Also available as a printed book
see title verso for ISBN details







systems



Political Parties in
Post-Communist Eastern
Europe

Political Parties in Post-Commumist Eastern Europe 1s the first textbook to survey
the course of party developments in eastern Europe as a whole in the post-
communist period. Firmly locating the political changes in eastern Europe in a
comparative context, this book relates the specifics of the post-communist situa-
tion to the broader picture of the early stages of party development in western
Europe and also to contemporary models of party organization in established
democracies.

After a brief historical introduction to the overall context of post-communist
change in eastern Europe the book considers the process of competitive party for-
mation and the sequence of democratic elections that have structured and given
impetus to the development of independent parties. Paul G. Lewis examines the
types of party that have emerged and their contrasting ideological orientations as
well as the striking levels of electoral volatility and parliamentary fragmentation
in many parts of the region. Later chapters examine the degree to which stable
party systems have evolved in eastern Europe and the contribution that parties
make to the emerging democracies of post-communist Europe.

The book reveals that there are indeed identifiable democratic party systems now
in east-central European countries; yet the Balkans and the former Soviet Union
are still dominated by the institutional legacies of communist rule. Whilst there
are some similarities between party systems in eastern Europe and those of estab-
lished democracies, this book reveals major organizational differences, as well
as a higher level of instability which reflects the effects of social transformation.
Political Parties in Post-Communist Eastern Europe will be an invaluable resource,
accessible to undergraduates of politics and European studies, as well as the non-
specialist reader.

Paul G. Lewis is Reader in Central and East European Politics at the Open
University. He has worked and published extensively on issues of democratiza-
tion and party development in eastern Europe, and the course of recent historical
development. He is the author of Central Europe since 1945 and has edited an inno-
vative volume on Party Structure and Organization in East-Central Europe.
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Preface

More than 10 years have now past since partially contested elections in Poland
during the summer of 1989 and the installation of the first non-communist prime
minister in eastern Europe since the 1940s. It was following those developments
that orthodox communist rule, which derived its credentials from Soviet authority
and had strong roots in the Stalinist model that flourished in the Soviet Union,
was swept out of the region, and the Soviet Union itself was also, in words coined
in a very different context, consigned to the dustbin of history. During this rela-
tively brief period the region as a whole has been a laboratory for a process of
far-reaching political change generally, if rather optimistically, characterized as
one of democratization.

To the extent that democratic tendencies have prevailed over the temptations
of post-communist authoritarianism, competitive parties have been one of the
primary organized agencies of political change and the main vehicle for the
institutional development of post-communist democracy. As political actors,
the contemporary parties do not appear in any heroic light; they are rarely sup-
ported or even voted for with any great enthusiasm; their leaders are tolerated
rather than acclaimed; and their organizations are generally seen as parasitic and
a hospitable workplace for wheeler-dealers rather than dignified supports
of a new democratic order. Yet, for all their weaknesses and the mundane
problems of survival and operational activity they confront, parties have indeed
shaped the main motor mechanism of political change in post-communist eastern
Europe and their growth has been one of the key dimensions of democratic
development.

A decade of post-communist change, and the holding of three or more con-
tested elections in the more advanced democracies of eastern Europe, offer
enough of a perspective and provide a considerable amount of empirical material
on which to base a comparative survey of the critical issues of party development
that have arisen throughout eastern Europe and the post-communist region as a
whole (although Russia itself does not form part of the main discussion). Much
has happened in a relatively short period of time, and an enormous number of
publications in the area of democratization studies have appeared, many of
which involve issues of party development and analyse the impact of party activ-
ity in particular areas. This book is designed to offer a broad overview of the
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process as a whole, and provide a guide both to the course of party development
and the nature of east European party activity for the non-specialist reader.

Many colleagues have contributed to an understanding of party development
in the different countries of the region and helped with access to material on var-
lous aspects of party activity. An early interest in post-communist party develop-
ment developed within the productive and congenial framework of a research
project on Regime Change in East-Central Europe funded by the Economic and
Social Research Council, which ran from 1991 to 1995. It was convened by
Michael Waller, and also involved Bill Lomax, Geoffrey Pridham and Gordon
Wightman, all of whom contributed to a growing interest in east European par-
ties and a better understanding of their activities (Gordon Wightman has been
particularly assiduous with help on Czech and Slovak developments). Many
other colleagues who participated in this and other projects throughout the first
post-communist decade have also been of great assistance during the preparation
of this book. It is certainly not possible to mention them all, but particular thanks
are due to Radzistawa Gortat, Gabriella Ilonszki, Petr Kopecky, Elena Koraste-
leva and Vello Pettai. Anyone foolhardy enough to attempt a comparative analy-
sis of developments in the numerous and highly diverse countries of eastern
Europe automatically offers up innumerable hostages to fortune and commits
inevitable inaccuracies, for all of which I apologize in advance. I sincerely hope
though, and indeed firmly believe, that the broader benefits of the comparative
view nevertheless outweigh the specific shortcomings of its outcome.

PGL



1 Political change in eastern
Europe

Introduction

The emergence of independent, competitive parties and the development of
party government has been one of the most significant aspects of recent political
change in eastern Europe. Political parties appear as one of the most prominent
mstitutions of modern liberal democracy. It is hardly possible, in practice if not
in theory, to conceive of a functioning representative democracy without some
kind of competitive party system. The development of a range of reasonably
effective parties is a prime indicator of the democratization of the former com-
munist countries and the progress they have made towards joining the broad
European community of established democratic nations. Parties help anchor the
recently established democratic regimes in a broader society and contribute to
their stability amidst multiple processes of rapid social and economic change.
Effective constitutions and the diverse processes involved in the rule of law are
strengthened by the possibilities parties offer for the development of a more
active citizenry and the emergence of a robustly democratic political culture.
There are also strong reasons to believe that such conditions are conducive to
stable processes of economic development and the formation of effective market
economies. This book is designed to provide an overview of the critical process
of party development in eastern Europe both for those with a special interest in
contemporary processes of change in the region and others concerned with the
nature of modern political parties more generally.

Firstly, though, it is necessary to define the terms of the survey. Most people
have a good idea of what a political party is, although experts find it difficult to
agree on a definition that sums up its basic characteristics. As social institutions
parties can carry different implications and their attributes vary in significance
according to social context. Some influential definitions direct attention to a par-
ty’s primary activity of contesting elections and seeking to place its candidates in
public office. Other analysts point out that parties can exist under regimes that
do not hold elections, and that otherwise normally constituted parties sometimes
choose not to contest a particular election or elections in general.” A further criti-
cism of the office-seeking approach is that it provides insufficient grounds for dis-
tinguishing between parties and interest groups.” Such writers then tend to
elaborate on other characteristics and the range of functions parties can perform.
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The focus on electoral activity and the ambitions of parties to achieve govern-
ment office are, nevertheless, of particular importance. In the context of post-com-
munist eastern Europe it can be argued that participation in competitive elections
1s a major feature of party identity formation and the evolution of such organiza-
tions. Party competition is a prominent feature of the contemporary regimes that
distinguishes them from the single-party dictatorships of the communist period
and provides at the present juncture a natural focus of attention. Consideration of
parties that are non-competitive is hardly of great interest here. At the present
stage of east European party development, too, the distinction between party and
interest group is a difficult one to draw and should not be over-emphasized.

Ranging beyond the question of definition, it must also be recognized that the
very concept of party and its global scope is problematic. Surveys of parties on a
general basis or within a particular region have not been common, and attempts
to generalize about them on a comprehensive basis have encountered major con-
ceptual problems. Reasonably stable, well-developed parties tend, quite simply, to
be found in established liberal democracies and it is not clear that the parties
identified in other contexts are quite the same kind of political institution. Some
of the difficulties involved in such comparative exercises could be left to one side
in the early stages. The first prominent modern, post-war overview by Maurice
Duverger did not pay any attention to the countries that later came to be recog-
nized as the Third World.* Leon Epstein was more aware of the problem of
scope but acknowledged in his work that discussion of democratic party activity
essentially concerned those nations that have participated actively in the ‘special
Euro-American development’ of the last few centuries.’

Giovanni Sartori did pay attention to the largely unstructured party activity in
Africa and some Latin American countries, although this largely served to empha-
size the singularity of the European pluralist model. Von Beyme once more pre-
ferred to restrict his focus to parties in western democracies. More recently, Alan
Ware has, quite reasonably, been unapologetic in continuing to direct close atten-
tion to parties in liberal democratic regimes — although in the context of the
1990s one of the five cases he considers is that of Japan. Discussion of political
parties on a general basis has, then, tended to reinforce the focus on established
democracies in Europe and associated countries in North America and Australa-
sia. One important work shifted attention to the Third World and dealt with Poli-
tical Parties and Political Development. It tended 1n this context, however, to emphasize
the advantages of one-party regimes — a view that was very much of its time and
of limited relevance to the study of parties in contemporary eastern Europe.’

In truth, the description and analysis of modern political parties remains
rooted in the context of the established democratic regimes of the western world
and is by no means necessarily the worse for that. It is certainly the prime refer-
ence point for party development in eastern Europe. The one-party regime that
evolved within the Soviet dictatorship, and subsequently spread to other parts of
Europe and the world, had little in common with the experience of liberal-demo-
cratic, competitive party politics. It does not now have a great deal to contribute
to the general study of modern party politics.
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But that does not mean that the west European and American origins of the
party experience, as well as specific implications of the liberal-democratic context,
should be ignored in a broader study. In a useful survey of activities outside the
liberal-democratic heartland Vicky Randall deplores the prevalence of Euro-cen-
trism and rigid concepts of what a political party should be.” The importance of
the experience of established liberal democracies for party development and
modern party practice overall cannot be ignored — but neither should the specific
nature of some of the implications derived from that analysis. Established western
practices might well provide the benchmark for modern party activity but, in the
context of this study, it would be a mistake to expect the new democracies of
eastern Europe either to replicate western models in any detail or to reproduce
their party systems within a few years of the ending of dictatorship. Expectations
of new democracies often reflect an idealized understanding of western experi-
ence and a faulty grasp of the important changes that many established demo-
cratic parties are undergoing.

A second major question of definition concerns the region itself. If the idea of
the political party itself needs to be examined before being applied to the context
of post-communist democracy, so that of eastern Europe also requires some eluci-
dation. Any definition of eastern Europe is firstly, of course, a matter of geogra-
phy — but also far more than that. The notion of eastern Europe, like that of
Europe itself, carries a range of normative overtones and is often associated with
particular values. For most of the post-1945 period the definition of the region
was quite straightforward. The communist eastern Europe that emerged with the
construction of the Iron Curtain was easily defined. From the late 1940s to 1989
it referred to the countries located to the east of the Federal Republic of Ger-
many, Austria and Italy that did not form part of the Soviet Union.

With the removal of the Iron Curtain it now makes sense to revert to an earlier
and broader view of eastern Europe — although one that still excludes European
Russia, which merits separate treatment by virtue of the Eurasian status of the
Russian whole, lingering remnants of its superpower status and special features
that mark it off from the smaller countries closer to the democratic European
mainstream. The eastern Europe at issue here is, therefore, quite simply defined.
It consists of that part of Europe that cannot be described as western — a term
with connotations not just geographical but also political (involving an established
democratic order and in most cases membership of the European Union and
NATO) and economic (capitalist countries with established market economies).

Contemporary eastern Europe thus includes most of post-communist Europe
and major portions of the former Soviet Union. The coverage of this book
extends to include the Baltic republics, characterized in any case by a firm identi-
fication with the countries of central Europe, as well as Moldova with its strong
links with Romania. Although more distant from the European heartland, too,
Ukraine and Belarus are also broadly European and their status remains reason-
ably distinct from that of Russia. But such definitions are also contentious and
can be highly divisive in political terms. While few would argue with the borders
of contemporary eastern Europe being extended to include parts of the former
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Soviet Union, many citizens of the pre-1989 eastern Europe, particularly in Hun-
gary, Poland, Slovenia and the Czech Republic, now wish to be known as inha-
bitants of central Europe, or at least east-central Europe. They have no wish to
be identified with the population of any part of the former Soviet Union and
assert a distinct cultural, political and economic identity closer to that of western
Europe than the regions ruled directly from Moscow until the very end of 1991.
Some of them may even feel downright insulted that their rapidly democratizing
countries and developing party systems are covered in a book on eastern Europe.
It is not the intention here to evoke any such response. My view is just that it is
more useful to have a broad view of eastern Europe that encompasses all nine-
teen post-communist countries of Europe (with the exception of the more ambig-
uous case of Russia) and, for purposes of comparison and analysis, to direct
attention to the marked political, social and cultural differences within that broad
category. This survey of the new parties will in any case tend to be more strongly
focused on the countries of central (or east-central) Europe that are closer to the
west and where party development has generally been more advanced — and
which are also countries where the process has been better documented.

It is not just the classification of the different sub-regions that is contentious
but also their composition in terms of particular countries. My preferred group-
ing, and that which will be used throughout this book, distinguishes between the
countries of:

e cast-central Europe: Hungary, Poland, Slovakia, Slovenia and the Czech
Republic;

e the Baltic states: Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania;

e the Balkans: Romania, Bulgaria, Albania and most of the countries of the
former Yugoslavia (Bosnia, Croatia, Macedonia, Montenegro and Serbia);8

and

e former Soviet republics: Belarus, Moldova and Ukraine.

Some political science texts have a slightly different focus. The central Europe
examined by Attila Agh in his recent text, for example, includes not just the
countries I describe as cast-central European but also Croatia.” In a further var-
1ant, Keith Crawford includes as constituent parts of east-central Europe all the
countries of the former Soviet empire, and includes within it Albania, Bulgaria
and Romania.'” There is no general agreement on what constitutes contempor-
ary eastern Europe or on how the countries that make it up should be grouped.
The classification proposed above is, in my view, somewhat more coherent than
the other variants not just in geographical but also in political and economic terms.
In line with most east-central European colleagues, indeed, it is difficult not to
acknowledge also that these essentially geographical groupings also carry broader
social significance. As listed in Table 1.1, the countries of east-central Europe are
both further along the democratic path (Freedom Ranking) and richer (GDP per
capita). After 1990, Slovenia, for example, rapidly left the ‘Balkan’ location of
the former Yugoslavia to form part of a richer and more democratic east-central
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Table 1.1 The countries of contemporary eastern Europe

Freedom SGNP per SGDP i Unemploy- Population,

ranking, capita, 1998 ment rale, (mallions)

1998-99 1998 (1989=100)  1996-97
Slovenia 1.5 9,976 104 7.3 1.987
Cizech Republic 1.5 5,040 95 4.0 10.304
Hungary 1.5 4,510 95 8.7 10.153
Poland 1.5 3,900 117 11.3 38.650
Estonia 1.5 3,390 76 10.0 1.458
Lithuania 1.5 2,440 65 5.9 3.705
Latvia 1.5 2,420 59 18.3 2.470
Slovakia 2 3700 100 11.6 5.381
Romania 2 1,390 76 6.0 22.570
Bulgaria 2.5 1,230 66 13.7 8.310
Macedonia 3 1,290 72 42.5 1.983
Moldova 3 410 32 1.7 4.310
Ukraine 3.5 850 37 2.8 50.536
Croatia 4 4,520 78 13.4 4.572
Albania 4.5 810 86 15.0 3.324
Bosnia 5 300 - 72.5 3.738
Yugoslavia
(Serbia/
Montenegro) 6 2,300 - 26.1 10.597
Belarus 6 2,200 78 2.8 10.215

Sources: Column 2, combined average ranking from 1 to 7 (A. Karatnycky, ed. Freedom in the World:
Annual Survey of Political Rights and Civil Liberties, New York: Freedom House, 1999), Column 3, World
Bank Report (at www. worldbank.org/cgi.bin), Column 4, European Bank for Reconstruction and
Development: Transition Report 1999 (London), Columns 5 and 6, UN Economic Survey of Europe (at
www. unece.org/stats/trend/svn.htm).

Europe. In political terms, on the other hand, Slovakia moved away from the
more advanced category. Following the break-up of Czechoslovakia it diverged
from the broadly democratic path taken by other east-central European countries
and continued to show (at least until the elections of 1998) some of the authori-
tarian characteristics of several of the Balkan and post-Soviet countries. Although
former Soviet republics too, the Baltic states entered into fast-track democratiza-
tion and maintained an economic lead over other former Soviet republics. It is
reasonable, therefore, to place them in a separate category.

