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Review Article 

Postcommunist Democracy 

Legacies and Outcomes 

Jeffrey Kopstein 
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Societies: Rebuilding the Ship at Sea, New York, Cambridge University Press, 1998. 
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Cooperation, New York, Cambridge University Press, 1999. 

Grzegorz Ekiert and Jan Kubik, Rebellious Civil Society: Popular Protest and 
Democratic Consolidation in Poland, 1989-1993, Ann Arbor, University of 
Michigan Press, 1999. 

In interwar eastern Europe it was not unusual for rich elites to describe a trip to Paris 
as "going to Europe." The region's sham democracies and outright dictatorships, 
widespread rural poverty, and comically corrupt bureaucracies all lent credence to 
the well-established belief that there was something different about the lands east of 
the Elbe river and in the Danubian basin that made them pale imitations of real 
democracies and advanced economies. They were simply not "European." 

The student of East-Central Europe in 1990, looking back on the year 1919, could 
easily have been excused for believing that history was about to repeat itself. In both 
eras inexperienced political elites confronted relatively backward economies, col- 
lapsed trading blocs, polarized politics, and intractable ethnic conflicts. After 1919 
these problems quickly led to the collapse of democracy in the region (with the 
notable exception of Czechoslovakia). What was to keep these democracies from 
collapsing again? To be sure, there has been significant democratic backsliding in 
the region, especially in the non-Baltic republics of the former Soviet Union. Yet in 
the decade after 1989 there were encouraging signs of progress toward democratic 
consolidation in many postcommunist European countries that were in previous eras 

anything but stable. How did this progress come about? 
Poland's interwar democracy collapsed in 1926 with Marshal Pilsudski's coup 

d'etat amid economic disorder, street demonstrations, and decreasing confidence in 
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political parties and parliamentary institutions. Postcommunist Poland, by contrast, 
despite initial economic conditions that were at least as unfavorable as its interwar 
counterpart, parties and parliamentary institutions that were widely regarded as self- 
serving and ineffective, and a level of protest that far exceeded anything in the inter- 
war era, was widely regarded by the end of the 1990s as the most dynamic democra- 
cy in the region and a model of successful economic transformation. Similar obser- 
vations could be made for Estonia and Slovenia. And who would have thought that 
Hungary, a country that did not have a single free and fair election in the interwar 
period, would become a leading candidate for admission to the European Union?1 

What has changed in the intervening century? What is different about the region? 
What accounts for the variation in performance among the postcommunist coun- 
tries? Both seasoned East Europeanists and a new group of scholars from other sub- 
fields have pondered these questions for a little over a decade now. They have pro- 
duced a flurry of important works that not only inform students of East-Central 
Europe but also will ultimately lead to the export of more generalizable findings 
back into the field of comparative politics. 

Ken Jowitt set the scholarly agenda for many comparativists with his discussion 
of "Leninist legacies."2 Preferences for ethnic over civic politics among inexperi- 
enced political elites, Stalinist economic misdevelopment, social structures "flat- 
tened out" by decades of crude egalitarianism, military officers not trained in the 
norms of subordination to democratically elected leaders, poorly developed tradi- 
tions of legal proceduralism-these were but a few of the legacies of Leninist rule 
that made it difficult to construct viable democracies. Stable democratic institutions 
require a committed liberal elite and, in time, a mass following that will grant lead- 
ers the necessary leeway to undertake politically painful economic measures. With 
the exception of Poland, Jowitt argued, no country in the postcommunist world had 
developed a liberal counterelite and mass following in the Communist period. It is 
true that some countries of the region mimicked the institutions of the West, "dizzy" 
as they were with "democracy" just as they had mimicked Soviet institutions after 
1948.3 But sooner or later such blatant political inauthenticity would result in the 
same kinds of illiberal outcomes as during the interwar period. 

Why have Jowitt's worst fears not yet come to pass? Even if unstated, such con- 
cerns constitute the intellectual background for most work on democracy in the 
region. The stark differences in postcommunist outcomes, the success of some coun- 
tries in constructing meaningful institutions of democratic representation and viable 
capitalist economies, and the outright failure of others to do so have led scholars to 
take a more differentiated view of how the Leninist legacy has shaped present-day 
outcomes.4 The books under review here by Elster, Offe, and Preuss on the state, 
Kitschelt, Mansfeldova, Markowski, and T6ka on political society, and Ekiert and 
Kubik on civil society all show how the countries of the region have more or less 
managed to overcome some of the more onerous legacies. 
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The concept of legacy is especially slippery. If the weight of the past affects the 
present, at a minimum it is necessary to specify which past. In the case of East- 
Central Europe, for example, the relevant past has been identified as the policy 
choices in the initial postcommunist years that have been influenced by the path of 
extrication from Communism, whether roundtables or revolutions, that have in turn 
been determined by the types of Communist regime that are themselves the product 
of the types of precommunist state and society, which ultimately reflect the level of 
modernization at the time of national independence after World War I. 

Elster, Offe, and Preuss focus their explanation of diversity of outcomes on the 
initial, institution-forming period of postcommunism. Their account zeroes in on 
crucial choices made in the months running up to and following the momentous 
events in fall 1989. Ekiert and Kubik stress the specific civic oppositional experi- 
ence of Poland during late Communism, especially during the 1970s and 1980s, in 
accounting for its positive postcommunist political trajectory. Kitschelt, 
Mansfeldova, Markowski, and T6ka go back even further in time to state traditions 
from the early Communist and even precommunist periods to explain differences in 
postcommunist party systems. 

