifesta­tions of life un­der Sa­la­zar’s go­vern­ment.”

R. Lewin­ssohn, in an article for the American publica­tion world af­fairs, Cur­rent 
History, published on Ja­nuary 1935, wro­te: 

“Sa­la­zar is a Pro­fessor. It is as a Pro­fessor that he ba­ses his moral authority and his 
political stance.”

And Michael Kenny, in The Catholic World, affirmed:

“En­tirely different from So­cia­lism and Fa­scism, so­me of the best Euro­pean thin­kers 
see Sa­la­zar’s system as the most perfect and true em­bo­diment of represen­ta­tive 
democracy.”

In fact, with the exception of the Com­munists, who generally termed the right-
wing autho­rita­rian and to­ta­lita­rian regimes as “fa­scist” – see, for in­stan­ce, the testi­
mony abo­ut Sa­la­za­rism by Ralph Fox in the bo­ok Por­tugal Now –, the truth is that 
authors of articles and works ra­rely accepted the “fa­scist” la­bel for the New Sta­te. I 
want to highlight now the fa­mo­us and preco­cio­us 1935 article written by the Spa­nish 
philosop­her Miguel de Una­muno for the Ahora newspa­per, which was published in 
Ma­drid. After a visit to Portugal, Una­muno, then the Dean of Sa­la­man­ca University 
commented: 

“And nothing better that to call aca­demic fa­scism – both in a peda­go­gical and in­
doctrina­rical sense – than that which informs the current Portuguese regime. The 
nucleic dicta­torship which Oliveira Sa­la­zar represents is an aca­demic and military 
dicta­torship or, if you like, a war-like scho­la­stic one. It is a dicta­torship run by gene­
rals – or co­lo­nels – and aca­demics, with an occa­sio­nal con­tribution from the clergy. 
The latter’s con­tribution do­es not amo­unt to much, even tho­ugh Cardinal Cerejeira, 
the head of the Portuguese Catho­lic Church, was a fellow student with Sa­la­zar in 
Co­im­bra and, like him, is also an aca­demic. He is an aca­demic clergyman, just as 
the other military mem­bers [of this regime] are aca­demics.”
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One can see that Una­muno’s pro­no­un­cement of the “New Sta­te” is exceptio­nal 
and ob­jectively critical. One must also add, to Una­muno’s rea­ding, the critical and 
methodological thoughts of Sir Austen Chamberlain. These were ma­de in a prefa­ce 
to an En­glish edition of Sa­la­zar’s fa­mo­us in­terview ma­de by António Ferro, a right-
wing jo­urna­list who wo­uld la­ter beco­me the director of the Secreta­riat for Na­tio­nal 
Pro­pa­gan­da of the New Sta­te body. Con­trary to other prefa­ces in edited fo­reign lan­
gua­ge editions of this in­terview, such as the prefa­ce for the Spa­nish edition (written 
by Eugénio D’Ors), or for the Ita­lian edition (written by Corra­do Zo­li), the En­glish 
lan­gua­ge edition do­es not present us with a com­men­da­tory prefa­ce to Sa­la­zar, nor 
do­es it give us a sympathetic ima­ge of “dicta­torships”, in which the Portuguese re­
gime was in­cluded, as was the ca­se, to a po­int, in the prefa­ce to the French edition 
(written by Paul Va­lery). The prefa­ce written by Cham­berlain first described the En­
glish parlia­mentary system as a model system that could only exist in countries after 
ha­ving emerged through its own historical and na­tural process. The prefa­ce concludes 
saying that the truth was that in most of Euro­pe there had emerged dicta­torships, of 
which the Portuguese one was an exam­ple, altho­ugh he co­uld not acco­unt as to the 
rea­sons why this might ha­ve hap­pened. The sta­tements that followa­re along the lines 
of a com­pa­ra­tive pro­cess between dicta­torships and the En­glish system, in which 
we also see a very quick com­pa­rison of Sa­la­za­rism with Musso­lini’s Fa­scism and 
Hitler’s Na­zism. The prefa­ce clo­ses with so­me do­ubts regarding the true na­ture of 
the regime run by an “Eco­no­mics and Finan­cial Scien­ce pro­fessor from Co­im­bra” 
and by the portra­it presen­ted to us by the author of the bo­ok, na­mely António Ferro, 
which, in respon­se to Cam­berlain’s criticism, purpo­sefully wro­te a lengthy in­tro­duc­
tion for this En­glish lan­gua­ge edition. This lengthy in­tro­duction by Ferro delayed 
the publica­tion con­siderably, as it wo­uld only appear in 1939. This is what Austen 
Chamberlain wrote:

“[…] Signor Musso­lini, Herr Hitler, and Dr. Sa­la­zar ha­ve each set out to rema­ke the 
soul of a peo­ple. An En­glishman may feel that the price paid is too high. He may 
thank hea­ven that he is still free citizen of a free co­un­try, and resolve that he will 
guard that freedom the mo­re jea­lo­usly beca­use of its destruction elsewhere. But no 
can­did rea­der of this bo­ok will deny the no­bility of the purpo­se which Dr. Sa­la­zar 
has set befo­re him­self, and no one acqua­in­ted with the pro­gress which Portugal has 
ma­de un­der his rule will do­ubt that, if much has been lost, much also has been ga­ined 
by the new spirit which he has introduced into the public life of this country. 
In any ca­se we ha­ve in this bo­ok a vivid portra­it of a most in­teresting man. Is it a true 
portra­it? Is it the who­le man, and nothing but the man? Dr. Sa­la­zar him­self seems to 
do­ubt it, and I con­fess that at mo­ments the pa­in­ter seems to me to dra­ma­tize a man 
who, if I judge him rightly, ab­hors the dra­ma­tic, and to heighten co­lo­urs which the 
sitter wo­uld ha­ve presen­ted in quieter to­nes. But these blemishes, if blemishes they 
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be, are far from destroying the va­lue of the picture. It is a most in­teresting study of 
a man and a po­litical system, little known, I think to En­glish rea­ders.”

Who was Sa­la­zar exactly? What exactly was the New Sta­te? Fascism ne­ver exi­
sted – this was the iro­nic and pa­ra­do­xical title of a bo­ok written by one of our best 
essayist, Eduardo Lourenço, in which he bro­ught to­gether his articles from 1976. 
In this bo­ok, he con­sidered that the Sa­la­za­rist system had been presen­ted in such a 
particular and effi­cient way that even the newspa­per Le Monde, during the last years 
of the regime, talked abo­ut a “wise” or “pa­ternal” dicta­torship, thus mo­ving it away 
from the “fa­scist” seal which was normally given to other dicta­torships. Lourenço 
tho­ught, con­trary to what the words of the title might in­fer, that the New Sta­te was, 
effectively, a form of “fa­scism”.

The question or questions po­sed beco­me even mo­re pertinent if one sees that 
the ma­jo­rity of the Portuguese and fo­reign histo­rians, so­cio­lo­gists, and po­litical 
scien­tists either igno­re the question of cha­racterising the New Sta­te or recognise its 
own “origina­lity” or “sin­gula­rity” which sho­uld not be equa­ted or con­fused with the 
system that is called, generically spea­king, “fa­scism”. As an exam­ple, we can see 
the words of a then young French histo­rian, Yves Léonard, who attempted to write a 
bo­ok which synthesised the cha­racter of the New Sta­te and its links with “fa­scism”. 
It is worth po­in­ting out that, in this bo­ok, the prefa­ce was written by Mário So­a­res 
who, thro­ugho­ut his po­litical ca­reer of oppo­sition to the regime, never hesita­ted in 
calling the Sa­la­zar regime “fa­scist”. This bo­ok by Léonard was called Salazarisme 
et Fascisme, and in it we can find the follo­wing assertion: 

“Sin­gular as all regimes are regarding their histo­rical backgro­und, Sa­la­za­rism esca­
pes a sympathetic classifi­ca­tion which do­es not unjustly bring it within the fa­scist 
ca­tegories.”

*

Let us now mo­ve on to respon­ding, ho­wever ten­ta­tively, the questions we po­
sed earlier.

We will begin with Sa­la­zar, and specifi­cally with an attempt to synthesise the 
bibliography written about him. 

The histo­rio­graphy abo­ut the New Sta­te receives a lot of atten­tion after 1974, 
and its im­portan­ce is in terms of both quan­tity and qua­lity. Works, that publicised 
or offered fait divers abo­ut Sa­la­zar, especially tho­se that dealt with the emo­tio­nal 
aspects of his life, enjoyed success as editions, and quickly beco­ming best-sellers. 
This was a repetition of what had already happened with Christine Garnier’s work, 
which fuelled the ro­man­tic ima­gina­tion of her rea­ders. The fact is, ho­wever, that one 
can­not find a work carried out by a histo­rian that is not ideo­lo­gically bia­sed to­wards 
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the regime, which was overthrown in 1974, and to­wards the po­litician that go­verned 
Portugal for the lon­gest time (it was 40 years in to­tal, from 1928 to 1968).

