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ABSTRACT

Looking at the post-socialist cases of Poland, Hungary, Czech Republic, Ukraine and

Russia, this dissertation asks whether rapid development of political markets in post-

socialist polities represents the anomaly of post-socialist transformation or, perhaps, it

represents the normal trajectory of the evolutionary development of democratic

institutions. The study has a cross-disciplinary approach, incorporating insights and

analyses from different disciplines. To answer the research question in this study, a

comprehensive (comparative case study) research strategy is employed. The cases were

selected based on the notion that they represent a subset of a larger set of post-socialist

democratic polities with very similar transformational trajectories although different in a

range of historical, cultural, and geopolitical aspects. All selected cases experienced a

relatively painful transformation of social, political and economic institutions. However,

the success of these transformations varies across these cases. Also there is a substantial

variation in the strategies of reforms, pace of changes and extent of public and elite

support for the changes.

Particular electoral practices and their correlation with distinct institutional and media

environments are examined by combining macro-level contextual data with micro-level

data. The conclusions about the degree of professionalization, the impact of the ongoing

mediatization of electoral politics, the variety of campaign styles and the consequences of

these changes in the nature of political campaigns for electoral democracies in post-

socialist countries and worldwide are drawn.
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The study provides empirical support for an argument that rapid development of political

markets in post-socialist polities is not an anomaly of post-socialist transformation, but,

rather, is a reflection of the radical changes that are being faced by the modern

democratic polities.

The study suggested potential dangers caused by spread of modern political marketing

techniques. This problem is even more acute in post-socialist countries than in

established democracies. These countries have not inherited the robust system of

democratic guarantees in the form of institutions or traditions. The effects of adaptation

of modern forms of political institutions functioning could be much more unpredictable.
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INTRODUCTION

The intensive development of communication techniques between individuals and

organizations – and above all marketing – is undoubtedly one of the most significant facts

of our time. No economic, political or administrative activity has escaped it. The

emergence of marketing has been a major feature in the intellectual and social changes of

the contemporary world. This statement may seem surprising in so far as the increasingly

widespread use of this technique has been accompanied by protest and suspicion. On the

one hand, consumers criticize the manipulation of markets and opinion; on the other

hand, many suspect the Machiavellian spirits at work in these modern techniques of

persuasion. These attitudes identify marketing as an instrument of power and pose the

question of legitimacy. The question of marketing is a direct expression of the crisis of

legitimacy democratic and free-market societies are undergoing.

The system of legitimacy, which is the basis of modern society, is rooted

intellectually in the Enlightenment and socially in political democracy and laissez-faire

capitalism born in the end of the 18th century. Despite the specificity of French and

American intellectual traditions, the essence of the legitimacy of power in each country is

to be found in the representation of the social order as natural result of interaction – via

the ballot and the market – between reasoning individuals led by selfish interests.

The symbolic hierarchy, which traditionally subordinated nature to culture, is

reversed. The social order is directly and completely rooted in the natural order. The

cultural sphere of social organization – that is, a community and a nation bound by
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collective interests finds itself restricted to activities, which ensure the orderly

functioning of natural interactions between rational, free individuals with equal rights.

The role of the state is reduced to a minimum. Its activities are carefully monitored by the

political sphere and its intervention is subordinated to the natural expression of the will of

individuals. Civil society is naturally constituted of and reproduced by the interaction

between individuals, all of whom have the power to think and act, and as such, have no

power over each other.

A considerable rearrangement of ideas occurred at the end of the 19th century.

This was the price democratic legitimacy had to pay for the deep transformations, which,

caused by the re-emergence of social processes within society, resulted in organizations

developing beyond their legitimate boundaries both in the administrative and free-market

spheres. This development led to the questioning of the effectiveness of subordination of

the administrative to the political sphere and private enterprise to the rule of the market.

Contemporary society is the result of this further weakening of the sources of

legitimacy available to private and public bureaucracies in contemporary society.

Organizations can not impose themselves by violence since it is incompatible with the

liberty and autonomy of the individual in democracy. They have to find justification and

a mode of action, which awaken belief in the legitimacy of the social order whose nature

is being questioned.



14

Democracy and the modernization process

The most basic and far-reaching attribute of the modernization process is steadily

increasing social complexity. Increasing social complexity leads to a series of radical

social changes, including changes in the forms and practices of democratic government.

