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ror theorists o7 regime change and, mare
speciftically, of tranmsitions to aemocrac?, tne ongoing
attempts at democratization in East Central and
Southeastern Europe present a special inte;est: unlike
previous transition experiences, all of which involved a
move away from authoritarian regimes linked to market
economies at various stages of development, the Eastern
European transitions constitute the first empirical cases
of an attempted change away from post-totalitarian
regimes in which centrally-planned economies were a
central feature. 1

Viewed from this perspective, the systematic study
of the particular problems associated with this set of
transitions can be said to produce valuable insights for
theorists, policy makers, and East European area
specialists alike ands; in the process, significantly to
enlarge our understanding of the broad process ofT

democratization which is rapidly gathering momentum
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around the world.2

Within the broader universe of these concerns,; the
ongoiﬁg transitions in Poland, Czechoslovakia, and
Hungary have, for a variety of reasons, already attracted
the attention of a notable number of scholars. Increased
familiarity with the histories, politics, and cultures of
East Central Europe; the renewed political significance
and weight these countries carry within the region and in
Europe as a whole; and the longer road towards democracy
wh;ch they have already traveled, partly account for the

interest they have attracted.3
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Conversely,; the study of tranmsitions in the
countries of Southeastern Europe can be said to suffer
from significant neglect--a state of affairs which this
volume seeks partially to redress. This chapter has
three aims: firsts; briefly to outline central features
of democratic transitions,; derived from the experiences
of other countries; second,; to focus on the specific
problems which the countries of Southeastern Europe are
encountering,; as they attempt to negotiate their own
transitions to democratic politics and to a market
economy; and third, to provide a tentative assessment of
the prospects for the consolidation of democracy as well
as for the type of democratic politics likely to emerge
in each case.

A basic distinction in the burgeoning literature on
democratization concerns the difference between
transition and consolidation. These constitute separate
and qualitatively different phases of the democratization
process and should, for that reason, be kept analytically

distincts even though,s in practice, tney often overlap

and are not always easy to distinguish. The important
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benefit Qeriying from this analytical distinction is that
it renders more readily intelligible the extent to which
the content, natures; and; more generally,; dynamics of
transition have a direct bearing on the way in which
democratic politigs becomes consolidated (or fails to do
so). In so doings it also highlights the fact that the
nature of democratic consolidation influences profoundly
the quality of democracy issuing from it. .
SQccinctly put, the transition is the earliest phase
in the larger process of democratization. It follows
immediately upon the end of the predecessor regime and
constitutes the critical period during which (a)
agreement concerning the fundamental rules of the
democratic game is generated and (b) the rules, once
formulated, are validated by means of free, popular
elections which produce a government whose authority to
conduct its business is not subject to an effective veto
by other actors in the political system. It follows that
the transition is characterized by a high degree of
uncertainty and flux in which leadership and politics
and, more generally,; micro-level considerations assume
center stage; while, conversely, longer-term social and

economic factors recede in the background and become less

constraining.4
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A central feature of the transition is the emergence
and/or reemergence of actors such as political parties,
trade unions, and business associations and their direct
and central involvement in the negotiations leading .to
the definifion of the rules of the democratic game. The
nature and style of these negotiations, the degree of
contestation associated with them; the recourse to, or
avoidance of, pacts in reaching agreement concerning
these rules will be greatly affected by the degree to

which these actors show themselves willing to forego a
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zero—-sum logic in their dealings and to privilege instead
positive—-sum approaches capable of generating a climate
of consensus and trust and of laying firm foundations for
the nascent democratic regime.

Though usually short, a transition may take a long
time to reach completion. Thg four-month long Greek
transition in 1974 constitutes a good example of the
former type, while the 1l6-year long (1974-1990) Brazilian
transition is sureiy the longest on record,s to date. The
length of a transition is not necessarily a major factor
affecting consolidation or the quality of democracy to
issue from the latter. To the extents however, that the
content and scope of any transition does profoundly
affect both consolidation and the democracy issuing from
it, an excessively brief or excessively protracted
transition may well leave its mark on what follows.

Thus, to pursue further the Greek and Brazilian examples,
the brevity of the former—-—-due, in large part, to the
need to move quickly to defuse the enormous pressures
generated by the Cyprus crisis and the threat of armed
conflict with Turkey,; and to the desire of the forces
leading the transition to minimize the time available to
new (PASOK) or resurfacing (Communist parties) forces to
organize-—effectively meant that the Greek transition was
bereft of the type of transaction that was so salient a
feature of the Spanish one and which could have served to

impart a more ccnsensual quality to the democracy which




eventually emerged from it. Conversely, the very length
of the Brazilian transition constituted telling evidence
of the many obstacles (i.e., above all, the ability of
the military effectively to control the pace of events)
which stood in the way of completion and which
substantively contributed to the fragility which

characterizes current attempts to consolidate democracy

.

in that country.S

The relative weight of elite and collective actors
in a given transition as well as the relation between
them is an additional dimension of transitions worth

noting. Consistent with the conceptualization of
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transition as a phase in the broader democratization
process which privileges leadership in politics, the
literature on the subject has tended to pay
disproportionately greater attention to elites (parties,
trade unions, business associations, etc.) than to
collectivg actors. One of the major reasons for that has
been that, with few exceptions (e.g., Portugal),; the
empirical universe on which scholars haves; to date, based
their theoretical conceptualizations concerning
transitions has consisted of cases in which elites did,
in fact, play the central role in shaping the course of
events.

In this regard, it is worth noting the powerful
influence which the Spanish experience has exercised upon
students of transitions. The peaceful,; reform-oriented,
and transacted nature of that transition (éptly captured
by the terms "ruptura pactada" and "reforma pactada");
and the intensive inter-elite negotiations and carefully
constructed pacts which became its distinguishing feature
and helped produce a settlement capable of generating and
of sustaining broad social and political consensus
concerning the way to exit from the authoritarian regime
and to build its democratic successor are some of the
ma jor reasons accounting for the fact that it is widely.
regarded as the most elegant and compelling transition

model, to date.é6

&. Theough 1t focuses on democratic consclidation rather




The critical role played by elite actors in the
Spanish transition has tended to obscure the extent to
which collective actors,; though certainly not dominant,
do constitute an important element in the transition
process. In a recent paper, Sidney Tarrow has argued
that collective actors should be thought of as setting
the "structure of opportunity" within which elites can
operate in guiding the transition towards a hoped-for
successful completion. The importance of such a concept
is that it underscores the need to bear in mind that,

despite their admittedly critical role, elite actors do
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not operate in vacuo during transitions and that, in a
variety of ways, collective actors can act to enlarge or
alternétively restrict the political épace available for
elite action——-in the process substantively affecting not
only the nature and scope of the transition but also
subsequent phases of the democratization process.?