In addition to identifying which past constitutes a legacy, an explanation should 
also tell whether a legacy was positive or negative. In East-Central Europe most stu- 
dents agree that the legacy of Leninism should be overcome, that it is bad for the 
construction of democracy. The books under review for the most part accept this 
assumption. Elster, Offe, and Preuss concentrate on overcoming the social and politi- 
cal vacuum left by the complete collapse of the Communist regimes in 1989. 
Kitschelt, Mansfeldova, Markowski, and T6ka sensibly assume that the weight of the 
Communist past is an impediment to postcommunist party formation, although the 
degree and type of impediment is itself a function of the type of Communist rule. 
Ekiert and Kubik focus their analysis on the degree to which the hardships of 
restructuring the Stalinist economy after 1989 led to regime-threatening protest. 

Of course, nagging questions about legacies will remain for some time to come. 
Are such explanations doomed to the same pitfalls as other post hoc explanations? 
How can a legacy be recognized? How far back in the past is it necessary to go 
before theoretical traction is lost? These methodological questions are important. A 
careful consideration of these books, however, also suggests an equally important set 
of substantive questions. How can good legacies be disentangled from bad ones? 
And is it not possible that the Leninist legacy may be both bad and good?5 In other 
words, Leninism may have bequeathed a legacy to the region that not only hinders 
the establishment of democracy but in some respects also helps it. Although the 
authors of these books do not actually make this argument, their empirical findings 
suggest that it may well be true. If so, then a rethinking of the Leninist legacy is in 
order. 
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Rebuilding the State 

Elster, Offe, and Preuss begin their study with a discussion of the common Leninist her- 
itage that may prevent democratic consolidation. The one legacy that they most clearly 
latch onto is what they term the "tabula rasa of 1989." Given the complete illegitimacy 
of the old regimes, no legal authority survived their overthrow. This situation raises the 
question of agency. "As 'the leading role of the party' was stricken from the rulebook, 
nothing was at hand to fill that leading role-or to generate actors to do so. The ques- 
tion of the moment was not 'What it to be done?' but 'Is there anyone who might be 
able to do anything-including defining what needs to be done?'" The authors also con- 
tend that the general level of civic organization was quite low. "To the extent society 
involved itself at all in the reconstruction of political authority, initiatives were feeble, 
mobilization low, concepts and programs muddled, and organizational patterns splin- 
tered" (p. 25). In the absence of authoritative "agency" in society, Elster, Offe, and 
Preuss contend that there was legitimate worry that the societies of postcommunist 
Central Europe could have descended into extrainstitutional power struggles. This state 
of nature, they argue, "appears to be the stuff of social life in at least some sectors of 
some postcommunist countries for some time after 1989."6 

Yet, as they note, the worst nightmares that one could imagine from the Leninist 
legacy did not come to pass. Against what they consider to be long odds, the countries 
of postcommunist East-Central Europe managed to reconstruct their damaged ships of 
state while still at sea. How did they build these states and what accounts for the varia- 
tion in how well they completed this task? Elster, Offe, and Preuss's main concern is the 
constitutive moments of these regimes and the politics that followed from these 
moments. Their study spans the period 1989-1994 and focuses on Hungary, the Czech 
Republic, Slovakia, and Bulgaria, with occasional commentary on East Germany and 
Poland. Their analysis is explicitly institutionalist. While acknowledging that both long- 
term legacies and short-term decisions were important, they contend that "the formative 
impact of new institutions...is the crucial determinant of consolidation.... It is this 
capacity for self-consolidation through the sedimentation of the spirit of supportive ori- 
entations and attitudes, rather than the inert legacies of the past (or, for that matter, the 
'right' decisions of the 'right' actors), that must be relied upon in accounting for the rel- 
ative success or failure of national cases of transformation" (p. 296). 

The bulk of their book is a detailed comparative analysis of constitution making, 
political parties, economic reform, social policy, and ideological change in Hungary, the 
Czech Republic, Slovakia, and Bulgaria. Their interest in the crucial founding period is 
certainly justified, given their focus on the path-dependent effects of institutional 
choice. The chapters on constitution making, parties, and social policy offer much new, 
interesting material. What this book does not offer, however, is a theory of institutional 
origins. That is, if institutions are critical in determining outcomes, why do some coun- 
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tries choose better ones than others? How did the East European states manage to 
rebuild their institutions "at sea"? David Stark has offered an alternative to their "ship at 
sea" metaphor. These states and societies did not start from scratch but rather "recom- 
bined" preexisting institutional capacity, including buildings, organizations, and human 
capital.7 Elster, Offe, and Preuss's theoretical response to the question of institutional 
origins is to look back to the path of extrication from state socialism. They certainly 
have a point. Postcommunist constitutions undoubtedly were born in the roundtables 
and negotiations as the Communists were preparing to cede power. Yet here, too, one is 
left looking for a line of analysis that would explain differences in paths of extrication. 
If the events surrounding extrication are so important, why are they so different? And 
why do countries with very different paths of extrication from socialism (for example, 
the Czech Republic and Poland) end up in roughly the same place? 

Tellingly, perhaps, in their "ranking" of the four countries on their degree of 
democratic consolidation (in descending order, the Czech Republic, Hungary, 
Slovakia, Bulgaria) Elster, Offe, and Preuss retreat from a purely institutional expla- 
nation. They argue that Communism had a cultural affinity with the premodern 
agrarian societies of Slovakia and Bulgaria but much less affinity with Hungary and 
very little with the Czech Republic. "Whether decisions or structures have a domi- 
nant influence on the shape of the societies in transition seems to depend largely 
upon the robustness of the extant institutions." And on what does this robustness 
depend? It is "determined by the overall structural affinity of the respective societies 
to the soviet-type communism" (p. 304).8 They conclude "that the most significant 
variable for the success of the transformation is the compatibility of the inherited 
world views, patterns of behavior and basic social and political concepts with the 
functional necessities of a modern, partly industrial, partly already post-industrial 
society. Thus what matters most is the social and cultural capital and its potential for 

adjusting the legacies of the past to the requirements of the present" (pp. 306-7). In 
the end, these institutionalists appear to be culturalists. The "inert" legacies of the 
past seem to determine the whole matter after all. Outcomes to such complex 
processes as postcommunist institution building are not likely to be the function of 
merely one cause. Still, one is left craving a more succinct set of statements that link 
causal variables to outcomes. If the level of modernization of the prior regime type 
generates the outcomes, a more coherent elaboration of the macrotheoretical connec- 
tions is certainly in order. 