Contemporary democracies are marked by growing numbers of groups and organizations

that participate to advance their interests and their competition for public resources and

social capital. This takes the form of establishing increasing numbers of structures that

act as intermediaries between citizens and the political system, structures to which

citizens entrust responsibility for advancing their private interests. As a result, more

powers compete with each other for political influence and are in conflict than in

previous forms of society. At the same time, direct participation by citizens in the

political process may decline as citizens deputize intermediary organizations and

structures to act as their agents in influencing the political system. The form of

democracy that arises in this situation has been described by Dahl (1956, 1971) as

“polyarchy,” an arena where different groups, not of a strictly political nature (interest

groups, media organizations, etc.), confront and struggle with each other. In this arena,

the mass media system undertakes socialization functions, which previously were

performed by the political parties.

Politics was about the representation of fixed identities, primarily through mass

political parties, territorial and sometimes functional representation. Particular claims

(e.g. those based on ethnicity, class, religion or region) were legitimated through their

willingness to accede to the rules of the game and through their commitment to a
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regulated pluralism. Political change occurred mainly through incremental shifts in the

enfranchisement of different sections of the population, through the impact of various

social factors on political allegiance, and from the dislocating effects of periodic critical

elections. In certain circumstances the change was born through major social and

economic shifts and was revolutionary rather than incremental.

The fixedness of this style of politics is now being eroded. In the last few

decades, and particularly since the collapse of socialism, there has been a growing

conviction that modern politics is being superseded. Typically this is being explained on

the basis of the decline of the territorial state, the redundancy of the usual Left versus

Right framework of politics and the appearance of “anti-political” phenomena. For Geoff

Mulgan (1994), the ultimate point of collapse in modern politics has been reached and the

world of modern politics has “the feel of something archaic: a set of rituals, a container of

tensions, a symbolic link with the past rather than a dynamic force in the present.” Most

scholars are agreed that in the period of transformation from industrial to post-industrial

societies, the main casualties are the social structures and the class politics and the

meaning systems that they formed. Anthony Giddens (1994) talks of a period of

“manufactured uncertainty” and systemic risk, where modern politics is being displaced

by a politics that is much less centered – a politics of lifestyles, of consumption rather

than production, and a politics of shifting identities.

Thus, my suggestion is that modern politics is being influenced by a number of

developments:
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1. The emergence of a “new” politics identity in which a growing number of claims are

articulated, whether from individuals, groups and movements previously on the

periphery of usual politics, or else from complete outsiders.

2. The greater mutability of established social and political institutions and a decline in

the power of established normative and cultural factors defining identities,

phenomena caused in part by:

a) the stretching of social and economic relations across time and space through the

processes of globalization;

b) the “commodification” or “marketization” of everyday life and politics.

As a result of these changes the individuals lose social and ideological identifications

and emerge as pseudo-free customers (buyers). This eventually leads to a formation of

mass “free” markets of electorate.

Thus far, we have theorized that a general process of modernization, proceeding

by different rates in different countries, leads to profound changes in the political and

other domains of life. These changes, in turn, are reflected in how election campaigns are

conducted.

Modern campaign methods are both cause and effect of the modern condition of

politics and communications and are also rooted in the underlying process of

modernization from which those modern conditions emerge. It is possible to identify

some general consequences that seem to be strongly associated with modern campaign

approaches almost everywhere they are practiced. Modern techniques continue to spread

and to become the dominant way in which political institutions interact with the media
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and the public and present consequences of the modern model can reveal something

about what the future of democratic politics may be like.

I will identify several issues that, across countries and circumstances, seem to be

most strongly associated with contemporary campaign practices.

Toward “Virtual Politics”

Certainly, the most problematic aspect of new-style electoral politics is its

potential for diverting attention from political realities to a fabricated world of “virtual

politics.” Some characterize media-centered modern politics as an exercise in

manipulating the appearance of things under conditions where the public has few if any

alternative sources against which to test media representations. There is a possibility of

politics becoming a virtual reality in which mass perception of politics are all that matter.