Contemporary international decisions reinforce the principles underlying this
classification. In a further variant of sub-regional fine-tuning, the European
Union expressed its own judgement on the pattern of political and economic
development in eastern Europe in 1997 by identifying Estonia, Hungary, Poland,
Slovenia and the Czech Republic as the countries best suited for early entry to an
enlarged community. The fourfold subdivision of eastern Europe is therefore
primarily geographical, but also political and economic in some of its broad impli-
cations — although these can only be regarded as loose and suggestive in a general
sense.
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A third, and final, point of definition needs to be added about the term ‘post-
communism’. This is used to refer to the period after 1989 (in the former eastern
Europe) or after 1991 (in the former Soviet Union) when, in the first case, the
exercise of Soviet power ceased to be effective and, in the second, the rule of
Moscow or the Soviet communist party came to an end and the USSR disinte-
grated. There is, notes Leslie Holmes, ‘no readily identifiable and reasonably
specific ideology or even theory of post-communism’.'' But then there is no
particular reason why there should be. Post-communism is simply a condition
that exists in countries that have sloughed off communist rule. This common his-
tory is indeed likely to leave the countries with important similarities in the
immediate post-communist period, but they can be expected to diminish over
time rather than forming a distinctive pattern of post-communist evolution. This
1s precisely what seems to happening in contemporary eastern Europe in terms of
levels of democratization and diverging paths of economic development. Never-
theless, for many people the term does carry significant political overtones. The
idea of the ‘post-communist party’ is often used to refer to organizations formed
on the basis of former ruling parties not just in a descriptive or historical sense,
but also with the distinct implication that they carry over some authoritarian
baggage from the former period. In this book any judgements will be based on
empirical analysis of the particular party, and the term ‘post-communist’ will
be used in a straightforward descriptive and historical sense rather than in any
evaluative way.

Historical background

1989 was a momentous year both for the countries of eastern Europe and the
development of a democratic Europe as a whole. Its most striking image might
well have been the opening wide of the heavily guarded gates set in the Berlin
Wall and the eagerness with which Berliners set about its demolition with pick-
axes and crowbars, but in the longer run it was a process of construction that
would do most to determine how long and in what form this newly gained free-
dom would survive. It was not bricks and mortar that were primarily at issue.
Central to the process was the building of new political institutions and the estab-
lishment of a diversity of parties capable of expressing the interests and aspira-
tions of a modern population. A range of influences bore on the prospects for
party development and the capacity of the countries of eastern Europe to pro-
duce stable party systems capable of sustaining new democratic systems. One
important factor was the region’s limited experience of liberal democracy and the
relative weakness of party development before the onset of communist rule.

In distinction to the longer established democracies of the west, the newly
independent countries of post-communist eastern Europe had little experience of
multi-party democracy or the practice of pluralist politics. Even before World
War II, when the major portion of contemporary Belarus and the Ukraine
already formed part of the Soviet Union, most of the other countries of eastern
Europe had little success in preserving or implementing the principles embodied
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in the democratic constitutions most of them had adopted after the end of the
previous war in 1918. Czechoslovakia was the only exception in maintaining a
fully democratic regime through to its demise with the Nazi invasion of the
already weakened republic in March 1939. Democratic experience elsewhere was
very limited, and the different kinds of constitutional order introduced through-
out the region were rarely fully implemented.'” The development of parliamen-
tary democracy was abruptly curtailed in Bulgaria with the overthrow of the
Stamboliiski government in 1923, in Poland after a coup d’état in 1926, and in
Yugoslavia with the proclamation of a royal dictatorship in 1929. In Hungary
there was little in the way of democratic development at all, the brief Soviet
Republic of Béla Kun in 1919 being followed by a series of administrations
under the overall supervision of Admiral Horthy until his removal in 1944. Apart
from a brief extension of the franchise in 1920, the Hungarian electorate also
remained restricted to 27.5 per cent of the adult population, so the limited degree
of party competition was further restricted in its democratic reach in terms of
popular representation.

Although early democratic aspirations — let alone practices — generally gave
way to authoritarianism and varying degrees of dictatorship, the east European
regimes were still distinct from the totalitarian system created in the Soviet
Union. Political rule might well have been dictatorial and repressive in many
cases, but it was by no means as tyrannical or monolithic as that established in
Stalin’s Russia. Unlike the situation within the resolutely one-party system
nstalled in the Soviet Union, parties and elections did make some input to east-
ern Europe’s public life and democratic processes retained some political signifi-
cance. Thus, within the strongly monarchical system of rule that persisted in
Romania, the National Peasant Party won a major electoral victory in 1928 and
embarked on a series of reforms; Bulgaria, too, saw a People’s Bloc of diverse
party forces voted into power in reasonably free elections in 1931 to cope with
the effects of the Depression. The Polish election of 1928 offered a fair degree of
political choice and it was only after the passage of a new constitution and the
death of Marshal Pitsudski in 1935 that dictatorial currents gained real strength.
While the limits placed on party activity and the maintenance of a restricted
franchise might mean that inter-war east European political life bore little resem-
blance to the practices of modern democracy and the party systems of the west,
it at least saw a semblance of the institutional pluralism and competitive politics
wholly absent from the territories that made up the Soviet Union.

As the region emerged from the ravages of the Nazi dictatorship after World
War II, former parties were re-established and some features of party competi-
tion again came to the fore. Not surprisingly, the resurgence of party politics was
more solidly based and longer lasting in Czechoslovakia, where the communist
party gained a respectable 38 per cent of the vote in free elections held in 1946.
Free elections were also held during November 1945 in Hungary, and here the
communists gained a more modest 17 per cent and were soundly beaten by the
anti-communist Smallholders’ Party. In the region as a whole, though, the pic-
ture was a mixed one and the short phase of renewed pluralism more evident in
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some countries than in others. Party competition and organized opposition had
little chance to develop in Romania, Bulgaria or Poland, where the Soviet Union
had shown a strong determination to impose its political will from the outset.
The power of non-communist forces during the short-lived coalition phase of
post-war Hungarian political life was also soon sliced away by the ‘salami’ tactics
famously adopted by the nation’s communist leaders.

Soviet influence was less decisive for developments in Yugoslavia and Albania
where the communist movement had stronger domestic roots. A Communist
People’s Front rapidly took control in Yugoslavia and gained 91 per cent of the
vote in federal elections held during November 1945, with a negligible number
of ballots being cast in a combined residual ‘opposition’ urn. Communist leader
Josip Broz Tito enjoyed considerable political support as commander of the part-
san forces that had played a major role in liberating the country, but he too had
little sympathy for parliamentary democracy and no inclination to tolerate the
activity of competing political parties. The three Baltic states and the republic of
Moldova (which had formed part of pre-war Romania) remained in the posses-
sion of the Soviet Union, as they had briefly been before Germany’s invasion of
Russia in 1941, and thus saw no part of this brief phase of patchy pluralism in
eastern Europe.

Such elements of democracy and party competition that had emerged were
soon eliminated as Soviet forces strengthened their grip over the region. Even in
Czechoslovakia, the tenuous phase of post-war pluralism only lasted until the
communist coup of February 1948, by which time the consolidation of commu-
nist power had involved the elimination of all elements of liberal democracy else-
where in the region. From that year on Soviet control was maintained over most
of eastern Europe (Yugoslavia and Albania remained the exceptions) and com-
munist party rule persisted without facing any institutionalized challenge until
just before its demise with the Polish elections in 1989."% Popular revolt erupted
on occasion, but no formal political opposition or alternative parties were ever
permitted. The closest eastern Europe came to this was during the period of Soli-
darity’s initial legal existence during 1980-81 in Poland, but the organization’s
leaders paid some lip-service to Soviet requirements and continued to insist that
it was an independent trade union and not a political body.

Once more, though, political life in communist eastern Europe differed from
the Soviet Union and the monolithic character of the Soviet system was never
fully replicated. The worst excesses of totalitarian rule were only approached dur-
ing the early years of communist rule before Stalin’s death in 1953, and even
then were never fully applied in a country such as Poland. Bulgaria, Czecho-
slovakia and Poland even had a range of formally established political parties,
although the non-communist ‘puppet’ organizations had no political indepen-
dence and were unable to act as an opposition or to contest elections (they stood
on a joint platform with the communist party when the largely ritual elections
were held). In further distinction to Soviet practice, a range of social institutions
enjoyed considerable autonomy in some countries and exercised a corresponding
degree of public influence. Diverse social, cultural and religious organizations
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were allowed to exist and, although not essentially political in character, they
often exerted considerable public pressure and impinged on the political sphere,
representing elements of pluralism within the overall uniformity of the communist
system. The role of the Catholic Church in Poland was the most striking example
of this tendency. Political life in eastern Europe was more diverse and consistently
showed more signs of incipient pluralism than the Soviet Union, although stll to
a much lesser extent than in western Europe and other liberal democracies.

It was also underpinned by the existence of a more advanced, differentiated
and generally freer society. A greater freedom of association and elements of a
civil society both reflected and reinforced existing levels of national tradition and
public awareness. This enabled some countries to sustain a relatively high degree
of social independence in the face of the bureaucratic political monopoly embo-
died by the communist party. To varying degrees its influence also affected lead-
ing members of ruling communist bodies, who often showed more political
acumen and greater sensitivity to the public mood than their senior comrades in
the Soviet elite. There were overt signs of political pluralism within the party
organization, which sometimes took the form of inner-party factionalism and
further qualified the monolithic quality of communist party rule in eastern Eur-
ope.'* This was most prominent in Hungary and, particularly, Poland where it
undoubtedly contributed to the successive leadership crises and instability of com-
munist rule in that country. Factional tendencies were less apparent in Czecho-
slovakia, although a movement for inner-party reform came dramatically to the
fore in the developments that led to the Prague Spring of 1968. These features of
east European communist rule helped prepare favourable conditions for pluralist
party development when the regional political climate changed. Such experiences
also strengthened the capacity of former ruling parties to transform themselves
into social democratic bodies capable of acting with considerable political skill in
the post-communist democracies.

The historical background for party formation and development in post-war
eastern Europe in 1989 was, then, quite a differentiated one. None of the coun-
tries in the area had experienced democratic politics or the relatively free opera-
tion of independent parties during the preceding 40 years of communist rule,
although background social conditions and the character of communist rule dif-
fered significantly throughout the region. The brief interregnum between Nazi
dictatorship and the consolidation of communist rule had provided some oppor-
tunity for party activity. But in most countries this was very limited and even in a
more positive case such as Czechoslovakia the period concerned was only short.
It was only in that country that the 20 years or so of inter-war independence had
seen the relatively successful operation of a democratic system and the conduct of
party politics in ways that had tended to sustain effective government, contribute
to political stability and maintain the integrity of a newly established multi-ethnic
state. The inter-war experiences of the other independent states in the region
were less conducive to the establishment of any kind of democratic tradition, but
the experience of national independence itself helped create the basis for a
modern political community and was generally a positive factor for subsequent
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processes of post-communist democratization. The experience of Belarus and
Ukraine, most of whose territory had formed part of the Soviet Union from the
outset, was quite different in this respect.

In these countries questions of state formation and primary definition of the
political community were faced for the first time when the Soviet Union ended
in 1991. This clearly impinged on processes of post-communist democratization
and party development, as basic issues of civic identity and political representa-
tion had to be faced from the outset. There was little sense of such identity in
Belarus and limited faith either in its statehood or capacity to develop as an
autonomous political community, particularly on the part of its president, Alek-
sandr Lukashenka. Much of the early political agenda in independent Moldova
was similarly dominated by issues of national identity and pressures to merge its
territory with neighbouring Romania. In such cases questions of whether a state
should exist at all crowd out those concerned with how it should develop and the
objectives its government should pursue, matters that are the normal stuff of
party politics. Ukraine showed more confidence about its national identity, but
parties in the early phase of post-communist independence rarely spanned the
divide between the western area that formed part of pre-war Poland and an east
that was long ruled by Russia. Political life in Latvia and Estonia was similarly
characterized by a major gulf between native inhabitants and the sizeable Rus-
sian population, which continued to act as a major obstacle to the formation of
an inclusive political community.

Neither had all conflicts about the national bases of other east European states
and the essential character of the political community been settled during the
inter-war period of independence. Problems of state formation and political inte-
gration remained to dog the post-communist period in some areas. Many key
problems of state formation and violently conflicting claims on the territories of
eastern Europe had been placed on the agenda with the break-up of the Otto-
man, Russian, German and Austro-Hungarian empires at the end of World War
I but were never fully settled or, even by the end of the communist period,
moved sufficiently down the political agenda to maintain anything more than a
temporary political stability.'” During the communist period such tensions were
generally suppressed rather than brought to any clear resolution.

Questions surrounding the ethnic character of the inter-war state had been
particularly prominent in Yugoslavia, where they were tackled with considerably
less success than in Czechoslovakia. This had predictable consequences for the
fate of the country’s democratic regime, which collapsed in 1929, while national-
ity issues were also very prominent in Hungary, Romania and Poland. The fault
lines that ran through the original Kingdom of Serbs, Croats and Slovenes at the
time of its formation in 1918 (it only took the name Yugoslavia with the failure of
the original regime in 1929) thus remained to dash any hopes of a peaceful post-
communist transition in the early 1990s. Amongst the former Yugoslav republics
it has only been post-1989 Slovenia, which is ethnically homogenous and thus
not subject to the conflicts seen elsewhere, that has escaped the threat of
mter-community violence and developed a reasonably effective party system to
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channel its conflicts and political tensions. Even Czechoslovakia, the unique
success story of inter-war eastern Europe in terms of democratic development
and the fairly harmonious relations between Czechs and Slovaks (although not
with the Sudeten Germans), failed to survive once the straitjacket of communist
rule was removed. But at least in this case it was properly conducted elections
that helped define the nature of the issue, with constitutional procedures being
followed when the federal state was dissolved at the end of 1992.

Processes of post-communist democratization and party development have
thus been overlaid with unresolved problems of state formation and conflicting
ethnic claims even where stronger democratic traditions existed and there was
considerable experience of constitutionally based politics. The very definition of
what a nationality was remained fluid in modern eastern Europe as different
kinds of regime sought to identify their own social base.'® State formation and
the restructuring or consolidation of existing territorial units emerged as funda-
mental tasks to be confronted concurrent with those of democratization and
regime change. Competing parties had little chance of emerging, as in the west,
within reasonably well-established and constitutionally defined nation states. His-
torical conditions have not been particularly favourable to party development in
many parts of the region and it is significant that it is in the countries of east-cen-
tral Europe, where ethnic tensions are weaker and the problems of state forma-
tion and consolidation less pressing, that democratization and the development
of party systems have made most progress.

The transition from communism

Aspects of more recent history have also shaped the political landscape of con-
temporary eastern Europe and helped create the conditions under which inde-
pendent political parties have developed. The particular path from communism
taken by individual countries and the nature of the transition to, in most cases,
some form of democratic regime have been of particular importance. The origins
of the transition from communism in eastern Europe can be traced to two major
factors. One was the changing situation in the Soviet Union and shifts in Krem-
lin policy towards the region after leadership was assumed by Mikhail Gorbachev
in March 1985. The second concerned the situation in eastern Europe itself and
the changing context in which communist rule was exercised (discussion here
refers to the countries of post-1945 eastern Europe which lay outside the borders
of the Soviet Union).

The first factor was mostly related to the changing nature of Soviet influence
within the region. Communist rule had been largely imposed by force of Soviet
arms after World War II and maintained by the threat of military intervention in
the years that followed (events in Hungary and Czechoslovakia in 1956 and 1968
respectively showed that the threat was not an empty one). But the conditions
under which that rule was exercised changed significantly over the years.'” The
acquiescence of east Europeans in communist rule was increasingly achieved by
a mixture of relative affluence and partial tolerance of political diversity. This,
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however, was an uncertain basis for Soviet dominance. The fate of independent
forces in Poland during 1981 and the imposition of a domestically organized
military regime showed both the restricted capacity of east European economies
to buy popular acquiescence and the continuing limits of Soviet tolerance. It was
the shift in policy under Gorbachev that prompted changes opening the way to
fundamental political transformation and the regime change that spelt the end of
Soviet-sponsored communist rule.

The ‘new thinking’ in the area of regional policy introduced by Gorbachev
radically transformed the basis of communist rule in eastern Europe. His initial
response to the general problems of economic stagnation and political alienation
throughout the Soviet bloc was based on established principles of social discipline
and central control. But within a few years of Gorbachev’s accession to the
leadership the Soviet position on eastern Europe changed from one of promoting
modernization and reform through tighter regional integration to a more relaxed
policy that permitted the various allies to choose their own path of development
and a resignation from enforced orthodoxy. Military force had been used to sup-
port communist rule from the outset, but it soon became clear that Gorbachev
had dispensed with this option. He did not seem to envisage the abandonment of
communism, but neither was it fully ruled out. His initial view seemed to be that
where it had been established communism had considerable potential for devel-
opment in both economic and cultural terms. The problems and instability in
castern Europe that had emerged were, in Gorbachev’s early view, attributed to
‘miscalculations by the ruling parties’ rather than to more fundamental causes.'?
First indications of elements of a new political approach were made known to
some east European leaders as early as 1983, although the change in policy was
only confirmed — and then just to leading officials — during the following year."?

