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ABSTRACT

The thesis demonstrates that viewing transition as a political process of the complex
interaction and interplay of different issue policies — economic, political, and security —
within the transition state (horizontal) and among three different levels — domestic, state
and international (vertical) — can further explain the dynamics and various outcomes we
currently witness in the countries of post-communist transition.

The thesis adopts an integrative approach by trying to combine functionalist and genetic
schools of democratisation theories. The theoretical framework goes beyond existing
democratisation theories and includes the core approaches of those international relations
theories that tackle the issues of domestic-foreign policy interaction and explain how
international norms are transferred and institutionalised in states. It also implies that it is
not only the economic situation but also the political and security conditions that matter if
transition is to progress. The thesis proposes a new framework to analyse the transition
process which takes into account 1) the initial socio-economic, political and security
conditions and the changes in those conditions that result from government policies and
their interaction, 2) based on those conditions, elite choices and government policies and
their interaction, and 3) the initial domestic and external demands and supports, their
interplay and the change resulting from government policies. This framework allows one
to follow the developments while they are in process, to trace the direction and dynamics
of change within each policy area and at each level in the early stages, and their impact on
the overall transition process, as well as to predict and explain the subsequent foreign and
domestic policy changes.

The thesis analyses the transition in the twenty-five post-communist countries, with a
specific focus on Moldova and Kyrgyzstan. The analysis proves that (1) There is a strong
interconnectedness among economic, political and security policies during transition, and
success in one dimension often comes at the expense of success in another. It is hard to
achieve progress in all dimensions, unless there is sufficient external support; (2) There is
also an essential link and interplay among different levels — domestic, state and
international — within the overall transition process. In order for transition to succeed, it is
important that the resources and respective costs of transition have been effectively, that is
reasonably distributed in a timely manner, among those levels; and (3) deriving from the
first two points, there is a substantial link between the domestic and foreign policy
dynamics of states in transition.
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INTRODUCTION

Eighteen years after the collapse of the Soviet Union, we witness different degrees
of development in the twenty-five post-communist states. At the beginning almost all of
them embraced democracy and market principles. Some of them can be called full-fledged
democracies today, while others oscillate between authoritarianism and democracy. Since
then, a plethora of research has been conducted to understand where these countries are
transitioning and what causes such a divergence in their paths.

To date, the analysis of post-communist transition is conducted in the framework of
the existing democratic transition theory that has been built on the democratisation
experiences of Latin America and Southern Europe. The two schools of thought on
democratic transition theory, the genetic and the functionalist, emphasise different aspects
and causalities of the transition process.

The functionalist school focuses on structural and environmental factors and sees
long-term socio-economic or cultural development as the main determinants for political
change. The core of the functionalist argument is the link between the economy and
democracy. Although it may be seen to target longer-term, pre-transition developments
that bring about change more successfully, it is less equipped to effectively analyse the
incomparably short subsequent period of early transition. Here the genetic approach is
more useful since it concentrates on the depth of the transition process, notably on the
institutions, actors, their choices, and strategies. In other words, it emphasises the political
determinants of change.

Certainly, past experience, legacies, and historical background play an enormous
role in causing differences in the progress of states in transition. However, there is little, if
any, essential difference between Ukraine and Belarus in terms of their Communist past,
legacies, or level of national identity. In that case, what causes such a difference in the
transition trajectories of these two countries? In the same way, one cannot explain the
failures in democratisation in Yugoslavia, Belarus, and Turkmenistan within the concept of
geographic proximity. In this respect, there is a need for a more comprehensive approach
to the study of transition phenomena. While the existing theories of democratic transition

provide some useful insights when explaining post-communist transitions, they are clearly



unable to explain the reasons for the diverse trajectories and destinations of those
countries, ranging from heavily authoritarian states to democracies.

Much of the transition literature originally emphasised the role of domestic factors.
Yet post-communist transition has increasingly demonstrated the significance of the
international dimension. The limited writings on the impact of external factors on the
transition process examine to what extent a particular transition is “top-down” or “bottom-
up” in its dynamics. I suggest that one should look at it as a combination of, and an
interaction between, the two.

One of the most egregious omissions in existing studies of democratisation is
analysis of the process of political interaction during transition — both internal and
external — within which each government moves to achieve its foreign and domestic
policy goals, in this case towards establishing democracy, a market economy and
international integration.

Neither of the schools of democratic transition theory treats the transition
process as a dynamic process of interaction across domestic and international levels on
the one hand, and a trade-off between values and policy priorities within each of those
levels, on the other. My thesis aims to fill that gap.

Theories of International Relations (IR) also have limited applicability to post-
communist transition. Discussing transition as a dynamic process of political interaction
within the state and across all three levels — domestic, state and international — means
touching upon one of the core, and yet controversial, topics of IR theory — domestic-
foreign policy linkages. There are number of theories and concepts on domestic-foreign
linkages that are either narrow in their scope or static. The concepts discussed do not say
much about the dynamics of the changes in a state’s structural position itself. They rather
describe only in general terms the possible tactical reactions of a statesman or a
government to this or that situation.

The model I propose in my thesis aims to follow the developments while they are
in process, to trace the direction and dynamism of the change within each policy area and
at each level in the early stages and their impact on the overall transition process, so as to

predict and explain the subsequent foreign and domestic policy changes.
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In general, measuring change is a difficult task, both in terms of methodology and
in terms of methods. Tracing patterns of political and economic development and change
or correlation, or revealing the patterns of change and interaction of foreign and domestic
policy, requires following longer-term developments. On the other hand, the longer the
time period, the less chance there is to effectively analyse often incommensurate and
subjectively interpreted political and economic data. This often makes accurate analysis
difficult, if not impossible, which makes it difficult to come to correct or useful
conclusions. In this respect, transitional countries suggest themselves as attractive cases for
empirical study because of the bold shifts in both foreign and domestic policy processes
that occur within a short and observable period of time. It is not only transition theories
that may benefit from this approach. IR theories may also benefit, since transitional
countries may provide valuable empirical input into the area of domestic-foreign policy
linkage.

The theories and approaches mentioned above explain transition dynamics to some
extent. However, they do not account for the process of political interaction and interplay
during the transition — both internal and external. My approach aims to fill that gap by
suggesting a more dynamic framework for analysing transition as a multi-faceted and
multi-level interaction and interplay. I suggest that transition can be better understood if it
is viewed as a political process of complex interaction and interplay of different issue
policies within the transition state and among three different levels — domestic, state and
international. Based on this, I have constructed three hypotheses that will be tested within
the suggested framework on twenty-five post-communist countries in transition, and on

Moldova and Kyrgyzstan in particular.

Structure of the Thesis
Chapter 1 of this thesis reviews the theoretical propositions of the existing

transition and democratisation theories and their applicability to post-communist transition.
It reveals the key domestic factors crucial for the survival and consolidation of democracy.
It also highlights those core issues of transition that are not explained sufficiently within
the existing theories and substantiates the need for a new approach.

Chapter 2 explores the role of external factors in the overall transition. This chapter

also discusses theories and approaches in IR that explain how international norms are
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transferred and institutionalized by domestic actors. It discusses the theories of
international regimes and complex interdependence. It also examines the international
dimension of post-communist transition and the role of international institutions,
socialisation and conditionality.

Chapter 3 reviews the theories that analyse various aspects of the domestic and
foreign policy relationship and tries to identify the concepts that can be useful in analysing
the multi-issue and multi-level dynamics of post-communist transition. It also highlights
the gaps in the current literature. The chapter elaborates a schematic framework to study
transition as a dynamic process of interaction between domestic (horizontal) and
international (vertical) levels, sets out the main hypotheses and constructs the core
arguments.

Chapter 4 is largely empirical and applies some macro-level analysis to explore
what domestic and international factors impact on the transition paths of the twenty-five
post-communist countries. The chapter tests empirically the validity of my assumptions
about the transition phenomenon as a dynamic process of multi-level and multi-issue
interaction and interplay. It finds that the results generally support my assumptions, with
only Kyrgyzstan ahd Moldova looking as if they present a challenge.

Chapters 5 and 6 empirically test my assumptions, based on the framework
developed in chapter 3, on the transition experience of Kyrgyzstan and Moldova. These
chapters show that these countries fit the pattern and are not exceptions.

The Conclusion summarises the findings and draws theoretical and practical

conclusions.
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CHAPTER 1

Transition To Democracy: Is There a Need For a New Approach?

The domestic transformation and integration of countries in transition into the
international system is the general or, at least, formal task for those countries.
Concurrently, that is the goal the international community desires to achieve. However,
states in transition that have embarked on democratisation and marketisation, state and
nation-building processes on the one hand, and integration into the international system on
the other, present a serious challenge for the existing international relations theory and
practice. The purpose of this chapter is to explore the extent to which the existing theories
of democratic transition explain the multidimensional and complex processes of transition
in the post-communist space and to examine whether the existing theoretical framework of
democratic transition is capable of explaining the transition phenomenon as a dynamic

process of multi-issue and multi-level interaction and interplay.

Theories of Democratisation and Democratic Transition

Democratisation is defined as a “complex historical process, consisting of several
analytically distinct but empirically overlapping stages. Those stages include: (1) decay of
authoritarian rule, (2) transition; (3) consolidation, and (4) the maturing of a democratic
political order.! Of these four stages, in the literature the transition and consolidation
stages have been subject to the most research. I do not make a sharp distinction between
democratisation studies and studies of transition, although there is a difference in their
substance. Donnell and Philippe Schmitter refer to “transition” as the interval between one
political regime and another:

Transitions are delimited, on the one side, by the launching of the process
of the aftermath (i.e. dissolution of the authoritarian regime) and, on the
other, by the installation of some form of democracy, the return of some

" Doh Chull Shin, “Review : On the Third Wave of Democratization: A Synthesis and
Evaluation of Recent Theory and Research”, World Politics, Vol.47, No.1, 1994, pp.135-
170, p. 143.
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form of authoritarian rule, or the emergence of a revolutionary alternative.
Our efforts generally stop at the moment that a new regime is installed,
whatever its nature or type... While we and our collaborations have paid
some attention to the aftermath (i.e. consolidation).’

As we see, for objective or subjective reasons, transitologists have also been
engaged in post-installation studies. Therefore, for all their differences, studies of
democratisation and of democratic transition have much in common.

The transition stage is considered complete when a new constitution is adopted and
free elections are held. However, even a successful transition to democratic regime does
not guarantee its stability and sustainability. As Adam Przeworski puts it, the central
question concerning transitions is whether they lead to consolidated democracy, that is, a
system in which the politically relevant forces subject their values and interests to the
uncertain interplay of democratic institutions and comply with the outcomes of the
democratic process. A democratic regime is consolidated when, under given political and
economic conditions, a particular system of institutions becomes the only game in town;
that is, when most conflicts are processed through democratic institutions. It becomes self-
enforcing when all relevant political forces find it best to continue to submit their interest
and values to the uncertain interplay of the institutions. *

There are several theoretical questions related to this phenomenon. Although there
is a clear understanding of what it means to move in a democratic direction, there is still
extensive discussion on why some political regimes move in a democratic direction and
others do not, or why these processes have different historical trajectories. Why have
democratisation processes at certain points in time been more successful in certain regions
and more occasional in others?

Democratisation was a global phenomenon during the twentieth century, especially

in its last quarter. While in 1975 at least 68 percent of the world’s countries were

? Guillermo O’Donnell, Philippe C. Schmitter and Laurence Whitehead, Transition from
Authoritarian Rule: Tentative Conclusions about Uncertain Democracies, Baltimore: The
Johns Hopkins University, 1986, p. 6.

3 Adam Przeworski, Democracy and Market: Political and Economic Reforms in Eastern
Europe and Latin America, Cambridge University Press, 1991, p. 96.
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authoritarian, by 1995 only about 26 percent remained as such. This rapid political
transformation started in Southern Europe in the mid 1970s, then spread to Latin America,
and, to an extent, to Asia, in the 1980s. In the late 1980s and early 1990s, democratisation
moved on to parts of Sub-Saharan Africa, Eastern Europe, and the Soviet space.

Samuel Huntington separates three waves of democratisation: First, the long wave
of 1828-1926; second, the short wave of 1943-1962; and finally, the third wave which
started in 1974 and continues today.® The geography of democratisation was different
during each of these waves. Between 1975 and 1995 there was little regime change in
North America, Australia, and Western Europe, apart from Spain and Portugal moving to
liberal democracy. The third wave embraced Latin America, with 68 percent of regimes
being authoritarian in 1975 and only 10 percent in 1995.% Some authors, however, consider
post-communist transition as a distinct, fourth wave. Michael McFaul, for example, argues
that although they occurred within the same time span, transitions to democracy in
Southern Europe and Latin America and transitions after the collapse of the Soviet Union
should not be combined in one wave because the regime changes in Southern Europe and
Latin America did not trigger or inspire communist regime change. Therefore, “they
should not be grounded under same rubric.” He argues that “de-communisation triggered a
fourth wave of regime change- to democracy and dictatorship.”® I agree with McFaul’s
argument. The post-communist transitions indeed have sufficient distinctive
characteristics that one can classify them as a separate fourth wave. It will also create less
confusion when discussing post-authoritarian and post-communist transitions. However,
the theoretical framework that is currently applied to explain post-communist transitions is

mostly built on the experience of, and the lessons derived from, the third wave of

¢ Samuel P. Huntington, The Third Wave: Democratisation in the Late Twentieth Century,
Norman, University of Oklahoma Press, 1991.

> Paul G Lewis, “Theories of Democratisation and Patterns of Regime Change in Eastern
Europe”, Journal of Communist Studies and Transition Politics Vol. 13. No. 1, 1997, pp.
4-26, p. 9.

¢ Michael McFaul, “The Fourth Wave of Democracy and Dictatorship: Noncooperative
Transitions in the Postcommunist World”, World Politics Vol. 54, No. 2, 2002, pp. 212-
44, p. 213.
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democratisation. Therefore, regardless where the transition from communist regimes is
placed, the third wave of democratisation remains a key source for reference and
comparison.

Several theoretical approaches have been put forward so far to explain patterns of
democratisation. These approaches can be grouped into two general schools, the
functionalist and the genetic.” The functionalist school searches for the necessary
conditions and prerequisites for the emergence of stable democracy and emphasises the
importance of socio-economic and cultural factors. It incorporates the modernisation and
structural approaches, as well as studies that underscore the importance of political culture
conducive to democratisation. The genetic school emphasises political contingency and the
role of change agents in explaining how democracy comes into existence. It emphasises
political processes and elite initiatives and choices, which are necessary for moving from
an authoritarian to a democratic regime. Although there are many shared views both within
and among these schools of thought, the difference is that each group emphasises certain
causal relationships when explaining the process. I will go into the details of each of these

approaches, to see where I can position myself within the existing research spectrum.

The Functionalist School

The modernisation approach views the level of social and economic development
as a necessary precondition for successful democratisation. It was initially introduced by
Seymour Lipset in his book entitled Political Man. Distinguishing among stable
democracies, unstable democracies, stable dictatorships and unstable dictatorships, Lipset
tested how regime types are correlated with indices of wealth, industrialization, education,
urbanization. Conducting comparative analysis, he showed that there are certain
socioeconomic prerequisites of democracy. He came to the conclusion that “the more well-

to-do a nation, the greater the chances that it will sustain democracy.”®

7 Geoffrey Pridham, E. Herring and G. Stanford, Building Democracy: The International
Dimension in Eastern Europe, New York: St. Martin’s Press, 1997.

8 Seymour M. Lipset, Political Man. London, Heinemann, 1960, p. 31.
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Lipset’s argument initiated a discussion about the impact of socio-economic
development on democracy - the “modernisation theory.” His argument was widely
accepted and developed in 1960s, when new democracies emerge:d.9 It was, however,
challenged in the 1970s when democratic regimes started to break down in wealthy Latin
American countries and Southern Europe. Considered as too ‘“deterministic”, the
modernization perspective of democracy appeared irrelevant in the 1970s, when the issue
of democratization became a subject of political agenda of those countries.!’ The new
realities stimulated a new direction of research focusing on political actors and their
strategies and rational choices. !

At a later stage, however, Lipset himself admitted that the existence of correlation
does not mean the existence of a causal relationship; socioeconomic development does not
necessarily bring democracy. Also, it is accepted that the suggested correlations do not
hold for all countries and for all democratisation waves. '

The “third wave” of democratization renewed interest in the relationship between

economic development and democracy. However, again, the research did not reach a clear

® Walt W. Rostow, The Stages of Economic Growth: A Non-Communist Manifesto,
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1960; Phillips Curtright, “National Political
Development: Its Measurement and Social Correlates”, in Nelson W. Polsby et. al. (eds.),
Politics and Social Life, Boston, Mass. Houghton Mifflin, 1963; Deane E. Neubauer,
“Some Conditions of Democracy”, American Political Science Review 61, 1967, pp.1002-
9; Gabriel A. Almond and G. Bingham Powell, Jr. Comparative Politics: a Developmental
Approach, Boston Mass: Little, Brown, 1966; Samuel Huntington, Political Order in
Changing Societies, New Haven, Conn: Yale University press, 1966.

1% Adam Przeworski and Fernando Limongi, “Modernization: Theories and Facts”, World
Politics Vol. 49, No. 2, 1997, p.176.

' See Guillermo O’Donnell, Philippe C. Schmitter and Laurence Whitehead, Transition
from Authoritarian Rule: Southern Europe, Baltimore: The Johns Hopkins University
Press, 1986; Transition from Authoritarian Rule: Comparative Perspectives, Baltimore:
The Johns Hopkins University Press, 1986; Transition from Authoritarian Rule: Tentative
Conclusions about Uncertain Democracies, Baltimore: The Johns Hopkins University,
1986; Shain Y and Juan Linz (eds.), Between States: Interim Governments and Democratic
Transitions, Cambridge, Cambridge University Press, 1995.

12 See Seymour Lipset, Political Man: The Social Bases of Politics revised, Baltimore:
Johns Hopkins University Press, 1983.
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consensus on the casual relationship between economic development and democracy.
Some scholars contend that democracy promotes economic development. Democracy is
more conducive to economic growth than even benevolent autocracies. One can attribute
better economic performance of democracies to their commitment to such features of
democracy as the protection of private property rights, the exercise of political rights and
civil liberties. ' |

Others argue that there is no systematic relationship between economic
development and democracy for two reasons. First economic development is a necessary
but not sufficient condition of democratic development. As Arat puts it:

Democracy is not a one-way ladder that countries climb as their economy
and social structures develop... What might be the other conditions of
democracy or which components of middle range development and what
other factors might be related to the destabilization of democracy? 1

Second, in the same way, economic development is affected by many factors; a
democratic government by itself can have only limited impact on economic
development."”

In the late 1990s, Przeworski and Limongi seriously challenged modernisation
theory.16 Based on empirical data, the authors tested two key theories, “endogenous” and
exogenous” about the correlation between economic development and democratization.

They contended that the “endogenous” or modernization theory, which argues that

13 Uke Heo and Alexander C. Tan, “Research Note: Democracy and Economic Growth in
Developing Countries: A Causal Analysis”, Comparative Politics 33, 2001, pp.463-473.

4 Zehra F. Arat, “Democracy and Economic Development: Modernization Theory
Revisited”, Comparative Politics 21, 1988, pp.21-36, p.34.

15 Arat, 1988; Tatu Vanhanen, The Process of Democratization. A Comparative Study of
147 States, 1980-88, New York: Crane Russak, 1990; Mancur Olson, “ Dictatorship,
Democracy, and Development”, American Political Science Review 87, 1993, pp. 567-576.

16 See Przeworski and Limongi, 1997, Adam Przeworski, Michael E. Alvarez, Jose
Antonio Cheibub, and Fernando Limongi, Democracy and Development: Political
Institutions and Well- Being in the World, 1950-1990, New York: Cambridge University
Press, 2000.
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development increases the likelihood that countries will undergo a transition to democracy,
has no empirical basis.

In contrast, “exogenous” theory, which assumes that once established, development
makes democracies more sustainable is supported empirically. In other words, economic
development explains why democracy endures, but not why it emerges.

The emergence of democracy is not a by-product of economic
development. Democracy is or is not established by political actors
pursuing their goals, and can be initiated at any level of development. Only
once it is established do economic constraints play a role: the chances for
the survival of democracy are greater when a country is richer. Yet even
the current wealth of a country is not decisive: democracy is more likely to
survive in a growing economy with less than $1,000 per capita income than
in a country with an income between $1,000 and $2,000 that declines
economically. If they succeed in generating development, democracies can
survive even in the poorest nations."’

Przeworski’s study also generated a substantial amount of further research
confirming that indeed, the level of economic development has more impact on the
sustainability of democracy than any other factor.'® One caveat of Przeworski’s work is
that the data used in his study end in 1990 and, therefore exclude the new wave of
democratisation that started in post-socialist countries. However, even at a glance, it is
visible that Przeworski’s argument linking the sustainability of democracy to economic
development can only partially pass the test in post-socialist transition. Economic growth
does not immediately translate into economic development and a more complex approach
should be adopted in analysing post-communist transitions experiencing such drastic
reforms in socio-economic, political and state-building spheres at the same time.
Moreover, I agree with Arat that even if it is necessary, economic development is not a
sufficient precondition for democratisation to succeed.

In 2003, Charles Boix and Susan Strokes challenged the argument of Przeworski

and his collaborators both empirically and theoretically. The authors demonstrated that a

17 przeworski and Limongi, 1997, p. 177.

18 See Przeworski, Alvarez, Cheibub, and Limongi, 2000; J. B. Londgren and K.T. Poole,
“Does High Income Promote Democracy?”, World Politics Vol.49, pp.56-91.
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more carefully conducted analysis of the same empirical data that Przeworski and others
used yields results that more conform to “endogenous” theory of democratization.
Furthermore, according to them:

... to sustain the conceptual distinction between endogenous and exogenous
democratization, one would need a theory in which development induces
actors in democracies to sustain that system but does not induce actors in
dictatorships to change to democracy. Przeworski and Limongi fail to
provide a persuasive theory linking development to democracy only under
the condition of a pre-existing democracy."

In a relatively recent study that included a wide range of countries and the
empirical data used in the previous studies, Lipset and Lankin reaffirmed the key argument
behind modernization theory: “national wealth is the single most consistent predictor of

2

democratic success.” This time Lipset also took into consideration Przeworski’s counter
argument that democracy is a rational choice made by elites who prefer democracy to other
types of regimes because it gives sufficient economic opportunities outside the state to
political losers. Lipset and Lankin contend that changes in elites values and attitudes (that
occur in the process of modernization) regarding economic development also include the
idea that “democracy is one, increasingly preferable way to defuse the tensions inherent in
the conflict among opposing groups.” %°

James Hughes makes an important observation, from the perspective of the
extent to which modernisation theory can explain post-communist transition. He
correctly notes that while modernisation pressures were critical for initiating
transition in Russia,

It is less convincing as a predicative model, however, if one examines the
transformative impact of transition on social conditions. The functionalist

19 Charles Boix and Susan C. Stokes, “Endogenous Democratization”, World Politics Vol.
55,2003, pp.517-49, p.518.

20 See Seymour Lipset, “Social Requisites of Democracy Revisited”, American
Sociological Review 59, 1994, pp. 1-22; Seymour M. Lipset and Jason M. Lakin, The
Democratic Century, University of Oklohoma Press, 2004; Cynthia McClintock, “Lipset’s
Legacy”, Journal of Democracy Vol.16, No. 2, 2005, pp.164-166.
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model is flawed in not recognizing that a systemic transition can devour the
modernised social structures from which it is born. 2!

This observation is applicable to all post-communist countries and it is not
surprising that the unprecedented triple (some even contend- quadruple) transition in those
countries has brought new adaptations of modernization theory. Some studies started to
test the immediate impact of economic reforms on democratization. Do economic reforms
induce democracy or not? According to some analysts, economic reforms predict
democratization better than any other variable. They argue that those countries that score
higher on economic reforms (indicators include the private sector share of the economic
product, trade and price liberalization) also score higher on measures of democratization
(indicators include Freedom House indices of civil rights and political liberties). 2 In this
regard, as Valerie Bunce notes,

This finding, however, does not detract in any way from the claims about
economic development and democratic sustainability. Just as the richest
post-Socialist countries dominate the group of consolidated democracies,
the poorest post-Socialist countries are overrepresented in those cases of
either compromised democracy or authoritarian rule. Moreover, at least
some of the poorest countries in the region that jumped to democracy in the
first years of post-Socialism - in particular, Albania and Kyrgyzstan - have
been sliding away from democracy in more recent years.

How can modernisation theory contribute to the theoretical framework of my
thesis? The classical version of modernisation or endogenous theory, which argues that

development increases the likelihood that the countries will undergo a transition to

2! James Hughes, “Transition Models and Democratisation in Russia”, in Mike Bowker and
Cameron Ross (ed.), Russia After the Cold War, London, Longman, 2000, p.24.

22 See M.S. Fish, “The Determinants of Economic Reform in the Post-communist World”,
East European Politics and Societies Vol.12, 1998, pp. 31-78; J. S. Kopstein and D.A,
Explaining the Why of the Why” On Fish’s “Determinants of Economic Reform in the
Post-Communist World”, East European Politics and Societies Vol. 13, 1999, pp.613-624.

2 Valerie Bunce, “Comparative Democratization: Big and Bounded Generalizations”,
Comparative Political Studies Vol. 33, No. 6-7, 2000, pp. 703-734.
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democracy, is not applicable to my thesis. On the one hand, while the collapse of the
Soviet Union can be considered a result of modernisation pressures that Soviet society
passed through, I think that the decision to transit to democracy after the breakdown of the
Soviet regime was a choice made by the local ruling or counter elites, induced by certain
domestic and international pressures. Moreover, my study focuses on countries that are
already going through transition- that is, I concentrate on the post-instalment period and
disparities in their starting social and economic conditions may be one among the
relatively broad range of factors (along with elite choices, institutional constraints or
political culture) that explain why they fail or succeed in their endeavours. In other words,
whether the success of the richest post-socialist countries in institutionalising their
democracies and the failures of the poor ones that Valerie Bunce observes can be attributed
to their national wealth or to some other factors can be proved only when the research
includes as many variables as possible.

To some extent, the “eéxogenous™ theory, which assumes that once established,
economic development makes democracies more sustainable, can be tested in my thesis.
In the post-communist context, this would mean establishing whether success in economic
reform would necessarily bring positive changes in democracy as the theory claims. Why
are achievements in all reform directions sustainable in some cases, but not in others? The
answer to this question, which is core to my thesis, goes beyond the exogenous argument
of modernisation theory.

Another distinct approach in the functionalist school is the structural approach,
which attributes core significance to changing structures of power conducive for
democratisation. The structural approach was introduced by Barrington Moore and further
elaborated by Dietrich Rueschemeyer.” Through all its various interpretations, followers
of the structural approach are united in the belief that a country’s historical trajectory
towards any political form -- be it liberal democracy or an authoritarian regime -- is

contingent on changing structures of class, state, and transnational power driven by a

24 See Moore, Barrington, The Social Origins of Dictatorship and Democracy: Lord and
Peasant in the Making of the Modern World, London: Allen Lane, 1966; Dietrich
Rueschemeyer, et al., Capitalist Development and Democracy, Chicago: University of
Chicago Press, 1992.
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particular history of capitalist development, including such structural processes as wars.
Thus, the structural approach focuses on changing structures of class, state, and
transnational power and suggests that certain changing structural patterns can lead to
democratisation, while others cannot. Therefore, they conclude that it is the changing
structures, not elite choices, which determine the route to democracy.

In the context of the third wave of democratisation, the ‘macrohistorical’ approach
of the functionalist model was widely criticised and dismissed for being extremely
deterministic and not leaving room for medium-term or proximate factors. As Przeworski
describes it: “In this formulation [structuralist], the outcome is uniquely determined by
conditions, and history goes on without anyone ever doing anything.”25

In search for a more profound explanation of the democratisation process, other
theories emerged in line with functionalist thinking, focusing on the impact of such
variables as the political culture and institutions, historical legacies, and international
factors, in addition to socioeconomic factors.