Undermining Political Parties

In traditional democratic theory, political parties are regarded as the essential

mechanism for aggregating, balancing, and representing interest in the orderly

functioning government. The attributes of modern electoral campaigns tend to weaken

political parties. Increasing functional differentiation and social fragmentation make it

more difficult than in traditional societies for political leaders and parties to know the

concerns, viewpoints, and life situation of voters. At the same time that the task of

knowing the voters’ situations has become more challenging, political parties’ ability to

perform the task has declined, because their broad-based interpersonal communication
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networks have shrunk. The loss of this traditional point of contact is especially important

as parties move from ideological bases to opinion bases. The parties’ modern substitute

for interpersonal contact is the opinion poll, that in periods of instability and rapid

change, may leave parties at a loss to understand voters’ sentiments and desires.

Personalization of Politics

The modern campaign strategy which dominates all others and best fits media

logic is personalization, concentrating on telegenic leaders while programs and policy

proposals remain in the background. Personalization is a key strategy being practiced in

every democracy.

Personalization undermines political parties because it endangers support for an

appealing leader, not for the ideas and programs of the party as an institution. As a basis

of political support, personalization is transitory and fragile. Massive shifts in support

occur when leaders change or lose their novelty or reveal previously unpublicized

qualities. Personalization of political appeal is especially unsuited to the new democracies

because it may prevent political parties from ever establishing themselves in the eyes of

the public as anything more than the platform of a popular leader.

Personalization allows parties, with telegenic appealing leaders and candidates to

attempt to attract momentary, opinion-based support in the fragmented, disaggregated

modern electorate, support that does not create loyalty to the party and can be lost as

quickly as it was won.
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“Scientificization” of Politics

In the 1960s Habermas wrote of the “scientificization” of politics. He pointed to

the frequent use of experts, technicians and scientists in the political field, leading to

control by specialists of the production, possession, and comprehension of information

necessary to sound decision-making (Habermas, 1978). In the field of election

campaigns, we have observed the increasing role of technical experts, supplying expertise

and making decisions that formerly were made within the party apparatus.

The expanding role of experts in campaign reflects, on the one hand, the

sophisticated methods and skills that are necessary to effective campaigning in the

modern political and media environment, and, on the other hand, the weakening of the

role of parties, which are not able to supply the needed funds and competencies.

Growing Political Cynicism

Erosion of public respect and support for politicians and the political

establishment is a common phenomenon in most of the democracies. One of the aspects

of modern campaigns is the struggle between politicians and journalists to control the

campaign agenda. This struggle is perhaps most advanced and explicit in the established

democracies with stable political cultures, where journalists commonly focus coverage on

poll results, campaign horse races, and campaign strategies rather than candidate’s

statements, and report staged political events and actions. In spiraling fashion, politicians

adapt their behavior to the requirements of media, which respond by unmasking

politicians’ strategies, which in turn leads politicians to develop even more compelling
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and sophisticated media strategies. In the process, politicians and journalists may become

preoccupied with their escalating struggle within a closed circuit of discourse where

voters’ concerns receive less attention. The political reporting that emerges from this

context often offers negative characterizations of politicians and the political process as

manipulative and concerned more with appearance than reality.

On the other side of the equation, practitioners of new-style campaigning further

contribute to the erosion of the standing politicians by characterizing themselves as

“outsiders” who do not have the moral defects of typical politicians; by resorting to

negative campaigning, which is thought by many to be effective in the media-centered,

modern campaign environment; and by avoiding intractable problems in favor of real or

constructed campaign issues with which they can advance their popularity.

Of course, the growth of political cynicism also, and more important, reflects

matters that have little to do with political campaigning, such as the actual performance

of elected leaders and political parties, and the perceived effectiveness of government in

addressing pressing problems. But evidence from a number of countries suggests that

modern campaign practices contribute to public doubts about politicians and the political

process.

Political market

The political market, as the commercial market, contains sellers and customers

who exchange “something of value”: the parties/candidates offer representation to

customers who in turn offer support (votes). The exchange occurs at election time when,
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to insure maximum revenue, the sellers market themselves through an application of

direct promotional activities. They market their particular styles of representation and

specific intentions for government as a “product” which comprises party image, leader

image, and proposals or selected issues (Farrell and Wortmann, 1987).