By contrast to tramsitions, consolidations involve
the legitimation and institutionalization of the
democratic rules of the game at both the elite and mass
levels and the elimination of nondemocratic solutions as
viable alternatives to the existing regime. By its very
natures consolidation is a longer—term process involving,
among others, the reassertion of social, economic and
other mac;ostructures which had lain relatively quiescent
during the transition period. The length of the
consolidation phase varies, depending on the criteria
used to determine its completion. Thuss while some
scholars consider a concrete event, such as change (at
least once or, according to others, twice) in
governmental incumbency,; as tangible evidence of the
completion of consolidation, others prefer more complex,
qualitative criteria stressing changes in attitudes,
behavior, structuress; or, more generally, political

cul ture. In the latter, more extreme case, consolidation

7. On the role of collective actors in providing the
“gpportunity structuwre’ 1n transitions, see Sidney
Tarrows "Transitions to Democracy as Waves of
Mobilization With Spplications to Scuthern Ewrcops." paper
presented toc the SSRC ccnference on "Demccratization in

Soutihern Ewrope." Uelphi, Grescs. 4-7 July 1591,




may well take from a decade to as much as a generation to
complete.B

Since the countries of Soufheastern Europe,.which
constitute the central focus of this chabter, are still
far from the consolidation stage of their democratization
process; the analysis which follows will concern itself
primarily with the d§namics and morphology of transitions
and will only deal with consolidation to the extent that
the treatment of a particular trénsition requires 1it.
This will be especially the case in the concluding
section of the chapter which attempts to extrapolate from
the transition trajectories traveled, so far, by
individual countries in the region to assess the
prospects for consolidation and for democratic politics
in them.

A final issue of theoretical import concerns the
meaning of "democracy." The pertinent literature as well
as the more specialized work on democratization points to

the existence of two major schools of thought on this

S. The literature on democratic con
st1ill smalls 1= beginning to grow. 5 1ly
Geoffrey Fridham, ed.. Secuwring Demgcracy. Folitical
Farties and Democratic Consclidaticn in Southern Eurcce
(London: FRoutledges 19203; ancd John Higl=sy and Richard
Bunther: eds.. Elites and Cemccratic Consolidation 1n
Latin Americas and Scouthern Euraccs. already cited. Fo
the pesition that ceonsclidaticon may rsguire as much as a
generation to complete, see Geoffrey Fridham. "The
Internaticnal Contsxt of Demccratic Ceonsclidation:

Italys Spain. Greece and Fortugal in Comparative
Ferzpective," i1n F. NiklTorcs C[iamandouwrcss. Richard
Sunther, and Hans Juwr-gen Fuhle: eds.. The Feolitics of
Cemocratic Consclidation in Scoutnern Ewope. forthcoming.
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a stage in the evolution of democracy towards a ﬁore

5 ig“ meaningful or substantive content.

What I refer to as the minimalist definition has,
during the past decade, acquired increasing support even
among scholars, especially in Latin America, who had
eaflier been inclined to privilege its rival in their
analyses.of the prospects for democracy in that region.
Ce?fral fo the minimalist definition of democracy is an

_emphasis on procedural criteria guaranteeing equality at
S SRR

- the political realm by means of periodic, regularly-held,
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f. _freg,‘and competitive popular consultations, in which

Tfééﬁ{ictions to participation are held low and civil
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concerning democratization and which also informs the
analysis which follows.9

What type.of factors are iikely to affett a given
transition? Put more broadly, what are the structures or
forces‘whicﬁ serve as wider parameters of the transition
and which domestic actors involved in that transition
have to take into account in formulating their
strategies? In this context,; I would like to distinguish
three broad large clusters: (a) the country’s long-term
heritage; (b) the legacy of the preceding regime; and (c)
the international context within which the transition
occurs. The specific way in which these three interact
and the particular weight which conjunctural
circumstances may assign to one or all of these will
directly affect the dynamics .of the transition and will
inevitably leave its imprint on the patterns of the
ensuing democratic consolidation. Much like collective
actors, these factors can also be thought of as serving
to set Tarrow’siopportunity structure that can
alternatively enhance or restrict the freedom of movement
enjoyed by elites as they seek to guide the transition to

a successful conclusion.10

$. For & similar analysis., see Michael Burton. Richard
Gunther, and Jonn Higlev. "Intrcduction: Elits
Transformations and Demccratic Regimes." in Higlsy and

Gunther: Elites and Democratic Consclication 1n Latin
America and Scuthern Eurcce. 1-35. A minimalist
conception of democracy is o a salisnt feature of Di
Falma’s To Craft Demccracies.
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By "long;term heritage;" I mean the cumulative
political, cultural, social, and economic capital which
each society brings into the moment of transition. Put
somewhat differently, this heritage is intimately related
to the history and particular configuration of state-
so&iety relations in a given country. The relative
strength or weakness of civil society or, mo;e generally,
the relative development or underdévelopment in it of

Montesquieu’s corps intermediaires and the legacy of a

mediated or unmediated exercise of power that these have
given rise to will profoundly affect the dynamics of the
transition and its eventual trajectory. So, too, will
the capacity of elites to generate agreement concerning
the fundamental rules that are critical not only for the
success of the transition but also vitally affect the
nature of consolidation and of the quality of the
democratic regime to issue from these.ill

A particularly important subset of these long-term
factors concerns (a) the culture of conflict resolution
that is brought to bear upon the transition and (b) the

number of salient and divisive structural issues or

structwe" seems.: in certain wavs. to parallel the
concept of "antecedent conditions" which Kirchheimer
distinguished from "confining conditions.” in his
influential article concerning regime change. DOn thiss
see Otto Kirchheimers "Confining Ceonditions and
Revolutionary Breakthroughs." American Folitical Science
Feviaw £9:4 (December 1965). S&4-74 .,

11. For Montesquieu’s discussion concerning structures
cf intermediation. sse Barcrn de Montesguisu, The Spirit
of the Laws (New York: Hafrner. 13&62). 6&—-70 and 120-25.
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problems which remain unresolved at the moment of
transition. With respect to the formers; the prevalence
or relative marginality of zero-sum; as opposed to
positive—-sum,; conceptions of conflict resolution may have
a direct bearing on the degree to which tHe transition
will follow a path reminiscent of the Spanish "reforma
pactada" model, in which the negotiation of a series of
critical agreements between and among important elite
actors will help generate a climate of consensus and
trust that will be likely to have commensurately benign
effects on the consolidation and subsequent democratic
politics in that country.