Postcommunist Party Systems 

This elaboration is exactly what Kitschelt, Mansfeldova, Markowski, and T6ka have 
provided in Post-Communist Party Systems. Kitschelt is one of the new "tres- 
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passers" from West European politics, and he has taken the time to learn a great deal 
about the eastern part of the continent. He first presented his general framework in 
1992. Along with a team of social scientists from East-Central Europe, he has moved 
on to pursue a full-blown comparative study of party systems in Hungary, Poland, 
the Czech Republic, and Bulgaria.9 Post-Communist Party Systems is a signal contri- 
bution not only to the literature on democratic consolidation but also to the broader 
theoretical scholarship on the substantive, not merely the formal, side of liberal 
democratic institutions. 

This book seeks to document the extent to which the postcommunist countries of 
East-Central Europe have established highly structured systems of programmatic 
parties such as exist in most of western Europe. Highly structured party systems are 
important for political performance because they operate with low transaction costs 
(ideological cohesion solves coordinative collective action problems), permit mean- 
ingful interparty cooperation, and facilitate the adoption of public policies that foster 
economic growth through good government. The alternative is a weakly structured 
system of clientelist parties or parties dominated by charismatic leaders, both of 
which are bad because they enjoy support and command obedience only though 
political side payments and other selective incentives, something countries trying to 
catch up to the West in per capita income can hardly afford. These two sets of ideal- 
types-structured versus unstructured party systems, and programmatic versus 
clientelistic and charismatic parties-when operationalized as continuous indicators 
constitute the core dependent variables of the study. 

Part of what is so interesting about this book is how Kitschelt, Mansfeldova, 
Markowski, and T6ka measure the extent of party structuration. In a painstaking 
series of 481 interviews with mid level politicians and activists from most major par- 
ties in all four countries, they attempt to gauge how well the programs of each party 
are known and how much agreement there is among the activists on what each party 
stands for. For example, using a set questionnaire and scoring sheet, they asked 
politicians from the Czech Civic Democratic Party to characterize their party's posi- 
tion on a range of issues and to characterize the opposing Social Democrats on the 
same issues. They then asked the Social Democratic politicians to characterize their 
own party's views and also to characterize the other parties. To the extent that agree- 
ment exists among the parties as to what the views are, it is reasonable to assume 
that the competition is programmatic and that programmatic parties dominate the 
system. Using public opinion data and matching it up against the interviews with 
political activists, they are also able to characterize the quality of representation as 
being either a "mandate" or a "trustee" relationship, that is, either a representative 
focused directly on constituent preferences or a Burkean legislator. Finally, they are 
able, based on subject areas of agreement and disagreement among interviewees, to 
estimate the main dimensions of competition, assess the different meanings of left 
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versus right in the four countries, and evaluate the prospects for coalition formation. 
What determines whether a postcommunist country develops a party system that 

is structured and programmatic or unstructured and clientelistic? Why did the Czech 
Republic end up with a highly structured system of programmatic parties and 
Bulgaria with a much less structured system of largely clientelistic parties, with 
Hungary and Poland somewhere in between? One might imagine that, based on the 
method of inquiry and the language of analysis, both heavy on rational choice insti- 
tutionalism and explicit quantitative tests of hypotheses, that the answer would 
depend strongly on the logic of institutional choice and the subsequent decisions that 
followed from these choices. Indeed, Kitschelt, Mansfeldova, Markowski, and T6ka 
are keenly aware of long-term institutional effects of voting rules and executive-leg- 
islative relations on the number of parties, the types of parties, and the development 
of the party system as a whole. The second chapter of the book is a model of eluci- 
dation of these various institutional effects, and Kitschelt, Mansfeldova, Markowski, 
and T6ka are careful to draw out the predictions that follow from institutional theo- 
ries. 

Yet, after agreeing that in the long run the choice of closed list multimember pro- 
portional representation is likely to produce programmatic parties, Kitschelt, 
Mansfeldova, Markowski, and T6ka recall that institutional equilibria develop over 
the long term. In the short run institutional effects are likely to be indeterminate.10 
Rational choice institutionalism is based on the assumption of a highly stable and 
well-established order in which preferences are clear and information is easy to 
come by. Even more than a decade after Communism's collapse, however, such 
assumptions obtain only imperfectly in eastern Europe. The rules of the game are 
relatively new. Parties have not had the time to establish reputations. 
Notwithstanding variation in institutional choice among the four countries in the 
study (proportional representation and weak presidencies are more likely to produce 
programmatic parties in the Czech Republic and Bulgaria than the mixed electoral 
system in Hungary or semipresidentialism in Poland), by international standards all 
have adopted institutional mechanisms that in the long run should reduce personalis- 
tic politics. In the short run, however, institutional effects alone can not explain the 
variation. There are likely to be other determinants of party system structuration and 
the dimensions of political competition. 