In effect, the only ma­jor work published abo­ut the New Sta­te was the 6 vo­lume 
publica­tion by Fran­co No­gueira, a former Fo­reign Minister un­der Sa­la­zar. This bo­ok 
is a unique, referen­tial and una­vo­ida­ble work of its kind. In other words, there is no 
ma­jor study carried out by a histo­rian abo­ut Sa­la­zar. This is con­trary to what we find 
with Musso­lini, Hitler, and even Fran­co. Mo­reo­ver, in Sa­la­zar’s time we find many 
works published abo­ut him and abo­ut his time in va­rio­us co­un­tries and lan­gua­ges. 
Furthermo­re, we can still see no­wa­days the effect of these ideo­lo­gical works, of the 
pro­pa­gan­da, or of a memory con­structed abo­ut Sa­la­zar thro­ugh clichés. These, in 
part, might acco­unt as to why Sa­la­zar was elected to be among the top ten “Great 
Portuguese Figures” orga­nised by the BBC. When lo­o­king at these “top ten”, one 
must also ta­ke in­to acco­unt the current disillusion­ment felt in our co­un­try as regards 
the po­litical situa­tion in Portugal, within Euro­pe and in world terms, and the po­wer 
that the media ha­ve in crea­ting and re-crea­ting “rea­lities”. 

Ho­wever, one sho­uld not deduce that Sa­la­zar’s bio­graphy is not well known 
among the aca­demia, in terms of both breath and depth, so that con­fi­dent in­terpreta­
tions abo­ut his po­litical cha­racter can be formula­ted. What can be said, perhaps, is 
that, in Portugal, where one can­not find a well-esta­blished neo-Sa­la­za­rism, we also 
ha­ve not crea­ted a memory that can be cha­racterised as “scien­tific” abo­ut Sa­la­zar 
and Sa­la­za­rism, nor abo­ut the New Sta­te. This is con­trary to what we can find, to 
a certain extent, with neo-fa­scism and neo-na­zism. In other words, the “Carna­tion 
Revo­lution” on the 25th of April 1974 was not able to com­pletely kill off the repre­
sen­ta­tion of Sa­la­zar and Sa­la­za­rism presen­ted by the well-oiled pro­pa­gan­da machine 
in both Portugal and abroad.

*

We will now mo­ve to formula­ting an in­terpreta­tive bio­graphy of António de Oli­
veira Sa­la­zar. 

Sa­la­zar was born on the 28th of April 1889, six years after Musso­lini, who he 
admired very much, and eight days after Hitler, of whom he never actually pro­no­
un­ced him­self as particularly fa­vo­ura­ble to. All three histo­rical fi­gures highlighted 
their hum­ble origins. Sa­la­zar described him­self as a ‘po­or person, the son of po­or 
pa­rents” or as “a pea­sant, the son of land workers”. In truth, he was born in a little 
villa­ge called Vimieiro, in the municipal district of San­ta Com­ba Dão, which was 
part of the administra­tive district of Viseu. To put it in other words, he was from one 
of the most rural areas of Portugal, from a small rural ho­use in the co­un­tryside. He 
was the son of a land worker who wo­uld la­ter beco­me an agricultural fo­reman for 
the Perestrelo fa­mily, and who also ma­na­ged to sa­ve eno­ugh mo­ney to open a small 
shop and inn la­ter on in his life. 
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Sa­la­zar was the youn­gest son of António de Oliveira e Ma­ria do Resga­te Sa­
la­zar, and he was also the only ma­le offspring. When he was born, his mother was 
43 years old and she had already had four da­ughters. The rela­tionship Sa­la­zar had 
with his mother un­til her death in 1926 was very strong. It can be described as being 
almost oedipal. His father died a few years after his mother, in 1932. We are clo­sely 
exa­mining Sa­la­zar’s fa­mily, which was ma­inly con­stituted by fema­les, as it is hig­
hlighted for its im­portan­ce in Sa­la­zar’s ima­ge and pro­fi­le la­ter on. In other words, 
he will always be presented as a sta­tesman that was intrinsically tied to the idea of 
the fa­mily, in­tima­tely asso­cia­ted with the land that saw his birth and where he wo­uld 
build a mo­dest ho­use him­self so that he spend his ho­lidays there. His rela­tion­ships 
with women could be described as going from unsuccessful rela­tionships on his youth 
to an always in­com­plete ro­man­tic lia­ison with wo­men during his lifetime. It is as if 
the sha­dow of his mother, who ga­ve him her surna­me (Sa­la­zar), ho­vered over any 
rela­tion­ship and preven­ted it from ever develo­ping. Ho­wever, thro­ugho­ut his life as 
a university pro­fessor and sta­tesman, he was aided by a ho­usekeeper, D. Ma­ria, and 
he also sponsored some girls as a godfather.