Before writing about political marketing, it is necessary to define the term,

because political marketing is a new subfield of marketing and political science. We can

define political marketing as: “seeking to establish, maintain and enhance long-term voter

relationships at a profit for society and political parties, so that the objectives of the

individual political actors and organizations involved are met. This is done by mutual

exchange and fulfillment of promises.” (Henneberg, 1996).

Adopting the maxim of Shumpeter (1943) that “democracy is primarily concerned

with parties’ competitive struggle for [the ] people’s vote”, Gamble contends that:” The

main components of the modern political market are three: the existence of a mass

electorate; competition between two or more parties for the votes of this electorate; and a

set of rules governing this competition” (Gamble, 1974). For the purposes of this study

we prefer to use the modern definition of political marketing by Wring (1996): “the party

or candidate’s use of opinion research and environmental analysis to produce and

promote a competitive offering which will help realize organizational aims and satisfy

groups of electors in exchange for their votes.

The societies in transformation represent very interesting case studies to illustrate

this phenomenon. Political markets in post-socialist countries are being formed too

rapidly, much more so than usual markets of services and goods. Destruction of symbolic
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system of power led in those countries to the absence of “non-market” elements that still

remains in the West. There is a huge gap in post-socialist countries between political

activity and political outcomes.

Relations between governments and governed are being quickly “marketized”.

The lack of democratic traditions, structures and meaning systems lead to the more

obvious market character of politics. In real politics it is being highlighted by the practice

of successful using Western style election campaigns, use of political marketing to “sell”

political candidates.

In theory the ultimate goal of the market and political market is harmonization of

interests of buyers and sellers. This requires the presence of free competition in the

market place. In practice, political markets of post-socialist countries lack the

“antimonopoly” structures that political markets of established democracies have –

traditional grass roots based political parties, public mass media, etc.

My assumption is that there are trends in recent developments of political markets

in established democracies that can question the very legitimacy of democratic

institutions in long-term perspective.

My research question is whether rapid development of political markets in post-

socialist polities represents the anomaly of post-socialist transformation or,

perhaps, it represents the normal trajectory of the evolutionary development of

democratic institutions.
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Research Design and Case Selection

To answer the research question in this study, a comprehensive (comparative

study of diversity) research strategy is employed. A comprehensive approach is best

suited for goals that involve examination of patterns of similarities and differences across

a moderate number of cases. The number of cases is limited because our goal is to

establish familiarity with each case included in a study. We have chosen this method

because its emphasis on diversity (especially, the different patterns that may exist with a

specific set of cases) and on familiarity with each case make this approach especially well

suited for the goals of exploring diversity, interpreting cultural or historical significance,

and advancing theory.

Diversity is most often understood in terms of types of cases. The goal of this

comparative study is to unravel the different causal conditions connected to different

outcomes - causal patterns that separate cases into different subgroups.

How, then, were the cases for this study selected? One crucial question in the

selection of cases has been advanced by Adam Przeworski and Henry Teune (1970). This

is the difference between most similar and most different systems designs. The question

here is how to select the cases for comparative analysis, given that most comparative

work does involve purposeful, rather than random, selection of the cases. Does one select

cases that are apparently the most similar, or should the researcher attempt to select cases

that are the most different? Theda Skocpol (1979: 40-1), for example, argued in essence

for a most different systems design in her historical analysis of revolutions in France,

Russia and China. These systems all generated major revolutions, albeit arising within
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apparently very different political economic and social systems. The question for Skocpol

then became: What was sufficiently common among those systems to produce political

events that were essentially similar?

Most similar systems design is the usual method that researchers in comparative

politics undertake. They take a range of countries that appear to be similar in as many

ways as possible in order to control for “concomitant variation.” Wickham-Crowley

(1991: II) refers to this strategy as the “parallel demonstration of theory.” The assumption

is that extraneous variance questions have been dealt with by the selection of the cases. If

a relationship between an independent variable X and a dependent variable Y is

discovered, then the factors that are held constant through the selection of cases cannot be

said to be alternative sources of that relationship. The most similar systems design has

been argued (Faure, 1994) to be the comparative design, given that it is the design that

attempts to manipulate the independent variables through case selection and to control

extraneous variance by the same means.