What are these determinants? Here this book takes a fascinating turn. Prospects 
for attaining a programmatic party system are shaped, the authors maintain, by a 
country's particular historical experience under Communism. These historical lega- 
cies also determine the primary dimensions of party competition in postcommunist 
democracies. Kitschelt, Mansfeldova, Markowski, and T6ka identify three distinct 
ideal subtypes of Communism based on variation in state traditions and find that 
postcommunist outcomes covary with these traditions."1 Bureaucratic authoritarian 
Communism developed where in the precommunist era there was rule-oriented 
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bureaucracy and a highly mobilized and ideologically committed working class 
movement (East Germany and the Czech Republic). National-accommodative 
Communism took root where a precommunist middle class existed and where con- 
flict with the Communist regime produced a compromise that allowed the develop- 
ment of a proto-civil society during the Communist era (Hungary and Poland). 
Patrimonial Communism evolved where Communist parties could not rule through 
previously existing state bureaucracies or on the basis of accommodations with 
weakly developed civil societies but only through clientelistic arrangements with tra- 
ditional groups and administrative cliques (Bulgaria). 

What determines the subtype of Communism? Despite the authors' protestations, 
their answer to this question is the level of social and bureaucratic modernization 
during the interwar period. In particular, the timing of bureaucratic development and 
the entry of the masses into politics determines the final outcomes. Here Kitschelt, 
Mansfeldova, Markowski, and T6ka follow a venerable tradition and draw on impor- 
tant work carried out in American politics.12 They contend that, if bureaucratic 
development precedes the entry of the masses into politics, the result is programmat- 
ic competition. By contrast, if the entry of the masses into politics precedes bureau- 
cratic development, clientelistic competition or charismatic personalities dominate. 
In the two extreme cases these patterns played themselves out in the Communist 
period as follows. Czechoslovak Communists enjoyed the advantage of ruling 
through an already developed state apparatus with a relatively high level of bureau- 
cratic rectitude. In the postcommunist period Czech politicians could compete over 
programmatic visions, and the masses understood that party elites in power could 
use their majorities to implement party programs. In Bulgaria, by contrast, clientelis- 
tic Communism sustained the premodern or hybrid social structures and orientations 
of the interwar era.13 The Bulgarian Communist party did not permit the develop- 
ment of liberal oppositions, as in Hungary and Poland in the post-Stalin era, and in 
the postcommunist period parties competed for access to state power to support their 
distributional beneficiaries. 

These varieties of Communism determine the salience of divisions and the struc- 
ture of party competition after 1989. Three primary divisions structure politics: eco- 
nomic-distributive, cultural, and historical-regime. In the Czech Republic the unre- 
formed Communist party held on until the end, and party competition quickly crys- 
tallized after its overthrow into well-articulated liberal and social democratic pro- 
grams. Party competition thus revolves around economic issues. The sociocultural 
divides remain muted, and the regime divide is almost nonexistent due to the self- 
disqualification of the Communists from mainstream politics after they refused to 
reform themselves. In Hungary and to a lesser extent Poland reformist Communist 
parties over the course of thirty years successfully transformed themselves into 
social democratic parties that basically agreed with their noncommunist counterparts 
on the need for market reforms. Because there was very little dispute on the funda- 
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mentals of economic policy, competition in these countries developed primarily 
around sociocultural issues and, in Poland, along an issueless old regime/new regime 
divide that hinders coalition formation and maintenance. In Bulgaria the fuzzy 
appeals of parties indicate a clientelist system. To the extent that competition is 
structured, it is configured primarily around mutually reinforcing political-economic 
and sociocultural divides. According to Kitschelt, Mansfeldova, Markowski, and 
T6ka, "parties with similar policy positions, but disparate origins inside or outside 
the communist regime, cannot collaborate with each other, while alliances among 
parties with disparate policy positions but similar views of the past, prove fragile and 
ineffective" (p. 388). The consequences of this coalitional dynamic for Bulgaria are 
deeply pernicious. They hinder effective policymaking and ultimately economic 
reconstruction. 

Kitschelt, Mansfeldova, Markowski, and T6ka's argument stands in stark contrast 
to the tabula rasa heuristic that Elster, Offe, and Preuss offer. Kitschelt, 
Mansfeldova, Markowski, and T6ka contend that in postcommunist societies both 
elites and masses are readily able to recognize their interests and act on them, and 
the absence of agency in the postcommunist period was therefore not really a prob- 
lem at all. Postcommunist social structure is much less leveled than competing 
analyses contend. Politicians are able to pick up the cues from society and develop 
parties relatively quickly. Finally, the dimensions of party competition are not ran- 
dom, as the tabula rasa thesis would lead us to expect, but fairly well structured and 
predictable. 

Their book offers a subtle but straightforward argument to explain the variation in 
outcomes. It is a theory of continuity and is very welcome in the field. Critical junc- 
tures surrounding state building and timing of the entry of the masses into politics in 
the ninteenth and early twentieth centuries determined the pattern of interwar poli- 
tics, which shaped the structure of Communist authority, which in turn determined 
the pattern of party structuration in the postcommunist period. 

One could maintain, however, that the categories of bureaucratic, national-accom- 
modative, and patrimonial Communism are themselves quite devoid of content. They 
are simply Communist mirrors of the precommunist order. What, after all, is dis- 
tinctly Communist about the legacies that Kitschelt, Mansfeldova, Markowski, and 
T6ka argue matter so much? The critical juncture in this analysis occurs not under 
Communism but before, and in some cases a century before the advent of 
Communist rule. This observation in no way devastates the argument of the book. 
The data from the elite interviews support the authors' theory at almost every turn. 
Still, how were these continuities sustained under so many different regime types 
(liberal, fascist, and Communist), and what effect did Communism have? What are 
the legacies, if any, of Communism? Did Communism change anything? Or did it 
simply freeze the development of these countries in time? 