But it took some time for the apparent shift in the Soviet approach to be
reflected in the policies of the east European regimes, and more radical departures
from established policy did not become apparent until 1988. The stakes after all
were high — and there had been sincerely held hopes in Hungary of avoiding
conflict with the Soviet Union in 1956, while the 1968 reform movement in
Czechoslovakia had been carefully planned so as not to provoke Soviet interven-
tion. There had, too, been real fears of Soviet forces invading to crush Solidarity’s
freedom in Poland during 1980-81, and the domestic imposition of martial law
was often presented as an alternative to Kremlin action. East European leaders
thus exercised considerable caution in testing the limits of Gorbachev’s new
policy. But pressures within eastern Europe were steadily growing as awareness of
the relative failure of the communist economic model became widespread and
various political shortcomings emerged as the subject of more open discussion.
Forces of political opposition and more general social dissatisfaction had surfaced
on occasion throughout the period of communist domination, but, in the final
analysis, could always be constrained so long as Soviet forces were available to
reinforce the domestic organs of repression. Short of these extreme measures it
was the capacity of the communist system in eastern Europe to deliver economic-
ally that was counted on to maintain stability, defuse opposition and secure the
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persistence of the Soviet-sponsored regimes. By the mid-1980s major limitations in
its capacity to achieve these objectives had become apparent.

It was failure in this area that emerged as the second main factor in the east
European transition from communism. Economic slowdown accompanied the
weakening of political authority in a looming crisis of the communist regime as a
whole. Levels of socio-economic development had certainly risen over the dec-
ades and national wealth had greatly increased since the immediate post-war
years of material devastation and widespread impoverishment. But increases in
wealth and the maintenance of relative stability had not succeeded in generating
much popular support for the east European regimes or in establishing their
legitimacy. Several factors were responsible for the continuing unpopularity of
the Soviet-sponsored regimes. One was the continuing example of western Eur-
ope and the democratic capitalist world more generally, where economic perfor-
mance was far more impressive and the level of civic freedom considerably
higher. Neither did the relaxation of dictatorship and repressive practices after
Stalin’s death in 1953 improve the situation much in this respect. Liberalization
was too limited to satisfy popular demands but sufficient to permit freer commu-
nication and a degree of contact with the west that only made awareness of rela-
tive failure of the communist system that much sharper. The weakening
performance of the east European economies and the failure of successive reform
initiatives had the effect not just of underlining this contrast, but also of destroy-
ing the faith of much of the political establishment and leading cadres in the sys-
tem they were administering. This had particular significance for the dynamism
and survival potential of the elite-dominated dictatorships and contributed to the
near-universal erosion of the ideology that was central to the operation and con-
tinuing survival of the regime.”

The problematic consequences of the communist model for patterns of eco-
nomic development, particularly as it applied to eastern Europe, had been appar-
ent at an early stage. Early corrections had been made in 1953, just after Stalin’s
death. But the changes permitted within the orthodox communist model were
insufficient to ensure radical change and the relative status of the eastern econo-
mies had steadily worsened, leading to diverse outcomes in terms of substantial
foreign indebtedness in the case of Hungary and Poland and a swingeing regime-
imposed austerity programme in Romania. The policy that gradually took shape
under Gorbachev opened up new possibilities for the stricken east European
countries. Radical measures were first envisaged in Hungary and Poland, where
what appeared to be a new framework of regional relations could be used to invi-
gorate the flagging reformist impetus. More effective measures were envisaged to
cope with the enormous foreign debts burdening the economy and the political
resentment still reflected (at least in Poland) in significant underground opposition
and free trade union activity. Elsewhere the radical nature of the Soviet changes
was not fully recognized, or just ignored by ageing, conservative leaders with little
interest in contemplating extensive long-term change. One early sign of change
in the higher echelons of the east European political leadership was the uncon-
ventional replacement of Hungarian party leader Janos Kadar in May 1988
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without direct Soviet involvement. This was a sign both of east European rejuve-
nation in the most literal sense and of the possibility of radical system change
more generally. Such opportunities were soon taken up elsewhere.?!

In Poland, further industrial strikes broke out in the summer of 1988 and
again involved the participation of Solidarity activists. As the repression of the
free trade union in 1981 had never been fully effective, the party leadership now
felt able under Gorbachev’s new regional dispensation to consider a more pro-
mising solution. They agreed to propose negotiations with Solidarity representa-
tives about prospects for trade union pluralism and restoration of the
organization’s legal rights. Round-table negotiations were opened between union
delegates and representatives of various opposition groups. Agreement between
the different groups was reached early the following year on, among other things,
the re-legalization of Solidarity (it was finally registered in April 1989) and elec-
tions in which at least some seats would be open to free competition. Partly
because of miscalculations by the party leadership, but also to the growing swell
of political opposition, the communist party failed to maintain its overall political
dominance and Solidarity representative Tadeusz Mazowiecki was installed as
prime minister in August 1989. At the beginning of the year and seeing the way
the wind was blowing the Hungarian party elite, too, had already disavowed its
traditional insistence on communist party leadership in February and also
embarked on consultations with opposition forces. This resulted in a number of
agreements that gained constitutional force in October 1989. Free elections were
scheduled to be held in early 1990. In East Germany and Czechoslovakia opposi-
tion took longer to gain momentum, but once it got under way the established
leadership and the communist elite quickly collapsed and the communist regime
itself crumbled.

By the end of 1989, then, after initially cautious moves towards reform and
regime change in Poland and Hungary, full-scale retreat from orthodox com-
munism and a major process of transition had begun throughout eastern Europe.
Change was slower to get under way in the Balkans, and its consequences were
less decisive for the end of communist rule. In Bulgaria a more restricted path of
change was followed as a place coup secured the dismissal of incumbent leader
Todor Zhivkov in November 1989 and a reformist communist group assumed
power. In neighbouring Romania, mass demonstrations preceded the overthrow
and execution of the Ceausescus on Christmas Day, and their removal was fol-
lowed by extensive fighting and sharp-shooting in the streets. In Albania, isolated
from direct Soviet influence, it was only towards the end of 1990 that an alterna-
tive Democratic Party was founded and the possibility of free elections began to
be contemplated (they were finally held in March 1991). Despite the very differ-
ent pace and pattern of developments in Czechoslovakia, Hungary and Poland, a
major overhaul of the political system was soon set in train and an extensive
overhaul of the ruling elite occurred. In Bulgaria and Romania, however, power
was not assumed by representatives of such an opposition. In Bulgaria it was
primarily reform-minded groups within the party leadership, and in Romania
a more ambiguous association of reformists in the party establishment and
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dominant military groups in broad opposition to the security apparatus (the
Securitate).

The dynamics of political change in Yugoslavia were also different, and here
the transition from communism to such forms of democratic or other forms of
regime as finally emerged was set in a broader pattern of political transformation.
As in the case of Poland, 1980 had been a major political turning point. The
implications of Tito’s death in May of that year had never been fully worked out
as individual republics tended to pursue their own interests and the workings of
the fragile federal economy led to increasing regional inequality, inflation and
ethnic friction. The latter factor in particular was increasingly exploited by
Serbian leader Slobodan Milosevi¢. Starting in 1987 he increasingly directed Ser-
bian frustration along ethnic lines, firstly against the Albanian population of
Kosovo and then against the other Yugoslav republics in a bid to restore the fed-
eration’s stability on the basis of Serbian supremacy. Rather than a transition
from communism to an alternative political system, the strategy followed by
Milosevic¢ represented more the effort of a communist leader to strengthen his
power base by harnessing nationalism in pursuit of his ambitions.

But as it soon led to the break-up of the Yugoslav federation, with different
consequences for the individual republics, it nevertheless spelt the demise both of
the communist Yugoslavia that had been formed in 1945 and of any notion of
orthodox communist rule in its constituent parts.”> The transition from commun-
ism, such as it was, did not generally create the conditions for any viable form of
pluralist political life. Only in Slovenia was a liberal democracy comparable with
those in the north of the region established. Elsewhere Serbia and Croatia were
soon at war, often on the territory of the Bosnian republic, and different forms of
authoritarianism and political violence tended to thrive rather than any drive for
democracy. Montenegro had few resources of its own and remained closely allied
with Serbia in a rump Yugoslavia, whereas Macedonia — whose very existence
and claim to independence as a nation-state was as much denied by its ‘western’
neighbour Greece as its former Yugoslav partners — succeeded only in maintain-
ing a precarious stability, although it did manage to sustain several democratic
features.

The dissolution of another federal state, the Soviet Union, provided the con-
text for the course of regime change in the last group of countries. Again, there
were significant differences within the group that made up the original union.
The pressure for change was strongest in the Baltic states. They showed the
greatest enthusiasm to escape from the rigours of Soviet control and pursue poli-
tical reform, although independence and national liberation rather than demo-
cratization per se were the dominant objectives. The Baltic states had
experienced national independence during the inter-war period and were only
incorporated into the Soviet Union in 1940, just a year before Hitler’s army
launched its thrust to the east. Although limited in time, this experience of inde-
pendent statehood contributed to a strong sense of cultural identity and national
community. By 1988 national cultural associations were being formed, previously
banned national flags were again flown and the Baltic languages were given
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official status. In 1989, Lithuania in particular (where the Russian population was
far smaller than in Latvia and Estonia) was moving close to a final break with the
Soviet Union, a process that gathered pace the following year.

The movement was still bitterly contested by some elements in the Soviet
leadership during the first half of 1991. The greatest violence in the Baltic region
took place in January 1991 when thirteen people died as Soviet troops stormed
the television station in Vilnius, Lithuania’s capital. In response, a national refer-
endum to demonstrate the popular desire for independence was organized,
although it failed to gain any positive response from the Soviet leadership. When
Gorbachev was away on holiday in August 1991 a coup was launched by con-
servative elements in the leadership to hold back the course of change and pre-
vent further loosening of the Soviet federation. It was badly conceived, poorly
executed and gained little popular support, collapsing ignominiously within a few
days. Its failure spelt the end of the Soviet state in December 1991, although the
consequences for the Baltic states were more immediate. Independence was
granted all three republics in September 1991 as soon as failure of the coup was
confirmed.

Ukraine, Moldova and Belarus remained part of the Soviet Union until its
demise at the end of the year although — as in the case of Russia itself — the tran-
sition from communist dictatorship began some time earlier.”” Cultural, national-
ist and human rights groups had begun organizing in Ukraine and were more
developed than in most other Soviet republics although, unlike the situation in
Russia, the Ukrainian Communist Party as a whole remained strongly conserva-
tive and resistant to most democratic tendencies. There were also significant divi-
sions within the country, western Ukraine being more nationalist and subject to
the influence of a relatively strong Uniate Church. Traditions of anti-Soviet
separatism survived from the pre-war period (west Ukraine having formed part
of inter-war Poland) in contrast to a more Russified east and south. A Demo-
cratic Bloc won significant representation, but not an overall majority in Ukrai-
ne’s Supreme Council in the elections of March 1990, and at the time of the
1991 coup overall power was still in the hands of Leonid Kravchuk, a seasoned
communist party leader. In line with the accelerating flow of events and the gen-
eral tendency to escape from Moscow’s control, though, he led Ukraine along a
clearly nationalist — if relatively moderate — path of development towards full
independence.

Belarus and Moldova developed far less of an opposition movement than
either Ukraine or the Baltic republics and produced few pressures for democratic
change. Belarus had virtually no separate national identity and remained reso-
lutely committed to Moscow. Even when the end of the Soviet Union was for-
mally declared at the end of 1991, much of the Belarussian population was not
ready to accept the divorce from Moscow or envisage the creation of an alterna-
tive regime — let alone one that contemplated the development of a liberal society
that was governed on democratic principles. Moldova, too, was firmly Russified
and the pace of early change slow, although a democratic nationalist current
became prominent in 1989 and a reform faction strengthened within the CP.



Political change in eastern Europe 17

The character of the transition from communist rule within eastern Europe
was therefore highly differentiated and the progress made towards liberal democ-
racy quite diverse — if any movement at all towards such a general goal could be
identified or even realistically conceived. Movements of democratic opposition
were far stronger in some countries than others and, while the pace of political
change accelerated throughout the region, the direction in which it was heading
and the objectives of key players were by no means easily defined. What was at
least clear was that the system of orthodox communist rule — essentially that cre-
ated by Stalin and only modified rather than transformed since his death in 1953
— had been changing fast and completely fell apart in the wake of the failed
Soviet coup of August 1991. This created a wholly new political situation, whose
consequences were quite uncertain.

The course of post-communist transition in which the process of party devel-
opment was set was a complex one. The context of post-communist party devel-
opment was historically specific, but in many ways remained quite fluid.
Independent parties did not emerge, as in the west, within reasonably well-
established and constitutionally defined nation-states. In broad terms the transi-
tion was in fact a triple one,”* as alongside the substitution of democratic rule for
communist dictatorship and the reformation — or in some cases — establishment
of new state structures there was also the parallel need to dismantle what
remained of the former command economy and construct almost from scratch a
capitalist market system. This broad transformation had profound effects
throughout eastern Europe. Existing economic processes were severely disrupted
and most countries experienced a major drop in national wealth during the criti-
cal period of political change while unemployment levels rose (see Table 1.1).
This put further strain on east European political life.

The pattern of radical political change that emerged in the transition had its
deepest roots in non-Soviet eastern Europe. The immediate impetus for change
had come from the Soviet Union with Gorbachev’s increasingly determined revi-
sion of both domestic and foreign policy. But it was not in the Soviet Union that
the move away from communism progressed with greatest speed or was guided
by the strongest commitment to democratic objectives. As the pressures for
change built up throughout the region, different conditions for the subsequent
process of post-communist change and pluralist party development had been cre-
ated in different countries. The struggle to maintain some form of communist
rule that sought to accommodate the diverse national pressures with what were
understood to be the continuing requirements of the Soviet leadership created a
range of new political relations within the east European regimes during the
1980s. As Gorbachev’s new thinking evolved and it became clear how far politi-
cal change could now be taken, such arrangements rapidly became transformed
into different models of transition from orthodox communist rule.

In Hungary and Poland a reform movement was well established in the
communist party, and transition progressed through negotiation and the conclu-
sion of political pacts between representatives of opposition forces and the com-
munist establishment. Where the ground was not prepared in this way the mass
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opposition that erupted in 1989 led straight to the collapse of the communist
regime and the wholesale substitution of the communist leadership, as happened
in Czechoslovakia and East Germany. In the less developed Balkan countries the
later start of the transition process involved more limited initial change (Bulgaria,
Romania, Albania). It is possible, therefore, to identify a wide range of transitions
in terms of negotiation (Poland), evolution (Hungary), transition jump-started by
implosion or collapse (Czechoslovakia), change under conditions of moderate vio-
lence (Romania), or violent transition with ethno-linguistic conflict and territorial
separation (Yugoslavia).”

Such structural differences between the east European countries can also be
related to the broad models of democratic transition derived from south Eur-
opean and Latin American experience. Where authoritarian regimes are con-
fronted and roundly defeated by opposition forces (as happened in Portugal
during 1974), transition takes place through rupture or replacement. Where exist-
ing regimes retain considerable power and are able to guide the processes of
reform, the process is one of transaction or transformation (Spain and Brazil
being major cases here). It is also possible to identify an intermediate mode of
extrication or transplacement in which the rules of the authoritarian regime are
abandoned but governments retain sufficient power to preserve some of their
advantages and negotiate a political retreat.

A model of east European change can be drawn up on this basis, with Bul-
garia and Romania experiencing regime transformation rather than replacement,
and Hungary and Czechoslovakia seeing a more clear-cut dismantling of the old
regime. Against a background of lengthy conflict with the Solidarity movement
in Poland and an early decision to initiate round-table negotiation while the
structures of communist power remained intact, the Polish transition was best
defined as a process of extrication.”® The mode of transition has major conse-
quences for later developments, the formation of new parties and the nature of
the parties in the course of further evolution. The sharper break with the com-
munist regime in Hungary and Czechoslovakia provided a firmer base for plural-
ist party formation. More evolutionary processes of transformation or extrication,
on the other hand, created conditions for the survival of authoritarian forces
within partially reformed socialist parties with greater potential to block the emer-
gence of a coherent opposition.

Democratization and parties: comparative perspectives

Political parties did not play a major part in the institutional framework within
which the critical changes of the early democratization period took place, nor
were they prime movers in the initial phase of political transition. The early
dynamic behind the reform measures that paved the way for eventual regime
change came from a policy shift within the Soviet leadership, a move that elicited
a decisive elite response in some east European countries and significant mass
action in others — or varying mixtures of the two in different countries. Parties of
a pluralist nature — i.e. those distinct from a communist party establishment that
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was solely concerned with the exercise of monopoly power — were generally
absent and, in most countries, none had been formed at all.

