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What is Democratic Consolidation?

Andreas Schedler

During the past quarter-century, the "third wave" of global demo-cratization has brought more than 60

countries around the world from authoritarian rule toward some kind of democratic regime. 1 This is no

. small achievement, of course, but it has also become apparent that sustaining democracy is often a task
as difficult as establishing it. In the immediate aftermath of all these democratic transitions, pressing
concerns have quickly arisen about how to strengthen and stabilize these new regimes. With the
extension of democracy to additional countries now having slowed, political scientists--and political
actors in new democracies--have been increasingly focusing on what has come to be called "democratic
consolidation.”

Originally, the term "democratic consolidation" was meant to describe the challenge of making new
democracies secure, of extending their life expectancy beyond the short term, of making them immune
against the threat of authoritarian regression, of building dams against eventual "reverse waves." To this
original mission of rendering democracy "the only game in town," countless other tasks have been
added. As a result, the list of "problems of democratic consolidation" (as well as the corresponding list
of "conditions of democratic consolidation") has expanded beyond all recognition. It has come to
include such divergent items as popular legitimation, the diffusion of democratic values, the
neutralization of antisystem actors, civilian supremacy over the military, the [End Page 91] elimination
of authoritarian enclaves, party building, the organization of functional interests, the stabilization of
electoral rules, the routinization of politics, the decentralization of state power, the introduction of
mechanisms of direct democracy, judicial reform, the alleviation of poverty, and economic stabilization.

w At this point, with people using the concept any way they like, nobody can be sure what it means to
others, but all maintain the illusion of speaking to one another in some comprehensible way. While
"democratic consolidation"” may have been a nebulous concept since its very inception, the conceptual
fog that veils the term has only become thicker and thicker the more it has spread through the academic
as well as the political world. If it is true that "[n]o scientific field can advance far if the participants do

not share a common understanding of key terms in the field," 2 then the study of democratic
consolidation, at its current state of conceptual confusion, is condemned to stagnation. The aspiring
subdiscipline of "consolidology" is anchored in an unclear, inconsistent, and unbounded concept, and
thus is not anchored at all, but drifting in murky waters. The use of one and the same term for vastly
different things only simulates a shared common language; in fact, the reigning conceptual disorder is
acting as a powerful barrier to scholarly communication, theory building, and the accumulation of
knowledge.

I believe that we can order and comprehend the multiple usages and meanings of "democratic
consolidation" by looking at the concrete realities as well as the practical tasks the term is meant to

address. The meaning that we ascribe to the notion of democratic consolidation depends on where we
stand (our empirical viewpoints) and where we aim to reach (our normative horizons). It varies
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according to the contexts and the goals we have in mind.
Viewpoints and Horizons

When students of democratization seek to classify regimes, the key distinction, of course, runs between
those that are democratic and those that are not (the latter often generically labeled as "authoritarian").
The most widely accepted criteria for identi-fying a country as democratic have been put forward by
Robert Dahl--civil and political rlghts plus fair, competitive, and inclusive elections. 3 Dahl calls
countries that meet these criteria "polyarchies,” but they are more commonly referred to as "liberal
democracies."”

Two other subtypes of democracy have gained wide recognition in the scholarly literature on new
democracies. On the one hand, there are all those borderline cases that possess some but not all of liberal
[End Page 92] democracy's essential features, and therefore fall somewhere in between democracy and
authoritarianism. I call such semidemocratic regimes "electoral democracies." This term is now
generally used to describe a specific type of semidemocracy--one that manages to hold (more or less)
inclusive, clean, and competitive elections but fails to uphold the political and civil freedoms essential
for liberal democracy. Here, however, I will use the term "electoral democracy" more broadly as a

convenient shorthand for any kind of "diminished subtype" of democracy. 4

w- On the other hand, there are those "advanced democracies”" that presumptively possess some positive
traits over and above the minimal defining criteria of liberal democracy, and therefore rank higher in
terms of democratic quality than many new democracies. This term risks idealizing and reifying the
wealthy Western democracies, but even if we recognize that admiring references to "established Western
democracies" often rely on stereotypes, we have to acknowledge that discursive constructs (such as
"democratic normality") are social realities too.

This four-fold classification--authoritarianism, electoral democracy, liberal democracy, advanced
democracy--basically corresponds to the way David Collier and Steven Levitsky have ordered the
semantic universe of democracy and its subtypes. In their admirable effort to bring order to the chaos of
innumerable subtypes of democracy that circulate in contemporary democratization studies (they
stopped counting at 550), they have distinguished precisely these four broad regime categories (even if
they label them differently). 2 I want to show that these broad categories also provide a basis for
reordering the conceptual map of consolidation studies, and for comprehending the manifold ways
students of democracy use the term "democratic consolidation."

Figure 1 presents this classification of regime families graph-ically along a one-dimensional
continuum of "democraticness," with authoritarian regimes placed at one end and advanced

democracies at the other. © It depicts in a graphical way how these four regime types define the
~ empirical contexts as well as the normative horizons and practical tasks that characterize distinct
conceptualizations of democratic consolidation. The two middle categories, electoral and liberal
democracy, represent the empirical referents of all debate on democratic consolidation. In normative
terms, authoritarianism forms the outer negative horizon that democrats in both these kinds of regimes
try to avoid, and advanced democracy forms the outer positive horizon that they try to approach. In
addition, electoral democracy and liberal democracy constitute normative horizons for each other. While
electoral democracy appears as liberal democracy's proximate [End Page 93] horizon of avoidance,
liberal democracy appears as electoral democracy's proximate horizon of attainment.

Now, those scholars who look (fearfully) from electoral or liberal democracy to authoritarianism equate
democratic consolidation with avoiding an authoritarian regression, a "quick death" of democracy.
Those who look (hopefully) from electoral or liberal democracy to advanced democracy equate
democratic consolidation with democratic deepening, with advances in the quality of democracy. Those
who look (with concem) from liberal democracy to electoral democracy equate democratic consolidation
with avoiding a "slow dcath" of democracy, the crosion of certain funda-mental democratic features.
And those who look (with impatience) from electoral democracy to liberal democracy equate democratic
consolidation with completing democracy, with supplying its missing features.
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We might say, tentatively, that those who are concerned with democratic stability and try to avoid
regressions to either [End Page 94] nondemocratic or semidemocratic regimes support "negative"
notions of democratic consolidation, while those who are concerned with democratic advances and try to
attain progress toward either liberal or high-quality democracy sponsor "positive" notions of democratic

consolidation. 7

In a way, this contextual and perspective-dependent approach tries to reconstruct the concept's
teleological core. Of course, I am not the first to note the teleological quality of democratic
consolidation. Both Ben Schneider and Guillermo O'Donnell have repeatedly criticized the notion's

"strong teleological flavor." & These critics are right. Democratic consolidation is indeed an intrinsically
teleological concept. Yet I think there is nothing inherently wrong with teleology, provided that three
conditions are met: First, we have to avoid veiling or obscuring it; hidden teleology is indeed bad
teleology. Second, we have to dissociate teleology from any belief in inevitable progress: supporting
some telos, some normative goal or practical task, is one matter; assuming "some kind of automatic or

'natural' progression" toward that goal is quite another. 2 Third, we have to acknowledge that the notion
of democratic consolidation knows not merely one characteristic telos but many, and that this plurality
of teloi accordingly defines a plurality of concepts of democratic consolidation.

Avoiding Democratic Breakdown
-

Once a transition from authoritarian rule in a given country has reached a point where (more or less)
free, fair, and competitive elections are held, democratic actors usually cannot afford to relax and enjoy
the "bounded uncertainty" of democratic rule. More ofien than not, regime-threatening "unbounded
uncertainties" persist, and the democrats' fundamental concern shifts from establishing democracy's core
institutions to securing what they have achieved. For these actors, consolidating democracy means
reducing the probability of its breakdown to the point where they can feel reasonably confident that
democracy will persist in the near (and not-so-near) future. This preoccupation with regime survival
describes the "classical" meaning of democratic consolidation. It gives coherence to a broad and
crowded semantic field where a wide range of semantic labels defines this telos in either positive or
negative ways. In its positive formulations, this branch of consolidation studies speaks about reaching
the goal of democratic continuity, maintenance, entrenchment, survival, permanence, endurance,
persistence, resilience, viability, sustainability, or irreversibility. By contrast, negative formulations
invoke the necessity of moving beyond democratic fragility, instability, [End Page 95] uncertainty,
vulnerability, reversibility, or the threat of breakdown. Whatever the differences in nuance, the unifying
purpose beneath this multifaceted vocabulary is straightforward: It is basically pre-occupied with
keeping democracy alive, with preventing its sudden death.

In accordance with its focus on the danger of caups, this first notion of democratic consolidation is
™ concerned above all with deviant or antisystem actors who harbor antidemocratic motives. In principle,
the range of actors who actually or potentially fall into this category of dangerous elements is unlimited.
In Latin America, with its recent history of bureaucratic-authoritarian regimes, fears of democratic
breakdown have tended to focus on the professionals of state violence, as well as the business class,
which had also acquired a solid antidemocratic reputation (until the latest cycle of democratization). But
in fact, the list of (either suspected or convicted) assassins or gravediggers of democratic rule is much
longer. It includes private men-at-arms (guerrillas, drug cartels, violent street protesters), elected
presidents who stage military-backed autogolpes, and even disenchanted populations who may become
tired of a democracy that has not delivered, in material tcrms, much more than economic hardship and

social inequality. 10

Eliminating, neutralizing, or converting disloyal players represents the primary task of
democratic-breakdown prevention. Yet taming the enemy is by no means the only practical concemn
associated with the stabilization of democracy. Since democratic stability is a noble and uncontroversial
goal, some scholars tend to invoke anything positively valued in the name of democratic sustainability.
They discuss, for example, economic performance, nation building and state building, the creation of
mass legitimacy, the diffusion of democratic values, the elimination of authoritarian legacies, the
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institutionalization of party systems, and so forth. The list is endless. Sometimes these items are
_accompanied by plausible causal theories about how they affect chances for democratic survival, though

often only through indirect and long chains of causation. 11
Avoiding Democratic Erosion

As students of democratic consolidation have been quick to recognize, focusing on the military and on
classical coup politics as privileged objects of research may be morally, politically, and empirically
questionable insofar as it diverts attention from other pressing issues. Moreover, it may even turn out to
be a misleading perspective that looks for danger in the wrong places, and therefore overlooks real
threats that hide at less traditional and less obvious sites. [End Page 96]

Many new democracies do face the threat of illegal or pseudo-legal overthrow by antidemocratic forces.
But in addition to the risk of breakdown--of dramatic, sudden, and visible relapses to authoritarian
rule--many new democracies have to contend with the danger of decay, of less spectacular, more
incremental, and less transparent forms of regression. While the former provokes a radical discontinuity
with democratic politics (leading to open authoritarianism), the latter implies a gradual corrosion leading
to fuzzy semidemocracy, to a hybrid regime somewhere between liberal democracy and dictatorship. If
democratic breakdown is the dominant concern and defining horizon of avoidance of our first concept of
democratic consolidation, democratic erosion occupies the same role with respect to this second concept
w of consolidation.

It was Guillermo O'Donnell who at the end of the 1980s put forward the first explicit formulation of this
extended understanding of democratic consolidation. In his seminal essay "Transitions, Continuities, and
Paradoxes," he drew attention to the threat of silent regressions from democracy to semidemocratic rule
and incorporated the overcoming of this threat into his (broad) definition of democratic consolidation.
Emphasizing the temporal dimension of his observation, he proposed to distinguish between "rapid
deaths" and "slow deaths" of democracy. While the former referred to classical coup politics, O'Donnell
described the latter as "a progressive diminuition of existing spaces for the exercise of civilian power
and the effectiveness of the classic guarantees of liberal constitutionalism,” as a "slow and at times
opaque" "process of successive authoritarian advances," which in the end would lead to a democradura,

a repressive, facade democracy. 12

What has happened since the publication of O'Donnell's article? A cynic could make the point that a few
new democracies no longer face the danger of retrogressing to semidemocratic rule because they have
already arrived there. For such polities, democratic erosion is no longer a risk because it has become a
reality. Irony aside, the continuing political relevance of the issue is quite evident. In a recent article,
Samuel P. Huntington even went so far as to assert that with third wave democracies, "the problem 1s not

overthrow but erosion: the intermittent or gradual weakening of democracy by those elected to lead it."
13

In recent years, students of democratic consolidation have improved their knowledge about different
routes the "slow deaths" of democracies may take. The reassertion of military supremacy emphasized by
O'Donnell is only one possibility, even if a very real one. Other forms of erosion attack other
institutional pillars of democracy. For example, state violence as well as state weakness may subvert the
rule of law; the rise of hegemonic parties may [End Page 97] suffocate electoral competition; the decay
of electoral institutions may affect the honesty of vote counting; incumbents may use their privileged
access to state resources and to the mass media in ways that violate minimum standards of electoral
faimess and equal opportunity; or the introduction of exclusionary citizenship laws may violate
democratic norms of inclusiveness.

Completing Democracy
While liberal democracics face the "negative” challenge of preventing democratic erosion and regression

to semidemocratic rule, "electoral democracies" face the symmetrical "positive" challenge of democratic
completion, the attainment of full dem-ocratic rule. Students of electoral democracies often associate the
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notion of democratic consolidation with this task, with the telos of moving away from some "diminished
subtype" of democracy toward a "nondiminished" democracy--or, as Guillermo O'Donnell once put it,

" with the accomplishment of a "second transition" from a democratic government to a democratic regime.

14 When they speak of democratic consolidation they tend to refer to the goal of completing a pending
(i.e. incomplete) transition to democracy. In graphical terms, they tend to look not just backward to the
dangers of authoritarian regression, but also forward to the promises of democratic progress. When such
expectations of democratic pro-gress do not materialize, students of consolidation tend to express this
frustrating institutionalization of semidemocratic rule with notions such as democratic "freezing" or
"sclerosis."”

Which are the basic actors, conflicts, and sites of democratic completion? It depends on the type of
"electoral democracy" in place. In Latin America, three configurations have been of special relevance.
To begin with, there are those countries where the outgoing authoritarian regime was able to write
certain non-democratic rules into the constitution. In such cases of constitutional defects, full
democratization requires these formal authoritarian legacies to be removed. The prototypical Latin
American case of constitutional semidemocracy has been Chile after 1990, and the classical study that
modeled a general notion of democratic consolidation along the Chilean fault lines was J. Samuel
Valenzuela's "Democratic Consolidation in Post-Transitional Settings." 15 In his perspective, abolishing
"tutelary powers," "reserved domains," and "major discriminations" in the electoral law appeared as
necessary ingredients of democratic consolidation. Since then, this notion of democratic consolidation
has received widespread scholarly attention. For instance, Juan Linz and Alfred Stepan extensively
analyze this constitution-centered type of [End Page 98] democratic completion under the heading of

"constitutional consolidation." 16

Another kind of semidemocracy that has raised peculiar challenges of democratic
consolidation-as-completion is the hegemonic-party system in crisis. The Latin American cases are (or
were) Mexico and Paraguay. In essence, the problem is how to tell at what point (authoritarian)
hegemonic parties have become (democratic) dominant parties. Hegemonic parties, given their reliance
on state patronage, media control, repression, and ("in the last instance") electoral fraud, do not and
cannot lose elections. Dominant parties, by contrast, do not but can, in principle, lose at the polls. Yet as
long as alternation in power, the ultimate proof of any democratic electoral system, remains a mere
possibility and does not occur in fact, entrenched suspicions will persist as to whether the incumbent
party would really accept losing a national election.

While the constitutional legacies of military regimes as well as the structural legacies of
hegemonic-party systems pose formidable "threshold problems" to democratizers, they involve only a
handful of cases. In comparison, a third variety of democratic completion appears of more general
relevance for Latin American countries: the transformation of "illiberal democracies,” where the rule of
law 1s biased and selective (or even aleatory), into liberal democracies that effectively guarantee basic

wpolitical, civil, and human rights. With the notable (and dcbatable) exception of the three Southern Cone

vof 11

countries, Latin America's contemporary democracies have not followed Western Europe's historical
sequence of political development: first, state building; second, legal domestication of the state; and
third, democratic domestication of the state. Instead, as with many "third wave" democracies in other
regions, the sequence has been the reverse. Democracies have been created in the context of states whose
presence looks partial and precarious (in both territorial and social terms) and with judicial systems in
place that often cannot do much more than administer the rule of lawlessness. Correspondingly, the two

keys to transcending "the illiberal nature of 'democracy’ in Latin America today” 17 are "state reform"
and "judicial reform"--both fashionable terms that have already entered the vocabulary even of
international financial agencies.

Deepening Democracy

The notion of democratic consolidation just discussed--completing the democratic transition by traveling
from electoral to liberal democracy--represents one progress-oriented, "positive" version of democratic
consolidation. Moving further on the "continuum of democracy"--by deepening liberal democracy and
[End Page 99] pushing it closer to advanced democracy--iepresents a second positive version. When we
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compare Latin America's contemporary democracies with more or less rosy pictures of established
Western democracies, the former seem to fall short on many counts. They appear to possess (or to be
possessed by) "comparative dis-advantages” in virtually every field of democratic politics. The list of
presumptive structural deficits covers fields as diverse as governmental performance, public
administration, judicial systems, party systems, interest groups, civil society, political culture, and styles
of decision making. In all these and many other areas, most Latin American democracies look
"underdeveloped" by comparison with the "advanced democracies."

Most authors who write about democratic consolidation either think about our very first notion of
democratic consolidation, the stabilization of democracy, or about this last notion of democratic
consolidation, the deepening of democracy. These two concepts of democratic consolidation are by far
the most popular ones. In fact, the academic popularity of the former comes as no surprise. Most of Latin
America's aging new democracies still have to worry about their long-term survival. As rule, however,
this is no longer an immediate concern, but just one issue among many others that command political
attention. Today, issues of democratic quality tend to be much more salient in everyday politics than
issues of democratic survival.

Organizing Democracy

The variants of "negative" consolidation that I have discussed try to prevent democratic regression

w toward feared horizons of avoidance. Symmetrically, the two variants of "positive"” consoli-dation try to
achieve democratic progress toward valued horizons of attainment. Tertium non datur? 1 do not think so.
In between the two pairs of concepts one can distinguish, in an uneasy intermediate position, a "neutral"
usage of democratic consolidation, which comprehends democratic consolidation as the "organization"
of democracy.

From this perspective, consolidating democracy calls for more than institutionalizing democracy's basic
ground rules. It demands establishing democracy's specific rules and organizations. In other words, this
concept of consolidation turns its attention from the procedural minima that define democratic regimes
to the concrete rules and organizations that define various forms of democracy. It switches the level of

analysis from regimes to subsystems, or in Philippe Schmitter's terms, to "partial regimes." 18 Thus
democratic consolidation comes to be synonymous with "institution building." [End Page 100} It
implies constructing all those big organizations that make up the characteristic infrastructure of modern
liberal democracies: parties and party systems, legislative bodies, state bureaucracies, judicial systems,
and systems of interest intermediation.

While Schmitter, to my knowledge, deserves the credit for introducing and developing this concept of
democratic consolidation, others have followed his track, especially subdisciplinary specialists to whom
this notion of democratic consolidation provides an opportunity to link up their particular scholarly

~ concerns with the general discussion on democratic consolidation. 12

This fifth notion of democratic consolidation is "self-referential” insofar as liberal democracy serves as
its point of both departure and arrival. It looks, so to speak, from liberal democracy to nowhere else.
Some authors are emphatic in stressing its neutrality in normative terms. Yet rather than being
normatively neutral, the concept appears to be normatively ambivalent. "Organizing" dem-ocracy may
bring us closer to the normative goals of preventing democratic regressions and effecting democratic
advances. But it may also pull us farther away. It all depends on the concrete forms in which democracy
becomes organized.

Post-Transitional Blues

What picture emerges from this "teleological" reconstruction of coexisting and competing concepts of
democratic consolidation? One basic finding is that the consolidation of democracy, as scholars use the
term, represents a cluster concept with an intelligible structure but without a core, without a meaningful
common denominator. All the notions in use part from some type or other of democratic regime, and
they all aim at improving the democratic status quo. Yet their empirical context may be either liberal
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("real”) democracy or electoral ("semi-") democracy, and their normative horizon may be either
democratic survival or democratic progress. In fact, these varying ideas of democratic consolidation do

* not have very much in common.

Thus the consolidation of democracy emerges as an omnibus concept, a garbage-can concept, a catch-all
concept, lacking a core meaning that would unite all modes of usage. If it is indeed the case that it
provides the foundation for what Schmitter has called "an embryonic subdiscipline” of political science,
this discipline shares neither a substantive concern nor a methodological core. It is held together by no
more than a shared domain of application. It covers all new democracies (including semidemocracies),
which by definition enter the "phase of democratic consolidation" (or at least face the "problems of
consolidation") as soon as they complete some [End Page 101] sort of democratic transition. In this
sense, "consolidology" is no more than a label for the study of new democracies.

Worst of all, students of democratic consolidation tend to ignore the concept's irritating multiplicity of
meanings. They tend to ignore the vagueness and inconsistency of usage. All use the term in whatever
way best fits their own research purposes, funding needs, and advertising strategies, while the usage of
the same key term maintains the illusion of a common theoretical enterprise, a common purpose, a
common language, a common "dependent variable."

One can understand the practical reasons for the current situation but in terms of scholarly research, this
uncontrolled coexistence of inconsistent meanings, this case of homonymity (one word meaning many
things) running wild, is an unhappy state of affairs. It is not only inimical to theory building and the
accumulation of knowledge, it even frustrates such elementary operations as case classification. In terms
of democratic consolidation as the term is used today, countries such as Argentina and Poland may be
ranked almost anywhere. Whether to describe them as "highly consolidated" or "persistently
unconsolidated" depends entirely on the notion of democratic consolidation one chooses. As matters
now stand, the concept's classificatory utility is close to zero. Its boundaries are fuzzy and fluid. It does
not allow us to order reality in any reliable way.

How can we change this lamentable state of affairs? A minimal solution would be to practice
"transparent toleration," to recognize the multiple meanings of democratic consolidation and to be clear
and explicit about them. As Christoph Kotowski said about the concept of revolution, "If scholars do not

attach the same meaning to the concept . . . they can at least specify which 'meaning' they 'mean." 20

Such open recognition of differences may represent the only realistic way out of the conceptual mess.
Perhaps democratic consolidation's "strange multiplicity” of meanings is here to stay. So long as the
notion of democratic consolidation works as a generic label for the study of new democracies (and
near-democracies), it would be surprising to see the scholarly community privileging one theme to the
exclusion of others, and converging toward a more narrow and precise definition of the term. Most

we-Scholars would rapidly denounce such a one-sided agenda as empirically inappropriate, normatively

7Tofl1l

annoying, politically unwise, and academically boring. As a consequence, any ambition to "legislate” the
semantic field of democratic consolidation into unity may be doomed to failure.

In this spirit, the preceding "teleological" reconstruction of democratic consolidation would at least
allow us to trace clear and [End Page 102] distinct melodies in the current Babylonian chorus of voices
singing songs of democratic consolidation. Its farewell to "the consolidation of democracy” in the
singular, and its corresponding embrace of "types of democratic consolidation" in the plural, would help
us to compose our discordant songs of democratic consolidation in more conscious, more precise, and, in
many cases, more modest ways.

Back to the Roots

The peaceful coexistence and mutual recognition of various concepts of democratic consolidation would
be preferable to the status quo of conceptual confusion. The same would be true for another option: to
abandon the concept and stop talking about it. Yet both alternatives are only second-best solutions. My
first-order preference would be to exercise self-restraint and to stop using the term for whatever we
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would like to see happen in new democracies ("the conditions of democratic consolidation") or for
whatever we think is problematic in these polities ("the problems of democratic consolidation"). Rather
than using the term in ambiguous and inconsistent ways, we should attach one clear meaning to it. As

Giovanni Sartori declared about 15 years ago, "different things should have different names." 2L

I think we should return to the concept's original concern with democratic survival. We should restore its
classical meaning, which is securing achieved levels of democratic rule against authoritarian regression.
That means we should restrict its use to the two "negative" notions described above: avoiding
democratic breakdown and avoiding democratic erosion. The term "democratic consolidation” should
refer to expectations of regime continuity--and to nothing else. Accordingly, the concept of a
"consolidated democracy” should describe a democratic regime that relevant observers expect to last
well into the future--and nothing else. Why should one restrict the use of "democratic consolidation” in
this particular way and not another? The main reason is that all other usages of democratic consolidation
(completing, organizing, and deepening democracy) are problematic and can be replaced by superior
alternative concepts.

First, the process (and the challenge) of putting a partial, blocked, derailed, or truncated transition back
on track falls within the purview of transition studies. There is no need to confuse matters and introduce
another term for it. In addition, in semidemocracies which face the task of democratic completion, any
talk about "the consolidation of democracy" is misleading. It suggests that a democratic regime is

w already in place (and only needs to be "consolidated") when in fact the issue at hand is constructing a
fully democratic regime. [End Page 103]

Second, the development of democracy's subsystems, collective actors, and working rules is clearly a
timely and relevant topic. But confounding the consolidation of "partial regimes" with the consolidation
of democracy as a whole deprives us of an important analytic distinction. It binds together by definition
two things that in fact are only loosely coupled. For example, a democracy may be secure against
reversals even if its party system is still inchoate and fluid; and conversely, a democracy may break
down even if its party system is highly institutionalized. Moreover, if we fuse the two levels of analysis
we cannot issue reasonable judgments anymore about the consolidation of democracy's core institutions
or a democratic regime as such. For, from this perspective, as long as any subsystem of democracy (be it
the party system, interest organizations, the parliament, the system of government) does not show the
requisite degree of consolidation (which is difficult to define other than by reference to "best" or
"normal" practices in advanced democracies), we have to classify the democracy in question as
"unconsolidated." And as soon as any subsystem experiences radical structural change (as Italy's party
system did in the early 1990s), we are compelled to describe the polity in question as "deconsolidating."
This does not seem to make much sense.

Finally, the association of democratic consolidation with improvements in the quality of democracy or
e with democratic deepening represents the most popular "positive" notion of democratic consolidation.
But it also seems to be the most problematic one. Both the concepts of "democratic quality” and
"democratic deepening" are still unclear and controversial. While we have tons of literature as well as a
great deal of consensus about liberal democracy's minimum standards, discusston about the standards of
democratic quality is still very preliminary. Therefore, in the current state of debate, conceptualizing
democratic consolidation as democratic deepening amounts to inviting a free-for-all. It permits
importing into the definition of democratic consolidation, in a subjective and arbitrary way, any kinds of
goals and criteria that one deems to be indispensable for a high-quality and thus "consolidated"
democracy (which becomes just another vague label for "real” democracy). This cannot but lead, of
course, to uncontrolled and incongruous conclusions about empirical states of democratic consolidation.

On a more fundamental level, "democracy precludes closure regarding its own identity." 22 It is a
moving target, an open-ended, developmental kind of thing--and so is democratic deepening. Any fixed
meanings we may attach to the concepts of democratic quality and democratic deepening, and any
consensus we may reach about them, can only be "temporary equilibria" open to future revision. As a
result, [End Page 104] if we associate democratic consolidation with democratic deepening, we get a
concept of democratic consolidation that is open and boundless as well. In this sense, no democracy will
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ever be "fully consolidated," and it is quite understandable that authors who support such a notion of
democratic consolidation are highly reluctant to extend the "certificate” of democratic consolidation at

*oall.

Andreas Schedler, a visiting professor at the Centro de Inves-tigacion y Docencia Econémicas (CIDE) in
Mexico, also teaches at the University of Vienna and FLACSO-Mexico. Previously he was assistant
professor of political science at the Austrian Institute for Advanced Studies. His current research focuses
on democratization and institutional change in Mexico.

Notes

I am grateful to the Austrian Academy of Science for supporting work on this article through the
Austrian Program for Advanced Research and Technology (APART). A previous version of this article
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PA3MBbIWNEHNA O FTPAXOAHCKOM OBUWECTBE W
KOHCOMMOAUMKM ODEMOKPATUN

. MImuTTEp

Om pedacxyuu.Bpancax compydiuuecmaoda ¢ Hayuonaabivis 0eMOXPAIM U ecxum
unemumymon mexOynapodisix omuowennd (CLUIA) pedaxyus nyGauxyem cmamsio
AMEPUKAICKOZO NOAUNOADZA C AUPOGLLM UMCHEM, npogeccopa Cmondopdexozo yuuaep-
cumema Puaunna Laummepa. Ou ussecmen, 6 uacmuocmu, Kax co3damens meopuu
HEOKOPNOpamuiMa, uccaedodament Modeael nepexodu x 0eMOKPAMuIL i WICMumyguo-
HAALNHBLX ACNEXM OB COGPEMENNBIX NOAUNIUNCCKLX cucmer. B ocioay cmameu, xomopyo
aamop nepedan 8 “IToauc”, nonoxen nuede ne nybauxosagwuiics panee doxaad ua

xkonpepenyuu M Pexonpuzypayus eocydapemaa u obwecmaa” ( Kanugopuicxuid ynu-
aepcumerm, Lepeau, 1993 2.).

1
I. Hanuune zpaxdanckoeo obugecmaoa (aepiee, naauyie epaxoanckozo
o0ujecmaa onpedenernozo ypoaits, ducmpubyyu u muna) cnocobemayem
xonconudayiie (@ 3ames — u coxpanenitio) demoxpamui.

1. Tpaxaancxoe 0BUIECTBO COALTICTBYET KORCOMMAALHIE AEMOKPATHH, HO HE ABAKETCS
ee HenocpeacTaeHHOM npiustoit, Camo no ccBe 010 HE MOXKET NOPOAHTL AEMOKPL. " AN
oBeCneunTh CYWECTB0BAHME YXKC BOIHHKIIIX ACMOKPATHHECKIX WHCTHTYTOB 3 HOPM.
Ergo, B 1eMOKPATHHECKOM NPOIECCE FPAXANHCKOC OBIECTBO ACTICTBYET HAPAAY CAPYHMH
NMHCTHTYTAMUM, TPOLECCCAMIL H MOTHBAUHAMH, .

2. Toa “rpaxnanckiim obuecrsom™ (nance — 'O) anech NOHMMAETCH COBOKYNHOCTD
HUIH CHCTEMA CAMOOPraHMAYIOUMXCH MEAHATOPHEX (NOCPEAHHUECKHX) TPYTI, KOTOPHE:

— OTHOCHTCNBHO HEC3ABHCHMU KAK OT OPraHos roc_vuapcrucuuoﬁ BAACTH, TAK H OT
AHCIOCYAAPCTRCHHLX EAMHMLL ITPOM3BOACTEA H BOCNPOHM3ROACTSA, T.€. OT (DIPM W CeMe;

— CNOCOBHL MAANIPOBATH I OCYWCCTBARTD KOAACKTHBHIME AKLMIL NO 3ALMTE/ AOCT -
XEHHIO CBOMX MHTEPECOB HIH YCTPEMIEHUIT;

— le CTPEMSTCS NPit ITOM NOAMCHHTL COBOM HIt TUCYAAPCTBCHHEE CTPYKTY P, Hit
4acTHEX (BOC)NPOMIBOAMTENLH HAH XE NPHHATH HA ceba (ynkuiy no ynpasaenno
NONNTHEN B L{CNOM;

— HO CO2AACIL ACHACTEOBATDL B PAMKIX YXKE CAOXKHBILNXCS “FpaXAAHCKIX " wwUIH npa-
BOBHIX HOPM,

Taxun obpasom, FO npeanonaraet HanUNE YCTHPEX YCAOBMIT HAN KPHTEPHED:

a) ABOSIKOIO POAA ABTOHOMHIL;

) KOANCKTIBHOPO ACACTBIY;

8) HCY3YPRA K Uy XKHX NPEPOraTHB;

T) rpaxaane vBeHHOCTI (Civility).