These questions do not contaminate the analysis, but they do take on a notewor- 
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thy salience when the results of the studies are scrutinized more carefully and when 
they are gauged against developments in the region since the research for the book 
was completed (mostly in 1994). In the first place, when the authors code the entire 
universe of postcommunist cases for historical legacy and state traditions, more than 
a bit of ex post facto reasoning has transpired. Is Serbia really half-way between the 
national-accommodative and patrimonial subtypes? Is this how it would have been 
coded in the late 1970s? And what distinguishes it from Croatia, which is accorded 
full status as national-accommodative? In fact, from the 1960s through the early 
1980s many students of the region placed Yugoslavia as among the most progressive 
and enlightened of the Communist states, and certainly one with the most developed 
of civil societies. 

Second, as the authors' data shows, Bulgaria's party system did much better than 
its coding as patrimonial would predict. In fact, in the 1990s Bulgaria was one of the 
true surprises of the postcommunist era. Not only did it have a remarkably strong 
and resilient liberal political dimension on its political spectrum, but even the 
Turkish ethnic party consistently articulated a civic vision of Turkish Bulgarians 
rather than an ethnic one.14 The authors caution that Bulgaria's surprisingly consoli- 
dated party system may be an artifact of its deep divisions. Polarized two party sys- 
tems, it is true, are hardly the harbingers of democratic stability. Alternatively, the 
authors suggest that Bulgaria's institutional choices (closed list PR electoral rules 
and a parliamentary system with a weak presidency) may be acting to pull the party 
system toward more structuration and stability than could be expected from its 
Communist and precommunist legacies. The authors' intellectual honesty is 
admirable, but their interpretations open the way to alternative explanations of their 
findings. Such an anomaly suggests either that they have gotten the legacies wrong 
(that is, the Ottoman legacy in Bulgaria was much more conducive to democratic 
development than previously thought) or that there is something else driving politi- 
cal developments in postcommunist Europe that the authors have not considered. 

Finally, if Bulgaria did slightly better than its patrimonial legacy would lead us to 
expect, the evidence on the Czech Republic since this study was conducted suggests 
that it has performed worse than its bureaucratic-authoritarian legacy predicts. In 
fact, it is no longer obvious that the Czech Republic was doing any better in the late 
1990s or had a party system that was in any way more structured along programmat- 
ic lines than Hungary or even Poland.15 How would Kitschelt, Mansfeldova, 
Markowski, and T6ka have interpreted the toleration of a Social Democratic minori- 
ty government by Klaus's liberal democrats? Did Czech politicians and voters con- 
tinue to see the programmatic differences between these two parties as clearly as 
they did in the early 1990s? More important, even if one accepts the Czech 
Republic's ranking at the top, it is far from clear whether it has had any (positive) 
impact on policymaking and economic performance. After the early years in which 
Klaus's government went from one propaganda victory to another among proponents 
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of neoliberalism, it is now the consensus that it in fact did less than Poland or 
Hungary to restructure its economy or create the institutions necessary to long-term 
market-based economic growth. 

In sum, uncertainty about the coding of the Communist regime types and their 
causal connection to outcomes, the relatively resilient liberal dimension of Bulgarian 
party competition, and the growing fuzziness of the Czech party system and its lack- 
luster economic performance suggest that there may be an issue of either misspeci- 
fied or omitted variables. I believe that the analysis suffers from both problems. In 
particular, the specification of the Communist legacy may not be as accurate as is 
necessary to establish the connection to outcomes, and the effects of external pro- 
moters may be ignored. 

Consolidation and Protest 

Both Elster, Offe, and Preuss and Kitschelt, Mansfeldova, Markowski, and T6ka fol- 
low the tradition in studies of democratic transitions and consolidation of concentrat- 
ing on state institutions and elites. But what of the broader societies of these coun- 
tries? How much do institutions matter to ordinary people? Do East Europeans really 
care or even know about the extent of party system development? Ekiert and Kubik 
in Rebellious Civil Society maintain that they do not. The political action in post- 
communist Poland was not to be found in the realms where Kitschelt, Mansfeldova, 
Markowski, and T6ka focus their analytical energies, political parties. In Poland 
Ekiert and Kubik show quite convincingly that during the 1990s very few people 
trusted parties or even paid them much attention. 

Why should they have? After all, cabinets in 1990s Poland were not very stable; 
governments changed quite frequently; and the parties continuously dissolved and 
regrouped under new banners, only to disintegrate after electoral defeat or coalition- 
al struggles.16 Even with this institutional instability, however, many scholars regard 
Poland's democracy as the most consolidated one in the region. In the second half of 
the 1990s it was the country in the region with the most dynamic economy, the 
result, many argue, of successful shock therapy. Has Poland's highly charged and fre- 
quently protesting civil society posed a danger to democracy or a dilemma for 
democrats? Has there been a trade-off between democratic stability and freedom of 
expression? Not at all, argue Ekiert and Kubik. On the contrary, Poland's con- 
tentiousness has contributed to the consolidation of its democracy. How can this be? 

Street demonstrations helped bring down Communist governments in 1989. But 
what is good for bringing down dictatorships may not necessarily be good in consol- 
idating a democracy. At the same time, it makes sense that the repertoires that were 
available to people before 1989 should be available for further use after 1989. One of 
the drawbacks of studies of social movements is that, although they are very good at 
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explaining the conditions under which collective action occurs, they are far less good 
at explaining why it matters. In other words, it has been a fine dependent variable 
but a poor independent variable. How do social movements affect broader political 
developments? This question is not easy to answer and has stymied scholars. In 

addressing the question of the connection between democratic consolidation and 
public protest, Ekiert and Kubik have allotted to themselves a huge task. 