Signs of their emergence were most clearly evident in Hungary, where opposi-
tion currents were able to coalesce at an early stage. A Hungarian Democratic
Forum was established as early as September 1987, and it was registered as a
party in 1988. It would be misleading, though, to draw a direct line from the
founding meeting of 1987 to the party system of post-communist Hungary or to
identify this organization too closely with the party that formed the democratic
government of 1990. Members of alternative opposition groups as well as repre-
sentatives of the reform wing of the ruling party were also present, and the gath-
ering was very much one composed of those opposed to the orthodox ruling
establishment as a whole. The 1987 meeting in Hungary was followed in 1988
by the emergence of other associations that soon took the form of more formally
organized political groups, as well as the resurrection of the former, ‘historic’ par-
ties. Signs of pluralism were also increasingly evident on the establishment side,
as the Hungarian Socialist Workers’ (communist) Party renounced its claim to
permanent leadership and declared for the development of a multi-party system,
in which leaders of the reformist wing felt their chances of survival and political
victory to be quite strong.”’

The Hungarian pattern of evolutionary regime change in which a range of
organized groups began emerging at such an early stage was unique. Elsewhere
in eastern Europe evidence of tendencies suggestive of party development were
largely absent, which was not surprising in view of the general weakness of demo-
cratic forces at this stage. In most countries there was no legal provision for the
registration of independent parties and, under the continuing practices of com-
munist dictatorship, spontaneous party formation on the basis of free association
also remained out of the question. Measures of liberalization and the steps taken
towards democracy were elite-led in most countries and often a response to
developments in countries such as Poland and Hungary that led the movement
away from authoritarianism.

Parties, indeed, generally formed after or during the first elections rather than
preceding these fundamental democratic initiatives or playing much of a role in
channelling the pressures that led to them being held at all. Even in Poland,
where the liberalization of communist rule paralleled that of Hungary and Gor-
bachev’s initiatives met an equally positive political response, there was little incli-
nation amongst those active in the opposition to embark on party formation. The
party leadership agreed in principle during August 1988 to open negotiations
with the opposition, but it was not until January 1989 that they actually got
going.”® Tt was finally agreed to allow Solidarity to register legally as an indepen-
dent trade union and the movement, mostly operating underground since 1981,
took on a public identity after registration in April 1989. The round-table nego-
tiations provided for a measure of electoral choice, and the communist leadership
agreed to leave 35 per cent of seats in the legislature open to competition in June
1989. Nevertheless, the Citizens’ Committees set up to organize non-party, oppo-
sition forces were identified wholly with Solidarity as an independent trade union
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and social movement and explicitly excluded the small groups and proto-parties
already in existence.” Some years on, the resistance to party activity was no less
strong in Ukraine, where political change took far longer to get under way. As
late as 1994, when the independent state’s first elections were held, the majority
of votes cast went to independent candidates and only 34 per cent were cast for
those standing on a party platform.

It was the social movement and broadly-cast umbrella organization that was
the most prominent form within which the new opposition and infant democratic
forces situated themselves throughout eastern Europe. This was to a large extent
a response to the overwhelming dominance of the east European political space
by the communist party and the monopolistic system of rule it maintained in
each of the east European countries. It was a natural consequence of the way in
which opposition formed and was able to operate within the tightly constructed
institutional edifice of the Soviet-designed system. The only political opposition
that could emerge was primarily one of society against the state, and its organiza-
tion took the form of social informality in contrast to the officialdom and patterns
of authority set by party bureaucracy. The general absence of political parties
was a characteristic feature of the transition from communism in eastern Europe,
and this initial condition raises questions about the subsequent role of parties in
the democratization of the region.

Parties may be central to the operation of a modern democracy, but they are
by no means always necessary for the establishment of a democratic order and
have not been major agents in all transitions. Different views have been
expressed on this issue, but that of Gabor Toéka is quite unequivocal: ‘Histori-
cally, political parties have played little or no role in transitions to democracy,
and the case of Eastern Europe has been no different’.”® The pre-eminence of
parties in any particular case owes much to the way democratization develops
and the extent to which other actors have been excluded from or discredited by
the previous authoritarian experience. Political parties came to dominate the pro-
cess in Italy after World War II partly because they mobilized within the resis-
tance movement and grew gradually stronger as the institutions that operated
under the fascist regime progressively weakened. They were considerably less
prominent in Spain some 30 years later, not least because of the existence of
other areas of stability such as the monarchy or statesmen who were able to
transcend lines of party division and lacked particular institutional affiliation.*'

If, too, democratization is understood as the overall process of regime change
that embraces both the transition to liberal democracy and its subsequent conso-
lidation, parties may be considerably more central to the consolidation phase
than to the earlier transition period. G. Pasquino has indeed robustly stated ‘Not
all the processes of transition have been party dominated; but all processes of
democratic consolidation have indeed been party dominated’.*” He is not the
only one to stress the importance of stable party systems for the consolidation of
a new democracy.”” Final judgement on consolidation and the role of east Euro-
pean parties in this respect is still some way off, but it is clear that their role in
the earlier stage of transition from communism was indeed limited.
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From a preliminary survey of the role of the democratization process and the
restricted nature of their contribution to the early stages of transition, the ques-
tion also arises of whether conditions in eastern Europe have been particularly
unfavourable to the emergence and development of political parties. Several
characteristics of transition and democratization in post-communist countries can
be distinguished, some of which have a particular bearing on party development.
Five ways in which the challenges confronting post-communist countries differed
from those faced by other authoritarian regimes during the process of democrati-
zation have been identified.”* They are:

e  high levels of ethnic complexity which produce separate communities claim-
ing special political rights within a given territory and impede the emergence
of an authentic civil society;

e a relatively high level of socio-economic and industrial development that was
nevertheless rooted in old-fashioned and generally dysfunctional structures
devised by former Soviet leaders;

e the dual-track nature of post-communist transitions, involving the simulta-
neous attempt to construct both pluralist democracy and a market economy
(in some cases a triple transition was also clearly involved);

e the influence of the international environment, which may be relatively
strong but is also more uncertain and potentially unfavourable for demo-
cratic transition than it was, for example, for the countries of southern Eur-
ope during the 1970s under Cold War conditions; and

® doubts about the resilience of civil society in eastern Europe and the capacity
of political and social organizations to act responsibly within an established
institutional framework.

Some of these features have already been identified as characteristic of the transi-
tion from communism, and they are also likely to have specific consequences for
party development. There were few ethnically complex societies with sharp lines
of division in the ‘third wave’ democratization in southern Europe and Latin
America. Their presence in some parts of eastern Europe, and particularly the
Balkans, provides fertile soil for the emergence of ethnically defined parties that
fuel bitter political or physical conflict that sometimes cannot be contained within
a single state structure at all.

Other features, such as the dual-track nature of the east European transitions
that combine regime change and economic transformation at a relatively high
level of socio-economic development, leave an extensive if outmoded infrastruc-
ture to overhaul and wide-ranging welfare expectations to cope with. These are
likely to have less direct influence on the actual role of parties than major conse-
quences for the specific content and direction of party activity. The context of
marketization thus produces a range of socio-economic groups with divergent
interests and expectations that do not correspond to the distinctive political clea-
vages and range of parties generally seen in western democracies.™

The international context of the east European transitions and the region’s
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close links with western Europe have also been influential. The global economic
context has had increasing importance, whereas the impact of the Cold War
political divisions that had an effect on party alignments in the new democracies
of earlier periods was now absent. It is likely that western Europe has exerted a
particular influence on developments in the post-communist democracies. Grow-
ing popular disillusion with traditional parties and declining support for them in
established democracies during the 1980s may well have strengthened the general
east European antipathy to the political party and contributed to the formation
and growing strength of the social movement or free-standing interest groups.
Non-party human rights groups and single-issue movements such as that for Eur-
opean Nuclear Disarmament took special care to establish links with groups in
eastern Europe and exerted an influence on the growth of opposition in the
1980s. After the critical events of 1989, though, the established parties of western
Europe and the international organizations associated with them offered consid-
erable (although largely undocumented) material and technical support.”®

But of the five features identified, it is the relative weakness of civil society that
emerges as one of the most important conditions for party development. The cri-
tical factor here seems to be not so much the development or preservation of
spheres of social autonomy, but more their capacity to interact and co-ordinate
activity in a relatively spontaneous and unconstrained fashion within the frame-
work of a liberal-democratic system. In this the somewhat paradoxical role of
civil society in eastern Europe assumes considerable importance. Apparently resi-
lient enough in some areas to withstand the depradations of communist rule and
stand up to the authoritarian state, it has also been argued that it provides only a
weak base for institutional development and the establishment of effective politi-
cal organizations. This observation corresponds directly with observed contrasts
between southern Europe and Latin America in terms of democratization and
the development of parties as components of a consolidated democratic system.
The more solid start of the south European transitions in relation to those in
Latin America has been directly linked to the differing conﬁgurauon of civil
society in the two regions and its greater strength in southern Europe.”

An equally little developed civil society in eastern Europe, associated with rela-
tive backwardness in terms of socio-economic development and its archaic indus-
trial structure, may well contribute to the continuing weakness of party
development. The wealthier countries have certainly enjoyed more favourable
conditions in this respect. As a fairly exceptional case, the vigour with which the
developed Czech Republic emerged from the stringencies of post-1968 normali-
zation and proceeded with the construction of a relatively robust party system
underlines the importance of a context of social modernity in sustaining the
framework of civil society. Firm conclusions about the role of civil society in
democratization and party development are nevertheless difficult to establish,
partly because of the broadness of the concept and the ambiguities inherent in
most definitions. Even where civil society is relatively strong, for example, it is by
no means clear that it always strengthens democratic tendencies and sustains
stable processes of party government.”® But in broad terms the relative weakness
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of civil society in eastern Europe is likely to have had a negative impact on the
prospects of democratic party government.

The position of civil society in eastern Europe has by no means been the only
point of difference from other regions identified with respect to party develop-
ment. Specific factors of state structure are also involved. The authoritarian
regime within which the transition began was distinctive in that it contained
strong elements of a totalitarian structure in contrast to the corporatist systems
that predominated in early cases of transition like Spain and Brazil.* The totali-
tarian institutions around which the communist political system was organized
were arguably less favourable to the compromises and political pacts that fostered
democratization processes elsewhere. The experience of eastern Europe beyond
the borders of the Soviet Union was different from that engendered by the classic
examples of totalitarian development such as China and the Soviet Union,
although only in Poland was there any kind of institutionalized societal organiza-
tion in the form of Solidarity and the Church. Even in this case anti-communist
forces grouped very much within a social movement rather than forming an insti-
tutional opposition. It was, arguably, an outcome decidedly less favourable to the
development of strong organization and the emergence of an institutionalized
leadership that could negotiate effective pacts and regulate the processes of
regime change. The weak organizational capacity inherent in east European
communist society deriving from the established state structure has therefore also
been identified as a factor holding back party development and processes of
democratization more generally.

The nature of the communist state in cases like Hungary and Poland never-
theless diverged considerably from that implied by the classic totalitarian model.
Specific forms of national development in eastern Europe militated against the
strong impact of the totalitarian tendencies implicit in communist rule. Their
relative weakness encouraged more liberal forms of party leadership and affected
the degree of unity it was able to maintain in the face of social pressures. These
were factors that favoured the emergence of opposition, facilitated a process of
differentiation within it and assisted the formation of independent groups. Oppo-
sition unity and the maintenance of a strong umbrella organization was encour-
aged 1n situations where the communist party was perceived as united and strong
rather than fractionalized and split in groups with different policy approaches.*
This was certainly true of Czechoslovakia and East Germany on one hand and
Hungary on the other, although the fractionalized nature of the Polish party by
no means prevented opposition unity during the critical phase of transition in
that country. In that case, however, the main vehicle of political change in the
form of Solidarity was formed in 1980 under quite different political conditions
and in a regional context of determined Soviet supremacy that may well have
formed strong behavioural patterns that persisted through to the end of the dec-
ade.

In truth it must be acknowledged that national tradition and historical experi-
ence created considerable diversity throughout eastern Europe both during the
communist period and the democratization that has succeeded it. The shared
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experience of communist rule provided a similar starting point, but national
characteristics played a very important part. A comparative perspective suggests
that conditions for party development in eastern Europe were not particularly
favourable, although opportunities for novel forms of organization and diverse
political initiatives have not been lacking. The rapid collapse of the communist
system left a relatively unstructured political space in which a wide range of
responses to the challenge of democratic rule emerged and different kinds of
party have been able to form. The application of different models of party to
east European developments may be useful in helping to grasp the nature of
change in this context. The understanding of post-communist politics will benefit
from analysis of the extent to which the new forms of party politics follow
west European patterns and models derived from the experience of established
western democracies.

Early observation, for example, suggested that the mass democratic party that
has been so influential in the west was unlikely to provide a dominant model of
post-communist development.' This was a theme that had certainly dominated
much early analysis of west European development.*? But, as in western democ-
racies, and established democracies more generally, the model of a mass mem-
bership party that played such a large part in early theoretical discussion of the
political party now appears increasingly to be rooted in the experience of the
nineteenth century, and was of decreasing relevance to the democratic politics of
the late twentieth century either in the east or west. The weak links of many new
parties with well-defined social groups and the increasingly professional approach
taken to the critical task of winning elections suggest the growing association of
east European parties with variants of the catch-all and electoral-professional
party.*® Strong dependence on the state and its financial resources have equally
directed attention to the recently launched concept of the cartel party.** Such
conceptual issues will also inform the analysis pursued in this book and contri-
bute to the comparative perspective taken on the development of the new parties
in post-communist eastern FEurope.



2 Party origins and party

development

Parties and movements in the founding elections

Parties are only one amongst a range of political actors in post-communist sys-
tems, and they have by no means always been the most important ones. They
were largely absent in the early stages of change and political transition in eastern
Europe, and their role has been still further limited in the countries less advanced
in the process of democratization. There was still only a ‘fledgling multi-party sys-
tem’ fragmented into thirty-eight parties in Ukraine after the 1994 elections.”
Many deputies remained unaffiliated to any party. Neither did the ongoing strug-
gle of the Belarussian parliament with the strongly authoritarian tendencies of
President Lukashenka provide a helpful framework for party development, and
most of the new deputies elected at the end of 1995 in that country were regis-
tered as independents. These areas of the former Soviet Union stood at the low-
point of the scale for party development in eastern Europe.

But neither did parties develop much more robustly elsewhere. A distinct
situation of ‘overparticization’ was identified in east-central Europe but this, para-
doxically, reflected the very weakness of parties as their leaders have assiduously
tried to dominate the formal political space precisely because of their parties’
slender organizational resources and shallow roots in society.? Party development
in eastern Europe has generally been slow and the early processes of transition
were clearly dominated by other forces such as social movements and the
umbrella organizations associated with them. Movements do not necessarily fall
outside the electoral and office-seeking definition of parties proposed in the Intro-
duction (Chapter 1), but they tend to share a number of features (particularly
those that tie them more to symbolic political representation than power-seeking)
that distinguish them from the structurally developed party as it evolved in the
west.”

Elections have been particularly important in eastern Europe’s democratiza-
tion, not just because of their obvious role in helping to choose the most popular
candidates for major political positions in newly established pluralist systems, but
also by establishing the democratic credentials of the post-communist states, help-
ing them acquire legitimacy in the eyes of the international community, and pro-
viding the context for early party development. But, because of their relatively
late emergence and the dominance of less formally organized movements, parties
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were not generally major forces in the historic ‘founding’ elections of post-com-
munist Europe, even if their role was a greater one in later stages.

The Polish elections of June 1989 occupied an ambiguous place at the begin-
ning of the sequence in this respect and, while they undoubtedly set the ball roll-
ing in terms of ultimately leading to the replacement of communist rule with a
pluralist order, they were not even contested by the small number of parties
already in existence. There was nevertheless a strong element of competition, not
just for the 35 per cent of legislative seats formally open to non-party candidates
but also for others not filled on the first ballot, although the actual electoral battle
was fought by the placement of the communist establishment and candidates of
the Solidarity movement rather than by representatives of independent parties.
In this situation Solidarity remained intimately related to the communist order, if
only by defining its identity primarily with reference to the Soviet-backed antago-
nist and adopting a stance of vehement opposition towards it. The ‘High Noon’
poster stuck up throughout Poland by Solidarity activists portrayed the election
very much as the final showdown with Soviet communism that the election
turned out to be. In this sense the 1989 election was as much a contest between
forces generated by communism as one between the pluralist forces characteristic
of a liberal-democratic system. It was this hybrid and unique election that led to
the collapse of communist rule not just in Poland, but also throughout eastern
Europe. From early 1990 a sequence of less constrained ‘founding’ elections was
held throughout eastern Europe, although by no means all of them saw the
immediate defeat of communist forces (see Table 2.1).

The first free election in an independent post-communist state took place dur-
ing mid-March 1990 in East Germany (a country not generally covered in this
book as unification with the Federal Republic later that year took the former
Soviet dependency out of eastern Europe altogether), and was soon followed by
the second in Hungary at the end of the month. It was contested by the several
major parties founded in 1987-88 as the liberalization of east European politics
gathered pace: the Hungarian Democratic Forum (HDF), Alliance of Free
Democrats (AFD) and League of Young Democrats (FIDESZ).* The Socialist
Party, founded after the dissolution of the communist party, as well as two his-
toric parties — the Independent Smallholders” and Christian Democratic People’s
Party (reactivated or refounded respectively in 1988 and 1989) — also partici-
pated. All of them, together representing three different types of party — some
newly formed, others revived from the past, and one built on the former ruling
party, won seats in the new parliament.