One of these theories focuses on the importance of political culture. The founders
of this approach, Gabriel Almond and Sydney Verba, argued that certain sets of values and
beliefs are more conducive to the emergence of democracy than others.?® Other proponents
of the political culture argument are Diamond and Huntington, who explain democracy and
the lack of democracy by political culture.”” This approach is also largely deterministic
since it argues that liberal democracy results from a ‘civic culture,” a social consensus over
a certain set of values such as respect for and trust in government. Certainly, the lack of
historical experience with political pluralism, historically evolved structure of a society and
cultural peculiarities play some role in the mode and the path of transition, as well as in the
choice of institutions of market and democracy. However, it is questionable whether the

political culture is an independent variable itself or a by-product of the functioning

25 Przeworski, 1991, p. 96.

%6 Gabriel A. Almond and S. Verba, The Civic Culture: Political Attitudes and Democracy
in Five Nations, Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1963.

2" See Larry Diamond, Developing Democracy Toward Consolidation, Baltimore and

London: Johns Hopkins University Press, 1999; Samuel Huntington, The Clash of
Civilizations and the Remaking of World Order, New York: Touchstone.
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political institutions.

One dimension within the functionalist framework which proves to be more
applicable to post-communist transition, and which to some extent sees the transition
process as extending beyond the state and domestic level, stresses the importance of the
international context in which transition occurs.”® The main argument of this approach is
that the process of democratisation in a single country in transition is, to a large extent,
affected by the international/regional context in which it takes place. This dimension will

be discussed in detail in the next chapter.

The Genetic Approach

Dankwart Rustow, who introduced the ‘tramsition approach’, answered the
question of how a democracy comes into being by arguing that a historical approach,
which would rather focus on the commonalities of a general route that all countries travel
during democratisation, provides a sounder basis for analysis than looking for
socioeconomic prerequisites. In contrast to the functionalist approach, the genetic approach
finds that democracy is produced by the initiatives of human beings. It is believed within
this approach that certain elite choices, actions, strategies, and their timing are vital for
democracy to happen.

Rustow argued that no particular level of socio-economic development is necessary
for transition to democracy. Rather, he underscored the role of elites who make a
conscious choice to negotiate a political settlement. Subsequently, Rustow identified four
separate phases through which any country passes on its way to democratisation: the
Background Phase, the phase of establishing national unity within a given territory; the
Preparatory Phase, when new elite emerges and is engaged in an inconclusive political
struggle with the old elite; the Decisional Phase, when the choice of democracy is made.
This is the phase of what he called a “historical moment,” when struggling parties come to
the conclusion that they would rather make a compromise, thus establishing and

maintaining common rules of the game and the Habituation Phase, when democratic

28 pridham and Lewis, 1996.
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values are appropriated and the rules of democratic governance become enduring.?’ This
stage coincides with democratic consolidation.

The genetic approach has found further development in the works of O’Donnell,
Schmitter and Whitehead, and Shain and Linz3® Their comparative study of transition in
Latin America and Southern Europe came to support Rustow’s argument about the
importance of the elite’s strategic choices. Analysing the democratisation paths of those
countries, they concluded that the elite’s political settlements, or pacts, achieved through
negotiations, are almost the only guarantee for a successful transition from

authoritarianism to democracy.

Elite Centred Approach to Democratization
The elite centred approach to democratization argues that elites play a crucial role

at all stages of democratisation. Not only does the “crafting” of democracy seem to
depend on the interests, values, and actions of political leaders.>! Elites also play a central
role in the stability and consolidation of democracy by choosing the rules of the game and
designing political institutions. Their strategic choices are critical for the very survival of
democratic regimes. As Valerie Bunce observes, “in the periods of political and economic
difficulties, they [elites] can use their power to either protect democracy or destroy it.”?
The elite-centred approach to regime change focuses on the interests and values of political
elites. In particular, it attaches great attention to their views on and attitudes towards

liberalism vs. authoritarianism, mutual trust, etc.

% Dankwart Rustow, “Transitions to Democracy”, Comparative Politics Vol. 2, 1970, pp.
337-363.

39 See O’Donnell, Schmitter, and Whitehead, 1986; Shain and Linz, 1995.

31 See Giovanni DiPalma, To Craft Democracies: An Essay on Democratic Transitions,
Berkley: University of California Press; 1990; O’Donnell, Schmitter and Whitehead,
1986; John Higley and Richard Gunther (eds.), Elites and Democratic Consolidation in
Latin America and Southern Europe. New York: Cambridge University Press, 1992.

32 Bunce, 2000, p. 709.
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The first attempt to incorporate political leaders into a democratic framework was a
study by J. Schumpeter. He argued that the aim of a democratic regime must be to create a
procedure for elite competition and not to increase mass participation.

This approach initiated a significant shift from the “power” theories of elite that
argued that there is an integrated power elite in modern societies. A pluralist approach to
elites argued that there are many elites and that creates an environment of free competition
for power and makes them accountable to the masses. The basic argument of the pluralist
approach posited by Higley is that a competitive elite system, which has a basic consensus
about the rules of conduct of democracy, is an imperative for transition, democratic
consolidation and stability of the regime. According to Higley, it is the absence of elite
consensual unity that distinguishes unconsolidated from consolidated democracies. A
democratic regime is consolidated when an elite consensus on procedures is coupled with
extensive mass participation in elections and other institutional processes.>

The pluralist approach to elites distinguishes three types of elites: (1) the pluralistic
or consensually unified elites, where normal political competition through political
bargaining between elite groups takes place within accepted rules of the game, formalised
in a constitution and electoral laws; (2) the ideologically unified elite, where ideology or
common national interests in a situation of national crisis integrate the elites in actions
resulting in a homogeneity in their attitudes; and (3) the divided or disunited elite, where
elite legitimacy comes not from common goals or accepted procedures, but from the
charisma of individual leaders.**

The studies within the elite-centred framework analysing the post-Communist
transition mainly focus on continuities and changes in the composition, relations, and
behaviours of elites that may or may not be associated with broad economic and social

trends. >’

¥ Higley and Gunther, 1992.

3* Robert Putnam, The Comparative Study of Political Elites, Englewood CIliff, NJ Prentice
Hall, 1976; Higley and Gunther, 1992.

35 David Lane and Cameron Ross, The Transition from Communism to Capitalism: Ruling
Elites from Gorbachev to Yeltsin, New York: St. Martin’s Press, 1999; John Higley, Jan
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Pluralists, discussing post-Communist transitions, link the mode of transition to the
question of what type of Communist elite was dominant during the regime breakdown.
According to these theories, totalitarian states, such as the USSR, usually have

ideologically unified elites.?

In addition, some scholars argue that the choice of the
regime type in post-Communist transition can best be explained by the structure of the old
regime elites during the breakdown phase.3 7 Two major schools of thought concerning the
role of elites in post-communist transition have developed. David Lane argued that the
transition involved the wholesale replacement of the old elite. According to Lane, in the
later Soviet years ‘an incipient bourgeoisie in the form of an ‘‘acquisition class’”’ arose
from within the increasingly heterogeneous Soviet elite.’® Benefiting from the reforms
introduced by Gorbachev, this new class, drawn particularly from the professional segment
of the population, gained access to the top bodies of the late Soviet system and promoted
the dissolution of the Soviet system. In the end stages of state socialism and the early post-
collapse era, members of this group were able to capture state assets and emerged as a
‘bourgeois property owning class’. Lane and Ross provided qualitative and quantitative
data in support of their argument.”® Other theorists, such as Kryshtanovskaya & White,
argued that there is a high degree of old elite continuity and the new Russian ‘capitalist’

elite is largely drawn from the Soviet nomenklatura.* Further studies criticised

Pakulski and Wlodzimierz Wesolowski, “Introduction: Elite Change and Democratic
Regimes in Eastern Europe” in John Higley, Jan Pakulski and Wlodzimierz Wesolowski
(eds.), Postcommunist Elites and Democracy in Eastern Europe, New York: St. Martin’s
Press, 1998, pp. 1-34.

3¢ George L. Field and John Higley, Elitism, London Routledge and Kegan Paul, 1980.

37 Gerald Easter, “Preference for Presidentialism: Postcommunist Regime Change in
Russia and the NIS”, World Politics Vol. 49, 1997, pp.184-211.

38 David Lane, The Rise and Fall of State Socialism, Industrial Society and the Socialist
State, Cambridge: Polity, 1996, p. 213.

% David Lane and Cameron Ross, The Transition from Communism to Capitalism: Ruling
Elites from Gorbachev to Yeltsin, New York: St. Martin’s Press, 1999.
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Kryshtanovskaya’s & White’s continuity hypothesis.*! By attributing such a great role to
old elite continuity, this approach almost equates post-Communist transition processes to a
mere elite reproduction and its ability to converge and underestimates other factors. More
recent studies have tried to overcome that gap by introducing additional characteristics of
elites to explain their impact on political change.*

For the purposes of my thesis, it is important to understand to what extent the
successes and failures of post-communist transitions that I am going to analyse can be
attributed to the ruling elite’s structure, value orientation and policy choices? Are they the
core predictors of the divergent paths of democratisation that those countries followed?

There is no doubt that the ruling elite plays a significant role in the fourth wave of
transition which is considered mostly as an elite initiated, “top-down” regime change. The
role of elites is important in post-communist transition simply because they built the key
institutions of the new political and economic order from scratch and as such, at least in the
initial stage of transition to democracy, they had a certain level of freedom in choosing
among the variations of democracy and market economy institutions. However, I doubt
that an old/new elite division matters at a later stage of transition. What would matter more
when democratic institutions are already set up, or in other words at the stage of
democratic consolidation, is the ruling elite’s behaviour, interests and value orientation.
The latter may help, along with other factors, to give at least a partial answer to why, for
instance, a certain policy or an institution that proved successful in other countries, failed
in that particular country.

As far as old/new divisions are concerned, perhaps at a later stage of transition an
institutional learning process or the socialisation of new values may have a greater impact
on the ruling elite’s decision-making than their background in the old system. In sum, I

think that, while the structure of the ruling elite, its values and orientations can be an

1 See James Hughes, “Sub-National Elites and Post-Communist Transformation in
Russia”, Europe-Asia Studies Vol. 49, No. 6, 1997, pp. 1017-36.

2 James Hughes and Peter John, “Notes and Comments: Local Elites and Transition in
Russia: Adaptation and Competition?”, British Journal of Political Science 31, 2001, pp.
673-692.
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important factor in the choice of a political regime, it cannot be the only determining
factor. First, as Terry Karl asserts, structural and institutional constraints may determine
the range of values and the range of options available to decision makers and the
preferences of individual actors may be conditioned by institutional structures.* In other
words, elites themselves are subject to certain structural constraints.

Second, as Huntington contends, elites may be the most proximate variable, but
other variables - such as the level of economic development, institutional configurations, a
population’s cultural homogeneity or heterogeneity, etc. - must also be taken into
account.* This conclusion is widely supported by others as well. More recent studies of
democratisation that analyse comparatively the drastic differences in the degree of
democracy that each of the ‘third wave’ countries achieved underscore the limits of the
genetic approach. Thomas Carothers, for instance, argues that in the studies analysing the
‘third wave’ of transition the complications that different underlying conditions could
present are underestimated and the power of elections to produce fundamental political
change alone are overstated. * In an attempt to summarise the comparative experience of
all the three waves of democratisation, Valerie Bunce also notes that there is, nonetheless,
a recognition that, once established, the course of democracy depends on a complex array
of factors, only one of which involves elites, their attitudes, and their behaviour.*® One can
easily conclude that, for all their merits, the approaches described above all fall short of
capturing the democratisation process in its complexity, its differing geography, scope,
depth, and dynamics. However, the shortcomings of particular approaches or the absence
of a comprehensive approach does not remove the necessity of using theoretical

generalisations from the academic agenda.

® Terry Lynn Karl, “Dilemmas of Democratization in Latin America”, Comparative
Politics, Vol. 23, No. 1, 1990, pp. 1-21, p. 25.

* Samuel Huntington, The Third Wave: democratization in the Late Twentieth Century,
Norman and London: University of Oklahoma Press, 1991.

* Thomas Carothers, “ The Sequencing Fallacy”, Journal of Democracy Vol. 18, No. 1,
2007, pp.12-27, p. 24.

% Bunce, 2000 p. 709.
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There is obviously a need for a more comprehensive approach. Of course, while
accepting the role of elites and leaders in making choices, we understand that those choices
are limited to the ones made possible by structures. On the other hand, one should not
underestimate the role of leaders and elites in shaping differing policy responses in similar
structural circumstances. In addition, elite choices may have bigger impact during the
transition process on shaping the same structures. To what extent transition developments
should be attributed to the personality of a leader or to elite behaviour, and to what extent
to national and international structural constraints and factors, is an issue worthy of
scholarly discussion. To conduct such a study one needs a model that would combine the
genetic and functionalists approaches in some way.

In fact, the genetic and functionalist schools of democratisation studies are not
mutually exclusive, but rather complementary. Studies that are more recent take an
integrated approach, interpreting the two schools as mutually interacting and, in some
respects, reinforcing.47 Huntington, for instance, suggested that “economic development
makes democracy possible; political leadership makes it real.”*® Terry Lynn Karl argued
that while a structuralist approach alone leads to excessively deterministic conclusions
about the origins and prospects of democracy, and a sole focus on choices that actors make
produces voluntaristic interpretations, together they can be an efficient model for
explaining democratisation processes.49

Tatu Vanhanen called this growing body of literature that started to emphasize the
multivariate nature of the social requisites of democracy as “multivariate models.”*
Among the authors who adopt this approach are Seymour Lipset, in his latest works (1994;
2005) and Larry Diamond, who gives a list of facilitating or obstructing factors such as

47 James Hughes, “Transition Models and Democratisation in Russia”, in Mike Bowker
and Cameron Ross (ed.), Russia After the Cold War, London, Longman, 2000, p.21.

*8 Samuel P. Huntington, Third Wave: Democratisation in the Late Twentieth Century,
Norman: University of Oklahoma Press, 1991, p.316.

¥ Karl, 1990, pp. 1-21.

%0 Tatu Vanhanen, Democratization: A Comparative Analysis of 170 Countries, Routledge,
2003.
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socio-economic development, political culture, political leadership, legitimacy and
performance, institutions, conflicts and international factors.’!

Analysing the progress and set backs of democratic transitions in the third wave,
Thomas Carothers underscores the importance of five factors, which should be thought not
as preconditions but rather as core facilitators or non-facilitators that make
democratisation harder or easier. They are the level of economic development,
concentration of sources of national wealth (countries where national wealth comes mainly
from highly concentrated sources experience significant difficulties with democratisation),
identity based divisions, historical experience with political pluralism and non-democratic
neighbours.*?

Summarising the results of studies analysing democratic breakdowns in all three
waves of democratisation, Valerie Bunce identifies three groups of studies. First are
studies focusing on long-term factors, such as socio-economic conditions, institutional, and
cultural legacies of authoritarianism as those undermining democratic regimes and
contributing to their breakdown. In the second group are those studies that focus on
medium-term issues critical for the sustainability of democratic regimes. Those factors
include economic performance, social capital, the strength of civil society, and institutional
arrangements. The third group of studies underscores the importance of two proximate

factors - the role of political leaders and international influences.*

Institutional Design
Another issue key for understanding post-communist transitions is the issue of
institutional arrangements. There have been numerous comparative studies demonstrating

the strong impact of institutional choices on political dynamics. It is argued that the choice

! Larry Diamond and Juan Linz and Seymour Lipset (eds.) Politics in Developing
Countries: Comparing Experiences with Democracy,( 2" edition), Boulder: Lynne
Rienner Publishers, 1995.

> Carothers, 2007,
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of democratic institutions and the process of constitution making are critical for democratic
consolidation. Studies based on comparative research argue that institutional arrangements
such as the choice of political institutions, type of electoral systems, party systems have a
strong impact on political dynamics and further democratic consolidation. While not going
into details of studies analysing institutional design, I will highlight the core arguments
that are particularly relevant in the post-communist context. First, it is argued that a
parliamentary system is preferable to a presidential system. Parliamentary systems are
more flexible and adaptable and offer an institutional framework for mediation of social
conflicts, thus, promoting compromise and reconciliation that are crucial for democratic
stability. In contrast, a presidential system leads to an excessive concentration of power in
the hands of the executive branch and thus fosters authoritarianism. In the same way, a
proportional rather than a majoritarian electoral system is preferable.”* A key issue
concerning the causal relationship between institutional arrangements and the prospects of
democracy in a post-communist context is the factors that made the elites prefer a certain
type of institution and whether those choices were structurally constrained. And, at a later
stage of democratisation, it is important to understand to what extent political institutions
constrain and shape the elites’ decisions regarding the key policy directions. Some authors
who analyse post-communist transitions from the standpoint of the political culture
hypothesis argue that

In the light of history and culture, institutional choices such as
presidentialism or parliamentarism, are more a consequence than a cause of
the different levels of receptivity to democracy that we find in various
countries... The choices of institutions can reinforce certain tendencies, but
it cannot replace the causal role of historical experience and cultural
formation, which create a predisposition for certain mechanisms to work or
not work in this or that particular case.”

¢ Alfred Stephen and Cindy Skach, “Constitutional Frameworks and Democratic
Consolidation: Parliamentarism versus Presidentialism”, World Politics 46, 1993, pp. 1-22;
Mattew Shugart and John Carey, Presidents and Assemblies: Constitutional Design and
Electoral Dynamics, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1992, pp. 49-150.

55 Zbigniew Brzezinski, “The Primacy of History and Culture”, Democracy After
Communism, Larry Diamond and Marc F. Plattner (eds.), Johns Hopkins University Press:
Baltimore and London, 2002, pp. 194-205, p. 197.
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While not disputing that past legacies may have played some role in the
institutional preferences of the elites, I think that one should not underestimate the role that
the ‘opening’ to the world after the collapse of the Soviet Union and the demonstration
effect could have on those preferences. Also, and more important in this context, one
should note the impact that the established institutions can have on the elite’s values and
policy choices, thus contributing to the formation of a new political culture that is

considered key for democratic consolidation.*®

Mapping out Post-communist Transitions

In the case of the post-communist transition, very clear democratic goals of
transition were officially stated as the formal goals of the states’ foreign and domestic
policy from the very beginning. This is a significant characteristic of post-communist
transitions and it distinguishes them from transitions during the previous waves. This is not
the only difference between post-communist and previous transitions and, since I shall
focus on the post-communist transition for my empirical research, it makes sense to look at
other features that differentiate it from previous democratisation waves. A depiction of
these differences is important also for understanding the necessity for new analytical
approaches.

Sarah Terry suggests five ways that the challenges confronting the post-communist
countries in transition differ from those faced by post-authoritarian countries of previous
transition waves.”’ Essential distinctions are observed also by Valerie Bunce.’® According
to Sarah Terry, the first difference is the dual-track character of the transition process in

the post-communist states, which means that they have had to build democracy and a
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market economy simultaneously. Not only were these historically unprecedented tasks but
they were also to some extent incompatible: “While the market and democracy are
generally seen as mutually supportive in the long term, in their present formative stage
they are proving to be mutually obstructive.”

The second factor that Terry highlights is the fact that most of the earlier transitions
took place in economically and especially industrially less-developed countries, where to
introduce and implement economic reforms was socially less costly. This is not the case in
post-communist countries, which have giant industries that are ineffective, if not useless, in
a market environment. Industries often appeared to be not only economically incapable of
recovering but also socially costly to abolish. The third element, which adds to the
distinction of the post-communist transition, is the higher degree of ethnic complexity,
which has not been the case during previous waves of transition. Apart from being a
complex problem in itself, the ethnic issue added huge complexity to the overall
democratic transition process wherever it emerged. The fourth difference between the
countries of post-authoritarian and post-communist transition was the virtual absence’ of
civil society in the post-communist countries. However weak, they existed in other
countries undergoing transition.

The fifth divergence highlighted by Terry is the impact of the international
environment on the outcomes of the post-communist and post-authoritarian transition. The
Cold War division of the past served as a serious incentive for integrating post-
authoritarian countries in a speedy manner into western political, economic, and security
structures. In the case of post-communist transition, there is no such feeling of urgency on
the side of the international community.® Valerie Bunce, mainly using the same
distinctions identified by Sarah Terry, adds another one related to the influence of the
military. In the Southern European transitions, the military had quite a strong role in
politics. In contrast, the military in the post-communist countries played no autonomous

political role, simply because traditionally they had been strongly subordinated to the

% Terry, 1993, p. 334.
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monopolist of political power — the Communist Party. Bunce observes another important
distinction with regard to how the transition process was initiated in the two cases:

First, students of the Latin American and Southern European transitions
seem to agree that, in both regions, political rather than economic and
domestic rather than international factors were paramount in the collapse of
authoritarian rule. By contrast, the collapse of state socialism was largely a
response to the interaction of two factors: economic decline (with its
attendant impact on domestic politics) and the international consequences
of Gorbachev’s reforms.®!

Thomas Carothers, in his article “The End of the Transition Paradigm”,
conceptualises the differences that the record of the post-communist transition offers.®> The
title of the article speaks for itself. After going through the observed differences, the author
concludes that the traditional transition paradigm based on the experience of the third-wave
democratisation peak is not useful anymore. According to Carothers, there are five core
assumptions that define the classical transition paradigm. The first core assumption is that
any country breaking with dictatorial rule should be considered a country in transition
toward democracy. Throughout the years, this has been the dominant approach in
transition and democratisation studies. The second assumption is that democratisation
tends to evolve in a set sequence of stages. First, there occurs the opening, and then
follows the breakthrough with the collapse of the regime and the rapid emergence of a
new, democratic system, with the coming to power of a new nationally elected
government. The third phase is consolidation, when “the democratic forms are transformed
into democratic substance through the reform of state institutions, the regularisation of
elections, the strengthening of civil society, and the overall habituation of the society to the
new democratic rules of the game.”®>
The third assumption is the crucial role ascribed to elections in establishing

democracy. Elections were almost equated with democracy. There have been very high
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expectations that elections will be not only the criterion but also the main generator for
further democratic reforms.

The fourth assumption put forward within the transition paradigm is that the
underlying conditions in transitional countries — their economic development level,
political history, institutional legacies, ethnic make-up, socio-cultural traditions, or other
“structural” features — will not be major factors in either the onset or the outcome of the
transition process. The entire necessity for starting the democratisation process has been
ascribed to a country’s political elites, their willingness and ability.

The fifth assumption is that the transition paradigm rests on the premise that third-
wave transitions are being built on coherent, functioning states. The transition from
authoritarianism to democracy assumes some improvement, reform and sometimes
rebuilding, of state institutions. However, this was mainly within the existing state machine
and it did not go beyond modifying it. Therefore, it did not become a problem for the Latin
American and Southern European transitions, either in practice or in theory. However, this
is not the same for post-communist transition.

These are the main assumptions of the transition paradigm described by Carothers.
In my study, I explore the extent to which these assumptions are true and applicable for
post-communist transition studies. From this point of view, I am more interested in the
distinctions observed by Thomas Carothers when comparing the two phenomena: “Taken
together, the political trajectories of most third-wave countries call into serious doubt the
transition paradigm.”® He has serious reservations about each of the above-mentioned
assumptions. I fully share his disagreement with the first and the core assumption of the
transition paradigm, which states that all countries breaking with dictatorship automatically
take a path of democratisation. We already can distinguish at least three groups of
countries in the post-communist transition with essentially different political trajectories of
development. Some of them hardly can be called democracies or even countries
undergoing democratisation.

Another disagreement Carothers has with the transition paradigm is that the

suggested sequence of stages of democratisation is challenged by many cases of successful
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democratisation in the later phases of the third wave. In my opinion, this has been more the
case in post-communist transition. If we witness such a consolidation in the Central and
Eastern-European countries, we see stagnation in the western CIS countries and serious
setbacks in Central Asia. Therefore, this not only does not fit into the transition paradigm,
but also, in my opinion, needs to be explained. The third disagreement Carothers has is
about the value that has been attached to the goal of achieving genuine elections. I agree
with the view that free and fair elections are very important, but “greatly reduced
expectations are in order as to what elections will accomplish as generators of deep-
reaching democratic change.”® Elections reflect the already existing state of affairs in the
society; thus, Carothers’ view that “the wide gulf between political elites and citizens in
many of these countries turns out to be rooted in structural conditions, such as the
concentration of wealth or certain socio-cultural traditions, that elections themselves do not
overcome” is more than proper for the countries of the post-communist transition, which
have embarked on a mass privatisation process.*®

Another underlying assumption of the transition paradigm that Carothers
challenges is about the preconditions of democracy. Again, referring to the experience of
Latin American massive democratisation, many authors insisted that the starting conditions
do not influence the outcomes of democratisation. The post-communist transition
experience in many cases supports the opposite argument, that is, that the relative
economic health of the country, past legacies, and the level of existing political pluralism
do contribute to a successful outcome. While I agree with this, I further propose that the
starting conditions do not explain all the differences existing among trajectories of
transition countries.

The last debate is about the role and the substance of state-building within the
transition paradigm. I will discuss this argument in more detail because, indeed, post-
communist state-building appears to be a much more problematic, substantive issue than it
was during the early third-wave democratisation. In this regard, Shin is right that a major

problem for the third wave of democracies (especially the ones in the socialist camp) is
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that democratisation takes place backwards. These countries introduced competitive
elections before establishing basic institutions of a modern state such as rule of law,
institutions of civil society and the accountability of governors. ¢’

If a third wave democracy is to develop into a complete democracy, it must
do more than hold free and fair elections; it must also become a modern
state. Here state-building does not refer to creating a common national
identity among the populace, but to the development of institutions and
procedures that effectively enforce the rule of law against corrupt public
officials, promote popular trust by increasing the trustworthiness of
political institutions and increase the accountability of government to
ordinary people.®®

In contrast with Latin American and Southern European countries -- where the
essence of state-building was ‘all about reform and improvement of the existing state
machine -- in the countries of post-communist transition, especially those countries of the
former Soviet Union, state institutions, apparatus, cadres, laws, and procedures are often
built from scratch.

Not only a state but also a nation building process takes place in the post-
communist space. The presence of ethnic conflicts and contested borders make the process
of democratisation even more complicated in the newly independent states. The
significant role that nation- and state-building played in post-communist transitions is fully
in line with Dankwart Rustows argument that establishing national unity within a given
territory is a ‘background condition’ for successful democratisation.

One should not underestimate the challenge for both the theory and practice
presented by the simultaneous undertaking of democratisation, marketisation, and state-
building. In my opinion, the process of reconciling these parallel phenomena is
undoubtedly a political process that needs further conceptualisation. Scholars started to
pay attention to the complex relationship between the processes of democratisation,

marketisation, and state-building in post-communist transitions relatively late, in the mid
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1990s. Claus Offe was the first to distinguish three levels of transformation and to identify
the fact that the issues of nationhood and state-building comprise the third level of post-
communist transition.” Linz and Stepan stressed that the “stateness” problem (which
includes state- and nation-building) must increasingly be a central concern of political
activists and theorists alike and considered it as one of the two macro variables affecting
transition.”® The key argument of scholars raising the stateness issue is that the
concomitance of state and nation building with political and economic reforms generates
dilemmas that endanger the outcome of democratisation because “history shows few
successful cases of state-building by democratic means.””! In the literature on the issue of
stateness, state-building is often viewed as identical to nation building and, therefore, seen
as more problematic, predominantly in multiethnic states. With the addition of stateness,
post-communist transition became a triple transition. The specific feature of post-
communist transitions is that a state does not have to be nationally heterogeneous to have a
‘stateness’ problem. A ‘stateness’ problem’ can emerge even in the most nationally
homogeneous countries.