The data for their book is essentially twofold. First, they provide an invaluable 
tour of Polish language survey research and postcommunist social indicators, such as 
unemployment, inflation, and GDP growth. Second, they employ an events count 
methodology, drawing on a large number of Polish newspaper accounts of protests 
and other forms of collective action in the period 1989-1993. The data are coded 
with an instrument that builds on similar ones used by Charles Tilly and Sidney 
Tarrow.17 As part of an earlier study, Ekiert and Kubik together with European col- 
laborators also compiled events data for the same period on East Germany, Slovakia, 
and Hungary.18 

The surveys yield some fascinating results. During the period under investigation, 
1989-1993, the population was increasingly unhappy with governmental policies 
and fed up with party politicians of all stripes. There was, however, no sign that sup- 
port for the democratic system was waning. At the same time, the events data show a 
rising tide of protest and increasing complexity of repertoires and use of symbols. 
The comparative data illustrate that Poland was the most contentious country in the 

region, its number of protest events far exceeding the total in its usually twinned 
counterpart, Hungary, and much higher than in the same period in Slovakia. It even 
outpaced East Germany, a region that after unification possessed immense resources 
for collective action. Such differences, the authors convincingly argue, can be tied 
back to Polish society's particularly contentious history before 1989. Protest groups 
in postcommunist Poland in the early 1990s could draw upon the social and cultural 
capital (networks and modes of expression) left over from the struggle against 
Communism. Although the aggregate protest count does not put Poland out of line 
with the protest rate in western industrialized societies countries during the same 
period, when considered together with the high politics of early postcommunist 
Poland, it convincingly shows that contentious politics helped to destabilize the 
Bielecki and Olszewski cabinets and led directly to the fall of the Suchocka govern- 
ment in 1993. 

These protests were almost invariably peaceful, and only a small minority of them 
employed antidemocratic, antisemitic, or nationalistic symbols. Most protesters were 
drawn from either state sector industrial workers or public sector employees, both 
groups whose life chances became uncertain after the initiation of Balcerowicz's 
economic reforms in 1990. The most frequent target of protest was the state. 
Superficially, the protests appear to revive of the principal cleavage of pre-1989 poli- 
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tics. In both periods "it was 'state' versus 'the people dependent on it"' (p. 124). Yet, 
the authors note, similarities in appearances masked important underlying differ- 
ences in the identities of the protestors and their demands. "If during the period 
before 1989 protestors constituted a powerful cultural-political class that expressed 
itself in the massive Solidarity movement and were primarily interested in the rejec- 
tion and delegitimation of the state socialist regime, during the early postcommunist 
era their identity was far less uniform and generalized. They were primarily con- 
cerned with contesting specific government policies or economic decisions and were 
trying to air various economic grievances" (p. 139). In short, the primary political 
cleavages of modern society, of employees versus employers, was playing itself out 
in Poland in a noninstitutionalized manner. 

One of the main worries among students of democratic transitions is that those 
threatened by unemployment will oppose economic reforms.19 If the magnitude of 
protest is taken as an indicator of people's opposition to reforms, however, Ekiert 
and Kubik show that this worry is not warranted. Matching up their events data base 
against unemployment figures for Poland, they show that protests increased in fre- 
quency and magnitude as unemployment was falling and other economic indicators 
showed marked improvement. Similarly, public opinion turned against the govern- 
ment and became more pessimistic only after the peak of the protests. This evidence 
suggests a reversal of the relative deprivation or discontent theory of protests. 
Discontent does not lead to protest; protest leads to discontent. Individual assess- 
ments of governmental policies turned negative, and their evaluation of the general 
economic situation became pessimistic as a result of seeing mass protests and threats 
of a general strike night after night on television. Still, the protests did not result in 
an abandonment of the Polish economic reform, nor did they cause any major 
changes in macroeconomic policy. 

What explains the pattern of protest behavior itself? Three different kinds of 
explanations all appear to be at work: historical-cultural, institutional, and rational- 
instrumental. First, as mentioned already, Poland had a long history under 
Communism of political conflicts that masqueraded as industrial conflicts. This his- 
tory explains why the Polish ratio of street demonstrations to strikes was much lower 
than in Hungary and East Germany. Second, neocorporatist arrangements in 
Hungary, Germany, and Slovakia inhibited industrial action, whereas the highly 
decentralized unions of postcommunist Poland promoted it. Third, Poland's particu- 
lar pattern of contention can be tied to the general dissatisfaction with parliamen- 
tarism, political elites, and especially party politics. As the authors argue in an obvi- 
ous response to Kitschelt: "The postcommunist party system in Poland might have 
become more consolidated and structured, but its ability to articulate and represent 
people's interests-in light of our research-remained problematic" (p. 191). 

This last point is important in situating the authors' work in relation to democratic 
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consolidation. In the absence of the normal established democratic institutions of 
political inclusion such as neocorporatism and parliamentarism, mobilized masses 
are often considered to be dangerous carriers of antisystemic ideologies. But in early 
postcommunist Poland the function of protest was to serve as a dialogical medium 
between the state and civil society when conventional democratic institutions were 
discredited or did not function properly. Protest became a regularized and authorita- 
tive pattern of behavior, one that the authors call institutionalized contentiousness. 
Such behavior did not undermine democracy but actually helped build and sustain it 
by providing a channel of communication between the state and society. 