The number of unresolved and potentially divisive
long—-term problems which are brought forward into the
transition can greatly complicate its successful
completion and may even contribute to its failure. This
is especially the cases; if the culture of conflict
resolution prevailing in the society tends to privilege
zero-sum over positive-sum approaches and thus to impede
consensus building. Good examples of such issues are the
lack of settled and uncontested state boundaries;
continuing uncertainty concerning national identity; or
the survival or resuscitation of primordial sentiments
which serve as particularly divisive cultural cleavages

capable of undermining the course of the transition.12

12. Thes unsettled or contested natwes of state
boundariss constitutes a2 major factor complicating the
transitions in the Scutheast Europesan gstates. It=




How do the foregoing considerations apply to the
transitions now in progress in the countries of
Southeastern Europe? A centrai feature of these
transitions is that they are occurring in what I call
post—-0Ottoman societies burdened by a pronounced; though
varied, su}tanistic heritage. As used originally by
Weber and elaborated, more recently, by Linz, “sultanism"
is an ideal type describing regimes distinguished, above
all, by the highly personal and arbitréry nature of ruleg
by the absence of the rule of law; the unmediated and
despotic exercise of power; low institutionalization; the

absence of intermediary structures; ands hence,s the
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weakness of civil society. By implication, the term also
points to the debility of democratic heritage in such a
regime, a characteristic that is especially pertinent in
any attempt to assess the nature of transitions in
Southeastern Europe; to place them in comparative
perspective,; to consider the prospects for their
successful completion, and to speculate about the type of
regime likely to emerge from them.13

The legacy of the predecessor regime as distinct
from the country’s long—-term heritage is a seconds more
circumscribeds parameter certain to affect a transition.
The specific structures--political, cultural, economic,
or social--which a preceding regime bequeaths to its
successor constitute a reality which the transition has
to confront or, at least, cope with. The degree of
extrication from that legacy which is eventually attained
by a transition will greatly affect its capacity to
contribute to a more successful consolidation and to the

quality of the democratic regime likely to emerge from

these.l4
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Weber: Economy and Sociestv

teroretive
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Socioglcavs =2d. GCuenther Rcth and Claus Witticha
(Berkeley: University cf California Fress, 19785, 231
and 232; Juan J. Linz: "Totalirtarian and Authoritarian
Regimes," in Greenstein and Folsbys eds.. Handbeocok of
Folitical Science., vol. I, 2EF-£Z for an sarlier
discussion of the concsoct; and Juan J. Linz and Alfred
Stapan. "Demccratic Tramsiticnms and Consclidationa”
unpublished ms. (19%1j. ch. 1. for a greatly rsvised and
expanded tresatment.
i4. The preblem of how a successor regime (and.
especially. 2 demccratic cne) deals with the legacy of
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In this context,; the Southeast European transitions
add an important theoretical dimension to the treatment
of this subject. For, along with the transitions in the
rest of East Central Europe and in certain of the
successor states of the Soviet Union, they allow us to
focus on the problems of democratization peculiar to
post-totalitarian, as opposed to aﬁthoritarian, regimes.
Put otherwise, prior to the advent of ¥he EastlEuropean
transitions, the universe of empirical cases on which the
study of this subject was based concerned authoritarian
regimes in which limited, though not responsible,
political pluralism, often with roots in the antecedent
regime, frequently coexisted with a significant degree of
social and economic pluralism. By contrast,; one of the
central problems complicating and burdening the
transitions to democracy in Eastern and Southeastern
Europe stems from a structural feature typical of most
post-totalitarian regimes: the absence of a meaningful
degree of pluralism in the economic realm and with the

lack of substantive familiarity with the nature and
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its nondemocratic predecessor is a cantral thzoretical a
well as policy concern for students and practiticners of
demccratic politics. It constitutes the main focus cof
Jonn H. Herz, ed.s From Dictatorshio tc Democracvs
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Method and Boundaries:" in the same volume., 3-12. -See
also Di Falma’s treatment of this fcpic in the context cof
nNis discussion of the transfer of lovalties to democratic
regimes in his To Craft Demccracies. 27-43. Cn the
somewhat different topic of how the legacy of the
predecessor regime affects democratic transiticn and
consclidations see Lecnarde Morliino.s "Democratic
Establishments: A Dimensicnal Analvsis.s" 1in Enrigue A.
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workings of the economic market.15

More generally,; the nature and extent of social,
economics or political pluralism in a nondemocratic
regime constitute factors which vitally affect the
ensuing transition. The relative strength or weakness of
structures capable,; because of prior learning made
possible in the context of limited pluralism, of
negotiating with the state in producing the agreements
necessary for democratization will decisively influence
the trajectory traveled by a particular transition and
will, in many ways, spell the difference between its

eventual success,; stagnation, or outright failure. In
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the case of the Southeast European states the. lesser
degree of pluralism typical of post—totalitgfian regimes
has combined with a sultaﬁistic heritage to produce
formidable confining conditions which powerfully affect
the transitions now in progress and, moré generally, the
democratization process as a whole.

The international context within which a transition
takes place is a third factor to be considered. Here, as
well, it is important to note that the experience of the
countries in this broader region has significantly
diverged from that in both Latin America and Southern
Europe; where,; with the partial exception of Portugal and
Greeces; the international factor did not directly and
prominently affect the transitions.1é6

There are at least three levels in which the

1i6. The emphasis which pertinernt analvses have accorded
to domestic factors influencing transiticns has tended to
cbscure the extent to which the intarnational environment
constitutes an important dimernsion of the ovsrall conteuxt
within which tranmsiticns cccur. And as suchs 1t nas an
impact on transitions whichs naturallys. varies from csse
to case. The salience of the international factor in the
:arwartxl underscorsd by F.