DTHMIT HOPMAMI QONXHEL DYKOROACTBOBATLCH NOCPCAHUUCCKITE RN BHYTPH 'O,
HO HX ROSIXKHL COBNORATE_I OPratitd TOCYAAPCTBLIHON BAACTH It UACTHE (BOC) NPOHARO-

TR UGBI0HBALILITE AEMOXPATHUECK HIT MHCTHTYT MEXAY 1 POANLIX OTHOwmEni (1L, wrab-xsapripa xoT0-
PORC HAXOAMYICY 8 DBLUHIU'IDHC, SBANETCH OANOM 13 nEAYULHX opmmua\mﬁ, JannmanouLlHxcs llpOA”l‘CMaMH
pa:mmm AEMOKPATIYECKONO NMPONECCA ¥ CTNANAX, HAXONNULNXCH ) HEPEXONNOM ITANE OT TOTANUTAPH3IMA K
neroxpanine. Ocnosannui 8 1983 r., 1L npososur coson npomparmus v 6osee wes 70 crpanax, DxIOMaR
Poccino, Yrpaiuy, Kasaxcrai, Kipruiuo, Upyaino uap.

INporparmu HIH, nposoaimeie u Poccstse ¢ aurycva 1989 ¢, padgeneiiti 11a 116CKOALKO TAGBIILIX HANPARIE -
10101 METOANUCCKAR 1IOMOULL IIPEACTRBHTEASM NOANTHHCCKHX NAPTIOY, CONCHCTBIE AenyTaTaM napnamenra PO
3 XOHCYNLTALUHH C HHMH, COTPYAHUNECTBO C NPCACTABHTEANMI MPEXADNCKIX 06IHCCTBCI|III-IX Opl‘ﬂlllllﬂlllll'ﬁ
COTPYAHMMECTBO € NPECTRBHTEARMIL OPIANOS MECTHOND CAMOYNPABACHYIN.

B oanone 1992 r. HUM orxpuia noctoninioe npeactamtenucruo s Poccinr, Dul Moxere cewdatuew ¢ 111 n
Mocxse no reacdony (095) 956-63-37, gaxc (095) 241-23-66; anpee: Mockua, 1 —i Konoboucxuit aep., a. | 7.

Hannas crarus npoponxaer unka nybmmcawst FHU v mypuase “Tlone™ (om. “Tlomac”, 1993, NeNe 2-6;

1994, NoeNe 1-6: 1995, NeNe 1-6, 1996, NeNe 1-4).
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anteau. Ca no cee MCANATOPHHE OPraHn3atn — HeodXoauMoe, HY HEIOUTATOIO
cBMACTEARCTHO CyuiecTaosaris O, 160 NOROGHBIMH OPraHII3ALHOHIKAMIL CTPYKTY PiMil
MOTYT MOHHYANPORATH NOCYAAPCTBEHHINE HAN HACTHHIC AKTOPL I KL Ot MOTYT OKu-
3aThC He Bonec uem Pacanom, NPUKPRBIOULIM ACATCARHOCTL COUMMARNBIX TPY UL, CTpC -
MALMXCA Y3YPNHPOBITE BAACTH ACTUTHMHLIX TOCYAAPCTRCHIIX OPIiHON HAN HCFPAXAIH -
CXHMIL" CPCACTRAMI{ OCYIRCCTBASTH TOCNOACTHO HAML APY MHAMN COWIKLIBN LM IPYINAMN.

3. “KoHCOANAAUMI0 ACMOKPATHH MOXHO ONPEACANTL KAK [IPOUCCC, KO BII0ANNIL-
CKHE COMNACHHH, MOAOBHHUITHC HOPME 3 CAYHANHIE PEIIEHIT NCPHO BUPEXOILL 0T
ABTOPHTAPHAMA TPAHCHOPMIUPYIOTCHS B OTHOWEHHY COTPYANMUCCTHA $1 KOHKYDPCHILNY,
NPOUHO YCBOEHIIMC, NOCTOSHHO ACHCTBYOUINE W AOOPORCABHO NPINTHMICMUIC TEMIL UL -
Mt M KOANEKTHBRAMK (T.€. NOAMTHKAMMN I FPIXAAHAMIL) , KOTOPHIL YUICTHYRIT B AUMOK DI~
THUECKOM ynpasacHint. [1pit KOHCOAMADLN ACMOKPATHHCCKOMD PEAKIAI 1POUCXOANT
WHCTHTY LLIOHAN 3B LIS HEONPCACACHNOCTII HECKOTOPW X POACH K 0OAICTCR NOINTHHECKOI
XKU3HI, HO OZHOBPCMEHHO MPAXKIANC NOAYUAIOT YBEPEHHOCTE, 1o Boprda i rocyaaper-
ACHHBIE NOCTI4 1/ 1A BARKILIC ByACT MCCTHOM 11 HE BHIAACT 30 HPCACT NPCICKIINEMOrD
nabopa sapnanTos. COBPCMEHHIN, NPCACTABNTCABHAN, NOAUTHUCCRIR ACMOK PATHN [TOKO-
HTCH HA TAKOI “orpansiuentoil seonpeaencriocT’ (bounded uncertainty) i ycIosnom
cornacwuy (contingeni consen() aKTOPOR NPUHIMATH MOPOXAACMBIL CIO PCIVINTITH.

Taxitm 06pA30M, CYTh AHACMME KOHCOAMAAIN CBRAIAHA € POPAMIPORIHICM HICTHTY -
ILHOHAALHOM CTPYKTYPH, C KOTOPOIl MOCAN Bbl COPAACHTHON NOAITHEIL 1 KOTOPYIO NOTOR W
noaaepxath rpaxaane. JobSuThca ¢¢ yCTORUIAONO paapewcuis, ocobeno i atsochepe
FABWILCHHIX OXILAAHMI, KOTOPHAMIt 00 YHO XAPAKTCPHIVETOL IUPUNODUILEE Hephoa,
BCCHMI HENPOCTO. MiIO TOMD, HTO CYINCCTBYIOULIE BAPNANTLL PCHICIGHL th M RpPEHe KoK -
Gauxmitsr (TOCKOALKY KAXKANY KOHKPCTHAN TPYNNA NOANTIKOR OFLICT NPEeINOUTeHIL
TCM HOPMAM, KOTOPHC OBecneaT eii nepenaBpanse A NOTCHILLLALHIN J0CTYI K 830-
CTH, & BCCBOBMOXIWE TPYIIiN FPAXAAH XOTC/AI Obl YCUACHISE OTACICTHCIHOCTIH CBONK
WUTATHLX " LORCPCHHBIX AHIL), 11400D TONO BAK HIHOTO BAPHANTIL BACHCT 41 cob0i Cophes-
HbIC anetunue Ilf)(‘.’l(‘()f"lﬂl“l. KI\K TONLKO l'IOCpL‘llCTHOM MEXIHHIMOB DIICK IL\D(\.’II:II\\[] He-
OMPCACACHHOCTH HIBPAHIILIC HOPAME! IEPEHOCHTCR HI yPOBCIL HNABITCALC tn, BapalaTi-
BAIOUUIX NOANTHUECKII KYPC NOCYAAPCTBA, Ol HAMHHILIOT BT B HIL TEA I DROHOMINL -
CKOTO POCTR, HHBECTHLUHOHHY K AKTHRIOCTL, KOHKYPEHTOCAOCOGHOCTS CTPan i BHCLI-
HIX PLHXAX, PACAPCAELACHNC A0X0A0B 11 BOrATCTB, AOCTYNHOCTL OOMII0NIINYT, CTCNCH
pacnpocTpancuyolT ‘lyHCTBil Ky!le)’pllOI—l yLllCMIlCHIIOCTIlI PACOBOC PIIIOVBCUHU 11 JLLRY
CKA3BATHCH KA M.'llumuum.noﬁ HACHTHYHOCTI. B KAKON—TO MUPE Ham e TARQMN paia
NPoBACM OCOIHACTCH AKTOPIMIL 1 YMHTHBICTCH TIPH 3AKAIOHCHITI KOMITPOAMBCUON OTHOC -
TCALHO [AeMOKpATHUECKIX | npouenyp. Tesm ne menee, MeCTa U1 0ok i Hcnpuai-
NEHHKX DOCACACTRI OCTACTCH BoaeS veM NOCTATONHO. B xPATKOCPOMHOM NI KO-
ARAALS ACMOKPATHH 3ABHCHT OT CROCOBHOCTH NOANTHKOB JL PR LU VT PAApe-
IWCHNA CYLECTBYOLIHX MEXAY 1M BHYTPCHIIX KOH(DIMKTOH 10 (0OBOY MOPM; B DAdHe
KEC OATOCPOHHOM ORI 3ABNCHT OT TOMO BHCUIHENO BO3ASICTBIH, KOTOPOC OCHAKIINE 1l
H3BPaHIHX HOPMAX MOANTHUCCKNIL Ky PC GYACT 0KAZWABATL 11 PA e 1Py obing -
CTBA, NOAAIOULCTO HAAC KN CTITH FPAXITHCKHM,

4. Tosops of “vponrue™ rpaxaanckoro obwecTsa, s nexoxy 1 rom, uro 'O nukoraa
NOAHOCTHIO HE BBHPACT 8 ceBst nee GAPMI BITHMOAERCTBIN MCAKY AN/ Bupatil-
MM, € OAHOII CTOPOHW, M NOCYAAPCTUOM — € APYIOIl, HO ACIHCTAYUT HAPAAALALIO 1HX
NPUMBIM KOHTAKTIM, PASACANN HIl OTACALINC (PPAKLLII PAIUOPOIIHIIC VUMY (10 0K -
HIIO BAMSAHITE HA NOANTIKY TOCYRAPCTRA. Henm 6oabtue nonolnux yosmii npeobpasyiwor,
nponyckis 4eped Cels, NOCPCARMUECKIE OPrAKNIALBNL, TEM Bt Ypoueun FO nres aerue —
NPH NPOUHX PABHBIX — KOHCOAMARPOBITL AEMOKPATHIO.

5. Baeaenue Takoro niapameTpa, kax “anctpiubyuis”, npeanosiraet, 4To aasd Bupa-
KEHIMA ONHUX KaTeropuii niTepecos/ yorpemachuit mexannas 10 6oaee npucnocobae-
HBl, MEM AR B PXCHUY APY it X. OO UHO OCHOBHOC BHIIMIHIC YL BIC TUR MCTIKITOPHOI
posi rpynmn, ofpasycaux (o MM (DY HKLHOHMIbHIIX PACKOAGR OOIICC TR, — KAACCOB,
CCKTOPOB, NPOMECCHil — # XCAATEALHOCTI Pa3peuIets ueped kaniaw [0 rex nanbonce
Gpocaouixcs B raasa KothAKTOB, KOTOPLIC BOIHHKAIOT MEALY TUKOIO PO IPY UMK,
Ho nockonbky oCHOBN KOW(PANIKTOR B KA XKAOM QTACABHO B3RTOM 0G0ICCTHC MEHSIOTCH, (O
BPCMEHEM MOXCT BCTITH HE MCHCE OCTRIR HCOBXOMMIMOCTH 1 MO0 (A0 -
HEHX MEXAHHIMOR ANN TPCACTARACHIBL I “APYIRX " PATHOBIIHOCTCH NI CPOCOR 1T LKL
YCTPCMACH .
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6. Kareropig “Tin' npeanonirier, uTo npiin {IBTOHOMHM, KOJACKTHRHOMO ACH-
CTBMH, HEY3YPHAUMH M MPIAXKAIHCTECHHOCTH MOTYT COMETATLCSH A6CONIOTHO NO—PA3HOMY,
CO3/ABAR PAINHUANILMECH NO CROMM OBLUHMM OUCPTAHNMAM FPpaXaanckue ol >crea in
ocobre “cucremn nocpepnmuectsa”. Cpemst Takux “cuerem” HANBOABILIHM BHIMAHNEM
HCCAEA0BATENEH NOAB3YIOTCR NA/OPAARIM W KOPHOPQIIU3M, TOYHEE, HX HACAN—THNHYE-
cxue pazmung. [Ipeanosaraercs Takxe, uro ofe B1a3BaHHHE “CHCTEME' (PABHO Kak W
HEKOTOPHE NPOMEXYTOUHBIE BAPHAHTI) BNCAHC COBMCCTHMMN € KOHCOMMAAUHE ACMOK-
PaTitit, HO OT TOIO, KAKAS HMCHHO M3 HIX HAAMUECTRYCT, BO MHOIOM 3ABHCAT TEXHHYECKHE

XaPAKTEPHCTHKH M “KauecTso” pOpMipyouIeiiCH AEMOKPATHH, 8 TAKXE pacnpeaeneHne
MPHHOCHMEX €10 Osar.,

11, Cyujecmaosanue epaxoanckoeo obiyecmaa se seasemces neobxodu-
MbIM npeéaapumeﬂbnbm YCAOGUEM KPYLL et QGmoKpamiiil, pagio Kax u
nepexoda x demoxpamun. Jluwe xpaitiie pedxo nodobioe uamelnenie pexi-
M@ OCYI{ECMBASeMCA CUAaMit carmtx axmopoad 1O,

[. W pce xe nepexos k ACMOKPATIL NPAKTHHCCK W BCCTAR CONPOBOXANCTCY “BOCKPCILC-
nem” TO (aaxe TaM, TAC NPeXAC €ro, BO3moxio, u He 6wmno). Kax npasuno, oro
NPOHCXOANT nocae, a HC 00 HAMUAD npouceea nepexoaan.

Yaute BCEro HCXOAHNE NOBYITCARING HMIYALCH K IEPCXOAY BRPAXKIOTCH B hopme
OTHOCHTCALHO CNOUTAHHBLIX Ill\ll)KL‘Hllfl, HO C ODTIBACHNCM NCPBIX th60p0ﬂ AHHMAHNE,
KilK NPABIC. JACPCKMOUACTCH 1 NOANTIICCKIE napTing. WM astuis nocne * yupeauTeN bHbX
gI60POB™, NO MCPEC TOMO KAK HOANTHH OCRANRICTCH € CYLLCCTBORANNEM KOH(IAUKTOB, 4 TC,
B CBOIO OUCPEAL, TPHOBPETAIOT Py THINILIT XAPAKTCP, OBBLIMHO BLIABAAETCH POAL ACCOUNA-
L5 HIHTEpPLCos,

Takas NOCACAOBATCALHOCTh COBMTHIT MOXCT BWIADTL ONPEACACHHYIO NYTANILY &
vionnmarnu npipoant 'O 8 weopemokpaTiax, 160 cpady xe Bo3nukaer cobnialn onpeae-
JISTH €O HAAMMHEC MK CHAY HEPCI CAONTANIOCTL CONMAABILIX ARNKEHIN U DHTYIHAIM
YUACTBYIOLLHNX B HItX MACC. DTO HEAONYCTHMO, NOCKOABKY!

— CAMOD YCTQHOBACHHC ACMOKDATING CHITMACT ICKOTOPHE M3 nanbonce “nuaxkix”
ONPABAAKMMNA CYULCCTBOBA NS NOAOOHIX CROITIIIX COUHANBHLIX ABHXKCHISI

— NpOLECC KOHCOMMAALI NOATAAKIRICT HH/UEHILAOH i COUHANBHEE TPYNINK K OTCTA-
HBAINO Bostee ¥ CBOCKOPHCTHLIX ™ HHTEPCCOR 1 “HAXIIAC" 30 CHCT APYFHX;

— MCXAHH3IMB COBPEMEItHON ACMOKPATIY, KOk npanuno, Bonce BaaronpiutcTayior
BBIPAKCHHIO TCPPHTOPHANLIIO M (PYHKIHOHANHHO 00YCAOBACHHBIX IHTCPLcos (D CAenona-
TENLHO — MOANTHUECCKUM TRIPTIRM I QCCOLMAUM M IIHTCPCCOM), HEXCAH MCPOMPUATIIAM
TEMATHHECKON HANPABAEHNOCTH (T.¢. “omponpodacsiim™ |“single=-issued” | asskeniam).

BZ])KH() NMOMHITH, YTO PO AKANCKOC OGHICCTIIO COCTARAAIOT MCAHATOPHMLIC oprasu3aunn
HC ORHONO, 0 MHOMHMX THNROB, NOX BAHMIICM HAMCIHCHUT B CylllCCTBC H HHTCHCHBRHOCTH

KOMMDAUKTA, 3 TAKKE B 3UBHCHMOCTH OT CTIANI ACMOK PATHIRLBIH WX COOTHOLICHIC HECOM-
HeHio ByaeT MenaTheg.

I1l. Haauuue peansno deticimayioujein napmuiinoii cucmearst (1106020
muna) omuio0e ne S6asemest GeCcnOPIbiM CAndCMeabemaooM Cyectnao-
sanus IO, ubo noaunuueckue napmiue apsid At CNOCOBHLL NONHOCIMbIO
439mbe 1A ce0sl YyNK QL OP2aii308a1 020 NOCHedniecmaa mexdy wacm-
NBIAUL QML) PUpAQrL 1L cOCYOaPCHTGCHITON GHACHTbIO.

1. Hanmwse rpaxxaaHeKoro oBuICCTRA HOCCOMHCHIIO OKIKET BAATOTBOPHOE BANSAHIC HA
PYHKIHOHHPOBAHNC XKHIHCCNOCOOHOIT, COCTHINTEALHOIN NAPTHIHON CHCTCMBI, 110 €BA /5t
MOXHO OXHAATDb, HTO CAMA ITA CHCTCMA R COCTOSHINT OTPA3NTH RCCh CNEKTP HHTCPECOB 1
yerpemaennit 'O, ocoBenno B nepioan (HEPCAKO poaruce) mexay smbapasir. [Taptuun
NONKTAOTCH NPOHHKHYTh B CTCPAKHCHBLIC WHCTHTYTH rpaxaanckoro obuiccTna, T.¢. B
ACCOUMHALUIH 1 ABYOKEHMR, W ALK NOAMIHIT 11X CCOC, OTHAKO CCTH OCHOBANMIY “VMATY,
UTO HBIHE OHI YXC B 3HAUHTCALION Mepe vepiaTian Guinyio cnocoB6nocTs nuPaXiTh b
CBONX NPOrPAMMAX, AAATHOPMIX It HACOAOMHRX LIO HHTCPCCH I YCTPEMACHUY,

B npouto yKOPCHIBWIKCH 3HNMLILIX ACMOKPATHEX IPUPORA 1 POAL MAPTILH npeTep-
fess 30 NPOWCALEE BPEMA CYIUCCTHCHINC HIMCHCII, b G0 Gl ANAXPORIIMOM Ay -
MATh, HTO NAPTHSM HLHCW X HCOACMOKPATHIT HPCACTONT AORTOPHTL RCC CTHRIL.O2 701

THR CBOMX | (LUCCTBCHHMI, BWNOAHSS NpH ITOM BCE HX PyHxkuni. laxce s noanriax,
KOTOPLIE 1011 U HAXOANAHCH NIOR BAACTHIO ABTOPHTAPHEX PEXRHMOB H HC MCNH B NPOLUAOM
rpaxXAaHCKONo OOLUIECTBA, IPAKAIHE NPORABARIOT CENOAHS COBCEM HHHEC OPriti3dUHOHHEE
CKJIOHHOCTH: OHH MCHCE OXOTHO CONMAAPHIYIOTCS € YIKOMAPTHIHBMIL CHMBOJAMI H HAe-
0/10rHEf 1 OTCTANBAIOT 3HAYUTENbHO Bonee wPokHit HAbop HHTepecos. K ToMy Xe HOBLE
PEXHMB BOIHHKAKT B MEKAYHAPOAKOM OKPYKeHItH, OYKBANBHO HAMHMUKAHHOM BCEBOI-
MOXHKIMK MORENAMI SAXPEXTHBHON OPraHH3AUHN KOMEKTHRIKX aciicTEI. Bee aTo ne
MEWAET NAPTHAM MPPATL POAL MNABHOMO NPEACTABHTEAA TFPIXAIHCKOMO 0fulecTBa, HO
BMECTE C TEM NPCANONAraCT, NTO B I LLE COLHATbHEX ABMXKEH I 11 ACCOMNBLLIT HHTEPECOR
OHIf CTONKHYTCA C KOHKYPEHTAMI, KyNa 601ce CEPbEIHBIMI, HEM TC, KOTOPHE OrnH Y HX
NPEALECTBEHHIL, @ HAM, COOTBCTCTUCHHO, MPHACTCH NEPECMOTPCTHL CBON NPCACTABACHIS
0 ACMOKPATH3ALH.

2. ConpeMenHas AEMOKPATHA — 3TO CAOKHCHLLAN CETh HHCTHTYTOR € MHOTOOOPAIN b -
Mit KAHAIAMH MPEACTABHTENBCTRA M HCHTPAMY BAACTHONO npHunTus pewscindi. Ee rnan-
HeWAag COCTABAMIOWAN — FPAXLINCTBO (Citizenship) — HE CBOMMTICH itttk K NepHOan-
HECKOMY POJIOCOBAHII0 HA BHOOPAX. FPaxaaHCTRO MOXET BHIPIXITHUY W U BAHHMHIMN Hi
noalop KAHAMAATOR, M B YUACTII B JCCOLHALMAX W ABICKCIMNX, 1 1 obpautenin K
snactas, 1 B “newabnonnnx ™ (‘unconventional”) akumax npotecrii v .1 Touto Tak xe
W OTBCTCTREHHOCTD BAACTENR O0CCNCHNBACTCS HE TOMLKO TPAAHILIOHHIIMIL MUXTHHIMAMI
TEPPHTOPHANBHIX H3BHPATENBIKX OKPYFOB H 3AKOHORATEALHBLIMIY NpoHe1y piasi. Ona
MOXET PCANNIORMAATLCH M B ODXOA HX, HCNOCPCACTHCHHO (POKyCHPYICH — seped (hyHK-
LUHOHANBHKE KANAAK ANG0 NOCPLACTROM APOLECCOB TOPra — i BBOPIHIN AN HAIHA-
UEHHIX A0MKHOCTHIX JHILAX RIIYTPIE MCYAAPCTBCHIONO annapaTi.

3. Mo 2T NPHYIEHAM CORPCMCINIYIO ACMOKPATIHIO CACAYCT PIACCMATDIRATH HC KAK
“pexkiM®t, 4 KAK COROKYNHOCTL “uiacTHLX (partial) pexumon™, Kaxiidin nl KoTopux
MHCTHTY LLHOHATHZNPORAH BOKPYF CHOCIO 0COB0N0 yuacTKa o01eCTaa 8 NPCACTIBACH Y
TOR MAH HHOR COUHANLHON FPYNNK 1 pa3petcHid CBORCTECHRLIX ¢it KondankTon. B
PAMKAX TAKOMO PONA YACTHLIX PCXIMOB I NPOMCXQAHT KOHKYPCHumna n obueauneie
NAPTHIY, ACCOUMALLINI, ABKHKCIIG, TEPPUTOPHA 1t BCCROIMOXHEX KauehnTen i ux Gopubie 3a
FOCYAAPCTBCHHIMC NOCTH M BANSHHC HY NOAHTHYECKIH KYPC CTPiuuid. HANCTHWE OPravn,
OTMHHAKOUBICCH APYF OT APYLI N0 CBOIM (DYHKIHEM It YPOBHSAM, SIIHMOACHCTRYIOT € 11X
NPEACTABNUTEAAMH H HMCIOT JAKOHHIC OCHOBAUUA 3AHBARATH O CHOCHT OTHCTCTRCHNOCTH
nepes ocoOhIMIT FPYNNMIL HHTCPCCOR (11 YCTPCMIIEHHA) Tpax .

Koneuno, KOHCTHTY 1M B KAKOM—TO CMHCAC ABASIOTCH NONMWTKOI YCTIUHORNTh CAHIIY IO
BCCOXBATHYK CncTeMy “meTanpanun’ Cmeta-rules”), koropas cnstad i Ont 2T uacTHNe
PEXKMMB BOSANHO, JAKPEHNE 31 KAXKAMM 113 HIX OCOONC 340 11 AIPHHYIIE HX K ORpe-
ncncnnoﬁ HCpf\[)XIlIl ﬂ]ﬂllhlﬂﬂTHOLLlCHllﬁ, OAHAKO nonoﬁuuc l')ﬂphlil;ll:lll-ﬂ.‘ NORYMCHT
PCAKO AOCTUIIOT KECAACMOND Pl.‘:lyﬂhl'ﬂTil B fLAGHE yﬂOpNﬂﬂ'lCHIlN HCUX DTHX OTHOLICHI
H KOHTpONA HOJL MMM, Xors 03148 Kl)lICTHT)’lUIOHHOl‘O CO6P(IIH|H noaw p:l',lpil(\t) VR DIPH -
enaemono npock Tit OCHOBHOIO 31KOHA 11 PATHHHKALMY TAKOTO APOCKTH AYTCM HIPAIMCH-
TCKOMO roaccaniiig 1/ 10 nacGicuii T, HECOMHCHUO, CCTh BIDKIILIT MOMCHT R NIpOMecce
REMOKPATHHCCKON KOHCOMLNU, BOABIIMICTBO HACTHRX POKIMON HC AOAYHACT NP
orom npianosoro othopracits. MO0 Kk PA3 10 OTHOWCHITIO K ROCPIIEITLIM CHTYIRLIHM,
KOFAN CTAAKHBAIOTCH PASHLIE THAW NPCACTABHTEALCTR BILYTPI PPN KOO 0BT ,
KOHCTHTYLLHOHHLC HOPMI 0COOCHHO PACAAMBUATI W HCKOUKPCTHM, TTomTafitecs, Ha-
NpUMEp, CMOACAHPOBATE — HCXO/1R 113 CAMOIT HTO Hit HA CCTh AC FHANINPOBANHON KOHCTH-
Tywsn (3 OHH CTAHOBATCH BCC Boee ACTAANINPOBAHMBIMIY, — KilK OV13T BINIMORRIicT-
BOBATH NAPTHIL, ACCOUBILITI 1t ABHXCHUS, MTOON NOBANATHL HA NOATHHCCKITL Ky pe. T
Ke nonpodyRTE PACNOIHATL, KIK HA OCHORE NOAOOHIX METANPIBIA (V18T HPAXOINTL TOPF
MEXAY TPYAOM It KANHTAIOM OTHOCHTCALHO AOAEH AOXOQOR.

Ec/iit AeMOKPATIHS NPCACTABAYET COBOM HE PEXHM, A COBOKYNHOCTH PCXIMOn, nanbo-,

Nee NOAXOASILHM MCTOROM HIYUEHHH BIZUMOCBHIN ACMOKPATIHCCKON KOHCOMIIAAUMM 1
rpaxaanckoro obwectra GyacT, 1o neefi BEPOITHOCTH, pacuenackie (disaggregation),
OHO YMECTHO 1 XKEAATCALHO HC TOABKO B TCOPETHYECKOM NANIC — MOMItMO NPOLCTO, OHO
CAENAET NONLITKY AHAANIN HONLE BHIOAHHMOM 1 B APAKTHUCCKOM OTHOWCIIIIL

4. B cBR31 € TCMI BOIMOXIOCTSMIE (11 ONACKROCTAMI) , KOTOPHE HECCT ¢ coboit acmox-
PATHAAUNSA, OTACABHLIM ACCOIIILINNM, KAK APABIVIO, NPUXOMTCR Cophednnin 00pia3onm
MEHSATH CROK BHYTPCHIIOW CTPYKTYPY H NOACCAHCBHY IO NPAKTHEY. HekoTopue accouna-
il BYAYT 130 RCCX CHI CTPCRIITBCHE COXPIHITE TC 0PI O TPV EY THCC TR,



)

Tezaypyc

KOTOPHIMH OONARANM NPEXAE B YCNORHHX ABTOKPI'  , APYIFHE BOCNOALIYIOTCH NOSBIIB-
LM LWAHCOM, HTOOW YCTAHOBHTb HOBIE OTHOLICHIA CO CROMMI HIEHAMH W BKIIOUHTHCH
B XAUECTBE CAMOCTOATE/NbHEIX CANHIIL B ROANTIMCCK T npouecc. Mporua, oanaxko, cocTo-
HT B TOM, 4TO MMeHHO Tem rpynnas [0, kotopue 60ace BCETO HY KAAKTCA B KOANEKTHB-
HBIX JEACTBHAX W KOTOPHE NOTEULUHANBHO NONXIN Guni 6 BoBpaTh 8 cebs MHOrOUM( -
JNICHHYIO KATEMOPHIO PAa3oOIWEHHNX 1t OTHOCHTEALHO OOHINLUABUINX HHANBHAOB, MOXOXE,
CA0XHee BCCro sepOOBATL YACHOB HA NPHILMNAX PALHOHANBHOCTH 1 aobponoasuocTi. Y
MONEHBKIX, CIUIOUEHHEX H NPHBUACTHPOBAHMWX TPYII B YCI0BHRX ACMOKPATHY GyneT
roOpa3ao MCHbILE TPYAHOCTEN C npiteaeucHnes pecypcon. Bo—nepruix, Takue rpynnu me
CTOMb OCTPO HYXAAIOTCH B OHWX (T.K. HX MACHL UALE BCCIO MMEKOT JOCTATOIO CPEACTS,
YTOOL AEACTBOBATL CAMOCTONTCABHO) , 4 BO—BTOPLIX, OHi 06L1uHO BHAN IPHBIACTIIPORIN-
HLIMY APTHEPAMIE 1 BeHCMMUBAPHAMIL TPEXHEIO AaRTOKpaTHMeCKoro pexima. Ecan
NPEAOCTABHTL COOGHTHAM PAZRIBITHCH CCTCCTHCHIIMM OOPAIOM, TO BHOBD NOYBMBIIHCCH
“AnBepanbHme” BOIMOXKHOCTH COIAAHIR ACCOLMALMNIT MOrYT 0oBCPHYTHCS CHCTEMATIE-
CKOMt runepTpoditeil NPencTasuTeALCTRA HANOOACE BANATENBHNX KNACCOBHIX, CEKTOPANb-
HBIX H APOhECCHOHANBHBX HiTepecos. Koneuna, 06peTas Bo3MOXHOCTL BBOpa MCXAY
CONCPHHUAIOWHMI NAPTHAMI, MEHCC IHAMHTEALHHC FPY NN MOAYUAIOT HOROE CPEACTBO
60pLOIW 30 LOCTHXKEHHE CROMX CAMKIX OOLUIX HHTCPCCOB, OAHAKO, KOPAA MPHXOAHT BPCMS
OTCTANBATE KAKHE—TO BONCE cneunduucckie HHTEpecH, Ansg Toro uTobn HxPeKTHRHO
YUACTBOBATH B ACMOKPATHHCCKON HIPE, M IPHXORNTCS NONATATLCS HA 0n00peHite, CAHK-
HHOHUPOBAHIE ¥ DHHAHCQBYIO NOAAEPXKY €O CTOPOHW TOCYAAPCTBA, THNHUHWE AAA
npexnero pexima. ik cnosaMis, NpakTHUCCKIE COGANIIN HEOKOPNOPITHIMA MOPYT
NECPERCCHTL HAEOJAOMHHUECKYIO NPHAACKITEARHOCTh IUTKIPANIIIMA,

5. O6paTHMCH NPEXAE BCENO K HEKOTOPLM 0COBLUNOCM sta (TEM, KOTOPbIE B COCTORHHI
HAMCHITTLCSH € NPHXOAOM ACMOKPATHI) 0PIl € uHOUGUOYANLILIM HPSILMbLM AN~
CMGoM, NPEACTABANIOWNX HHTEPECW Bianeca, TPyad 1 (ALCKOro xo3s{icTaa.