It was only in the exceptional case of Hungary that communist leaders had
foreseen and accepted the installation of a democratic pluralist system in eastern
Europe and took measures in the early weeks of 1989 to facilitate its birth — on
the assumption that they would soon be able to play a leading political role
within the new framework. Much of the leadership elsewhere in eastern Europe
either failed to recognize the extent of the change that was in the making or reso-
lutely set their face against it, neither approach providing much in the way of
conditions for pluralist party development. Nationalist candidates in the Baltic
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Table 2.1 First liberalized or multi-party elections in the countries of eastern Europe

4 June 1989 Poland Semi-democratic elections held as outcome of
round-table talks, with 35 per cent of seats in
lower house open to competition.

24 February 1990 Lithuania Competitive elections held within continuing
framework of USSR (republican commitment to a
multi-party system from December 1989).

25 February 1990 Moldova Competitive elections to Supreme Soviet in most
of republic’s constituencies.
18 March 1990 Estonia Independence pressures less strong than in

Lithuania, but relatively free competition in
elections to Supreme Soviet in Estonia.

18 March 1990 Latvia Independence pressures less strong than in
Lithuania, but relatively free competition in
elections to Supreme Soviet and Latvia.

25 March 1990 Hungary First democratic, multi-party elections — preceded
in former Soviet Europe only by East Germany
(18 March).

8 April 1990 Slovenia Effectively democratic multi-party elections,
although independence not yet declared.

22 April 1990 Croatia First competitive, multi-party elections.

20 May 1990 Romania First multi-party elections.

8 June 1990 Czechoslovakia Democratic, multi-party elections.

10 June 1990 Bulgaria First multi-party elections.

9 November 1990 Macedonia Competitive, multi-party elections.

18 November 1990  Bosnia Competitive, multi-party elections.

9 December 1990 Serbia Competitive, multi-party elections.

9 December 1990 Montenegro Competitive, multi-party elections.

31 March 1991 Albania First multi-party elections.

27 October 1991 Poland Fully democratic multi-party elections.

20 September 1992  Estonia First democratic election as independent state.

25 October 1992 Lithuania First democratic election as independent state.

5 June 1993 Latvia First democratic election as independent state.

27 February 1994 Moldova First democratic election as independent state.

27 March 1994 Ukraine Democratic election with some features of party
competition.

14 May 1995 Belarus Formally democratic elections with limited

elements of party competition.

states, too, had achieved considerable success in elections to the Congress of
People’s Deputies in March 1989 held throughout the Soviet Union, and the
popular fronts of the three countries exercised a major influence on the outcome
of the republican elections held in February and March 1990. Considerable
influence was also exerted by the Moldovan Popular Front in that republic’s elec-
tions. But a full transition to democracy in the republics of the Soviet Union only
occurred after the coup of August 1991 and the emergence of independent states
within the framework of the former federation.

Between the two rounds of the Hungarian elections a ballot was held in Slove-
nia. Although independence was not formally declared until October 1991, the
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elections were indicative of the strong currents supporting the formation of an
independent, democratic Slovenian state. Links between the republics of the
Yugoslav federation had weakened considerably after Tito’s death in 1980, and
the national communities had become more diverse both in economic and politi-
cal terms. Amongst the republics of the surviving federation Slovenia was notable
for being a highly developed and westernized republic and had visibly developed
a ‘civil society more vibrant than any other in the entire communist world’.> On
this basis, the development of independent political parties was considerably
advanced and 55 per cent of votes were cast for the Democratic Opposition
(DEMOS), a centre-right coalition of six parties. Unlike the situation in Poland
and Hungary (and for that matter East Germany), the Slovenian election did not
produce an outcome suggesting the overwhelming preponderance of anti-com-
munist sentiments among the electorate — in the sense of a rejection both of the
former regime and those most closely associated with it. In a contest held at the
same time as the legislative elections the incumbent republican president, Milan
Kucan, was returned to the post by a comfortable majority and a process of
effective cohabitation set in train.

Elections were also held in neighbouring Croatia 2 weeks later. Party develop-
ment was considerably less advanced there and had only got under way in 1989.
Nationalist sentiments were also very strong in the ethnically mixed republic,
directed primarily against Serbia and its domination of the Yugoslav federation.
Here, too, a six-party coalition (the Croatian Democratic Union) won the elec-
tion. In contrast to Slovenia, the communists won a sizeable share (35 per cent) of
the vote, boosted to a significant extent by the support they gained from the min-
ority Serb population. Free elections were held in most of the now fully indepen-
dent states of eastern Europe the same year, and their outcome also showed that
links with the officially defunct communist system were by no means fully severed.

Romania held its elections in May and, in an apparent reflection of the earlier
victory of the Solidarity movement in Poland rather than the success of the more
differentiated and formally constituted parties in Hungary, returned candidates of
a National Salvation Front in a striking majority with 66 per cent of the vote.
Founded amidst the tumult of the preceding December, however, apparently just
after the execution of the Ceausescus, its political identity was quite ambiguous.
The NST was dominated by former senior communists and military personnel and
led by Ion Iliescu and Petre Roman (formally elected as president and prime min-
ister respectively in May 1990), who had occupied equivalent interim leading roles
as soon as the overthrow of Ceausescu’s personal dictatorship had been achieved
in December 1989. But it also presented itself as the authentic representative of
revolutionary forces, calling for the introduction of political democracy and plural-
ism as well as the separation of powers on an effective constitutional basis.®

In accordance with its original claim to be a revolutionary force the NSIF
declared that it would not turn itself into a political party or compete in the forth-
coming elections, a position it soon retreated from. Conditions in Romanian
soclety at this stage were not at all conducive to party development and the NSF
faced little effective challenge (although 80 parties and other political groups
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actually competed in the May contest), leaving it free to win the election with a
sweeping majority. The most effective opposition to the NSF was mounted by the
Hungarian Democratic Union of Romania, which nevertheless received no more
than 7 per cent of votes in the election. An even smaller proportion of votes was
taken by the two ‘historic’ parties revived in time for the May election: the
National Liberal Party and the Christian Democratic National Peasants’ Party.

Elections followed in Czechoslovakia during early June. As in Poland, a broad
anti-communist front in the guise of Civic Forum (in the Czech lands) and Public
Against Violence (in Slovakia) won 46 and 47 per cent of the vote respectively for
the two chambers of the Federal Assembly (although this translated into effective
majorities of 58 and 55 per cent of seats). In contrast to Solidarity traditions in
Poland, Civic Forum itself had only been formed as an opposition alliance in
November 1989 and had little chance to build on grass-roots support or develop
any broader form of organization prior to the collapse of communist rule,
although this did little to hamper its initial electoral success. In keeping with its
strong inter-war and immediate post-war record, the communist party still mana-
ged to secure 14 per cent of the vote and came out just in front of the allied
Christian Democratic Union and Christian Democratic Movement — the latter
emerging as a particularly strong force in Slovakia. Other smaller opposition
groups were based on the regionally-oriented Society for Moravia and Silesia
and the Slovak National Party.

The final election in the sequence held in the region of former Soviet domina-
tion during the first half of 1990 was that in Bulgaria where, with considerably
less ambiguity than in Romania, the Bulgarian Socialist Party (created directly
out of the former ruling communist party in April 1990) won 47 per cent of the
vote in June elections. The main opposition was mounted by a United Demo-
cratic Front, organized in December 1989 on the lines of Solidarity and Civic
Forum to group together the diverse anti-communist forces, but unlike its paral-
lels in Poland and Czechoslovakia, it achieved — with 38 per cent of the vote —
neither an electoral nor a more general political victory.

Democratization and pluralist development was significantly slower in Yugosla-
via’s southern republics than in Slovenia. When the first round of multi-party elec-
tions in Macedonia and Bosnia-Herzegovina were held in November 1990, the
overwhelming issue was still the fate of the federal union. Conditions in neither
republic were conducive to the development of democratic institutions and proce-
dures. Macedonia was extremely poor and generally backward, whereas Bosnia
had experienced the rule of a particularly conservative communist leadership.
Ethnic considerations were ominously prominent in both cases, with the division
in Bosnia between Muslims, Serbs and Croats being directly translated into rela-
tions between the three leading party groups in the new parliament.

Macedonia’s national identity and political status was no less contested and
the fate of the territory it now occupied had been a major bone of contention as
far back as the Balkan wars of 1912-13, the attention of neighbouring Greece
still being sharply focused on the issue. In this context it was not very promising
that a majority of seats was won by a party standing as the Internal Macedonian
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Revolutionary Organization (IMRO), as a similarly named organization had
wreaked terroristic havoc in the Balkans in the inter-war period and bedevilled,
in particular, Bulgaria’s precarious steps towards constitutional government in
the 1920s. But, in fact, a reasonable degree of political stability survived under
President Gligorov in post-communist Macedonia, and it was Bosnia that fell
prey to the resurgence of violence initially mounted by Serbs against sovereign
Bosnian (and, by now, necessarily Muslim) authority.

If the hold of former communists over the levers of power had remained
strong in Romania and Bulgaria, elements of continuity were even more pro-
nounced in Serbia. While multi-party elections were held during December
1990, political control of the republic remained firmly in the hands of ex-commu-
nist MiloSevic. Even if the election itself was conducted fairly (which is open to
some doubt), alternative forces and independent parties had little chance to orga-
nize although nearly a hundred separately constituted parties contested it.” They
were, however, subject to major restrictions in terms of campaign activity and
media access. Growing Serbian nationalism also ran in MiloSevi¢’s favour and his
reconstituted Socialist Party won 194 of the parliament’s 250 seats. Elections in
Montenegro, traditionally the Yugoslav republic politically closest to Serbia, were
also held in December. Here, too, the orthodox League of Communists won 83
of the 125 seats in the National Assembly, although at the beginning of 1989 a
significant degree of renewal had taken place within the party as a new and
more reform-minded generation established itself in the leadership.

In Albania, the last bastion of Stalinist orthodoxy, any signs of a break with
established communist rule came even later. It was not until March 1991 that
multi-party elections were held and, with opposition parties only permitted to
organize in December 1990, the established Party of Labour succeeded in win-
ning a decisive victory. In line with the tardy process of party formation in the
longer-established former Soviet republics, the organization of anything such as
free elections on their territory also followed with considerable delay. In the
republican elections of March 1990, the Moldovan Popular Front and its allies
won a decisive majority on lines similar to those set in the Baltic republics. But
communist forces prevailed in both Ukraine and Belarus, and slow progress
towards the establishment of a pattern of pluralist party politics was evident in
the subsequent elections of 1994 and 1995 respectively.

The formation of political parties in eastern Europe as a whole thus only
really began during 1990, and even where the organization of viable parties did
get under way the process was a patchy and generally limited one. Few parties
capable of mobilizing much support existed in eastern Europe before the pros-
pect of holding free elections suddenly appeared. Only in Hungary were reason-
ably well-established parties in a position to contest the founding elections and
even in Slovenia, where parties had also been developing quite freely, anti-com-
munist forces presented themselves to the electorate as a coalition rather than as
independent competitive forces in the republican elections of 1990.

Elsewhere it was broad anti-communist and nationalist movements, which
were capable of appealing to a broad social constituency but otherwise had no
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Table 2.2 Victorious forces in first free elections

Movement/ Parly Percentage  Percentage
voles seals

Poland, June 1989 Solidarity (Senate) 64 99
Lithuania, February 1990 Sajudis-approved candidates - 80
Moldova, February 1990 Popular Front - c 33
Estonia, March 1990 Popular Front - 9
Latvia, March 1990 Popular Front - 5
Hungary, March 1990 Democratic Forum 25 43
Slovenia, April 1990 DEMOS 55 47
Croatia, April 1990 Democratic Alliance 42 54
Romania, May 1990 Salvation Front 66 66
Cizechoslovakia, June 1990 Civic Forum 53 68

Public Against Violence 68 19
Bulgaria, June 1990 Socialist Party 47 53
Macedonia, November 1990 IMRO - 32
Bosnia, November 1990 Democratic Action (Muslim) - 36
Serbia, December 1990 Socialist Party of Serbia - 78
Montenegro, December1990 League of Communists - 66
Albania, March 1991 Party of Labour 56 68
Ukraine, March 1994 Old left (estimate) - 44
Belarus, May 1995 Unaffiliated (pro-Lukashenka) - 48

clearly defined political identity or formal organization, that emerged as the
major opposition to the communist establishment. Such forces dominated in
Poland, Czechoslovakia, Croatia, Moldova and the Baltic states (see Table 2.2).
Where neither opposition parties nor independent movements were capable of
mounting much opposition, the former establishment prevailed in formally demo-
cratic (though hardly fully competitive) elections following partial reformation,
sometimes having removed the old communist figurehead (Ceausescu and Zhiv-
kov in Romania and Bulgaria respectively) and in other contexts with an aggres-
sive leader having strengthened the existing political base in order to perpetuate
leadership in the new situation (MiloSevi¢ in Serbia). The only formal parties win-
ning the early elections in these areas were, therefore, those representing the old
ruling communist organizations.

The context and process of party formation

When parties did come into existence in post-communist eastern Europe they
were formed under conditions that differed considerably from those that charac-
terized previous cases of democratization or redemocratization. The region’s
recovery after World War II and continued modernization had produced condi-
tions, particularly mass education and extensive urbanization, that are generally
thought to be favourable to democratization and stable party growth. But in
other ways conditions were less promising, and processes of party development
faced major structural obstacles. Little had existed by way of organized political
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opposition to the communist establishment and even the development of inde-
pendent associations of a non-political character had been very limited. Unlike
the situation in many countries confronting the prospect of party development in
Latin America and the Third World in the ‘third wave’ of democratization, links
with any pre-authoritarian past were very distant and extremely limited, and pro-
mised little in the way of any direct contribution to contemporary process of
regime change.? Civil society was particularly weak in some parts of post-commus-
nist Europe and had no opportunity to pluralize before the early organization of
competitive elections, conditions eminently suited for major portions of the for-
mer establishment to safeguard their position and use the ballot box to defeat the
immature threat presented by an undeveloped opposition.”

The processes of democratization and party development in late twentieth-
century eastern Europe had in many ways an ab initio character and could in
some ways be compared more with those of nineteenth-century Europe than new
democracies in other parts of the world. The situation in eastern Europe was a
specific one in which the process of post-communist democratization, the nature
of the electorate and the parties that did exist, the context of competition and the
pattern it was tending to take were all different from other cases — and generally
in ways that impeded rather than assisted in processes of effective party develop-
ment.'” In other ways the structural context in eastern Europe was actually less
favourable for party formation than it had been in the west a century or more
earlier. Unlike earlier developments in the more favoured countries of nine-
teenth- and early twentieth-century Europe, such as Britain and France, the
emergence of pluralist party systems open to all members of the public was not
occurring within a context of pre-existing — if limited and elitist — ‘party democ-
racy’.'" The experience of those European countries where such elements of
elite democracy had been lacking showed the dangers inherent in later processes
of political development. The fate of Germany during the first half of the twen-
tieth century demonstrated the importance of such structural factors and the con-
sequences they could have for the development of mass democracy.

Although qualified by internal conflict and factionalism, and sometimes
accompanied by a formal pluralism represented by the existence of organization-
ally separate but wholly powerless auxiliary parties, communist rule also
remained virtually monolithic until the end and devoid of any significant features
of institutional diversity. While, too, the population had been mobilized within
an extensive network of political and social organizations during the communist
period, these had generally been tightly controlled and gave the citizenry little
decision-making power or effective sense of political participation. East Euro-
peans were presented in 1989 and the years immediately following with initial
opportunities for democratic political activity in a situation generally devoid of
any pluralist institutions or participatory organizations — and, with the singular
exception of inter-war Czechoslovakia, very little practical experience of either.
The early stages of post-communist democratization and party-building took
place, then, in a largely unstructured situation where the institutions of the
communist period had lost much of their meaning and function (if not all their
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organizational resources) and many of the social conditions conducive to political
pluralization were lacking.

But, while many east Europeans were eager to reject communist rule and
much of what it represented, and seemed equally delighted to embrace the gen-
eral principles of liberal democracy (and often the structures of the free market
with which western democracy is intimately associated), there was also little
enthusiasm to seize the opportunities for independent political activity and parti-
cipation in the independent structures that could now be established quite legally.
Politics was a sphere of activity that many rejected and were often mistrustful of
— as, indeed, they often were in established western democracies. More specifi-
cally, it was often observed that the compulsory participation in political activities
organized by communist party officials gave many east Europeans a pronounced
aversion to the very notion of the political party and the activities it convention-
ally engages in.