EFEast European transitions 1s
Stephen Larrabee in his "Uncertain Democracies: Regime
Change and Transitions." 1i- ’1.-L and 4?-332. To date, the

most influential work on this topoic has bsen by Lawrencs

Whitehead and. more recentlyv. GCeoffrey Fridham. For the
former, see Lawrence Whit=zhead, "Intarnational Aspects of
Cemocratization. 1n ' Donnell: Schmitter. and Whitshead.
eds.s Transiticns frem Suthoritarianism: part III. 3-4&
ard "Democracy by Convergence and Southern Ewrcope: &

Comparative Foclitics Ferspective:" in Geoffrevy Fridham.
=2d.. Encowraging Democracy: Th=z Internatioconal Conts: ]

Fezime Transiticon in Southern Eurcpe {Leicsstsr, England:
_aicester University Fress, 1991}, 4Z5-51. For Fricham,
see his "International Influences and Democcratic

Transikion: Froblems of Thecry and Fractice in Linkage

[

Folitics:" In 1dem. ed.. Encouraging Demccracy: -Z25.
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international impact on the East Central ands more
particularly, the Southeast European transitions has to.
be understood. The first concerns the circumstances
under which the transitions were triggered. The
withdrawal of the regional hegemon which had, for over
four decades, effectively and repeatedly blocked any
attempt at liberalization (Prague Spring), let alone
democratization was the one; critical event which helped
Ilaanh the transitions in the entire region. The vifal
significance of the role of the hegemon for the launching
of the transitions is underscored by two additional
observations: first, that in the late 1980s, the Soviet
Union ands especially, Gorbachev,; had indeed attempted to
promote what previous Soviet regimes had steadfastly
refused to allow: a liberalization of the East European
regimess; which would have been in line with the unfolding

of perestroika on the domestic Soviet scene and would

have produced what Qere hoped to be more viable and
durable regimes. This policy was clearly articulated in
many of Gorbachev’s utterings beginning in late 1987,
which stressed that members of the Soviet bloc were free
to pursue their own road to the fuller development of
socialism. In addition; throughout the two-year period
which began with the open encouragement of liberalization
in late 1987 and ended with the collapse of the East
European communist regimes in late 1989, Gorbachev,; on a

number of occasions; acted in ways that helped accelerate

21
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the pace of change in Eastern Europe.l17

Second, the event which effectively launched the
transitions in the entire region was the Soviet refusal
to come to the defense of the Honecker regime in early
October 1989. Once, as a result of this development, the
abandonment of the Brezhnev doctrine had been
‘convincingly demonstrated,; the old regimes began to fall
and the countries in the whole region entered the
uncertain and turbulent waters of transition.

The failed putsch of 19 August 1991 in the Soviet
United should,; finally, be considered as an additional
international factor positively affecting the transitions
in Eastern Europe. More specifically, the collapse of

hardline opposition to perestroika in the Soviet Union

eliminated even the slimmest possibility of a desperate
Soviet attempt negatively to influence the course of
events in Eastern Europe by lending its support to
hardliners in these countries. More importantly, events
in the Soviet Union acted as a spur to further
acceleration of the democratization process, ridding
leaders of the transitions of the concern over the

residual capacity of hardline elements in their countries

17. On the i1mcortance of
triggering thz transition
cthers. F. Stennen Larr-acee
14: Rene Newverzs, "The Socwvist
The End of an Era:” Sdeliopni
Iintarnaticral Institute T
Charlies Gati. The Eloc tiha
Felaticons 1 Tiransition (L
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to derail the democratization process.

The second level at which the international factor
made itself felt in the East Central and Southeast
European transitions concerns the role of the European
Community and of the United States in these events. In
this regard, it is important to distinguish between the
broader crisis which the collapse of the Soviet bloc and
the end of the old order brought about at the regional
and international level in Eastern Europe and the
narrower and more domestic process of the transition to
democracy in the individual countries within that region.

As far as the first is concerned, there can be
little doubt that the United States was, from the outset,
more inclined to consider the crisis a European atfair
that should properly be left to the Europeans and, more
specifically, to the European Community to handle. And
it is also true that, despite the enormous problems that
this entailed, the Community, with Germany at its helm,
eagerly sought to play a central role in the management
of the crisis.

The same observation cannot be made with regard to

the transitions stricteo sensu, where the role of the

Community has tended to be much less prominent. This is
especially the case with regard to Southeastern Europe,
where, admittedly, the Yugoslav crisis has tended to

absorb most, if not all, of the Community’s energies and

attention, to the inevitable detriment of the
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requirements of the transitions in the broader region.
While individqal member states; especially Gérmany, have
shown greater interest in this process, it is the United
States which has been most visible in this regard, in
both East Central and Southeastern Europe.

While the full role of the United States in these
events is still difficult to assess, it is worth noting
that it has taken multiple forms and has not been
confined at the formal, governmental level. Indeed, a
good deal of the American input in the transition has
been the result of activities by semi-official or private
organizations which have invested considerable resources,
both material and human,; in advising leading transition
actors about alternative courses of action open to them
and in providing them with sorely-needed infrastructure.
Illustrative examples of mény such private initiatives
include the Soros Foundation, the Charter-77 Foundation-
New York, the German Marshall Fund, and the American Bar
Association. While the motivation behind this impressive
mobilization of resources varies from organization to
organization, it is safe to assume that it represents a
mixture of domestic American constituencies with
over lapping commitments to economic and political
liberalism, democratic principles,; and anticommunism and
led by an equally varied set of actors in which East

European expatriates,; businessmen, policy specialists,




and academics figure prominently.18

The international environmment has affected the
ongoing transitions in Eastern Europe in yet another
significant way: it has served as a market place of
ideas; or, more specifically, models for political and
economic reconstruction which the transition leaders in
each country in the region can import and adapt to the
needs of their societies. And while "democracy" and the
"market" appear to be the undisputéd choices of all the
emerging regimes in the region, the particular type of
democracy or market that is likely to prevail in each

country remains less clear.19

2. The storv cof the gresatsr Zur

invaelvement 1n the managem
and of ths mors prominent

e

i
pelitics of the transition
studi=d. For arn intsrssti
addressing some of thess 1
the Emeraing Ewrcog=san. J=no
(Lendon: Rowval Inmstituts o
1991, I wis=n to thank amoas
Stoforopoulos. dirsctoy of th
Interrational and Strata =
attanticon this publicasi
six EBEuwropean linstltuitss
glimpse of the2 rols clas
organizatiocns: see Herma
Ceva2lopments in East Centi-al
intsrnational &ffairs {Summsye
Trans&tlantic Ferspectives. b
foir an accounrt nmdicating tThe
G Mars 11 Fund of the Un