). Yucaennocme., TCOPETHUCCKIE, NPH DOCTILKCHIE ARYX cBOBOA — accouuauit i
neTuunil, oHa onxuHa GuTe neorpanidennoil. HMasccriiag nuopansicritueckas hopmyna
[xeiimca Monpucona Bmaa Hayencna Ha YBCAUUCHNE NOTCHUHATLHONO YHCAA OPraHN3a-
LT NOCPEACTBOM YMHOXCHHA BAACTHLX YPORHEIl, BOKPYP KOTOPHX OHI sor 6u dop-
MIPOBATHLCA, HC COAABAR BMCCTE € TCM NPCOPAn And ux 6eckoneyHoro apobncus. Bee xe
CYWICCTBYCT HECKONBLKO (GAKTOPOR, CNOCOBHBIX CACAATL NOPOr OOPAIOBAKIK A LA
LA TEX WAH MHWX COUMAALHWX rpynn 60ACC BLICOKIM AN XKE OrpaHHYiNTh AUCTYR K
chepan, rae OCyLECTBANCTCS NPOUCCC TOPrA, TEM, KOMY YXC YAAA0Ch OPriHH3IOBATHCH.
Pewaionty o poab 3nech, Mo BCCit BHRAIMOCTH, ByACT NrpaTh NOAHTHYECK NI KY PC rOCYAap-
CTBA, YHAC/CAOBAHHKI OT NPEXHENG PCKUMA AL CHOPMUPOBARIIKIICH NP HOROM, NC-
MOKPATHUCCKOM. ONHOBPEMEHHO MOXCT HMCTh AHAUCHMC 1 TO, SIRASIOTCS IS PACCMATPI -
BACMIC ACCOLMALLITH ACHCTBUTCABLIIO HOBLMIL 1 XC OTO NPOCTAR NEPCANIIORKA Pance
CYULCCTBOBABLINX | BOIHIKAN OHit CIIOHTINHO WAL K¢ Byt CNOHCHPORAHIN (I CCN i AA, TO
KCM); HQ KUKOM JTINE NEPCXOAHONO NPOCCCA 01N CTiaa1 0BPAIOBHIBATHCH,

6). fTromnocme unencmoa (member density). Cornacho MBepaibHO—ACMOKPATHUC-
CKXOf1 TCOPH I, COOTHOWEHIE TCX, KTO NOTCHLHANKHO MOTOR NPHCOCAHKIUTLCA [X Oprann3aa-
LMAM C MHAHBMAYAALHBM NPAMBIM YWICHCTBOM | 1 YUACTROBATL B KOANCKTHBHIIX ACHCT-
BUSX, M TCX, KTO REIICTBUTCALHO ITO ACAICT, 3ABHCHT HCKIIOUMTEALHO OT PALLIOHANLHONO
H HE3ABHCHMOIO PACUETA OTACABHEX HHANBIAOS, Hi npakTike xe obuunue connanbime
1t 9KOHOMHUCCKIE “hinbTPI™ HICTO A0NOAHAIOTER NPORYMAHHBIMI MOCY AN PCTRCHHBIMIL
It BHCPOCYAAPCTBEHHLMY akuaMit. 3ACCH M BCTYNACM B TEMHYIO chepy BHCWINKENO
CHOHCHPOBAHNA CO CTOPOHE NOAHTHHYCCKIIX NAPTIH, YIAKOHCHHONO KOCBEHHOM NPHHY X~
ACHUR CO CTOPOHH TOCYAAPCTBCHHKX OPrAHOR (BCNOMILIM XOTsi BR CHCTCMY NMANAT ANS
NPOMBILUNCHHHUKOB H ATPAPHER AN AAKPHTHE MACA3HIK i 1podCoInMe CTABKY ANg
pafounx), @ :aKXe YTOHUeHHbBX (HOPM HAAOMOBOIT AHCKPHMIHALINE, MPCAOCTABACHHK
AMUEHINTT M OKCAOPTHHX CEPTiPHMKATOB, KPEAUTHIX YCAYD H NPAMONO HACKANS — T.C.
BCErO TOMO, YTO CHOCOGHO NPHUBK3ATH PAZANUHKE COINNANBHINE H IKOHOMHUYCCKHE KATETO-
Pitit K COOTBETCTBYIOULHM OPraHUIILIAM, APHUCM TAKHMI CPCACTBAMH, KOTOPWE HE Bhi-
61paOTCR 1M CBOGOANO, HO CHHTAIOTCH COBMECTIMNBIMIL C ACMOKPATHUECKON NPAKTHKOIN.

8). Cpepa npedemaaumenscmaa (representational domain). Cornacko yCTosBIIHMCS
KAHOHAM ACMOKPATHH, ACCOUNALIN HHTCPCCOB (CTIPLIC It HOBHE) A0AKHK HMCTh BO3-
MOXKHOCTb CAMOCTORTENBHO ONPCACAATh, KOMO MMCHHO Ol xOTCAH O npeacTanaarts. Ot
OMCPUHBAKT KDYF /ML, CPEAH KOTOPWX DPCKPYTHRYIOT CROUX YACHRR, it ofo3nauior

NPEAMETH, «  TOPHX HAMEpPeHH BECTH peyb. Ha mene, onnako, TAKOC cayuacTes peako.
B ycnoBysix rockoprnopaTiHCTCKOrO NOKPOBHTENBLCTBA — OOHHOMO HACACAIY ABTOPHTAD-
HOIO NPABAEHNA — NOAOOHNE HONPOCH ONPEAENRAUCH IAKOHOM MITH IMUHICTPATHBHIIM
peryanposaHieM. MHTepecaM Hagaexano opraln3aoBHBATLCH N0 CCKTOPIM IKOHOMIKM
HH NPOECCH IM, NPHHHMATD IANAHHIE TEPPHTOPHANLHEE OMEPTAHNA, OFPIHIHBATHCH
ONPEAENEHHBIM YPOBHEM B3AHMOACACTBHA H BNNOAHATL NPEAncaniini nabop 3anas. M
HANpaTHB, HEXOTOPHE chepll i BHAL ACHTENBHOCTH HAXOAWAMCH 110X 3ANPETOM, KK,
CKAXEM, 6bUIH 3ANPCINCHE ONPCACNCHHBE THNH NOANTHHCCKH X, HACOAOCHUMCCKMX | Kyib-
TYPHHX OOBERAHHEH . DTO CTAA0 CBOCTO POAA OPTAHNIALIOHHON " PUABKUKON ", KOTOPAN
H3IXHBACTCH KPAiHE MEANCHHO AAXKE NOCAE OTMEHN NPEXHHX OFPAHNUEHIIN,

6. OveBHAHO, YTO HE3ABHCHMO OT HACNEAMS H MHEPLIH, MOACAN PA3TPAIuCcHIA Cep
MHTEPECOB, NPHHATHE B TOMl HAH HHOII CTPAHE, BCCHMA OTAHMAIOTCH APYT OT apyra. nw
ByRywero AEMOK PATHI OCODEHHO BAXHEMIt NPEACTABAKIOTCH ABA NAPAMCTPA:

— cmenens cneyuanu3daniy B @yHKUMOHANBHON (HANp., OTPAC AL NPAHINBLACTBA, CCK-
TOP, KNACC) M TEPPHTOPHANBLHON (HANP., MECTHHA, PEFHOHANLHIIL WAL HITUIOHAABH LI
yposuu) chepax, a Takxe B 00naCTH 3334 (Hanp., ofbeauHens naermix pabotHikos
vS. O0beaMHEHH HAHNMATENER; COK0TN, opuenThpoBannne Ha Gopuby, vs. co3os, opi-
EHTHPOBAHHK X HA NPEAOCTABAEHIE YCAYT);

- cmeneib ducxpu,uuum;uu B 33BHCHMOCTH OT TAKMX XAPIOKTUPHUTHK OTACILHIIX
4WIEHOB, KaK paaMep GHPMH, yPOBEHD MACTEPCTBA, NOCYAAPCTBEHIILIIN N ICTHIAA CTi-
TYC, KOHDECCHOHANLHAR, HALLIOHAALHAS, NAPTHAHAS NPHHAAACKHOCTL M T 1.

[Mput csenennit oeaHO “OyKCTa™ XAPAKTEPHCTHK, KACAIOUINXCH OTACALIKMX 1CCOLLH-
aum"l, BHABJKIOTCS ABA KAUECTBA (MX MOXHO HA3BATL “CIII[J(IIHl'JH'l('l.'k‘Uﬁ Kaanemeinm-
Hocmbio” [strategic capacity ] u “esmxocmer0™ [encompassingness |}, xoropue MOFyT
pemauM o8pa3oM CKA3ATHCR KA NPOUECCE AEMOKPATHIAILI. KIAKO{ HMCHHO THI Ae-
MOKPATHH CI0OXKHTCH B XOA€ KOHCONHAAUNK, GYIXCT BO MBOTOM JUBHCCTHOT TOHO, HACKONh-
ko accounaunit O oBnanaoT AaH LM KAHECTBAMMK:

— JAOCTATOYHO JIK BHORBRb OﬁpLIJOBI\NHUC HAM HCRAABHO ACHCCTPOCHNNLC OPTAMHIAUHIMI
HBOGPCTZ]TCJIbHN H ABTOHOMMHN, YTOOK HAMETHTD I AAHTEABLIOC BPCMY NPOBOANTL KYPC,
KOTOpblﬁ HE 6[)”\ 6bl CBA3AH ML C ClHOMHHyTMNMH NPCANOUTCIHRMIE TN WIAICHOR M nipit
ITOM 6!111 [{TN] HEIABHCHM OT NOAHTHKH BHCLWHNX 110 OTHOWCHITKY K ITUA OPCAHH3AILIEHM
NAPTHA M YUPEXKACHII;

— M eCAIH AQ, TO CKO/b WHPOKHA KPYT BRPAXKEHHEX HHTCPCCOR MOXCT O1iTh OXRAUCH
KZl)KJlOﬁ KO)IKPCTHOﬁ OpFZlHHf!(IlUlﬁ HAN XKC CKOOPAIHHPOBAH NOAORHLIMIL B DAMKIIX CyUlc-
CTBYIOUIER HEPAPX I ACCOUNALLIIAMH.

B noaumusix, ¢0c kAQecoGhie, CeXmMOPAAbHBIE UAH NPOGECCHONUANNNE QCCOUIU
cmpamezuMecKu Komxnemenmint 1 06aadaiom ocmamounon eMXOCRILIO, Maxoso podu
edunuyst IO uepaiom 6 xoncoaudQuuOnBIX NPOKECCAX BOACE JUMCHLNIO PO, HeM d
NOAUMURKX CO MHOKXECIMAOM YINOCNCRILANIUPOIANHBIX 1 OYOALPYIONIL dpye dpyea op-
ZGI(UJGL(IUE, @ INAMUMEAbHON Mepe J3aUCUMBLX Om COOUX HAaCHOa i (lUHl) Hapmuepoda.
Huaue zoaops, naoparucmexue accoyuayuy 0CAQBAKKIM JHUMCHIE NOCPEUH e aq a
aptpaxenun unmepecoa, Kopnopamucmexue — ycuanaaom, OT TOr, KAKOI THH ACCO1M-
auuﬁ CAOXHICH, 3ABHNCHT TIKXC BEPOUTHOCTE NOABACHIA )’L'I'Ol“l‘“llll-lx HICTHINX PO~
MOB, & CACROBATC/ALHO — H TN ACMOXPATHIL. HZ!anMCp, BOIMOXHOCTL COJMLNNYE KHIHC-
cnocoBHmX KOHKePMamuan X, MAM COTAACOBAHNNX, pextsoa (concertalion regimes),
CBAINBAOUIX ACCOLLMALLMY HCNOCPEACTBCHHO APYT C APYTOM II/M.’IH COOCYAIPCTHEHIIIN MY
CTPYKTYPAMM, TO—BHAHMOMY, OAPEACAHCTCH YPOBHEM CTPATCIHUCCKON KOMICTCHTHOCTI
i emkocT. M naoBopor, Hauakieecs cornacosianine (KONUEPTAHR) 00WUHO youaunaeT
CTpeMAeHe “AccCoUnAUMN—y ACTHIKOB" K eule BonblUeR aBTOHOMIIE OT CBOIX CODCTBEH-
HEIX WIEHOB M NAPTHIHHMX NAPTHEPOH It K PACHIMPEHHIO CHCPH OXBATA € TeM, uTOOW
NOCTaBMTL NOA CBOI KOHTPOND nee Bonce wiipokite kateropitit unrepecos. [pit paasntun
CHTYAUHH A0 €€ NOrHYECKONO NPCAEAd, HEOACMOKPATHA MOXET OKA3ATHhIH NOACM AEATCN b
HOCTH NS YEPCAD NPABNTE/LCTE, OTCTANBAIOUIIX “HACTHHC IHTEPCCH ™ BO BCEX HYBCTBH-
TEABHWX RNOARTIHUCCKHX chepax, yTo GyAeT HMETb RANEKO HMAYIIME NOCACACTBHA AN
MONHTHUYECKHX NAPTHR, MECTHIIX KNHCHTEA, 33KOHORATCABHON NPOILECCH, A TAKXKE CKa-
XKeTcs Ha ofuieit ynpasaseMocT rocyaapcred.

7. Bropoil paa RNEBNCHHIIX CBOHCTB HMECT OTHOLHEHHC K TOMY, HTO (113 KPATKOCTH
MOXeT OuTh 0603HAUCHO Kak cucmena nocpednuiecmaa @ ampux it wwnepecoa. Boa-
peficTane apranu3onanisx wnrepecos NO HA THA ACMOKPATING BEIRIN LIMCPITH NYTEM

|
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NPOCTOND CYMMHPOBAHNSA JCCOUMALIT 31 ABIXKCHIt, _yIMCCTBYIOMMX B RAHHON NOAMTING,
HEOOXORMMO YUHTHBATE EUIC W TC CROSICTRA, KOTOPNE BOIHHKAIOT B PEIYILTATE KOHKY-
PEHLUIH M COTPYRHUNCCTBA AJHHLIX dccounaunit i apixenuit, Yrobu He TepaTh U3 BuAY
TIABHOID, COCPCAOTOUHMCA BHOBb HA TPCX HAUG0ACE BAXKKX NAPAMETpPAX;

a). IMepawit n3 unx — oxaeam. Kaxie counannume rpynnu opravuaytorcs s Sosee
HIHPOKYIO CE€Tb KOJUICKTUBHOMO llCﬁCTHHH, KAaKHC ﬂCﬁCTBy}OT HCKTHYMHTCABHO CAMH NO
cebe, a KaKHE NOAHOCTBLIO OCTAIOTCH BHE OPrAHHIALUHOHHBIX pamok? [pegnourcrue o6niu-
HO OTHAETCH KABCCOBHM, CEKTOPAAbHEIM It NPOHCCCHOHANBHRM FPYRNAM, UT™ CBA3AHO C
NPEAB3ATHM MHEHNEM, BYATO Cpemt 8Cero pasnoolpadus rpynn uHTepecos Bnytpi IO
HMCHHO TAxKOro poaa rpynne 8 Hanbonbweli MCPE CNOCOORI MPHHHMATEL BaXHefiwie
pelIeHisst, BAMSIOUHE HA KOHCOMHAAUHIO HACTHNX PEXHMOB H B KOHEHHOM CUETE — HA
THO AcMOKpaTiK. ECAIt noAX0aitTe K npoSaeme B ¢ y3KOM NOHHMAHUH, TO BOTIPOC B TOM,
ACHCTBHTEABHO N1 HAEHTHAHLIPYCMEE CErMCHTE 1 (DPAKLII NOAOGHN X Py NN HHTEpE-
COB (1111, TOBOPS FIWKOM TLAOPAMICTOS, — “MOTCHUMANBHKE FPYNNN") HE MOTYT Opra-
HH3OBATLLA, — HWAH XKC OHH NPHUARLIIOT B ITOM HANPABACHAY SBHO MEHbLILE yCll}lel, UeM,
no BceH BHAHMOCTII, MOTNH 6bl. C.’lCllCTBHC JIH OTO NPOAOSIXKHTCABHN X PEOPCCCHBHRX MCD
(Hanp., 3anpeTa co3AaBaTh NPONCOI I NOCYAPCTRACHIKX CAYXKAINX M 30BN E opra-
HI3AWIH PaboUCro MPCACTABNTCALCTAA) ABO CTPATCIUNMECKOND PACUETA, OCHORAHHONO Hi
TPCANOACKCHHMI, HTO AR ROCTHXKCHIH/IDUWHTH CBONX HHTEPECOR NyULIE HCAOABIORATH
HHBIE POPME KOMNEKTHBHONO ACHCTRIA (HAND., NOAMTIUCCKHE NAPTHH, 3AKYAHCHHE CO-
FAQIEHUS, HCDOPMANBREE CBATI), NGO XKC CTPYKTYPHOR HECNOCOBHOCTI AETiCTROBATS B
HOBHX yCA0BHAX R0OPOBOALHOCTIY B xoukypenunn? KoneuHo, ne nmes hakTHUCCKIX
AAHHBIX, TPYAHO DACMO3IHATH HANIMUNE B OOUICCTBE TAKHX KATErOPHI MHTEPECOB, XOTOPHIE
“CyWECTBYIOT, HO HE AEACTRYIOT”, PABHO KAK i PCKOHCTPYMPOBATH NOFHKY, KOTOPOI:
PYKOBOACTBYIOTCR COINATCALHINC M AKTHHRHBIC FpYNNLL, OTAABAS OPCANOYTEHHC TOMY, a HE
HHOMY CnocoBy NPCACTABHTEALCTBA, ONIAKO BIBCUICHHAN OLEHKA cpeput neiicTsig ckaa-
ABBAIOUIMX. « CHCTEM HHTEPECOB TPCOYET NPCANPIHATL B ITOM HANPABALINIH, 11O Kpaiueft
MEPC, HEKOTOPHE YCIUIIA, — XOTH b B BILLY BBUIRIKCIWS MHNOTE3 W, NPeANOAATA IOME T,
HTO AEMOKPATHH, YCTPAHAOWNE (11 NONPOCTY HIHOPHPYIOWHE) NOTEHUHAALHO AKTHA-
HBIC COUHANDbHE rpynnu, MOryT CTONKHYTHCH C CEPBCIHNMH npOéI!CMIIMH NETHTHMHOCTYH
H YNPABAAEMOCTH.

IMpobaema npuobperaet ewe Bonbiuyio ocTPOTY, CARA ce POKYC NCPEMCLLALTCH «
Y3KOXAACCOBOMO # CCKTOPANLHOM ACNCKTA K JHAUHTCALHO 60]106 HWHPOKOMY RONPOCY ob
OXBATE APYCHX KATErOPHIl HHTEPCCOB (HE rosops YXC 08 YCTPECMACHUAX) — HHTCPECOR

EAHBX; NPECTapenux; GonsHux; GeapaboTinix; HerpaMoTHIX; obuTaTenci Tpyuiod;

HHOCTPAHUES, OKI3ABUIIXCY B NOAOXKCHII AKACH KTOPONO COPTA, /I KOPEHHRBX XMTENCH —

XKEPTB ITHHUCCKONA, A3LKOBOI 1T CEXKCYANBHOI RHCKPUMHHAUNK, moaei, obecnokoeii-
HEX YXYAWEHMEM OKpyxaoweil cpeant, 03aboucinmx npobacMoi coxpaneHitd Mipa Hi

3CMJlC HAN NPABAMI XHBOTHHX 1t T.N, 311L‘Ch HIHAUAABHO HE MOXCT 6NTb HUKAKOM

YBEPCHHOCTH, MTQ KOUICKTHBHBLIC ACHCTHISH HCNPCMEHHO NPUMYT GOPMY OrpaHiuCHHOI
W CIIELLANHIHPOBAKHON accounaTnsnocti, £opa3ao aepoaTiHee, UTO HAIBAHHKE KATEMO-
piIt rPaxAdK GyAyT anpecosaTh CnoM TPCOOBAIMY NOAMTHUECKHM napruam (ecan onn
O6AARNIOT IPABOM MOAOCA), PCANTHOINIIM OPrNINNINA (CCANM ONN BEPYIOUINIC) , MCCT-
HEM BAACTAM (CCIH ONI NPOXKHBIIOT KOMNAKTHON MACCOI) MW TOCYAAPCTRCHHNM opra-
HaM (EC/IH DM HAXOANTCR HA counanbiom obecneucuin). Onu MOTYT Takxe cHOPMIPO-
BATb CBOH COOCTBEHHHE COMMANBHIE ABIDKCHMR, Yhit nporpaMMul 1 cnocobu neiicTau,

BEPOATHO, ﬁyuyT HECOBMCCTHMN C Xyaa 60/1(‘0 KCCTKO OFPAHHYEHHBIMH LLESIMI H METO-

naMy Opranyu3aunyy no HHTCPCCAM,

). Bropoit sussaennuii napamerp — unonononuzanus. Ipuxon nemokpartiy gonxey
noaxsecTHyTh 6oprby Mexay rpynnasi [O 3a wichos, 32 pecypcu, 3a Npu3HaHie Baa-
CTbi0, PABHO KAK It 33 pocTyn x Hedi. Bnpoucs, o1o sonce He umnepaTis wan HewaBex-
HOCTb, [1pHiaTo CHnTaTL, YTO NpEX I (AHTOPUTAPHIIT PCKIM €CAH HE NOJABALN NOAHO-
CTbIO ACCOLMATHBHY 0 AKTHBHOCTL ONPCACACHHNX FPYNN, TO, BO BCAKOM C1YHAE, TIPHHY X~
A X AENCTBOBATSL B PAMKAX KAKON—TO ORMOIM MOHONO/IMCTCKOR OPraui3aunH, Cyuecr-
Bylowedt ¢ oaobpenitg rOCYRAPCTAA It HILE BCCTO M XU xonrposipyemoil. Coxpanures
JAH TAKAA CHTYAUHH NOCAE TOrO, KaK aaTopuTﬂpuuﬁ pexumM nan, 3aBUCHT, BHAMMO, OT TEX
MOAUTHHECKIX (DAKTOPOB, KOTOPHE BCTYNAKT B ALHCTBING BO BPEMS NEPEXONHOM MEPHORA
H BAHSTHHE KOTODHIX MOXET OLLY LUATLCH A0BOALHO 10110, Boasiue scepo 6pocaetcs B rnasa
(ocobeHHO Xoraa peyb WACT 0 TPCA=KINHOIEX) J1OvMeHKe unhmunxlcﬁcu corundiki

KOHKYpeHT, . Bopebu cpens noantuueckix napTui. ConepiiiecTho HICONOMPECKUX
“narepei’: KOMMYHICTOB, COUMAMNMCTOB, @ NOPOH # XPHCTHAHCKUX ACMOKPITOB 33 BAMS-
HHe Ha pabouNX YACTO NPEAIIECTRYCT XPAXy ABTOPUTAPHONO NPABACH I, HO Jitldb TONLKO
NOC/IE TOMO, KAK BO3OGHOBATCA PCanbie BHOOPI, OHO MOXET CTATL CTOAh KHHNM, YTOOK
packosioth Sonee win menee eannoe patouee NBHXEHHE. ﬂpcpnpnuumurcnhcxue accoun-
auMH, paBHO KAk 1 ofbeanHesus Nt croborruX npodeceu i, Beerni G opraun3aun-
OHHO MEHbIIE NOABEPXEHE PACKOAAM MO HACHHBM COOOPAXCHIAM (AXXE CCAH HX WIEHN
OTAABAJIH CBOM TONOCA NPOTHBOBOPCTBYIOWMM NAPTHAM), XOTS NOPOR onn ApoSiics
1332 A3WKOBHX WM PEAHTHO3ZHKX padayuii. Kyaa 6oiee CHABIWM DAk TOPOM packoaa
OKA3WBALTCA U HHX CTOAKHORCHHE HHTCPECOB MEJIKHX, CPERHHX H KPY NIt X APEANDIi-
STHA — NPEONcAETb TAKONO pOAAd PAIHOTAACHH CTONb XKE TPYAHO, KUK yALPXiTh “ﬁenuc "
CHHME BOPOTHIUKM” B PAMKAX eanHON pabouedl accounamiy uin BNpﬂ&)T{\T,b naxr o
HeWanajeHun" Mexay coodamy pabouix paanoro yposus ksanwdukauii. Toauok
Gopbbe — NpPUuECM HEPCAKO OTHIOAL HE TPAXAAHCKHMA®™ METORAMIT — 30 H.CHOB 1A 3D
AOCTYI K BAACTH MOTYT TAKXKE NaTh PEHOHANHIM M " MIKPOHALMOHAN M

Kak 6 TO 11 610, B POPMISPYIOLIENCH NOCTABTOPHTAPHOI cicTeme peerna Byner
NPHUCYTCTBOBATH T HAH HHAK CTCACHS “MOHOMOAMIALIN " NIPCACTABNTCALC YR HKTEPLCOB,
M 3ITO OKAXET pelmaioulee Ba3IACHCTAHE HA POPMUPOBAHME HACTHHX DEKIMOR. Becnma
YACTO, OAHAKO, OUEHHTh YPOBCHE TAKON MOHOMOAN3AIHI BHBACT KPAilIe CAOXHO, — NO
TOM NPOCTOI NPHYITHE, YTO ACCOLMALUNE MOTYT GOPMANLHO PiU3rPIHIHTL CPCPH CBOLTO
OXBATA, TAK 4TO COIRAETCH BUANMOCTb KORKY PEHILHI MCAULY HHMH, TOrAA KUK HA NPAKTHKE
CYWECTBYIOT CKPHTHE ROMOBOPCHHOCTH, COFAACHO KOTOPBIM ACCOILMAIITH BORIYIOTCH HE
NCPEMAHUBATE APYF Y APYId HACHOB, ACAHTHCA BAXHEAULMMM PCCY PCAMILITILLKE ANALpa-
Mit, @ TAKXKE MPHHHMATE YHACTHE B TPYAHOPACTIOZHABAEMOM " Pi3ACACHIN TPYAR ™ MEXKAY
notexuranbnmMi napruepasmu. Tax, nanpudep, npeanpuunmiarenn crpian Ceneproi
LlentpanpHoft EBPONK Opranitaosany 8 0Co0HE HEPAPXHI OTPIUCCIIMX M HIPCANPUHUMA-
TENBCKHX COKI0B, KOTOPHE, HA MEPBLIl BAMAAL, KOHKYPIHPYIOT MexAy cobait 32 aoCTyn K
MOAMTUHYECKON BRACTH R A0SAHOCTL unenos. [Tpyn Banxaiimem xe paccaoTpering (i
HECMOTPH HA Onbie KOHQAMK Thi MEXKAY OTAEBHBMH OPratHIAUIIHMI) ITI KOHK Y PEHLIS
OKJ3IWBAETCH BMOJINE YCTORMWBLM “padpeneniieM Tpyna”, oﬁccnvuunumuum NAHHOMY
KAACCY 3HAUHTEABHYIO THOKOCTL i “RONOAHMTEABHEE BOIMOXHXTI B AULITC CBOMX
WHTEPCCOB. ) 3

8). Tperuii cucremuuit napamerp — xoopdunayus. 3043 ACHCTRIS OTACALUNMX HCCO-
QUALL i 0614 UHO OrPAHIEHA, OFPAHHUCHA H HX CNOCOBHOCTDL HUPIXKATSH CYUICCTRY KOULCE
MuorooSpaane uirepecos, Paboutie Tak 1 HE CMOTAH OCYRICCTRITD CHOK MLIBHIOK MCUTY
11 €O3NATH "o BONbLIOR COK3", XOTH NPEANPHIHHMATEASNM 11 (DEPMEPIAM HCCKOAKKO Pil3
YAAEANOCH NPIBANINTLCS K AOCTIOXEHI0 nonoShoit uesnn. Kak npasiac, aas Toro, o0
nPeacTaBAsTh G0NEE WHPOKII KPYT HITCPCCOB, YEM MOKCT OX BUTHTH CILHHILUHA dCCOUN -
auns, obpasyoTc “accoumawnn  accoumanuftt.  Takwe  napoprann3dauie
(Spitzenverbande — IT0 AOCAORHO NE NEPCBOAIMOL HEMEUKOL BHPAKCHUC 000TMIMAeT
“TOAOBHOE MPEANPHATHE™) MOTYT NMTATLCR KOOPAHHNWPOBATH NOBLACHNHC cyﬁ_mcmou B
PAMKAX EAHHOM CCKTOPA (tinp., BCEH XHMUHECKOR NPOMIIIIACHHOCTI), L0 OTPAC N
NPON3NOACTHA (HANP., BCCI THXEION NPOMBILACHHOCTH) MAN KJJOCCH B onweaom (Reex
npeanpiniMaTeacit, pabowirx i HepMEpos HEABHCHMO OT OTPACAH 1y cerTopa). Onn
cnocofHK AENCTBOBATE B MaCuTabax KakoA—TO ONPEACICHHON MCCTHOCTY, NPOBIHUNG,
PErHoMa, CTPAHK WA AAXC HAAHALKOHANBHOTO O0ueanHens, nonobroro Epponciickonmy
cooBuectny. Heoastnakosa i 1tx 3dXPCKTHBHOCTD B ILNAHE OTBCAHHEHIA BLCX IPHUACTHRX
IPYNN 1 OPHBACUEHIST HX K COBMECTHHM RERCTBMAM — ITO MOFYT OnTh KAK BECHMA
HECOBEPMEHHNE CBOGOAHNE KOH(EAEPiLLitH, WIEHW KOTOPH X COXPAHKIOT (DHRANCOBYIO 1
NOAMTHHECKY IO ABTOHOMMIO I RKAIONAKOTCR B KOANEXTHBHBIC AKILHI AltlL IOCAE YPOROPOB
1w BNAroAapa NHUHOMY ARTOPHTETY JIMACPOS, TAK H CBEPXUCHTRINHIORIRHIC H HepAp-
XHUCCKH CTPYKTYPHPOBAIIHIC 06Pa30RiININE, PACAOAITAOLUIME OFPOMITKMIL PECYPCUMM, A
TO ¥ CNOCOBHOCTHLIO NPHCTPYHITD JIO0WE KIACCOBHE HAM CCKTOPANBHEC WHTUPECH, OTKA-
3WBAIOUIMECH CAEAOBATH COrACOBAHHOIN NOAHTHUECKOA NHHIN,

CTonb BHCOKIHH yPOBCH L KOOPAKHAILHH BOIHKMKAET He 63 60phbind AN, KK MUHUMYM,
He 6e3 HaMuuA CEPLLIHOI YIPOIIW TEM NHTCPECAM, KOTOPHE NPCACTONT KOOPAHHHPOBATD.
Pa3yMeeTcs, AOCTH YL €10 AEr(c TOrd, KOTAA Pesb HAET 0 CyryBo oKX MACTataX
H O CPABHMTENLHO y3kOMm cCxTope ofiectea, nbo Inecs OAHONPCMEIN nﬂpoymnm:wcu
APCHMYULCCTBA HCGONBIHON HICACHHOCTS K TCCHOND COLMANBIONY K IAHEIVICHCTRI, Iro-
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6 nobuthcg yero—To nosobHoro B MacwTabax c. MW WM Kkaacca, TPeGyeTcs xyna
Gonbwe ycunuit. Kak npaeitno, 20 3TOM0 AOXOAHT ACAC AHIIb NOCKE (POPMIPOBAHNS
nepsuunix 610KO0B, T.6. KOMLd YXC CO3NAHN MECTHHE 8 CEKTOPANBHHE ACCOLMALNK C
NPSMHIM WICHCTBOM, ONHAKO AAHHOE OOCTORTE/NBLCTBO YALME BCENO OCOXHAET 3a0auy
NOCNENY IOWLErD NOAYHHEHHS accounauitii. B Hexoropux cayuasx ofaerynts ee pemense
MOXET LENTPAAHIATOPCKII ONLIT, YHACACAOBAHHLI OT NPEXHEND NOCKOPNOPATHIMA,

8. Ecast cmpameeuneckas xomnemenmuocnio v eMxocms RPEACTaBARIOT coboit nBa
Hanboee CYLECTBERHMX U3 B SBJICHHNX CBOMCTB eAMHMunEX accounaunii O, To npu-
POAY MEXOPraHM3AUHOHHHX CHCTEM NOCPEAHHNECTBA B BHPAXKEHHH WHTEPECOB Nyde
BCEMO ONPERENSRIOT TAKHE CBORCTRA, KaK Kaaccoynpasaenue (class governance) u xonezpy-
anmnocmes (congruence).

a). Knacoynpasaenne — 370 CRoCOBHOCTh NOARUTHY TS HEK YO LUHPOK Y10 COLHANBHY IO
KATEropssio B 1enoM (Hanp., BCex coBCTBEHHNKOB CPEACTB NPOMIBOACTBA, pabounx BCex
orpacaefi, acex paborarowMx HE No HAAMY BO BCex chepax x034iiCTea) HA HEACTBHSA B
PAMKAX EAMHOIO JONNOCPOHHOIO Kypca it JoOHTHCH, UTOON Te, KOro 3aTparnsaeT takas
NOANTHKA, ACHCTBHTENLHO cachosank cii. TeapeTHUuCcKy B3aTh KA ce6d pelueHue IToi
33Aa4HH MOTAYH [+ 7™ NONHTHHECKHC NAPTHH, OAHUKO AOrHKA npononxu‘renbnoﬁ IIEKTOpAAN: -
HOM 60pbOH, KAK NPABHIO, IMLIACT HX BOIMOXHOCTH BRNOANATS N0A06HYIO DY HKIGIO NO
OTHOWIEHHIO K PAGOTHIKAM DN NUECKON TPYAA, — & NO OTHOWEHWIO K NPEANPMHUMATE-
NIAM OHI B CYLUHOCTH HHKOPAA €€ 41 He Bunoaxani. Ean xaaccoynpasnensio cy xaeHo craTs
CBOACTBOM rpaxXpanckonro oéuu:crua H NOAHTHUCCKOPOCTPOS, TO B COBPEMCHHKX ycnosuax
B3fTh HA Ce08 NPAKTHUECKYIO €10 PEANHIALINO NPHACTCK CETH ACCOMMAUMI HHTEPECOR
(U111 1aXe EANHON HAAACCOUMALLHIT),

6). KoirpysHTHOCTL NOXA3WBACT, B KAKON MCPE OXBAT, CTENEHb MOHONONNMIAUMH M
KOOPAHHATOPCKHE CNOCOOHOCTI OAHONO Kaacca, cexropa wan npodecesn 'O cxoxu ¢
HA3BAHHBMIC CBONCTBAMH APYrHX €r0 KAJCCO8B, CEXTOPOB W npodeccuit. 3necs MoxHO
NOCTYAHPOBATH, YTO OOWEli TCHACHUMEN B PAIBHTII ACCOUNAUNA — OCOBEHHO KNACTEPOB
AccoUMALM, NPEACTABAKIOUINX NPOTHBOCTORUIME HHTEPECH , — SBAACTCH YCHAEHHE KOH-
rpysuTHOCTH. TeM He MeHee, ecin NOCMATPETL HA NpobaeMy B HCTOPHUECKOM pa3pese,
HEKOTOPWE ACCOUKALUNN MOTYT BRCTYNATh HHMUMATOPAMI HCNOABL3OBAHKE HOBHX HOPM
CaMOOpraun3aumi (MHOTAY 3aMCTHOBAHHLX H3=3a pyBexa), KOTOPHE BIOCNEACTBHH
NEPCHUMAIOTCA 1X CONEPHHKAMY M NOAPAXATCASAMM. Y UNTWBANA, UTO AN NEPEXORHONO
NCPHOARA B NPHHUMME XAPAKTEPHA KPANHAS HEONPEACNCHHOCTL, HOPMAILHKM QIS HEIO
COCTOHHHEM GyucT, NO—BIANMOMY, HCKOHIPYIHTHOCTL, H BONPOC B TOM, 6y11€’1‘ Al 0la
COKPALIATLCA B XOAE AEMOKPATHUECKON KOHCOMHARILMIL.