His aca­demic ca­reer can be told in few words, con­cen­tra­ting only on the essen­
tial aspects; he en­tered the Viseu seminary in 1900, where he studied Theo­logy and 
was pre-orda­ined in 1908. It sho­uld be highlighted that the seminary was, for many 
in Portugal, a way of ob­ta­ining an educa­tion, a stepping sto­ne to­wards getting a post 
in the civil service, or a way in which to ca­rry on studying. Sa­la­zar’s self-do­ubt with 
regards his follo­wing of a religio­us ca­reer lead him to com­plete his secon­dary educa­
tion and to fulfil, in the mean­time, the post of prefect in the Colégio da Via Sacra of 
Viseu. The Colégio da Via Sacra of Viseu follo­wed the prin­ciples of En­glish “active 
peda­gogy”, pro­po­sed by Edmond Demo­lins and carried out in the École des Roches. 
In this way, Demo­lins was one of Sa­la­zar’s main men­tors. Sa­la­zar wo­uld pla­ce him 
befo­re Charles Ma­urras, who he also admired, but who­se im­portan­ce attached to the 
“po­litical”, which in­volved a “grass ro­ots” militancy, was slightly remo­ved from Sa­
la­zar’s ca­utio­us tem­pera­ment. Very early on in his high school ca­reer as student, and 
also during his teaching ca­reer, we see con­feren­ces and essays written by him. 

In 1910, the year when the Portuguese First Republic was set up, he en­tered the 
Law Fa­culty at the University of Co­im­bra. The First Portuguese Republic was secular 
in cha­racter and had, as one of its prin­ciples, the “law of sepa­ra­tion of Church and 
Sta­te.” The University of Co­im­bra was the only university in Portugal un­til 1911, 
and, for Sa­la­zar, wo­uld always con­stitute an in­tellectual referen­ce. It wo­uld be in 
Co­im­bra where he wo­uld join Catho­lic mo­vements, in particular the Cen­tro Académi­
co de Democra­cia Cristã (CADC) [Christian Democracy Aca­demic Cen­tre], which 
was in­formed by the so­cial doctrines of Leon XIII’s Church. These mo­vements lead 
him to­wards corpo­ra­tism and to­wards lea­ning for con­serva­tive Christian philo­sop­
hers and so­cio­lo­gists, such as Le Play. Sa­la­zar also writes for a Catho­lic student’s 
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jo­urnal lin­ked with CADC, called O Imparcial [The im­partial], but he never shows 
himself as a “grass roots” militant. The sa­me could not be said about Father Ma­nuel 
Gonçalves Cerejeira, his friend and future ho­usema­te who wo­uld la­ter beco­me the 
head of the Catho­lic Church in Lisbon. 

He gra­dua­ted in Law in 1914 and began his university ca­reer, con­tinuing his 
studies and also teaching Po­litical Eco­no­mics and Finan­ce, in which he wo­uld la­ter 
hold a cha­ir. In this way, we can see his development as a practical fi­nan­cier, in which 
he wro­te articles for newspa­pers abo­ut Portugal’s eco­no­mic and po­litical pro­blems. 
This wo­uld lead him to be Eco­no­mics minister for the first time, and in an epheme­
ral ca­pa­city, in 1926 after the 28th of May revo­lution that sa­me year. His post wo­uld 
be la­ter develo­ped on a firmer fo­o­ting in 1928, during a period where the military 
dicta­torship beca­me mo­re esta­blished. He wo­uld also develop further, as was asser­
ted earlier, in the ideals of a Christian so­cio­logy, in­fluen­ced by Jo­ão Serras e Silva, 
a Pro­fessor in the Medicine Fa­culty, and by the “aca­demic so­cia­lism” that he wo­uld 
gain from his rea­dings of his professor

It is during his stay in Co­im­bra that a pró-mo­narchy mo­vement forms, between 
1913–1914. This mo­vement was clearly in­fluen­ced by the Action Française, which 
defended an integra­tional na­tiona­lism with corpora­tivist and orga­nic cha­racteristics. 
Sa­la­zar wo­uld never adhere to this pro-mo­narchy mo­vement, but it is un­do­ub­ta­ble 
that he was in­fluen­ced by its theses and by the Portuguese writers that were lin­ked to 
this mo­vement’s origins, also known as the “legitimists” of the XIX cen­tury. These 
“legitimists” defen­ded a Tra­ditio­nal Mo­narchy over a Liberal Mo­narchy. It is here, 
therefo­re, that we see his an­tiparlia­men­tary and an­ti-liberal stan­ce ta­king sha­pe. 