m
w




At the danger of overschematization; I would argue
that, so far as the transitions in question are
concerned, there exist two major variants of each model:
on the level of politics (democracy), the choice is
between (a) traditional parliamentarism of the
Continental variety ensuring the ascendancy of the
legislature over the éxecutive,; and (b) some form of
semi—-presidentialism, influenced by the experience of the
Fifth French Republic but, in a number of casess; also
drawing upon distinct indigenous traditions, and equipped
_with a strong executive which is popularly elected and,
thuss invested with direct popular legitimacy capable of
effectively competing with that of the legislature. In
this connection, it is also worth recalling Linz’s
observation that the order in which founding elections
occur (i.e., legislative before presidential or vice
versa) may have a significant impact not only on the
dynamics of the transition but on democratic

consolidation and on the quality of the ensuing democracy

as well.20

20. Juan Linz has written sxtensively on presidentialism

and parliamentarism 1n the cocntext of transiticns to

democracy and has pointed cut the drawbacks asscociated

with privileging the former over the latter. Se= hi

“Democracy: Fresidential or Farliamentary. Loces It Make
=

=
=

a Difference?"., unpublished ms. (1284 alsoc published as
"Democracias Fresidentialismo/Farlamentarismo. Hace
alguna diferencia? in OUscar Geodoy Arcava. ed.., Hacla una
democraclia moderna: L2 cocicn carlamentaria (Santiagos
19203, 41-1CE:

Chiile: Universidad Catolica de Chile,
"Ferils of Fresidentialism:" Journal of Demccracy 1

(Winter 1520}, 31-&%9:; and "The Yirtuss of
Farliamentarism.:" Journal of Cemoci-acy 1

{(Fail 1890, B4-
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In the countries of Southeastern Europe,; the search
for the appropriate political and constitutional
arrangements is still in its early stages and its outcome
quite uncert;in. Bulgaria, with two legislative and one
presidential election on record to dates; is certainly
farther along on its transition trajectory than either
Romania or Albania. It remains to be seen whether (a)
President Zhelyu Z2helev’s popular election in early 1992
(which, incidentally; occurred after the parliamentary
elections) will produce a more forceful and
interventionist head of state in the manner that this has
already occurred in Poiand; and (b) what the implications
of such an eventﬁality will be.

A second, though less salient, dimension of this
competition between alternative modes of political
organization concerns the choice between a centralized
(unitary model) as opposed to a decentralized (federal
model) form of state—-—this latter being seen as better
able to resists if not to prevent, the kind of
concentration of power which in the predecessor regimes
was one of the root causes for enormous abuses. Ali of
these issues will form part of the larger package
concerning the choice of suitable institutional
arrangements to be dealt with in the constitutional

documents eventually to emerge from the transition

GZ2. Cee alsc the concuwrring rsmarks by
Craft Demociaciasss: 21&N13 and Frzswor sk
the Market: 34n44.




process in each country.2l

On the level of economics, finally, some variant of
a mixed economy model seems to compete with a conception
of the free market which appears to be closer to
theoretical discussions of unbridled, 19th century
Icapitalism than to any actual form of "extant
capitalism."”

The debates concerning the adoption of the one or
other of these alternative models and; especially, the
often unrealistic assumptions which inform them should be
understood at two levels: the first concerns the strong
desire, shared by elites and masses in these countries
alike, to adopt models of political and economic
organization that are as far removed from the culture and
practices of the predecessor communist regimes and the
centrally-planned economies intimately associated with
them. It is in broader context which best explains the
strong attraction which American (or, to be more precise,
what are,; often naiQely, presumed to be American) market
and political arrangements exercise upon leaders and
followers in these countries. For, in however simplistic
but, nevertheless, powerfully symbolic sense, these
arrgngements represent a cultural and ideological

commitment to the concept of freedom which, at the

i g The merits and demerits of federalist and unitary
tates was o2 of the central themes in the international

conference on the prospects Tor demccracy in Bulgaria

crrganized by the Center for the Study cof Democracy, 17-20

December 1950.
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moment, is extraordinartly appealing to the_vast majority
of East Central and Southeastern Europeans in need of
exorcising a painful past and of building a promising
future.

Seconds; the search for exogenously-derived models of
political and economic reconstruction serve as poignant
reminders of the weakness, if not absence, of indigenous
democratic and capitalist traditions in most of these
countries. Indeed, with the exception of the
Czechoslovak democratic experience of the interwar period
and the much more recent Hungarian engagement in
"controlled market experiments," the remainder of the
countries in the region face the formidable challenges of
the dual transition confronting them with hardly any
significant indigenous cultural capital concerning the
meaning and workings of democratic politics and the
market mechanism. This is, once again, especially the
case in Southeastern Europe where the sultanistic and
post-totalitarian heritages combine to confront the
transitions in the region with an even more acute

democratic and capitalist "deficit."22

22. On the historical backgrocund which sxplains the
weakness of the democratic and market structures 1n fthe
Ealkans, see:. among cothers. Leften S. Stavrianas. The
Ealkans Since 1453 (New York: Holt. Rinehart.,. Winston,
1958); Ivan Berend and Gyorgy Ranki, The Eurcpean

.

Ferichery and Industrializaticon 17280-1%914 (Cambridge:
= 2

Cambridgs University Fress, 1982:; Johnn R. Lampe and
Marvin R. Jacksons:s Balkan Economic Historv. 1330-15930.
From Imoerial Bovdevlands to Ceveloceoina Maticins
{Blocmingtcns, Ind.: Indiana University Fress. 1582!);

Charles and EBarbara Jelavich. The Establishment of Ealkan
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To sum up: the profound influence of the
international environment upon the East European
transitions constitutes a distinguishing feature of the
democratization process peculiar to this region, which
sets it apart from both the Southern European and the
Latin American experiences. Put somewhat differently,
one of the most significant, long-term consequences of
totalitarian and post-totalitarian regimes in this region
has been the great debility of civil society and of the
domestic structures associated with it. In turn, this
development has commensurately augmented the role which
the international factor has played in the tortuous road
to the dual transition to political democracy and the
market economy in East Central and, especially,'Southeast
European societies and states.

What are the specific problems confronting the
Balkan states, as they negotiate their individual
transition trajectories and as they attempt to establish
political democracies for the first time in their
histories? If the dual nature of the transition has

already been pointed to as a major factor complicating

Naticnal States. 1804—-1220 (Seattle. Wash.: University
of Washington Fress.:s 1377). For the more recent periocd.
see Joseph Rothschilds East Centiral Euwrcpe Eetween the
Two World Wars (Seattle: University cof Washinocton Fress.
1974%4); idem. Retwn to Diversitv: & Folitical Historv of
East Central Eurcope Since Woirid War Il (MNew York: Oxford
University Fres=, 1969); Robert Lee Wolff, The EBalkars 1n
Dur Time (Cambridge., Mass.: Harvard University Fress.
18546); and Miceces F. Mocuzells. Folitics in the Semi-
Feripherv. Early Farliamentarism and Late
Tndustrializaticon in the Balkans and Latin America
{London: Macmillan. 1926).
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the broader democratization process in these countries,

the simultaneity of the political and economic transition

further exacerbates the constraints and burdens Eeing
placed upon the delicate democratization process in
societies with little learning and few collective
memories concerning either democratic. politics or market
principles.