IV. Hanuwue epaxdanckoco obujecmaoa cnocobemayem conconudayiin
deMOKDAMULL CACOYIOU UM OBPUIOM:

1. OuocTabuns3npyeT 0XIABHIS BIYTPH COLMANLIEX TPYN, BCAGACTEHE HENO BAACTh
noayuact Gonee oBoOULIEHHY IO, AOCTOBCPHY KO it IPHIOAHYIO U NPAKTHHECKOMO NPHMCH S
HHQOPMALLIIIO, HA KOTOPYIO MOXCT ONEPCTHCA B NPOLECCE YNPABACH IS,

2. 01O NpHBUBACT IPAKADUCKHE NPCACTABACIIG 06 JWHTCPECE M PPAXKANHCKHE HOPMIN
MOBEACHHS, T.C. T€, B KOTOPHX YUHTHBACTCR CYHICCTRORANNE OBIICCTRY B 14CS %4 3t NPH-
3HACTCSH ACMOKPATHHECKMIT NpoLECC.

3. Ono ofecneunsact TaKIE KAHAN CAMOBLWPAXCHUS H WICHTH(IKALIUN, KOTOPHE
nanbosce 6AM3KK N1ORAM 1 (DUPMAM i KOTOPHE, B AAHHOIN CBRIK, AEIYE BCEMO HCNOAh30-
BATh NPH BHABHXEHWH TPeBOBaKKIL, ocobenno TpeGosanuil, anpecoRanHbX AANCKHM YH-
HOBHHKSM UEHTPANbHBIX NOCYAAPCTECHHK X OPTAHOA,

4. OHo perynupyer noBeneHHE CBOHX WICHOB NIPHMEHNTENLHO K CPEPE KOMNEKTHBHHX
0093aTensCTB, Obervas Tem camuM Gpems NPABACHHY KAK A8 BAACTCH, TAK K AN
YACTHW X NPOM3IBOAHTENEI,

5. Ouo npencrasnaet coBoi BAXHKI, XOTH H HE EAMHCTBEHHHIT, HCTOUHHK NOTEHLH~
ANBLHOMO CONPOTHBJICHNS NPOH3IBOAY W THPAHHM npaBuTeneil — Oyab TO HEIAKOHHHWE
y3ypnaTopu vt GaKaTHuHOE BONbLIHHCTHO. \

Texne meiee O ne seasiemes das dexnoxpamuu abconiomuvim 6Aazom. Ezo 603deli-
€NIOUE 1A KOHCONUOANLIO CEMOXPAMUYECKON CLUCM AL 1t 86 NOCAEIVIOU L (PYHKLUOI -
POGQILLE MOXLIM OKAIAMBCR HELAMUOHLM NO KEAOMY PHOY NAPAMEINPOA.

1.0nom  ercaenath npouece GopMipoBaHN SONbWKHHCTEA BOACE AOATHM, TPYAHIM
H CAyYaRHBM, TEM CAMHM CHUXAR CTENEHb AETHTHMHOCTH ACMOKPATHMCCKHX NIPILBL-
TENBCTB,

2. Ono (0COBe1HO B TEX CAYHARX, KOrRA OCHOBAHO HA CTPOro AHBEPANBHLIX NIPIHUMNAX,
T.6.HA APMHUMAAX HHAHBHAYANN3MA 1t AOGPOBOALHOCTH) CNIOCOOHO NOPOANTL NOCTON HHEIE
NEepEKOCH B pacnpeacaeHuy Bansauuil 8 nonstuueckom npouecce. (Kax chopMynitposan
ary npolnemy opuin n3 amepuxanckux ananawtukoe E.E.lHatrwueinep: “beaa xopa
rpynn uHtepecoe B Coemmiennnx LHratax cocTOMT B TOM, 4TO OH NOCT HA AMANEKTE
BLICUIMX KJIACCOB".)

3. 3ayacTyso OHO BHEAPSET B NOJHTHUECKYIO XH3Hb CTOAbL CAOXKHY it 3ANYTAHHYIO
CHCTEMY KOMNPOMHCCOB, MTO B PE3y/bTATE MOXET ObTb NPHHAT TAKOM NOJMTHUECK I
KYDC, KOTOPOTO HHKTO HE XENA/N HIHAYAIbHO H € KOTOPLWM HHKTO HE MOXET B RA/IbHEALIEM
CONUNAPH3OBATLLS.

4. OHO MOXET YCHANTE TEHAEHUHIO K PA3PELIEHHIO BCEX NPOBALM 13 “0BUIECTBEHHOM
KOT/Aa", KOrAa KaXAAs aCCouHAUNA H KAXAOE ABHXEHUE YAOBACTBOPAIOT CBOI HHTEPC-
cui/ yorpemaenns 3a cHeT o6LICCTBA B UEIOM, NTO B KOHEUHOM HTONC NPUBAANT K HeX)-
dexTHBHOMR, HHPARHHONRON IKOHOMUKE.

5. Camoe xe onacHoe, — eCnH “OHO" OKAIWBAETCH HE OAHHM, 3 HECKOAbKMMN FPAXK-
NAHCKHMIS OOLIECTBAMIY, KOTOPHE OXBATHBAKIT OAHY H TY XE€ TCPPHTOPHIO H OAHY 1 TY XC
MOMITHIO, HO OPraHM3YIOT WHTEPECH M YCTPEMJEHHR B BHAE PA3AHUHIX, 4 NOPON K
NOAHOCTBIC HECOBMECTHMLIX, ITHHUECKHX UM KYALTYPHE X coobuutocTei. (B csoc spems
8 3ananuoit Enpone pewweintem npobaemid BEPTHKAABHOM PACILENACHOCTH (" ANAAEPH3]-
UHH") rpaxXAAHCKOro obulecTBa €Tana KOHCOUHATHBHOCTDL it/1H Proporz-demokratic®,
oaHaxo ang CONBLUNHCTBA HEOACMOKPaTHil TAKOA BAPHAHT PEWCHHY, CKOPCE BCCrO, He
NOACIHAET, H HM, NO-BIMOMY, NPHACTCR CTONAKHYTLCH € BECHMU BOACIHCHHOR Nnepenek-
THBOR CELLECCHH.)

Kaxnoe xonxpernoe rpaxaanckoe ofmecrao 6yaeT oKa3HBaTh HA ACMOKPATHIO CME-
ianKoe po3aeicTene. HeT HHKaKkux rapanTiil, YTO NOINTHAKOL BOIOOAANICT HAA HeTa-
THBHWM, XOTS B EBpPONE Ha NPOTHXEHMH OTHOCHTENBHO AOATOND HPEMCHI DTO BuA0
uMeHHO TaK. K COXANEHHIO, B COBPEMEHHNX HEOAEMOKPATHAX AKTOPH H8HO BOabiie
03260MeHB CHIOMITHY THOIt BRNOAOI 3 NOTOMY HE PACTIOVION CHB AENTH CTARKY 1l BO3MOXHBIC
NPEHMYLECTBA, KOTOPWE BWTCKAIOT 13 HAMMYN REACTRYIOLIETO 1t xHancenocoduoro MO,

Ecait npeanoxenHoe nouuManine npobaeMu XoTh B KAKO{I—TO Mcpe 000CHOBANIO,
BEPOATHHA peaynbrat [Bodacictaus [O HA REMOKPATHIO | MOXHO NPOCHNTATH Hil OCHOBE
OILCHKH CTENCHIt NPOKBAEHHOCTH B HEM OCHOBONOAATAIOUINX CBOMUTH, ROJHNKIOUUIX B
NPOHECCE CMEHN PEXUMAL CHIPAMESUNECKOT KOMNMEMECHNIHOCINN, CANOCIHT, KAQCCoyn-
pasaenus s kouepyanumuocmu. [10CACAHNE, B CBOIO OXENCAL, JABITHT 01 (OICE MCKPCT-
HBIX XAPAKTCPHCTHK, MPHOGNCTICMMX TOMA X € CAHHHYHBIMI ACCOMIEHLIAL L THIDKCH M -
AMH, T.€. OT {ucAeniocmu Takux ACCOLMALMR M ABMMXKERISY, A0 HOCHTH e emad 1
cehep npedemadumensemaa, a TAKXKE OT MAKPOXAPAKTEPHCTHK (BOPMUPVIOLICHCH MLaAND -
TOPHOI CHCTEMB: 0Xdama €10 MHTCPCCOB/ yCTPEMAEHITI, CTCNCIHIN MONONOIUIAIIE W
yPOBHS XOOPOUNALUN.

V. I'paxdancroe 06ugecmaoo omuiods He SOAKCMCH HENPOUIGOAbIbLAL
NN BE3OYMHBIM NOPOXKOCHIEM KANUMAAUIMA, CACOCIAUCM YPOAIU AL,
2PAMOMILOCINL, CORUANBLIONL MOBUABNOCINU 1 SMILAMILL, CAOAOM — NpPO-
epecca, xomsa ace na3daniioe u cnocobenigyem e2o ykpenacuiio. Hanpo-
mua, Ot €20 noseAeHlst MPebyenicst apmuKyYAUPOAQHIAs NOJNIKA CO
CropoNbt 20cyBapcmaenino aAacmi 1 Onpedeneitiible nPUGsIHG6Ie HOPMbL
xusnedeamensiocmu wacmitsix ( soc)npousaodiimeneii.

1. TocypapeTaciuas noanTika [0 KOTOPON HACT pevb | 3ATPACHRACT CAOXHYIO Chepy
B3ANMONEPENACTIIOUNXCH NPAB H 00A33HHOCTEH, CYLECTHCHILIM OOPAZ0A MEHARIIXCYH
N0 X0y MCTOPItN, i1t NOTOMY AaTe i oboBuwennoe onpencacune kpaiie Tpyvano. Oua
BKAIOHACT B cCOs:

— cBoBony accoumnauitii, Nt 1 cobpanni;

~— WPHAHUCCKOC NPHINIHNC 1T HCNPHKOCHOBCHHOCTh,

¢ Propore—demoksatic — pacnpe e aesorpatad. -— fep,
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a. Buicoknit yposesin
ATOANUNIM, HCBOAKLULE PAZMCEPH TOCYRAPCTHA; 30~
N . -
Aligemelnverbindlichkett — oButcoburatesnnoctn. — Ilep.

NOINKBAIOL . HO OTHOCHTCALNO BHCTPOE PAIBHTMC KANMTAAMIMAL KOHCCDBUTHEHNC
NOAHTHYECKHE KOAMLI, PYKOBOASUE Xoaom "Bemtkoro npcobpazoniing™ (Great
Transformation); yCTofsiBOCTL PEMECACHHEX (HOPM TIPOHIROACTH, ArpapHi NpoTeKR-
HHOHM3M H — OCOBCHAO — MOULHAS COURAI—ACMOKPATHR: ¥ Banannoii Eepone XIX —
wauana XX vs. nce 370 paBoTano Ha GopMupoBaHite BORCE KOPNOPATHCTUKHN BAPHINTOR
TO, XOTA OTHIONL HE HCHO, NO-NPEXHEMY JTH AaHHHe haKTOPH CORPINIIN B CAHNILKY K
W, CCAM [, TO COXPAHIUIOCH Nif NPEXHEE HANPIBACHHC YAAPA.

5. CpaBHHTEALHO HOBHIT It NOTERIUNANBHO BECHMA CYLICCTRCHHBIA MOMCHT —~ ROBHIK-
HOBEHHE HEKOEro noaodus *TPAHCHAUNOHANIBHOMO rPpaXAdICRONe ofwectra’. Iro ceth
nenpasiTeascraennnx opranudawunii (HI0), Gonswas HaCTh KOTOPLX WmeeT wTab—
KBADPTHPH B YCTORBILMXCH FPAKAAHCKIX o6UICCTBAX M MOABL3Y CTCH (PHIANCORATT W OPrain-
321HOHHOM MOAREPAKKOM HX MPAKAAN, PACIONATIET AOBOALHO COMMINBIMU HOIMONKIIOLTH
Mt OKa3WBaTh BAHSIE HA HeopemokpaTin. C 1974 1. xaxanil ycnex AcMoxpaTh3aii
cnocobersosan pazenTiio HITO (1 vedopManeyux ceTeit nepeaaun iopaatg), 3ans-
Th X BOpLBOM 33 NPARA HENOREKA, 33ULITONR MEHBLIWHCTE, KOHTPOICHM 3l nBopiani, npe-
JOCTABNEHHEM KOHCYJIRTALL N0 3KOHOMHYECK M BONPOCAM, NOOULPCHICA KY/ILTY PHOTO
 nayusoro oSmena, Koraa HAMHRANACH NEMOXPATHIAUMA B Mopryranins, B Fpeuwsin it 8
Kcnaniy, noaobubux HHGPACTPyKTYp NPAKTHUECKH HE CYLUCCTRORANO. Ho w3 onuwTa Ha-
3BANHEIX CTPAH BRUIM H3BAEHCHN NPHHUMNKANBHEE Y POKH, IHARMUE KOTOPH X BIOCACACT-
BHH NPHIOMIIOCH NOBCEMECTRO. K HACTOALEMY BPEMEHI YKE HMECTCR OTPOMIOL MHOXE-
CTBO Pa3HOOGPAIHEIX TPAHCHALMONANBH WX NAPTHA, OpraHu3aLHil, dCCOLUALIIT, ABIIXE-
L M ceTelt, FOTOBWX BMEWATBCH B 0eAA [TOM 1118 HHOR CTPatu ], uTOOn NOANLPXKiUTh M
3AUMTHTb AEMOKPATHIO. B TOf Mepe, B KAKOI YNOMAHY THE HARHILNOHAABIRL ofbeanue-
19 OTXDAST OT HCMOAbIOBAHNR NPHBLINHLX JUIS HIWX NOCYAAPCTBEHHIX W MCAKNPUBHTEN b=
CTBEHHLIX KAHANOB BAMSHUA W JENAIOT CTABKY HA NPHBACUCHMC OOHILCTBCHHBLX, HENPA-
EMTENLCTBEHHH X OPrakin3aiil, NonobHaK MEXAYHAPOAHAS oOCTAHORBK] COACNCTRIIH KO-
CONMAALMM ACMOK PATIH CNIOLOBCTRYET CTAHOBIEHIMIO HALHOHANDHE X FPAXILINCKITX obuie-
CTB TaM, A€ B NPOTHRHOM C/1yuae OHit, BCPOSTHO, HE BOIHUKAN B 1 rac cCTh Yyrposi
NOFACLUEH S X TOCYAAPCTBOM M HACTHRIME (BOC) IPOMIBOANTCNMIL.

VII. Xoms ucmopusecxu 1O 3apoduntocs HecoMiueno o 3anudnott Ea-
pone, ezo 1HOPMbl 1t NOBCEONEGHAS NPAKMUKA LMEION OMHOWENIE K KONCO-
audayi demoxpamiiie 6 1100OM KYAbHIYPHO—2€02 PUhUHCCKOM PELIONE MIt-
pa, Npii YCAOGU, HMO AKMOpPbl CHIPEMAMER K JeMOKPAMILL COUPCMEHITIOCO
1 aubepansiozo muna, LHawe 2060pa — K KOHCHUMYUOH IO, npedenia-
aumenbHOil JeMOKpamiilt, KOHMPOAUPYEMOLL nocpedenaoat Mioeonap-
mulinbix, COCMAIAMERbHBIX GbIOOPOA, MEPRUMOIL K coyuannnpis/ ami-
HECKUM PAINUHUAM U yaaxa;ougeﬁ npaaa coocmaenoclL.

1. Bo/iei0 Nt MPOBIACHHS, A MOXKCT, 5AAT0AR PR ACHTENBHOCTI ROAOHICTON—ACPCLENCH-
1eB H3 EBpPOnb I MEKXHAUIMONANLHON and>yait HOPMEL I APAKTHKR 'O pacnpocTpit-
HIIHCD 33 NPEACAN TONO PETHOHA, FAC OHIf NEPBOHINANBHO dopriposiaich, [To obuwesy
NPHANAHMIO, AAHHIL NPOLECT WIEST HEPIBHOMEDHO, H JAHMCTROKANHIIC 13 aponw o8paa-
1k HAKJTAAh BAHCDL Hil pa3noolpadnue “ry3eMune” TPARHLIUE. R uekoropuix peespancit-
CKMX OBIECTBAX YXE HMEAHCH AHANOPHUHKE HHCTHTYTH (BCOMIIM, XUTH Gia, rianacii-
cxite cncrenmn 8 Kirae wai OTTOMAHCKOf HMNEPIL) , OAHAKO HE HCHO, HIACKONRKO (1PCEM-
HAKI! TAKONO POAA MHCTHTYTOR YMECTHN B COBPCMCHHEIX yCSIOUMRX.

2. CywmecTsyOT A apyrue KianecnocobHme MOgesit AEMOK PaTi, 1 BoAbulcil CTCnEH )
OTPaXAOLHE KYALTYPHHE HOPMBL 1 MACCOBHE OXIAAHINS COOTRCTCTHYIOHIIX HALUMOHUND-
HHX COOBUIECTE, — BOTPOC AMCKYCCHOHHEIL, XOTS AMHHO # OTHOUIYCH K TAKOTO poad
NPEANONOKEHIMIO OBONLHO CKENTHUCCKM. M He TonbKO MOTOMY, HTO NTRCPXACHHA O
Gonbieit “ayTeHTHYHOCTH" PA3HOro poaa adpuxanckix, a3naTcknx Ckondyunan-
ckux"), naTHHOAMEPHKAHCKIX (“HBeprilckix ™) 1K, NONPOCTY, HEIANUANNX ACMOKPa-
THi HE PA3 HCNO/B30BATHCH NS MACKHPOBKN ABTOKPATHHECKOMN NPAKTHKI, —- OHIL, K TOMY
Xe, PEAKO NOAKPENALNNCE KAKHUMH~A100 CBMAETEALCTRAMI TONY, UTO MPAKIIHE HCKOLTO
KOHKPETHOIO COOGILECTRA 1t ANPRMB O6AAARIOT IIACTONBKO CROCOGPATHHMI HICHIOCTRMIL M

NOMMTHUECKOI KYARTYpPOSt, 470 And. OBCCACUCHMA TOAKOITPOIRING T HN IpARHTEACH
TpeGyI0TCS CORCPIUCHNO CLABHE METOTH.

- —he—



52.
53.

54.

59.

60.

61.

62.
63.

64

66.

67.

. R. Fauon, Jr., ‘Afric.

(

DEMOCRATIZATION

involved in establisiing such systems, in To Craft Democracies (London: University of
California Press, 1990), and P. Ferdinand argues that the global dynamics of the post-cold
war era = e undermining these systems, in ‘The Party’s Over: Market Liberalization and the
Chatienges for One-party and One-party Dominani Regimes: The Cases of Taiwan, and
Mexico, ltaly and Japan', Democratization, Vol.1, No.l (1994), pp.133-50. The recent
experience of the Mexican regime centred on the Institutional Revolutionary Party (PRI)
may be good evidence for his argument.

Holm, op. cit., p.111.

For an analysis of the evolving party systems in eastern Europe, see M. Waller, *Adaptation
of the Former Communist Parties of bast-Central Europe: & Case of Social-
democratization®, Party Politics, Vol.1, No 4 {1995), pp.473-90, and for Taiwan, see H. Tien
and Y. Chu, ‘Building Democracy in Taiwan™, China Quarterly, No.148 (1996), pp i 141 70.
Kong, op. cit. and E.M ‘Contradictior - and Limits of a Developmental State: With
Hlustrations for the <+ 1 ¥Vorea Case |, So il Problems, Vol 40, No.2 (1993}, p; 22844,
Aze of Democratization: the Civie Limitations of Civil Society’,
38, N0.2 (1995), pp.67-99; D. Rueschmeyer, E.H. Stephens and
“opment and Democracy (Chicago, IL: University of Chicago

African Studies Revi
. Stephens, Cupitalist 1
Press, 1992).

. Fatton, op. cit., p.90.

This definition is defended and used for empirical purposes in White, op. cit. Since many
intermediate organizations ir: the real world do not fully embody all these characteristics, this
definition should be seen as an ideal-type

. D. Korten; Getting to the 21st. Century: voluntary Action and the Global Agenda (West

Hartford, CT: Kumarian, 1990); Landeli-Miils, op. cit.

B. Crisp, ‘Limitations to Democracy in Developing Capitalist Societies: The Case of

Vernezuela’, World Development, Vol.22, No.10 (1994), p.1501.

T. Cheng and L.B. Krause, ‘Democracy and Development: with Special Attention to Korea’,
Journal of Northeast Asian Studies (1992, Summer), pp.3-25.

For a review of this literature, see Shin, op. cit., pp.38-41. To the extent that the institutional
arrangements which emerge from these elite-defined transitions reflect the interests of these
very elites, one of the most urgent, and developmentally crucial, elements of democratic
consolidation is to improve the political access of wider sections of society and involve them
in the process of institutional *crafting’. In the history of Western societies, for example, the
role of labour parties based on an organized working class played an important role in
providing the political impetus for designing the central features of their ‘welfare states’.
See, tor example, Geddes, op. cit.

Lijphart and Waisman, op. cit., p.244.

E. Huber, D. Rueschemeyer and J.D. Stephens, ‘The Paradoxes of Contemporary
Democracy: Formal, Participatory, and Socizl Democracy’, Comparative Politics, Vol.29,
No.3 (1997), p.338.

I.. Whitehead, ‘The Alternatives to “Liberal Democracy™: A Latin American Perspective’,
Political Studies, Vol. X1, Special Issue (1992), p.151.

This does not just reflect a relationship based on quantitative levels of development, but on
structural changes in the class system, as argued by E. Huber, D. Rueschemeyer and J.D.
Stephens, ‘The Impact of Economic Development on Democracy’, Journal of Economic
Perspectives, Vol.7, No.3 (1993), pp.71-85

This factor is stressed by many analystz. For example, Haggard and Kaufman, op. cit,, p.11
stress the need for ‘encompassing coalitions’ to counter poverty; Bartlett and Hunter, op. cit.,
pp.100fT. discuss the differential political implications of different class coalitions m the
context of Latin America and Eastern Europe: and Holm, op. cit., p.111 cites the Botswana
case as one which *demonstrates that the primary need is to form a political coalition of ¢iites
committed to development’.

The Consolidation of Post-Autocratic
Democracies: A Multi-level Model

WOLFGANG MERKEL

The mainstream of theoretical and empirical “consolidology” speaks of consohdated
and non-consolidated democracies. This crude dichotomy does not allow for imore
ditferentiated judgments about the stage of consolidation of newly democratized
political systems. To overcome this shortcoming, a multi-level model of democratic
consolidation is proposed, consisting of four interdependent levels. The particular
configuration of each has specific impact on the consolidation of the other levels. The
four levels are: constitutional, representative, behavioural, and civic cultural
consolidation. This model helps us to understand why new democracies survive or
collapse, to identify the degree to which they are consolidated and the levels on which
they are most vulnerable to internal and external shocks. It helps us to locate the parts
of the political system where reforms should be implemented, or stopped or reversed
in order to consolidate and stabilize a new demourdllc rcglmc

Theoretical Considerations on Two Conceptual Problems
I Conceptual Problem Number One. How to Define Democracy?

Studies of transition to democracy by political scientists are characterized
by the fact that there has been Mﬁo intensive debate about

democratic theory. The highly normative questions, s, which model of
am be preferred (ditect or representative, elitist or
participatory, procedural or substantial, weak or ‘strong’), and whether
Rousseau or Schumpeter, Dahl or Habermas supply the most appropriate
theoretical orientation, were decided quickly and without discussion. Robert
Dahl’s ‘procedural and institutional minimums’, which draw on
Schumpeter’s ‘realistic’ democratic theory, has advanced to the common
starting-point for almost all ‘transitologists’. It is often neglected, though,
that Dahl mentions two fundamental dimensions of democracy: the
L(»ntesimm'ﬁe “participatory dimension is
nam_]ﬁn@(@ﬂjgflgﬁgﬁjO the Schumpeterian tradition as ‘the
right to participate in election and office”.” Thus, Juan Linz is doing no more
than paraphrase Dahl’s™eight procedural and institutional minima when he

wrote in his frequently quoted definition of democracy tliat a poliiical

Dr Wolfgang Merkel is Professor of Politics at the Institut fiir Politikwissenschaft, Johannes
Gutenberg-Universitdt Mainz.
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system is only then democratic

when it allows the free formulation of political preferences, through
the use of basic freedoms of association, information, and
communication, for the purpose of free competitions between leaders
to validate at regular intervals by non violent means their claim to
rule,... without excluding any effective political office from that
competition or prohibiting any members of the political community
from expressing their preference.’

Di Palma has narrowed the definition of democracy down even more:
‘political democracy, as the issue in the transitions, is understood in the
conventional Schumpeterian or representative sense’." Adam Przeworski’s
definition of democracy is, however, the most bewildering. The social
scientist from the critical left is actually able to underbid Schumpeter’s
minimal definition. For him the constituent property of democracy comprisecs
the contingent results of the constitutionally defined political decision-making
process. Consequently, he defines democracy as ‘a system of ... organized
uncertainty’.* Looking at it this way, democracy is nothing more than an
abstract system of rules for dealing with social and political conflicts.
Contrary to authoritarian systems, the political results are ex ante
indeterminate; they only come about through the actions of competing
political forces. Political strategies and behaviour are only defined and
channeled through a priori determined and democratically legitimated
procedures. The normative elements and problems of democracies arc not
discussed.’

There are, of course, important exceptions who do not just assume a
democracy definition that narrowly relies upon Schumpeter or sum up
Dahl’s procedural minimums in their studies of transition to democracy. The
first, Philippe Schmitter, criticizes the reification of such a set of well-
established procedures and institutions. It is not just a matter of how
complete the minimal list is, it is also important which relationship develops
hetween the state institutions, the intermediate structures for aggregating
and articulating societal interests (parties, organizations, movements, and
the media), and the mechanisms of political decision-making. The entire
network of relationships between the citizens and the rulers must be

reflected in the definition of democracy. In regard to the concepts of

democracy applied without considering time, space, and cultural
constraints, he warns: ‘Most important, the conceptualization of democratic
consolidation must carefully avoid adopting a historically or culturally

peculiar Gestalt as the standard against which to measure the progress of

contemporary nascent democracies’.”
How justifiable the warning is, has been recently demonstrated by Claus

o 5N
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Ofte, (the second exception), in relation to the specific challenges facing the
democratization of post-communist castern Europe. His main argument is
as tollows: faced with the unusual accumulation of economic, social, ethno-
nationalistic, and presidential-populist problems and threats, the liberal
minimalist conceptions of democracy are not cnough.
version of democracy were made up of established procedures but only
contingent results, the question would be whether the political and social

If this minimal ’

outcomes, with all their uncertainty, would not exceed the citizens” limits of

tolerance.” Put another way, there is a risk that the results of the
democratically achieved economic and social policy will place too many

burdens on a large part of the population, who, because of this, will abandon
their_active and passive loyalty to the” democratic_procedures _and
institutions_or_will not even bother to develop sucthltlim the first
p’a@ Therefore, the East European post-communist societies a\r_e not
granted the same amount of’time that the capitalist democracies of the West
were given for their historical evolution. In their case, three g great thrusts of
political modernization formed the rule of law, democracy, and the welfare
state i quence of rather long periods. Here we can see the plausibility
oﬁ-’cktjgumcm that_‘the liberal-democratic regimes’, because of the
turbulent economic situation of 1hc post communist transformation in
eastern Lurope, ‘can only count on stabilization, if democracy and
capitalism accompani simulianeously by an extensive
Institutionalization of@ocial welfare”.
applied to Latin American socielies.”
Offe’s argument, at least implicitly, amounts to the fact that democratic
structures in post-communist societies neee;z;‘:normatlve bite’,'-?which will
prevent democratic _institutions from p
results. This is for Offe simultanecously a normative request with a
finctional purpose, since the socio-political safeguard in his argumentation

promotes a ‘functional prerequlsne of Z]cmurailg consolidation. It still

remains open, though, whether such social securlly “nets can be forced
simply through the constitutional determination of state goals." If it were
possible to establish an economic and social ‘existential minimum® as a
fundamental right, then certain political options would be removed from
possible democratic reexamination. According to the liberal perspective this
would lead to the limitation of democratic choices. Democracy would
paradoxically be saved from self-destruction through undemocratic means.
This_is a perception of democracy that goes beyond the concepts of ~
aemocrdtl_heory of the minimalists Schumpeter and Dahl.