Taras Kuzio believes that the problem of nation building deserves to be looked at
as a separate process, a separate dimension in the overall post-communist transition
process. Thus, he defines transition as a quadruple process by not subsuming stateness and
nationhood into one category.”? Alfred Stepan and Juan Linz find that more attention
should be devoted to these two processes that are overlapping, complementary, yet are
“conceptually and historically different,” as they influence the success rate of democratic

consolidation.”
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Indeed, this adds another divergence to existing differences between the post-
communist and the post-authoritarian third-wave transitions. The nation-building process
is also political and therefore needs political resources. As Kuzio fairly observes, “this
takes up energy and time which otherwise could have been devoted to political-economic
reform.””* I would add that in light of democratisation, liberalisation, and the opening up to
the world in general, there has been a serious need to rethink and reinterpret many national
norms, traditions, and even values. In other words, in many societies of the early post-
communist transition there has been a type of value vacuum in the early years of the
transition process. In a sense this is also more typical for post-communist rather than for
post-authoritarian transition. Authors like John Hall treated the transition as a four-
dimensional process, although grouping it into two broad areas, democratisation /
marketisation and state / nation- building.”®

Another feature of post-communist transition that I would like to add to the above
mentioned peculiarities is a state’s efforts of self-establishment and self-projection, both
domestically and internationally. It represents an entire dimension in the transition process
— autonomous but also strongly interactive with the other dimensions and it requires
political resources. Adopting laws or making statements about adherence to international
norms and principles is only the first stage. A state also needs to establish a pattern of
implementation of these laws, norms, and principles. For the transition states that have just
abandoned the socialist camp, and especially for the newly independent states, building
international relations is not a secondary task at all. All these goals require certain political
resources to be allocated. They are issues of huge political importance for any post-
communist country and for the success of the transition process.

In sum, the parameters and features differentiating the current democratisation
wave that have been revealed by the authors cited above are correct and important in my
view. The distinctions, however, are not limited to domestic and state differences. The

post-authoritarian and post-communist transition processes began and have occurred in
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essentially different international environments. The bipolar international system that
existed during the early transition phases has been replaced with a new system that has not
yet taken its final shape and is still in the process of consolidation. In my opinion, what is
new and essential is that the international system is being affected by the choices and
policies of the states of the post-communist transition. Meanwhile, the global environment
is also significantly different. One cannot compare the level of globalisation during the
post-authoritarian and the post-communist transition. Globalisation today offers both
greater opportunities and bigger threats and risks for the countries striving to become

integrated into the world system.

Conclusion

What accounts for successful democratisation and what are the key domestic
factors, crucial for the survival and sustainability of democracy? The theories of
democratisation discussed above point to different factors, ranging from social and
economic prerequisites and political culture, important for the emergence of democracy, to
elite choices and institutions key for its emergence, survival, and consolidation. It is
obvious that none of those factors alone can determine the destiny of democracy in a
particular country and explain all the differences existing among trajectories of transition
countries.

Also, depending on what stage of democratisation we are talking about, different
factors surface as critical. While establishing national unity and a strong state within a
given territory are necessary, but not sufficient, starting conditions for democratisation, the
decision to democratise and the mode of transition is mostly an elite choice, often made
under compelling domestic and international pressures. On the other hand, the post-
communist transition experience shows that starting economic conditions, geographic
proximity to the West and past legacies do to some degree facilitate or obstruct
democratisation efforts of a country.

In the later, lengthier process of democratic consolidation, institutional
arrangements and economic situation prove to be decisive. This is the ‘habituation phase’
when the evolving political culture of the elite and the public may facilitate or obstruct the

further consolidation of democracy. At that stage, structural constraints surface to various
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degrees and influence the democratisation efforts. For instance, the negative side effects of
liberal economic reforms, i.e. economic decline, increased poverty, and unemployment,
start having a corrosive impact on the support that the incumbent democratic government
and democratic and market reforms have, making international support not only more
crucial but also more difficult to earn. In that situation, often democratic governments
either are voted out or retreat from democratic commitments. The state-building and nation
building problems can be translated into various state security issues that can be addressed
at the expense of democracy or further market reforms.

In this regard, one of the objectives of my thesis is to understand how the
interaction and interplay among these core policy dimensions and policy levels takes place
in the process of transition, how the key policy goals and policy choices are reconciled and
prioritised, and how all these impact the overall transition process.

To summarise, one can identify several key domestic factors that facilitate or

hamper transition to democracy in post-communist transitions:

) Political actors,

) Initial socio-economic conditions,

° Past legacies/historical/cultural constraints,

° The existence/ severity of the ‘stateness’ issue,

. Institutions (and the political culture evolving under the influence of those
institutions)

Another key factor is the international/regional context that has proved to be
significant in post-communist transitions.

In propelling the current wave of democratisation, domestic and
international factors have been closely connected, with the particular mix of
these two factors varying form country to country. In Eastern Europe, for
example, international factors played the more influential role. By contrast,
in the majority of democratic transitions in Latin America, domestic factors
played the more powerful role. Despite such differences, it is this
confluence of domestic and international factors that distinguishes the
current wave from the previous ones. 76
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This observation points not only to the importance of the international/regional
context but also to the issue largely left unexplored by transitologists: how do domestic,
state and international levels interact to facilitate or to hold back the process of transition?
The interaction and combination of what core domestic and international variables help
some countries succeed in all their reform endeavours? How exactly those interactions take
place?

Overall, the debate in this chapter brings us to the domestic-foreign linkage debate,
in general, and to a search for an interdisciplinary theory that would incorporate domestic
and international variables. For that purpose, in the next chapters I shall embark on a

detailed theoretical debate and a concept-building effort.
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CHAPTER 2

Theories of Transition and International Relations

While in Chapter 1 I discussed the theories that focus on the role of domestic
factors in democratic transition, in this chapter I aim to discuss theories that can help
explain the role of external factors in the overall process of democratisation. I shall begin
by discussing the theories of international regimes and complex interdependence. I will
also discuss the international dimension of post-communist transition and the role of
international institutions, socialisation and conditionality.

Although they may not have direct relevance to post-communist transitions, regime
theories and theories of complex interdependence, two related theories of international
relations, are pertinent when discussing political processes of change in today’s
interdependent world. For that reason, I will briefly review those theories, before

discussing the theories and approaches that are more focused on post-communist

transition.

Theories of International Regimes

Barbara G. Salmore and Stephen A. Salmore, while talking about internal political
regimes, argue that the internal political structure of a country is the major determinant of
its foreign policy. They emphasise the structure and environment of the regime as the
specific aspect of internal politics on which they concentrate. Regime is defined as that
role or set of roles in national political systems, which entitle the power to make
authoritative policy decisions. In examining the role that regime structure plays in
influencing foreign policy, they adopt a model of rational decision making. The authors
argue that a regime’s primary goal is to maximise its political support and, hence, power.
Regime members advocate policies in order to attract and retain support. The leaders of

nations opt for war or peace, trade relations, détente, and other actions not so much
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because of their intrinsic worth, but largely in terms of how they will affect the regime’s
political fortunes.”’

Keohane and Nye, when discussing international regimes, argue that in world
politics, rules and procedures are neither so complete nor so well enforced as they are in
well-ordered domestic political systems, and the institutions are neither so powerful nor so
autonomous. They point out that “The rules of the game include some national rules, some
international rules, some private rules — and large areas of no rules at all.”’® Deeply
embedded in the concept of regimes is the idea of interdependence among the entities
constituting the regime. The greater the level and range of interdependence, the more
extensive will be the shared interest in cooperation or collaboration, and hence the need to
utilise existing regimes or to create new ones. Moreover, international regimes are likely to
enhance the prospects for increasing transnational flows, although the international regime
itself may arise from the prior existence of such flows rather than being itself a
determining factor in their creation.”

There are three main approaches to regime analysis outlined in the regime
literature, each of which gives different but related explanations for regime. The first set of
regime analysts are those whom Krasner describes as followers of the conventional
structural view. Writers such as Kenneth Waltz and Susan Strange maintain that the
distribution of power and the interactions between it and self-interests are all that matter,
and anything outside this set of relations does not matter. They conclude, therefore, that
regimes do not matter and have no independent impact on behaviour. Since it discards
regime analysis altogether, this approach does not offer any insight into utilising regime
analysis to explain the dynamics of cooperation. However, it does offer a useful critique of

regime theory.
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Keohane and Stein maintain the structuralist-realist view. However, unlike the
structuralists above, they maintain that regimes can have an impact on state behaviour. In
other words, states’ self interest in maximising power is weighed against customary
international behaviour, codified within a regime. This is what Krasner calls the modified
structural view. This approach to regime theory offers some very useful analysis both of
the creation of regimes and their maintenance.®® The third set of analysts of regime theory
is those who are described as being of the “Grotian” tradition. They believe that a certain
order does exist in international relations, even in the absence of a supranational authority.
Writers such as Oran Young, Raymond Hopkins, and Donald Puchala maintain that
regimes exist in all areas of international relations.

To understand international regimes that affect patterns of interdependence,
according to Keohane and Nye, one must look at structure and process in international
systems, as well as how they affect each other. They define international regimes as
intermediate factors between the power structure of an international system and the
political and economic bargaining that takes place within it. The structure of the system —
the distribution of power resources among states — profoundly affects the nature of the
regime, the more-or-less loose set of formal and informal norms, rules, and procedures
relevant to the system. The regime, in turn, affects and to some extent governs the political
bargaining and daily decision making that occurs within the system.81

According to Krasner, regimes may assume a life of their own, a life independent
of the basic causal factors that led to their creation in the first place.* He finds that because
regimes function as intervening variables, a change in the relative power of states may not
always be reflected in outcomes. This is to suggest that once regimes have been created,
they may themselves alter the distribution of power among the entities that originally
formed them, or changes in the power balance may not immediately be reflected in the

structure and operation of the regime. Moreover, regimes may contribute to strengthening
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or weakening the capabilities of their members, for example, by transferring resources
from one state to another.

Andreas Hasenclever, Peter Mayer and Volker Rittberger identify and discuss three
schools of thought, each of which emphasizes a different variable to account for
international regimes: interest-based neoliberalism, power-based realism, and knowledge-
based cognitivism.83 These authors find that an important arena for fruitfully advancing
the further study of international regimes lies in the impact of domestic factors on
international cooperation in regimes, and in combining rational choice approaches with

sociological approach:

Such studies would also fill a frequently acknowledged and potentially
significant gap in existing regime theory. Thus far, both rationalists and
cognitivists have been rather silent on the role of domestic factors®

Andrew Cortell and James Davis find that:

An investigation of the processes linking domestic and international norms
may require explorations of the impact of various international regimes on
states’ domestic politics. This research should also lead to a better
understanding of the domestic bases of the support for international
institutions, a significant weakness of existing regime theory.”®’

John Pevehouse finds that there has been a serious lack of theoretical attention
given to the international organisations-democratisation link, and that little empirical work
investigates the relationship between international organisations and democratisation.®

More importantly, he points out that:
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Unfortunately, the most well-developed literature on international
institutions-neoliberal institutionalism largely ignores domestic politics.
Most neoliberal institutionalist research has focused on international
outcomes, so it is unclear whether the same causal mechanisms link these
institutions with the domestic political process. Institutional theorists have
recently called for more empirical research to outline well-delineated causal
mechanisms to explain the impact of international institutions, especially
with reference to domestic politics.?’

These weaknesses, of course, limit the effectiveness of applying regime

theory to the study of the transition process.

Theory of complex interdependence

Without going into the details of the polemics in the literature on this subject, I will
discuss only one of the best known approaches to the issue, namely the concept of complex
interdependence formulated by Robert Keohane and Joseph Nye.®® The observations made
by Keohane and Nye essentially support the complex issue linkage model I suggest.
Keohane and Nye particularly emphasize two points: first, that interdependence exists
among all the members of the international system, the small as well as the powerful; and
second, that currently there is no policy issue hierarchy. As Keohane and Nye write:

...unlike powerful states whose instrument for linkage (military force) is
often too costly to use, the linkage instrument used by poor, weak states —
international organisation — is available and inexpensive. Thus, as the
utility of force declines, and as issues become of more equal importance,
the distribution of power within each issue will become more important.

Keohane and Nye pay special attention to agenda formation or to how issues
become linked to other issues in the interdependence era. They attach a special role to

governments in separating and linking issues:

Linkage strategies, and defence against them, will pose critical strategic
choices for states. Should issues be considered separately or as a package?
If linkages are to be drawn, which issues should be linked, and on which of
the linked issues should concessions be made? How far can one push a
linkage before it becomes counterproductive? For instance, should one seek
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formal agreements or informal, but less politically sensitive,
understandings?®®

These linkages, of course, have a place in world politics. On the other hand, to
maintain a truly holistic approach one should not ignore the structural side of policy
making. However, Keohane and Nye admit that “as the complexity of actors and issues in
world politics increases, the utility of force declines and the line between domestic policy
and foreign policy becomes blurred: as the conditions of complex interdependence are
more closely approximated, the politics of agenda formation becomes more subtle and
differentiated.”

Keohane and Nye give many useful examples of linkages, which occur in the
policy process across international, transnational, and national boundaries. However, they
concentrate on interstate relations. My task is to show how different levels and different
issue policies at a single level interact through those lihkages. My assumption is that
multiplicity is equally applied both horizontally — among all issue areas — and vertically —
across all levels — and among different issue areas at different levels. There are horizontal
and vertical linkages among issues. However, the concrete cases that Keohane and Nye
describe provide good empirical support for my assumptions:

Under complex interdependence we can expect the agenda to be affected by
the international and domestic problems created by economic growth and
increasing sensitivity interdependence.... Discontented domestic groups
will politicise issues and force more issues once considered onto the
interstate agenda... Domestic groups may become upset enough to raise a
dormant issue or to interfere with interstate bargaining at high levels.”!

Change may also come from governments. As Keohane and Nye write,
“Governments whose strength is increasing may politicise issues, by linking them to other

issues. An international regime that is becoming ineffective or is not serving important
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issues may cause increasing politicisation, as dissatisfied governments press for change.”*>
The authors underscore the role of transnational, global forces, pointing out that states’
agendas “may be affected by shifts in the importance of transnational actors” as well.”?

Keohane and Nye further describe the linkage mechanisms, offering vivid
examples of how multiple or complex interdependence works in reality. They recognize
the existence of multiple players functioning at all levels -- domestic, international, state,
and global. In particular, Keohane and Nye write:

Thus, the existence of multiple channels of contact leads us to expect
limits, beyond those normally found in domestic politics, on the ability of
statesmen to calculate the manipulation of interdependence or follow a
consistent strategy of linkage. Statesmen must consider differential as well
as aggregate effects of interdependence strategies and their likely
implications for politicisation and agenda control. Transactions among
societies - economic and social transactions more than security ones —
affect groups differently. Opportunities and costs from increased
transnational ties may be greater for certain groups...than for others. Some
organisations or groups may interact directly with actors in other societies
or with other governments to increase their benefits from a network of
interaction. Some actors may therefore be less sensitive to changes
elsewhere in the network than are others. °*

While I appreciate the invention of the concept of complex interdependence by
Keohane and Nye and their observations, I have a different understanding of complex and
multi-channel linkages. When speaking about interdependence, Keohane and Nye refer to
situations “characterized by reciprocal effects among countries or among actors in different
countries.” They distinguish three main characteristics of complex interdependence:
multiple channels connecting societies; absence of hierarchy among issues, which also
means that military security does not permanently dominate the agenda; and military force

is not used where complex interdependence prevails, though it can be used otherwise.”
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Although these authors admit that multiple channels can be characterized as interstate,
transgovernmental and transnational, they do not pay much attention to transnational
relations. Also, in my opinion, the role they ascribe to governments in making linkages
among policies is exaggerated. One cannot argue against the decisive role governments
have in making policy choices, but their decision making is done within the existing
domestic and international structural framework. In other words, the approach here needs
to be more holistic. Also, the theory of interdependence, as suggests James Rosenau, is

very general and does not necessarily imply direction, purpose, or even across-system
interactions.”®

Kal Holsti finds that Keohane and Nye are not concerned with measuring
transaction flows. He questions whether they are interested mainly in how inter-
dependence affects bargaining styles and distribution of rewards.®” Holsti concludes that

Since they examine their subject primarily from a systems perspective, the
role of domestic politics and personalities is not covered thoroughly. These
variables, of course, would be essential components of a formal theory.98
In 1987 Keohane and Nye themselves came up with a re-assessment and critique of
their own work. In particular, they admitted that there are serious shortcomings in their
work, such us the lack of extensive analysis and conceptualisation of issue linkage.
“Despite the importance of the subject, we failed to develop any theory of linkage that
could specify under what conditions linkages would occur.”” Another shortcoming that
Keohane and Nye emphasised is the need for more attention to domestic politics and its
links to international politics. Keohane and Nye admitted that they “have paid too little

attention to how a combination of domestic and international processes shapes

% James Rosenau, “Theorizing Across Systems: Linkage Politics Revisited”, in Jonathan
Wilkenfeld (ed.), Conflict, Behaviour and Linkage Politics, NY: David McKay, 1973, pp.
25-26.

7 Kal J. Holsti, “A New International Politics? Diplomacy in Complex Interdependence”,
International Organisation Vol. 32, No. 2, 1978, pp. 510-530, p. 520.

8 Kal J. Holsti, 1978, p. 523.

» Robert O. Keohane and Joseph S. Nye, “Power and Interdependence Revisited”,
International Organisation Vol. 41, No. 4, 1987, pp. 725-753, p. 735.
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preferences.”'® And, finally, they recognised the role of the learning process, whether
individual or group, in explaining changes within regime and state policies.'”'

For the above mentioned reasons, the extent to which the complex interdependence
approach can be useful in interpreting the international-domestic dynamics of post-
communist transition is limited, in particular, because it does not sufficiently address the

role of domestic politics in general, and of leaders/elites in particular.

International Dimension of Transition: International Institutions and
Conditionality

One dimension within the functionalist framework which proves to be more
applicable to post-communist transition, and which to some extent sees the transition
process as extending beyond the state and domestic level, stresses the importance of the
international context in which transition occurs.!”? The main argument of this approach is
that the process of democratisation in a single country in transition is, to a large extent,
affected by the international/regional context in which it takes place.

Discussing the forms of influence of international actors on democratisation in the
context of the Latin American and Southern European transitions, Whitehead distinguished
three “sub-contexts for the exercise of international influence™: contagion, when
democracy is promoted through proliferation of one country’s experience into another
through neutral ways; control, when democracy is promoted through coercive means such
as sanctions or invasion; and consent, which “involves a complex set of interactions
between international pressures and domestic groups that generates new democratic norms

and expectations from below.”'? Philippe Schmitter adds to these three forms of external

1% Keohane and Nye, 1987, p. 753.
11 Keohane and Nye, 1987, p. 752.
122 Geoffrey Pridham and Paul Lewis (eds.), Stabilizing Fragile Democracies: Comparing

New Party Systems in Southern and Eastern Europe, New York and London: Routledge,
1996.

52



influence a fourth one: conditionality, which is a more recent form of promoting
democracy. He defines conditionality as a “deliberate use of coercion — by attaching
specific conditions to the distribution of benefits to recipient countries — on the part of
multilateral institutions.”'* In most post-communist countries democratisation takes place
in an environment where elements of both consent and conditionality are present.

The experience of Eastern Europe and the former Soviet Union suggests that the
existence of a favourable international environment has indeed had an obvious effect on
the democratisation processes in these countries. According to Pridham, the international
dimension plays a more important role in Eastern Europe than in Southern Europe and
Latin America partly because of the simultaneity of political and economic reforms.'” By
analysing and comparing the role of external actors in transition in Southern and East-
Central Europe, Hyde-Price argues that in theories of regime change, the role of
international actors should be reconsidered.!” The difference in the trajectories of
transition in post-communist states can be attributed somewhat to the type of external
actors that influence democratisation in those countries, and the extent of their influence.
It is common sense that, due to their geographic and cultural proximity to the West, East
European countries and the Baltic States were given more political, economic, and security
incentives to democratise their countries and to comply with international norms than the
other republics of the former Soviet Union. The further eastward we move, the less
democratic the countries appear to be, with the Central Asian Republics being the least

democratic in that list.

103" Laurence Whitehead, “Three International Dimensions of Democratisation”, in
Lawrence Whitehead (ed.), The International Dimensions of Democratisation: Europe and
the Americas, Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1996, p. 15.

194 Philippe Schmitter, “The Influence of the International Context upon the Choice of
National Institutions and Policies in Neo-Democracies” in Whitehead, 1996, p. 30.
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However, there was no essential difference between Ukraine and Belarus in terms
of their communist past, starting conditions or proximity to the west. Moreover, ranking
Yugoslavia, Belarus and Turkmenistan together in the same progress group cannot be
explained by geography. In addition, external factors have not necessarily had a positive
impact on all transition countries. They have often created controversial attitudes not only
among the population but also among the decision makers because of the deteriorating
economies and the growing income inequality in the region resulting from radical
economic reforms. The policy pursued by the IMF and the World Bank has been widely
criticised because “there is little evidence that it leads to improved economic policy, but it
does have adverse political effects because countries resent having conditions imposed on

themsslo'/

One can agree that compared to earlier transitions, the post-communist transition
occurs within significantly different domestic, state, international, and global
environments. While pursuing the same general goal, the tasks and, therefore, the policy
goals that the states of the post-communist transition have before them, are very different
from those facing the states of the post-authoritarian transition. Therefore, one can
conclude that a different approach can and should be applied both in theory and in practice
for understanding and promoting post-communist transition processes. In the existing
policy paradigm, the aid — or support, in the terminology I suggest -- of the international
community is channelled to those countries where it appears to get the maximum return. It
is not always clear, however, whether the aid is the cause of transition success in these
countries. The rest of the countries which, for objective reasons, have more difficulties and
therefore, a slower transition pace, naturally need more support internationally but are not
in the list of successful transitions. From that point of view, Carothers’s conclusion is to
the point:

Much of the democracy aid based on this paradigm is exhausted. Where the
paradigm fits well — in the small number of clearly successful transitions --

17 See Joseph E. Stiglitz, Globalisation and Its Discontents, W.W. Norton & Company:
New York, London, 2002. p.46
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the aid is not much needed. Where democracy aid is needed most, in many
gray-zone countries, the paradigm fits poorly.108
The core question when looking at a transition country, according to Carothers,
should be what is happening politically in that particular country, not how its democratic
transition is going. Carothers adds:

A whole generation of democracy aid is based on the transition paradigm,
above all the typical emphasis on an institutional “checklist” as a basis for
creating programs, and the creation of nearly standard portfolios of aid
projects consisting of the same diffuse set of efforts--some judicial reform,
parliamentary strengthening, civil society assistance, media work, political
party development, civil education, and electoral programs... Democracy
promoters need to focus on the key political patterns of each country in
which they intervene, rather than trying to do little of everything according
to a template of ideal institutional forms.'®

My interest in this statement is not the policy side of the issue but rather the fact
that such a policy is based on the existing democratic paradigm, which is clearly built on a
problematical theoretical premise.

Transition costs are naturally higher in some countries than in others, depending on
their respective starting conditions, historical and cultural differences, and political
processes, among other things. Therefore, there should be greater international support for
these countries to integrate them domestically, internationally, and as a state. This is not
at all to suggest that the poorer the performance of a country in democratisation and market
reforms, the more foreign aid it deserves. What I mean is that there are countries that have
been trying to progress with reforms but, as a result of radical reforms advocated by
international actors and the absence of quick results, have ended up with eroded domestic
and international support. Meanwhile, the international community has its own
expectations for a particular state. Therefore, there is a need for setting the right balance
not only between international support and demand, but also between mutual demands and

supports along the domestic-state-international continuum.

1% Thomas Carothers, “The End of the Transition Paradigm”, Journal of Democracy
Vol.13, No.1, 2002, pp. 5-21, p.18.

199 Carothers, 2002, pp. 18-19.
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To what extent is the international dimension of democratization by itself a
sufficient explanation of the progress and regress in post-communist transitions? I think
Jacoby Wade’s observation answers this question. He notes that:

Setting up external influences as a freestanding alternative explanation to
domestic considerations is not promising, for two reasons. First
empirically...external influences can almost never have any real purchase
unless they operate in tandem with domestic influences. Second,
conceptually, if we cast external influences as an exotic alternative form of
policy change, we are likely to produce ad hoc theories with no clear
relationship to the broader literature.''°

Valerie Bunce’s observation is also important to consider when discussing the role

of external factors:

with the positive changes that external assistance has brought, ... it can also
expand domestic inequalities in power and money; create dependency; be
fickle and ill-suited to local needs and cultures; generate divisions within
opposition groups; and construct a fragile civil society that is quickly
depleted once the pay-off arrives of a democratic turn. Moreover, when
democracy promoters place too much emphasis on the importance of
external assistance, they undervalue the role of local activists, their rich

history of struggle, and the risks that they are taking to promote regime
change.“1

Political conditionality is an instrument for setting a balance between international
demands and supports, which has been used by the international community to encourage
democracy, market, and security reforms. Defined as the use of material incentives to bring
about a desired change in the behavior of a target state, conditionality is the typical

incentives-based policy.''?
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56



Political conditionality entails the linking, by a state or an international
organisation, of perceived benefits to another state (such as aid, trade
concessions, cooperation agreements, or international organisation
membership) to the fulfilment of conditions relating to the protection of
human rights and the advancement of democratic principles.113

One of the key defining features of the concept of conditionality is that it operates
in an environment of power asymmetry between dominant and subordinate actor(s). '**
However, this feature is often not in harmony with the aim discussed above of
conditionality to set a balance between international and domestic mutual demands and
supports.

There has been a steady evolution and expansion of conditionality since the end of
the Second World War, with an increasing linkage between aid disbursement and
conditions imposed by donors, and a greater complexity in the nature of the conditionality.
International conditionality has evolved from “first generation” economic conditionality to
a “second generation” of combined economic and political conditionality. '*°

The post-Soviet transition, as mentioned already, is unique in the sense that
political and economic systems must be transformed simultaneously. The international
community has been willing to see countries in transition both successfully building and
consolidating democracy and building a market economy, without prioritising either of
these objectives. The full international integration of these states, which requires more
time, supposes the successful realisation of both tasks.

Although unsystematically, international organisations have started targeting more

linkages among different issue areas. Based on this, they have further developed their

conditionalities, spreading them to new policy dimensions, in addition to the core and

'3 Karen E. Smith “Western Actors and the Promotion of Democracy” in Zielonka, Jan
and Alex Pravda (eds.),Democratic Consolidation in Eastern Europe Volume 2:
International and Transnational Factors, Oxford University Press, 2001, pp. 31-57, p. 37.

114 James Hughes, Gwendolyn Sasse, and Claire Gordon, Europeanization and
Regionalization in the EU’s Enlargement to Central and Eastern Europe: the Myth of
Conditionality, Palgrave Macmillan, 2004.
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original dimensions for which they were initially designed. In other words, there was a
paradigm shift in Western aid conditionality in the early 1990s to supplement neo-liberal
economic policies and administrative reform. Policy-makers started placing much greater
emphasis on the export of Western political norms, in what is often referred to as
“democracy promotion” or “democracy-building”. In fact, that shift has developed
gradually since the 1980s and it was not triggered by the fall of communism.''°

Recently, there has been more and more involvement by the World Bank and the
IMF in political, rather than economic, programmes in countries in transition, such as
programmes of “good governance” or anti-corruption programmes, for example. At the
same time, international political organisations have begun to condition their relations on
the transition countries’ economic performance. In recent years, even the Organisation for
Security and Co-operation in Europe has started to develop a so called “Economic
Dimension.” Even NATO, which is a political-military organisation, has developed some
economic, democratic, and human-rights criteria within the “Membership Action Plan” for
transition countries aspiring to become NATO members. NATO’s conditions for
admission require applicants, besides being actively involved in the organisation’s
Partnership for Peace programme, to spend not less than 2 percent of GNP on defence and
to upgrade their military equipment, logistics, and weapons systems to make them
compatible and interoperable with NATO’s forces; to demonstrate that they have a
functioning democracy and market economy; to institutionalise democratic civilian control
over the military; and to resolve existing ethnic conflicts and territorial disputes with
neighbouring states.