The issue of "overburdening" acquires greater
significance in light of a further difference clearly
distinguishing the transitions in Southeastern Europe
from those to its north: to wit, that they were
initiated ands initially at least, controlled by elites
identified with the predecessor, post—-totalitarian
regime. Indeed, if the capacity of the old regimes to
play such a central role in the early stages of the
transition underscores the weakness of civil society
structures in all of the region, it also serves as a
strong indication that, precisely because of this
- weakness, the transitions in Southeastern Europe are more
than likely to be protracted, troublesome, and

inconclusive.23

3. F. Stephen Larrabes,. in his “Uncertain Democracies.
imsists on the sigrnifticarmce of the "dual nature" of the
transitionss, both as a complicatinmg or "burdening" factor
and as a '‘distinguishing tTeaturs of the democratization
process in Eastern Eurcpe. See alsc Di Falmas To Cratt
Democracigs. 76-108. In the article just cited (p. 1%,
Larrabes, also points to ancther distinctive
characteristic of ths Scutheast Eurcpean transiticns:
that they were all initially contrellsd by reform
elements in the ola resg:

4
mes.
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In this regard, the contrast with the transitions in
East Central Europe is instructive: in the latter, civil
society was sufficiently strong to have been able to
organize in ways that precluded the pattern of regime-led
transitions which has occurred in the Balkans.
Conversely,; the incapacity of the Southeast European
societies to produce the functional equivalents of the
Civic Forum, let alone of Solidarity,; has meant that
societal mobilization has, for the most,; been inchoate
and inarticulate and, as a result, unable substantively
to contribute to the deepening of the transition and to
the commensurate enhancement of the democratization
process.

It is, incidentally, this weakness of civil society
{and its obverse: the centrality of the state),
themselves the combined long-term heritage of sultanistic
rule and totalitarian regimes in these former Ottoman
lands,; which renders the Spanish model of transition so
inapplicable to the Southeast European cases, despite the
superficial similarity which arises out of the fact that
in both cases the new regime was the result of the slow,
peaceful, and carefully controlled self-transformation of
its predecessor. For its was precisely the presence of
powerful and well developed structures of intermediation-

-Montesqgquieu’s famous corps intermediaires-—and the high

degree of social and economic pluralism which they

implied which made possible the peculiar—--and, in that
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sense, atypical rather than prototypical--trajectory of
the Spanish transition. 1In short, because of its long-
term heritage and the nature of the predecessor,
nondemocratic regime, Spanish society possessed, at the
critical-moment of transition to democracy, the
political, economic, social, and cultural capital that,
for reasons just alluded toos is so sorely lacking in the
countries of Southeastern Europe.

At the economic leVel, the dual nature of the
transition is, as already stated, a central, generic
problem complicating the democratization process in
Eastern Europe. Here,; too, the weakness of civil society
in Southeastern Europe exacerbates the situation in this
region and, once again, differentiates it in a rather
substantive way from the countries to its north.

The behavior of labor in the transition serves as a
good illustrative example of the problem at hand. More
specifically, experience derived from transitions from
authoritarian regimes points to the frequent conclusion
of explicit or implicit arrangements designed to ensure
the economic restraint of labor actors during the
critical phase of the transition in exchange for the
political benefits derived, among others, from the
acquisition of political freedom and the ability to
exercise the freedom of organization. Such arrangements
make it possible for the elites managing the transition

to decouple political from economic demands,s; to
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concentrate on the pressing political problems concerning
democratization, and to postpone the handling of economic
issues until a later, politically more propitious time.
Quite clearly, such a strategy has the major advantage of
avoiding the problems associated with "overburdening" of
a transition and, hopefully, provides for its easier and
more successful conclusion.24

An obvious question which arises in the context of
the East European transitions, in general, is whether,
given the simultaneous nature of the dual transition
towards political democracy and a market economy, the
type of decoupling achieved in societies exiting from
authoritarian rule is possible in our cases. For
purposes of this discussion, I should like to focus on a
subsidiarys but more directly pertinent, question:
assuming that some degree of decoupling, however limited,
is possible, is there a discernible difference of how it
is likely to play itself out in the northern as opposed
to the southern region of Eastern Europe?

Here, I believe the answer is decidedly affirmative.
More specifically, the greater degree of labor
organization and the tradition of relative economic
pluralism which (a) are observable in East Central Europe

(with . Poland and Solidarity as the most prominent and

24 . The point concerning the restiraint of labor and the
conseguent capaclty tec deccuple =concmic from poliftical
issues 1n transitiocns from authoritarian as opposed to
post-tctalitarian regimes is forcefully made by D1 Falma
in To Craft Demccracles. 76-108: especiallys pp. §7-101.




obvious examples) and (b) render potentially feasible
some element of decoupling, through implicitlor explicit
arrangements resulting in labor restraint, contrast
sharply with the virtuai absence of such organization and
tradition in the Balkans.

Two alternative paths with respect to SOcheastern
Europe derive from this difference. Both have
significant implications for the long-term prospects of
the democratization process in the region and are
directly linked to the problems associated with
sultanistic and post-totalitarian heritage : first, in
the absence of traditions of organization and relative
economic pluralism,; there is an increased probability
that economic actors will behave unpredictably or even
anomically and, in so doing, (a) render decoupling
arrangements all the more difficult to effect and (b)
commensurately complicate, disrupt, and unduly burden the
transition. Such a development might well take the form
of wild cat actions or even 6f anomic outbursts by
groupss; such as the Romanian miners, who, though for
different purposes; have, in the post-Ceausescu period,
already been allowed to behave in ways that have been
clearly erosive of the democratization project.