It is most likely an act of pragmatic thinking that has kept the
mainstream studies of ‘transitologists and consofidologists® from discussing
this presupposed paradox in democratic theory. Therefore, their analyses are

.
7

is_argument can also be validly
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roducing _morally unacceptable
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based on Schiumpeter’s elitist-minimalist concept of democracy. This is a
useful starting point. However, as will be pointed out later, it is a necessary
but :10t sufficient analytical framework to evaluate the stage, progress, risks,
chances and prospects of concrete processes of democratic consolidation.

—

11. Conceptual Problem Number W'()@e Consolidation? )

Even more controversial than the term democracyﬁih the study of
transformation is the definition of (democratic) consolidation. Minimali

maiist~— .
conceptlons compete here with those of the maximalist G he controversial
point mainly concerns the amount of tim tlme needed for the consohdatnon of

po oritarian democracies. First of ‘of all, the scientists studying

thon cannotl agree on which political, social, and economic
institutions hav _consolidated before one can consider a democratic
system stable enough to stand Up Yo Tuture crises. Moreover, the question of
which path will lead to the most expedient democratic consolidation is
heavily disputed. Finally, the debate continues over which institutional
arrangements and which values, attitudes and behaviour by both the general
public and the elite favour consolidation and which ones are more likely to
hinder consolidation.

Philippe Schmitter has presented the most influential classification of
the different phases of system transformation so far. He distinguishes the
transition from an authoritarian to a democratic system ideally between the
phases of liberalization, democratization, and consolidation.” These last
two phases, however, tend to overlap; that is, consolidation begins before
democratization has been concluded. Thus, the precise separation of these

two phases in reality is quite impossible. Nevertheless, it is quite possible to
speak of a concluded transition to democracy, when the pattern of behaviour
developed ad hoc during the change in regimes becomes a stable structure
in the new system, and when the admittance of political actors into the
system as well as the process of political decision-making proceed
according to previously established and legitimately coded procedures.
How this process develops, which path the consolidation follows, how long
it takes, and whether it can be concluded successfully or not, depends on a
series of endogenous and exogenous factors. The most ‘important
§ndogEnousHactors are: what kind of pre-authoritarian experience With
democracy can be fallen back on7 What were the character and duration of
the authoritarian system? How did the collapse of the old regime occur, and
how did The phase of transition transpire? What slrale& s did the decision-
making elite follow during {he transition and consolidation phases, and how
were these decisions perceived by the people?” The most important

CEXOgEMsus N gctors are: the democratic stability of the neighbouring states;

the_inclusion in supranational and international economic and political”
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a&oiigicmg,_im_ermﬂm suanjgrvic_ej’tﬁg_mgg&of inclusion in
international participation, and economic cycles."

From the pcrspectﬁ the observer, though, the duration of the
consolidation process depends above all on the definition of what a
consolidated democratic system actually looks like.<Crzeworskts for
example, considers a democracy consolidated when a certain system of
institutions has ‘become the only game in town’." This means the case
where all relevant actors act according to the rules set up by the democratic
institutions. This also means that those who have lost their political power
only try to regain this power within the bounds of those democratically
legitimate rules and regulations that removed them from power.™ According

to this, the behaviour of the actors (especially the political elite) is the
deciding_factor in democratic conmm clear from
the action theory point of view, although this at first hides the relation
between the opportunity structure (that is, institulions, norms, economic
restrictions and so on) and political action.” lmpllcnly
takes up this concept when he speaks of a ‘negative consohdatnon@The
consolidation is called negative since it refers to the fact that relevant actorsj
avoid breaking the democratic rules because, in their specific_historical
situation, they do not see any alternatives to democracy. In contrast to this
‘negative’ definition of consolidation, Pridham relates ‘positive
consolidation® to the establishment, credibility, and legitimacy of the entire
mr&Hancepl of democratic consotidation to
{he behaviour of the elite, for he also includes the attitudes of the public in
judging the level of consolidation. The term positive consolidation extends
the focus of analysis by considering the political institutions, the behaviour
of the elite and the decision-making patterns in the public according to their
respective relationships.® Such a consolidation concept expects the
stabilization of a post-authoritarian democracy to take much longer than
ncgalwe consolidation’, which merely refers to the elite.

“TA concept of consolidation located between the two extremes was
dwem}W'ner, Diamandouros and Puhle in their analysis of the
démocratic consofidation in southern Europe.™ They consider a democratic
r?gimc consolidated when all of the politically relevant groups regard all of
the central political lnsmutlom as the only legitimate arcnas of competition
tm concept primarily refers to political institutions and
Behavioural norms. What it lacks, however, are the the patterns of political
culture in the general public, which are exacllv what Samue Muntington
detms To be the core of every demacratic consolidation. T1e asserts that thie
PUBTIC has (o learn that democracy does not primarily mean solving all the
problems of society but rather the ability to remove the government from
power through elections. He writes: ‘Democracies_become consolidated /]

Na
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when people lcarn that democracy is a solution to the problem of tyranny,
but_not necessarily to_anything else’.* This leaming process, which
ultimately decides on the consolidation of democratic systems, lasts, of
course, much longer than the adjustment of the elite to the democratic
decision-making proceduressT{untington, therefore, expects longer periods
of democratic consolidation than the advocates of minimalist consolidation.
Thus, he considers the consolidation of German and Japanese democracies
after the Second World War to have been completed only after the post-1945
polmca] gencration had taken over the political and cultural lea 1 leadership and
made up_the numerical majority in_society.” One very important
Johsolidation indicator regarding both the elite as well as the general public,
according to Huntington, is for the government to change hands twice.
First of all, this shows that the country’s two most important political
blocs accept the loss of power through electoral defeats. Secondly, this
demonstrates that the people_want a new government, not a new_(non-
democratic) system of éovemmemg“_:bf course according to this criterion,
the Federal Republic of Germany would not have become fuily
consolidated until 1982, and even more strikingly the post-Second World
War Japanese democracy would have to be considered unconsolidated until
the 1990s. Ttaly passed the two-times ‘turnover test’ in 1994 at the same
time as considerable waves of deconsolidation were posing shocks o the

democratic system. These examples show that Huntington’s criteria were |
not systematically chosen and are unable to satisfy the complexity of the
e

democratic consolidation process.
At this point it will be helpful to introduce a comprehensive and

distinctive concept of consolidation. It is not maximalistic in its normative-

democratic aspects. It is, however, maximalistic_in_its understanding_of

consolidation and, therefore, makes distinguishing statements about the
specific system levels or partial regimes of successful and unsuccessiul
consolidation that are possible. Drawing on concepts of legitimacy it
attempts to explain the stabilization of the entire system through the
respective interdependencies among political institutions (structures), clite
behaviour (actors) and the general public’s attitudinal patterns. Not until
these specific reciprocal consolidation and obstruction effects are observed,
can the dynamics and progress of successful and failed transitions to
democracy be conceived more precisely.

Democratic Consolidation as al Multilevel Model

The construction of a multilevel model of democratic consolidation
developed here draws on some systematic considerations developed by Juan
linz and Alfred Stepan. linz and Stepan® specify three essential
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dimensions within a political system undergoing democratic consolidation:

elite behaviour, public attitudes and constitutional structure. With regard to
behaviour, Linz and Stepan consider a democracy consolidated when no
relevant political, military, or economic actor is able to mobilize any serious
resources against the democratic regime. According to the perspective of
public attitude, a democratic system is considered to be consolidated when
a ‘strong majority’ of the population believes that the democratic
institutions and procedures are the best ‘way to govern collective life in a
society’."” Finally, a democratic regime is structurally consolidated when no
more ‘reserve domains’ exist, which are exempt from the contingency of
democratic decisions and controlled by powerful corporative actors (such as
the military, church, large landowners, financial and business oligarchies)
acting outside the democratic decision-making arenas. In spite of their
sensible differentiation of democratic consolidation, Linz and Stepan do not
specify a temporal or causal sequence for these processes nor do_they
indicate_more precisely the mterdepcndemy of the different dimensions
(respectively, deconsolidation). Conclusions about the sequence and course
of the consolidation process, thercfore, cannot be made in gencral.

IFor these reasons an analytical sequencing of the consolidation levels is
recommended here and complemented by adding the fundamental levels of
interest intermediation between the society and the state decision-making
arenas (o the modecl. Such a multilevel model comprises four levels of
consolidation, all of which can begin simultancously. The time it takes for
them 1o be completed, however, varics from level to level. The four levels
are:

@mm!itwional consolidation: In contrast to Linz and Stepan, 1 refer to

this narrowly as the consolidation of the central constitutional organs and
political institutions, such as the head of state, government, parliament,
judicial and electoral systems. " These have an effect on the second Tevel of
interest intermediation (as well as the following levels) through their
normative and structuring propertics as well as their ability to limit the
range of possible action.

OR(’presenlanve consolidation: This involves the level of territorial
(partics) and functional (interest groups) interest representation. The degree
of consolidation that levels T and 2 have attained as well as their common
contiguration decide together the success of democratic consolidation on
the third level.

Behavioural consolidation_refers to reducing the attractiveness for
powerful actors (the military, large landowners, businessmen, radical

206
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movements, clandestine groups, or populist, charismatic leaders) to pursue
inferests outside the democratlc institutions and against the democratically
legitimated representatives. When these first three levels are essentially
consolidated, decisive impulses for the formation of a civic culture
supportive of democracy will emerge.

e consolidation of civic culture and civil society completes the

stabilization of the socio-political substructure of democracy. As we 'now.

through the studies on the “second wave of democratization’ 1’ (1943-62), this
consolidation may last for decades and only be complete afier a change of
generations. Only after all four phases of consolidation” have been
completed is it possible to characterise consolidated democracy as largely
resistant to endogenous crises and exogenous shocks.
“In the conceptual framework advanced here ‘these four dimensions are
However, it should be mentioned that from another analytical
perspective these four levels can also be seen as a temporal sequence of
stages in the process of democratic consolidation. This means that stage [
_ (institutional consolidation) is completed — as an empirically proven rule —
before the consolidation of stage 2 (parties and interest groups) or stage 4
(attitudinal consolidation of the masses) has come to an end. Only ‘stage 3’
(behavioural consolidation of potential veto actors) does not exactly fit in
such a temporal sequence of stages, since this ‘behavioural consolidation’
of veto-elites can be reached and sometimes is reached even before the
‘representative consolidation’ has made significant progress. However, the
more the party system and the interest groups are consolidated, the less are
the incentives and opportunities that are provided for any interventionist
action by powerful veto actors.
TheMevelq 2, 3 and 4 arrives at a maximalist concept
compared to the mainstream studleﬁ of democratlc consohd'mon This
minimizes the risk of having fo explain a possible collapse of an alrcady
‘consolidated” democratic system through voluntary and not
conceptionalized descriptions of ‘deconsolidation’. This comprehensive
. and distinct definition of consolidation allows the collapse of the inter-war
déemocracies m Tialy, Germany and Austria to be explained more precisely
than they are when the minimalist concepts of consolidation and

deconsolidation are used. In the countries just mentioned, only the first ievel

had become consolidated. The second level of representative interest
mediation — especially the party systems — was unable to consolidate. Due
to this unconsolidated level, incentives were supplied on the third level
(behavioural consolidation) to the ‘informal political actors’ to pursue their
own corporative interests outside and against the democratic institutions.
Moreover, in the Weimar Republic the completely unconsolidated fourth

(
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level of democratic mass support was unable to develop adequately enough
1o be able to protect the first level of democratic polity from the
antidemocratic actors, due to the legitimacy-eroding form and substances of
pohitics and policy.

In spite of how impressive a democracy consolidated on all four levels
may sound, it is still not totally immune to potential deconsolidating

tendencies. Even democracy in ‘developed societies’ is neither unavoidable

nor irreversiblec Neveriheless, a demucracy consolidated on all four levels
-eonfains a high potential for resisting exogenous destabilizing shocks that
might develop through dramatic crises in the economy or foreign relations.
In this case, the deconsolidation process would have to continue for a long
period of time and affect all four levels before authoritarian tendencies
could destroy the democratic character of the regime.”
Yet, even with this distinction of the concept of democratic
consolidation, there are still important questions to be answered:

« Is there a hierarchy among the levels of consolidation?

«  What arrangements te_the partial and which thefggjpﬂrgbgﬂﬂye

consolidation of democratic systems?

+  What interdependencies exist between the single levels that might
et S T e
mo

influence the democratic consolidation as a whote? -——— """

«  What ‘external factors’ favour the consolidation of a post-authoritarian
democracy S

—_— —

These questions can be answered through a middle range basic
approach, which at firstisolates the development and consolidation of levels
1 and 2 in the analysis and conceptualizes them as ‘partial regimes.””
Secondly, the interdependencies between the individual consolidation levels
can be worked out, so that a systematic topography of interdependent partial
regimes becomes visible. The successful consolidation of cach partial
regime, as well as the stabilization or obstruction effects caused by their
interdependencies and independence, determine in the end whether the
consolidation of the entire political system is successful or not.

I. Constitutional Consolidation

The constitutional, intermediary, behavioural and attitudinal levels of
consolidation in this order can be seen as a sequence, according to which the™

“entire socio-political system completes its democratic consolidation. This is
of course purely an analytical sequence because the second to fourth phases
of consolidation may begin even when the core constitutional institutions
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have not yet been completely stabilized. Morcover, it sometimes occurs that
the third phase of consolidation has already been completed, even while the
organizations of interest intermediation (parties and interest groups) are still
undergoing fluctuations or have been rooted in society in only a
rudimentary way. This is currently the case in the eastern Luropean
countries of Poland, the Czech Republic, and Hungary. Nevertheless, the
logical and historically proven beginning of the democratic consolidation
outlined here is without doubt the constitutional foundation ol democracy.

This is normally accomplished belb?e?rwfﬁiﬁ‘g‘ﬁs’éffi%n stronger than the

démoeracy’s fourniding elections, the fixed constitutional norms represent
the first step in the process of democratic consolidation. These norms
provide the informal patterns of behaviour for soctal and political
contestation, which were developed or negotiated during the transition
process, with their well-established power of standardization. In this sense

I endorse the lhesis(r;‘lllfy&hrst N
‘First” has a doub em‘iﬂ'g‘h’ge, that is in the temporal as well as the

hierarchical sense. The drafting of the constitution occurs at the beginning
of the democratic consolidation, and, therefore, already begins to mould the
chances for consolidation at the next levels. The constitution can be given a
hierarchical position because it leads to the first drastic reduction of
contingency concerning political action in the transtormation of political
systems. The strategic actions of the political actors are committed through
the constitution to a basic consensus and, therefore, prevent excessive
mutual distrust.* Thus, the constitution guarantees the fixed procedures of
political decision-making.” It defines the norms and procedures of conflict
mediation for the partial regimes, which are overarched by a *constitutional
set of meta-rules’.™ Of course the ideal case of rapidly transtorming the
written constitution into constitutional reality does not simply occur with
the ratification of the constitution. Whether and how fast this transformation
takes place depends on the drafting process itself,” the character of the
constitution,™ and the historical development of ‘social capital™ in the
socio-cultural environment embedding the constitution.

However, the thesis ‘polity first’ has to be supplemented by the thesis
clite behaviour }né@ﬂmcrs considerably because the clites are

responsible for negoliating the rules for drafting the constitution and_.

respecting the constitutional procedures in_the daily political game.

Morcover, only the elites dispose of sufficient cconomic and political
resources to veto the democratic development. Theretore, the elites’
hehaviour is essential for providing legitimacy to the new democratic
constitution. An ‘elite settlement” regarding adherence to the democratic
rules of the game supports the empirical legitimization of any constitution.”

Post-authoritarian constitutions should endow the new democratic

Na
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arrangement with the legitimacy and stability that it still needs to achieve.
How, then, does a young democratic constitution acquire the necessary
sovereignty in such a paradoxical situation? The discussions in political
science and constitutional law have stressed two sources of legitimacy in
this case: ‘formal’ and ‘empirical’ legitimacy.

(i) Formal Constitutional Legitimacy”

In constitutional law, the legitimacy of a demacratic constitution is derived

primarily from the method of its own enactment, which can be

(
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(4) An institution of the state drafts a new constitution or revises the old one,
which is then ratitied by the current parliament. There is no popularly
elected constitutional assembly and no popular referendum takes place.
This procedure is most common in post-authoritarian democracies of the

differentiated into three levels:*

+ Legitimacy from above: The constitution can only be credited with
legitimacy if the constituent assembly is formed according to democratic
principles.

- [nternul procedure legitimacy: The decision-making process within the
constituent assembly must proceed according to democratic principles.

« Legitimacy from below: The constitutional draft must be ratified by the
people through a referendum.

These three levels of procedural legitimacy can be systematized,
according to Bockenfdrde,* and the actual constitutional history of
democratic countries® divided into four different types of procedures. The
four types are ranked below according to their democratic compatibility
(from type 1: very democratic to type 4: very doubtfully democratic):

(1) An assembly or convention, independent from the current parliament,
is elected by the people to draft a constitution, which is then ratificd by
the people (powvoir constituant) through a referendum.” The
constitution of the Fourth French Republic is a good example for this
three-level legitimization process.”

(2) A constituent assembly (Constituante) is elected democratically. [t
drafts a constitution and ratifies it all on its own. The people (the
citizens) are not given the opportunity to show their approval or
disapproval through a referendum. The Weimar constitution in
Germany after the First World War serves as an example of this.

(3) The constitution is drafted by a state institution (for example the current
parliament or government), which is then ratified by the parliament (as a
rule but not always). No assembly independent from the current
parliament or government is elected. The constitutional draft is then put
to a referendum for the people’s approval. The best example for this
procedure is the constitution of the Fifth French Republic.

‘third wave’.

TABLFE 1

CONSTITUTION MAKING IN SOUTHERN EUROPE, FASTERN EUROPE,
LATIN AMERICA, AND EAST ASIA

Area/Mode of Southern Europe
constitution
drafting

Fastern Furope

Latin America

East Asia

Constitution
drafied by an
elected
constitutional
assembly with
referendum

(Spain 1978)

Constitution
drafted by an
elected
constitutional
assembly without
referendum

Portugal (1976)

Constitution

Bulgaria (1991)

Russia (1993)

Paraguay (1992)
Honduras (1981)
El Salvador (1984)
Guatemala (1985)
Nicaragua (1987)

Brazit (1988)

Taiwan
(1991 -1994)

Philippines

drafted by a state Romania (1991} Chile (1987)
organ.and adopted Lithuania (1992)  (1980/1981) South Korea
by referendum Fcuador (1978) (1987)
('on‘\’lilutinn Greece (1974) Albania (1991) Argenting (1983)  Thaitand
drafted by a state Czech Republic Uruguay (1984) (1992)

organ and adopted
without
referendum

(1992)
Belarus (1994)
Hungary

l.atvia (1992)
Poland (1997)
Slovakia (1992)
Siovenia (1991)

Peru (1980)

Note:  Argentina, Bolivia and Uruguay went back to the pre-authoritarian constitution. The
constitutional assembly in Greece was only meant to revise the constitution of 1952. The
following referendum of 1974 was only to determine whether Greece remained a
monarchy or became a republic. 69.2 per cent of the votes were in favour of a republic,
In Chile a fundamental revision of the authoritarian constitution of 1980 has been
thwarted by a lack of a majority in parliament. The constitutions of Albania, the Czech
and Slovak Republics, and Hungary are all provisional constitutions.
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In Table !, the countries of the ‘third wave’ of democratization are
classified according to region and which of the four types of constitutional
drafting and ratification was used. It was only Spain after 1975 which came
close to the most democratic mode of constitution-making.” But with the
exception of Spain none of the ‘third wave’ democracies followed the ideal
democratic procedure (type 1). This can be traced back to the urgency often
involved in dramatic transitions to democracy (regime collapse).

In this case the drafters of the constitution have to compare on the onc
side the costs and benefits of drafting and ratifying a constitution by way of
an ideal democratic procedure with the disadvantage of having a rather long
interim period without a legitimate constitution, and on the other side the
costs and benefits of adopting a faster but far less democratic constitution
making process. Klaus von Beyme's comment referring to eastern Europe
that the actual democratizers generally have many urgent problems and do
not have time for the people’s participation in both electing a constitutional
assembly and ratifying the constitution™ also holds true for all those
transitions to democracy which occur through replacements or
transplacements of the old authoritarian regime elites.

Turning next to the countries that followed the second mode of
constitution making, which is still quite demanding, we see that only
Portugal can be considered consolidated. Out of the countries that made use
of the least democratic constitution-making procedure (type 4), however,
five (Greece, Slovenia, the Czech Republic, Hungary, and Uruguay) enjoy
a rather high level of legitimacy among the citizens. Contrary to Bruce
Ackerman® and the prevailing opinion in the field of constitutional law, it
can be argued that the democratic mode of constitution-making plays only
a secondary role in the consolidation, stability, and democratic quality of the

post-authoritarian governments. Nol only the examples from the ‘third

wave’ of democratization but also the constitutional development of west
European countries since 1945 increase the doubtfulness of the theory that
the most democratic form of constitution making is especially good for
creating ‘constitutional patriotism” (Habermas). Two examples in particular
show how poor this argument is. First, the process of drafling and ratifying
the constitution of the Fourth French Republic was the ‘most democratic use
of the pouvoir constituant in European history’.” Nevertheless, it was never
truly popular with the French citizens and only lasted 11 years. The making
of the basic law of the Federal Republic of Germany, on the other hand,
which lacked most of the democratic procedural requirements and was only
meant to bridge the time while the two Germanys were divided, has created
a strong ‘constitutional patriotism’."” which has given post-war Germany a
sustainable consolidation, in addition to its ‘Wirtschafiswunder’.

How does this formal deficit, which is referred to in Germany as the
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‘Birthdefect Theory',™ affect the legitimacy and therewith the stability of a
democratic constitution? Gert-Joachim Glaelner judges, with reference to
C.J. Friedrich, that it is not the practically sacred act of ‘creatio ex nihilo’,
where the pouvoir constituant creates the constitution, that gives a political
system enduring legitimacy. Instead it is ‘the new system itself, which
builds the foundation of the new authority’.* In castern Europe, there is
actually an empirical basis for this.fft is doubtful that the Aew constitutions,
which Romania (]Wl,ithuan]a (1992), Estonia (1992), and Russia
(1993) were given with the blessing of the pouvoir constituant through a
plebiscite, have a greater democratic legitimacy and approval rating than the !

e ——— ]

constitutions of Hungary, Poland, and the Czech Republic. ¢

As problematic as this may be to the normative-constitutional and
participatory-democratic theoretical perspectives, the merit of the formal
constitutional legitimization is only of sccondary importance, if not
completely irrelevant to the consolidation, stability, and quality of the
democratic system. This is not only reflected quite accurately in the cases
mentioned above, but even a theoretical argument supports this assertion:
namely the general inadequacy of plebiscite procedures to reduce complex
thematical concepts into a simple yes-no dichotomy.

In post-communist eastern Europe, the seriousness of the dilemma
would have been increased because every constitutional discussion
preceding each referendum would not only have been pressed for time but
also hampered by the underdeveloped civic culture present in these
countries. The conditions in eastern Europe were far removed from that
kind of conceptual structure of public discourse that lifts the referendum out
of the mire of manipulative ratification and on to the solid plane of
‘deliberative politics’, which Jirgen Habermas justifiably called for in this
case.™ Should the constitutional plebiscite, however, take place in
uncnlightened, manipulative, or even violent surroundings like those in
Romania (1992) or Russia (1993), then they will at best have no eftect on
the democratic quality of the system and its symbolic normative force. In
the worst case, however, they may actually destroy these. Bruce Ackerman®
underestimated the delicacy of the dilemma that emerges when there is not
much time available for drafting a new constitution, and when the citizens
lack any foundation of civic culture. For one he stressed (correctly) that the
window of opportunity for the constitutional protection of a liberal
revolution is much smaller than generally assumed. For another he
underestimated the difficulty of conducting a meaningtul democratic,
public, and constitutional debate in underdeveloped civil societies under
rigid time constraints.
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(ii) Empirical Constitutional Legitimacy

An empirical constitution is a constitution that accrues a sufficient amount
of ‘popular belief in its legitimacy '™ or in other words ‘specific and diffuse
support’® through its effect on actual politics and social relations. The
chances for the ‘Legitimitdtsglaube’ are very good when these three
principles are included in the constitution:

 social and political inclusion: no ‘structural’ minority group (racial,
ethnic, linguistic or religious minorities) as well as relevant political
minorities should be barred from or be at a disadvantage in gaining
institutional access to political power;

- institutional efficiency: the political institutions must allow for cfficient
decision-making and policy implementation;

« political effectiveness: the political decision-making must be seen to
contribute to the solutions of societal problems.

The problems of inclusion, efficiency and effectiveness have been
discussed at two levels by ‘transitologists’ since the end of the 1980s:

« The government level: which form of government (parliamentary,
presidential, or semi-presidential) is better suited to the specific
consolidation demands of new democracies?

» The decision-making level: which type of democracy (majoritarian,
consensus or intermediary) is most conductive to democratic
consolidation with regard to the specific societal conditions surrounding
the political system?

The question of the most appropriate type of government has been
accompanied by considerable debate, which, however, is too comprehensive
to be discussed in full here.® Those who hold parliamentary systems to be
most appropriate®’ are opposed by those who favour the presidential systems.*
In the middle, semi-presidential systems are advocated by Giovanni Sartori.”
Especially Linz’s ‘ideal-typical deductive’™ argumentation has been
criticized* for neglecting the concrete institutional and socio-cultural
environments in which the constitutional institutions operate. The critics
argue that the more important factor for democratic consolidation is the way
the core political institutions harmonize with the electoral and party systems,
the interest groups, the state administration, and the recruitment of elites.” I'or
the most part this cavear concerning the ‘abstract debate’ on parliamentary
and presidential systems is valid. However, it does not devaluate Linz’s core
arguments and it does not extend to the ditferent variations of semi-
presidential systems.*” Their internal construction permits the conclusion,
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even without regard to specific political and institutional contexts, that they
burden young unconsolidated democracies with very unfavourable
institutional arrangements.

Should the president and the majority in parliament belong to opposing
parties (cohabitation), the institutional competition between the president
and prime minister as well as the often unclear division of power between
the exccutive and legislative branches obstruct the decision-making ability
in semi-presidential systems. Urgent solutions are delayed, and paralysing
conflicts take place inside the executive and between the legislative and the
presidential part of the executive. This can very quickly lead to a loss of
citizens’ ‘specific support’. South Korea from 1988 to 1990, Poland from
1990 to 1994, and Russia after 1991 provide good examples of this. If the
president and the majority in parliament belong to the same party, as in
Croatia, Romania (1990-96), Lithuania (1994- 96) and Poland (after 1995),
the internal competition within the executive may be alleviated, but the
power available to head of state is much greater than the power available to
prime ministers in parliamentary systems or to presidents in pure
presidential system. Thus, there are very few checks and balances that can
protect the unconsolidated democracy from degenerating into a *delegative
democracy’.” In such democracies the clected president, hardly checked by
the constitution, governs by way of plebiscite authority.

Dieter Nohlen’s criticism of Linz and Stepan’s abstract argumentation in
favour of parliamentary governments illustrates once again the necessity of
analytically connecting the consolidation levels | (constitutional
institutions; types of government) and 2 (institutions of interest
intermediation) mentioned above. Only after these two levels are linked can
the contours of power and communication relationships between the
interdependent institutions and actors be recognized.

I1. Representative Consolidation

In_almost all concepts of democratic_consolidation the level (or partial

regime as Schmitter would put it) of representative consolidation has been
neglected. This is true of Linz and Stepan's brilliant book on democratic
transition and consolidation as well as the conceptual framework in the most
comprehensive study of the politics of democratic consolidation in Southern
Europe, edited by Gunther, Diamandouros and Puhlef1lowever, despite i
this conceptual flaw the second does contain two excellent articles on
representative consolidation, one by Leonardo Morlino (parties) and one by
Philippe Schmitter (interest groups). The editors of this volume implicitly
pay an adequate tribute to the extraordinary importance of the
representational level between state and society, and betwecen constitutional
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consolidation and the attitudinal consolidation among the masses, without
integrating it systematically into their theoretical concept of democratic
consolidation.

The necessity to include the level of representative consolidation in a
comprehensive concept of democratic consolidation can also be supported
by Sartori’s work on parties and party systems™ and Linz’s seminal study on
the breakdown of democracies in 1978. Both highlight the chatlenge posed
to democracies by ‘anti-system-parties’, ‘ideological polarization” and
‘centrifugal tendencies’ within party systems (Sartori) and ‘disloyal” and
‘semi-loyal” parties and elites (Linz). It must be stressed that ideology,
structure and behaviour of the parties are not only of utmost importance for
the survival or breakdown of young democracies but they also constitute
critical factors determining whether democracies consolidate or instcad
remain in a grey zone of ‘delegative democracies’ or ‘defective
democracies’ (Merkel), that is, somewhere between functioning liberal
democracies and plebiscitarian authoritarianism.

Therefore the questions that will be addressed here are: which social and
political influences shape the configuration of the new emerging post-
authoritarian systems of parties and interest groups, and which
configurations are particularly conducive or detrimental to democratic
consolidation? The institutional configuration and openness of the state, the
type of electoral system and the legal framework for interest groups have,
alongside the societal cleavage structures, an early and lasting but not
determinant influence on the developing configuration of interest
representation structures. The forms of interest intermediation bctween
society and the decision-making arenas of the state can be divided into
territorial and functional dimensions. The first is determined by political
parties and the second by interest groups and other organized interests.

(i} The Party System
The party systems in post-authoritarian and post-totalitarian societies are
formed in particular by three main influences:

- the transformation conflict between the authoritarian regime and the
democratic opposition”

 social cleavage structures™
 the electoral system™

The mode of democratic transition (‘transformation conflict’) between
the authoritarian regime and the democratic opposition has only a transicnt
impact. The ‘platform-parties’ of the opposition tend to fractionalize along
ideological, social or even personal lines as democratic consolidation
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progresses.” Social, and to some extent personal contlicts have a more
enduring impact on a party system’s structure and its competitive dynamic.
Electoral systems, however, can contribute considerably to the
‘rationalization’ of the party system, so that the requirement of social
inclusion is not neglected, while at the same time the formation of stable
governing majorities is promoted. It depends on the type of electoral
system, though. Both the relative and absolute plurality clectoral systems
and the pure proportional representation (PR) (without significant
thresholds) endanger democratic consolidation, or arc at best suboptimal.
Plurality systems are detrimental because they do not ftulfil the social
inclusion requirement. They often discriminate against relatively large
social and political groups by denying them fair access to political power (as
in Macedonia, Ukraine, Belarus, and the Philippines). They can exacerbate
regional hegemony, practically eliminate smaller parties of the opposition,
and lead to the development of dominant or even hegemonic party systems
that minimize the possibility of alternation in government.” Especially in
heterogeneous societies with multiple social cleavages, plurality elections
obstruct social integration and contain an institutional potential for
exacerbating social and cthnic conflicts in young democracies.