Even tho­ugh Sa­la­zar was lin­ked to a sindicância [sin­dicacy] in 1919, at the po­
int where Portugal saw a mo­narchical revo­lution (known as “Mo­narquia do Norte” 
[North’s mo­narchy]). His link was due to alleged “rea­list” militancy on his part. He 
wo­uld never, ho­wever, pro­no­un­ce him­self as being pro-mo­narchy. He wo­uld defi­ne 
himself along the lines of a dogma­tic political theory which would lead him to a 
con­ception of Po­litical Po­wer who­se origins were divine and which wo­uld be car­
ried out respecting the rights and ethics of the “peo­ple” (and the Church), putting to 
one side the question of the regime. This is his thesis, which he presents in a Lisbon 
con­feren­ce for the Cen­tro Católico Português [Portuguese Catho­lic Cen­tre] in April 
1922. The Cen­tro Católico Português was the Catho­lic party. At this po­int in time, 
he had beco­me a mem­ber of parlia­ment represen­ting Guima­rães for this party. This 
parlia­ment wo­uld la­ter be dissolved due to a bloody revolt which resulted in the assas­
sina­tion of António Gra­njo, the ministerial president. This event wo­uld con­so­lida­te 
further his an­ti-liberal and an­ti-parlia­men­tary stan­ce.

If Sa­la­zar had any po­litical action during the First Republic, it was that of a 
Catho­lic militant. It is beca­use of this that his sta­tesman po­sition is often con­fused. 
He participa­ted in a secular sta­te that was, ho­wever, supported by the Church and in 



14 Годишњак за друштвену историју 2, 2009.

which one of its ideals was “God, Fatherland, and Fa­mily”. Ho­wever, he was seen 
as the defen­der of a Catho­lic Sta­te, which he never was, nor did he wish to be. He 
sta­ted this very clearly in an in­terview with António Ferro. In this in­terview, after 
com­men­ting that he was one of the fo­un­der mem­bers of the Cen­tro Católico Portu­
guês [Portuguese Catho­lic Cen­tre], he says: 

“The Catho­lics were com­pletely ob­livio­us to my en­tering in the Go­vern­ment. They 
were also ob­livio­us to all of my po­litical actions. This con­fusion arises, possibly, 
from my affi­nities and my friendships with so­me prestigio­us Catho­lic fi­gures…”

Sa­la­zar insinua­ted that there was a wrongful tendency to associa­te him with the 
“Catho­lics”. The affirma­tion of this asso­cia­tion can be seen, in fact, from both the 
Left and the Right. For in­stan­ce, we can see how Ro­lão Preto, nea­rer to Fa­scism and 
an emerging Na­zism, com­pa­res him to chan­celor Seipel, from Austria. This com­pa­
rison is ma­de not only beca­use of his “religio­us” educa­tio­nal backgro­und, but also 
beca­use of his political stance as a politician of the “centre” and not as a politician 
of the “Revo­lution”.

His ideas as a sta­tesman, as he do­es not iden­tify him­self as a “grass ro­ots” 
po­litician, sho­uld not really be con­fused with that of a Catho­lic militant. In effect, 
the forma­tion of his Sta­te, which only in 1932 wo­uld this sta­te be termed as “New 
Sta­te”, will appear slowly but surely. Altho­ugh he begins his go­vern­men­tal ca­reer in 
the area of fi­nan­ces – and it will be in this area that he will be mythically con­sidered 
its “sa­vio­ur” – he will affirm his own po­litical ideals little by little, at a time when 
the po­liticians of the First Republic wo­uld fall due to the Military Dicta­torship that 
they helped to bring about. These political ideals he formula­ted form the ba­sis of 
the crea­tion of “New Sta­tes”, origina­ting from sectors such as; Catho­lic, pro-mo­nar­
chical in­tegra­lists, so­cia­lists that turned to the Right wing, Filo­fa­scists, mo­dernists 
artists that lo­o­ked to crea­te a “new aesthetics”, a “new man” and a “new world”, 
na­tio­na­list republicans, and presiden­tia­lists that had carved a ro­le for them­selves in 
the Dicta­torship and in the “New Republic” that was crea­ted by Sidónio Pa­is, who 
was murdered at the end of 1918. We also see military men and offi­cials (lieutenants 
in particular) that participa­ted in the First World War and that also felt, as was the 
ca­se in Italy, the na­tio­na­list dra­ma of a “mutila­ted victory”. They all wan­ted a “Chi­
ef” and the Chief, aga­inst the wishes of so­me that carried on with their search for 
“so­meo­ne else”, fi­nally emerged thro­ugh the fi­gure of a man who seemed con­serva­
tive, na­mely Sa­la­zar.