Thus, there is not just one kind of consolidation. Unlike Pereira, Carlos, Maravall, 
and Przeworski, who argue that for successful economic reforms to proceed "all dis- 
tributional conflicts must be institutionalized: all groups must channel their demands 
through the democratic institutions and abjure other tactics," Ekiert and Kubik show 
that such a generalization does not apply to Poland and, in fact, higher levels of 
protest under the right conditions may assist in rebuilding economies and consolidat- 
ing new democracies.20 When it is widely regarded as normal and legitimate, when it 
is routinized and even institutionalized, and when it does not involve violence or 
antidemocratic ideologies, "unconventional but institutionalized political participa- 
tion is a sign of democratic vitality or democratic consolidation" (p. 194). Of course, 
the question that naturally arises out of such an analysis is under which conditions? 
When does protest lead to democratic consolidation, and when does it lead to demo- 
cratic breakdown? Like many civil society arguments, this one is susceptible to the 
flaw of circularity. Like associational life in general, protest is good when it is good. 

Even with this circularity, the findings suggest a host of questions for further 
inquiry. Most obviously, what is the more general relationship between parliamen- 
tary institutions, on the one hand, and contentious politics, on the other? Why is con- 
tentiousness supportive of democracy in some contexts but not in others? Why is 
Poland's contentious civil society so good for democracy but other contentious soci- 
eties seem to be so bad for democracy? The authors' answers to these questions are 
all specific to Poland. Their commitment to historical grounding of this kind of 
research is easy to share. Even so, they need not have strayed at all from Poland in 
order to address some of these questions more deeply. In fact, the authors could have 
obtained an enormous amount of theoretical leverage on the question of the relation- 
ship between contentious politics and democratic consolidation had they moved back 
a bit further in time, to the interwar period, when Poland's democracy was also con- 
tentious but was among the first in the region to fall prey in 1926 to a military coup 
d'etat. Why did so many Poles regard the wave of industrial strikes and public 
protests in the summers of 1923 and 1924, protests that were much smaller in mag- 
nitude amid economic conditions that were in many ways comparable, as indicators 
of "chaos" and institutional breakdown, whereas the much larger wave of demonstra- 
tions from 1989 to 1993 were regarded as "normal?"21 Why did so many Poles 
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regard Pilsudski's power grab as a justified response to a raucous society, a corrupt 
bureaucracy, and deadlocked political institutions and selfish parties that did not 
respond to people's needs, whereas most Poles would consider such a power grab 
today as illegitimate, even though the conditions are in some ways comparable? 

The answer is that, while they are comparable, they are not identical. To return to 
the question posed at the outset, what has changed in the intervening century? Why 
have Poland, Hungary, and even Slovenia and Estonia been able to create, with very 
little backsliding, viable democracies after 1989, whereas they were not able to do so 
before 1945? Students of post-1989 politics need to address this question. Students 
of new institutions, political parties, and contentious politics could all draw impor- 
tant lessons from the comparison. The institutions of the pre-1945 era were the 
"right ones" (parliamentary and not presidential) from the standpoint of contempo- 
rary students of democratization; the party system in East-Central Europe was prob- 
ably better formed than in the period 1989-1993; the economic downturn after 1918 
was comparable and in some cases not as severe. Yet democracy did not take root. In 
addressing this comparison, studies of postcommunist democratic consolidation 
could benefit from examining two determinants of democratic success and failure 
that have not as yet received the kind of systematic attention they deserve: the mixed 
legacies of Leninism and the drastically changed international environment in which 
the postcommunist states of East-Central Europe find themselves. 

Leninism's Mixed Legacies and the Long Arm of Europe 

It is time for comparativists to revisit the issue of legacies. Jowitt's analysis of the 
pernicious legacies left by Leninist institutions is undoubtedly important. He provid- 
ed a dose of sobriety at a moment when the West was "dizzy with democracy" and 
said that the road ahead would be a lot rougher than imagined. Yet for some coun- 
tries the road has certainly been easier than imagined. Could it not be true that 
Leninism's legacies were mixed, that its residues not only impede democracy and 
civic development but also, possibly, in certain places, assist it? 

One need not be an advocate of Marxism-Leninism to appreciate the ironies of 
history. Thirty-five years ago Ralf Dahrendorf in his classic Society and Democracy 
in Germany, argued that Nazism destroyed the social basis for authoritarianism in 
Germany. Dahrendorf's book and many others like it illustrate how difficult it was 
for Germany to break with a closed, status-based society. Brutal as it may have been, 
"the break with tradition and thus the strong push toward modernity was the substan- 
tive characteristic of the social revolution of National Socialism."22 Among the many 
tragedies of the Nazi dictatorship, Dahrendorf found one most ironic and painful. If 
the resistance to Nazism, which was largely aristocratic in composition and which he 
refers to as counterrevolutionary, had succeeded in assassinating Hitler and taking 
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power, Germany's chances for democracy in the postwar period would have been far 
less certain. "While the social revolution of National Socialism was an instrument in 
the establishment of totalitarian forms, by the same token it had to create the basis of 
liberal modernity; the counterrevolution on the other hand can be understood only as 
a revolt of tradition, and thus of illiberalism and of the authoritarianism of a surviv- 
ing past."23 Although Nazi ideology was in many respects traditionalistic, the prac- 
tice of Nazi rule broke down the traditional loyalties on which German authoritarian- 
ism depended. 

So, too, one can argue for Leninism. As romantically as they were sometimes 
viewed in the West during the Communist era and continue to be even today, the 
societies of interwar East-Central Europe, with the exception of the Czech lands, did 
not provide fertile soil for democracy. Poland and Hungary, for example, were soci- 
eties of deep inequalities in which social distinctions could not easily be bridged. 
One is reminded of de Tocqueville's comments on the United States, where he 
argued that what distinguished the United States was that differences in material 
wealth were not overlaid with stark distinctions in status. This characteristic made 
for an essential equality of condition and created the climate for a healthy democra- 
cy.24 The opposite applies to most states of interwar East-Central Europe. Not only 
were the inequalities material, but, perhaps more importantly, they involved status, 
the kind of inequality money does not easily overcome. The elites of these societies 
were distinctly "clubbish" in their behavior and attitudes, and they did not easily 
admit outsiders. 