The PR electoral systems, on the other hand, hamper the formation of

stable governing majorities, illustrated by the examples of the Weimar
Republic, ltaly after 1948, Poland from 1990 to 1993 and Thailand at
various times since 1946. The electoral systems that promote consolidation,
however, range from the PR system with significant thresholds to mixed
electoral systems (Grabensysteme). The mixed electoral systems are an
almost equally weighted combination of PR and plurality election

elements.” Hungary’s mixed electoral system, where about 45 per cent of

the parliamentary seats are determined by the absolute majority in single
districts and about 55 per cent according to PR principles, seems to be a
positive example of this type of electoral system. It favours stable
government majorities, does not cause any flagrant discrimination against
‘structural’ minorities and favours alternation in government. Of course
post-authoritarian electoral systems do not primarily originate from ncutral
considerations with regard to democratic consolidation, but rather from
partisan power-secking motives. These motives also mark the limits of an
institutional engineering favourable for consolidation. Yet, the elections in
Spain (PR with thresholds), for example, and in Hungary (mixed electoral
system) show that the electoral systems favourable for consolidation are
located somewhere between the purc plurality and pure PR electoral
systems.

The next question is which types of party systems favour and which
endanger democratic consolidation? With regard to the criteria of inclusion

.
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and governmental stability, and in accordance with Sartori’s typology of
party systems (1976), the systems favourable to democratic consolidation
are as above, namely systems that lie somewhere between the two-party
system and extremely polarized multi-party systems.™ Put more precisely,
this means that party systems promote democratic consolidation when they
possess the following properties:

egree of fragmentation: Party systems with a low or moderate degree of

indek dre considered as threats to the consolidation of the entire political
system.® This is especially true when they - which is usually the case - are
accompanied by ideological polarization, weak and heterogeneous
government coalitions and frequent alternations in government (Weimar
Republic, Fourth French Republic, Italy 1948-95, Poland 1990-93). One of
the factors that led to the quick consolidation of the post-authoritarian
democracies in Greece, Portugal, and Spain was the low degree of
fragmentation of their party systems. It was already below the average West
European degree of fragmentation just ten years after their transition to
democracy began.* The eastern European democracies, however, have not
yet reached this point. Only in Hungary was the fragmentation index for the
first and second legislative periods equal to that of the West European
average. In Czechoslovakia, it exceeded this level by a great deal. Fven
after Czechoslovakia's break up, the party systems of the Czech and Slovak
Republics still have an above average degree of fragmentation. The
fragmentation in Poland until 1993 was by far the highest of all liberal
democratic systems.” FEven after the reform of the electoral system in 1993,
it is stilt much higher than the West as well as eastern European averages.

< Polarization and anti-system parties:” Party systems that have
moderate ldeologlca] differences between the right and i

not have any aqtl_jvstem ‘parties. proude_fauourabl& condmans&
democratic consolidation. Out of all the parties in the three young
dethocracies ol southiern Europe, only the Communist Party of Portugal can
be labelled as a relevant anti-system party.” The extreme right-wing of the
southermn European party systems remained completely vacant. The situation
in El Salvador and Guatemala is different. Here the political right operates
both openly and subversively against the democratic systems. This is not the
case for East Asia. In East Asia, there are no anti-system parties that
threaten democratic consolidation. In eastern Europe, and especially Russia,
Iatvia and the Slovak Republic, however, the democratic consolidation has

been hampered by the existence of two antagonistic anti-system parties.”

ragmentation have a positive effect on democratic consolidation. In
democratic theory and empirical studies, systems with a high fragmentation

_only
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Volatility:* Party systems with low and medium volatility are conducive to

idation of the entire democratic _system. Post- authorilarian party
sy%lcmﬂ usually exhibit high volatility directly after the transition phase.
The decrease in volatility indicates that a stabilizing element of party
identitication has developed. It shows that parties have established
themselves as intermediary structures in the society, which makes interest
intermediation between state and society meaningful. Moreover, with
decreasing volatility, turbulence accompanying alternation in government
and U-turns in government policy are unlikely. The comparatively high
volatility has been and is a persistent consolidation problem in practically
all post-authoritarian democracies of the ‘third wave’, with a few exceptions
such as Greece and Chile.

A system of consolidated, responsive, and socially anchored parties
strengthens political efficiency and effectiveness with regard to policy-
making and policy implementation . This in turn has a positive effect on the
voters, strengthens the competitive position of the parties, and improves
their relationship with the civic associations and interest groups. It also
strengthens the incentives for parties to accustom themselves to the new
institutions and norms of the democratic system. In such situations,
conditions are created so that the relevant political actors choose the sure
awards received for following the rules over the potential benefits to be had
by breaking them.* Ideally this can initiate a self sustaining and mutually
strengthening consolidation cycle based on the solid self-interests of the
actors involved. For these reasons a consolidated party system plays a
significant role in democratic consolidation.

(ii) [nterest Q@Mﬁized Interests
Parties alone, however, cannot guarantec the intermediation of interests
between state and society. The térritorial repreqentatlon must be
complcmented by the Tunctional representation of organized interests. It is
exactly this level of intermediary structures, however, that is chronically
underdeveloped in post-authoritarian socicties. This is due to the fact that
the monopolization of power by the state in most authoritarian systems
leaves behind a weak civil society. Social spheres shielded from the state,
where business interests, social groups, civic associations, or cultural
movements can organize and express themselves, hardly exist in
authoritarian regimes, and if they do, only in supervised niches. This left
behind an enormous burden for the post-communist democracies of eastern
Europe*” and also troubled to a lesser degree the post-dictatorial societies in
Portugal, Greece, and Spain,* as well as younger democracies in East Asia.
The growing differentiation and pluralization of post-authoritarian
societies can by no means automatically resolve the democratic and

.
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functional problems of social interest intermediation within the socicty or
between society and the state. ‘The society’, writes Jacek Kuron (one of the
prominent dissidents of the Polish transformation) ‘can be unbelievably
differentiated, but what matters is whether it is organized or not, because
only then can it be integrated’.” Only the mutual acceptance and
organization of a society's social and economic interests enable the citizens
to act collectively against other conflicting interests and those of the state.
Interest groups ensure this collective action and provide commercial, social
and state actors a minimum of reciprocal certainty regarding their
expectations. The self-organization of the social interests ensures cffective
room for action independent of state intervention. It also means that the
state is relieved of some of its regulatory responsibilities improving
conditions for the economy. Without working systems of functional
interests, immature political institutions and parties suffer from the
‘Damocles Sword’ of systematic, exorbitant demands.”

The complexity of economic, social, and political transition problems is
out of balance with the low professionalism of the political elite and the
routinization of administrative decision-making and implementation that
are typical for unconsolidated post-authoritarian democracies. Appealing to
a powerful state or reliance on a pure market economy would not be very
desirable under the conditions of political uncertainty and proliferating
private interests characteristic of post-authoritarian societies. Interest
groups, however, contain a significant potential for relieving the state’s
political agenda and for consolidating a pluralistic and civil society.
Moreover, the formation of ‘intermediary organizations and organizing
networks between state and society is not only a rational reaction to the
regulatory loopholes but also the last farewell to the autocratic or
paternalistic understanding of the state’.” Interest groups and association
networks, therefore, fulfil an important democratic and executive function
for the state and society as well.

Which configurations of organized interests in the field of industrial
relations promote and which constrain democratic consolidation? The same
criteria mentioned above for constitutional institutions also apply here:
interest groups in industrial relations should be inclusive and efficient. They
are inclusive when they are representative, and etficient when they act co-
operatively. If the large associations such as workers’ and employers’
associations are representative, then the pursuit of their own interests will
not conflict as much with the general interests of society.” The more
comprehensively the respective interests of the society can be organized, the
more likely it is that they will be inclined to co-operate with their social
opponents and the state. Co-operation, in turn, means efficient economic
decision-making and implementation.” This way interest groups provide a
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political system with not only ‘specific’ but also ‘diftuse” support, to use
David Easton’s terms.

Of course such forms of co-operation (for example neo-liberal policy-
making) are extraordinarily difficult to achieve even for established
demccracies. And newly organized interest groups in unconsolidated
democracies possess even less often the necessary degree of organization
and centralization, as well as the resulting ‘self-disciplined” members
necessary for collective action. However, that is an important requirement
for co-operation with other associations and the state. Therefore, it is not
surprising that interest groups generally play a secondary role in the early
phases of democratic consolidation.™ In certain cases of regime change like
those in castern Europe, where radical economic reforms triggered their
economic transition, the absence of strong interest groups with economic
and social veto powers can have a positive effect on the reform’s success.
As a result of such poorly organized social associations (particularly the
trade unions), the basic institutions of the new market cconomy can be set
up hierarchically by the state without the difTicult and time consuming
coordination of the functional ‘partial regimes’ and powerful corporate
actors, such as was the case in Poland and Czechoslovakia in 1991.%

As democratic consolidation progresses, however, the democratic,
economic, and social importance of the organized interests grows. Without
them societies are neither secure from a statist supremacy nor from the
Social Darwinian effect of a pure free market economy. The highly
pluralistic and fragmented system of industrial relations with their relatively
large number of competing associations in post-communist eastern Europe™
arc presently far from eliminating these two dangers. Even in the
successfully consolidated democracies of southern Europe, the large
employers” and workers® associations are still too weak to protect their
autonomy from the state (Greece) or to coordinate the social interests into
symmetric-co-operative arrangements. In eastern Europe, the poorly
functioning structure of societal interest intermediation led to a
‘overparliamentarization® and ‘overpartitization™ of the consolidation
process, overburdening the territorial representation. As a direct
consequence the parliaments and parties suffered a loss of political
legitimacy® and were held solely responsible for all of the unpopular
decisions that had to be made. These post-authoritarian trends show that the
emergence of an asymmetric structure of interest intermediation contains a
latent potential for deconsolidation of a single partial regime (such as
industrial relations) and the democratic system as a whole.
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T -\—(—‘\\ /
& 1L Behavmural Consohdatmn of ‘Veto-Actors M

How do the development of mqututmnal reglme structures (polity) and the

participation ol the demos to only a marginal degree. However, in the long
; run democracy needs for its consolidafion the passive obedience and active
support of the citizens, otherwise it runs the risk of degenerating into some

new collective actors (politics) affect the elite loyalty and mass support of sort ol defective demacracy Where the executive hollows out important
the new democratic sy.ster.n'? _rhe .mtrocliuct.lon of democratic structures docs : checks and balances of The democratic_and constitutional politic aﬁ\ﬁar‘,
T‘Ot, y?t mean the" institutionalization. The structures are not Therefore each stable and continuous support for dcmocracy has to be
mstilt.utmnah'zz.td until, on .the one h?nd’ these structures are able to rc'gulalc ' rooted in a solid civic culture and vital civil society which accepts the
g:\l::lf)al aa(‘:tslVr:}ll)oallincdi:?ec'?z!tir:/eehz;fv‘tl:cutl}""a;)n: t}(:: ;:go(::f; :1}?:2] i&n;']:d“:ﬁz democratic order independently of the actual matenal output as the least
attitudiI:Ial pZttems of thE general public. The realization of both effects - defective type of political systems. Such a stable democratic support
DA i possesses two closely interiwined dimensions: civic culture and civil
depends on the concrete constitutional arrangements as well as on the way i socicty,
the actors (govemnment, president, parties and in.tere'st groups) interpret and Concerning civic culture the seminal work of Almond and Verba stresses
accf’?‘ the room for action defined by the instltutlops. The stz?b.ility O.r a the cognitive, evaluative and affective attitudes of the citizens which are
political system d.epctnds greatly on whether the socw'xl.and political clites required for stable democracies, and combines them into one ideal type of
follow ﬂfe constitutional ruIe.S. and accept the Iegmmacy’ of th? new : democratic political culture, which they call civic culture. Such a civic
democratic system. If the political leaders and powerful elites (military, culture should be made up of a threefold societal balance:

capital, large landowners) do not perceive their own interests as sufficiently
protected, they will not accept the legitimacy of the new democratic system.
In such a precarious situation democracy will be seriously endangered.""
The military coups in Latin America throughout the twentieth century,
and the repeated military interventions of the army in domestic politics in

+ abalance between the ideological subcultures of society.

*+ a balance between parochial, subjective, and_participatory political
cultures within society;

South Korea, Thailand, and the Philippines in the second half of this century : « a balance between parochial, subjective, and participatory political

clearly demonstrate the veto power of the military. But the financial and i culture within each individual.

industrial elites can also threaten the survival of democracy. If they perceive

the political order or disorder as a threat to their interests they may no longer This ideal-type of democratic political culture has often been criticized

invest at home and organize huge capital flights out of the country. Both as too conservative, since it underestimates the importance of the

scenarios can become a deadly threat to any young and unconsolidated participatory elements of the citizens’ political behaviour. That is a valid

democracy. Therefore it is of vital interest for the newly established point of view. However, we should ask what kind of *participation” needs

democracies to integrate the military and business elites into a stable : democracy at what stage during the process of democratic consolidation?

framework of efficient democratic institutions which do not threaten their } The concept of civil society provides us with answers.

interests. Thus, the thesis of polin: first mentioned earlier must always be The literature on civil society is abundant, complex and sometimes

seen in connection with politics in general and the behaviour of the elites : contradictory. But to cut the discussion short, we distinguish between four

specifically. The interplay of system structures and elite action has a streams: the lLockean tradition, the Pluralists, the Tocquevillian heritage,

decisive influence on the growth of a still unconsolidated democracy’s and Critical Theory.

legitimacy . Legitirnimtion or rgther its result, legitimacy, becomes the key (1) The Lockean tradition stresses civil socicty as a societal sphere

factor of democratic consolidation. independent from the state. Civil society has to protect the individual

T S — e B rights of liberty and property against the state. However, the pressing
@mtudmal and Behavioural Consolidation of the MassT\ question of the intermediation between society and state has been
neglected.

New democracies _can, and probably would, survive if the political
structures and the elite behaviour of the levels 1 to 3 are consolidated. (2) The pluralists'®' argue that a dense network of intensive communication
Paradoxically democratic consolidation requires up to this point the active within society and overlapping memberships in and between social
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organizations reduces social conflicts and cleavages. Therelore,
society is supposed to provide important contributions to a less
conflictual non-authoritarian political order.

(3) Already 100 years prior to this Tocqueville went even further in
arguing that civil associations are ‘schools for democracy’, where the
citizens learn democratic thinking and acting. The citizens in
associations learn to exercise tolerance, mutual acceptance, a
willingness to compromise and exercise trust and cooperation. Civil
society provides the political society with a normative and
participatory potential, thereby stabilizing the democratic political
order.'”

(4) The concepts of civil society influenced by Critical Theory go even
further normatively."" Civi! society has to influence the political
agenda setting and to put forward those social needs and political
interests that are difficult to organize. Without the support of ‘informal
public opinions’™ all political organisations and institutions including
parliaments and political parties, degenerate into state agencics.
Habermas and Cohen/Arato stress specifically the participatory and
emancipatory function of civil society.

All four theoretical traditions emphasize the positive functions of civil
society for democracy, from different points of view. However, with regard
to the specific needs of not yet consolidated democracies it could be argued,
that positions 2 and 3 (pluralists and Tocqueville) can be considered as fully
conducive to democratic consolidation, whereas position 1 (Locke) and 4
(Critical Theory) carry some risks. From the Lockean perspective the
autonomy of the individual citizen and society from the state has been
unilaterally stressed. In authoritarian political systems this is meaningful.
However, in newly established democracies, the individual and socictal
distrust against the authoritarian state has to be converted into socictal
control of the democratic state. Therefore, the Lockean concept alone does
not meet the specific needs of young, not yet consolidated democracies.

On the other hand the ideal tvpe of a participatory and emancipatory
civil society in Critical Theory also contains certain risks for the still fragile
political institutions of representative liberal democracies. If some civic
associations or social movements go so far as to challenge the political
decisions of authoritative democratic institutions such as parliaments, and
claim a higher legitimacy on normative grounds, then they could also
threaten democratic consolidation more generally. Massive civil
disobedience against authoritative decisions of the (democratic) state could
possibly trigger disloyal or semi-loyal behaviour among the masses and
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elites, and provoke anti-democratic interventions by veto actors. lntensive
civic actions which lead to intensive political conflicts might destabilize or
even disrupt the process of democratic consolidation. Only after
democracies are consolidated can emancipatory civil societies contribute
fully and without major risks to the ‘democratization of democracy’.
However, prior to the consolidation of democracy all actors of civil society
should be aware of the specific risks, and should exercise self-restraint
whenever the existence of democracy is at stake.

Conclusion: System Structures, Flite Behaviour and Mass Loyalty:
Legitimacy as the Key to Democratic Consolidation

Without a sufficient degree of legitimacy (which will vary from case to
case), democratic systems remain unconsolidated and unstable. Of course,
the term political legitimacy has to be defined more precisely, since its
meaning is understood differently by normativists, legal positivists and
functionalists. The term ‘legitimacy’ is unproductive and has little

. ——S . L
operational value for comparative studies of potiticat systemsso tong as it

is dcfined as™basic norms, constitutional procedures and the “legitimacy
beliel™ of ihe people (Legitimititsglaube)' "™ Norms are not completely
justifiably by reason or science, as legal positivists such as Kelsen'™ or
functionalists such as Luhmann' have rightly pointed out. In addition, the
relation between basic norms and constitutional procedures remains unclear
in many definitions. Kielmansegg, though, has been able to avoid this
conceptual vagueness. ‘Legitimacy’, he explains, ‘is social authority by
law’ accepted by those who are governed by these laws.'™ This defines
legitimacy as the firm belief of the ruled in the authority of the rulers.
Legitimate, then, is ‘whatever is deemed legitimate by those who the
claim of authority is aimed at.”"™ Therefore a political system is legitimate
‘when it is considered legitimate by those who are the object of its claim to
authority."" Kielmansegg’s definition comes close to Luhmann’s
functionalist understanding of legitimacy. Luhmann defines legitimacy
solely as the willingness of the citizen to accept the decisions of the political
syslc-nl.’”l_'[b_g_r_nggii&niﬁcant formulation, however, was provided by
eymour Martin Lipset,even before Luhmann developed his concept:
‘Legitimacy involves the capacity of a political system to engender and
maintain the belief that existing political institutions are the maqst_
appropriate or proper ones for the society’.!? =TT
Luhmann and Lipset’s understanding of legitimacy is followed here and
the legitimacy of a political system is defined not normatively but in value-
free terms: legitimacy is the belief that the ensemble of existing political
institutions and procedures is better than all others available. No matter
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organizations reduces social conflicts and cleavages. Therefore,
society is supposed to provide important contributions to a less
conflictual non-authoritarian political order.

(3) Already 100 vears prior to this Tocqueville went even further in
arguing that civil associations are ‘schools for democracy’, where the
citizens learn democratic thinking and acting. The citizens in
associations learn to exercise tolerance, mutual acceptance. a
willingness to compromise and exercise trust and cooperation. (ivil
society provides the political society with a normative and
participatory potential, thereby stabilizing the democratic political
order.'”

(4) The concepts of civil society influenced by Critical Theory go cven
further normatively."”" Civil society has to influence the political
agenda setting and to put forward those social needs and political
interests that are difficult to organize. Without the support of ‘informal
public opinions™™ all political organisations and institutions including
parliaments and political parties, degenerate into state agencies.
Habermas and Cohen/Arato stress specifically the participatory and
emancipatory function of civil society.

All four theoretical traditions emphasize the positive functions of civil
society for democracy, from different points of view. However, with regard
to the specific needs of not yet consolidated democracies it could be argued,
that positions 2 and 3 (pluralists and Tocqueville) can be considered as fully
conducive to democratic consolidation, whereas position 1 (Locke) and 4
(Critical Theory) carry some risks. From the Lockean perspective the
autonomy of the individual citizen and society from the state has been
unilaterally stressed. In authoritarian political systems this is meaningful.
However, in newly established democracies, the individual and socictal
distrust against the authoritarian state has to be converted into societal
control of the democratic state. Therefore, the Lockean concept alone does
not meet the specific needs of young, not yet consolidated democracies.

On the other hand the ideal tvpe of a participatory and emancipatory
civil society in Critical Theory also contains certain risks for the still tragile
political institutions of representative liberal democracies. If some civic
associations or social movements go so far as to challenge the political
decisions of authoritative democratic institutions such as parliaments, and
claim a higher legitimacy on normative grounds, then they could also
threaten democratic consolidation more generally. Massive civil
disobedience against authoritative decisions of the (democratic) state could
possibly trigger disloyal or semi-loyal behaviour among the masses and
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elites, and provoke anti-democratic interventions by vero actors. Intensive
civic actions which lead to intensive political conflicts might destabilize or
even disrupt the process of democratic consolidation. Only after
democracies are consolidated can emancipatory civil societies contribute
fully and without major risks to the ‘*democratization of democracy’.
However, prior to the consolidation of democracy all actors of civil society
should be aware of the specific risks, and should exercise self-restraint
whenever the existence of democracy is at stake.

Conclusion: System Structures, Elite Behaviour and Mass Loyalty:
Legitimacy as the Key to Democratic Consolidation

Without a sufficient degree of legitimacy (which will vary from case to
casc), democratic systems remain unconsolidated and unstable. Of course,
the term political legitimacy has to be defined more precisely. since its
meaning is understood differently by normativists, legal positivists and
functionalists. The term ‘legitimacy’ is unproductive and has little
operational value for comparative studies of political systems so long as it
is defined as ‘*basic norms, constitutional procedures and the “legitimacy
belief” of the people (Legitimititsglaube)'.'"* Norms are not completely
justifiably by reason or science, as legal positivists such as Kelsen"™ or
functionalists such as Luhmann'” have rightly pointed out. In addition, the
relation between basic norms and constitutional procedures remains unclear
in many definitions. Kielmansegg, though, has been able to avoid this
conceptual vagueness. ‘Legitimacy’, he explains, ‘is social authority by
law" accepted by those who are governed by these laws." This defines
legitimacy as the firm belief of the ruled in the authority of the rulers.

Legitimate, then, is ‘whatever is deemed legitimate by those who the
claim of authority is aimed at.”'™ Therefore a political system is legitimate
‘when it is considered legitimate by those who are the object of its claim to
authority."” Kielmansegg’s definition comes close to Luhmann’s
functionalist understanding of legitimacy. Luhmann defines legitimacy
solely as the willingness of the citizen to accept the decisions of the political
system."" The most significant formulation, however, was provided by
Seymour Martin Lipset even before lL.uhmann developed his concept:
‘Legitimacy involves the capacity of a political system to engender and
maintain the belief that existing political institutions arc the most
appropriate or proper ones for the society","?

Luhmann and Lipset’s understanding of legitimacy is followed here and
the legitimacy of a political system is defined not normatively but in value-
free terms: legitimacy is the belief that the ensemble of existing political
institutions and procedures is better than all others available. No matter
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what kind of defects such a system might have, it is legitimate so long as it
is perceived by the governed to be the most realistic alternative imaginable.
This belief, however, is not necessarily based on normative value
judgments. Therefore, the view of Ernesto Garzén Valdés'' and many
others that judgments about legitimacy are always of a normative nature,
and are ultimately based on a moral justification, is rejected here. From a
rational-choice perspective the term legitimacy can be understood as the
reversible perception that a certain political system provides more long-
term advantages than disadvantages, compared to other systems. FFrom such
a perspective, the normative content of a judgment about legitimacy is
subjected to the rational cost-benefit calculation. Similarly, l.inz writes,
‘Ultimately democratic legitimacy is based on the belief that for that
particular country at that particular juncture no other type of regime could
assure a more successful pursuit of collective goals’."*

The legitimacy of a democratic system is not static. It is not solely
generated by the legality and democratic quality of the constitution making,
and it is by no means permanent. Instead, the people’s belief in legitimacy
has to be constantly fed and reproduced from various sources. This process
of legitimacy production was differentiated by Easton' according to the
different objects receiving support and the different kinds of support. The
various objects are organized in a hierarchical order: the political
community, political regime, and the political authorities. For each of these
three objects or for the political system as a whole, two different kinds of
support can be found: specific and diffuse support. The specific or
utifitarian support of the citizens is based on the actions of the political
authorities and/or the performance of the government with regard to the
political decisions (output). The diffuse support is more fundamental and
deeply established. It focuses on all three objects and/or on the entire
political system without specific regard to the system’s output. Diffuse
support is also bestowed (in the intermediate term) upon a political system,
even if the individual citizen perceives a concrete political decision to be
unpopular or contrary to his or her own material interests: ‘... diffuse
support is support that underlines the regime as a whole and the political
community’.""*

A political system, therefore, accrues different kinds of support for
different reasons at different levels. According to the same pattern of
differentiation, the system can just as easily lose legitimacy. If the citizens
believe that a certain constitutional structure is unfair and inadequate, they
will feel that their interests are not sufficiently represented by the territorial
and functional interest intermediaries. Furthermore, if this leads to a
negative perception of the government’s performance (for example, in
economic policy, social legislation or domestic safety), the source of diffuse
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and specific support will dry up. Such a system will not be able to
consolidate. If it is already consolidated, it will be destabilized by massive
deconsolidation tendencies. In this worst case scenario alternative political
systems become more attractive to the elite or powerful corporate actors
such as the military, big business, bankers, trade unions, and to disappointed
citizens as well.

If the constitutional order is accepted, if parties and interest groups
enjoy an abundant degree of trust, and if the policies deliver those collective
and individual goods the citizens desire, the alternative types political
regimes will have no chance (best case scenario). As a political system’s
legitimacy grows, the attractiveness of alternative regimes dwindles (and
vice versa). The chances for success and the rewards for anti-system
strategies by the political, military and business elites are low — such
strategies are irrational and, therefore, become less likely to be pursued.
Adam Przeworski’s view that what matters for the stability of any regime is
not the legitimacy of this particular system of domination but the presence
or absence of preferable alternatives falls short of the mark. That is because
it does not reflect the connection between legitimacy and the attractiveness
of competing systems of government. But it is exactly the amount of
legitimacy a political system possesses that decides whether ‘preferable
alternatives™ play a role in the elite’s calculations or the people’s
perceptions. No real ‘preferable alternatives™'” will be able to develop in a
system based on a solid foundation of legitimacy. On the other hand, the
attractiveness of alternative regimes will increase when the legitimacy of a
system deteriorates or the system is unable to build up its legitimacy.
Legitimacy is, therefore, a necessary if not irreplaceable long-term
requirement'”* for the stability of democracy.

The foundation of legitimacy in post-authoritarian democracies can be
typically characterized as being somewhere between the best and the worst
case scenarios. Young and not yet consolidated democracies often receive a
high level of trust in the beginning due to the preceding autocratic regime’s
loss of legitimacy. This original level of trust can then be lost or added to
depending on the institutional configuration of the government, the
constitutional norms, and the performance of the government, parties and
interest groups.

The legitimacy of a political system can also be lost or attained at
different rates on each of the different levels mentioned above.
Legitimization or de-legitimization rarely occur simultaneously at all four
levels. Therefore a multi-level model of democratic consolidation when
held in connection with a theoretically differentiated and empiricaily
operable concept of democratic support can supply more specific
information about where, why and how far the success or failure of
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democratic consolidation has progressed. It enables a dynamization and
specification of the concept of democratic consolidation. The problems
caused by speaking of consolidated democracies and unconsolidated
democracies in general terms, could be solved by using a differentiable form
of judgment, which makes statements about the degree of consolidation
reached in each partial regime and its relation to the stability of the entire
system. Only then can well-founded conclusions be made about a
democratic system’s prospects for stability.

The multi-level model outlined in this article clearly shows that elements
of action and system theory can and must be combined with a middle-range
research approach typically used in political science. The reciprocal
exclusion of both theoretical paradigms would result in a considerable and
unnecessary loss of analytical differentiation for studies of transitions to
democracy.
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INTRODUCTION:
IN SEARCH OF CONSOLIDATION

Larry Diamond

World politics have changed radically in the past two decades. At the
beginning of 1975, there were only some 40 democracies in the world,
and they were predominantly the rich, industrialized nations of the
West.! Few states in what was then termed the Third World had
democratic systems of government. Communist dictatorships were firmly
entrenched—or so it seemed—in the Soviet Union, Eastern Europe,
Cuba, China, North Korea, and North Vietnam. In 1975, communist
forces took control of South Vietnam, Cambodia, and Laos as well. That
year, Marxist governments also came to power in the former Portuguese
colonies of Angola and Mozambique and, soon thereafter, in Ethiopia.
Military or one-party dictatorships held sway in most of Latin America,
Africa, and Asia; only three countries in Central and South America had
democratically elected leaders. Indeed, the mid-to-late 1970s seemed a
low-water mark for democracy in the world, and the empirical trends
were reified by intellectual fashions dismissing democracy as an artifice,
a cultural construct of the West, or a “luxury” that poor states could not
afford.

Yet even as authoritarian trends were expanding and deepening in
most parts of the world, a countertrend was taking shape. In 1974, the
48-year-old dictatorial regime in Portugal was deposed by a military
coup, and three months later the Greek military dictatorship collapsed.
Elected, civilian democratic government took hold in Greece first, but
by late 1975 democrats had bested radical forces at the polls in Portugal
as well. That same month of November 1975, the 36-year-old dictator-
ship of Francisco Franco in Spain ended with his death, and a transition
to democracy ensued. Over the following three years, Spain crafted a
new democratic regime while the process of military withdrawal began
in Latin America and military regimes gave way to civilian, elected
governments in Ghana and Nigeria.

The latter two democracies did not last long, but in a grand process
that Samuel P. Huntington has dubbed the ‘“third wave” of global
democratization, a democratic Zeitgeist swept the globe.” As the return
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to at least formally democratic, civilian rule was becoming the norm in
Central and South America, democracy was restored in Turkey in 1983,
in the Philippines in 1986, in South Korea in 1987, and in Pakistan in
1988. By then, Hungary was already in transition to a multiparty system.
In 1989, communism collapsed in Eastern Europe, and a regional wave
of democratic transitions ensued there, followed in 1990 by the
beginning of a “second liberation” on the African continent. By the end
of 1994, 38 of the (then) 47 countries in sub-Saharan Africa had held
competitive multiparty elections for at least the national legislature,’ and
the number of electoral democracies in Africa had increased to 18 from
just 3 in 1988. Communism collapsed in the Soviet Union as well, and
new democracies emerged in many of the former Soviet states,
including, most significantly, Russia.

In two decades, the third wave of democratization has transformed
the balance of political regimes in the world. This transformation has
been especially dramatic since the end of the Cold War and the collapse
of communism in the former East bloc. Between 1990 and 1996, the

3 n the world increased from 76 to 118.
Even with the increase in the total number of countries in the world

during this period, this trend established democracy as the typical form

of government. The percen[age of countnes with at least an gle

(relatively) free and fair elections—increased from
21.5 percent in 1974 to 46 percent in 1990 and to 61 percent in 1996.
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gures prominently in many o eoretlcal and empirical chapters in
our two volumes, entitled Themes and Perspectives and Regional
Challenges. Indeed, as Juan J. Linz and Alfred Stepan insist in their
contribution to Themes and Perspectives, “If freely elected executives
(no matter what the magnitude of their majority) infringe the constitu-
tion, violate the rights of individuals and minorities, impinge upon the
legitimate functions of the legislature, and thus fail to rule within the
bounds of a state of law, their regimes are not democracies.”