*

Even if Sa­la­zar was in­trin­sically con­serva­tive, or a tra­ditio­nal Catho­lic, the truth 
is that he knew how to lead a mo­vement that fitted within the Military, or “Na­tio­na­
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list”, Dicta­torship. This will always be con­sidered a fra­me a quo within the timeline 
of what is now termed as the “Revolução Na­cio­nal” [“Na­tio­nal Revo­lution”] of the 
New Sta­te. This Na­tio­nal Revo­lution overca­me ob­stacles and crea­ted a structura­li­
sa­tion of a “new” po­litical system, un­like what happened in Spain with Primo de 
Rivera’s dicta­torship. Sa­la­zar is the lea­der of a po­litical mo­vement from 1928, and 
especially in 1929. He ga­ves ca­refully worded speeches in a learned style, in open 
and clo­sed do­ors, to the Military and Army, to the Administra­tive Co­un­cils and other 
autarquies, to the mo­re in­fluen­tial po­liticians, and to the “peo­ple”. In these speeches 
he con­structed his idea of what a Sta­te is, and he wo­uld throw forth slogans that will 
be seen as setting his po­sition from then on: such as “Tudo pela Nação, na­da con­tra 
a Nação” [“Everything for the Na­tion, nothing aga­inst the Na­tion”], “Política Na­cio­
nal” [“Na­tio­nal Po­litics], “Revolução Na­cio­nal” [“Na­tio­nal Revo­lution”], “ba­talha 
da Ordem” [“fight for Order”].

In this way, backed by elite, he sha­ped his “party”, the “União Na­cio­nal” 
[“Na­tio­nal Union”] (which appea­red on the 30th of July 1930). He crea­ted his pa­ra-
con­stitutio­nal do­cuments (Ma­nifesto da União Na­cio­nal [Ma­nifest for the Na­tio­nal 
Union]) and his pre-con­stitutio­nal do­cuments (Acto Co­lo­nial [Acto Co­lo­nial]), and, 
fi­nally, a Con­stitution (in 1933). This con­stitution was corpo­ra­tivist in cha­racter, and 
he sub­mitted it to a plebiscite. He ga­ve his Sta­te a legal sha­pe, where there is even 
an in­clusion of the affirma­tion of all the fun­da­men­tal civic rights, which is do­ne in 
a very ma­sterful way. These civil rights were withdrawn in its own laws. This nega­
tion to­ok the sha­pe of va­rio­us decrees, so­me of which that wo­uld see the light on the 
very day in which the Con­stitutio­nal text was ra­tified (on the 11th of April). Befo­re 
all of this happens, he asserts in a fa­mo­us speech, ma­de on the 23rd of No­vem­ber of 
1932, that all the po­litical parties, were they “pro-mo­narchy”, “Catho­lic”, “former 
republican parties”, or worker and so­cia­list orga­nisa­tions, sho­uld cea­se to exist and, 
in­stead, gro­up within a so­le civic asso­cia­tion con­stituted by the União Na­cio­nal [Na­
tio­nal Union]. In the Con­stitution the sepa­ra­tion of Church and Sta­te (article 46) is 
ma­in­ta­ined, but the wording is do­ne in a very con­cilia­tory way. This led to the 1940 
Con­cordat. In fact, despite Catho­lic pro­tests, the men­tio­ning of God will only appear 
in the New Sta­te’s con­stitution in the revision carried out in 1971, when Marcello 
Ca­eta­no was already president.