The second potential path stems from the same
conditions of weakness in organization and tradition of
relative economic pluralism but leads towards a different

potential outcome. Thus, precisely because of these
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weaknesses, it is possible to imagine that ghe pivotal
role which both the ;ultanistic heritage and its
totalitarian and post-totalitarian successors have
accorded to the state in these countries mightlenable
this latter to contain or repress outbursts of the type
described above during the transition period, through
recourse to a variety of means at its disposal,

including, in extremis, violence. And while such an

eventuality might, in the short run, act as the
functional equivalent of decoupling and make it possible
for transition leaders to devote their attention and
resources to the political requirements of the
transition, its medium— and longer-term cost will be
highly damaging for both the transition aAd tHé
democratization process as a whole. This is so because
such an assertion of state power will severely undermine,
at a particularly delicate moment in time, the multiple
processes through which relations of trust critical to
the positive articulation of state and society are slowly
being (re)built; and also because it will tend to

reproduce and perpetuate the type of state role and

behavior which constitutes an integral part of the
problematic legacy intimately associated with the
sultanistic, totalitarian, and post-totalitarian regimes

of the past.25

=)o it 1 in this context that the significance ofF
callective actors in the Scutheast European transitions
has to be understood. More specificallys if one aspect of
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At the'cultural level,; too, the countries of
Southeastern Europe face formidable difficulfies, as they
negotiate théir.uncertain transitions in search of
democracy. In this ﬁontext, four major items deserve
attention: the absence of a democratic tradition in
these countries; anticommunism; the resurgence of
nationalismg and-the resurfacing of cleavages based on
primordial sentiments.

As already noted, the abéence of a democratic
tradition is,; with the notable exception of the
C;echoslovak experience during the interwar period, a
general characteristic of Eastern-but, above all,
Soutﬁeastern European societies. Burdened by a
centuries-long period of sultanistic rule under the
Ottoman eﬁpire and over four decades of totalitarian and
post—totalitarian regimes, the countries in this latter

region never developed sufficiently the learning,

the historical weakness of civil society-—-itself the
result of the combined impact of sultanism and
totalitarianism——is an incapacity to articulate
substantive demandes and alternatives to state
initiatives: another is its ability to resist. thwart.
undermines and ercde state—-generated polici=ss by means of
noncompliance, evasions or pepular cutburst. In this
latter sense: cellective actorss in the form of inchoate
but tangible popular pressures have indeed bzen an
integral part cf the Scutheast Eurcpean transitions.
servings for the most though not exclusively, as spurs
for further democratization and as obstacles to
potentially retrogressive moves on the part of the old-
regimes initially in control of the transiticons. For a
similar perspective derived from a different —ultural,
histericals and social setting: see James C. Scott,
Weapons of the Weak. Evervdayv Forms of Feasant
Rasistance (New Haven: Conn.: Yale University Frass.
1988) .
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experience, behavioral patterns, and norms associated
with political democracy in the sense definea earlier in
this chapter.

To be sure a number of conjunctural factors seem to
favor the establishment of democratic politics in this as
in other areas of the world. These include (a) an
international environment sensitive to the basic freedoms
associated with democracy; (b) tHe absence of any vigble
alternative to democracy as a legitimate model for
political organization, following the delegitimation of
fascism after the Second World War and of communism, more
recently; and (c) the presences; within the region; of
significant social and political forces willing,; if not
eager, to engage in the democratic experiment. Still,
the obstacles posed by the absence of prior democratic
learning are such as to render the tranmsition tenuous and
its eventual outcome uncertain.

Somewhat inevitably, anticommunism is, for the
moments a potent force informing the politics and society
of the former communist states in Eastern Europe. Viewed
from the requisites for a successful transition to
democracys its problematic nature derives from two of 1its
distinctive gqualities: first, its essentially "negative"
self-definition, as a system of thought hostile to
communism is, as is well known, not ipso facto promotive
of democracy. On the contrary, it often serves to

provide legitimate ideological cover for




antiparliamentary and outright antidemocratic forces

the extreme Right, whose activities can seriously

of
undermine the democratization process and debase the
quality of a given democracy. Second, anticommunism can,
in combination with other cultural forces such as

nationalism or religion, serve as a highly flammable

ingredient which can effectively impede,
the transition.

if not derail,
Both of these dangers but,

especially, the second
loom large in the Southeast European transitions.

Faced

with pqwerful forces associated with the old regime, the
prodemocratic forces in Bulgaria, Romania, and,; it would
appears Albania have exhibited an alarming proclivity to

adopt extreme anticommunist positions 1n which

nationalist, if not chauvinist as well as religious,

images play a central role and osmotically affect the
climate of the transition.

Equally disconcerting is the
fact that, in all these countries, the forces of the old

regime have sought to shore up their declining fortunes

and to slow down the pace of democratization by adopting
increasingly nationalist positions-—-a development which
can pose significant threats to the prospects for a

successful conclusion of the transition.26
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Finally, the threats which the abuse of nationalism
poses to the integrity of the transition can be greatly
exacerbated, if combined with, or linked to,; other
powerful cultural and social cleavages such as those
associated with ethnic or religious minorities,
irredentist aspirations, territorial disputes,; and, more
generally, divisions based on what anthropologists define
as "primordial sentiments." This is especially the case
in the Balkans, where one of the most problematic
legacies of Ottoman rule is the persistence of powerful
and unresolved éthnic divisions and irredentist claims
which, having survived the communist regimes of the past
half centurys; have resurfaced with renewed vigor and are
severely complicating the politics of the transitions in
the entire region.

Illustrative examples of such cleavages include the
Turkish ethnic minority in Bulgaria,s whose
representatives hold a pivotal number of seats in the
country’s parliament and whose alliance the Bulgarian
Socialist Party (the former communists) has assiduously
cultivated in both the parliamentary and the more recent
presidential elections; the Hungarian minority in the
Timisoara area of Romania,; where the initial disturbances
which brought down the Ceausescu regime erupted; the huge
Albanian ethnic minority in the Kossovo region of what
remains of Yugoslavia, which figures prominently in the

powerful irredentist aspirations unleashed by the
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collapse of the communist regime in Albaniaj; and the
Greék ethnic minority in the latter country,.which, like
the ethnic Turks in Bulgaria, has already organized
itself into a separate political formation that received
five seats in the parliament which issued from the March
1991 elections and is currently fighting a move by the
dominant political parties in Albania to bar it from the
election scheduled for March 1992 on grounds that it
represents Greek irredentist forces.

The dangers which cultural cleavages such as these,
based, as they are, on highly volatile and explosive
primordial sentiments, pose for the tranmsition process
arise primarily from their potential superimposition on
other salient cleavages in a manner which, instead of
attenuating them, will rather tend to reinforce them.