Another important implication also arises from selection of the most similar

systems designs. Any variable that does differentiate the systems is equally likely to be

the source of the observed variation among them. There may be a hypothesis being

tested, but there can be a large number of other competitors that would be equally

plausible. Thus, any set of findings from this research design may be over-determined,

with a large number of possible and plausible explanations, none of which can be ruled

out. The most similar systems design may eliminate a number of possible explanations,

but it also admits and fails to address a large number. Further, as argued above, the major
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problem in isolating extraneous variance may be that it is not possible to identify all the

relevant factors that can produce differences among systems.

The alternative strategy identified by Przeworski and Teune is the most different

systems design. Here the logic of selecting cases, and indeed the whole logic of research,

is exactly opposite that of the most similar systems design. In the first place, the most

different design strategy begins with an assumption that the phenomenon being explained

resides at a lower, sub-systemic level. This means that often this strategy is looking at

individual level behavior and attempting to explain relationships among variables in

samples of individuals. The most different systems design is attempting to determine how

robust any relationship among these variables may be does it hold up in a large number of

varied places as if the observations were drawn from the same population of individuals?

If it does, then we have some greater confidence that there is a true relationship, not one

produced by some unmeasured third or fourth or fifth variables that exists in all relatively

similar systems.

Further, the basic logic of the most different systems is falsification, very much in

the tradition of Popperian philosophy of science (Popper, 1959). The basic argument is

that science progresses by eliminating possible causes for observed phenomena rather

than by finding positive relationships. As we know there is sometimes a shortage of is

research that dismisses one or another plausible cause for that phenomenon. By setting up

tests in a wide range of settings, the most different systems design attempts to do just

that, while the most similar systems design can identify many possible causes but can

eliminate none. This problem can be seen in part in a study of the Mediterranean



26

democracies (Lijphart et al., 1988). These systems were thought to be similar, yet once

they were analyzed differences in their transitions to democracy did emerge.

Unfortunately, they were sufficiently similar for it to be impossible to identify effectively

the root cause of those differences.

The logic of this approach is therefore fundamentally different from the most

similar systems design. Whereas the most similar design dealt with control through

careful selection of matched cases this design deals with the control issue by virtually

ignoring it. In the most different case, there may still be unmeasured extraneous sources

of variance, but they will have to be very generic in order to survive in the range of social

settings in which the research may be conducted. This strategy is, however, also

dangerous, given that it can create yet another false sense of security in the strength of the

findings. Indeed, the findings may be generalizable to a wide range of political and social

systems, but the underlying causal process assumed to exist may not. The most similar

and most different designs therefore do very different things. The former deals more

directly with countries as a unit of analysis. It attempts to control for extraneous sources

of variance by selecting cases in which this is not likely to be a major problem, although

the researcher can rarely if ever know how big a problem really does exist. On the other

hand, the most different design is not particularly interested in countries; this is more

variable- based research, and is many ways closer to a statistical design than to the true

comparative design. The principal task in this design is to find relationships among

variables that can survive being transported across a range of very different countries.
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Given the statistical nature of the thinking here, controls for extraneous variance can be

imposed by the usual statistical techniques.

The most similar and most different research design strategies appear very

reasonable strategies in theory, but perhaps more difficult to implement in practice.

Giesele De Meur and Dirk Berg-Schlosser (1996) have demonstrated more clearly how

the approach to analysis could be used. They were interested in the success or failure of

democratic regimes during the post-war periods in Europe. They first divided the

countries into groups of similarity based on the persistence or breakdown of democracy,

and then looked at the most different countries in each group, based on distance measures

calculated from a large number of social and political variables. Thus, they could look at

“most different, similar outcome” cases to see what variables were in common to explain

these outcomes.

This study is following this combined “most different, similar outcome” design.

The cases were selected based on the notion that they represent a subset of a larger set of

post-socialist democratic polities with very similar transformational trajectories although

different in a range of historical, cultural, and geopolitical aspects. All selected cases

experienced a relatively painful transformation of social, political and economic

institutions. However, the success of these transformations varies across these cases. Also

there is a substantial variation in the strategies of reforms, pace of changes and extent of

public and elite support for the changes.

The research will be based on five comprehensive case studies where two pairs of

different cases will be employed. Two post-Soviet cases (Russia and Ukraine) will



28

represent two examples of relatively problematic post-socialist transformations, where

formal democratic political institutions were established, but the actual political process

experiences a number of problems and setbacks. Three other cases (Poland, Hungary, and

Czech Republic) represent relatively successful examples of post-socialist

transformations where both, formal institutions and actual political process, have more

resemblance of those in established democracies.