Sa­la­zar crea­ted his pro­pa­gan­da machine along these lines. He began by the 
best-seller, a kind of in­terview where the portra­it of Sa­la­zar – as Austen Cham­berlain 
sa­gely no­ted – is pa­in­ted and reto­uched by him and António Ferro. António Ferro, as 
well as a jo­urna­list that in­terviewed dicta­tors, was a mo­dernist writer, an editor for 
the literary jo­urnal Orpheu – where Fernan­do Pessoa wro­te –, a tra­veller, playwright 
and a cinema lo­ver who visited Hollywo­od, the land of dreams and “ma­ke-believe”. 
Ferro wo­uld beco­me, as we already com­men­ted, the director of the Na­tio­nal Pro­pa­
ganda Secreta­riat.
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Con­sequently, the New Sta­te will pla­ce itself in a “third way”, among and aga­
inst democra­tic libera­lism and com­munism, within the corpo­ra­tivist ideo­logy. Mar­
cello Ca­eta­no, a supporter of Sa­la­zar from the begin­ning and, la­ter, his successor, 
com­men­ted that this ideo­logy was ro­o­ted in a Portuguese corpo­ra­tivist tra­dition, a 
so­cio-Catho­lic theory fra­mework that appea­red at the end of the XIX cen­tury, and 
also as emerging from the experien­ces of Ita­lian fa­scism and the teachings of Ma­
no­ilesco. Altho­ugh we defi­ne the New Sta­te as an autho­rita­rian “third way”, it can 
also be considered as “tota­lita­rian”. The theoretical differences between Sa­la­zar and 
Musso­lini were not that sub­stan­cial as, whereas Musso­lini sta­ted “Tutto nello Sta­to, 
nien­te con­tro lo Sta­to, nulla al di fuo­ri dello Sta­to” [“Everything in the Sta­te, nothing 
aga­inst the Sta­te, everything nega­ted to tho­se outside the Sta­te”] Sa­la­zar sta­ted “Tu­
do pela Nação, na­da con­tra a Nação” [“Everything for the Na­tion, nothing aga­inst 
the Na­tion”] Within this autho­rita­rian “third way” there was an in­scription of all the 
cha­racteristics found in a “fa­scist” type Sta­te. This is despite Sa­la­zar ha­ving always 
pro­no­un­ced him­self as being the ma­ker of an “original” and “sin­gular” Sta­te that 
was different to that of Ita­lian fa­scism and other sta­tes of this kind. It is beca­use of 
this that Sa­la­zar presen­ted an idea in 1933 that wo­uld be repea­ted and accepted in­ter­
na­tio­nally, as we ha­ve seen earlier. In 1933 he com­ments: 

“Un­do­ub­tedly we can find, in this world, po­litical systems in which Portugue­
se na­tio­na­lism has simila­rities and po­ints of con­tact – ho­wever, these are restricted 
almost always to the corpo­ra­tivist idea. The differen­ces are very marked in the pro­
cess of ma­king the Sta­te, and especially in its con­ception, and its orga­nisa­tion of the 
go­vern­ment’s po­litical and civil support. One day, Portugal will be acknowledged 
for ha­ving been steered by a unique system, as unique as its history and geo­graphy, 
which differ from all others...”

*

In truth, ho­wever, we can find every type of fa­scist in­stitution in the New Sta­
te. In­stitutions such as the po­litical and so­cial orga­nisa­tion which Sa­la­zar crowns as 
“Chief”, and the one-party Sta­te. Even tho­ugh Sa­la­zar (and not so­me sa­la­za­rists like 
Marcello Ca­eta­no) did not con­sider the União Na­cio­nal [Na­tio­nal Union], as a fa­scist 
in­titution, it can be seen as such. We also find military-type orga­nisa­tions, such as 
the Mo­cida­de Portuguesa [Portuguese Youth] and the Legião Portuguesa [Portuguese 
Legion]; ideo­lo­gical and pro­pa­gan­dist orga­nisa­tions of culture and plea­sure such as 
the Na­tio­nal Pro­pa­gan­da Secreta­riat and the Fundação Na­cio­nal pa­ra a Alegria no 
Tra­balho [Na­tio­nal Fo­un­da­tion for Happyness at Work] (equiva­lent to Italy’s Dopo 
Lavoro). Upon his clo­sing of these in­stitutions, which had an “orga­nising” and re­
pro­ductive cha­racter to them (in an orga­nicist lo­gic), one can also see the emergen­ce 
of repressive in­stitutions, such as the Cen­sorship and the Polícia de Vigilância e de 
Defesa do Esta­do [Po­lice force for the Sa­feguarding and Defen­ce of the Sta­te], which 
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was crea­ted in 1933, and was upheld by a repressive ideo­logy which was justified 
to the “people” through the 10th commandment of the De­calogue for the New State 
(1934), which read as follows: 

“The enemies of the New Sta­te are enemies of the Na­tion – that is of everyone’s 
order, com­mon in­terest and justice – sho­uld the ca­se arise, we can, and will, use 
force towards enforcing the legitima­te defence of the Fatherland.”