The outcome of such an eventuality would almost certainly
be the addition of further turbulence, instability, and
conflict to what already are delicate and tenuous
transitions in Southeastern Europe-—-a development which
would more than likely severely disrupt the transition
process and quite adversely affect the chances for
democratic consolidation.

As the foregoing analysis has sought to establish,
the prospects for democracy in Southeastern Europe, are,
at present,; uncertain. The central role played by forces
directly associated with the old regimes in launching the

transitions in Bulgaria, Romania, and, more recently




Albania and their successful,; initial efforts to contain
the pace of change-and to minimize losses has
substantively contributed to the generation of this
uncertainty and has subsequently enabled it to survive if
not to increase.

As of early 1992, the degree.and quality of change
in the region remains unclear, . at best. In Romania, the
National Salvation Front, the reform communist coalition
headed by Ion Iliescu, continues to be in control,
despite sporadic outbursts and disorganized challenges to
its authority . In Albanias the last country in
Southeastern Europe to enter the uncharted waters of the
transition, the ruling Albanian Party of Labor has
managed (a) to hold on to the presidency; (b) comfortably
to-win the March 1991 elections; (c) to survive the wave
of disturbances which shook the country in late Spring of
that year; and (d) to retain control of key posts
(premiership and ministries of foreign affairs and of
public order) in the coalition government formed with the

opposition in June 1991.27
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To be sure, in Bulgaria, the transition has
certainly moved farther along thanm in the other two
countries. The October 1991 parliamentary elections,
which produced a peaceful change in governmental
incumbency and brought the heterogeneous coalition of the
United Democratic Forces (UDF) to power, as well as the
January 1992 presidential vote, which, through Zhelyu
.ZHelev’s election,; confirmed the UDF’s ascendancy in
Bulgarian political affairs, constitute concrete evidence
of significant progress in that country’s democratic
transition. Still, the strong showing of the Bulgarian
Socialist Earty (former communists) in both the
parliamentary and the presidential elections, Zhelev’s
failure to get elected in the first round of the voting
for president, as well as his narrow victory in the
second round (52% of the votes) point to the continuing
power of forces associated with the old regime,
underscore the uncertainties surrounding the transition,
and caution against hasty and overly optimistic
conclusions concerning its presumed outcome.

Particularly worrisome, in this context, are two
recent developments relating to the emerging patterns of
electoral competition in this country and threatening to
inject a strongly polarizing climate into the politics of
the transition: the first concerns the fact tnat the
Socialist Party’s strategy of establishing its proper

nationalist credentials by exploiting the tensions,




primordial sentiments, and cleavages associated with the
presence of a large (10%4) minority of ethnic Turks in the
country has caused the UDF to adopt the role of champion
of the victims of communism in Bulgaria, to espouse
increasingly nationalist, anticommunist, and extremist
positions, and to enter into a parliamentary alliance
with the party representing the ethnic Turks. The
seconds points to the resurgence of long—quiescent
political cleavages between far left and right dating
back to the turbulent interwar and Second World War years
and to their superimposition on the type of divisives
contemporary cleavages just described.28 While the
potential implications of all these developments for the
transition ands more generally, for the longer-terms
prospects for democracy in the region remain unclear,
they, nevertheless,; serve as a pointed reminder of the
formidable obstacles standing in the way of political
democracy 1in each country and, more generally, of the
fragility of the democratization process in the Balkans
as a whole.

More specifically, the prospects for democracy in
Southeastern Europe would seem to hinge on three major
and closely interrelated factors: first, the capacity of
the prodemocratic forces to organize themselves

sufficiently so as to gain firm control of the transition
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process and to steer it through the critical phases
during which the rules of the democratic game
(constitutions,; guarantees concerning civil and human
rightss etc.) will become defined, agreed upon, and
validated by means of free and competitive elections;
seconds the ability of these forces to maintain their
unity and stay clear of the type of divisions which are
likely to undermine efforts to generate the consensual
arrangements necessary for bringing the transition to a
successful conclusion and, especially,; for ensuring the
prospects for democratic consolidation; and third, the
effective marginalization of forces semi-loyal or hostile
to the establishment of full and unencumbered political
democracy.

Success in realizing these goals will constitute
tangible evidence that these societies are successfully
handling the negative aspects of their sultanistic and
totalitarian heritages and will greatly enhance the
chances that, following a series of protracted
transitions, democracy will emerge as the dominant mode
of political organization for the first time in the
region’s history. Conversely, failure to do so can
effectively complicate, stall, and potentially derail the
transition; with commensurately negative results for the
democratic project. Put otherwise, if nationalism,
primordial sentiments, territorial disputes, and zero-sum

approaches to conflict resolution become ascendant, once
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mores in the politics, culture, and society of the
Southeast European societies and, in the process, bring
about the fragmentation of the prodemocratic forces in
these countries and the resurgence of long-quiescent
conflicts dating back to the interwar years and of the
1940s, the prospects for democracy in the former
communist states will dramatically decline. In that
eventuality,; we may well become fnhappy witnesses to
protracted and inconclusive transitions issuing in
altérnating cycles of Southeast European variants of

democraduras and dictablandas that will linger on in the

margins of broad democratic regions and will serve as

painful reminders of the confining conditions that will

need to be overcome before democratic regimes can prevail
in these societies as well.29

Postscript

The resounding defeat of the former communists in

Albania in the March 1992 elections and the resignation
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of Ramiz Alia from the office of head of state places
this country ahead of Romania in the road to
democratization in Southeastern Europe. More
importantly, it tends to bear out Larrabee’s point
concerning the existence of a discernible and distinctive
pattern in the democratization process currently
unfolding in this region. This involves (a) an initial
phase in which feform elements in the crumbling post-
totalitarian regime initiate the transition and, in the
face of a weak andldisorganized oppositions; manage to win
the first elections by making efficient use of their
administrative experience and lingering political
strength in rural areas and among less educated strataj;
(b) a second stage which is marked by the burgeoning of
the opposition forces, increasing popular pressures for
reform,; and the growing incapacity of the old-regime
forces in control of the government to consolidate their
electoral victory and effectively to slow down change.
The result is (c) the calling of new elections in which a
disparate coalition made up of various opposition forces
tr;umphs and ensures the end of the old regime. In the
next phase, which Bulgaria and Albania, but not Romania,
have now entered, the democratic forces have to confront
the formidable challenges and problems that have already
been discussed in this chapter. Their capacity to do so
effectively will, to a very large extent, determine each

society’s chances of negotiating a successful transition
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or of entering into the vicious cycle of democraduras and

dictablandas just referred to.30