The best example of a new generation of conditionality is perhaps that of the EU,
which successfully blended first generation economic conditionality of market.
liberalization-and administrative reform and second generation political conditionality of
democracy promotion, rule of law and respect for human rights as part of its accession
strategy. However, as Hughes and Sasse noted, even the EU’s well-balanced conditionality
model has its negative side effects. Based on their regional survey, they concluded that

“the domestication of donor norms through aid conditionality [in the process of EU

""® Hughes, Sasse, and Gordon, 2004, p.16.
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enlargement] has tended to override and marginalize local knowledge and supplant rival
models as they are necessarily presented as “inferior.”!!’

Given the extent to which East European countries want benefits from the West,
Karen Smith suggests, the use of conditionality could provide a strong push towards
democratisation. However, she makes one simple but important observation: the East
European countries have not all been offered the same benefits. Moreover, in some
countries there is an even greater need for the international community’s support for
promoting democracy and market reforms than in others. In my opinion, applying
conditionality with its current logic -- the way it is conceptualised, formed, and measured -
- ends up isolating the so called poor-performing states, grouping all transition countries as
either good and bad reformers. If domestic political processes are not taken into account, if
they are not given higher priority and if normative transition criteria are set artificially,
conclusions can be hasty and superficial. Reforms may proceed slowly in some countries
not because aid is used inefficiently but, for example, because they started the transition
process from farther behind, have had to overcome legacies and cultural, ideological, and
other obstacles, and therefore, have also sunk into complicated domestic politics.
Consistency in applying this kind of conditionality complicates things even further. From
this point of view, Karen Smith’s observation is to the point.

The emphasis which most East European countries have given to joining
European multilateral institutions has provided a powerful imperative for
continuing with democratisation so that they can meet the membership
conditions. While in several countries this imperative has merely
supplemented domestic forces, in others, it has had more of an impact.''®

Bruce Parrot’s statement that “In Eastern Europe, a desire to be admitted to NATO
and the European Union has tempered the political conduct even of lagging states such us

Romania” emphasises the importance of the mutual dependence of domestic and

" Hughes, Sasse, and Gordon, p. 14.
1% Smith, 2001, p. 54.
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international forces in the transition process.!'” The international community’s ability to
impact on a particular transition country depends, on the one hand, on the extent to which
the country is sensitive to international pressure and seeks the rewards offered and, on the
other hand, on what the international community itself is ready to suggest to or demand
from the country in order to ensure that country’s transition succeeds. EU and NATO
membership, as already mentioned, has not been offered to all transition countries. “Where
there is little or no possibility that countries will be allowed to join the most exclusive
organisations, the West may not be so influential because it cannot and will not hold all the
most significant carrots.”'*°

Alexander Cooley finds a strong link between the type of conditionality and its
transformative impact on states in transition. He divides five different types of Western
external actors into three groups, depending on their type of conditionality. Those external
actors that deserve attention, according to Cooley, are international non-governmental
organisations, multilateral companies, international financial institutions, the EU, and
NATO."?! To what extent this list is complete and exhaustive is arguable. I would
undoubtedly add to it at least such organisations as the World Trade Organisation, which
has played an essential role in bringing the trade and economic policies of the transition
countries up to world standards and integrating them finally into the world trade system. 1
would also include the Council of Europe (CoE), which has also played a significant role
in building democracy and sustaining and consolidating democratic practices in the states
and societies in transition. It continues to play a unique role, especially in those countries
that have not been offered EU membership. The OSCE is another organisation that has had

a crucial role both in security and in democracy and human rights matters in the post-
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communist transition space. Finally, the role of individual governments, such as that of the
U.S. government, strongly supporting transition processes, should be mentioned.'?

However, what is essential in this debate is not so much the list of external actors as
the type of conditionality each of these organisations applies and their respective
transformative impact on reforms in the transitional countries. Cooley identifies three types
of conditionality and three qualities of transformative impact, respectively, and classifies
the external actors accordingly. The first type is external actors with low conditionality and
with limited transformative impact. The second group of actors has moderate
conditionality and mixed transformative impact. Finally, the third type has high
conditionality and, accordingly, major transformative impact. The record of the
relationship between external actors and countries in transition indicates that international
non-governmental organisations and multinational companies have affected the course of
post-communist transition the least, since they have few instruments to enforce change in
the countries of post-communist transition. International financial institutions constitute
the second category of external actors. Among them, the World Bank and the IMF have
had the most active role in the post-communist transition space. These two organisations
mainly act hand in hand, with the IMF setting the rules of the game. The IMF operates on
the principle of economic conditionality. There is no formal way of enforcing its
conditions except by refusing loans or delaying the release of subsequent loans, in the case
of non-compliance by the borrower country. The problem with this type of organisation, in
general -- irrespective of the substantive effectiveness of the enforced prescriptions -- is
that the conditions, the criteria for assessment, and the subsequent funding for each country
have been very subjective and therefore widely different for different countries. According
to experts, there seems to be little correlation between the volume of reforms implemented
by borrower countries and the volume of IMF funding they receive. It is difficult to
disagree with Cooley when he points out that:

... of all the external actors, the EU and NATO have exerted the most
profound impact on the transition process. By making membership in a
Western international organisation contingent on the adoption of strict and
detailed conditions, both NATO and the EU have done far more to expedite

122 On the role of US assistance to democracy promotion see Steven E. Finkel, Anibal
Perez-Linard, and Mitchel A. Seligson, “The Effects of US Foreign Assistance on
democracy Building 1990-2003”, World Politics 59, Vol. 3, 2007, pp.401-439.
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the transition than the other external actors and their aid packages taken
together.'”

Even the prospect of joining these organisations for the countries in transition often
means more than loans and aid packages designed for, and directed at, economic reforms
of this or that sphere of a transitional country’s economy. Motyl calls ‘losers’ those
countries that do not have the prospect of membership in the EU and NATO:

With respect to prospects for membership, the European Union and the
North Atlantic Treaty Organisation have given preference to the most
advanced countries and, thereby, have effectively relegated the second and
third clusters to a single category: the outsiders or, less generously, the
losers...non-membership in EU and NATO structures is tantamount to
exclusion from a political-economic space that is undergoing rapid — even
if somewhat indeterminate -- institutional change.'**

It is obvious that the demands presented to a state in transition, which threaten its
stability and have a disintegrative effect, will not be welcomed by the respective
government and domestic society. Any conditionality must take into account the political
realities existing at the international, domestic, and state levels. Conditionality based on
artificially made links and criteria will themselves produce conflicts or further aggravate
existing conflicts. From this point of view, particular attention should be given to both the
horizontal linkages that exist among different policy or issue areas within the state in
transition and the vertical linkages existing among different levels during the transition

countries.
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International Socialisation Approach

While the studies of the international dimension in post-communist transition focus
on the role of conditionality as a foreign policy instrument to promote democracy and
liberal market reforms, they do not go further to explore how conditionality works and why
some types of international conditionality are more effective than others. A relatively
recent effort to explore those issues in the context of the European and transatlantic
integration of Central and East European countries has used the framework of international
socialisation.

The international socialisation approach fits into the debates between rationalism
and constructivism in IR theory and between sociological theories of institutionalism and
socialisation. Constructivists argue that institutions shape member-state behaviour though
international socialisation. Rationalist institutionalists explain compliance by the use of
positive and negative incentives, which constrain and empower states and domestic actors
by allocating differential costs to alternative courses of action.!?

The classical definition of socialisation defines it as a process of inducting actors
into the norms and rules of a given community.'?® The outcome of socialisation is
sustained compliance based on the internalization of these new norms. According to
Schimmelfennig and Sedelmeier, the adoption of community rules [by the states] takes
place through switching from following a logic of consequences to a logic of
appropriateness.The logic of consequences assumes “strategic, instrumentally rational
actors who seek to maximize their own power and welfare.” The logic of appropriateness
implies that actors are motivated by internalized identities, values, and norms. This
adoption is sustained over time and is quite independent from a particular structure of

material incentives or sanctions.'?’
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Observing the dynamics of socialisation in contemporary Europe, Checkel
distinguishes two types of socialisation/internalisation that derive from the logic of
appropriateness: Type I socialisation implies that agents know what is socially acceptable
in a given setting or community. They learn the role and behave in accordance with
expectations -- irrespective of whether they like the role or agree with it.

Type II socialisation/internalisation goes beyond role playing and implies that
agents accept community or organizational norms as “the right thing to do.” It implies that
agents adopt the interests, or even possibly the identity, of the community which they are a
part, 128

A further, and I think helpful, step to adapt socialisation theory to explain the
political process of norm internationalisation is to introduce a third mechanism, strategic
calculation of costs and benefits, alongside role-playing and normative suasion. Although,
as Checkel notes, such a rational choice approach is alien to a socialisation model, it is
important for distinguishing between situations in which change results from socialisation
and situations in which it is induced by a calculation of costs and benefits.'”® 1 find this
helpful, first, because no single theory explains the complex process of change in
transition. Therefore new attempts to integrate diverse analytical traditions are common
and may prove to be rewarding. Second, and especially in countries that are experiencing a
long and difficult transition with an indefinite final destination, the state, members of
society, and different agents do not seem to embrace the change equally, massively and
irreversibly. What happens before switching from a logic of consequences to one of
appropriateness? Finally, in the case of post-communist countries that have not been
offered EU membership, one cannot speak about well-established, agreed and undisputable
community norms for all. A rational choice approach assumes that agents carefully
calculate and seek to maximize given interests, adapting their behaviour to the norms and

rules favoured by the international community.” *°

1% Checkel, 2005, p. 804.
' Checkel, 2005, p. 805.
1% Checkel, 2005, p. 806.

64



Frank Schimmelfennig applied the international socialisation approach to the study
of the Central and Eastern European transition and the EU enlargement process. He finds
that the international socialisation of Central and Eastern Europe essentially takes place
through reinforcement based on strategic calculation. Although the introduction of
strategic calculations diverts socialisation theory from its classical understanding,
Schimmelfennig demonstrates in his analysis that the theory becomes better equipped to
analyse the political changes of post-communist transitions. Socialisation by reinforcement
implies that actors calculate the consequences of norm conformance rather than reflecting
on its appropriateness and they adapt their behaviour rather than changing their views,
interests, or identities.'*!

Schimmelfennig distinguishes reinforcement mechanisms along three dimensions:
first, reinforcement can be based on rewards or punishments; second, it can use tangible
(material or political) or intangible (social or symbolic) rewards and punishments; third, it
can proceed through an intergovernmental or a transnational channel. In intergovernmental
reinforcement by tangible rewards, the socialisation agency offers the governments of the
target states positive incentives, which would improve their security, welfare, or political
power and autonomy. Those rewards can be aid or membership, on the condition that a
target government conforms to the community norms and rules. In the case of non-
compliance, the socialisation agency simply withholds these rewards. This mechanism is
effective when the target government expects the promised rewards to be higher than the
costs of adaptation. In contrast, intergovernmental reinforcement by punishment means
that the socialisation agency threatens to punish the socializees in the case of non-
compliance. In this case, reinforcement by punishment is effective when the costs of
external punishment are higher for the target government than the costs of adaptation. The
rewards and punishments may be social rather than material, such as international
recognition, public praise, and invitations to intergovernmental meetings; the

corresponding punishments include exclusion, shaming, and shunning."*? In any case of

B Frank Schimmelfennig, “Strategic Calculation and International Socialization:
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intergovernmental reinforcement, behavioural adaptation is likely when targeted
governments expect the promised rewards to be greater than the costs of compliance.'*?

In transnational reinforcement, the socialisation agency uses rewards and
punishments to mobilize domestic groups in the target state to apply pressure on their
government to change its policy. Here too, the incentives can be material and social,
positive and negative.  As in cases of intergovernmental reinforcement, according to
Checkel, transnational reinforcement succeeds if the costs of putting pressure on the
government are lower for the societal actors than the expected community rewards, and if
they are strong enough to force the government to adapt to the norms and rules.'**

Although socialisation by reinforcement means conforming to norms based on
mere strategic calculations, Schimmelfennig does not exclude “sustained compliance based
on the internalization of these new norms.”’>* However, behavioural change will typically
precede internalization, and behavioural conformance will persis’i for an extended period of
time without internalization. Nevertheless, no matter how the actors internalise the norms,
a key question, especially critical in the context of post-communist transition, remains
under what conditions are incentives and rewards likely to promote behavioural
adaptation? Among the several possible options Checkel, Schimmelfennig, and others
especially emphasize the importance of political conditionality in the socialisation
process.'¢

While I have already discussed political conditionality as a critical part of
international dimension of transition in the post-communist context both as a concept and
as a policy instrument, it would be useful to discuss political conditionality as an
instrument of socialisation from the perspective of Checkel and Schimmelfennig. Viewing
conditionality as a mean of socialisation gives a fresh perspective to the concept that has
been largely debated and criticised and still remains one of the key and yet controversial

policy instruments in the relationship of international regimes and transition states.
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Although “Europeanization” is not the focus of my dissertation, the study of
conditionality in the European Union enlargement process provides rich new data to
explore the mechanisms and conditions of international institutional effects, the adoption
of international norms and rules and the application of international socialisation to those
cases provides a fresh perspective.

Schimmelfennig and Sedelmeier suggest three models of rule adoption. The “social
learning” model follows a logic of appropriateness and emphasizes identification of a non-
member state with the EU and persuasion of the legitimacy of the EU rules as a key
condition for rule adoption, rather than the provision of material incentives by the EU. The
second model suggested by Schimmelfennig and Sedelmeier is called “lesson-drawing”. It
differs by focusing on the adoption of EU rules by the non-member states themselves
irrespective of the EU’s material incentives or persuasion. The third model is the “external
incentives model”, which “captures the dynamics of underpinning EU conditionality. It
follows the logic of consequences and is driven by the external rewards and sanctions that
the EU adds to the cost-benefit calculations of the rule-adopting state.”*’ Thus,
Schimmelfennig and Sedelmeier also conclude that the process of rule adoption can be
either EU-driven or domestically driven.

According to the “external incentive” model, the EU can offer two kinds of rewards
to non-member states for compliance to its conditionality: assistance and institutional ties.
Conditions work in two ways: intergovernmental bargaining, and differential
empowerment of domestic actors. The former works directly on the target government, for
which the main criteria for compliance is whether the benefits of EU rewards outweigh the
domestic adjustment costs of adopting EU rules and the opportunity costs of discarding the
rules promoted by other international actors. In the latter case, conditionality may change
the domestic opportunity structure, thus differentially empowering certain domestic actors
who have incentives to adopt EU rules. If the former case produces “top-down” processes,

the second case is more “bottom-up”. However, Schimmelfennig and Sedelmeier recognize

7 Frank Schimmelfennig and Ulrich Sedelmeier, “Introduction: Conceptualizing the
Europeanization of central and Eastern Europe”, in Frank Schimmelfennig and Ulrich
Sedelmeier (eds.), The Europeanization of Central and Eastern Europe, Ithaca and
London: Cornel University Press, 2005, p. 9.
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that it requires the decision of “the target government, which seeks to balance EU,
domestic, and other international pressures in order to maximize its own political

benefits.”!3?

The authors add that the cost-benefit balance depends on four sets of factors: the
determinacy of conditions, the size and speed of rewards, the credibility of threats and
promises, and the size of adoption costs. They formulate a determinacy hypothesis in the
following way: The likelihood of rule adoption increases if the rules are set as conditions
and the more determinate they are.'® The corresponding reward hypothesis assumes that
“the likelihood of rule adoption increases with the size and speed of reward.”'*® As for
credibility, Schimmelfennig and Sedelmeier suggest that:

The likelihood of adoption increases with the credibility of conditional
threats and promises. (1) The credibility of threats increases and the
credibility of promises decreases as the benefits of rewarding or the costs of
withholding the reward decrease: (2) credibility increases with the
consistency of, and internal consensus about, conditional policy; (3)
credibility decreases with cross-conditionality and increases with parallel or
additive conditionality; and (4) credibility decreases with information
asymmetries in favor of the target government.'*!

In line with this and based on the existing experience, Schimmelfennig, Engert and
Knobel argue that the likelihood of rule adoption has varied mainly with the size of
adoption costs. Provided that the credibility of EU political conditionality is high both with

regard to the promise of membership and the threat exclusion,

...it is the size of domestic political costs for the target government that
determines its propensity to meet EU demands. Generally, these costs
increase the more that EU conditions negatively affect the security and
integrity of the state, the government’s domestic power base, and its core
political practices of power preservation.'*?

% Schimmelfennig and Sedelmeier, 2005, p. 12.

1% Schimmelfennig and Sedelmeier, 2005, p. 13.

149 Schimmelfennig and Sedelmeier, 2005, p. 15,

! Schimmelfennig and Sedelmeier, 2005, p. 16.

42 Prank. Schimmelfennig, Stefan Eangert and Heiko Knobel, “The Impact of EU
Conditionality”, in Schimmelfennig and Sedelmeier, 2005, p. 29.
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It is hard to disagree with this statement, as well as with the central hypothesis that
the likelihood of rule adoption increases as the target governments’ domestic political costs
decrease. ‘

The key finding of the studies presented by these authors is that the influence of the
EU depends crucially on the context in which the EU uses its incentives. They distinguish
between the context of democratic conditionality and the context of accession
conditionality. In the former case, credible conditionality and adoption costs are key
variables. In the second case, key variables are credible membership perspective and the
setting of EU rules as requirement for membership.

Schimmelfennig and Sedelmeier find that the importance of adoption costs
contrasts sharply with the context of democratic conditionality.

As acquis conditionality does not concern the political system and the bases
of political power as such, governments generally do not have fear that the
costs of rule adoption in individual policy areas will lead to a loss of
office... Moreover, once a credible membership prospective has been
established, adoption costs in individual ?olicy areas are discounted against
the (aggregate) benefits of membership.'*

According to Schimmelfennig, among the channels and means used by European
regional organisations to promote their rules and norms, only intergovernmental
reinforcement offering the high and tangible reward of EU and NATO membership has the
potential to produce norm-conforming domestic change in norm-violating countries. What
is more important is that those incentives promoted sustained compliance only when the
domestic costs of adaptation for the target governments were low. However, this
observation is true for liberal democratic governments only, or for those that alternate
between liberal and nationalist-authoritarian governments. The authoritarian systems of
Eastern Europe have not been positively affected by EU or NATO membership incentives
at all.

43 Frank Schimmelfennig and Ulrich Sedelmeier, “Conclusions: The Impact of the EU on
the Accession Countries”, in Schimmelfennig and Sedelmeier, 2005, p 215.
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The international socialisation of Central and Eastern Europe thus provides
evidence for socialisation by reinforcement based on strategic calculation. Compliance
with community norms was set as a condition for reaping the political and material
benefits of membership in the community organizations, and non-member governments
weighed those benefits against the domestic political costs that adaptation would involve.
While the successful compliance by Central and East European countries to EU norms
during the enlargement process demonstrates the effectiveness of socialisation by
reinforcement based on rational choice, it is still questionable whether those states
internalised the norms and whether those international institutions were the relevant
promoters of internalization.'"** Schimmelfennig is very cautious about attributing the
internalisation of new rules only to external factors, i.e. international institutions. First, the
study shows that there was sustained compliance with liberal norms (which means an
internalisation of norms) in those Central and Eastern Europe (CEE) countries where
liberal parties dominated. However, those countries had attained high conformance levels
ahead of EU or NATO accession conditionality, which means that the contribution of
international institutions to internalization could have been small.

At best, they have helped to reinforce and stabilize a pre-existing domestic
consensus (which may well have formed by diffuse transnational influences
during the Cold War). It is highly probable that these countries would have
embarked and continued on the path of democratic consolidation in the
absence of any norm promotion by international organizations, be it in the
form of persuasion, social influence, or membership incentives.'®’

Second, the study found that international institutions were successful promoters of
norms and rules in response to EU and NATO membership conditionality especially in
countries with a mixed political constellation."*® In these cases of clear external impact,
however, the switch to internalization is not sufficiently evident yet. EU and NATO

membership conditionality was in place until the end of the period of examination (2003).

"“Schimmelfennig, 2005, p. 856.
1> Schimmelfennig, 2005, p. 856.

16 Schimmelfennig, 2005, p. 856.
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Thus it cannot be excluded that norm conformance was driven by external incentives rather
than internalization.

Michael E. Smith and Mark Webber suggest that as membership drew closer, the
alignment with CFSP positions increased and “as such the process could be said to reflect
both a rational logic of membership conditionality as well as a process of social learning.”
However, they are quite pessimistic about the democratic conditionality presented even by
the ENP action plan or any prior EU instruments:

Because ENP, by contrast, lacks the “ultimate reward” of membership, it is
conducted in a much less intensely institutionalized setting. Consequently,
while CFSP alignment even among the acceding states had an often
symbolic and declarative quality, that with the ENP partners may be even
more hollow, as both the incentives for constructive engagement and the
barriers to defection are fewer and less substantive. '’

While the international socialisation hypothesis seems to fit well in explaining how
international institutions influence domestic policy in the post-communist context in
Europe, there are some disagreements with the findings of Checkel, Schimmelfennig and
Sedelmeier. Some studies also based on quantitative tests reported only limited
socialisation effects even in Europe. Kelley, for instance, showed that traditional rational
choice mechanisms, such as membership conditionality, motivated most behaviour change
in the EU enlargement process, while socialisation-based methods rarely changed
behaviour. The latter were effective only when the domestic opposition was low and the
effect was only moderate. “As domestic opposition grew, membership conditionality was
not only increasingly necessary to change behaviour, but it was also surprisingly
effective.”’*® Further studies have tried to follow up on the international socialisation

debate and to clarify exactly how much change in domestic policy can be explained by the

7 Michael E. Smith and Mark Webber, “Political Dialogue and Security: the CFSP and
ESDP”, in Katja Weber, Michael E. Smith and Michael Baun (eds.), Governing Europe’s
Neighbourhood: Partners or Periphery?, Manchester University Press, 2008.

% Judith Kelley, “International Actors on the Domestic Scene: Membership Conditionality
and Socialization by International Institutions”, International Organization 58, No. 3,
2004, pp.425-457.
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socialisation effect of international organizations. David Bearce and Stacy Bondanella, for
instance, tried to collect a larger set of data and to test statistically the constructivists’
international socialisation hypothesis. While they were able to provide some evidence to
support the validity of the international socialisation hypothesis, the study also revealed it
limits. In particular, they showed that unstructured IGOs have no effect in promoting

member state interest convergence.'*

Conclusion

To sum up, in this chapter I have briefly discussed theories of international regime,
complex interdependence and socialisation. I have also tackled the international dimension
of democratisation, the role of international institutions and conditionality in promoting
post-communist transition.

I concluded that the applicability of complex interdependence theory is restricted.
The concept of linkage, the role of domestic actors and the learning process are extremely
important for analysing and explaining the complex process of domestic transformation
and international integration of transition countries. The lack of attention paid to these
aspects in the theory of complex interdependence limits its applicability to post-communist
transition studies. International regime theories also, because of their weaknesses, can have
only limited application for studying post-communist transition. The value of the
international dimension of democratisation, as one of the functionalist approaches to
transition, is that it brings external factors into the explanation of post- communist
transition in studies that had previously focused solely on domestic factors in the process
of regime change and democratic consolidation. However, as Jacoby points out on the

basis of more recent empirical studies of the role of external factors in post-communist

> The authors refer to unstructured intergovernmental organisations as those lacking
formal bureaucratic, executive, and judicial organs. David H. Bearce and Stacy
Bondanella, “Intergovernmental Organizations, Socialization, and Member-State Interest
Convergence”, International Organization 61, No. 4, 2007, pp.703-33, p.703; 725.

72



transition, “the focus on external influences is a growth area for good conceptual work
only if it addresses the union of foreign and domestic influences.”'>°

As for conditionality, for a large group of transition countries and for the case
studies in my thesis, the only type of international conditionality that has been available is
the democratic conditionality. While not excluding the possibility of some socialisation
effect in this group of transition countries, undoubtedly the changes have been influenced
mainly by democratic conditionality, since for most of them, accession conditionality was
not available.

Socialisation theories do, to some extent, fill the gap that exists in explaining how
international regimes and international organisations transfer international norms to
domestic societies and domestic actors. However, overall they still tend to be about top-
down processes of internalisation of international norms rather than about the dynamic
interaction among domestic, state and international levels. As discussed above,
socialisation based on a rational choice approach, or socialisation by reinforcement is
more applicable for post-communist transition studies, than other types of socialisation. In
my opinion, it also leaves more room for taking into account domestic actors’ strategic
calculations and consequent actions. Therefore, this concept can be helpful for studying the
interaction and interplay among domestic, state and international levels, which is an
important issue in my thesis. For this purpose, in the next chapter I will analyse to what
extent the existing IR and transition literature covers the interaction and interplay among

different policy areas and different levels, before developing a new framework of analysis.

1% Jacoby, 2006, p.625.
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CHAPTER 3

Establishing the Framework

Although there are numerous attempts to theorise domestic-foreign linkages, the
theoretical literature of international relations does not provide a unified approach which
can incorporate domestic level variables in a systematic and consistent manner.
Developing such a unified theory is inherently interdisciplinary, inasmuch as it deals with
both domestic politics and international relations.

In this chapter, first, I review the theories that analyse various aspects of domestic
and foreign policy relationships and try to identify the concepts that can be useful in
analysing the multi-issue and multilevel dynamics of post-communist transition. Second,
based on the relevant theories of International Relations and Political Science that I have
reviewed in chapters one and two and in the first part of this chapter, I sketch a framework
and construct the core arguments that I will apply to the group of countries of post-

communist transition.

Methodological Issues of the Domestic-Foreign Policy Relationship

There is wide discussion on the issue of domestic and foreign policy linkages.
Hans Morgenthau, Kenneth Waltz, Stephen Krasner, Thomas Risse-Kappen, James
Rosenau, Joseph Nye, Andrew Moravscik, Richard Rosecrance, Fareed Zakaria, Robert
Putnam, Robert Keohane, Hellen Milner, Susan Strange, and others have done extensive
research on domestic-foreign relations. The concepts and models suggested by these
authors shed light on many significant aspects and structures of foreign-domestic policy
linkages. However, the limitations of these suggested concepts are widely criticised in the
existing international relations literature.

A review of the literature shows how differently various schools of thought at
different periods have treated the issue. At one point, international outcomes were often
explained by national and sub-national characteristics; at other times great emphasis was

placed on systems. Currently, however, there is a growing consensus among theorists that
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systemic and domestic level theorising is mutually complementary. In this respect, both
neo-liberals and neo-realists acknowledge the necessity of greater efforts to forge
theoretical links between domestic politics and international relations.

As Zakaria writes, in the literature of international relations it is fast becoming
commonplace to assert the importance of domestic politics and call for more research on

the subject:

After over a decade of vigorous debates about realism, structural realism,
neoliberal institutionalism, and hegemonic stability theory, political
scientists are shifting their attention to the internal sources of foreign
policy. Some even contend that realism’s dictum about the “primacy of
foreign policy” is wrong, and that the domestic politics of states are the key
to understanding world events. Diplomatic history has been under fire for
over two decades for its focus on elite decision-making, and with the rise of
the “new history,” younger historians have increasingly written about the
underlying social, economic, and ideological influences on high politics.
They have not, however, placed their particular explanations within the
context of international relations theory. Most theories of international
politics have, quite to the contrary, focused on the nature of international
system and ignored what goes on behind state doors, treating it as the
province of comparative politics, a different sub-field of political
science.

The renewed focus on anarchy in international politics has led to the creation of a
sharp distinction between domestic and international politics. Politics internationally is
seen as characterised primarily by anarchy, while domestically, centralised authority
prevails. One of the most explicit statements of this position is in Waltz’s Theory of
International Politics. He makes a strong distinction between the areas:

The parts of domestic political system stand in relations of super- and
subordination. Some are entitled to command; others are required to obey.
Domestic systems are centralized and hierarchic. The parts of international
political systems stand in relations of coordination. Formally each is the
equal of all the others. None is entitled to command; none is required to
obey. International systems are decentralized and anarchic.'*

51 pareed Zakaria, “Realism and Domestic Politics,” International Security Vol. 17, No. 1,
1992, pp. 177-198.