If one can­not talk abo­ut an expan­sio­nist Im­peria­lism, one can defi­nitely talk 
abo­ut an “Em­pire” disco­urse, which was not only lo­ca­ted overseas and histo­rically 
ro­o­ted, but which was also formula­ted along the lines of preserving and defen­ding 
it. Beca­use of this, and due to the tra­ditio­nal perpetual allian­ce with En­gland, which 
was esta­blished aro­und 1372 or 1373, Portugal was able to retain a “neutra­lity”. 
Ho­wever, this was mo­re of a “geo­metrical neutra­lity” in that it was equidistant in 
rela­tion to the forces present, and which wo­uld tran­sform itself in­to a “co­o­pera­tive 
neutra­lity” in the 1940s, when it co­o­pera­ted with the Allies, so­mething that succee­
ded in deceiving a lot of people.

It is beca­use of this that the New Sta­te was not con­sidered a form of Fa­scism 
during and after its existen­ce. Apart from philo­sophers such as Una­muno, who upon 
exa­mining the New Sta­te, no­ticed stra­ight away that there was no “grass ro­ots” po­
litical parties, such as the Partido Na­cio­nal Fa­scista [Fa­scist Na­tio­nal Party], which 
wo­uld con­stitute the first stop in the com­bat to­wards a “new order”. Una­muno did 
not question that Sa­la­zar’s regime co­uld be defi­ned as “fa­scist”– “Aca­demically Fa­
scist”, in that he saw it as a regime in which in­credible mea­sures were ta­ken from 
abo­ve, in an iden­tical lo­gic to that of “regime fa­scism” in Italy and to “aca­demic 
so­cia­lism”, the latter different to “grass ro­ots so­cia­lism”, which had mo­re Marxist 
overto­nes. As we ha­ve seen, thro­ugh this stra­tegy, Una­muno fo­resaw a rela­tion­ship 
of po­wer of the new Portuguese Sta­te with the Military and the Church. Curio­usly, 
in 1976, Eduardo Lourenço also no­ted so­mething similar in Sa­la­zar’s New Sta­te; 
our “fa­scism”, as Lourenço saw did, in fact, exist, altho­ugh it was along different 
and mo­re general lines, and mo­re perfectly “orga­nic” than Ita­lian fa­scism, due to its 
link with the Church. 

This fa­scism – “fa­scism witho­ut a fa­scist mo­vement” as Ma­nuel de Lucena also 
lucidly called it – can only be presen­ted practically as “non-fa­scism”. This is due to 
Sa­la­zar, his “erudite” ideo­logy, the represen­ta­tion that he and his supporters ma­de of 
him and of his regime, and to its “rheto­ric of in­visibility”, an expression which the 
philo­sopher José Gil ca­tego­rically used to describe his po­wer disco­urse.



18 Годишњак за друштвену историју 2, 2009.

Ре­зи­ме

Луис Реис Торгал

Са­ла­зар и порту­галска „Нова држа­ва“ – 
предста­ве и ту­ма­че­ња

Аутор насто­ји да на тео­ријски начин дефинише режим ко­ји је владао По­ругалијом 
од 1932. до 1974. го­дине. Да би то по­стигао, он се, с једне стране служи изворним тек­
сто­вима и дефиницијама во­ђе тог режима, самог Анто­нија Салазара, а с друге насто­ји 
да га укло­пи у тумачења ко­ја о тој теми нуди тео­ријска литература. По­себну пажњу 
аутор чланка по­свећује лидеру португалског режима, Анто­нију Салазару, као интелек­
туалцу сео­ског по­рекла, насто­јећи да карактер режима по­веже и са карактером осо­бе 
кључ­не за њего­во формирање. Закључује да је тако­звани Салазаризам био једна ло­кал­
на варијација генерич­ког појма „фашизам“, ко­ји се, осим на један део интелектуалних 
круго­ва, ослањао и на друге конзервативне сло­јеве друштва и државе, а пре свега на 
като­лич­ку цркву и официрски кор.