Since my goal is to compare those five cases and find similarities and differences,

I concentrate on several aspects of developing political markets in those countries.

First of all, I need to find out to what extent the “pre-modern” electoral elements

are still present in political process in those countries. I will examine if traditional

political parties in each case are still successful in elections and if they are capable of

competing with political parties of “modern” type formed primarily for electoral

purposes. My hypothesis is that the Polish, Czech and Hungarian cases are examples of

more successful “traditional” party politics, and, thus, represent the logical development

in evolution of democratic electoral systems. There are several explanations for this: 1)

more experience with democratic institutions prior to socialist period; 2) proximity of the

West; and 3) institutional requirements for the EU accession.

Two post Soviet cases represent the examples of “torn” post-socialist

transformation where only communist parties are actual cases of traditional “grass roots”

parties with significant electoral success, while the rest of political parties are formed by

charismatic individuals and tend to be short lived and lack solid ideology.
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In fact all five cases represent the modern trend in the transformation of politics

into its “political” markets version.

Second aspect of political markets that I would like to examine, is the nature of

electoral campaigns in five countries. My hypothesis is that electoral campaigns are more

cynical (when interests of electorate are not taken into account by the politicians before

and after elections) and “marketized” in Russia and Ukraine compared to three other

cases, and, thus, represent the case of “radical” developments in political markets. On

the other hand, while the “marketized “ style of political campaigns is also popular in

Poland, Czech Republic and Hungary, nevertheless, it is employed with greater caution

and has lesser effect on electoral success. This part of the research will also examine the

actual use of various political marketing techniques.

The third aspect of political markets to be examined is the popular support for

current political systems, changes and trends in popular support and popular evaluations

of “marketization” of politics. My hypothesis is that the general public expresses much

weaker support for democratic institutions in cases when the electoral process is

perceived to be more cynical (in a sense that ends justify the means) and its

“marketization” (the extent to which the methods of political marketing are used) effects

are more visible. This undermines the popular appeal of democracy and creates the

grounds for authoritarian comeback.

I will use the data from various surveys conducted in the 1990s and in the 2000s

in all five countries including New Russian Barometer, New Democracies Barometer,
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Eurobarometer, Central and Eastern European Barometer, various other surveys relevant

to this study as well as descriptive statistics used by other scholars on similar topics. 

Besides personal observations from a variety of election campaigns in different

regions of the world and intensive study of available literature, I will also rely on a series

of country-specific contextual data, covering electoral and party system features,

regulatory frameworks, media infrastructure and rules of access to political mass media

in 5 examined countries.

I will try to observe particular campaign practices and their correlation with

distinct institutional and media environments, by combining macro-level contextual data

with micro-level data. By employing intensive analysis I expect to draw conclusions

about the degree of professionalization, the impact of the ongoing mediatization of

electoral politics, the variety of campaign styles and the consequences of these changes in

the nature of political campaigns for electoral democracies in post-socialist countries and

worldwide
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CHAPTER I

DEMOCRACY AND POLITICAL MARKET

A number of observers noticed that political parties and political elites are

currently losing so much credibility and trust among the population, not only in old and

established Western polities but also in post-socialist societies. It is commonly referred

to as political dissatisfaction or “antipolitics” (Schedler 1994). New social movements

and populist actors – on the left as well as on the right – have been attracting a large

number of supporters and are able to provide alternative symbolic frameworks for

identification. Throughout the history of ideas, several notions of “the political” have

competed for defining power in a permanent struggle for the inclusion of certain issues or

groups into, or their exclusion from, the political arena (Bourdieu 1985, 23-30).

Comparative research of democracies encounters a multiplicity of critical,

apathetic or even anomic attitudes which all suggest the conclusion that democracies in

general have to fight with a growing lack of support. This has been evident from a broad

range of different indicators during last 16 years. Until now, general and plausible

reasons for this development have not been found. The often invoked “normalization”

thesis, according to which democracies will – after all – adapt to American standards, can

not be applied to the post-socialist polities. Contrary to conventional wisdom, the

democratization process in these countries has not been accompanied by adequate levels

of satisfaction with emerging democratic institutions. We are observing here the “global

divergence of democracies” described in Larry Diamond’s and Mark F. Plattner’s
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seminal work (2001) as the fact that “democracies increasingly diverge among

themselves, not only in the nature of their institutional structures, but in the quality and

depth of their democracy, and hence in their progress toward consolidation.”