132 K enneth Waltz, Theory of International Politics, Reading, Mass: Addison-Wesley,
1979, p. 88.
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Moreover, Waltz sees international politics as the only true “politics.” He writes:

National politics is the realm of authority, of administration, and of law.
International politics is the realm of power, of struggle, and of
accommodation. The international realm is pre-eminently a political one.
The national realm is variously described as being hierarchic, vertical,
centralized, heterogeneous, directed, and contrived; and the international
realm, as being anarchic, horizontal, decentralized, homogeneous,
undirected, and mutually adaptive.'>

It is difficult to agree with the strict division between national and international
politics. For the purposes of this study, this is a starting point. I fully share Milner’s

critique of such a distinction between domestic and international politics:

Disputes among political parties, local and national officials, the executive
and the legislature, different geographic regions, different races, capital and
labour, industry and finance, organized and unorganised groups, and so on
over who gets how much and when occur constantly within the nation.
...Who is the highest authority in the United States? The people, the states,
the Constitution, the executive, the Supreme Court, or even Congress. De
jure, the Constitution, but de facto, it depends upon the issue.'**

This observation need not be limited to the United States. Authority in some states
may be fairly centralised, while in others it is highly decentralised, as in the debate over
“strong” and “weak” states.'”” On the other hand, the international system may also evince
different levels of centralization and decentralization, depending on time and the issue. As
Milner and others make clear, Waltz’s distinction between domestic and international
arenas based on the role and significance of force is problematic. As Morgenthau writes:

The essence of international politics is identical with its domestic
counterpart. Both domestic and international politics are struggle for power,

153 Waltz, 1979, p. 113.

134 Helen V. Milner, “The Assumption of Anarchy in International Relations Theory: a Critique” in
Helen V. Milner, Interest, Institutions and Information: Domestic Politics and International
Relations, Princeton University Press, 1997, pp. 155-158.

133 peter J. Katzenstein (ed.), Between Power and Plenty: Foreign Economic Policies of Advanced
Industrial States, University of Wisconsin Press, 1978.
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modified only by the different conditions under which this struggle takes
place in the domestic and international spheres. The tendency to dominate,
in particular, is an element of all human associations, from the family
through fraternal and professional associations and local political
organisations, to the state... Finally, the whole political life of a nation,
particularly of a democratic nation, from the local to the national level, is a
continuous struggle for power.'*®

Milner refers to other thinkers such as Carr, Claude, Rosenau, and Fox to
strengthen her point that the sharp distinction between the realms is difficult to maintain
empirically. More importantly, it is disadvantageous from the theoretical, epistemological
point of view. The radical dichotomy between international and domestic politics seems to
represent a conceptual and theoretical step backward. '’

Rosenau also warns against such an isolationist approach:

One reason for the lack of conceptual links is that most students in the
international field have not treated their subject as local politics writ large.
Instead, like advocates of bipartisanship in foreign policy, most students
tend to view politics as “stopping at the water’s edge” and consider that
something different, international politics and foreign policy, takes place
beyond national boundaries. Consequently, so much emphasis has been
placed on the dissimilarities between international and other types of
politics that the similarities have been overlooked and the achievement of
conceptual unity has been made much more difficult.'*®

The point that politics is the same in the two arenas and that “domestic and
international politics are but two different manifestations of the same phenomenon: the

struggle for power” is very important also for epistemology.’” As William Fox adds:

156 Hans Morgenthau and Kenneth Thompson, Politics Among Nations the Struggle for
Power and Peace, (6th edition), New York: Knopf, 1985, pp. 39-40.

157 Milner, 1997, p. 5.
158 Milner, 1997, p. 6.

159 Inis L. Claude, Power and International Relations, New York: Random House, 1962,
p. 231.
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Putting “power” rather than “the state” at the centre of political science
makes it easier to view international relations as one of the political
sciences. So conceived, it is possible for some scholars to move effortlessly
along the seamless web which connects world politics and politics of such
less inclusive units as the state or the locality, and to emphasise the political
process, group behaviour, communications studies, conflict resolution, and
decision-making.'®

Peter Gourevitch’s analysis of the current studies exploring the interaction between
international relations and domestic politics finds that the traditional distinction between
the two is dead. But the two branches of political science have, at the very least, differing
sensibilities. The international relations specialist may, if dissatisfied with pure
international system explanations, make his or her own exploration into domestic politics,
still having as an ultimate goal the understanding of international dynamics. This voyage
can frequently bring back discoveries most useful to the comparativists. In the same way,
the international system may itself become an explanatory variable to explain the nature of
the domestic structure. Instead of being a cause of international politics, domestic structure
may be a consequence of it. And international systems, too, become causes instead of
consequences. Gourevitch finds that in using domestic structure as a variable for
explaining foreign policy, much of the literature is “apolitical.” It stresses structural
features of domestic regimes which constrain policy, regardless of the content of the
interests seeking goals through public policy or the political orientation of the persons in
control of the state machine.'®

In the 1970s, the centrality of government itself in the formulation of foreign policy
was the question. Nye and Keohane, Edward Morse, Karl Kaiser, and others stressed the
growing role of transnational, international, and multinational actors, and global, non-
military forces. Instead of explaining foreign policy, which is implicitly state-centred, the

emphasis is on explaining “international regimes” in various issue areas, and not just the

1% William T. R. Fox, American Study of International Relations: Essays, Columbia:
University of South Carolina Press, 1968, p. 20.

181 peter Gourevitch “The second image reversed: the international sources of domestic
politics”, International Organisation Vol. 32, Issue 4, 1978, pp. 881-912, p. 882.
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international system, which essentially stresses military power. Countries differ in these
issue areas according to their “sensitivity” and “vulnerability” in various domains. Nye and
Keohane call this model “complex interdependence” and explore the conditions under
which it, rather than another paradigm, is the most applicable.'? In this regard, Morse
makes an interesting observation:

All modern societies in interdependent situations acquire certain common
political characteristics such as strong welfare pressures, bureaucratisation,
legitimation problems which increase the relevance of domestic politics in
foreign policy-making compared to the classic period of diplomacy. Thus
the international and the domestic spheres become more important while
the intermediate level, national government, diminishes.'®*

The existence of some variance in response to changes in the international
environment requires some examination of domestic politics. There are numerous studies
of the importance of domestic politics, stressing different aspects as the more determining
ones: the presence and character of bureaucracy (Kissinger, Allison, Halperin); the strength
and autonomy of the state (Gilpin, Krasner, Katzenstein); the effect of the masses on
policymaking, or the lack of such pressure (Kissinger, Wilson); the perceptions of the
leaders (Jervis, Steinbrunner, Brecher); national style (Hoffmann); the character of
domestic coalitions (Gourevitch, Katzenstein); the level of modernization (Morse); and the
role of transnational actors in the given policy area (Nye and Keohane). After reviewing
the studies conducted on the issue, Gourevitch comes to the conclusion that it is difficult to
draw a strict demarcation line between international and domestic politics. Moreover, if
you focus on one of those levels, you are in danger of missing a whole range of variables
that can be found at the other level. I am fully sympathetic to Gourevitch’s conclusion that:

The international system is not only a consequence of domestic politics and
structures but a cause of them. Economic relations and military pressures
constrain an entire range of domestic behaviours, from policy decisions to
political forms. International relations and domestic politics are therefore so

12 Robert O. Keohane and Joseph S. Nye, Power and Interdependence: World Politics in
Transition, Boston: Little, Brown, 1977, p. 20.

163 Edward Morse, Modernization and the Transformation of International Relations, New
York Free Press, 1976.
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interrelated that they should be analysed simultaneously, as wholes... Some
leeway of response to pressure is always possible, at least conceptually.
The choice of response therefore requires explanation. Such an explanation
necessarily entails an examination of politics.'®

Harold Muller and Thomas Risse-Kappen write: “We see a growing consensus
among scholars that a complex model of international politics has to integrate the three
levels of analysis: society, political system, and international environment.'*® Rosenau calls
this task an Einsteinian one. Rapid advances at several levels have revealed that more
theorising is needed, that across-systems-level theory has much greater explanatory power

than within-systems-level theory.'®

He emphasises the necessity of conceptualising a
complex model of international politics. Of course, I agree with Rosenau that to elaborate
an “across systems” theory is a daunting task. However, what is important is that it should
not be assumed that one can construct such a model merely by combining domestic and
international factors in one. A mere juxtaposing of the two sets of variables will be a
useless exercise.

In this respect, I agree with Moravcsik that in order to explain the foreign policy of
states “the model should focus on the interaction of the three levels.”’” As Muller and

Risse-Kappen mention, it is important that “the alternative ‘primacies’ do not emerge as

164 Gourevitch, 1978, p. 911.

1*Harold Muller and Thomas Risse-Kappen, “From the Outside in and from the Inside
Out, International Relations, Domestic politics, and Foreign Policy” in David Skidmore
and Valerie M. Hudson (eds.), The Limits of State Autonomy: Societal Groups and Foreign
Policy Formulation, Westview Press, 1993, p. 26.

166 yames Rosenau, “Theorizing Across Systems: Linkage Politics Revisited” in Jonathan
Wilkenfeld (ed.), Conflict, Behaviour and Linkage Politics, NY: David McKay, 1973, pp.
25-26.

167 Andrew Moravesik, “Integrating International and Domestic Politics: A Theoretical
Introduction” (Chapter One) in Peter B. Evans, Harold K. Jacobson, Robert D. Putnam
(eds.), Double-Edged Diplomacy: International Bargaining and Domestic Politics,
University of California Press, Berkeley, Los Angeles, London, 1993, p. 18.
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mutually exclusive and generalisable hypotheses, but as two poles of a continuum of
possible combinations of external and internal factors influencing state actions.”®

Moravcsik divides current domestic theories of foreign policy into three
subcategories, according to the source of domestic policy posited by the analyst. First,
“society-centred” theories stress pressure from domestic social groups “through
legislatures, interest groups, elections, and public opinion.” Second, “state-centred”
domestic theories locate the sources of foreign policy behaviour within the administrative
and decision-making apparatus of the executive branch of the state. Third, theories of
“state-society relations” emphasise the institutions of representation, education, and
administration that link state and society.'®

Among international relations theorists, it is widely recommended that analysts
stick to a single level of analysis. Some, like David Singer, argue that different levels of
analysis are mutually exclusive, asserting that “one could not add these two types of
statements, systemic and domestic cause, together to achieve a cumulative growth of
empirical generalisations.” However, Singer hints in the same article that a framework
combining domestic and international explanations is possible."® Others concede that
domestic factors may be important, but tend to be empirically intractable. As we shall see,
a majority of international relations theorists recommend that analysts give priority to
international explanations and employ theories of domestic politics only as needed to
explain anomalies.

Moravcsik concludes that all sophisticated theories of international relations,
domestic and international, tend to concede that domestic actors are active participants in
foreign policymaking. The question that divides them is whether observed domestic
behaviour can best be accounted for by using international or domestic theory. Many
theorists favour the “residual variance” approach because it continues to privilege systemic

theory while permitting domestic politics to enter the analysis as an independent, but

168 Muller and Risse-Kappen, 1993, p. 32.
"Moravesik, 1993, pp. 6-7.

170 David Singer, “The Level-of-Analysis Problem in International Relations”, World
Politics Vol. 14, No. 1, 1961, pp.77-92.
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clearly secondary, influence on policy."”! Moravcsik criticises this approach for three

réasons:

First, the decision to begin with systemic, as opposed to domestic theory is
essentially arbitrary. Systemic theories are not inherently more
parsimonious, nor more powerful, nor more precise than their domestic
counterparts. Second, by privileging international-level theories and
bringing in domestic factors only as needed this approach tends to
encourage ad hoc interpretations rather than explicit theories about the
interaction between domestic and international politics. Rather than
calculating domestic and international interests simultaneously, such
theories often make inconsistent assumptions about the rationality or
preferences of statesmen, who are assumed to respond sometimes to
external incentive, and sometimes to internal incentives. Third, the
sequential use of domestic theories of interest and international theories of
bargaining, even where domestic factors are treated as prior to systemic
ones, is at best incomplete, since, with only a few contemporary exceptions,
such explanations have ignored the influence of domestic factors on
international bargaining. The effects of domestic factors are not limited to
the process of interest formation, but affect strategy and bargaining
outcomes as well '™

Theories of across-level (vertical) interaction

Numerous theories have been put forward to analyse and explain across-level
linkages — for example, interdependence theory, theories of integration, adaptation,
intervention theory, and the “linkage” concept. Some of these theories have the potential
to explain across-level interaction and others do not. Some of them have more potential to
capture the dynamic nature of across-level interaction, while others are handicapped by
their choice of units of analysis or variables.'” The theory of interdependence, for
instance, is very general and does not necessarily imply direction, purpose, or even across-
level interactions. In sum, the existing concept of interdependence does not hold much

promise as a framework for across-level analyses. Unlike interdependence, scholars find

71 Moravesik, 1993, p. 7.
172 Moravesik, 1993, p. 14.

173 A detailed analysis about the pros and cons of the existing across-system theories is
provided by James Rosenau in Wilkenfeld,1973, 25-26.
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the theory of integration to be more precise in specifying the kind of phenomena at the
national and international level which have either been conceived or found to be
systematically associated with each other. According to James Rosenau, the theory of
integration, relative to the other concepts, provides an impressive array of hypotheses and
findings pertinent to a wide variety of across-level phenomena. However, the concept can
never make more than a limited contribution to an across-level analysis. Because of the
normative basis of the theory, its scope is restricted to the creation of “new types of human
communities at a very high level of organisation.”'’* The attributes and dynamics of
national actors are crucial to integration theorists’ research, but only as independent
variables.'” Meanwhile, I especially agree that the lack of clarity and consensus on the
main definitions and dependent variables embraced by the concept indicates that the
concept can be further developed.

The theory of adaptation, according to Rosenau, is more comprehensive. To the
extent that it has been developed for the analysis of phenomena aggregated at the national
level, adaptation refers to the efforts and processes whereby national societies keep their
essential social, economic, and political structures within acceptable limits. It posits
fluctuations in the essential structures as stemming from changes and demands that arise
both within and external to the adapting society. It facilitates analysis across three levels
of aggregation: the sub-national level, at which internal demands arise; the international
level, from which external demands emanate; and the national level, at which the demands
are or are not reconciled.'® Notwithstanding its potential, this concept has centred
exclusively on the nation-state, and the concept’s contribution is currently limited to a
narrow set of phenomena. Also, the adaptive phenomena are often viewed in a normative
context, and the concept is used as a guide to efforts to maintain the status quo at any
moment in time. The concept of intervention is narrower in scope than either adaptation or

integration. In its most common usage it refers to an action and not a process. Even with its

7% Ernst B. Haas, The Uniting of Europe: Political, Social, and Economic Forces, 1950-
1957, Stanford, California: Stanford University Press, 1968, p. 608.

175 Rosenau, 1973, p. 27.

176 Rosenau, 1973, p.66.
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widest interpretation as one actor’s intentional efforts through military or non-military
means to affect apother’s internal affairs, the concept of intervention cannot in itself
provide the basis for major theoretical breakthroughs in across-level analysis. The fact that
the concept is exclusively concerned with coercive phenomena restricts efforts towards
across level theorizing.

Rosenau proposes a linkage concept that, in his opinion, is more generic and free of
the deficiencies of other concepts.'”” Rosenau suggests a linkage concept as the basic unit
of analysis, defining it as any recurrent sequence of behaviour that originates in one level
and is reacted to in another."” According to Rosenau, all foreign policy behaviour can be
explained in terms of the relative influence of five sets of variables — idiosyncratic, role,
governmental, societal, and systemic. The proposed concept has been widely criticised on
a number of grounds, such as the static nature of his model, the ambiguity of the
categories, and the subjective nature of his choice of categories.

The approach, put forward by Ikenberry in his paper, “The State and Strategies of
International Adjustment,” is based on two analytical assumptions and one central
question. Ikenberry finds that the problem of adjustment is a fundamental dynamic that
bears on domestic and international political economy. All states are continuously in the
process of adjusting to changes at the international and domestic levels. The problems
inherent in a country’s political and economic position within the larger international
system are a basic source of national behaviour and international conflict.'”

Ikenberry’s second assumption is that the state or the state elite is the crucial actor
within the adjustment process. As such, the central question is why states see international
or domestic systems as alternatives for a solution to adjustment problems. He proposes a
model of adjustment politics with an adjustment preference function for states and suggests
that the domestic and international structural circumstances of states determine the strategy

actually chosen. He finds that “of the many international and domestic forces that set

177 James Rosenau, Linkage Politics, NY: Free Press, 1969.
178 Rosenau, 1969.

John G. Ikenberry, “The State and Strategies of International Adjustment”, World
Politics Vol. 39 No. 1, 1986, pp. 53-77.
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states in motion, none is more important than the constant pressure for national adjustment
to international change produced by constant differential change between national and
international systems.”'®

This is the key methodological proposition on which the author builds his model.
Ikenberry refers also to Gilpin’s note that:

in every international system there are continual occurrences of political,
economic, and technological changes that promise gains and losses for one
or another actor. In every system, therefore, a process of disequilibrium and
adjustment is constantly taking place. It will either generate new
opportunities for aggressive domestic response to international change, or it
will generate pressure for defensive action to preserve existing domestic
arrangements.'®!

Notwithstanding its value, Tkenberry’s model is not developed sufficiently to reflect
the interplay of different levels. Ikenberry sees the primary cause of change in the
international system. This is one-sided and views the international system only as an
independent variable. Also, the main assumption of this adaptive model (that societies
strive to keep their domestic structures within acceptable limits) is not a sufficient
explanation of the cause of change. In my view, keeping the structures within acceptable
limits is a minimalist approach and is the minimum task any government would and should
pursue. A society’s efforts to enhance and develop those very structures are more often the
case, and that is the goal that elites pursue nationally. Therefore, the democratic system is
not always a reactive but, often, a proactive agent of change.

If we try to create a working national-international cross-levels model, then (at least
theoretically) changes at one level need to be explained by changes at the other. In other
words, both the international and domestic levels can serve as independent and dependent
variables. At the very least, a cross-levels model must be capable of revealing and studying
such linkages.

It is instructive to revisit Ikenberry’s assumptions and conclusions. He finds, first,

that “states seek to minimize the costs of governance and to maximize national

180 Ikenberry, 1986, p. 54.

181 Ikenberry, 1986, p. 56.
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competitiveness: when there are conflicts, they will prefer the former over the latter.”
Second, Ikenberry assumes that “international policies have lower costs of governance than
domestic policies.” His third assumption claims that “offensive policies have higher
competitive gains than defensive policies.”’® While not going into detail about each of the
assumptions, I think that overall they have limited application and are not applicable
universally. One can conclude without great difficulty that despite the innovative value of
these kinds of attempts to conceptualise linkage, they are generalizations. For example, the
model does not explain conflict or change which becomes the cause for adjustment at
another level. Although it offers a set of preferences and priorities of state strategies, it
does not help to explain why a state chooses the international or domestic arena for
adjustment each time. Also, there is a problem of the degree of adjustment required each
time to restore the equilibrium, which the model fails to deal with. Any dynamic model
should be designed to address these shortcomings as far as possible.

Ian Clark makes the valuable statement that a unified approach which can
incorporate domestic level variables in a systematic and consistent manner requires
collapsing the distinction between the systemic and the reductionist: the domestic is as
much a part of the fabric of the international system as any abstracted structure of the
relations between states. He suggests that no understanding of the international order is
possible without an appreciation of the domestic orders on which it is based: the two are
functionally integrated in a way that defies analytical separation. According to Clark, states
are, to that degree, nested in the international order and essential to its viability. In turn, the
international order develops qualities of those polities nested within it.'®?

I fully agree with Clark who, based on this conclusion, advocates what he calls a
more fluid, dynamic, and interactive conception of politics that is not captured by a solely
structural or systemic account. Continuing and developing this line of thinking, Clark
arrives at the concept of the brokerage state. He finds that, while within the traditional
model the state generates separation between the domestic and the international, as a

political broker the state conjoins them. It is the medium through which political costs are

182 Jkenberry, 1986, p. 57.

'® Jan Clark, Globalization and International Relation Theory, Oxford University Press,
1999, pp.62-63.
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transferred either inwards or outwards. “Only by a direct political interplay between the
domestic and the international,” Clark concludes, “bringing them into the same field of
forces, where the outcome depends upon the pressure both bring to bear on the state - can
this basic tension be demonstrated.”'® However, the concept of a brokerage state and a
periodically disturbed international equilibrium resulting in a spillover of political costs
and their transfer to national systems does not provide sufficient explanation. The initial
cause of the periodic disturbance on which the concept of the brokerage state is built is not
explained.

While there are political costs in the shape of political tensions, which are dealt
with by the system or unit, there are also benefits. Political costs and benefits, their
balance, is the criterion for the support of system equilibrium, its disturbance, and the
formation of a new equilibrium, both for a national and the international system.
Approaching the issue from a cost-benefit perspective, in my opinion, helps to explain the
dynamics of a system's equilibrium, both domestic and international, and their interplay.

I agree with Clark’s point that what is fundamental is how political costs are
distributed between the two realms through the state which operates in both realms.
However, Clark goes further, stating that:

The state has been the broker, a key player in determining whether the
costs of international disciplines should be borne domestically, or whether
domestic disturbance will be allowed to overthrow international
regulation.'®

John Ikenberry suggests:

Metaphorically, one might think of the state as a bi-directional valve,
responding to whichever pressure is greater, sometimes releasing pressure
from the domestic into the international, at other times releasing it from the
international into the domestic.'®

134 Jan Clark, “Beyond the Great Divide: Globalization and the Theory of International
Relations”, Review of International Studies Vol. 24, No. 4, 1998, pp. 479-498, p. 496, fig.
3.

185 Clark, 1999, p. 65.

136 Ikenberry, 1986, p.76.
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In my opinion, Clark’s ideas set out above are very valuable. Generalisations about
states’ brokerage role and the insertion of the category of political cost are already an
innovative approach for explaining the national-international interplay. However, while
analysing and setting the task, Clark does not provide answers to questions such as why
and when costs are transferred inwards or outwards. Also, I do not fully share his
proposition that the state has been the key player in determining whether the costs of
international disciplines should be borne domestically or internationally.

In my opinion, states are often implementers of that kind of a transfer, not the
decision makers. In other words, states often do not have much choice and are forced by
the domestic-international process to adopt a particular option. Also, I presume that
Ikenberry’s statement that one can think of the state as a bi-directional valve, responding to
whichever pressure is greater, does not always reflect reality and is too mechanical. The
state can resist domestic pressures not because there is more counter pressure from the
international system, but because of a lack of alternative options to the policy a state
conducts in the particular issue area. Or a state can change its policy not because of the
pressures on it, but based on calculations and prognosis for the future. In sum, the state
does not always surrender to the greatest pressure. Therefore, a state may opt to resist a
particular pressure, counting, for instance, on some future reward. Here I am sympathetic
to Hobson's statement that “states are not mirrors of external processes, nor are they merely
filter mechanisms” but instead “states actively process and channel international influences
to bolster their domestic position.”'®’

Although Clark criticises the sharp distinctions made between the national and
international and criticises other authors’ attempts to see them as contradictory, he is not
immune to the same criticism. His statement that competing pressures emanate from the
two fields — national and international - is evidence of that kind of approach. I would
suggest that while there are pressures, they are not always competing or conflicting. In

fact, they can be complementary. In other words, there are not only demands but also

137 John Atkinson Hobson, The Wealth of States: A Comparative Study of International
Economic and Political Change, Cambridge University Press, 1997, p. 247.
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supports, as I develop in the following chapters. This is what is missing in the concepts
analysed above and this is what prevents them from being more comprehensive. This is not
a matter simply of cosmetic significance but can have methodologically innovative
implications.

As Clark states, to grasp the behaviour of states, one needs to see them as
repositories of a given international order. To make sense of the international structure, one
must look at the identities of the states that help to compose it.'%8

Here Putnam’s two-level game is suggested as a remedy to the above-mentioned
shortcomings by comprehensively combining all three levels’ concepts. It essentially
differs from previous approaches in the way that domestic factors take part in the
international bargaining; in this concept, the statesman is the strategic actor, and most
importantly, the statesman simultaneously plays “double-edged” diplomacy.'®’ Indeed, the
innovative feature of the two-level games approach overall is that it accepts that domestic
politics affects international bargaining and that international moves can pursue domestic
aims. It is also a dynamic model since it offers a framework that attempts to address not
only the impact of one on the other, but also the interplay between domestic and
international factors.

Another similar concept is suggested by Mastanduno, Lake, and Ikenberry.
According to these authors:

All states seeking to survive possess the international goals of power and
wealth, from which the need for internal mobilisation and extraction
follow, and the domestic goals of control over resources and the
preservation of legitimacy, which suggest the international strategies of
external extraction and validation. This inventory of state goals and
strategies provides systematic reasons why states, seeking to advance their
own interests, will move across the domestic-international divide.'*°

188 Clark, 1998, p. 482.

189 Robert Putnam, “Diplomacy and Domestic Politics: The Logic of Two Level Games”,
International Organisation 1988, 42, No. 3, pp. 427-460.

190 Mastanduno, Lake, and Ikenberry, “Toward a Realist Theory of State Action”,
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To develop the concept, they suggest a framework for integrating the two faces of
state action: domestic and international. What is innovative here is that the authors take
into account the domestic structural position of a state in making its strategies and choices.
While the international structural position of the state in terms of strong state—weak state
distinction was developed by Katzenstein, Krasner, and others, the structural position of
the state in relation to its society was developed by Mastanduno, Lake, and Ikenberry.
Because of the differences existing in the capacities of states for influencing and shaping
the society, a distinction between “soft” and “hard” states is made for reasons of analytic
convenience. By taking into account both domestic and international constraints on the
state, derived from its external and internal position, and by articulating both the domestic
and international choices available to the state, the authors make assumptions about the
strategies of extraction, mobilisation, and validation that states will pursue in each case.

Notwithstanding the fact that both this concept and Putnam’s concept move
beyond existing realist theories, they largely remain theories of a state’s or rather of a
statesman’s behaviour under given circumstances. Mastanduno and others mention that:
“The model presented here is potentially useful in anticipating the broad shifts in foreign
policy that accompany changes in the structural position of a state.”' The models
discussed, however, do not say much about the dynamics of the changes in a state’s
structural position itself. They rather describe only in general terms the possible tactical
reactions of a statesman or a government to this or that situation.

Based on the above discussion, I would suggest a different approach, which intends
to overcome the shortcomings mentioned above. Certainly, there is a need for a model,
which would allow us to follow the developments while there are in the process, to trace
the direction and dynamics of the change within each policy issue area and at each level in
early stages, and to predict and explain the subsequent foreign and domestic policy

changes.

191 Mastanduno, Lake, and Ikenberry, 1989, p. 472.

90



Theories of Horizontal Interaction

By the mid-1970s a substantial body of literature existed which elaborated on the
importance of growth, equity, democracy, stability, and autonomy for developing societies
and analyzed the ways in which those societies might best make progress toward those
goals. In Understanding Political Development, authors Myron Weiner and Samuel
Huntington provide a comprehensive analysis of the views and approaches of the leaders
of the developing countries and scholars concerned with development.'*>

Different authors stress different goals such as national integration, governmental
effectiveness and penetration of society, and military power. Implicit in the widespread
acceptance of these goals is also the acceptance of an image of the “good society”:
wealthy, just, democratic, orderly, and in full control of its own affairs; a society, in short,
very much like those found in Western Europe and North America. A backward society
was poor, inequitable, repressive, violent, and dependent. Development was the process of
moving from the latter to the former. In my opinion, one could easily call the good society
an integrated society. Individual scholars, of course, have valued these individual goals
differently and devoted their research to analysing and promoting different goals.
However, almost all scholars have touched upon the existing relations among these goals
and the extent to which progress towards one goal helped or hindered progress towards
another. And they reached different conclusions.