Surveys have suggested that parties are among the most distrusted of contem-
porary east European institutions, with fewer than one person in seven actually
expressing any trust in them.'? Average figures for east European respondents on
such issues of party trust and commitment were significantly lower than those for
west Europeans, on average no more than half the British level. For many
people, too, the immediate situation was often one of economic crisis and mate-
rial hardship, which further diverted attention from the political sphere. Under
such conditions, particularly in the harder hit post-Soviet countries, commitment
to the idea of a multi-party system was itself limited. In 1994, only 36 per cent of
Ukrainians thought that one was necessary in their country, and the proportion
declined yet further in subsequent years."”

The learning process that the liberation of the political space engendered also
brought with it a ‘new alienation’ from politics reflected in decreasing voter turn-
out for elections and, it has been claimed, an increasing danger of populism.'*
The sheer pace of change was certainly disorienting and provided little by way of
a solid basis for organized public action. Movements of national unity based on
diffuse, if strongly held, sentiments of anti-communism and social autonomy were
far more in keeping with the spirit of this period and, if not the well-known and
professionally organized groups benefiting from lengthy communist experience, it
was these associations that attracted most votes in the early elections. Their role
was prominent but temporary, providing a bridge to the period of more pluralis-
tic politics and more concerted processes of party formation and institution-build-
ing. The process of party formation was, therefore, an unsteady one in many
parts of eastern Europe. It produced organizations that had weak links with social
constituencies, often little sense of ideological certainty or clarity, and frequently
pushed to the fore a range of contending leaders who desperately sought the
means of adequate institutional and social support within a crowded political
space. This often led to the voicing of strongly populist appeals, high levels of
irresponsibility and the articulation of extreme political programmes.

Under the conditions of social flux and systemic change that characterized
the beginning of the post-communist period, questions of party formation,
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mstitutionalization and organizational durability became particularly important.
Experience suggests that major factors in such processes are the acquisition by a
party of a stable constituency, the construction and articulation of a consistent
party platform and the growth of internal consensus within the organization."
Background conditions identified in the literature for the emergence of viable poli-
tical parties and their development within a stable democratic system, on the other
hand, tend to be very general and emphasize the importance of the overall trust of
citizens in political institutions (without which the establishment of viable party sys-
tem becomes particularly difficult) and the importance of regular free elections
being held, which provides the conditions for parties to gain pre-eminence as inter-
mediary institutions and creates a climate in which civic trust can grow.

Such a degree of trust could not be assumed in eastern Europe, and the speed
with which the initial elections were held often favoured existing communist orga-
nizations rather than new pluralist parties. The existence of conditions favourable
to democratic party formation even in relatively developed countries can by no
means be assumed, as the experience of failed democracy in Germany, Italy and
Spain prior to their eventual installation of a more successful democratic order
testifies. With little history of pre-communist democracy (Czechoslovakia as the
main example) and limited experience of national independence in many cases,
neither historical background nor the contemporary domestic conditions of east-
ern Europe were particularly promising in the early post-communist period.

The more developed countries of east-central Europe were clearly better
placed to meet such conditions for democratic party development. They were
able to hold competitive elections before most other parts of the region (Table
2.1), independence movements and representatives of the democratic opposition
in east-central Europe and the Baltic states succeeded in defeating regrouped or
otherwise surviving communist forces at the first electoral opportunity and thus
made a sharp break with the former regime (Table 2.2), and they tended to dis-
play somewhat higher levels of popular trust in parties and identification with
them (Table 2.3) — although Poland did not fully fit with this pattern, as subse-
quent levels of electoral turnout and party membership confirmed. But while
these factors were more positive for party formation and subsequent institutional
development than conditions elsewhere in the region, major challenges stll faced
east-central Europe in this area. The conditions under which parties formed var-
ied throughout the region, but they were nowhere very positive.

Apart from the problems involved in moving beyond the loosely organized
and diffuse aims of the movement (which could nevertheless be the focus of pas-
sionate conviction) to the more differentiated and interest-based vehicle of the
party, fundamental uncertainties of political identity also had to be addressed in
most countries. One basic question of statechood was solved with the dissolution
of federal Czechoslovakia into its two constituent parts at the end of 1992, but
the strong mixture of nationalism and anti-communism embedded in the move-
ments of democratic independence movements in most countries left other pro-
blems of collective identity still to be solved, too.'®
The inauguration of a sequence of fully competitive elections nevertheless
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Table 2.3a Attitudes to parties in eastern Europe (1993-96)

Percentage of respondents: Czech Slovakia ~ Hungary ~ Ukraine
Republic

considering themselves as a supporter of a

political party 37 33 28 13
very favourable to one or more of named

parties 31 29 35 18
at least favourable to one or more named

party 88 87 83 59
do not believe that any existing party meets/

represents their interests/views 35 54 66 71
Average visibility of parties (percentage

viewing parties favourably or unfavourably) 56 54 50 37

Source: W.L. Miller, S. White and P. Heywood, Values and Political Change in Post-communist Europe,
Basingstoke, Macmillan, 1998, pp. 169-70.

Table 2.3b Percentage of people — (1) feeling close to a
party or movement, 1995, or (2) expressing trust in
parties, 1994

1 2
Czech Republic - 24
Romania 41 19
Slovakia — 16
Belarus - 13
Hungary 39 11
Slovenia 22 11
Bulgaria - 11
Ukraine - 8
Poland 18 7

Sources: (1) Rose and Mishler, ‘Negative and positive partisan-
ship’, p. 10; (2) R. Rose, ‘Mobilizing demobilized voters in post-
communist societies, Party Politics, 1995, 1: 551.

accelerated a number of political tendencies already in existence and provided a
major stimulus to party development. This was obviously the case in the run-up
to the elections as competing forces organized themselves and sought to maxi-
mize the chances of achieving their objectives. The outcome of representative
parliaments and responsible governments itself produced a lively environment for
party formation where this had not been possible before elections were held. A
primary mode of party formation was that which took place within the recently
elected parliaments and involved the rapid dissolution of the recently triumphant
anti-communist movements. Within a short period the demands of government
office, policy making and a rapidly evolving political situation — as well as normal
processes of conflict within a large and diverse group — produced extensive differ-
entiation and political fragmentation. Links with particular social groups and
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mstitutions (such as the Church and the different groups associated with the Soli-
darity union in Poland) began to replace the former unity and provided a fertile
environment for political differentiation and, in some cases, reasonably effective
party formation. It was a situation strongly reminiscent of the ‘internal’ origins of
modern parties that Duverger argued had been the primary mode of party for-
mation in the western democracies until around 1900."7

This route was typified by developments in the parliaments of Poland and
Czechoslovakia, where deputies sponsored by Solidarity and those originally asso-
ciated with the Czech Civic Forum soon developed more differentiated political
views and group affiliations. Such pluralist tendencies nevertheless had extensive
roots that could be traced back to the 1970s in the case of KOR (Workers’
Defence Committee)/Solidarity in Poland and Charter 77 in Czechoslovakia (see
Table 2.4). Signs of later party tendencies could in particular be identified in
Poland’s extensive and widely differentiated dissident movement, which contin-
ued to have ramifications in the Solidarity-based coalition that dominated the
parliament elected in 1997. The Confederation for an Independent Poland had
formed as a party as far back as 1979, but this was a very singular case. Even in
the case of new parties formed under conditions of immediate post-communist
flux there were significant continuities not just in terms of individual actors and
political orientations, but also certain organizational features.'® In other countries
democratic parties were formed or reformed quite rapidly with the coalescence of
diverse individuals and groups without much benefit of prior organized dissi-
dence or proto-opposition experience.

Other forms of democratic choice and different kinds of election also played a
part in the process. While Poland’s ‘contract’ parliament established on the basis
of agreement with the communist authorities during 1989 lasted until the autumn
of 1991, the country’s communist president felt constrained to resign in Septem-
ber 1990 and opened the way to competitive elections for the post. It was in this
context that a major process of party formation in Poland got under way, a Cen-
tre Alliance having formed first to promote the candidature of Lech Walesa for
the post and then a Citizen’s Movement emerging by way of opposition, both
developments soon leading to the establishment of formally constituted parties.

A second mode of party formation was apparent as former ruling parties
abandoned the authoritarian trappings of Marxist—Leninist ideology and recon-
structed themselves (to varying degrees) as democratic parties, some of them
eventually succeeding in establishing a new political authority in fully competitive
elections. Those that clung on to power and fought off the challenge of a weak
democratic opposition in the early phase of post-communist transition were less
inclined to contemplate their major democratization as political parties. A far
greater degree of continuity with the former regime was involved in these cases.
The Bulgarian party was the prime example of this, with those of Romania, Ser-
bia, Montenegro and Albania very much in the same camp. Their performance
in office and the more fundamental changes that took place in late 1996 and
1997 in some countries showed that the original transformation during the transi-
tion of 1989-90 was considerably less than complete.



Party ongins and party development 37

The Bulgarian Socialist Party (BSP) was formed after the communist establish-
ment removed Todor Zhivkov from office and commitments were made to free
elections and political pluralism (although the leadership showed some reluctance
to ditch a number of the Marxist principles that had been espoused by the for-
mer organization). As a result of the weakness of anti-communist opposition
forces at this stage the BSP won the 1990 election with a hefty majority. The
transformation of much of the Romanian communist establishment into a
National Salvation Front seemed to promise more radical change, but its perfor-
mance in power also showed major continuities with the former regime (although
without the personal excesses associated with Ceausescu’s rule). The renamed
Serbian Party of Socialists equally showed itself to be no less of a vehicle for the
perpetuation of the power of Slobodan Milosevi¢c. Having lost their hold on the
machinery of power and failed in early elections, other former ruling parties
reconstructed themselves in more radical fashion, some returning to power after
a relatively short period (Lithuania and Poland) and, after a somewhat longer
interval, Hungary. The initial attempt of the Hungarian communists to reposition
themselves in the changing political situation was a failure and could not prevent
their removal from power in 1990. The subsequent performance of all three par-
ties showed that reconstruction of the former authoritarian organization during a
period out of power produced a far more thoroughgoing transformation. As the
case of the Slovak Party of the Democratic Left showed, though, the path of poli-
tical reform was no guarantee of parties emanating from former ruling organiza-
tions returning to power.

Other parties that formed in the immediate context of regime change and
political transition lay between these two categories. Some were based on the
auxiliary parties that had also formed part of the communist establishment but
lay outside from the central locations of party—state power, operating more as
social transmission belts for the communist authorities than as political institu-
tions in their own right. The Polish Peasant Party was a prime example of the
development of such a hitherto marginal organization. Other parties sprang not
so much from the civil society and institutions of communist rule as from the per-
iod before the communist take-over in the late 1940s.

‘Historic’ parties were reactivated and in some cases political figures returned
from emigration to lead them, although they rarely achieved a great deal of suc-
cess. The Czech Social Democratic party was one successful party based on a
pre-communist organization, but its contemporary success owed more to skilful
contemporary leadership than to more distant roots. Another historic party, the
Hungarian Smallholders’, has secured a regular but less prominent parliamentary
presence. Such modes of party formation were not always mutually exclusive,
and the Polish Peasant Party was rooted not just in the former communist ally,
but also assimilated elements of the historic peasant movement with considerable
success. Other historic parties with roots in inter-war political life or the immedi-
ate post-war period were reformed even though their links with contemporary
eastern FEurope were distant and their purchase on post-communist political life
limited. Most remained on the margins of the developing party system. Those
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appealing to the traditional values of the rural population tended to have more
success — such as the Independent Smallholders in Hungary, Bulgarian Agrarian
National Union and the Polish Peasant Party."

Two main kinds of proto-party or movement thus prevailed in the first elec-
tions. One was the anti-communist and nationally-oriented democratic move-
ment, and the other was composed of communist forces deriving from the
former establishment, but subject to varying degrees of reform and adaptation to
suit the new political situation and its electoral requirements. In the eighteen dif-
ferent countries that made up eastern Europe at this time, elections in eleven
were broadly won by anti-communist forces and seven by organizations or candi-
dates deriving from the former communist establishment. If communism was on
its death-bed in eastern Europe between 1989 and 1991 its condition, at least in
the short term, was by no means immediately terminal and many of its suppor-
ters found ways to survive under the new conditions. This had a major influence
on the formation of democratic parties and prospects for their subsequent devel-
opment throughout the region.

Party development across the region

The two kinds of outcome that emerged in the founding elections, mostly
throughout 1990 but also in 1989 (Poland) and considerably later in Ukraine and
Belarus, were not distributed equally throughout eastern Europe. Relatively
stable parties and structures of party government were quicker to emerge in the
east-central European countries (Poland, Czechoslovakia — until its division into
two separate countries at the end of 1992 — Hungary and Slovenia), either in the
very early stages of transition or after the brief dominance of movements of anti-
communist opposition. In the context of party development it is therefore useful
to focus on the different areas that make up eastern Europe as a whole.

In east-central Europe turmoil developed in the Polish Solidarity camp soon after
the original victories of 1989, whilst a gradual process of consolidation took place
on the now marginalized left. The presidential campaign and an intensifying ‘war
at the top’ within the Solidarity leadership were major factors that contributed to
the polarization of the movement as parties began to form. A much debated Law
on Political Parties came into force in August 1990 as the struggle for the presi-
dency intensified. It was in this context that a Centre Accord was founded in
May 1990 to promote Walesa’s campaign for the presidency, the association
being transformed into a formal party in March 1991. An equivalent party was
set up by Mazowiecki supporters in December 1990 as the Democratic Union.
Processes of party formation were more advanced amongst Solidarity’s former
protagonists. The old ‘communist’ party dissolved itself in January 1990 and
established a new Social Democracy of the Polish Republic.

Parties established on the foundations of the ruling bodies of the former
regime had undoubted advantages and maintained a significant political pre-
sence, whereas the fate of most other parties across the centre and right-wing
was more mixed. The Democratic Union was renamed the Freedom Union
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following a merger with the Congress of Liberal Democrats in 1994 and survived
more successfully than most other parties, performing well in the 1997 elections.
More right-wing, populist parties generally did less well in the early 1990s
although the Confederation for Independent Poland, founded by dissident activist
Leszek Moczulski as far back as 1979, won some parliamentary seats both in the
first fully competitive elections of 1991 and those held in 1993 elections. The
sheer number of parties formed did not help the initial emergence of a stable
party system. Over a hundred existed in early 1991 and around seventy-five had
been formally registered.”” Until new legislation some years later, a party only
needed fifteen members to qualify for registration, a minimal requirement that
contributed to party proliferation.”’ The number of officially recorded parties did
not necessarily present an accurate reflection of anything like the number of
effective organizations in existence, though. By 1997, when new legislation had
been passed, as many as 370 parties were supposed to exist but in early 1998
only forty had been registered under the new regulations.”” The others were
deregistered and passed from the scene altogether. But the field was still open for
the formation of important new organizations. Solidarity was resurrected as an
organized electoral force (SEA) only in June 1996 and went on to win the elec-
tions held in September the following year.

In Czechoslovakia the early post-communist period was similarly dominated
by the presence of Civic Forum (in the Czech lands) and Public Against Violence
(in Slovakia) as broad and closely allied social movements. Some small groups
and parties had begun to spring up as signs of the imminent collapse of commun-
ism emerged and more were set up in December, including a Green Party,
Farmers’ Party, Christian Democracy, and a revived Social Democratic Party. A
new law was adopted in January 1990 to encourage party formation, having first
given formal recognition to Civic Forum and Public Against Violence, as well as
to the Communist Party of Czechoslovakia and the former auxiliary parties that
had re-established their independence after the November revolution.”” In
March 1990, thirty-eight parties were registered with the Interior Ministry and
by June, when the first democratic elections were held, there were a total of
seventy-nine — with twenty-seven having been rejected for failing to meet formal
criteria (such as providing full list of officers).”* The groups participating in the
mitial elections were nevertheless primarily those forming part of the original
regime-change movement and were generally speaking proto-parties rather than
distinctive political organizations, and only twenty-three political groups were for-
mally registered as participants in the June elections.

By the autumn of 1990 a distinct process of differentiation could be seen in
Civic Forum, which had won around half of all votes cast in the Czech areas.
Vaclav Klaus was elected Civic Forum’s first chairman in October and argued
for the transformation of the Forum into a right-wing party, the Forum splitting
in April to form in April a right-wing Givic Democratic Party and more centrist
Civic Movement. In Slovakia, the dominant figure was Vladimir Meciar, who
had been appointed republican prime minister in June 1990 but was dismissed in
April 1991 and led his supporters out of PAV to found the Movement for a
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Democratic Slovakia, which espoused leftist economic and social policies but also
a nationalism more characteristic of the radical right. He created a form of politi-
cal dominance that persisted, largely on a personal rather than party basis (and
not without a spell outside government in 1994), until the September 1998 elec-
tions and the victory of the democratic opposition.