Could it not be true that part of the Leninist legacy in places like Poland and 
Hungary was to create a rough and ready material and status equality and, therefore, 
the basis for democracy of the sort that could not have possibly existed in the inter- 
war societies? Of course, the privileges of the nomenklatura contradicted the official 
egalitarian ideal, but, once the party bosses could be pushed aside, the social reality 
that remained, both in terms of social status and material condition, was much more 
favorable to healthy liberal democracy than it had ever been. Communism still did a 
great deal of developmental damage; the institutions of Stalinist industrialization 
have been especially difficult to reform. Still, it is difficult to deny that there is a 
greater affinity between democracy and Polish and Hungarian society today than 
seventy years ago. 

Future research would do well to explore these mixed legacies more thoroughly. It 
may help to explain why mass protests undermined democracy in interwar Poland 
but, as Ekiert and Kubik found, contributed to democratic consolidation in postcom- 
munist Poland. Such a rethinking of Leninist legacies could also help to explain 
some of the postcommunist outcomes that Kitschelt, Mansfeldova, Markowski, and 
T6ka's analysis does not account for as neatly as their data imply. For example, while 
Leninism may in some respects have helped to create the social preconditions for 
democracy in Poland and Hungary, such a social revolution was unnecessary in the 
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Czech lands and probably just burdened that country with an outdated and ineffi- 
cient industrial base. This analysis could account for why Poland, Hungary, and the 
Czech republic can all be ranked in the same category today, whereas such a ranking 
would have been wildly inaccurate in 1935. A more thorough understanding of just 
what Leninism bequeathed to the countries of East-Central Europe would help 
unpack some developmental riddles that still puzzle students of the region. 

Another factor different today from seventy years ago is surely the international 
context in which the postcommunist countries find themselves. Again, considering 
the public and political reaction to the strikes and unrest in Poland in 1923-24, con- 
servative politicians at the time could easily make favorable references to 
Mussolini's March on Rome as a possible solution to the problems of a new democ- 
racy.25 Today, such a reference would easily marginalize a politician in almost any 
country in East-Central Europe. The absence of any compelling antidemocratic, anti- 
systemic, great power to which postcommunist elites could hitch their political hors- 
es is surely a factor separating the present era from the interwar period. 

On its own, however, the absence of competing ideological and institutional alter- 
natives and centers could probably not account for why a country like Bulgaria could 
sustain its democracy through a decade of extreme economic hardship. Nor could it 
account for why the fragmented Slovak, Croat, and even Serb oppositions could 
solve their own formidable internal collective action problems and remove their dic- 
tators from power at the end of the 1990s and the beginning of the year 2000. More 
important for democracy than the absence of destabilizing factors in the region is the 
presence of the long arm of "Europe" and the institutional actors spawned by the 
European project. One of the true surprises of the 1990s, and one that has not yet 
been fully digested by specialists on the region and comparativists more generally, 
was the power of intrusive international institutions such as the European Union and 
NATO to affect profoundly the structure of interests, institutions, and even identities 
in their prospective new member states. 

What lies ahead for research on postcommunist democracy, then, is not only a 
more subtle treatment of the distinctive and mixed Communist legacy, but also more 
systematic examinations of the extent to which the adoption of liberal democratic 
institutions and their consolidation in the region were functions of the increasing 
attractiveness and power of the West European liberal regime during the cold war, 
culminating in the liberal revolutions of 1989. It is worth recalling that, although 
these revolutions were made in the name of liberal democracy, this regime type had 
been historically instituted in very few areas of Central and East Europe. Much more 
important for liberalism's attractiveness was the relentless cultural cold war waged 
by the West against the East over a forty-year period that held up western Europe as 
a model that could be emulated in the East, if only it were not for Communism. After 
1989 the promise of joining the West and especially the prospect of joining the 
European Union, combined with the absence of a viable ideological and institutional 
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alternative like Communism, was so strong that even countries that had little in the 
way of democratic traditions or the economic "prerequisites" of democracy have 
consistently emulated western modes of political conduct and discourse in the hope 
of securing a place among the "elect." Such a logic may help account for the high 
level of party development and performance in several countries of East-Central 
Europe where we might not have otherwise expected them based solely on their pre- 
communist legacies; it may account for why the elites in East-Central Europe were 
not as much "at sea" in rebuilding state institutions after Communism as might have 
otherwise been expected; and finally it may also account for why protest did not 
become antisystemic even when economic circumstances said that it should have. Of 
course, to the extent that the stability of democracy in postcommunist East-Central 
Europe does depend on the promise of genuine integration into the West, any abro- 
gation of this promise could be met by significant democratic backsliding rather 
than consolidation. 

Is this line of thought a departure from a legacies explanation? In one sense it is. 
After all, independent of the Leninist or pre-Leninist legacies of the individual coun- 
tries of formerly Communist East-Central Europe, an external and contemporary 
force, an engaged and expanding Europe, seems to be shaping outcomes in ways that 
domestically driven, historical explanations would not predict. 

Seen from a different perspective, however, such an explanation may merely point 
to the need to broaden the notion of what the relevant past is in explaining contem- 
porary political outcomes. A Europe of international institutions, of expanding polit- 
ical and economic inclusion that helps transform its most needy members, is itself 
the product of conflicts and mistakes before World War II and the need to unify 
against the Leninist threat afterwards. In other words, the larger international envi- 
ronment, something that has always determined the fate of the small countries of 
East-Central Europe by constituting the enabling and confining conditions for them, 
is itself the product of legacies of the past. It is to these mixed and complex interna- 
tional legacies that students of postcommunism should profitably turn. 
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