The number of “liberal” democracies has also increased during the
third wave, although not nearly as sharply as the number of electoral
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democracies. Taking the Freedom House rating of “free” as a rough in-
dicator of liberal democracy, the number of such states jumped from 39
at the start of the third wave to 52 in 1980 and then to 76 in 1990.° In
proportional terms, the increase is even more moderate, from 27.5
percent of all states in 1974 to 41.5 percent in 1990. Moreover, in
recent years the number of free states has more or less stagnated (as
have freedom levels in general). In fact, the number of free states
dipped slightly in 1992 and 1993, edging back up to 76 in the following
two years and increasing to 79 in 1996. In proportional terms, liberal
democracies were no more common in 1996 (41.4 percent of the
world’s regimes) than in 1991.

states in the world were free or liberal democracies. Since 1993, only
about two-thirds have been. And over the past decade, freedom levels
have actually declined in many third wave democracies, such as Turkey,
Pakistan, Peru, Brazil, Ecuador, and Zambia, as well as in some older
democracies, including India, Sri Lanka, Colombia, and Venezuela.

Regional differences are also much more apparent in the prevalence
of liberal democracy than of electoral democracy. By the end of 1996,
all 24 West European countries were “free” (with most of them well
above the threshold dividing “free” from “partly free”). By contrast, only
57 percent of the countries in the Americas, a third of those in East
Central Europe and the former Soviet Union, 42 percent in the Asia-
Pacific region, 17 percent in Africa, and one (Israel) of 14 states in the
Middle East were free.® In the proportion of states that are electoral
democracies, however, other regions came much closer to the West
European standard of 100 percent: 89 percent in the Americas, 69
percent in the former East bloc, 63 percent in the Asia-Pacific region,
and 34 percent in Africa.

Clearly, the third wave of democratization has had much greater
breadth than depth. As a number of the essays in this two-volume
collection demonstrate, democracy may be the most common form of
government in the world, but outside of the wealthy industrialized
nations it tends to be shallow, illiberal, and poorly institutionalized. If
there are no immediate threats of democratic collapse in most of those
countries, neither are there clear signs that democracy has become con-
solidated and stable, truly the only viable political system and method
for the foreseeable future. In fact, of the more than 70 new democracies
that have come into being since the start of the third wave, only a small
number are generally considered to be deeply rooted and secure. The
remainder appear for now “‘condemned’ to remain democratic” while
they “muddle through as ‘unconsolidated democracies,”” with militaries
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unwilling to seize power even in the classic circumstances of political
stalemate and crisis that were used to justify past coups."” But there are
clear signs of erosion of the quality and stability of democracy in many
of these third wave regimes—abuses of power and even “self-coups” by
domineering executives, constraints on the press and independent
organizations, assassinations of crusading journalists, and mounting
corruption, criminality, political violence, and civil strife. There are even
growing doubts, reflected in some of our chapters, about how long the
constitutional structures of democracy can survive amid prolonged
economic suffering, severe inequality, rampant crime, venal and feeble
Judicial systems, growing vigilante movements, and chronically weak and
ineffectual political institutions. From this perspective, the greatest
challenge still lies ahead: to consolidate and make permanent the
extraordinary democratic gains of the past two decades.

There is more at stake here than the quality and stability of new
(and, in countries like Sri Lanka and Colombia, old) democracies. The
future status of democracy in the world could itself be in question. As
Huntington emphasizes in his book The Third Wave, each of the
previous two waves of global democratization ended in a “reverse wave”
of democratic breakdown. And each of these reverse waves was a
traumatic time for human freedom, international peace, and liberal
values, giving rise to fascist and communist regimes in the interwar
period and to numerous insurgencies and brutal military dictatorships in
the 1960s and early 1970s. Today, human rights abuses, genocide,
aggression, warfare, and insecurity are still generated by nondemocratic
states; generally, the more repressive these states are, the more they
threaten their neighbors as well as their own people.

As Huntington observes in the opening chapter of Themes and
Perspectives, the euphoria generated by the collapse of communism has
long since worn off, and we must now recognize that “this great third
wave of democratization . . . may be losing its outward dynamic” of
expansion, and even that “a new reverse wave may be gathering which
could lead to the erosion of some third wave gains.” It is vitally
Important to preempt this third reverse wave. And this can be done only
if the third wave democracies become consolidated.

What Is Democratic Consolidation?

Our two companion volumes, and the 1995 conference that spawned
them, were organized in the belief that consolidation is an important
concept in the study of democracy, and a vital political goal for new
democracies. This view is not without its critics, one of whom,
Guillermo O’Donnell, offers a thoughtful challenge here. Yet the bulk
of our contributors have converged on an understanding of democratic
consolidation as a discernible process by which the rules, institutions,
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and constraints of democracy come to constitute “the only game in
town,” the one legitimate framework for seeking and exercising political
power.

In Themes and Perspectives, Linz and Stepan offer a conceptual
framework for consolidation that has already become widely influential
and that informs many of the other chapters in this collection. They
posit overlapping behavioral, attitudinal, and constitutional dimensions of
consolidation, through which “democracy becomes routinized and deeply
internalized in social, institutional, and even psychological life, as well
as in political calculations for achieving success.” In consolidated
democracies, they argue, there may be intense conflict, but no significant
political or social actors attempt to achieve their objectives by illegal,
unconstitutional, or antidemocratic means. Further, though there may be
severe problems of governance and widespread disapproval of the
government of the day, elites and the public at large overwhelmingly
believe “that democratic procedures and institutions are the most
appropriate way to govern collective life.” At bottom, then, the
consolidation of democracy represents a kind of mirror image of the
process of democratic breakdown that Linz and Stepan studied a
generation ago.!'! While democratic breakdowns feature the erosion of
democratic legitimacy and the rise of disloyal and semi-loyal political
actors, consolidation is buttressed by a deep and widespread legitimation
of democracy. And this legitimation—internalized, practiced, and
transmitted across political generations—involves more than a commit-
ment to democracy in the abstract; it also entails adherence to the
specific rules and constraints of the country’s constitutional system.'?

It is this broad, unquestioning embrace of democratic procedures that
produces a crucial element of consolidation—a reduction in the uncer-
tainty of democracy, regarding not so much the outcomes as the rules
and methods of political competition. As P. Nikiforos Diamandouros
observes in his case study of Southern Europe in Regional Challenges,
this regularization of politics promotes democratic stability by safeguard-
ing the rights of political oppositions and minorities, containing conflict
within institutional channels, and thus reducing the intensity of conflict.
As consolidation advances, “there is a widening of the range of political
actors who come to assume democratic conduct [and democratic loyalty]
on the part of their adversaries,” a transition from “instrumental” to
“principled” commitments to the democratic framework, an increase in
trust and cooperation among political competitors, and a socialization of
the general population (through both deliberate efforts and the practice
of democracy in politics and civil society)."® As Robert A. Dahl notes
in Themes and Perspectives, the consolidation of democracy thus
implies, and indeed requires, the emergence of a democratic political
culture. Democratic cultures may vary across countries in many of their
particulars, but unless democratic institutions are braced by such broadly
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shared norms as political trust, tolerance, willingness to compromise,
and, most of all, belief in democratic legitimacy, those institutions will
be vulnerable to breakdown in times of crisis."* In the cases examined
in this study, progress toward democratic consolidation is closely
correlated with the growth of democratic culture. In this respect, our
Southern European cases are the most advanced; Poland, Hungary, and
the Czech Republic have seen the rapid emergence of democratic values;
and such value change has been significant but uneven in Latin
America, East Asia, and especially Russia (where Michael McFaul notes
some recent slippage in support for democracy).

Democratic consolidation is fostered by a number of institutional,
policy, and behavioral changes. Many of these improve governance
directly by strengthening state capacity; liberalizing and rationalizing
economic structures; securing social and political order while maintaining
basic freedoms; improving horizontal accountability and the rule of law;
and controlling corruption. Others improve the representative functions
of democratic governance by strengthening political parties and their
linkages to social groups, reducing fragmentation in the party system,
enhancing the autonomous capacity and public accountability of legisla-
tures and local governments, and invigorating civil society. Most new
democracies need these types of institutional reform and strengthening,
especially those that O’Donnell has labeled ‘“delegative democracies”
precisely because of their particularism, lack of horizontal accountability,
and hence tendency toward corruption.”® Some also require steady efforts
to reduce military involvement in nonmilitary issues and subject the
military and intelligence establishments to civilian control and oversight.
And some require legal and institutional innovations to foster accommo-
dation and mutual security among different ethnic and nationality groups.

Underlying all of these specific challenges, however, is an intimate
connection between the deepening of democracy and its consolidation.
Some new democracies have become consolidated during the third wave
(and there are also some older consolidated democracies in the “Third

World”), but none of the “nonliberal” electoral democracies that have .

gn_gge,d,dunngihg third wave has yet achieved consolidation, 10 ¢ do so,

they must become more democratic, makifg more progress in protecting
individual rights, ensuring a rule of law, representing citizen interests,
incorporating marginalized groups, institutionalizing “horizontal account-
ability” of different branches of officeholders to one another, and
eliminating the “reserved domains of power” enjoyed by the military and
other social and political forces that are not accountable (directly or
indirectly) to the electorate.'® Put in slightly different terms, as Abraham
Lowenthal does in his contribution to Themes and Perspectives, before
democratic institutions can become consolidated, they must first fully
exist. From this perspective, “talk of consolidating democracy is
premature and misleading” in much of Latin America and the Caribbean
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because so many of the essential institutions of democratic governance
remain to be “solidly constructed.”"’

In some cases, becoming more democratic may involve completing
the transition from authoritarian to democratic rule. Linz and Stepan
argue in their essay here (and at greater length in their Problems of
Democratic Transition and Consolidation) that a democratic transition is
completed only when the freely elected government has full authority to
generate new policies, and thus when the executive, legislative, and
judicial powers generated by the new democracy are not constrained or
compelled by law to share power with other actors, such as the military.
Chile’s interlocking system of prerogatives for the military and its
civilian appointees, embedded in the 1980 Constitution that General
Augusto Pinochet left to the new civilian regime, so constrains the
authority of elected governments and so insulates the military from
democratic control that until it “is removed or greatly diminished, the
Chilean transition cannot be completed, and, by definition, Chilean
democracy cannot be consolidated.™"®

An important issue in the conceptual debate on consolidation is: How
do we recognize it? Certainly no single indicator will do. d it is
easier to recognize the phenomenon in its absence: the s, sngns of fragility,
instability, and nonconsolidation (or deconsolidation). These include all
the manifestations of “disloyalty” that Linz has noted: explicit rejection
of the legitimacy of the democratic system—or of the nation-state and
its boundaries—by (significant) parties, movements, or organizations;
willingness by political competitors to use force, fraud, or other illegal
means to acquire power or influence policies; “knocking at the barracks
door” for military support in a political struggle; refusal to honor the
right to govern of duly elected leaders and parties; abuse of constitu-
tional liberties and opposition rights by ruling elites; and blatantly false
depiction of democratically loyal opponents as disloyal (“instruments of
outside secret and conspiratorial groups”). Fragility may be further
indicated by “‘semi-loyalty”: intermittent or attenuated disloyal behaviors;
a willingness to form governments and alliances with disloyal groups;
or a readiness to encourage, tolerate, or cover up such groups’
antidemocratic actions.'®

At the elite level, consolidation may be discerned from the behavioral
patterns (and mutual interactions), symbolic gestures, public rhetoric,
official documents, and ideological declarations of leaders, parties, and
organizations.”® At the mass level, public-opinion survey data are needed,
not only to assess the degree of support for the legitimacy of democracy
(in principle and in the regime’s specific form), but also to determine
its depth and its resilience over time. In Spain, support for democracy
remained high and even increased during the late 1970s and early 1980s,
even as unemployment rose dramatically. This durability of public
support, fostered by effective “political crafting” on the part of political

Je7
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elites, was surely evidence of democratic consolidation, and most
scholars consider that Spain became a consolidated democracy by 1982,
only seven years after the start of its transition.?! Yet in South America,
democratic regimes have persisted for a decade and longer, through
much more crushing economic depressions that have dramatically
lowered living standards and increased rates of urban poverty, as
Edgardo Boeninger notes in his chapter in Regional Challenges. These
developments have (in most cases) generated no new antisystem parties
or movements, yet regional and country specialists still regard most of
these regimes (with the exception of Uruguay) as unconsolidated. Why?

One could point to pervasively weak political institutions (parties,
legislatures, judiciaries, and so on); a general lack of horizontal
accountability; and the prevalence of delegative democracy. But this may
be to confuse the phenomenon (nonconsolidation) with some of its
causes (or facilitating factors). In fact, it is precisely because these third
wave democracies—particularly Brazil, Argentina, Bolivia, and Ecua-
dor—have persisted for some time now in the face of weak institutional-
ization of formal democratic structures that O’Donnell, in his contribu-
tion to Themes and Perspectives, vigorously questions the utility of the
concept of “democratic consolidation™ “All we can say at present is
that, as long as (competitive] elections are institutionalized [as they are
in the above countries], polyarchies are likely to endure.”

O’Donnell challenges the equation of consolidation with political
institutionalization in general. In principle, countries can have weak,
volatile party systems but highly stable and legitimate democracies
(though some degree of political institutionalization appears to be
important for democratic consolidation). Or established party systems can
dissolve into considerable turbulence (as in Italy today) with no visible
sign that democracy itself is losing legitimacy and becoming less viable.
The strength of formal democratic institutions and rules—as opposed to
the informal practices of clientelism, vote buying, rule-bending, and
executive domination—no doubt facilitates the endurance (and consolida-
tion) of democracy, but as O’Donnell notes, the two are not the same,
and other factors “have strong independent effects on the survival
chances of polyarchies.”

To respond to O’Donnell’s important challenge, it is necessary to step
back and ask: If these South American (and other third wave) democra-
cies have persisted through serious adversity for a decade or more, why
are they not considered consolidated? How can we tell when consolida-
tion occurs? And what does it matter, if the democracies continue to
persist? Without satisfactory answers to these questions, the concept of
consolidation does indeed lose its utility.

The key factor may be the pattern of behavior (and beliefs, if we
could find a reliable way to measure them) of major players in these
systems. There may be no significant, explicit antisystem players, but
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there are military and police establishments that remain, or have again
become, unaccountable to civilian authority and contemptuous of legal
and constitutional norms. There are presidents—a rather extraordinary
succession of them across the South American continent in recent
years—who are not just “delegative™ but have so openly abused the laws
and constitution that they have been driven from office, or have done
so with such political cunning and economic success that (as with
Alberto Fujimori in Peru and Carlos Menem in Argentina) they have
thrived politically. There are corrupt and oligarchical local bosses, and
deeply corrupted legislatures and judiciaries. There is, in short, precisely
what O'Donnell observes—*“another,” very different, institutionalization,
of informal, indeed illegal and even unconstitutional, practices, especially
between elections. Of course, the degree and distribution of these
“informalities” vary across countries. Where such departures from the
democratic framework are not just one feature of the system (as they
are to some degree in virtually every complex democracy) but a
recurring and defining feature, they signal a lack of commitment to the
basic procedural framework of democracy: democratic disloyalty, semi-
loyalty, frailty, in other words, nonconsolidation.

The implications of these behavioral signs of uneven, ambivalent, or
deteriorating democratic commitment are twofold. First, in those cases
where powerful officials (elected and unelected) and powerful persons
and groups outside the state behave in this way, civil liberties get
abused, opposition forces get harassed, elections may get violent (and
even fraudulent), and democracy gets holiowed out. The second
implication is more speculative, but follows logically. If these abusive
elites do not act against the constitutional form of democracy, their
commitment to it nevertheless appears to remain contingent and
instrumental rather than routinized, internalized, and principled. And a
good deal of the instrumental value they derive from sustaining the
democratic form (or facade), one may speculate, owes to the interna-
tional system, which imposes costs on countries that overturn democracy.
If this international pressure (or the perception of it) ever recedes, the
viability of frail democracies will also diminish. International, and
especially European regional, constraints ultimately helped to consolidate
democracy in Southern Europe, and are doing so today in some
countries in East Central Europe, because they quickened and reinforced
enduring changes in elite and mass political culture. Such cultural
changes are not occurring among key elites in many third wave
democracies, even though those democracies have persisted.

Political Institutions and Institutional Design

As summarized above, the first part of Themes and Perspectives
traces the evolution and character of the new democracies of the third
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wave and advances the theoretical debate about the meaning and
importance of democratic consolidation. The rest of our two-volume
study pursues two additional goals: to identify and explore the factors
that facilitate (or obstruct) democratic consolidation, and to assess the
progress made toward consolidation by some of the principal countries
and regions in the third wave.

Increasing scholarly attention has been paid in recent years to the

strength and character of political _institutions_as a_key-factor affecting

the viability and stability of democracy. If democracy is to be consoli-

dated, it must garner broad and deep legitimacy among all significant
political actors and the citizenry at large. Such legitimacy may accrue
in part in reaction to the failures and abuses of the authoritarian past,
or it may derive from a historic cultural commitment to democratic
values and norms that—as in the Czech Republic—has been revived
after a long period of authoritarian rule. It may be stimulated or
reinforced by incorporation into regional and international networks
dominated by democratic states (such as the European Union) and liberal
values. But legitimation is unlikely to be fully and lastingly achieved
without some degree of effective governance on the part of the new
democratic institutions.

As several of our chapters demonstrate, economic performance
remains an important part of the governance challenge. But it has tended
to be overemphasized, to the neglect of other, more political, dimensions
of governance. Citizens of new democracies form judgments about their
political systems based not only on what they deliver economically, but
also on the degree to which they deliver valued political goals: freedom,
order, a rule of law, accountability, representativeness, and overall
efficacy. In other words, citizens expect their democracies to govern
democratically, in compliance with the constitution and the laws, and to
govern efficaciously, in terms of choosing and implementing policies that
address the most important problems the society confronts. Among the
most frequent causes of democratic alienation, delegitimation, and
breakdown have been the abuse of democratic procedures and norms by
government officials and political leaders themselves, so that democracy
comes to be seen as a sham; the turn toward political violence on the
part of significant actors who are either marginalized from the demo-
cratic process or impatient with its procedures; and the incapacity of
governments to decide and act as a result of political fragmentation,
polarization, and stalemate.?

Sometimes democracy seems simply overwhelmed by the weight of
insoluble problems, or is destroyed by the incompetence, venality, and
stubbornness of failed political leaders. Yet, at some point in their lives,
most democracies confront crises that appear (at least for a time)
overwhelming and insoluble. And a key challenge for democratic
constitutions is to anticipate the flaws and foibles of potential leaders.
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If democracies are to weather the storms of history and limit the self-
aggrandizing impulses of human actors, they need strong and well-
designed political institutions.

The most basic institution is the state itself. In their chapter in this
collection, Linz and Stepan argue that a state of law—a Rechtsstaat—is
vital to the consolidation of any democracy. Unless the behavior of
public officials is effectively constrained by *a network of laws, courts,
semiautonomous review and control agencies, and civil-society norms”
of transparency and accountability, democracy will be diminished by
political abuse and cynicism, and actors will fail to commit themselves
to a consensus on the rules of the game. Beyond this, however, a
consolidated democracy also requires what they term *“a usable
bureaucracy,” a state that has the administrative capacity to perform the

“essential functions of government: to maintain order, adjudicate disputes,
construct infrastructure, facilitate economic exchange, defend the national
borders, and collect the taxes necessary to fund these activities. Where
state structures have been historically weak, or state decay has accompa-
nied the decomposition of the authoritarian regime, state-building
emerges as a central challenge for democratic consolidation. In
particular, McFaul shows in Regional Challenges how Russia’s dual
transition—from communism and from empire—Ileft a huge vacuum in
state political authority, administrative capacity, and judicial efficacy.
The result has been a sense of anarchy, which poses one of the most

formidable threats to democracy in Russia in the near term. Where the

state-building challenge is compounded by significant fégl_\gic\?r

——

“nationality divisions (as in_many postcommunist and African states),

mmlso fostered by the construction of an
inclusive state that gives all citizens political equality, with “a common
‘roof’ of state-mandated and state-enforced individual rights;” as Linz
and Stepan explain.

One of the most important institutional arenas for democracy is the
party system. Even with the growing prominence of civil society,
political parties remain important if not essential instruments for
representing political constituencies and interests, aggregating demands
and preferences, recruiting and socializing new candidates for office,
organizing the electoral competition for power, crafting policy alterna-
tives, setting the policy-making agenda, forming effective governments,
and integrating groups and individuals into the democratic process.
Institutionalized party systems thus increase democratic governability and
legitimacy by facilitating legislative support for government policies; by
channeling demands and conflicts through established procedures; by
reducing the scope for populist demagogues to win power; and by
making the democratic process more inclusive, accessible, representative,
and effective.”

Many of our chapters demonstrate the obstacle to democratic

I
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democratic stability, a view confirmed by the statistical analysis of
Adam Przeworski and his colleagues in their contribution to Themes and
Perspectives. They find (as have other empirical studies) that presidential
democracy is particularly vulnerable to breakdown when it is joined to
a fragmented party system, and most of all under conditions of
“legislative deadlock” (in which the largest party has between one-third
and one-half of the seats in parliament).”’

In Themes and Perspectives, John M. Carey assesses some of these
issues and trade-offs in institutional design that affect the quality and
stability of democracy, and hence the prospects for consolidation. But
he does so by examining finer-grained issues than the choice between
PR and SMD plurality or parliamentary versus presidential government.
Carey focuses on two key factors affecting regime support and
governability: the degree of fragmentation in the party system and the
degree of cohesion within each major political party. In a presidential
system, the degree of party fragmentation in parliament, he shows, can
be heavily influenced by the formula used to elect the president and the
timing of presidential and legislative elections. Where a candidate must
win an absolute majority to be elected (rather than a simple plurality in
a single-round election), many more parties compete for the presidency,
since they expect to secure more bargaining strength by forming
coalitions after the first round. Where such a presidential election is held
concurrently with legislative elections, the greater party fragmentation in
the presidential election carries over into the legislature. A plurality rule
can produce a less fragmented legislature. Carey shows (and our case
studies of Russia and Latin America confirm) that, independent of
whether a majority is required, legislatures also tend to be more
fragmented when their elections are not fully synchronized with
presidential ones, but occur either at mid-term or on an entirely different
timetable.

The importance of holding elections concurrently is also emphasized
by Emerson M.S. Niou and Peter C. Ordeshook, but for a rather
different reason. For them, democratic governance is most stable and
effective within an integrated political system in which politicians of
different branches and levels are dependent on one another and therefore
inclined to cooperate and coordinate—rather than incessantly compete
and bargain-—on jurisdictional and other issues. Such interdependence is
fostered, argue Niou and Ordeshook, by the presence of large numbers
of elective offices, at various levels of governmental authority, all of
which are contested simultaneously. In such systems, autonomous local
party structures mobilize crucial support for the national party ticket but
in turn depend on the national party label (and the coattails of the
national party leader) to help elect their local candidates. Where
elections for different levels of authority are not concurrent, as in Russia
and Taiwan (and many other third wave democracies), and where
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relatively few offices are filled through elections, politicians in the
various branches and levels of government have far fewer incentives to
cooperate. Russian president Boris Yeltsin's 1991 decision to postpone
elections for governors, mayors, and regional legislatures stifled party-
system development and democratic consolidation in Russia, McFaul
concludes. In Taiwan, the centralization of internal party politics further
complicates the quest for an integrated polity.

Like Niou and Ordeshook, Carey considers party coherence a crucial
dimension of governability, but his concern is with the extent to which
legislators are encouraged to support their party’s program rather than
cultivate an independent, personal constituency (with all of its implica-
tions for wasteful pork-barrel politics). A key factor is whether electoral
rules require candidates of the same party to compete against one
another; this can be the case under presidential or parliamentary, and
SMD or PR, systems. In closed-list PR systems, the higher the district
size, the greater the tendency toward party coherence; however, in open-
list systems like that of Brazil or in the single nonstranferable vote
(SNTV) system in Taiwan, where voters choose a single candidate
among many, the more candidates per district, the more intense the
competition. Overall, the incentives for party cohesion in the legislature
are shaped to a great degree by a complex mix of institutional factors:
district size, the number and types of votes citizens cast, party leaders’
control over nominations, and the degree to which the votes for one
candidate may help other candidates of her party (vote-pooling).??

The fragmenting effect of the SNTV electoral system is emphasized
both by Teh-fu Huang in his contribution to Themes and Perspectives
and by Hung-mao Tien in his case study of Taiwan in Regional
Challenges. The SNTV system has produced a fairly proportional
distribution of seats among parties in Taiwan, but within the two
principal parties, the Kuomintang (KMT) and the Democratic Progressive
Party (DPP), it has fostered severe factionalism that has undermined the
governing effectiveness of the KMT, hampered the competitiveness of
the DPP, and facilitated the birth of new splinter parties. In South
Korea, the problem—as Huang shows—has been excessive top-down
organization of parties, but on the very shallow institutional basis of
personal loyalty to an individual leader. This extreme personalization of
both the ruling and opposition parties has combined with powerful
regional ties, frequent changes in electoral rules and constitutional
structure, and the long disruption of democratic politics by authoritarian
rule to produce breathtaking instability and weakness in the Korean party
system, with parties constantly changing names and identities. (These
same problems have plagued democracy in Thailand and the Philip-
pines.) Huang thus concludes that democratic consolidation would be
advanced by implementing electoral reforms: in Taiwan, terminating
SNTV by increasing the currently small proportion of seats elected
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through PR and converting the remaining seats into single-member
districts (a reform now under discussion); in South Korea, by increasing
the number of PR seats while decreasing or eliminating the proportion
of seats automatically awarded as a premium to the leading party.

Our contributors do not entirely agree on the most desirable
institutional designs. But their analyses do suggest that, because major
institutional decisions (especially that of presidentialism versus parlia-
mentarism), once made, are very difficult to change, a democracy
seeking consolidation is probably best off pursuing specific institutional
reforms that address specific problems. Stronger, more effective party
systems could be fostered by reforms that increase the number of
elected officials, enhance the autonomy of local party branches (and of
local and regional government more generally), and synchronize the
timing of elections for most offices. [n particular, if a country is to have
an elected president with significant executive authority, it makes sense,
as Carey argues, to synchronize presidential and legislative elections and
to make it more likely for a president to be elected on a first ballot—if
not by plurality, then by a “double complement rule” that requires the
leading candidate to have a substantial margin over his or her closest
competitor.

Civil-Military Relations

By definition, democracy cannot be consolidated until the military
becomes firmly subordinated to civilian control and solidly committed
to the democratic constitutional order. More specifically, as Felipe
Agiiero puts it in Themes and Perspectives, ‘‘civilian supremacy” gives
democratically elected governments unquestioned authority over all policy
arenas, including defining the goals and overseeing the organization and
implementation of national defense. In such a system, the military role
is limited to matters of national defense and international security—with
the military relieved of all responsibility for internal security—and
governmental structures (such as a civilian ministry of defense) are put
in place to enable civilians to exercise effective oversight and control of
the military (as well as the intelligence services). A key element in the
rapid progress toward consolidation of the new democracies of Spain,
Portugal, and Greece was the establishment (facilitated in part by
integration into NATO) of such norms and structures.

One reason why several new democracies of East Central Europe
have been able to make such rapid progress toward consolidation is that
they inherited and maintained traditions of firm civilian control over the
military. This, ironically, has been one of the few positive legacies of
their communist past. Many Latin American and Asian third wave
democracies have not been so fortunate. As Agiiero details for South
America and Harold Crouch for Thailand and the Philippines, most of
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these new regimes have had to struggle to overcome deeply entrenched
structures and traditions_of military autonomy and even impunity. So has
South Korea, where President Kim Young Sam’s initiatives to enhance
civilian control and purge the dominant military faction may rank among
his more important accomplishments. Like the new democracies of
postcommunist Europe, those in Spain, Portugal, and Taiwan benefited
from the military’s lack of direct involvement in authoritarian gover-
nance (although the extensive penetration of the military by Taiwan’s
long-dominant party, the KMT, does complicate democratic consolidation
there).” As Diamandouros argues, the nature of prior military rule also
matters: where, as in Greece, the military as a hierarchical institution did
not administer the regime and the military did not rule for long, the
consequences for future civil-military relations are less serious.

Where the military as an institution has a long tradition of political
intervention and where it retains extensive political and economic
prerogatives, democracies face a particularly difficult and dangerous
challenge. In such circumstances, as Agiiero and Crouch show,
establishing civilian supremacy is a complex and typically protracted
process, requiring many of the factors that promote democratic
consolidation in general: skilled political leadership, unity among civilian
political forces (across partisan and other divides), and civilian expertise
(both within and outside of government) on national-security matters, as
well as luck (in the form of divisions within the military and the failure
of military rebellions). Successful reform also requires a long-term
policy vision. Typically this involves gradually reducing the size of the
military (and hence its capacity to seize and exercise political power)
while increasing the military’s capacity to perform its defense mission,
keeping salaries at a respectable level, and preserving the honor of the
military as an institution.*

Good leadership involves knowing when and how far to push reform,
as well as how to forge proreform coalitions both in the legislature and
among rising military officers. Presidents Fidel Ramos in the Philippines
and Carlos Menem in Argentina were able to implement reforms in part
because of their political skills (in sharp contrast to their predecessors,
Corazon Aquino and Raul Alfonsin). Yet Ramos benefited considerably
from his prestige and connections as the former head of the military,
and Menem purchased military acceptance of reforms at the cost of
sweeping immunity for past human rights abuses. Unfortunately, civilian
supremacy can rarely be achieved through systematic punishment of
human rights abuses under military rule. Most cases in which those
abuses were serious and recent are precisely the ones in which the
military retains too much power for civilians to risk a polarizing
confrontation over the issue. Still, as Agiiero stresses, immunity for past
crimes need not and should not carry over into the current and future
conduct of security forces.
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The strength and legitimacy of civilian political institutions—the
president, the legislature, and political parties in general—can also
greatly affect the ability to narrow military prerogatives and restructure
military commands without inviting resistance or rebellion. As Crouch
emphasizes, one reason the Thai military was able to seize power again
in 1991 was that the massive corruption of the civilian politicians had
broadly discredited them in the eyes of the public. In Latin America,
weakened and discredited presidents have been unable to achieve policy
reforms of any kind, including those involving civil-military relations.”

Finally, civilian supremacy requires the wisdom and the will to
remove the military fully from matters of domestic policy. As Agiiero
notes, the growing demand for participation in international peacekeeping
activities opens up a new, appropriate mission for the armed forces. But
the growing pressure on Latin American militaries to go to war against
drug production and trafficking takes them in the wrong direction,
toward a new involvement in internal security and in the corruption that
invariably surrounds the drug trade.

Civil Society

Perhaps no single factor more readily evokes the romance, excitement,
and heady possibilities of democracy’s third wave than the image of
resurgent civil societies mobilizing peacefully to resist, discredit, and
ultimately overturn authoritarian rule. Although democratic transitions are
typically inaugurated and negotiated by political elites in both the regime
and the opposition, civil soci as Layed a c‘ru_’crii‘l_role in_building
pﬁgurgfgr\_em\og?trc transmon and pushrng 1t through to completron

on democratic transitions by Guillermo O’Donnell and Philippe C.
Schmitter, reiterated by Schmitter in his contribution to Themes and
Perspectives.®® The role of civil society in bringing down authoritarian
rule was seminal in the democratic transitions in East Central Europe
and sub-Saharan Africa, as Aleksander Smolar and E. Gyimah-Boadi
show here. Social movements and organizations were also among the
leading forces behind democratization in South Korea and Taiwan, as
Hsin-Huang Michael Hsiao and Hagen Koo explain. Yet as all these
contributors emphasize, the democratic spirit and capacity of civil society
may decline precipitously after the transition.