Weiner and Huntington generally separate three broad approaches which
dominated the thinking about these relations. The first approach assumes the inherent
compatibility among the goals. The second approach emphasises the intractable conflicts
among the goals. The third approach stresses the need for policies to reconcile those
contradictions. The compatibility viewpoint was based on the Western experience, where
the progress of these societies toward wealth, equity, stability, democracy, and autonomy
had been generally harmonious and complementary. However, the assumption that all
good things come together is not universal. The compatibility viewpoint clearly does not

describe developments during recent decades in the Third World. There are also countries

that have failed to make progress towards any of the goals of development. “A much

192 See Myron Weiner and Samuel P. Huntington, Understandmg Political Development,
Little, Brown and Company, Boston, Toronto, 1987, p. 6.
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smaller number of countries, less than a handful, recorded significant progress toward

achievement with respect to all five goals.”'**

The limits of the compatibility assumption, which provided clear evidence that
good things often did not and could not come together, gave birth to a new body of
literature emphasizing that conflict among goals is the normal state of affairs. Economic
growth, for example, was seen as often bringing inequity and undermining stability.
Another such link that has been observed between political stability and the absence of
autonomy resulted from the fact that “foreign investment and manifestations of
dependency blossom under conditions of political stability.”'**

The assumption of compatibility was undermined by the perceived incidence of
conflicts. Subsequently, emphasis was put on the urgent need for reconciliation of policies
directed to achieve different development goals. The third, so-called reconciliation,

approach emerged.

The issue became this: through what policies can developing societies
expect to make progress toward two or more developmental goals? In
varying ways, attention seemed to focus on policies concerning sequences
in the choice of development goals, institutional structures for reconciling
development goals, and governmental strategies to promote the
simultaneous achievement of development goals.'?”

A variety of different experiences, however, presented serious counterfactual
evidence and challenged all existing explanations. While looking for explanations, some
scholars turned to the culture of development. Huntington fairly raises the following
question:

How can these and other differences in progress, achievement, and
reconciliation be explained? Why were Korea and Taiwan but so few other
countries able to make simultaneous progress toward growth, equity, and
stability? Why was Japan able to achieve not only these goals but
democracy and autonomy also? Why did Brazil do well first at growth and

1 Weiner and Huntington, 1987, pp. 5-7.
1 Weiner and Huntington, 1987, p. 15.

1% Weiner and Huntington, 1987, p. 18.
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then at democratisation but not so well in terms of equity, stability, and
economy‘?196

Huntington tends to explain the existence of these differences by culture. However,
he admits that there are obvious differences among countries within the same cultural
grouping. To explain these divergences Huntington concludes that one may have to go
back to details unique to particular countries. These include natural resources, geographical
location, character of the population, and, of course, historical experience. At the same
time, he stresses that scholars of comparative politics would gain nothing by going back to
the extreme parochialism of the traditional era specialists.'®’ I share this view simply
because the explanatory power of any theory is based on generalization.

While by no means underestimating the role of culture, I think that it alone does not
explain the existence of differences. Culture is about the domestic environment for the
development process, no matter to what extent it may also impact foreign policy. Along
with culture, the overall domestic context, the international and global environments, and
the interaction among them are other contexts to look at for explanations.

Not just the linkage across the levels but also the importance of links between the
values or goal sets of domestic and foreign policy is emphasised and further elaborated by
Wolfram Hanrieder, who suggests that:

there are two concepts that permit the correlation of important external and
internal dimensions of foreign policy aims, and that allow the analyst to
view foreign policy as a continuous process bridging the analytical barriers
between the international and the domestic political system. The first is the
concept of compatibility, which is intended to assess the degrees of
feasibility of various foreign policy goals, given the structures and
opportunities of the international system; the second is the concept of
consensus, which assesses the measure of agreement on the ends and means
of foreign policy on the domestic political scene.'”®

1% Weiner and Huntington, 1987, p. 22.

7 Weiner and Huntington, 1987, p. 27.
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Although the model suggested by Hanrieder is not, in my view, comprehensive, it
is progressive in the sense that, by suggesting the concepts of compatibility and consensus,
the author recognises the links among the foreign policy goals of the state and the fact that
these goals are linked on one side with the domestic, and on the other side with the

international level.

Time, sequencing and context

The problem of interaction among development goals that are discussed by
Huntington and others is pertinent to the post-communist context as well. For the states of
post-communist transition, the above-mentioned policy goals have concrete meanings.
Charles Gati notes that:

Irrespective of the difficulties societies have faced throughout the transition
world, it would be misleading to deny that the three basic goals of
transition — independence, political pluralism, and free market economics --
have been pursued vigorously and successfully in some countries. The first
goal was sovereign existence, which is to say independence from Russia,
liberation from decades of foreign domination... The second goal of
transition was political pluralism in an environment of open societies that
observe human rights and follow democratic processes and
procedures...The third goal of transition was to transform the planned,
highly centralized, so-called command economies of the communist era by
decentralization and privatisation into modern, Western-style market
economies.'”

As discussed in chapter one, many authors, comparing different waves of
democratisation, noted one of the most salient differences of the post-communist transition
— the simultaneous undertaking of democratisation, marketisation, and state-building. The
implications of interaction between the economic and political reform policies has been

one of the most debated issues of post-communist transition. The debate ranges from

' Charles Gati, “If Not Democracy, What? Leaders, Laggards, and Losers in the
Postcommunist World” in Michael Mandelbaum (ed.), Post-Communism: Four
Perspectives, Council on Foreign Relations Book, 1996, p. 168-198.
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going back to theoretical foundations of how compatible capitalism and democracy are and
what should come first, to a more practical and policy-oriented approach about better
timing, sequencing and context of reforms in each of the spheres. The opinions vary and
sometimes even contradict one another.

Authors like Claus Offe, Adam Przeworski, Stefan Haggard, and Susan
Nello, for example, suggest that there is conflict between democratisation and
marketisation processes As Susan Nello stated, “economic transition inevitably gives
rise to economic and social costs. This is true of the three main elements of economic
transition: macroeconomic stabilisation, structural adjustment and privatisation, and
systemic change.””®° Nello also indicates four elements of the influence of economic
transformation on democratic consolidation. They are the impact of changes in
overall macroeconomic variables such us growth, unemployment, and inflation;
increases in income disparities and individual uncertainty; corruption, in particular
perceived injustices in the privatisation process and scandals arising from incomplete
transformation of the financial sector; and mistakes in policies.?"!

According to Przeworski, the issues of economic and political transition cannot be
separated from one other because “increasingly, mounting tensions in the economy are
posing a direct threat to the process of political transition.” Therefore, economic and
political transition can be really understood when analysed together:

Can structural economic transformation be sustained under democratic
conditions, or must either reforms or democracy be sacrificed? This is a
threefold question: (1) What are the economic costs of such
transformation? (2) Under what political conditions are such costs likely to

29 Susan Senior Nello, “The Impact of External Economic Factors: The Role of the IMF”
in Jan Zielonka and Alex Pravda (eds.), Democratic Consolidation in Eastern

EuropeVolume?2: International and Transnational Factors, Oxford University Press, 2001,
pp.76-111, p. 89.
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be tolerated? (3) What is the effect of transformation on democratic
institutions? 22

Przeworski separates four outcomes that may occur when economic transition and

democratisation go in parallel:

(1) Reforms may advance under democratic conditions, (2) reforms may be
forced through by a dictatorship, (3) democracy may survive by
abandoning reforms, and (4) both reforms and democracy may be
undermined...

In turn, under democratic conditions, where the discontent can find political
expression at the polls, even the most promising reform strategies may be
abandoned. Either politicians are concerned about electoral support and
reverse policies that will cause them to lose election, or they lose to
competitors more attuned to the political consequences of structural
transformation. And in some cases, egalitarian ideologies with strong
populist and nationalistic overtones can be mobilized against both
democracy and reforms. »203

In sum, the simultaneity of market and democratic reforms creates a dilemma that
can endanger either the future of economic reform or the democratic nature of the new
regime:

Once democracy is weakened, pursuit of reforms may become politically
destabilizing. At some point, the alternative may become either to abandon
reforms or to discard the representative institutions altogether.
Authoritarian temptations are inevitable. ...And, on the other side, as
suffering persists, confidence erodes, and the government seems less and
less competent, temptations are born to defend one’s interests at any cost,
even at the cost of democracy.204

At a very early stage of post-communist transition, Adam Przeworski warned that

economic transition is socially costly and politically risky. On the one hand,

22 Adam Przeworski, Democracy and the Market: Political and Economic Reforms in
Eastern Europe and Latin America, Cambridge University Press, 1991, p. 139.

2% Przeworski, 1991, p. 138.

2 Przeworski, 1991, p. 187.
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The durability of the new democracies will depend, not only on their
institutional structure and the ideology of the major political forces, but to a
large extent on their economic performance. And since many among them
emerged in the midst of an unprecedented economic crisis, economic
factors work against their survival.2%

On the other hand,

Whatever their long-term consequences, in the short run reforms are likely
to cause inflation, unemployment, and resource misallocation as well as to
generate volatile changes in relative incomes. These are not politically
popular consequences anywhere. And under such conditions, democracy in
the political realm works against economic reforms.”%

Przeworski rightly adds, “Both political reactions to reform and their eventual
success or failure depend not only on their economic effects but also on political
conditions”.?” These statements are not contradictory. What is not underscored is that
political conditions are also mainly the result of economic performance, as economic
policies depend on political conditions, political forces in power.

Offe suggests the seven more likely scenarios of interaction of democratization and
market reforms:

...democratic politics may block or distort the road to privatisation and
hence marketisation;...privatisation may succeed, but lead to the
obstruction of democratic politics through powerful interferences
originating from domestic or international owners;...marketistion may
succeed, but fail to generate the reality of (or even the widely perceived
prospect of ) an equitable distribution of its benefits; accumulated
disappointments and frustrations with these failures may give rise to
demands for a type of “democracy” that is based on an institutional
structure other than civil liberties and representative government, such us
populist presidential dictatorship; conversely, frustrations with economic
performance and distribution may also lead to demands for marketistion
without private groperty, for example, a return to state ownership of
productive assets. 08

25 Przeworski, 1991, p.189.
26 Przeworski, 1991, p.161.
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Whether or not the scenarios offered by Offe are the most probable ones, what is
important is that he stresses the critical role of linkages, and causalities between
democratic and economic reforms in the transition process. I fully agree that there can be a
conflict between the two. The framework that I suggest aims not just to detect the
consequences of economic reform on democratisation or visa versa but also to identify and
explain the logic of their interaction, to illustrate why and how it happens and what the
implications can be of such interactions for the dynamics (progress or regress) of the entire
transition process.

It is noticeable that the opinions of different practitioners and theorists of post-
communist transition diverge. Leszek Balcerowicz, for instance, while admitting that the
most important and distinctive characteristic of the post-communist cases is the imperative
to proceed with both political and economic reform, suggests that it is misleading to speak
of “simultaneous transitions,” explaining it with complex problems of timing and
sequencing that beset post-communist twofold transitions.’” Based on the Estonian
experience, Mart Laar stresses the primacy of politics. Laar finds, that “politics has to be
dealt with first, because to initiate and sustain radical reforms, there must first be a
legitimately formed consensus for change.” 2'°

As a result of the policies of radical reform of the first democratically elected
Estonian government, standards of living bottomed out in 1992-1993. Although they began
to rise in 1994 and 1995, this did not save the reform government from being voted out of
office in 1995. Laar, an advocate of radical reforms, did not see this as being a tragedy, as
long as the new government and its successors did not reverse the reforms. However, he

was counting only on international support.

For now, the most critical concern for the countries in the region is
preserving positive international conditions for their own normal
development. This is the only effective guarantee against negative
development in the region. If favourable trends continue, with democrats in

2% Leszek Balcerowicz, in Larry Diamond and Marc F. Plattner (eds.), Democracy After
Communism, Johns Hopkins University Press, 2002,p. 64.

210 Mart Laar, “Estonia’s Success Story”, in Larry Diamond and Marc F. Plattner (eds.),
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Central and Eastern Europe pressing through thick and thin for economic
reforms and the consolidation of democracy, and with Western
democracies opening doors for them, the region’s pro-reform parties may
be set to stage a comeback of their own.!!

Along the same lines, Gerald Roland suggests that “the case for big bang or
gradualism or a particular reform sequencing may also depend on whether the probability
of re-election of the incumbent government is exogenous or endogenous.”*'? Analysing an
early stage of transition in Eastern Europe, Clause Offe also argues that:

The only circumstance under which the market economy and democracy
can be simultaneously implanted and prosper is that one in which both are
forced upon a society from outside and guaranteed by international
relations of dependency and supervision for a long period of time. This, at
least, is arguably the lesson offered by the war ruined post-war democracies
of Japan, and with qualification, of the Federal Republic of Germany...For
the countries of Central and Eastern Europe, there is no obvious “patron
power” that would be a natural candidate for the task of supervising and
enforcing the peaceful nature of the transition process.*?

Conducting drastic reforms in different spheres in parallel is a daunting task and
several strategies have been suggested to cope with it with maximum gains and minimum
social costs. Przeworski offers some arguments for rapid versus gradual transformation.
According to Przeworski, voters’ confidence about the future is the main variable for their
preference in reform strategies. If voters are highly confident about the future after
reforms, they choose the radical strategy, although it entails higher social costs than the

gradual one. If they are not confident about the success of the reforms, they prefer gradual
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or slow reform strategies. And, if voters have no confidence at all, they opt for the status
quo.21

Confidence does play a crucial role in shaping popular reactions.
Confidence is a stock: It can be depleted, it can be accumulated. If
confidence is eroded, radical programs cannot be undertaken again under
democratic conditions. Government must first rebuild the confidence.?"

This is where the stabilization funds and programs are important, continues
Przeworski. “The role of foreign aid thus seems crucial. The open question is whether the
amounts are sufficient.”*'®

The equivalent of what Przeworski calls confidence that I use in my thesis is the
category of legitimacy, the political resource, which I believe is a more comprehensive and
substantive category than confidence for explaining the policy processes. After all,
confidence is translated into legitimacy within the political process, into the legitimacy of
the government, the reform policies and the regime.

Referring to the existing literature, Przeworski suggests that a long period of
moderate gradual reforms, while causing fewer social tensions, entails the danger that both
reformers and the population will become tired of reforms. Meanwhile the anti-reform
opposition groups may mobilize and derail the reform process.”!” The most likely path,
concludes Przeworski, “is one of radical programs that are eventually slowed or partly
reversed, initiated again in a more gradual form with less popular confidence, and again
slowed or reversed, until a new government comes in and promises a clean break, and the
cycle starts again.”*'8
Analysing time, phasing, and pace of economic reforms, Balcerowicz also argues

for the advantages of radical reforms over gradual reform. He speaks about rare reform

214 Przeworski, 1991, p. 164.
215 przeworski, 1991, pp. 168-169.
216 Przeworski, 1991, p. 150.
27 Przeworski, 1991, p. 165.

28Przeworski, 1991, p. 179.
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opportunities of “extraordinary politics,” which is the phase right after the political change.
21 Here Joseph Stiglitz takes the opposite view. He thinks that with the quick privatization
advocated by the IMF, “there is a danger that once a vested interest has been created, it has

an incentive, and the money, to maintain its monopoly position, squelching regulation and

competition, and distorting the political process along the way.”?%

In Globalization and Its Discontents Stiglitz argues that timing, sequencing and
the social and political context of reform are the factors that matter most when conducting
reforms, and it is the ignorance of such factors by international financial institutions that
led to reform failures and economic crisis in some transition and developing countries. He
argues against rapid liberalization, which is socially costly and destructive:

Perhaps of all the IMF’s blunders, it is the mistakes in sequencing and
pacing, and the failure to be sensitive to the broader social context, that
have received the most attention — forcing liberalization before safety nets
were put in place, before there was an adequate regulatory framework,
before the countries could withstand the adverse consequences of the
sudden changes in the market sentiment that are part and parcel of modern
capitalism; forcing policies that led to job destruction before the essentials
for job creation were in place; forcing privatization before there were
adequate competition and regulatory frameworks. Many of the sequencing
mistakes reflected fundamental misunderstandings of both economic and
political processes.?!

In sum, Stiglitz argues that:

Timing (and sequencing) is everything. These are not just issues of
pragmatics, of “implementation”: these are issues of principle. Proper
sequencing and pacing might have enabled one to gradually achieve the
efficiency gains without these costs. In some cases, reforms in one area,
without accompanying reforms in others, may actually make matters

29[ eszek Balcerowicz, “Understanding Postcommunist Transitions” in Larry Diamond
and Marc F. Plattner (eds.), Democracy After Communism, Johns Hopkins University
Press, 2002, p. 64.

20 Joseph E. Stiglitz, Globalization and Its Discontents, W.W. Norton & Company, Inc.,
New York, 2002, p.54.

221 Stiglitz, 2002, p. 73.
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worse...Economic theory and history show how disastrous it can be to
ignore sequencing.” %

The role of sequencing is to build political support for further reforms, as Roland

indicates:

Three things are important to get a “correct” sequencing of reforms: (1) The
unbundling of a reform package in given sequences should not lead to
losing the property of informativeness discussed earlier. (2)The sequencing
should be done so as to make the reform process ex ante acceptable. (3)
Sequencing should aim at building constituencies and momentum for
further reform and satisfy ex post political constrains.”?

This debate indicates the importance of pace, timing and sequencing of reform
goals and their implementation. It is clear that one needs to understand the logic of
economic and political processes and the interaction between them during the transition. In
fact, that is the main purpose of my thesis. The only prior observation I want to make is
that the strategies chosen by different countries were not just the subjective choices of their
governments but also a reflection of the objective structural and political circumstances
existing in and around these countries. Thomas Carothers is correct in noting that
regardless of the validity of the sequencing argument, its value is in the fact that it
highlights the need to pay more attention to the effect that a country’s underlying
economic, social, and political conditions, structures, and historical legacies will have on
the chances that a democratic transition can succeed there.??* In that sense, Balcerowicz’s
observations are particularly helpful and, in a way, direct the way I have developed my
study. “The economic and political transition can be said to depend on: 1) initial economic

and socio-political conditions; 2) external developments; 3) government policies.” The first

2 Stiglitz, pp.74-76.
2% Roland, 2000, p.42.

**Thomas Carothers, “ The Sequencing Fallacy”, Journal of Democracy Vol. 18, No. 1,
2007, pp.12-27, p. 23.
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two, Balcerowicz suggests, determine the initial policies, and shape the first phase of the

economic transition, its outcome.

This transition is also shaped by political developments, which are partly
determined by the initial socio-political conditions. Finally, economic
developments determined in part by earlier policies may in turn influence
future political developments, and so on. We are dealing with complex
interactions, which should be analysed in a dynamic framework.??’

That is exactly the purpose of my thesis, since I am trying to explore the dynamics
of interaction among policy areas, and between them and domestic and international
factors during the transition process.

A similar interaction’is very much true also for other dimensions—political and
security. The relationship between security policy and economic policy seems to be more
observable and mutually reinforcing. As far as the interrelation between security and
democratisation is concerned, it is the area that has been least discussed. If there has been a
conviction that economic and political development may reinforce each other and should
go hand in hand in the post-communist transition, the link between security and democracy
has been viewed as more complex and less direct. The existing common wisdom is that the
interrelation between democracy and security is that of mutual conditioning rather than a
direct causal link. Reimund Seldelmann, for example, separates some key aspects in the
interaction between the two policy areas and characterises the relations between security
and democracy as mutual conditionality: security is a precondition for any democratic
development, and democratisation creates specific conditions for a state’s security and
foreign policy.226 According to Seldelman, the interrelation between democracy and
security has foreign and domestic dimensions. The foreign dimension of the link between
the two derives from the premise that the state, by definition, must respond to security
threats. While the use of force to provide national security is a natural reaction under some
circumstances, it leads to the emergence of additional dilemmas. The huge human and

economic costs of such security policies may create further insecurity and politically

% Balcerowicz, 2002, p. 68.
226 Reimund Seldelmann, “International Security and Democracy Building” in in Zielonka,

Jan and Alex Pravda (eds.), Democratic Consolidation in Eastern Europe Volume 2:
International and Transnational Factors, Oxford University Press, 2001, pp. 112-138.
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unacceptable risks, and thus threaten the stability of the political system and the credibility
and legitimacy of a government or regime. The domestic dimension of the link between
security and democracy is related to the fact that security policymaking, often even in
established democracies, remains within the realm of the executive and essentially out of
public control or even public participation. This exclusive policymaking, which has
continued to play a role especially in transition states, thus creates a challenge to
democratisation processes.

Another key aspect that Seldelmann underscores is that specific problems such as
escalating threat perceptions, and military intervention in domestic affairs constitute a
permanent problem for the democratic agenda often leading to the necessity to compromise
between the democratic ideal and the necessities of state security and thus, adding a further
double conditionality to the relationship between security and the democratic process.227
One can add problems emerging during state and nation building processes in post-
communist space to this list of specific security issues, seriously hampering the normal
development and consolidation of democratic institutions.

Thus, Seldelmann acknowledges the existence of a trade-off and interplay between
the two policy dimensions and stresses the importance of political resources in managing
the democracy-security interrelation. Again, this supports my view that the relationship
between these two policy spheres is a political process.

As already stated, the focus of my thesis is on how the interaction among different
issue-areas and across different levels affects transition. I agree that the pace, timing and
sequencing of economic and political reforms are important for the success of the overall
transition, in the sense that they make the politics of reforms more effective, which means
making the reform process socially less costly and requiring the investment of less
government resources. In other words, they are important for saving the political resource
of the government, its effectiveness and legitimacy. My thesis will focus on the post-
instalment period of transition. One should note that if the government had more freedom
in designing its reform programs at the outset, it has less freedom in the later stages, when

it has to act in an environment that bears the consequences of previous policy steps. And at

27 Seldelmann, 2001, pp. 115-116.
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this stage, what we can talk about is how the government changes/modifies the pace,
timing and sequencing of reforms based on the results of previously implemented reform
steps and subsequent changes in domestic and international support and demand.

What I intend to discuss is not the technicalities and the tactical side of timing and
sequencing, but rather the political side of the issue.??® In particular, I intend to discuss the
political interaction among economic, political and security policy areas and different

policy levels during the transition and the impact it has on the overall transition outcomes.

Introducing the Framework

Each of the schools in democratic transition theory, discussed in Chapter 1, explain
the post-communist transition to some extent. While relying on those theories, my
approach, however, differs in three key aspects. First, none of those theories treats the
transition as a dynamic process of interaction across domestic, state, and international
levels on the one hand, and a trade-off between values and policy goals, priorities within
the transition states, on the other. This is what I do, and this takes my argument beyond
the framework of the existing democratisation theories and makes the task of analysis an
interdisciplinary one. Second, I adopt a more holistic and integrative approach. In my
suggested framework, I do not oppose structural (i.e. modernization theory) theories to the
genetic approach. In other words, I assume that the role of agents is important in
democratic transition; however, their choices are structurally constrained by economic
development and the economic situation, which is important but not sufficient for the
existence and consolidation of a democratic regime. Third, I suggest that not only the
economic situation but also political and security conditions matter if democratisation and
marketisation are to make progress.

Tackling the issue of transition as a dynamic process of political interaction within

the state and across all three levels — domestic, state and international — means touching

8 There can be timing and sequencing issues within one dimension. For example, there is
an extensive literature on timing and sequencing of different economic reform steps, such
us privatization and competition policy, emergence of a small private sector and price
liberalization, reforms in the state sector and the small private sector, reforms in light and
heavy industry, etc. Of course, timing and sequencing of those issues also do not have
solely economic consequences.
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upon one of the core, and yet controversial, topics of international relations (IR) theory --
domestic-foreign policy linkages which I discussed in Chapter Two and in the first part of
this chapter.

In sum, the theories and approaches mentioned above have their legitimate place in
explaining transition dynamics. However, they do not account for the process of political
interaction and interplay during the transition — both internal and external, within which
each government is moving towards its transition goals — domestic transformation and
international integration. My approach aims to fill that gap by suggesting a more dynamic
framework for analysing transition as a multifaceted and multilevel interaction and
interplay. Thus, I suggest that transition can be better understood if viewed as a political
process of complex interaction and interplay of different issue policies within the transition
state and among three different levels — domestic, state and international.

Before introducing my hypotheses, it is important to introduce the categories that I
will use for elaborating my model. I have discussed the policy goals and the links existing
among them within political systems. Transition towards these goals and interrelations
among policies pursing these goals are essential to my study. As mentioned above,
different authors have focused on different goals of transition, and the interrelation and
interaction among them. Based on the above discussion, I identify three goals, or three
dimensions, that are, in general, essential for any level. In order to analyse the problem, I
thus suggest singling out three issue policies from the wide spectrum of national and
international politics — economic (E), security (S), and political (P). Depending on the
country, context, and the time, different goals can be prioritised. However, for theorising I
will include all of them in my framework since achieving them is a key to successful
transition in any country. Such a division can be helpful for analytical purposes, especially
when applying this framework to post-communist transition. In the post-communist
context often, the most challenging security problems are related to state- and nation-
building processes, in the transition literature referred to as the “stateness” problem, and

ethnic conflicts.”?? However, I do not want to narrow down the security dimension to these

2 See Chapter 1 for details on this issue.
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problems only, since there can be other types of security threats, such us external security
threats.

I separate two kinds of linkages — vertical and horizontal. The vertical linkages are
the ones along the domestic-state-international continuum. The vertical linkages
themselves can be one-issue linkages and multi-issue linkages. The former is the case
when across-levels interaction occurs along one policy issue-area only, say only economic,
or only security. The multi-issue linkage assumes that across-levels interaction occurs
along different issues-areas at different levels. For example, there may be a linkage
between domestic political and international economic issues. Of course, I will provide
many examples in the following empirical chapters. Horizontal linkages are those among
different issue-areas within the state. Any domestic issue, regardless of its links to
international issues, is first linked to other domestic issues. In other words, there is a more
or less essential linkage among economic, security and political issue areas within the
state.

As mentioned earlier, another category that I use to construct my arguments is
legitimacy, the political resource which is somewhat similar to what Przeworski called
“confidence”, but broader and more comprehensive. I shall discuss the category of
legitimacy in some detail, as it is very important for exploring and defining the linkage
mechanism existing among different policies and different levels. Legitimacy is a political
category, which does not necessarily coincide with legality.”*

Max Weber distinguished three ideal types of legitimacy: traditional, charismatic,
and legal/rational. However, Weber does not suggest a causal theory of government.”!
There is an important point at which writers such as Lipset diverge sharply from Weber.*?
Lipset identifies effectiveness and legitimacy as the two pillars on which any system of

government rests. Lipset finds that legitimacy is a pillar composed of selected citizens’

opinion or values, derived from consumer satisfaction with state activity rather than a

20 This theme is well elaborated by Rodney Barker, Political Legitimacy and the State,
Clarendon Press, Oxford, 1990.

B! Elsenstadt, Samuel N. (ed.), On Charisma and Institution building: selected papers [by
Max Weber], Chicago, London: Chicago University Press, 1968.

22 Lipset, Political Man. London, Heinemann, 1960.
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citizens’ accord with the authority of public institutions. Lipset’s effectiveness, on the
other hand, is a concept, which, amongst many other meanings, could be interpreted in
terms of substantive policy. Talking of effectiveness opens the possibility of assessing
government in terms of its efficiency at meeting demands placed on it by the society which
it could then be seen to serve.”?

One can argue that the legitimacy of a democratic regime is not limited only to the
actions of a government. However, we should keep in mind that in post-communist
transitions the democratic regimes are new and, in the presence of only fragile
representative institutions, often the legitimacy of a democratic regime is closely
associated with and, in some cases even is indistinguishable from, its government’s values
and deeds. From this point of view, Juan Linz makes a valuable distinction between two
dimensions characterizing a political system — its efficacy and its effectiveness. In the
course of time, Linz asserts, both can strengthen, reinforce, maintain, or weaken the belief
in legitimacy. He suggests, of course, that the relationships between variables are far from
being fully transitive and linear, since the perception of the efficacy and effectiveness of a
regime tends to be biased by the initial commitment to its legitimacy.?*

However, Linz ties the level of legitimacy to the level of public support. In turn, the
support of the public is based on the actions of the regime or government, or, more
concretely, the results of those actions. “Legitimacy is granted or withdrawn by each
member of the society day in and day out,” continues Linz.