In Hungary there was no broad social movement such as those seen in Poland
and Hungary, and more distinctive political groupings began to emerge at an
early stage. From one perspective, indeed, the onset of multi-party politics could
be dated from 1985-86 with the entry into parliamentary of a number of
independent rather than regime-endorsed deputies.” Equally, certain kinds of
proto-party began to emerge on the basis of competing policy lobbies within the
party—state establishment from the early 1980s. The activity of independent poli-
tical organizations was formally accepted by the government at the end of 1988
and i March 1989 the creation of a multi-party system was endorsed. One
immediate outcome was the establishment of an ‘Opposition Round Table’
(ORT) with the involvement of seven parties on the pattern of negotiations
already taking place in Poland.”® They included the Independent Smallholders’,
Social Democrats (HSDP), People’s Party (HPP) and the Christian Democratic
People’s Party, all of which were ‘historic’ organizations active before the com-
munist take-over of the country. Both the HSDP and HPP had been revived in
late 1988. Representing the new parties (although with historic roots in earlier
groupings and established cultural tendencies) were the Hungarian Democratic
Forum, Free Democrats and FIDESZ. The HDF had been established as far
back as September 1987, and AFD and FIDESZ in November and March 1988
respectively.

Following the elections of March/April 1990 a reasonably representative party
spectrum emerged in the country, with all but two of the ORT parties being
represented in parliament. The new parliament produced the region’s most stable
party system, which sustained the freely elected government for its full 4-year
term. The balanced and relatively restricted party system that emerged in the
1990 parliament was achieved by strict requirements for candidates that
demanded quite substantial party representation in the country as a whole. Many
minor parties were effectively eliminated, and while sixty-five parties had been
registered by the time of the elections only thirty actually presented candidates,
most of whom failed to gain a place on the national list.”” The ferment of early
party formation continued and by 1996, 176 parties were registered.”®

In Slovenia it was outspoken opposition to the policies of Belgrade that
prompted the emergence of an increasingly strong democratic movement and
the creation of embryonic parties.”” A mass demonstration was held when four
Slovenes were put on trial in June 1988 for possession of a military document, an
act that raised questions about the protected status of the strongly Serb-influ-
enced federal military organization as well as contentious issues of free speech. A
widely supported human rights committee formed, and this was soon followed by
the establishment of a number of parties. They included a Social Democratic
Alliance, Slovenian Democratic Union, Christian Socialist Movement, and a
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Green Party. A Peasant Union that had come into existence before the trial also
grew rapidly, and had 25,000 members by September 1989. Closer to the exist-
ing establishment, the League of Socialist Youth and Socialist Alliance of Work-
ing People displayed greater independence and showed signs of becoming proper
political parties.

The ruling League of Communists of Slovenia soon followed the democratiz-
ing trend and in March 1989 published a Programme of Renewal that endorsed
the introduction of political pluralism, although it was not until December that a
congress of the League formally agreed to introduce a multi-party system within
the republic and scheduled elections for April 1990. A large majority was won by
the democratic opposition, DEMOS, with 55 per cent of the vote. Once inde-
pendence had been achieved, further elections in 1992 reflected a more fragmen-
ted party spectrum as the different organizations that had initially combined to
form DEMOS stood on their own account, with the Liberal Democrats gaining
the largest proportion of the votes at 23 per cent.

Pressures for democracy and the impetus for the formation of independent
parties were also strong in the Baltic states. Although forming part of the Soviet
Union and subject to correspondingly greater restrictions on their independence
than the countries of east-central Europe, they had only formed part of the com-
munist federal state since 1940, so memories of national independence were little
more distant than those of their western neighbours and the desire for its restora-
tion was no less strong. The prominence of the national factor was demonstrated
by the leading part taken by Lithuania in this process, as only in that country did
ethnic nationals make up as much as 80 per cent of the population (Estonia’s
population was approximately one-third Russian, and Latvians only made up a
half of that country’s population). One of the region’s most prominent organiza-
tions was Sajudis (or Movement), founded in Lithuania during June 1988 (seven-
teen of whose thirty-six founding members actually belonged to the communist
party).*

After republican Supreme Soviet elections in March 1990 national indepen-
dence was declared, although it did not receive international recognition until
first accepted by the Soviet authorities in September 1991. A new law on parties
was nevertheless formulated and passed on 25 September 1990 (requiring the
registration of 400 members, a party programme and the holding of a founding
congress), although ‘public movements’ were also allowed to contest elections.
In December the authority of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union in
Lithuania was abolished, and it became the first Soviet republic to establish a
multi-party system.”' Its pattern of political development tended to remain more
structured than that of its Baltic neighbours, and it was a Sajudis-based party in
the form of the Homeland Union that went on to win the election of 1996.

In what was called the ‘third awakening’ (1988-91) in Latvia there was also a
major organizational transformation of national political life prior to the achieve-
ment of full independence after the failed August coup in the Soviet Union. The
communist party was split into moderate and pro-Moscow factions after the
vote of the Supreme Council (as the Supreme Soviet was now called) on
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independence, and an Independent Communist Party of Latvia was formed in
April 1990. In September it renamed itself the Democratic Labour Party of Lat-
via.”? Parties closed down by the pre-war dictatorship in 1934 were revived.
These included Social Democrats (re-established in 1989) and the Agrarian
Union (April 1991).% Lists were presented by twenty-three groupings and parties
in the first free elections held in 1993, but they often had little sense of a clear
political identity or distinctive political platform.

The institutional status of some major groupings also remained somewhat
uncertain. Dominant on the right, for example, were the National Independence
movement which was founded in July 1988 but only formally registered as a
party in June 1994, and the Popular Front (also founded in 1988 and not estab-
lished as a party organization until 1994 — by which time many supporters had
moved to better organized party formations). Also represented on this side of the
party spectrum were Fatherland and Freedom as well as For Latvia (an ambigu-
ous nationalist formation led by an activist with German nationality). The politi-
cal centre and government more generally was dominated from 1993 by Latvia’s
Way, an electoral coalition also formally established as political party only in
October of that year. The left faced even greater problems in preventing frag-
mentation and achieving political respectability.

In similar fashion, parties had also begun forming in Estonia during 1988,
with that country’s Popular Front securing a particularly strong showing in elec-
tions to the Soviet Congress of People’s Deputies in 1989 and the Estonian
Supreme Soviet in March 1990. A fuller range of parties came into being in
1990, particularly on the right wing (Christian Democrats, Entrepreneurs Party,
United Republicans), although a broader Social Democratic Party combining a
number of smaller groups was also formed. Party identification nevertheless
remained low, organizational development was not very advanced and the spec-
trum of political groupings was a wide one — with registration being made more
stringent in 1994.>* This did not greatly advance the consolidation of the rela-
tively unformed party system, where fractions frequently split and recombined to
present themselves to the electorate as partly reconstituted organizations made
up of largely familiar political forces. Estonia could therefore be presented as the
archetype of an ‘anti-party system’ in which political competition remained lar-
gely non-institutionalized.” Specific measures were taken to limit this tendency
prior to the 1999 elections, but they had a relatively limited effect.

The process of forming independent parties and the passage to democratic
party government was a generally slower process in the Balkans. Neither indepen-
dent parties nor democratically inclined nationalist movements emerged as prime
actors in the process of transition. The next country to hold multi-party elections
after Slovenia was the neighbouring Yugoslav republic of Croatia, which was
more developed and considerably wealthier than other parts of the Balkans
(see Table 1.1) but also possessed more serious obstacles to democratic develop-
ment than Slovenia. The rise of independent movements in Croatia and
mitial moves towards party formation faced a more conservative and far less
sympathetic communist party leadership than in Slovenia, and the interests
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represented by new independent groups were correspondingly more resolutely
anti-communist and emphatically nationalist (drawing on strongly rooted anti-
Serb sentiments) than in the neighbouring republic. Following steps to found a
liberal movement at the beginning of the year the Croatian Democratic Union
(CDU), led by prominent dissident Franjo Tudjman, was launched in June 1989.
When eclections were held in late April and early May 1990, the CDU won a
decisive majority over the three dozen or so other parties that had registered to
compete in the ballot. On 30 May, Tudjman was elected president by a similarly
decisive parliamentary majority and henceforth dominated independent Croatia’s
political life on a personal basis and, for the early years, as military leader during
the conflicts in Bosnia and adjacent areas.

In Bulgaria, a broad democratic movement — the Union of Democratic Forces
(UDF) — came into existence, but this was as much associated with the prior
weakness of opposition forces as with the political resurgence of any strong social
formation. The removal of long-established communist dictator Todor Zhivkov
on 10 November 1989 by more liberal members of the leadership was followed
by the legalization of opposition groups. In January 1990, the party opted for
principles of democratic socialism and was transformed in April 1990 into the
Bulgarian Socialist Party. Numerous alternative parties and movements also
sought official recognition after Zhivkov’s ouster and at least fifty were registered
in the early weeks of the new regime, although none had the status to present
itself as an effective alternative to the communist establishment. On 7 December
1989, therefore, ten organizations formed the Union of Democratic Forces, and
a further six bodies joined before elections to a Grand National Assembly were
held in June 1990. A new law on political parties was passed by the existing
National Assembly on 3 April. On this basis around forty-five parties were regis-
tered by the time of the June elections.”® To the surprise of many in the UDF,
and 1in distinction to the recent electoral outcomes in Hungary and Czechoslova-
kia, the socialists came top of the poll and won over half the parliamentary seats.
Factionalism soon developed in both of the two main political formations,
although the Socialist Party appeared to be the most coherent and effective orga-
nizations until the onset of major economic crisis of 1996.

In Romania, Ceausescu’s dictatorship had a highly dogmatic, personalized
nature and was overthrown violently in December 1989. Tentative signs of intel-
lectual opposition and dissent had surfaced in Romania during 1989, but they
did not make much political mark. In this context it was not surprising that his-
toric, pre-war parties were unusually prominent in Romania’s particular form of
‘post-communist’ democratization.”” The precise nature of the 1989 ‘revolution’
is still somewhat uncertain, and it was members of the communist establishment
that stepped forward to assume power within a National Salvation Front. The
NSF claimed to represent a decisive break with communism, and committed
itself to a multi-party system and free elections. But some of its leading figures
did not welcome the creation of parties and denied that party competition was
necessary whilst the Front permitted factionalism and internal pluralism.

Immediately after Ceausescu’s overthrow, though, some former parties were
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re-established, with the National Peasant Party soon merging with a new Chris-
tian Democratic group to form the National Peasant Christian and Democratic
Party, which became the backbone of the opposition. The speed with which elec-
tions (held on May 20) were organized disadvantaged all new parties and the
National Salvation Front gathered two-thirds of the entire vote. The NSF soon
split and Iliescu established the Democratic NSF, later renamed Social Demo-
crats, which maintained overall political supremacy until the elections of 1996.

Military operations in what had been until 1991 the Federal Republic of
Yugoslavia meant that conditions in Serbia were equally antithetic to the devel-
opment of party government and a viable democracy, although this was by no
means the only political obstacle involved. Slobodan Milosevi¢, chair of the Ser-
bian League of Communists, had made highly effective use of nationalist themes
since 1987 and embraced pluralist principles with reluctance, permitting the lega-
lization of opposition parties only in August 1990. In July the League merged
with the Socialist Alliance of the Working People of Serbia to form a new Socia-
list Party and succeeded in attracting significant numbers of new members, win-
ning 46 per cent of the vote in free elections held on 9 December. This
represented a decisive victory over the opposition Serbian Renewal Party of Vuk
Draskovi¢, formed in the spring of 1990. MiloSevi¢’s position was reinforced by
the outbreak of war with Croatia in June 1991, hostilities that lasted in various
forms for 4 years. Foreign intervention was generally counter-productive for Ser-
bia itself and only helped consolidate support for Milosevi¢. But war was not the
only obstacle to democratic development. Nationalism had been a major channel
for the dissatisfaction throughout the 1980s and it has been argued that Serb atti-
tudes just did not support a democratic culture.”®

A residual Yugoslavia continued to be formed by Serbia with the small repub-
lic of Montenegro, ruled by an orthodox Democratic Party of Socialists until
1998. The early party spectrum largely replicated that of Serbia, although Mus-
lim and Albanian parties also participated in elections. An indigenous People’s
Party did little to strengthen opposition to the ruling Democratic Party, and the
first democratic elections were actually won by an unreconstructed League of
Communists.”? Opportunities for democratic party development were even less
propitious in the former Yugoslav republic of Bosnia, where Croatian and Ser-
bian military forces were both active until 1995. With the collapse of the Yugo-
slav League of Communists at its extraordinary congress in January 1990 the
Bosnian leadership permitted the formation of opposition parties with the proviso
that they were not based on ethnic principles, an exclusion that was soon over-
ruled by the Constitutional Court. During the rest of 1990 at least forty parties
or equivalent organizations were formed, although only thirteen put candidates
forward for election in November.*” The campaign was predictably dominated
by three major ethnic parties who, rather than concentrating on forming alli-
ances with non-national groups, concluded a formal partnership but then pro-
ceeded to pursue basic national interests, a strategy that fitted all too well with
the growing ethnic conflict within Yugoslavia as whole and did nothing to slow
its advance in independent Bosnia.
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Macedonia’s status was equally contested and state legitimacy fundamentally
challenged, a situation hardly conducive to effective democratization or the for-
mation of a stable party system. In December 1990, a multi-party election was
held in which more than twenty parties participated. A contemporary version of
the historic nationalist Internal Macedonian Revolutionary Organization won 32
per cent of seats, although it failed to form a government and a largely non-poli-
tical administration emerged. A major unifying influence was exerted by Presi-
dent Kiro Gligorov, a seasoned Yugoslav politician without minority ethnic
affiliations, who beat the IMRO candidate and survived as the leading figure of
the independent state, heading a further left-wing coalition to win further elec-
tions in October 1994.

Albania, as one of the most authoritarian countries of the region, also saw no
anti-communist opposition until the very end. Independent parties were finally
permitted to come into existence after extensive demonstrations in December
1990.*' A Democratic Party (DP) was soon organized and registered on 17
December. Later that month the ruling Albanian Party of Labour (APL) also
committed itself to support a multi-party system and four more opposition parties
formed before elections were held in March 1991. The former ruling party was
well placed to perpetuate its dominance in hurriedly organized free elections,
although formal victory was no longer sufficient to sustain rule in the new politi-
cal context and a multi-party coalition was needed to sustain the government
until new elections were won by the Democrats in 1992.

In countries of the former Soviet Union conditions for party formation were also
generally unfavourable. The authorities in the Ukraine continued to harass
opposition activists throughout 1989 when official attitudes in Russia had already
softened. Limited movements of dissent in the 1970s were closely linked with
diverse nationalist currents that strengthened as opposition groups began to coa-
lesce in 1990. The delayed onset of democratization in the Ukraine helped give
the communists a decisive majority in that year’s republican elections. Of the
seventy-eight deputies elected within the Democratic Bloc forty belonged to
Rukh, the Ukrainian People’s Movement for Perestroika originally conceived as
broad coalition based on the model of the Polish and Baltic democratic indepen-
dence movements. More numerous than any other non-communist party repre-
sentatives were, in fact, the bloc of eighty-seven unaffiliated and formally
independent deputies. While numerous parties were formed overall membership
was scanty, actually ‘bordering on insignificance’.*® This lack of social linkage
enhanced the elite’s freedom of action, already solidly established during the
communist period. After the coup of August 1991 the highly conservative party
elite embraced the cause of national independence as a means of safeguarding its
power, a move that was positively received by the nationalist opposition and
helped former party secretary Leonid Kravchuk become independent Ukraine’s
first president.

With the support both of the old elite and much of the opposition Kravchuk’s
position was quite secure, and only in late 1992 did Rukh split to produce
an opposition fraction under Viacheslav Chornovil. The strengthening of



48  Political parties in post-communist eastern Europe

presidential powers in line with similar tendencies in Yeltsin’s Russia did not pro-
duce conditions favourable for party organization. Further obstacles to indepen-
dent party development also remained. Electoral laws prior to elections in March
1994 greatly favoured incumbent deputies and independent candidates, whereas
party registration procedures were extremely demanding and the candidates they
proposed subject to extensive controls. Of party-affiliated mandates in 1994 most
were won by communists and only a minority by candidates of pluralist parties.
Changes in the electoral mechanism helped structure the parliamentary centre
on party lines in 1998, although no real signs of party system consolidation were
yet in evidence.*

Independence posed different problems for Belarus, where nationalism was
prominent by its virtual absence. Signs of political opposition during the Soviet
period were also minimal until the nuclear accident at Chernobyl in 1986. Coin-
ciding with the extension of glasnost’ throughout the Soviet Union, the accident
itself and the unsatisfactory response of the authorities gave ample grounds for
the rise of opposition, and in October 1988 a Belarussian Popular Front for Per-
estroika was founded.™ But it gathered little popular support and did not develop
much of an organization. A certain level of worker unrest in 1991 did nothing to
change this situation. The communist party of Belarus remained resolutely con-
servative and only went so far as to accept the BPI”s demands for political and
economic independence in the wake of the August coup — but rejected that for
national independence. The continuity of communist rule was maintained
unchanged for some years, as the deputies elected to the republican Soviet in
March 1990 remained in post until 1995. The influence and membership of the
BPF did see some growth, but other opposition groups remained very small. A
new constitution opened the way for presidential elections in June and July 1994
won by Alyaksandr Lukashenka, who showed ever-strengthening authoritarian
tendencies that had disastrous consequences for Belarus’s sickly democracy and
further possibilities of party development. Signs of fundamental constitutional cri-
sis grew in subsequent years as conflict persisted about the legitimacy of Luka-
shenka’s extended tenure as president and his reluctance to hold further
elections.