Civil society—the realm of organized intermediary groups that are
voluntary, self-generating, independent of the state and the family, and
bound by a legal order or set of shared rules—may contribute to
democratic consolidation in numerous ways: by stabilizing expectations
and social bargaining, generating a more civic normative environment,
bringing actors closer to the political process, reducing the burdens of
governance, and checking potential abuses of power. Yet as Schmitter
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notes, civil society can also impede consolidation by making political

T ———— - . .« .
majorities more difficult to form, exacerbating ethnic divisions and pork-

barrel politics, and entrenching socioeconomic biases in the distribution
of influence. Civil society can contribute to democratic consolidation
only if other institutions are also favorable, and if actors in civil society
behave in a “civil” way, respecting the law and other social and political
actors while accepting and not seeking to usurp or conquer democratic
political authority.

Viewing democracy as a composite of “partial regimes,” Schmitter is
particularly concerned with the way in which the interests of various
social groups are politically articulated and represented, and how their
conflicts with one another and with the state are resolved. A key
dimension is the degree to which interest associations have encompassing
scope, strategic capacity, and broad authority to speak and bargain for
an entire class or sector. Civil society will tend to advance democratic
consolidation more under such corporatist arrangements, he believes, than
under pluralist ones, “where a great multiplicity of narrowly specialized
and overlapping organizations emerge with close dependencies upon their
members or interlocutors.”

A key post-transition dilemma, Schmitter notes, is that the “primacy”
of social movements and other democratizing civil society actors

.lnevrtaT)l_x declines after the transition, as the authontanan state

drsappcars political pMd more _established 1ntercst groups take

center stage, _and people t turf\ to more private concerns. Civil society_
must adapt after the transition, wrltes Smolar of postcommunist Europe,
bécause “revolutionary civil so socrety is by definition a transient phenome-
non, even though it remains deeply embedded in the minds of its
participants as a myth and an ideal.” As McFaul’s chapter on Russia
also shows, democratic adaptation is especially difficult for postcommu-
nist civil societies, because the all-encompassing nature of state control
over (and penetration of) society under communism precludes the
smoother passage from authoritarian state corporatism to democratic
societal corporatism that has occurred in Southern Europe and is now
in progress in Taiwan.

What has followed the democratic revolutions in East Central Europe,
Russia, and Africa has not been adaptation so much as retreat and
dissipation of civic energy. The broad fronts of religious, professional,
student, labor, and other associations broke up once their common goal
of bringing down a despised regime had been achieved. Class and ethnic
divisions once again fragmented society, and the leadership ranks (and
thus operational capacities) of civil society organizations were rapidly
depleted as activists were drawn into politics, government, or business.
The social inheritances of communism in Europe and neopatrimonial
statism in Africa also reasserted themselves in the forms of renewed
dependence on the state, co-optation, mistrust, and societal atomization,
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revealing the paucity of social capital and, in Smolar’s words, “the lack
of a culture of free collective activity.” In fact, “preliberal,” illiberal, and
uncivic cultural orientations constitute a major obstacle to democratlc

consoh anon in much of Africa and tﬁf}ostco‘mmumst world. In both

regions as well, civil society has been further hampered after the
transition by the harsh economic conditions of the 1990s, which have
driven people to preoccupation with the exigencies of daily survival, and
have rendered African associations in particular much more vulnerable
to the compromising blandishments of domineering states.

A rich, dense, vibrant, institutionalized, and highly “civic” civil
society is not strictly necessary for democratic consolidation, but
democracy will be more likely to achieve consolidation, and will
undoubtedly be of higher quality, to the extent that such a society
emerges. Thus in a great many third wave democracies, and especially
in Africa and the postcommunist world, a great task of social construc-
tion and civic empowerment lies ahead. Precisely because of the
financial and political weakness of civil society in these countries, direct
international assistance to nongovernmental organizations (NGOs) and the
cooperative linkages that Schmitter terms “transnational civil society”
loom increasingly large in the quest for democratic consolidation. Such
international support and linkages have been especially important in
encouraging new types of NGOs (and critical media) that seek to reform
and deepen democracy as they “foster group and individual autonomy
from the state,” in Gyimah-Boadi’s words. This underscores the
importance of the types of initiatives Michael Pinto-Duschinsky discusses
in his contribution to Regional Challenges.

Socioeconomic Development

The contributors to this collection are more or less unified in
rejecting structurally deterministic explanations of democratic consolida-
tion and persistence. Democratic consolidation is largely a matter of
political crafting, the design and maturation of political institutions, and
the spread of democratic norms and values. The opportunity for
democratic development and consolidation is not ruled out for any
country, however poor. Yet the comprehensive statistical analysis of
Adam Przeworski and his colleagues does show the powertul impact of
economic development and economic performance.

Like O’Donnell, Przeworski and colleagues diverge from the
consensus that consolidation is a discernible process and a useful
concept. Because older democracies (when economic development is
controlled for) do not enjoy any immunity against democratic break-
down, they conclude that consolidation is “an empty term” and that it
is more useful simply to examine “what makes democracies endure.””
Their findings are striking. Confirming the classic thesis of Seymour
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Martin Lipset, they demonstrate a strongly positive relationship between
the affluence of a nation and the likelihood of democratic persistence.

Durmg the penod of their study (1950-90) democracy (understood -

simply as electoral democracy) had a 12 percent chance of breakdown
in any given year among the lowest-income countries. The expected life
of democracy increases with per-capita income up to the highest income
level of over $6,000 (in 1985 purchasing-power-parity U.S. dollars). At
that level of affluence—now exceeded not only by Spain, Portugal, and
Greece, but by South Korea and Taiwan (and probably Argentina and
Chile) as well—"democracies are impregnable and can be expected to
live forever.”

In less affluent countries, and especially in the poorest ones, annual
economic performance becomes critical. Democracies are significantly
more likely to persist when they experience real economic growth
(especially rapid growth, in excess of 5 percent annually). High
inflation—above 30 percent annually-—is also toxic to democracy (though
moderate inflation is associated with somewhat improved prospects for
democratic survival). And, despite the scantiness of data on inequality,
Przeworski and colleagues find that democracy is much more likely to
endure in countries where income inequality declines over time than
where it increases. It appears that the ability to meet popular expecta-
tions for better income distribution improves the prospects for democ-
racy.

One major way that socioeconomic development has been thought to
increase the likelihood and stability of democracy is through changes in
been considered condmo—polmcal modé?afl‘oﬂn and democracy Major
historical analyses of class actors have pointed either mgcomc
or to the organized working class as the driving force behind democrati-
zation.* Hsiao and Koo show instead the need for a more disaggregated
class analysis. In the cases of South Korea and, especially, Taiwan, the
most important soctal force for democratization has been the ‘“new
middle class” of professional, technical, and white-collar workers and
especially its intellectual elements (writers, professors, journalists,
lawyers, religious leaders, and so on). Organized labor played an
important role as well, but—especially in South Korea, where it was
very strong—this role cut both ways, provoking a conservative reaction
when labor mobilization became too intense. The “old middle class” of
small entrepreneurs and the self-employed was less active on behalf of
democracy, and has been more inclined (again, especially in Korea) to
support the status quo. As the quest for democratic consolidation unfolds
in each country, it is the middie class in general and its professional and
intellectual elements in particular that are leading civil society move-
ments for democratic deepening and reform. Their economic, political,
and demographic weight in the body politic—the product of three

2
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decades of rapid economic development—is one of the most important
positive factors for democratic consolidation in these two very promising
East Asian third wave democracies.

In Diamandouros’s analysis of the three success stories of Southern
Europe, we find an important additional reason why socioeconomic
development facilitates democratic consolidation. Rapid economic
development (particularly in Spain and Greece) in the two decades
before 1975 transformed not only social structures but values as well.
As these societies became more secularized and educated, and as class,
gender, and urban-rural inequalities attenuated, values and belief systems
became more “open-ended and positive-sum,” more flexible, moderate,
conciliatory, and tolerant of different interests. This in turn facilitated an
essential feature of consolidated and stable democracy, the predominance
“of dialogue and compromise in the daily practices, tactics, and
strategies of both individual and collective actors.” Here again we see
the centrality of change in political culture to the consolidation of
democracy.

International Factors

One of the distinguishing features of the third wave of democratiza-
tion has been the @f&iﬂiﬂﬁ‘f?ﬂi‘ inﬂuepq_es. As Huntington
mphasizes in The Third Wave, international and €

_demonstration effects played a crucial role in stimulating and providing
models Tor subsequent democratic transitions. No less influential were
a_variety of more tangible international pressures and inducements,

{including the growth of governmental and nongoverniiéntal forms of
assistance to democratic actors, and the increasing emphasis on human
rights and democracy promotion in the foreign policies of established

democracies, especially the United States. As Diamandouros shows,

regional and international assistance efforts (especially through the West
ﬁm—wr#w“mxlmly crucial in bolstering
democratic forces in Portugal during the first 18 months after the April
1974 revolution, when the authoritarian Left threatened to prevail.
International factors also figure as never before in the quest to
consolidate the third wave democracies, as the two concluding chapters
of Regional Challenges make clear. Yun-han Chu, Fu Hu, and Chung-in
Moon explore how regional and international factors fueled the
transitions and now shape the prospects and challenges for consolidation
in two of the third wave’s more externally threatened new democracies,
South Korea and Taiwan. With the reunification of Germany, these two
democracies are now unique in their status as divided countries, facing
threats to their very existence from communist regimes of the same
nationality that claim sovereignty over them. It is only on the Korean
peninsula and across the Taiwan Strait that the Cold War continues. The
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resulting threats to the national security of the two democracies have
slowed efforts to democratize civil-military relations and to dismantle the
vestiges of authoritarian national-security laws and structures. At the
same time, the quest for international legitimacy and Western (especially
U.S.) support has driven forward the process of democratization in many
other respects, including most recently Taiwan’s presidential elections in
1996. As Chu, Hu, and Moon stress, the dilemma is particularly acute
for Taiwan, given mainland China’s economic dynamism and substan-
tially greater size and power. Yet precisely because Taiwan is so threat-
ened—and by one of the world’s most authoritarian states—democracy
has become a resource and a legitimating symbol in its quest for an
accepted place in world affairs, and democratic procedures have forged
a growing pragmatic consensus on the national-identity question that is
beginning to bridge the old divides.”

Chu, Hu, and Moon also show how the export dependence of Korea
and Taiwan has pushed political development in a democratic direction.
Closer economic and political integration with the advanced industrial
democracies—which has become an ever more valued goal as Korea and
Taiwan have crossed the threshold of national affluence themselves, and
have grown culturally closer to the democratic West—will become
virtually impossible if these two countries cannot implement and
maintain democratic systems. At the same time, however, middle classes
aware of the need for socioeconomic stability to maintain international
competitiveness have not been sympathetic to militant mobilization by
labor and other organized groups. Thus the high degree of involvement
in the world economy also generates a bias for stability and moderation
that tends to limit the potential for polarizing conflict over socioeco-
nomic issues (to which South Korea, with its strong labor unions and

“hyperactive™ civil society;ts—particularly prone).
At somewhat earlier stages of their development, Korea and Taiwan

also benefited from various forms of private and seripublic assisance
to their_nascent civil societies. As Pinto-Dusc insky shows in the final
chapter of Regional Challenges, such democracy-promotion efforts have
expanded dramatically in scope and scale during the third wave and now
constitute an important factor in democratic consolidation, even though
their impact is difficult to measure precisely and their effects can oaly
complement and reinforce favorable domestic factors. Following the
model of the West German party foundations—which since the early
1960s have received public funding to support democratic parties, trade
unions, and civic activities around the world—the United States and
seven additional European countries have by now established party
W‘Mlﬂmﬂm&w- In a few
countries, these efforts are part of a larger program of nongovernmental
but publicly funded assistance, as exemplified by the U.S. National
Endowment for Democracy, created in 1983. The growing international-
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ization of democracy-building efforts has had numerous other institu-
tional manifestations discussed by Pinto-Duschinsky: the redirection of
many official development-assistance agencies toward goals and
programs concerned with democracy, human rights, and “good gover-
nance”; increasingly explicit conditionality of official aid on standards
of human rights and democracy; an expanding architecture of formal
declarations and conventions entrenching international standards of
democracy and human rights; and growing involvement of the United
Nations and various regional bodies (such as the European Union, the
Commonwealth, the Organization for Security and Cooperation in
Europe, and the Organization of American States) in election monitoring
anq other forms of democratic assistance, especially to transitional
regimes.

These external influences have probably contributed greatly to the
scope and dynamism of the third wave. As Pinto-Duschinsky cautions,
however, excessive zeal, inflated ambitions, and “unwise triumphalism™
can undermine the effectiveness of democratic-assistance programs. If
such programs are to work, he argues, they must have circumscribed
goals that are consistently pursued. At the same time, they cannot rest
content with the role of midwife in the birth of a new electoral
democracy, but must address with equal vigor problems of human rights
and democratic governance after the transition. They need to share and
disseminate information about their activities and coordinate their
programs and strategies more effectively. And they need to appreciate
the inherent uncertainties of trying to foster democratic institutions. As
Pinto-Duschinsky states, “Democracy promotion should be a process of
sowing a considerable number of seeds in the hope that a small
proportion of them will take root.”

Democratic Consolidation: Progress and Prospects

The third wave democracies examined in this study display consider-
able variety in their progress toward consolidation, and in the factors
that have inclined them toward or away from it. As Diamandouros
_shows, Southern Europe represents the most unambiguous (and rapid)
instance of democratic consolidation in the third wave. Many of the
factors that facilitated consolidation in the three Southern European cases
have been noted above: the preceding decades of rapid development, the
consequent transformation of class structure and values, the lack of
bighly politicized militaries, the favorable regional context, and timely
international assistance. In addition, Diamandouros calls attention to the
nature of the transition itself and the vital role of political leadership.
Democratic consolidation in Spain and Greece was facilitated by the
abser}ce of extensive mass mobilization and violence during the
transition. In Spain it was also helped by the centrality of elite
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negotiations in the transition, and, in Greece, by the weakness of the
military as it withdrew from power. The more violent and revolutionary
nature of the Portuguese transition “severely complicated democratization

. and significantly retarded the advent of consolidation.”*® In contrast
to most postcommunist regimes (especially in the former Soviet Union),
the emergence of limited political and social pluralism in the later, softer
phase of the Spanish dictatorship helped (as in Taiwan) make for a less
distuptive and conflictual transition to democracy. Political learning from
the mistakes of previous democratic attempts, and resurrection of their
positive legacies and memories, enabled political actors to adjust more
quickly and effectively to the give-and-take of democratic politics.
Finally, in all three Southern European cases, democratic consolidation
was clearly advanced by the “vision and tactical acumen” of strong,
democratically committed leaders like Mdrio Soares, Adolfo Sudrez, and
Constantine Karamanlis.

In many respects, the Russian case stands as a mirror image of the
Southern European ones. As McFaul shows, Russia inherited at its
rebirth as a state in 1991 a sweeping array of “major impediments to
democratic consolidation from the Soviet era, including an ambiguous
set of constitutional rules, a weak state, a collapsing economy, a lack
of political parties, and virtually no rule of law.” Almost every aspect
of the political and economic system—including the territorial boundaries
and federal structure of the Russian state—remained to be defined or
transformed. In addition, Russia’s sharply confrontational and revolution-
ary mode of transition generated acute polarization and uncertainty, with
“many of the rules of the game ambiguous, uncodified, and subject to
constant manipulation.” In contrast to Portugal, political-leadership
choices in Russia—particularly President Boris Yeltsin's fateful decision
to defer constitutional reform and founding elections—further confounded
these inherited problems. Only with the adoption of a new constitution
in 1993 and the subsequent holding of legislative, presidential, and then
regional elections has the political framework of democracy begun to
gel. As McFaul emphasizes, the new constitutional structure is flawed
in important respects, but it at least clarifies institutional powers and
provides a framework in which elections can become institutionalized
and parties can begin to take shape. Thus while democracy remains
endangered, Russia may now have a chance to make progress toward
consolidation if it can meet the other challenges that McFaul identifies:
building a state that can control crime and corruption while generating
new social classes and civil society organizations that are independent
of the state and capable of articulating and aggregating their interests.
These tasks require further progress in market reforms to create the
economic foundations for a modern system of interests and interest
intermediation. But all of this hinges, finally, on the establishment of a
“rule-of-law state.”

G0+
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The picture that Boeninger paints locates Latin America's new
democracies somewhere between the extremes of Southern Europe’s
rapid consolidation and Russia’s torturous path. Progress toward
democratic consolidation has been tentative and uneven in Latin America
(with the exception of Uruguay and, to some extent, Chile, where the
reserved powers of the military now seem the chief obstacle). As
O’Donnell also emphasizes in his contribution to Themes and Perspec-
tives, Latin America’s renewed democracies have persisted for well over
a decade now, and they have at least institutionalized the principle of
clect(?ral competition for power. This is rather limited progress
Boeninger concedes, but for countries like El Salvador, Nicaragua:
Ecuador, and Paraguay, it is nevertheless a historic breakthrough.
Throughout Latin America, polarization has eased greatly and political
culture has been transformed as the Left has recognized the necessity of
den.locracy’s political procedures and more or less resigned itself to
capitalism. Economic culture has also changed profoundly in other ways
as free-spending populism has been discredited, privatization program;
(and cher liberalizing reforms) have gained momentum in many
countries, and all sectors have come to appreciate the necessity of
permaflently controlling inflation. Militaries remain powerful in many
countries, but in most cases—even in Chile—their prerogatives have
been reduced.”” And U.S. policy and the entire regional context have
never been more favorable. As a result of these sweeping and probably
enduring changes, Boeninger concludes, Latin America’s prospects for
democracy and development “look indisputably better than ever before.”

Ye't democracy is far from complete—much less secure—in the
Americas. Three diffuse challenges lic ahead; they can be effectively
fiddressed only through far more extensive reforms. At bottom lie the
m'tcrrelated economic and social challenges. No region touched by the
third ‘wave has more massive and embedded social and economic in-
equah‘nes. And while economic growth has been rekindled in most Latin
Amerlc:cm countries, it is still typically far from producing the level of
prosperity of, say, Southern Europe. Thus much remains to be done to
improve social equity and the structural foundations of economic growth.-
A§ .the East Asian miracles have taught, the two are not unrelated:
raising the level of human capital, especially through expanding mass
access to high-quality education, extending social insurance (especially
Fhrough. social-security reform), and expanding the tax base are clear
1mp('=,rat1ves for growth and equity. These will in turn entrench the
fragile gnd fraying social consensus around market-oriented policies. Yet
economic and social progress in turn require major reforms of political
Institutions. Most Latin American party systems need to become less
fragmented and more institutionalized. Boeninger believes that higher
electoral thresholds (of at least 5 percent) or even more majoritarian
electoral systems would help, as would simultaneous election of
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presidents and parliaments and public financing of election campaigns.
Further devolution of power to state and local government and the
T ~ < <

private s also called for,but Boeninger warns of

the corruption and fiscal chaos can-result_when power is devolved
Wt Brazil’s “regional feudalism.” Moreaver, \/
wan many other ways, through | comprehen- et
sive modernization and professionalization of judicial systems, greater N - ?40/

autonomy for legislatures, stronger central banks, greater technical wa
mechanisms of the kin at the administration of Patricio Aylwin J Y
implemented in Chile for consultation among government leaders, party 6 bf"@m

nd legislative leaders, and top-level economic technocrats. The key,
tresses Boeninger, is to accelerate the pace of state-building an
institutional reform. )

Positive trends may be discerned in East Asia as well, but, again,
progress toward democratic consolidation has been tentative and mixed.
Among the four third wave democracies that Cotton examines (the Phil-
ippines, South Korea, Taiwan, and Thailand), only the Philippine regime
Tailed to inherit a dynamic economy and a strong state bureaucracy. Yet
it has the benefit of a more substantial prior democratic history than the
other three regimes have. While problems of inequality are significant
in the Philippines and to a lesser extent in Thailand (and are growing
in Taiwan), the key challenges are political and institutiongl. As Cotton
stresses, a distinctive feature of East Asian democracies is the weakness
of political opposition. All four regimes may be considered at least elec-
\orar democraeies—but “democracy 1s contained” by the dominance of
my controls on civil society and_the mass media. The
Philippines and Thailand have miore coTnTem’e-;any systems, but they
are fragmented to a degree that renders political opposition a rather fluid
and shallow phenomenon. Moreover, personalism, clientelism, vote
buying, and scant linkages Wﬁmﬁﬁbﬁ’amm
“Contribute—to-the weak, inchoate character of party systems, which are
Jominated in all four Tégimes by "mongy politics.” Only 1n Taiwan are
“parties substantially defined, and, as Hung—m‘a(-) Tien shows (as does }
Huang in Themes and Perspectives), its party system is still evolving. i
Democracy in East Asia requires political and institutional reforms to |

strengthen parties, streamline party systems, and reduce the role of
money in politics. Prospects for consolidation appear brightest in Korea
and Taiwan, given their economic dynamism and recent political reforms
aimed at controlling corruption and increasing judicial independence. But
political liberalization must go further to dismantle the legal architecture V
of the national-security state and provide more space for dissent and
independent organization. If the reform process continues and democracy
survives without interruption, political parties seem likely to develop
institutional strength, and electoral politics to become more competitive.
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For Cotton, the weakness of political opposition and constraints on
democracy prevalent in East and Southeast Asia derive in large part
from the collectivist, elitist, and uncompromising features of “Asian

L/ values” (wmm~
tion—which has been more forcefully asserted by some Asian political
leaders, and accepted by many intellectuals in both Asia and the
West-—is largely rejected by other contributors to this study, including
the elected political leaders on Taiwan. In Regional Challenges, the
president of the Republic of China (ROC) on Taiwan, Lee Teng-hui,
notes the considerable political pluralism and freedom that have emerged
in_Taiwan during its gradual and peaceful political transformation.
Independent observers agree: Taiwan mm,
percent of the world’ gimes that Freedo ;
viewing Taiwan’s Confucian cultural heritage as an obstacl‘ew

(ﬂ.\?\/ to democracy, President Lee identifies its significant continuities with

basic democratimmese include benevolent (rather than corrupt  /
and abusive) governance and responsiveness to the will of the peo- /
ple—and thus popular sovereignwmﬁgg
civiltzation, unfainted by the monarchical pm
actually be a resource - gl_ncl inspiration for the develow of democracy
The compatibility of democracy and Confucian culture is echoed here
by the vice-president of the ROC, Lien Chan. Stressing the widespread
support for democracy among the Taiwanese people, Lien suggests that
the “experience with democratic reform in Taiwan could be called a
__Confucian cultyral renaissance, in that it involves remolding and refining
an gncient Oriental civilization, while extending Western thought and
institutions.” Ying-shih Yii takes a similar approach in rebutting the
culturalist argument that Confucianism limits democracy in Asia:
“Confucian education often inculcated in the minds of the young a sense
of justice, social responsibility, human equality, and the well- ng&of
- w which are some of the closest Confician equivalents to Western
Q civic_virtues, It was this Confucian public-spifitedness that disposed
many Chinese intellectuals [such as Sun Yat-sen] to Western democratic
G . ideas at the turn of the century.” -
\l Neither of our case studies of Taiwan, by Hung-mao Tien and
Thomas B. Gold, views traditional political culture as a significant
&. obstacle to democratic consolidation. Gold does see in Confucian
Chinese cultural traditions a largely unfavorable legacy, featuring a
‘zero-sumi, moralistic view of political disagreements,” a heavy stress on
m;ﬁmmofﬁﬂ&omous organiza-
tions. But these cultural constraints on democracy have been heavily
eroded by the breathtaking pace of socioeconomic development, which
has produced a host of more powerful favorable conditions: widespread
affluence, relatively low inequality, growing opportunities for women,
high educational levels, increasing political sophistication, a greater
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disposition to compromise, a burgeoning civil society full of issue-based
movements and think tanks, and a flourishing pluralism in the mass
media. The latter trends have been further facilitated by the liberalizing
reforms of political leaders such as presidents Chiang Ching-kuo and
Lee Teng-hui, who have transcended cultural traditions to embrace
accommodation and initiate reform at decisive moments in the country’s
political evolution.

As Tien demonstrates, the obstacles to d consolidation in
Taiwan are primarily institutional and(geopolitical 1p nature: the

“extensive vestiges of the KMT's longtime hegemony over politics,

society, the military, and even the economy; the profoundly contrasting
visions of national identity and the related ethnic divisions between
“mainlanders” and “native Taiwanese”; the continuing threat of force
from the People’s Republic of China (PRC); the factionalism and the
increasingly large role of money in party and electoral politics; and the
long shadow that the party and state have cast over civil society. Yet
each of these factors contains or is balanced by positive elements. The
KMT’s unquestioned dominance permitted a gradual and elite-centered
mode of transition that fostered stability and the growth of democratic
practices and norms. The impressive degree of negotiation and consen-
sus-building underlying this transition is detailed here by one of its key
architects, James C.Y. Soong. The threat of aggression—which surfaced
anew with the PRC’s offshore firing of missiles in the preludes to the
1995 and 1996 elections—has fostered moderation on the national-
identity question, undermining support for advocates of both overt
independence and near-term reunification. The political disenfranchise-
ment of trade unionism has weakened civil society but checked an
important source of political instability and economic vulnerability (as
seen in Korea). And, for all its problems, factionalism did generate a
new splinter party from the KMT that has helped to produce a more
competitive and less polarized party system, as well as a legislature that
is more independent of the government.

Taiwan’s 1996 presidential election—by all accounts a victory for the
democratic process and for the political center on the national-identity
question—marked an important step on the road to democratic consolida-
tion. Completing that journey will require, as in so many other third
wave democracies, further institutional reforms to modernize political
structures, alter the electoral system, control organized crime and its
infiltration of electoral politics, and complete the extrication of the ruling
party from the state, society, and economy. Even with such reforms,
consolidation may not be clearly achieved until control of government
passes smoothly to the political opposition through the electoral process.
Yet in such key respects as its economic prosperity, sizeable middle
class, favorable mode of transition, civilian supremacy over the military,
pragmatic and competitive politics, and visionary national leadership,
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Taiwan now bears a striking resemblance to the Southern European
cases of successful consolidation. Clearly, these parallels augur well for
its prospects for consolidation. Yet, more than any other third wave
democracy, Taiwan finds its political future still clouded by the
escalating power and increasingly unpredictable behavior of the
authoritarian colossus on the other side of the Taiwan Strait.

A Fourth Wave?

Even if the third wave is drawing to a close, a democratic recession
s.pot nevitable. The chapters in these two volumes paint a sober but

largely hopeful picture of the prospects for consolidating the extraordi-

nary democratic gains of the past two decades. Some new democracies
are clearly entrenched, and many more (especially in East Asia and
Latin America) should achieve consolidation soon as long as the
necessary institutional changes and growth-inducing economic reforms
are implemented. If the democratic expansion of the third wave is
|deepened and secured in this way, the first decades of the next century
could bring a political reality that seemed virtually unimaginable just a
ecade ago: a world com f st ies.

But “mainly” would still refer to states rather than population.
According to Freedom House at the start of 1997, 40 percent of the
world’s people still live in the most authoritarian class of regimes: “not
free.” And half of these 2.2 billion people live in one country: mainland
China. In the first decades of the twenty-first century, no other country’s
politics will more heavily determine the scope for democratic expansion
in the world. If a “third reverse wave” does not ensue but is instead
preempted by widespread democratic consolidation, the development of

a fourth wave of g]obal democratization will hinge primarily on events

in one countr{csat:—{ia_\/
m fzation of China a wildly distant and implausible

dream? In the years of political freeze that have followed the June 1980
“massacre at Tiananmen Square, the conventional assumption has been
yes. But in Regional Challenges Minxin Pei and Andrew J. Nathan give
us empirical grounds for questioning that assumption. Ying-shih Yii
stresses the shallow and very tentative nature of the trends Pei and
Nathan identify. Still, the latter two show that political liberalization has
at least begun, and that thinking about political reform in China has
advanced significantly.

The kinds of incremental and endogenous institutional changes that
initiated regime opening in other East Asian autocracies (notably
Taiwan) are now taking place in China (and, to different degrees, in
Indonesia and Vietnam as well), Pei argues. A system of law is
gradually taking shape to buttress economic reform, protect property
rights, and constrain the arbitrary power of the state. The community of
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private legal practitioners is growing in size and becoming more
assertive. Both the National People’s Congress (NPC) and the local
people’s congresses are exhibiting more autonomy and initiative. Power
is becoming more decentralized in “a nascent federalist structure,”
allowing economic and political reforms to advance more rapidly in
some regions and then diffuse to others. A growing number of villages
are experimenting with direct and sometimes vigorously competitive
elections. A key part of the Chinese Communist Party’s structure of
domination—its grassroots organizations in the countryside—is crum-
bling, while peasant political awareness and activism mount. In addition
to these political changes, China’s rapid economic development and
integration with its Asian neighbors are producing a more sophisticated,
open, secular, and aware society, as David S.G. Goodman observes
here.® China’s political reforms have been modest to date and carry
risks, not least of which is the danger, in Pei’s words, of “an accelerat-
ing crisis of governability” if the old system collapses “before the new
institutions take root.” Thus, Pei warns, China’s leaders in the
post-Deng Xiaoping era are in a race against time.

A key imperative, writes Pei, is for China to ado
tional framework to codify and clarify the evolving boundaries of

w constitu-

' political authiority. This, argues Nathan, is not a far-fetched prospect. He ™

fiotes Rumerous calls for constitutional revitalization and reform under
Deng, and a growing need of Communist Party leaders to “limit
government by law” for two reasons: to reinforce their sagging popular
legitimacy and to “institutionalize power relations among agencies and

levels of the vast party-state.”” Gradually, an agenda for “transition from

lawlessness to constitutionalism™ is taking shape, focusnm
goals: professionalizing and_en empowering the NPC while reducing
Communist Party authority over it; instituting direct and meaningfully
competitive (even possibly multiparty) elections for the national and
provincial people’s congresses (the two highest levels); establishing a
specialized body (perhaps even a constitutional court) to interpret the
Constitution and supervise its implementation; and increasing the
independence of judges while improving their professional capacity. All
of these changes (and others that are being discussed) entail a progres-
sive separation of party and state. Such a program of “constitutionaliza-
tion” would not make China a democracy, but it would greatly diminish
the central obstacle to democratization, the pervasive, Leninist hegemony
of the Communist Party.

As communist politicians jockey for power in the post-Deng era,
some are likely to promote constitutional reforms in order to advance
their own political influence. Elsewhere in the world, precisely such
divisions, calculations, and functional needs for regime adaptation have
spawned real political liberalization—and ultimately transitions to
democracy. Nathan’s scenario of an incremental, smooth, regime-led
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transition from a Leninist party-state “to a Chinese brand of consti-
tutional democracy” is striking in its parallels with the Taiwan experi-
ence. It would be ironic and fitting if what Gold calls “the great
imponderable” for Taiwan’s democratic consolidation—Beijing’s potential
for belligerence—were neutralized by the “creeping democratization” of
China itself. For the future of democracy and peace in the world, there
is no higher long-term priority than to encourage this trend.
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