It does not exist outside the actions and attitudes of individuals. Regimes,
therefore, enjoy more or less legitimacy just by existing. Gains and losses
of support for governments, leaders, parties, and policies in a democracy
are likely to fluctuate rapidly, while the belief in the legitimacy of the
system persists. There is clearly an interaction between the support for the
regime and that for the governing parties, which, in the absence of other
indicators, leads to the use of electoral returns and public opinion responses
as indirect evidence of the legitimacy of the system. Consequently, the loss

233 Lipset, 1960, pp. 74-75.

»*Juan J. Linz, The Breakdown of Democratic Regimes: Crisis, Breakdown, and
Reequilibration, The Johns Hopkins University Press, Baltimore and London, 1984, p. 18.
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of support for all political actors in a democratic regime is likely to lead to
an erosion of legitimacy.?**

I share this kind of result-oriented or result-based approach to the degree of
legitimacy. I think that it is more typical for democratic politics, particularly during the
transition process.

Now that I have introduced the main categories of my model, I can introduce my
hypotheses. I have constructed three hypotheses with the aim of capturing the nuances of
horizontal linkages, vertical linkages and their interplay in the overall transition process.

Thus, first, I argue that there is a strong interconnectedness and trade-off among
economic, political and security policies during the transition, which inevitably generates
social costs and limits the volume of the government’s political resource necessary for
transition reforms. Under these circumstances, for the transition to succeed it is crucial to
better understand and manage the complex process of interplay and interaction not only
between democratization and economic liberalisation, but also among all the critical
policy dimensions of transition, including security.

At the same time, questions arise:

1) Would even the best strategies of timing and sequencing of reform policies alone
make it possible to eliminate the accompanying problems of social hardship and declining
political legitimacy which impede the transition process, without external support?

2) To what extent should difficulties of the transition be attributed to governments
and leaders, and to what extent to domestic and international constraints and causes?

This is very important to understand, especially for making correct judgements
about the effectiveness of a government’s policies and of domestic and international
supports and demands.

Thus, the transition process will be viewed, first, as a political process of horizontal
interaction of different issue policies within the political system, the state. This mostly
concerns horizontal linkages existing among the issue policies at the national level.

Second, I argue that there is an essential link and interplay not only among

different policy areas -- economic, political, security — but also there is an essential link

235 Linz, 1984, pp. 17-18.
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and trade-off among different levels -- domestic, state and international -- within the
overall transition process. And, in order for transition to succeed, it is important that the
resources and respective costs of tramsition have been effectively, that is reasonably
distributed in a timely manner among those levels. This certainly concerns vertical
interaction.

Third, I argue that the interaction of horizontal and vertical dimensions is
reflected in the domestic and foreign policy relationship, thus creating an essential and
direct link and interplay between domestic and foreign policy dynamics during the
transition.

I shall now elaborate each of these assumptions. Within my first hypothesis, I
suggest that there is a strong interconnectedness and trade-off among a government’s
economic, political and security policies during the transition. All these dimensions are
interrelated and mutually correlating. As we have seen, the relationship between
democratisation and economic reforms has been extensively studied. However, I suggest
that there is also a similarly essential link and interplay with other important pillars of
transition politics, such as security.

The consequences of policy changes in any of these areas resonate in other areas,
often in a negative manner. These policies seem to be linked at two levels. The
assumption that there is a relationship and interchange among a government’s key policy
areas during the transition is based on the facts that first, there is a limited amount of social
costs that the domestic society is ready to bear for the sake of reforms. In other words, the
amount of social support or social resource that the domestic society is ready to offer for
reforms is limited. Second, all the reform policies are funded from the government’s single
political/legitimacy resource and the government has to prioritise among those policies. In
addition, the degree of the legitimacy of the government is linked to the level of social
costs of the reform policies. The less socially costly the reforms are, the higher the
government’s legitimacy is likely to be, and vice versa.

It is very unlikely that any government would be able to conduct such complex,
systemic and simultaneous transformation as the transition with a limited political

resource, unless there is a sufficient level of external demand and support. The analyses by
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authors like Przeworski, Laar and Offe discussed above strongly support my argument
about the critical nature of external support.

It is logical to assume that any government would usually prefer to invest its
political stock in areas that are politically less costly and more rewarding. However, during
the transition process governments often have to deviate from this principle of politics to
follow other imperatives dictated by the logic of reform and international conditionality
(although when conforming to international conditionality, governments hope to generate
external support, whether in the form of economic assistance or political backing).

Obviously, at the initial stage of unpopular shock reforms, it is impossible for any
government to avoid a decline in legitimacy. The question is how much decline, and
whether the decline would allow the government to survive or the reform policies to
continue, even if at the cost of a change in government. Thus, a government can be
expected to conduct more transition reforms with less cost to its legitimacy.

At the same time, the size of that single legitimacy resource at each stage will
depend on the effectiveness of the government’s transition policies in the same economic,
political and security areas, and their combination, interaction and interplay. Therefore, the
success of transition will depend on the government’s political resource and its effective
allocation and use of that resource for implementing transition reforms in economic,
political and security areas. At the same time, depending on the effectiveness of those
policies at each previous stage, the government will be left with a particular level of
political resource, which will serve as the initial political resource for each next stage of
transition reforms. In other words, the volume of that limited political stock, while not an
end in itself, becomes an initial resource for each next stage of transition. The pace, timing
and sequencing of each new cycle of reforms in the economic, political, and security
spheres will to a large extent depend upon the amount of legitimacy that the reformist
government acquires after the preceding cycle of reforms.

The peculiarity of transition is that voters may have dual expectations from the
government --- to conduct reforms, but also, and probably even more, to improve the living
conditions. These goals, at least in the short term, can be contradictory, unless there is a

sufficient level of external support. So voters may judge the effectiveness of a government
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and offer it support based on the tempo of reforms but, even more importantly, on
economic, political and security conditions, which change as a result of those very reforms.

The interconnectedness among those policies, and the fact that there is a limited
resource at the government’s disposal to pursue those policies, makes it even more
important to analyse the existing situation with what is called timing, sequencing and
pacing of different reform policies during the transition. Governments have to make
critical choices in line with the demands and supports of domestic society and the
international system as well as their own legitimacy needs. It is the choices that elites and
governments have made under certain political, economic and other structural constraints
that will determine whether the country will remain on the democratic transition path or
not.

There is a similar gap when it comes to vertical interaction. Socialization theories
study the process mostly in one direction— discussing the mechanisms by which
international norms are internalized. While they offer a rich analysis of existing
experience, they do not treat the domestic actors as an independent variable. Obviously,
there is a need for a two-way approach. Often the causal relationship among different
policy areas is not direct but intertwined, intermediated by international or domestic
factors.”*® In this respect, as my second hypothesis, I suggest that there is an essential link
and interplay not only among different policy areas -- economic, political, security — but
also there is an essential link and trade-off among different levels -- domestic, state and
international -- within the overall transition process. And, in order for transition to
succeed, it is important that the resources and respective costs of transition have been
effectively, that is reasonably allocated in a timely manner among different levels.

There is a link between, on the one hand, the economic conditions of a domestic
society and its government’s policies of economic reforms, marketisation, and, on the other
hand, between those policies and the level of compliance with international economic
regimes, their conditionality. In the early stages at least, because of the first shock reform
steps, that link was not positive. Since they are a result of the government’s economic
policies, domestic economic conditions have a feedback effect on those very policies. At

the very beginning of transition, the domestic support for liberalization was in harmony

26 We will see examples of this in the case of both Kyrgyzstan and Moldova.)
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with the international demand for it. This was an ideal situation for the government to
conduct liberalisation reform policies. However, as a result of reforms, the economic
conditions of the domestic society erode. Domestic society may respond by withdrawing
its support for the government’s economic reform policies. Under those circumstances a
demand for international support rises. If there is timely and adequate international support
in response.to the domestic demand, then the government can continue its economic
policies. Otherwise, in a democratic environment unsatisfied domestic demand may lead to
policy change, or to a change in the government, with the new government trying or not
trying to continue the same reform policies. There is also a third option, when a
government continues painful economic reforms without sufficient external support and
against the will of the voters, thus giving up or compromising its democratization agenda.
This demonstrates how the interplay between the domestic, state and the international
levels occurs. It also shows how the lack of international support (vertical interaction)
takes the game back to the national level (horizontal interaction), leaving the government
often with no option other than to choose between market reforms or democratisation.
These across-level linkages suggest that in order to make a judgement about a country’s
transition progress, one should follow not only the dynamics of reform scores and
indicators, but also that of the economic development and international assistance and
support. The same logic is applicable to the interplay with the security dimension. In other
words, the interaction can produce either a positive or a negative resource, which will
mean either support for, or opposition to, the government’s transition policies; to domestic
transformation and international integration. This leads to the third hypothesis.

In the third hypothesis, I argue that the interaction of horizontal and vertical
dimensions is reflected in the domestic and foreign policy relationship, thus, creating an
essential and direct link and interplay between domestic and foreign policy dynamics
during transition.

The aim of the government’s domestic policy is to allocate political resources
horizontally-among economic, political and security issue policies. The aim of
government’s foreign policy is to link across levels, to extract political support from and
allocating political costs among different levels. The extraction and allocation occur

within the existing domestic and international structural constraints and resource
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limitations, and serve to attain the transition goals which have previously been set. If the
linkages and the resource allocation prove to be effective or at least not too costly
domestically, then the country’s foreign policy survives and continues serving the
transition goal; if not, it will be changed. Change does not necessarily mean a change of
transition goals, targets and foreign policy direction; it can also mean a change in
implementation or in the tempo of pursuing a particular transition goal or set of goals.

In that sense a variety of scenarios of interplay is possible. For example, in a given
country where the economy and security are deteriorating but political liberties are in
place, one should expect the government’s policy (either foreign or domestic) to change.
Conversely, if the economy deteriorates, security threats grow, and there is no change in
the government’s domestic or foreign policy, then one should look at the status of political
liberties. Most probably, in that country the society will be deprived of the means of
democratic self-expression. The interconnection is more obvious between the economy and
security. To increase security, the government primarily needs finances, which only a well
functioning economy can provide. Therefore, in the face of deteriorating security, if a
government does not have the economic resources to improve its defence capabilities, it
will be forced to change its domestic or foreign policy either to improve the financial
situation or to eliminate the security threat. Alternatively, if the state uses existing scarce
resources to arm itself, it will have no choice but to suppress democracy domestically. In
that case, the state propaganda machine may be activated to try to compensate the society,
for example, by feeding it with nationalistic ideology and increased propaganda.

The democratisation process may lead to a rise of ethnic or religious problems and
conflicts, thus creating real security concerns. The country’s foreign policy direction may
not be able to secure the necessary international support to prevent deepening internal
division or even the breakup of the country. This may lead to a change in foreign policy
direction (i.e. a change in geostrategic orientation: joining new international/regional
security regimes, organisations; seeking new ties or reinforcing or halting existing bilateral
ties). Alternatively, it may slow down or suspend the democratisation process.

As discussed above, in a transition country where market reforms have led to
economic decline, the foreign policy will aim to seek international support in the form of

economic assistance, investments, trade access, etc. If this does not succeed, under
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democratic conditions the foreign policy direction will be changed. Otherwise, the
democratic reforms may be abandoned.

These three hypotheses are intended to support my overarching argument that
transition can be better understood if viewed as a political process of complex interaction
and interplay of different issue policies within the transition state and across different
levels — domestic, state and international. The following three chapters will test the validity
of these assumptions on the countries of post-communist transition in general, and on two
country cases in particular. For operationalisation purposes, I set out a schematic
formulation of my model that aims to test these assumptions (Figure 1). This model aims
to take into account 1) the initial socio-economic, political and security conditions and
changes in those conditions resulting from government policies and their interaction, 2)
based on those conditions, elite choices and government policies and their interaction, and
3) initial domestic and external demands and supports, their interplay and change, resulting
from government policies. As one can see, there are complex interactions between these

components of the transition, which could be analysed in the suggested framework.
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Figure 3.1: Explaining the Dynamics of the Transition Process
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CHAPTER 4

States in Transition, Transition within States: Evaluating Post-
Communist Transitions

Now, more than fifteen years after the collapse of the communist system, it is
obvious that we witness essentially different transition outcomes for the twenty-five
post-communist states. The Nations in Transit report, published by Freedom House,
separates three clusters of transitional countries that emerged and persisted throughout
most of the 1990s and beyond: most advanced, middle, and least advanced. In this
chapter I will try to explore why the transition paths diverged so drastically for all these
25 post-communist countries.

These countries understandably had different starting points. However, it is also
the case that the conditions of transition have not been equal; therefore, there are
numerous reasons for the differing outcomes. Karatnycky identifies four core reasons
that account for disparate transition outcomes: “(1) dissimilarities in historical legacies
and paths to post-communism; (2) the emergence of significantly different state
systems; (3) substantial variations in the patterns of corruption and cronyism; and (4)
considerable disparities in the development of civil society, political parties, and

independent media.”®’

The country specific legacy of the communist past is, of
course, an important but not an exhaustive basis for explaining the current state of
affairs in the transition world. Past experience surely has a role in causing differences
in progress in transition states. However, there was no essential difference between
Ukraine and Belarus in terms of their communist past. The fact that the countries within
the three groups mentioned above are geographically bounded also does not provide a
sufficient basis for explaining the existing differences. The position of Yugoslavia,
Belarus, and Turkmenistan in the same category cannot be explained by geography.
Obviously, there is a need for a more comprehensive approach to the study of transition

phenomena.

#7 Adrian Karatnycky, “Nations in Transit: Emerging Dynamics of Change”, The
Nations in Transit, 2001, p.17.
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Perhaps it was not geography itself, but the fact that the Central and Eastern-
European states were the first to be afforded the opportunity to associate with NATO
and the European Union as candidateé with clear membership prospects, which
accounts for their success. Obviously, tangible possibilities and a clear prospect of
integration play not the least or the last role in explaining these countries’ successful
transition. In these countries, politicians use the EU, as Moravcsik suggests, to add

238

“legitimacy and credibility” to their domestic reforms.”" Motyl also supports this

argument:

The European Union (EU) and the North Atlantic Treaty Organisation
(NATO), with respect to prospects for membership, have given
preference to the most advanced countries and, thereby, have effectively
relegated the second and third clusters to a single category: the outsiders
or, less generously, the losers...non-membership in EU and NATO
structures is tantamount to exclusion from a political-economic space
that is undergoing rapid — even if somewhat indeterminate --
institutional change.?*’

Vachudova finds that even merely by virtue of its existence and its usual
conduct, the EU has traction on the domestic politics of credible candidate states. She
calls it passive leverage and suggests that “it includes the (tremendous) political and
economic benefits of membership, the (dastardly) costs of exclusion, and the (not-so-
nice) way that the EU treats non-member states.”*® However, even with these,
Vachudova finds that:

The EU’s passive leverage merely reinforced liberal strategies of reform
in Poland, Hungary, and the Czech Republic, while failing to avert, end

2% Andrew Moravcsik, “Integrating International and Domestic Politics: A Theoretical
Introduction” in Peter B. Evans, Harold K. Jacobson, Robert D. Putnam (eds.), Double-
Edged Diplomacy: International Bargaining and Domestic Politics, University of
California Press, Berkeley, Los Angeles, London, 1993, p. 515.

2% Alexander J. Motyl, “Ten Years After the Soviet Collapse: Persistence of the Past
and Prospects for the Future”, Nations in Transit, 2001, pp.36-44, p. 41.

0 Milada Anna Vachudova, Europe Undivided: Democracy, Leverage, and Integration
After Communism, Oxford University Press, 2005, p. 4.
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or significantly diminish rent-seeking strategies for winning and
exercising power in Romania, Bulgaria, and Slovakia.?*!

In addition, Vachudova suggests that there is also the EU’s active leverage - the
deliberate policies of the EU toward candidate states that include enormous entry
requirements and benefits that set the stage for effective conditionality. Three
characteristics of the process make it particularly powerful: “asymmetric
interdependence (candidates are weak), enforcement (tough but fair), and meritocracy
(most of the time). The process mediates the costs and benefits of satisfying EU
membership criteria in such a way as to make compliance attractive - and
noncompliance visible and costly.”?*?

Vachudova considers four alternative explanations for why different potential
members moved with different speed and enthusiasm towards EU membership:
coercion, geography, economic prosperity, the prospect for membership.243 Although
Vachudova agrees that almost all of them play a significant role in explaining the
situation, the answer to the variation in the responses of governments to the incentives
of EU membership is found in the costs that compliance imposes on the domestic
power base of ruling elites. She finds that political competition is central to
understanding variation in political and economic change in post-communist states.

The credible prospect of EU membership extended enormous support and
demand to the elites and societies of the future members in all spheres: political,
economic and security. The fact that these states are credible future members of the EU,
exposed to the full force of the EU’s active leverage, strengthens the hand of liberal
forces against illiberal ones.”**

In that sense, Vachudova’s question is very much to the point:

What were the consequences of the absence of more active leverage on
the part of the EU? Most important, elites in Romania, Bulgaria, and
Slovakia were able to “play it both ways” for a long time — seeking

! Vachudova, 2005, p.4.
#2 Vachudova, 2005, p.4.
3 Vachudova, 2005, p. 75.

*Vachudova, 2005, p. 5.
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membership as a matter of foreign policy, but engaging in ethnic
intolerance and economic corruption as a matter of domestic politics.2*’
This question is even more to the point for the rest of the transition
countries, which have never had even a hope of EU membership, so that they
were not even exposed to the EU’s passive leverage.
Another important question raised by Vachudova is the following:

Did ruling elites in Romania, Bulgaria, and Slovakia have just as much
political will to comply with the EU’s requirements as neighbouring
states, only they were hampered by the weakness of the economy, the
feebleness of the state administration, or even the backwardness of the
political culture in their countries? After all, shortcomings in their
economic and administrative performance could be a consequence of the
structure of the economy and the state inherited from communism, and

not aycgonsequence of the actions of the politicians in power after
1989.

In response to this question, Vachudova downplays the role of structural factors
and ascribes the problems of non-compliance to the ruling elites and governments of
Romania, Bulgaria, and Slovakia. However, I cannot give such an unequivocal answer
to almost the same question that I raise in my first hypothesis: To what extent should
difficulties of the transition be attributed to governments and leaders, and to what
extent to domestic and international constraints and causes? In CIS countries, structural
factors along with governments’ behaviour surely play a significant role in shaping
transition outcomes.

Alexandra Gheciu discusses the important role NATO played as an agent of
international socialization in Central and Eastern Europe. What I find challenging is
Gheciu’s assertion that “the logic of socialization of Central and Eastern Europeans into
norms prescribed by NATO departed in important ways from the rationalist logic of
socialization.”®*” I cannot agree that socialisation based on rational interest was not the
leading force in Czech Republic and Romania. Gheciu’s starting point is that the

membership perspective did not have a significant socialization impact because it was

*Vachudova, 2005, p. 102.
#6 Vachudova, 2005, p. 159.

7 Alexandra Gheciu, “Security Institutions as Agents of Socialization? NATO and the
“New Europe”, International Organization 59, 2005, pp. 973-1012., p. 977.
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obvious from the very beginning that the Czechs would receive membership, and that
the Romanians would not. I believe that the Czechs, nevertheless had to work hard and
the Romanians always believed that they had the prospect of membership. As
Eurobarometer polls show, the Romanians have always believed that their future is in
Europe. Therefore, while not excluding the possibility that the socialization in the two
countries sometimes went beyond rational interest, I think that, overall, it was based on
strong rational motivations.

The role and impact of International Organizations (IOs) on the Central and
East European Countries (CEECs) is studied in a book edited by Ronald Linden.
International Organizations have proposed key norms of international behaviour and
acted as nannies to ensure that they were applied and, consequently, that the CEECs
underwent international socialization. The different kinds of accepted norms were wide
ranging, encompassing aspects such as democracy, liberalization and human rights. The
contributors to the book find that nannying occurred either through an inclusive
strategy such as the OSCE, or through an exclusive strategy such as NATO and the EU
or an intermediate strategy such as the Council of Europe.?*® The relationship between
the I0s and CEECs was asymmetric one and, as the contributors recognize, strong
pressure to conform to Western norms came from the need to comply with norms
before entry in the case of the EU and NATO. Pressure was maintained through the
attraction of funding and achieving targets laid down via regular progress reports.

Along the same lines, Anders Aslund observes “In effect, the West as a whole
adopted Central Europe, and Western Europe adopted the Baltics, while South-East
Europe, Russia, and the rest of the CIS were left out in the cold.”?* With hindsight,
Aslund continues, the results look obvious: as expected, Central Europe and the Baltics
have done better than the former Soviet states. However, looking closer Aslund finds
outcomes, which seem less expected:

Why has Western Galicia (in Poland) done so much better than Eastern
Galicia (in Ukraine), although they share history, culture, and
geography as long-time parts of the Hapsburg Empire? Why has West-

8 Linden, Ronald H. (ed.), Norms and Nannies. The Impact of International
Organizations on the Central and East European States. The New International
Relations of Europe, Rowman & Littlefield, Lanham, MD, and Oxford, 2002.

2% Anders Aslund, Building Capitalism: The Transformation of the Former Soviet Bloc,
Cambridge University Press, 2002, p. 397.
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oriented Romania done so much worse than isolated and provincial
Lithuania? Why has highly developed Belarus remained a state-
controlled economsy while poor and distant Kyrgyzstan has become a
market economy?*>°

As Aslund puts it, the key question is why some transition countries have done
so much better than others have. If the first group of countries are those that have made
the final and comprehensive transition to democracy and a market economy, the second
group includes countries that have registered essential progress in only one dimension
at the expense of the other. Countries of the third group have failed in both
democratisation and marketisation attempts. Aslund has tried to explain this with what
he calls “traps” in the transition process. Some transition countries, he argues, have
chosen suboptimal paths, leading to unfavourable equilibria. After a country has fallen
into one of the economic or political “under-reform traps,” Aslund continues, it cannot
easily develop further, since these traps represent “suboptimal equilibria.” He explains
this phenomenon with the slow pace of liberalisation and democratisation in some

countries at the outset of transition.?!

What Aslund’s argument has in common with
my approach is that he acknowledges the role of processes of political and economic
interaction in the fate of transition, as a result of which there has been established some
kind of political and economic equilibrium in these countries. His statement that, “the
persistence of a strong anti-systemic force entails a dangerous temptation for semi-
democratic leaders to abandon democracy altogether with the purported aim of ‘saving’
economic reform” coincides to some extent with my observations, since it implies a
deficit of political resource.”> However, the deficit of political resource may be
explained not only or necessarily by the semi-democratic inclinations of a leader but,
for instance, by the absence of well-established democratic institutions, a democratic
regime with a legitimacy of its own, which any leader could rely on, and by the absence
of sufficient domestic and international demand and support for reforms.

Moreover, explaining the shortage of political resource only by the absence of

radical reform strategies cannot be satisfactory. As discussed in Chapter 3, there are

20 Aslund, 2002, p. 401.
3! Aslund, 2002, p. 448.

252 Aslund, 2002, p. 450.
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diverse views on pace, timing and sequencing, on radical vs. slow transition reforms.
Therefore, Aslund’s argument that “countries have entered these ‘under-reform traps’
because their governments failed to undertake radical and early reforms” does not seem
to be sufficiently convincing. His explanation that if the opportunity of radical and
early reforms “during the extraordinary politics in the immediate aftermath of the
collapse of communism has been missed, a variety of vested interests grow strong
enough to trap the nation in a vicious circle” is not universally applicable.>> Hungary
has pursued slow but consistent and fundamental reforms (gradual reforms) throughout
the entire transition process. On the other hand, Kyrgyzstan, which started with very
radical and ambitious political and economic reforms, and was deemed to be a success
in the early years of transition, ended up by continuously reproducing itself as a semi-
authoritarian and semi-market system, which, in Aslund’s terminology, can be
described as an “under-reform trap” or “suboptimal equilibria.”

The theories and approaches discussed previously have a legitimate place in
explaining the state of affairs in transition countries. However, they do not account for
the process of political interaction and interplay during the transition — both internal

and external. It is that interaction that is the subject of my attention in this study.

Defining and Measuring Mutual Demands and Supports

To start discussing policy interaction and interplay in the post-communist
transition context, I will suggest concrete meanings and criteria for the international,
state, and domestic demands and supports. To the extent possible, I will define concrete
indicators for mutual demand and support during the transition process, to analyse the
process of interaction and interplay. It will be difficult to assess the impact or link of a
concrete demand on, or with, a concrete support. Of course, one can always explore the
correlation between the two indicators. However, since in reality a political demand can
be reciprocated with support from more than one different policy sphere, and vice
versa, it will be more sensible to reveal the correlation of concrete support or demand
indicators and the dynamics in achieving a concrete policy goal.

What is the demand-support exchange between the international level, the state
and domestic society during the transition? I will combine the demands and supports

into three kinds of supports and demands as suggested in the previous chapter -

23 Aslund, 2002, p. 450.
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economic, political, security. In very general terms, the international community
expects the states in transition to integrate into the international system. We cannot
operationalise the international system per se. Instead, I can discuss the expectations or
demand various international regimes and international organisations have from the
state during the transition process. This would mean having the state joining the critical
international regimes, complying with the conditionalities of international
organisations, and improving that compliance. All these conditionalities are about

support-demand balance.

Economic dimension

The economic dimension has been a core dimension in the transition process,
and therefore, can give us more explicit and deeper insight into national-international
interaction processes.

Foreign economic aid -- in the form of humanitarian, technical, or development
assistance from international financial and other institutions or from donor countries’
governments -- composes the most direct international support to the countries in
transition. This indicator is widely available for all transition countries in World Bank
and European Bank for Reconstruction and Development (EBRD) reports. There are
indirect supports as well, such as recognition of reforms by international organisations
and credit rating groups, by granting membership or assessing the country’s risk status.
In addition, for each country in transition there are data available on its participation in
critical international organisations and projects. In addition, there are country specific
data available on each country’s international commitments and undertakings.

In the same way, there is a support-demand balance or the need for such a
balance between the state and the domestic society. Demands that a society can have
from the state are wide. The most direct demand that domestic society has from the
state is the fulfilment of social needs, of course. However, they are not limited to that.
Such economic spheres as job creation, investment, taxes, which also depend greatly on
government activity, require a more comprehensive assessment of a government’s
support. For that purpose, we can use such indicators as GDP per capita, GDP growth,
per capita foreign direct investment, unemployment rate, and Gini coefficient. Support
for government policy can be measured with material support given, such as the
payment of taxes and other levies. This can be measured both in absolute volume and

as a proportion of the budget income.
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The picture is different from the government perspective. All governments
value economic growth in itself and also because it boosts their legitimacy. This means
that the same indicators of economic growth can be used for the government level as
well.

What is the demand-support exchange between the international community and
the state in transition? In the sphere of the economy, this may mean the liberalisation of
the national economy. Indicators such as the Index of Economic Freedom compiled by
the Heritage Foundation, give a general assessment of a particular economy’s openness
towards the international system. One can find more and more aggregate data on the
reform process in countries of transition such as the liberalisation score, transition score
compiled by the EBRD Transition Report, etc., in the field of the economy. All these
indicators show, on a comparative basis, the success and the extent of transition of a
particular transition country, which means its domestic transformation and international
integration. They also describe the state’s policy vis-a-vis the domestic and
international levels. Therefore, they also speak about the state’s foreign policy, its
external direction, or its change.