A contentious legacy of national identity also affected post-communist devel-
opment in Moldova and was responsible for the strongly conservative policy
imposed on the republic by the Moscow leadership. Reformist currents only sur-
faced in 1987 and centred on issues concerning the writers’ union. The following
year saw the formation of two reformist groups, after which the Popular Front of
Moldova was established and in June 1989 gained official recognition.*’ Divisive
ethnic issues soon came to the fore as the republic’s sizeable Russian minority
founded its own movement, Edinstvo, and conflict increased within the commu-
nist party, some of whose members moved closer to the Popular Front. It gained
around a third of the seats in Supreme Soviet elections in February 1990,
although was able to command an overall majority with the support of reformist
communists. On this basis, former party secretary Mircea Snegur was elected
president.
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In contrast to other republics, the Moldovan leadership denounced the August
coup and declared the formation of an independent republic — while analogous
steps within Moldova itself were taken by the Russian and Gagauz minorities in
the areas they dominated, full-scale civil war breaking out with the rebel Trans-
dniestrian Soviet Republic in 1992. Despite the rapid cessation of open hostilities,
the Transdniestr conflict remained a major complicating factor in relations with
both Russia and Romania. Within the Moldovan leadership moves were made to
reduce the power of strong nationalists. Although the influence of radicals in the
Popular Front tended to grow, the strongly pan-Romanian Mircea Druc was
replaced as first prime minister in May 1991, and elections called for February
1994 confirmed the declining influence of the Popular Front, whose ranks had
become highly differentiated over a number of ethnic and reform issues — which
weakened the strong pan-Romanian sentiments originally held by much of the
population.

Party families in eastern Europe

Parties have, therefore, developed hesitantly and incompletely throughout much
of eastern Europe — and in some countries to no great extent at all. Such political
organizations that can be identified may be differentiated in various ways. One
obvious starting point that emerges on the basis of the survey just presented is
that of party origin, which is, further, the starting point for an influential contem-
porary theoretical view of party development.*® Parties may be distinguished by
their links with the social movement or umbrella organization that represented
the forces of anti-communist opposition in many countries of eastern Europe, or
by the origin of parties in relation to organizations of the communist or pre-com-
munist period (so-called ‘historic’ and ‘post-communist’ parties).

These distinctions cannot always be easily drawn. The Polish Peasant Party
was largely derived from the auxiliary party of the former establishment, but also
successfully assimilated some attributes of the old historic agrarian party (not least
its name), whereas the contemporary Czech Social Democrats are formally based
on an historical organization but have largely reinvented themselves and devel-
oped as a new political formation. Parties emanating from the ruling parties of
the communist period vary enormously in outlook and political style. Socialist
and social democratic parties of Hungary and Poland fit in well with the west
European community of democratic left-wing organizations, whereas the Serbian
Socialists under Milosevi¢ remain closely wedded to their authoritarian origins.
Others throughout the Balkans show an uneasy mix of characteristics of both
categories that reflects the partial advance towards democracy made in those
countries. Equally, the direct descendants of the anti-communist opposition and
the former social movements have undergone major changes or largely disap-
peared in some countries (such as, for example, the Czech Civic Forum or Hun-
garian Democratic Forum). Yet another leading movement, Polish Solidarity,
apparently disintegrated only to re-emerge as an electoral force in rather different
form in 1996.
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As time passes, moreover, differentiation in terms of origin becomes less help-
ful in providing guidance to the range of contemporary east European political
organizations. As parties developed or, more frequently, failed to do so and
faded out of the scene altogether their origins became less important and attri-
butes in terms of contemporary presentation and performance more prominent.
Many of the parties that emerged in the different countries as outlined in the pre-
ceding section seemed, indeed, to fall into recognizable groups not wholly differ-
ent from those seen in established democracies: old communist and reformed
social democratic parties, and a range of liberal, Christian Democratic, conserva-
tive, nationalist and Green parties reminiscent of the party spectrum in western
democracies (see Table 2.5 for a summary listing all major parties currently
represented in east European parliaments).

Several major points emerge from an overview of party representation in con-
temporary east European parliaments.

o Tirst, just a few major parties (two or three in most cases) now succeed in
capturing the majority of votes in the more democratically advanced coun-
tries, which suggests that, general political conditions permitting, a reason-
ably balanced party system representing new democratic forces may be in
the process of emerging.

e This is most obviously nof the case in the more backward republics of the
former Soviet Union (Table 2.5d), where relatively traditional communist
parties continue to gain most support and competing parties have not been
able to gain much of a foothold amongst the electorate (especially in Belarus,
where further elections have not been held at all).

® The process of party formation is by no means complete and, as can be seen
in the column with dates of formation, new parties continue to emerge and
score highly in the contemporary electoral process; in many cases they
emerge more as electoral coalitions or blocs of parties rather than as coher-
ent political organizations.

e In association with the fluidity of party organization and shifting patterns of
party allegiance, many parties have quite few members; outside the more
developed countries of east-central Europe and the Baltic region such
numerical indicators are that much more difficult to obtain and are likely to
be still lower.

e Increasingly, though, a distinctive range of parties has emerged that goes
way beyond the initial conflict between communist establishment and anti-
communist opposition often seen in the early stages of the east European
transformation; parties have developed political characteristics that enable
them generally to be compared with the west European spectrum of political
parties.

This summary overview of major east European parties shows that their ideologi-
cal character and political programmes have increasingly crystallized and come
to characterize different groups of parties whose origins and degree of ‘partyness’
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Table 2.5a Parliamentary parties in east-central Europe

Country and date of last election Percentage  Date of Membershyp — Parly_family
of voles formation
Czech Republic, June 1998
Czech Social Democratic Party 32.3 1878/1989 13,000 Soc. Dem.
Civic Democratic Party 27.7 April 1990 22,000 Liberal Cons.
Communist Party of Bohemia
and Moravia 11.0 March 1990 137,000 (Post-) Com.
Christian Democratic Union 9.0 Dec. 1989 60,400 Christ. Dem.
Freedom Union 8.6 Jan. 1998 3000 Liberal Cons.
Hungary, May 1998
FIDESZ: Hungarian Civic Party =~ 28.2 198871995 15,000 Liberal Cons.
Hungarian Socialist Party 32.3 Oct. 1989 37,000 Post-Com.
Independent Party of
Smallholders 13.8 190971988 60,000 Agrarian
Alliance of Free Democrats 7.9 Nov. 1988 32,000 Liberal
Hungarian Justice and Life Party 5.5 Nov. 1993 7000 Nationalist
Hungarian Democratic Forum 3.1 Sept. 1987 25,000 Cons./Ch. D
Poland, September 1997
Solidarity Elector. Action (Soc.
Movement) 33.8 1996 (1998) 30,000 Cons./Ch. D.
Democratic Left Alliance
(SDRP/SLD) 27.1 1990/1999 60th/80th  Post-Com.
Freedom Union 13.4 1990/1994 22,000 Liberal
Polish Peasant Party 7.3 May 1990 120,000 Agrarian
Movement for Reconstruction
of Poland 5.6 Nov. 1995 20,000 Conservative
German Minority 0.6 1990 Ethnic
Slovakia, September 1998
Movement for Democratic
Slovakia 27.0 June 1991 34,000 Nat, Post-Com.
Slovak Democratic Coalition 26.3 July 1997 39,000+  Lib -SD-Ch.D.
Party of Democratic Left 14.7 Oct. 1990 48,000 Post-Com.
Hungarian Coalition 9.1 1992 (1998) 36,000 Ethnic
Slovak National Party 9.1 Feb. 1990 7000 Nationalist
Party of Civic Understanding 8.0 Feb. 1998 6500 Liberal
Slovenia, November 1996
Liberal Democracy of Slovenia 27.0 199071994 5300 Liberal
Slovene People’s Party 19.4 May 1988 44,000 Cons, Agrarian
Social Democratic Party of
Slovenia 16.1 Feb. 1989 20,000 Soc. Dem.
Slovene Christian Democrats 9.6 March 1989 36,600 Christ. Dem.
United List of Social Democrats 9.0 April 1993 23,000 Post-Com.
Democratic Party of Retired
People 4.3 1990 26,000 Soc. Dem.
Slovene National Party 3.2 March 1991 5800 Extreme Right
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Table 2.5b Parliamentary parties in the Baltic states

Country and date of last election Percentage  Date of Membership — Party_family
of votes Jormation

Estonia, March 1999

Estonian Centre Party 23.6 1993 2500 Soc. Dem.
Estonian Reform Party 16.0 Nov. 1994 1000 Liberal Cons.
Fatherland Union 16.0 Dec. 1995 1100 Conservative
Moderates 15.1 1996 1100 Soc. Dem.
Coalition Party 7.6 1993 1200 Liberal
Country People’s Party/Rural

Union 7.2 199471992 2100 Agrarian
United People’s Party 6.1 1994 1100 Soc. Dem.

Latvia, October 1998

People’s Party 21.2 Dec. 1997 Liberal
Latvia’s Way 18.4 Oct. 1993 700 Liberal
Cons. Union for Fatherland

and Freedom 14.7 Jan. 1995 1000+ Conservative
National Harmony Party 14.2 Feb. 1994 400 Soc. Dem.
Latvian Social Democratic

Alliance 12.9 1997 Soc. Dem.
New Party 7.3 1998 1000+ Soc. Dem.

Lithuania, October 1996

Homeland Union —

Conservatives of Lithuania 29.8 May 1993 16,000 Conservative
Lithuanian Christian
Democratic Party 9.9 190471990 8500 Cons. Ch. D.

Lithuanian Democratic Labour

Party 9.5 Dec. 1990 8000 Post-Com.
Lithuanian Centre Union 8.2 1992 Liberal
Lithuanian Social Democratic

Party 6.6 1896/1989 Soc. Dem.

may otherwise differ. Precisely how such differences may be described and the
range of contemporary parties characterized is debatable — ideology implies a
degree of structuration and theoretical support that is generally lacking, whereas
formal programmes rarely give a fully reliable guide to the nature of parties. But
west European party experience certainly provides some guidance. One starting
point for establishing differences between the parties may be derived from the
mfluential schema of the different famulles spirituelles proposed for west European
democratic parties by K. von Beyme.*’

With some variation the classification may also be applied to eastern Europe,
and von Beyme himself has identified eight equivalent kinds of party in this con-
text, although one of these is the forum (or movement-based) party, which is gen-
erally a rather different kind of organization and, we have suggested here,
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Country and date of last election Percentage  Date of Party famuly
of votes formation
Albania, July 1997
Socialist Party of Albania 52.8 June 1991 Post-Communist
Democratic Party of Albania 25.7 Dec. 1990 Conservative
Human Rights Unity Party 2.8 Feb. 1992 Ethnic (Greek)
Democratic Alliance of Albania 2.8 July 1992 Liberal
Social Democratic Party of Albania 2.5 March 1991 Social Democratic
Bosnia and Herzegovina, September 98
Coalition for Single and Demo.
Bosnia 40 (seats) 1998 (Multi-)ethnic
Croatian Democratic Union 14 Aug. 1990 Ethnic
Sloga (Unity) Coalition 10 1998 Serb (Soc. Dem.)
Serb Democratic Party 10 July 1990 Ethnic
Bulgaria, April 1997
Union of Democratic Forces 52.3 Nov. 1989 Liberal-Conservative
Bulgarian Socialist Party 22.1 April 1990 Post-Communist
Alliance for National Salvation 7.6 1997 Ethnic
Euro-Left 5.5 Feb. 1997 Soc. Dem.
Bulgarian Business Bloc 4.9 1992 Liberal-Populist
Croatia, January 2000
Social Democrats/Social Liberal
Party 47.0 1990/1989 Post-Com., Liberal
Croatian Democratic Union 30.5 June 1989 Conservative-Nat.
Peasant Party-led coalition 15.9 1999 Conservative
Croatian Rights’ Party 3.3 Feb. 1990 Nationalist
Macedonia, October 1998
IMRO — Democratic Party 28.1 1894/1990 Conservative Nat.
Social Democratic Union of
Macedonia 25.2 1991 Post-Communist
Albanian Coalition 19.3 1998 Ethnic
Democratic Alternative 10.1 1998 Conservative
Liberal Democrats 7.0 1990 Liberal
Montenegro, May 1998
For a Better Life coalition 48.9 1997 Post-communist led
Socialist National Party 35.6 1997 Post-communist
Liberal Union of Montenegro 6.2 1990 Liberal
Serb People’s Party 1.9 1995 Ethnic
Democratic Union (Albanian) 1.6 Ethnic
Romania, November 1996
Democratic Convention of Romania 30.2 1992 Liberal-Conservative
Romanian Party of Social Democracy 21.5 1993 Post-Communist
Social Democratic Union 12.9 1996 Soc. Democratic
Hungarian Democratic Union of
Romania 6.6 Dec. 1989 Ethnic
Greater Romania Party 4.5 May 1991 Nationalist
Romanian National Unity Party 4.4 1992 Nationalist
Serbia, September 1997
Joint (Left) List 44 (seats) 1997 Post-Communist led
Serbian Radical Party 33 Jan. 1990 Extreme Right
Serbian Renewal Movement 18 Aug. 1990 Nationalist
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Table 2.5d Parliamentary parties in the former Soviet Republics

Country and date of last election Percentage Date of Party famuly
of votes Jormation

Belarus, 1995

Communist Party 21.2 (seats) 1993 Traditional CP
Agrarian Party 16.7 1992 Post-Communist
United Civic Party 4.5 1995 Liberal

Party of National Accord 4.0 1991 Liberal

Supreme Council dissolved 1996 but
no further free elections held

Moldova, March 1998
Communist Party of Moldova 30.1 1994 Traditional CP
Democratic Convention of Moldova 19.2 1997 Liberal-Cons.
(presidential)
Bloc for Democratic and Prosperous
Moldova 18.2 1997 Liberal
Party of Democratic Forces 8.8 1995 Conservative

Ukraine, March 1998

Communist Party of Ukraine 24.7 1993 Traditional CP
Rukh 9.4 1989 Nationalist
Socialist and Peasant Bloc 8.5 1997 Pro-Communist
Green Party 5.5 1990 Green
Ukrainian National-Democratic Party 5.0 1996 Centrist
Hromada 4.7 1994 Conservative
Social Democratic Party of Ukraine 4.0 1990 Social Democrat
Progressive Socialist Party 4.0 1995 Social Democrat

belongs more to the pre-party phase of political development than to the group
of contemporary party families itself.*® His classification of east European parties
excludes from the original west European scheme conservative parties and right-
wing extremist organizations, although elsewhere in his discussion he does note
the role of nationalists and various functional groups. In fact, the identities of
new east European parties follow the west European model more closely than
might have been anticipated.

The lengthy experience of communist authoritarian rule nevertheless gives a
specific meaning to contemporary east European conservatism. On one basis it
might be argued that in terms of the origins of east European parties it is the
various kinds of communist or communist-successor organization that best repre-
sent conservative forces.* This is broadly what has happened with the Commu-
nist Party of Bohemia and Moravia in the Czech Republic, the small orthodox
communist offshoots of the old parties in other east-central European countries,
and major parts of the old establishment in the Balkans and republics of the
former Soviet Union. In other developed states of east-central Europe, such as
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Hungary and Poland, major segments of the post-communist parties have
rapidly established themselves as credible social democracies. Broadly similar
transformations have occurred in Slovenia and Lithuania. But neither variant of
the post-communist party is fully conservative in normal political terms and all
such successor organizations are clearly identified by voters as left-wing forces.
There is clearly room for some kind of more conventional right-wing conser-
vative category even under the specific conditions of post-communist eastern
Europe.

If east European conservatism cannot be identified with the old communist
establishment, neither can it be fully subsumed by new currents of free-market
liberalism. There is, indeed, also a confusing contemporary overlap between con-
servatism and liberalism in western democracies.”” Some conservative tendencies
fit well with the free-market principles of post-communist liberalism, whereas
others are more comfortably allied with organizations committed to traditional
religious values or varieties of nationalism. It is equally clear that the Christian
Democrat category (which occupies an important place on the right of the politi-
cal spectrum in some west European countries) is not sufficiently broad to
encompass all kinds of right-wing conservative forces in eastern Europe.
Although separate Christian Democrat parties do exist in several countries they
are mostly small and relatively marginal, and they by no means encompass the
right wing as a whole.

Even in Poland, where religious forces have a strong political impact, Church-
oriented groups occupy only a limited political space in the broad right-wing
association of the Solidarity Electoral Action. It provides a general conservative
umbrella as much as one based on either religiou