In return for a state’s compliance with democratic and human-rights regimes,
the international community can reciprocate not only with political but also with
economic support. One of the preconditions for granting foreign economic aid, for
example, has been the government’s democratic performance and consistency in
implementing reforms. Even without such a formal linkage, it is obvious that foreign
economic aid has a direct and indirect impact on the democratic development of a
country and its society. Besides, stability is an important factor for attracting foreign
investment. A simple correlation of the dynamics of such indicators as foreign
economic aid or foreign investment on the one hand, and a country’s political rights’
and civil liberties’ indexes on the other, can tell us whether there is any support-
demand balance when it comes to a state’s democratic performance and the
international economic support (see tables at the end of the chapter on foreign

economic aid and on Freedom House indexes).
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Political dimension

In the political sphere, the international community’s expectation or demand
will be that states in transition become more democratic, to comply with international
and global human rights regimes, and to progress intensively towards meeting the
conditionalities of international organisations that are effective internationally or
designed for the states in transition. At the same time, this would mean the state’s
support for the respective international regimes. There is no scarcity of data offering
aggregate indicators describing the situation. One such indicator is the coincidence of
voting patterns of countries in transition with those of the European Union and the
United States on resolutions related to human rights and political rights and liberties.
The extent to which states in transition meet particular core conditionalities, such as the
abolishment of capital punishment, put forward by some international organisations can
be an important indicator in this sense.

The government in its turn expects the respective international or regional
organisations to reward it materially or by recognizing its good performance. The latter
can be a serious legitimacy boost for any government. Reports by reputable
organisations; country resolutions in international organisations; election to high-level
UN bodies, such as the Council on Human Rights; or the Economic and Social Council
or other prestigious international or European organisations, are, in a way, indicators of
the international support to the state. In the political sphere, again, important indicators
are the status of political rights and civil liberties, and the record of the conduct of free
and fair elections as well as indicators of rule of law (i.e. Transparency International’s
Corruption Perception Index). All these data are available for the states in transition.
Not surprisingly, in this field international and domestic demands toward a state are
more or less the same. Indicators measuring the status of civil liberties and political
rights in all countries put forward by Freedom House, and the democratisation scores in
the Nations in Transit Report, give a dynamic picture in this field. Therefore, the
support from the state to these two levels can be the same. However, there may be
differences as well, which are mainly linked to a society’s traditions, customs,
perceptions, values, and the specifics of its background. = Sometimes meeting
international human rights and civil liberties requirements collides with the domestic
society’s value perceptions. For instance, the requirement of the Council of Europe to
abolish capital punishment was not supported initially by some societies of post-

communist transition.
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Within the political dimension, there is another phenomenon that deserves
attention. The political processes include also issues related to cultural patterns, value
systems and symbols, among others. As one of the most common ways of extracting
public support, the governments use nationalism. Rulers often try to shape public
perceptions, society’s scale of assessment for government policies and their outcomes.
In other words, governments use some propaganda tools as they conduct some
interpretative explanatory activity to increase their legitimacy.

Although the overall legitimacy of a government is a result of its performance
in all the dimensions discussed above, governments seek to influence the scale of the
assessment of the society, to make their achievements look greater. This is not only an
outcome of the political process but also one of its determinants, the impact of which is
difficult to measure. The domestic society is interested in keeping its value system
coherent. The domestic society can also adopt standards and scales spread globally and
assess the government’s activity comparatively. Different actors to add legitimacy to
own policies and demands can use a prior experience of others. For example,
governments of transitional countries often refer to other states in transition, which
have had a similar economic reform experience, in order to explain to their domestic
audiences the reasons for economic decline in their own countries. Alternatively, a
domestic society, to support its demands from the government, can refer to other
domestic societies’ achievements. These references are stronger, more supportive and
effective when the precedents are not just a few, but are widely spread. A government
uses other states’ successes widely as an argument, when negotiating with the
international community for some benefits.

To separate and measure the portion of the government’s legitimacy derived
from its success in presenting and propagating its economic, political and security
achievements is a complicated task. However, it will not be difficult to track. The
empirical research can reveal cases when the government has either made no progress,
or has declined in all the dimensions under discussion, but nevertheless preserves its
legitimacy. Those are the cases where one should look for an explanation within this
dimension.

The overall level of political support by the domestic society, or the level of the
government’s political legitimacy, is reflected in public polls. However, the results of
these polls are not widely available and polls have not been conducted in a systematic

manner. Eurobarometer -- surveys conducted by the EU among the transition states --
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was the only source conducting polls in early years of transition on the support level of
transitional societies, not only towards their respective government’s policies, but also
on existing values and perceptions. Meanwhile, the existing data on elections, changes
in political landscapes in the parliaments of transition countries, toward left or right,

speak for themselves.

Security dimension

The next dimension is security. Within the security dimension, the international
community expects the particular state to be a responsible, stable and predictable
member of the international community. The general criterion is compliance of the
given state with the international security regimes’ main conventions, treaties and
decisions. Membership and voting patterns of the given state in international
organisations also can provide some information. Scoring methods that exist in the field
of conflict assessment help evaluate the situation. The Fund for Peace, for example,
uses its Conflict Assessment System Tool, an original methodology it has developed
and tested over the past decade. It is a flexible model that has the capability to employ
a four-step trend-line analysis, consisting of rating 12 social, economic, political, and
military indicators; assessing the capabilities of five core state institutions considered
essential for sustaining security; identifying idiosyncratic factors and surprises; and
placing countries on a conflict map that shows the risk history of countries being
analysed. >

For the Failed States Index, the Fund for Peace and the Foreign Policy magazine
focused solely on the first step, which provides snapshots of state vulnerability or risk
of violence for one time period each year. A state that is failing has several attributes.
One of the most common is the loss of physical control of its territory or of the
monopoly on the legitimate use of force. Other attributes of state failure include the
erosion of legitimate authority to make collective decisions, an inability to provide
reasonable public services, and the inability to interact with other states as a full
member of the international community. The 12 indicators cover a wide range of
elements of the risk of state failure, such as extensive corruption and criminal behavior,
inability to collect taxes or otherwise draw on citizen support, large-scale involuntary

dislocation of the population, sharp economic decline, group-based inequality,

4 http://www.fundforpeace.org.
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institutionalized persecution or discrimination, severe demographic pressures, brain
drain, and environmental decay. These aggregate indices and different combinations of
their component indicators can be used for analyzing the security/state-building
situation in the transition world. One of the problems however is the fact that especially
for the first decade of transition there is no systematic data available.

A country rating based on a global survey of armed conflicts, self-determination
movements, and democracy has been produced by the Center for International
Development and Conflict Management at the University of Maryland.*>> There have been
more recent attempts by scholars to develop their own methodology of evaluating a state’s
vulnerability to security problems. For instance, Andrei P. Tsygankov proposed an index of
stateness that would combine indicators of state unity/security, economic and political
viability. However, when applying his methodology to the post-Soviet states he
concluded that Moldova, for instance, which is often deemed to be a failed state, is one
of the three most viable states. Tsygankov himself acknowledges, of course, “that any
attempt to propose indicators and construct indices can only be preliminary and
suggestive of a general trend. Case studies are necessary to further test how well such
indices stand against the empirical record.”*

I will refrain from making quantitative analyses on the state of affairs in
security sphere of transition states. One can draw conclusions based on the visible
evidence without having to conduct detailed quantitative analyses. “ Another challenge
that should be highlighted is the dual difficulty of “state-building” and democratization.
Whether it is through violent conflict or peaceful means, almost half of the Nations in
Transit countries covered continue to grapple with building basic structures and
consensus about belonging together in a state. A state must be able to have in place and
control basic institutions in order to engage in process of democratisation.””’ As one
can see, the main security/state-building concern in the transition states often is not
external but rather ethnic, mostly secession. And one can conduct analysis based on

mere facts of existing interstate or ethnic disputes and conflicts, their background and

55 http://www.cidem.umd.edu/pc/

»6 Andrei P. Tsygankov, “Modern at last? Variety of Weak States in the post-Soviet
World”, Communist and Post-Communist Studies 40,2007, 423-439.

7 Nations in Transit, 2006, p.26
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dynamics. As for the status of state institutions, in addition to the above mentioned
sources, there is also consistent data on market institution building and institutional
performance provided by the EBRD Transition Reports. However, the situation in this
sphere will be analysed in a detail in the two case studies.

Domestic society is interested in its security, both individual and collective.
Within this dimension, I emphasize a society’s overall military security only. The
criterion for domestic society is an increase of its security by the government, which
can be reflected in an increase of military spending, number of armed forces, settlement
of existing and potential conflicts and elimination of perceived threats, participation of
the state in security treaties, pacts, agreements, etc. Quantitative measures such as
military expenditures as a proportion of GDP, or the number of military personnel per
1000 in the population, are indicators of a state’s security performance. To make a
judgement on the perceived threats existing in a society, one needs to conduct public
polls, or at least to have expert assessments. Although not as precisely as economic
growth, the security of domestic society can be measured by indicators like those
mentioned above.

For the government, again, the logic is the same. The government is interested
in the increase of security since it helps to increase its legitimacy. Therefore, with the
same kind of reservations mentioned in relation to the economic dimension, we can use
the same indicators of security measurement. I will discuss only state security issues
here, which include threats to domestic society, state sovereignty and integrity. The
individual security of a society’s members, related to human rights, political liberties,
and the rule of law, and problems of economic security will be covered within the

political and economic dimensions respectively.

Horizontal Interaction

As T have stated before, in this chapter I aim to explore why the transition paths
diverged so drastically for post-communist countries. My first argument in this regard
is that the background conditions matter. However, in countries undergoing transition,
governments possess a limited resource for pursuing reforms on the political, economic
and security/state-building fronts; therefore, they have to make critical choices in line
with the demands and supports of domestic society and international community, as

well as their own legitimacy needs. It is these choices of the elites, made under certain
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political, economic and other structural constraints, that will determine what transition
paths the country takes and whether the country remains on the democratic path or not.

Before analysing transition as a single political process, it would be useful to
determine what role the domestic factors that I singled out in Chapter 1 might have
played in shaping the transition paths of these countries and creating sub-groups that
vary significantly in their reform achievement in democratization and marketisation
after ten years of transition (1991-2001).

Table 4.1, which compares the initial socio-economic conditions, role of the
first post-communist elites, political culture, institutional design, and other structural
factors, such as state-building related or conflict related challenges, shows some
similarities that countries belonging to the same region have. The countries of Central
and Eastern Europe and the Baltic States and, to a less degree, those in South Eastern
Europe had relatively higher GDP per capita level ranging between $ 1300 and $ 3700
(with the exception of Albania). Almost all of them, with few exceptions, have adopted
a parliamentary political system, which, according to the theories of democratic
institution building, provides better checks and balances, prevents political polarisation
and promotes better social cohesion in society. Parliamentary systems are also known
for their stability in terms of their policy choices and continuities. All these countries
also had more or less lengthy previous democratic experience with independent state
institutions.

In the countries of the CIS, in the early years of transition GDP per capita was
lower than $1300.2°® GDP decline in the first 4-5 critical years of radical reform was
deeper than those in the CEE and SEE. If one accepts’ the modernization theory

"2 these countries had less chance of

argument, both “endogenous” and “exogenous
installing a democratic regime and consolidating it than those in the CEE and SEE
region. The countries chose presidential or mixed systems with a strong executive,

which, according to theory, leads to an excessive concentration of power in the hands

2% The only exception is Kazakhstan, which has vast natural resources.

9 On the other hand, the “endogenous” modernization theory does not seem to be valid
when one looks at individual country cases. For instance, Slovenia had the highest GDP
per capita and the lowest economic decline. Nevertheless, the country was far from
being a regional champion in democratisation. Among the CIS countries, Belarus had
the highest GDP per capita but that did not lead to the establishment of democratic
regime, despite its location. See detailed discussion about modernization theory in
Chapter 1.
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of the executive branch and thus, fosters authoritarianism. They were also less fortunate
in their former democratic history. Not only did they lack any pre-Soviet democratic

experience, but they also had no or only minimal experience of prior independent
statehood.

Table 4.1 Domestic Factors Determining Transition Paths

Socio —Economic Political factors | Political | Confli
Conditions culture | ct
GDP per | GDP Initial Elite Inst Previous
capita, Decline® condition | turnover® | design® democratic
1990- 1991- s! experience®
1995 1995
Central Eastern Europe and the Baltic States
Hungary 3677.6 2.2 3.3 Y PL Y Y
Poland 2356.1 2.3 1.9 Y mixed Y N
Czech 3566.9 -0.8 35 Y PL Y Y
Republic
Estonia 2860.9 -6.4 -04 Y PL Y N
Lithuania 2324.8 -9.9 0.0 Y mixed Y N
Slovenia 7551.4 -0.5 3.2 Y PL Y N
Slovak 2727.6 -2.6 2.9 Y PL Y Y
Republic
Latvia 2160.7 -9.7 -02 Y PL Y N
South Eastern Europe
Albania 495.8 -1.4 2.1 N PL N N
Bulgaria 1474.9 -2.5 2.1 N PL Y N
Macedonia 1881.6 -4.6 2.5 Y PL N Y
Croatia’ 3502.3 -5.6 2.5 Y/W Mixed/PL | N Y
Romania 1340.2 -1.8 1.5 N mixed Y Y
Commonwealth of Independent States
Western CIS and Caucasus
Moldova 562 -15.7 -1.1 N mixed N Y
Ammenia 467.5 -10 -1.1 Y mixed N Y
Azerbaijan 747.7 -15.6 -3.2 Y PR N Y
Belarus 1589.9 -8.1 -1.1 N PR N N
Georgia 803.7 -20.6 -2.2 Y/W PR N Y
Russia 3045 -9 -14 Y PR N Y
Ukraine 1280.6 -13.5 -1.4 N PR N Y
Central Asia
Kazakhstan 1452.8 -9.3 -2.5 N PR N N
Kyrgyzstan 4774 -12.5 -2.3 Y PR N Y
Tajikistan 342.2 -17.2 -2.9 W PR N Y
Turkmenistan | 760.7 -8.9 -3.4 N PR N N
Uzbekistan 612.2 -4.0 -2.8 N PR N Y

! EBRD’s Initial Condition Index: The higher values of the initial condition index relate to more
favourable starting positions; Source EBRD Transition Report 2000.

2 The level of Elite Tumnover indicates whether there was a regime change or the old communist
elites remained in power: new elite-Yes, old elite ~No.

? Institutional design: PL-parliamentary; Mixed- semi-presidential; PR-Presidential.

* Existence of previous democratic experience.

5. Includes serious security and state-building challenges that the states had in the early years of post-
communist transition, i.e. major ethnic conflict, external minority, open territorial disputes, etc.

¢, Average GDP growth rates and GDP per capita are derived from World Development Indicators
database.

7 Croatia changed its political system from semi-presidential to parliamentary system in 2000.
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To sum up, of course structural and other domestic factors differ significantly
across these regions. These countries understandably had different starting points.
However, it is also the case that the conditions of transition have not been equal. There
are, therefore, numerous reasons for the differing outcomes. In the same way, past
experience certainly has an enormous role in causing differences in progress in
transition states. However, as mentioned before, there was no essential difference
between Ukraine and Belarus in terms of their communist past and legacies. The
Domestic factors may have facilitated the triple transition of the countries of CEE and
SEE regions more than in other regions. However, domestic factors are important, but
not sufficient for explaining the overall transition dynamics. For this reason, I suggest
we should look at transition, first, as a political process of interaction and trade-off
between a country’s political, economic and security policies.

Thus, in my first hypothesis I suggest that there is a strong interconnectedness
and trade-off among a government’s economic, political and security policies during
the transition. The consequences of policy changes in each of these areas resonate in
others, and often in a negative manner. I further argue that there is a single limited
political or legitimacy resource at the government’s disposal and it is unlikely that any
government will be able to conduct the complex, systemic and simultaneous
transformation required by transition, unless there is a sufficient level of external
demand and support.

To discuss the interaction of various policies at the state level requires, first of
all, a detailed study of how the reforms proceed in each of the policy areas: political,
economic and security. It is not possible to conduct such a detailed, systematic
examination for all 25 countries in the scope of this chapter. Instead, to give a general
overview, I will use the available aggregate indicators and indexes that more or less
reflect the status and dynamics of democratisation, market reforms and security/state-
building in these countries to analyse the situation and to see whether the evidence
supports my first hypothesis.

Unfortunately, the available quantitative data for security/state-building
dimension is rather scarce and covers only recent years. Therefore, I cannot make a
comparative analysis of the security/state-building dimension, and systematically

correlate it with the other dimensions for all the transition countries. I will do this when
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discussing concrete country cases in the following two chapters. At this stage, to
discuss the horizontal interaction between different reform policies, I will focus on the
two main pillars of transition -- economic and political — on which there is sufficient
data. I assume that the comparative analysis of even these two dimensions should give
as a primary view on general pattern of relationship between them throughout the first
decade of transition.

From this point of view, the indicators of cumulative liberalisation and
democratisation put forward in the EBRD Transition Report give a good insight into the
overall reform processes in these two areas, their dynamics and correlation in all
transition countries. Cumulative liberalisation denotes the number of years in which a
country has achieved a score of at least 3 on price liberalisation and at least 4 on trade
and foreign exchange liberalisation. Cumulative democracy denotes the number of
years in which executives and legislatives have been freely and fairly elected. This
information is based on the OSCE reports on country elections. According to the table
on transition paths and determinants in the EBRD Transition Report here is the picture
(table 4.2)°%

These indicators show in comparison how successfully countries’ political and
economic reform progressed in the same (the most critical) time period. These
indicators show more than the structural side of the transition process. After all, they
are also the results of each government’s reform policies, and of the support and

demand by society and the international community for reforms.

20 Cumulative liberalisation denotes the number of years in which a country has
achieved a score of at least 3-- on price liberalisation and at least 4-- on trade
and foreign exchange liberalisation. Cumulative democracy denotes the number of

years in which executives and legislatives have been freely and fairly elected. Source:
EDRD, Transition Report 2000, p. 21.
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Table 4.2 Cumulative Liberalisation and Democracy Scores (1990-2000)

Cumulative Cumulative
liberalisation democracy
1. Hungary 10.0 11.0
2. Poland 8.0 11.0
3. Czech Republic 9.0 11.0
4. Estonia 7.0 9.0
5. Lithuania 7.0 4.0
6. Slovenia 8.0 11.0
7. Slovak Republic 9.0 10.5
8. Croatia 7.0 3.5
9. Latvia 7.0 8.0
10. Albania 8.0 6.0
11. Bulgaria 5.0 8.5
12. FYR Macedonia 7.0 6.0
13. Romania 6.0 8.0
14. Kazakhstan 3.0 0
15. Kyrgyzstan 6.0 7.0
16. Moldova 6.0 7.0
17. Ukraine 0 4.0
18. Georgia 4.0 7.0
19. Azerbaijan 0 0
20. Russia 2.0 9.0
21. Uzbekistan 0 0
22. Armenia 5.0 0
23. Belarus 0 0.5
24. Tajikistan 0 0.5
25. Turkmenistan 0 0

Based on the data presented in table 4.2, one can identify three distinct groups
of countries: The first group contains the countries (Hungary, Poland, Czech Republic,
Estonia, Slovenia, Slovak Republic, Albania, Bulgaria, FYR Macedonia, Romania,
Latvia) that successfully managed to pursue all transition goals in parallel. These
countries, mostly in Central and Eastern Europe, drastically liberalised their economies
and still managed to keep their democratic records more or less clean for the same
period, in the sense that they conducted better, free and fair elections, promoted the rule
of law, etc. These countries had one thing in common — they were all strong
candidates for the EU membership. The only exceptions seem to be Moldova and
Kyrgyzstan, which according to their scores adjoin the first group of countries.
Moldova and Kyrgyzstan, despite not being candidates for EU membership,
surprisingly were able to both liberalize and, at the same time, democratise. They
deserve special examination since they contradict my argument.

Countries in the second group (Armenia, Kazakhstan, Ukraine, Georgia and

Russia) progressed in one sphere but lagged behind in the other. Geographically, they
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roughly coincide with Western CIS and the Caucasus. The only exceptions seem to be
Croatia and Lithuania, which according to their scores adjoin the second group of
countries. Croatia and Lithuania, undoubtedly have higher scores if compared with
other countries of the second group. However, both countries have substantial
imbalance between the democratisation and the economic liberalisation scores. One can
conclude that in countries like Armenia and Kazakhstan, and to an extent in Croatia and
Lithuania, governments have put more emphasis on economic than on political reforms.
Leaving aside Lithuania, which was under EU and NATO sponsorship and deserves a
separate study, the rest of these countries had essentially similar problems: lack of
commitment of governments to further reforms, and/or insufficient level of domestic
and international demand and support. In other words, the problem was the availability
of a political resource, or rather the lack of it. While meeting international demands on
economic liberalisation, the governments of these countries were drastically deprived
of domestic political support. Elections, in these circumstances, were seen as an
opportunity to restore and consolidate their power even by undemocratic means. And
there was no adequate and persistent international demand that could stop them from
doing that. The existence of Croatia in this group supports my argument that without
serious external demand and support (during the period covered in table 4.2 Croatia
was not yet an EU applicant country) it is hard to conduct successful simultaneous
transition reforms.

In this period, the governments of Russia, Ukraine and Georgia achieved higher
scores in democratic than in their economic performance, since they were slow and
cautious in liberalisation. In fact, they became relatively “popular” at the expense of
economic reforms, and therefore could afford to conduct more or less free and fair
elections, without a significant threat to their office. In 1992, Russia’s reformist
government led by Gaidar lasted only 4 months and was sacrificed for the sake of
political stability, as parliament demanded. Shevardnadze’s Georgia implemented
gradual and socially not risky economic reforms. The same is true with regard to
Ukraine under Kuchma. As one can see, in some CIS countries the contrast is more
dramatic.

In the third group are the countries (Belarus, Tajikistan, Turkmenistan,
Uzbekistan and Azerbaijan) in which, throughout the period covered in the table, the
tempo and depth of reforms was not sufficient in either the political or the economic

sphere. These countries failed to reform and chose a path that was not democratic.
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These are countries where there was neither significant and persistent domestic or
international support/demand for reforms, nor a reformist government.

The question remains why did the governments in the second group who
declared their intentions to adopt democracy and capitalism at the same time get such
mixed results? The fact that the policies of the elites in the countries of the second
group, all of whom had more or less similar starting structural conditions, diverge in the
sense that some succeeded in democratisation and some in economic reforms, makes
the modernization argument (more specifically what comes first democracy or market)
and other explanations relying on the structural or political culture perspective less
convincing.

What other factor(s) affected their choices of policies and the eventual reform
results. I argue that along with domestic factors, it is the political process of interaction,
both horizontal and vertical, that makes a difference in transition paths. The
governments had a limited political resource for pursuing reforms on the political,
economic and security/state-building fronts; therefore, they had to make critical
choices, and it is this that shaped differences in progress and in their overall transition
paths. It is these choices of the elites, made under certain political, economic and other
structural constraints that determined what transition paths the country took.

Leaving aside the third group of countries, where we cannot speak about a
transition per se, a significant factor that distinguishes the first two sub-groups with
different levels of success in transition is the amount of the political resource that the
governments of those countries had available for advancing reforms. After the early
stage of radical reforms, which almost all the countries in the first and second group
initiated, the social and political costs of transition rose drastically and public
discontent grew, inevitably leading to a decline in the government’s legitimacy. At this
critical point, the paths of post-communist countries started to diverge. As the
framework in chapter 3 suggests, later policy choices not only largely depend upon the
starting conditions, and the values and goals of the elites in power, but as importantly,
they depend on the existing domestic and international supports and demands. If there
is no domestic and international support and demand, the most probable step for a
government in countries that do not have consolidated democratic and market
institutions would be to abandon reforms, or to invest its political stock in the areas that
are politically less costly and more rewarding, to devote more resources to one aspect

of reform at the expense of another, to enhance its economic and political power.
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It is the balance of demands and supports of domestic society and the
international community that eventually determines the continuity of the reform polices
that have been adopted. In the first group there are countries with clear prospects for
EU membership. In the second group, there are countries in which domestic and
international supports and demands were mixed and were not as rigorous and tangible
as for the first group. In the third group are countries where there was neither any
significant and persistent domestic or international support/demand for reforms, nor a
reformist government.

The dynamics of annual indicators of economic liberalisation and civil liberties
and political rights showing the relationship between economic and political reforms

also reveal similar regional patterns (Chart 4.1).%!

As one can see, for the countries of
Central and Eastern Europe, improving economic liberalization coincides with
improving democracy status. For the countries of South Eastern Europe, the pattern is
the same although not as vivid as in the first group. For the countries of the Western
CIS and the Caucasus, an obviously more drastic economic liberalisation tendency is
accompanied by an unstable and eventually worsening situation in democracy status.
As for the countries of Central Asia, we see a slight improvement of the liberalisation
score in the early years and a continuous worsening of democracy status. In contrast
with the concepts of conflict, compatibility, and reconciliation among policy goals
described by Huntington, which define the relationship among policy goals as either
that of merely conflict, or compatibility, or reconciliation, we witness all scenarios
developing in parallel during the first decade of post-communist transition.”®> The

approach I suggest does not exclude but rather explains the existence of all scenarios.

261 See table 4.5 for detailed data.

2 Myron Weiner and Samuel P. Huntington, Understanding Political Development,
Little, Brown and Company, Boston, Toronto, 1987.
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Chart 4.1 Economic Liberalisation and Democracy Scores (average) 1990-20031
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In sum, as one can see, the comparative analysis of the cumulative liberalisation
and democratisation scores for the twenty-five post-communist transition countries
predominantly supports my assumption that there is strong interconnectedness among
reform policies, and that these governments have a limited resource for pursuing these
policies. As a result, most often they end up pursuing one goal at the expense of the
other. The analysis also shows that it is unlikely that the transition countries can deal
themselves with such a systemic multi-issue transformation as transition, unless there is
sufficient external support and demand. Because Moldova and Kyrgyzstan offer
themselves as possible exceptions, I intend to focus on these two cases for more
detailed study.

Even with an untrained eye, one can observe a striking difference in security/
state-building challenges that different regional groups of countries face, as indicated in

table 4.3. The Central and Eastern European countries and the Baltics are in much
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better situation and the CIS states face the hardest challenges.”*® By 2006 even
Kyrgyzstan and Uzbekistan are ranked as failed states.

Table 4.3 Failed State Index for Post-Communist Countries-20062%

Failed state

Index
Central and Eastern Europe
Hungary 46.7
Poland 479
Czech Republic 41.8
Estonia 51
Lithuania 49.7
Slovenia 36.8
Slovak Republic 49.9
Latvia 56.2
South Eastern Europe
Albania 68.6
Bulgaria 62.1
Macedonia 75.1
Croatia 61.9
Romania 62.6

Western Commonwealth of Independent
States and Caucasus

Moldova 82.5
Armenia 71.5
Azerbaijan 81.9
Belarus 84.5
Georgia 82.2
Russia 87.1
Ukraine 72.9
Central Asia

Kazakhstan 71.9
Kyrgyzstan 90.3
Tajikistan 87.7
Turkmenistan 86.1
Uzbekistan 94.4

As in the case of the democratisation and marketisation scores, if one compares
security indicators, one can see that countries of the same regional group have similar
security/state-building levels. As discussed before, there is obviously a link among all
these areas. The less pressing security and state-building problems are, the more likely

it is that incumbents will be able devote more resources to other critical spheres, and

%3 The rank order of the states is based on the total scores of the 12 indicators. For each
indicator, the ratings are placed on a scale of 0 to 10, with 0 being the lowest intensity
(most stable) and 10 being the highest intensity (least stable). The total score is the sum
of the 12 indicators and is on a scale of 0-120.

264 Source: http://www.fundforpeace.org. Although the earliest comprehensive state-
building/security index is for 2006, that index can still be useful since changes in this
field take place slowly and many of the security challenges reflect processes that took
place in the first decade of transition.

140


http://www.fundforpeace.org

the more likely it is that the country will progress in the economic and political spheres.
It is obvious that the governments of those countries that declared their choice of
democracy and the market but faced serious security and state-building challenges,
have to di