On the other hand, many scholars are talking about the global convergence of

democracies warning about the spread of American electoral campaign techniques and

the negative impact these techniques have on emerging and evolving democracies. My

goal in this chapter is to analyze the essence of modern electoral democracy and show the

contradiction between modernization of politics in contemporary world and challenges

that this modernization poses to the democratic legitimacy.

When the power does not legitimize itself with the threat of violence or with the

violence, then the coercion becomes “cultural” in all various meanings of this word –

from ironical to poststructuralist. Shumpeter noticed that the majority of historical cases

of autocratic rule were characterized by unquestionable, often passionate and full support

of the majority of social groups (Shumpeter, 1976). Especially this was common for the

20th century dictatorships representing mass society. Many of those dictatorships were

certainly legitimate in the Weberian sense – as an acceptance by the ruled of the right of

the government to rule. Existing doubts regarding this legitimacy (taking into account the

lack of information) were “erased” by the official propaganda and could be questioned.

Fist of all, the process of legitimization of the power in those countries was based

on the same mechanism of “cultural coercion” that existed in democracies as well. In the

USSR the majority of the population participated in political actions (including elections)

voluntarily. And at the height of Soviet power people were doing this with great
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enthusiasm. Secondly, should we consider the phenomenon of “consciousness

manipulation” to be the attribute of dictatorships only? Of course, the mobilization of the

Soviet society sometimes included elements of “non-cultural” coercion based on violence

or threat of violence. But it is necessary to admit that those latter methods were not the

primary ones and the mass mobilization of the population was fostered by the cultivation

of enthusiasm.

Under the conditions of democracy, elections as a major mean of regime

legitimization are seemingly free from coercive components. Citizens get the possibility

of “free” choice. First of all they can choose to participate in elections or abstain them.

The question regarding to what leads to such decisions is one of the unsolved in political

science. Even more difficult is defining why citizens vote in certain fashion.

The notion of the coercion-free nature of democratic politics was challenged by

Antonio Gramsci in his Notes on Machiavelli (1971). He suggests that “The 'normal'

exercise of hegemony on the now classical terrain of the parliamentary regime is

characterized by the combination of force and consent, which balance each other

reciprocally, without force predominating excessively over consent. Indeed, the attempt

is always made to ensure that force will appear to be based on the consent of the majority,

expressed by the so-called organs of public opinion - newspapers and associations -

which, therefore, in certain situations, are artificially multiplied. Between consent and

force stands corruption/fraud...” (Gramsci, 1971)

There is certain distance between many kinds of political actions and their

consequences for the actors, which does not allow for a direct link between an action and
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its outcome. This distance is being filled with cultural and behavioral stereotypes as well

as with historical traditions and myths. In the form of political symbolism1, it plays a

great role in the process of power interaction and it is very important in the process of

routine governance.

The symbolic interpretation of the relations between the governed and the

government in modern societies is gaining a noticeable significance in contemporary

political discourse. The tradition to connect the notion of power with coercion (especially

physical) was shaken by the works of poststructuralists and studies in political

anthropology. In his work Politics and Symbols (1996) David Kertzer writes:

At its root, politics is symbolic, because both the formation of human groupings
and the hierarchies that spring from them depend on symbolic activity…Now some
might object that much of politics involves not symbolism but simply relations of
force…Yet these sorts of power to constrain are not simply…a physical power, for
they presuppose a symbolic power. The power of the government to compel a
person to act in certain ways is based on its ability to mobilize people to do its
bidding. This is in turn inevitably depends on symbolic activity: identifying who
citizens are, what their duties to the government are, and …who represents
“government in the first place”(Kertzer, 1996).

Pierre Bourdieu has written of this process in terms of “political capital,” a form

of the broader category of “symbolic capital.” In his understanding, political capital

“exists only in and through representation…It is a power, which exists because the person

who submits to it believes that it exists”( Bourdieu, 1986).

Post-socialist experience (although not alone) tells us that the distance between

the symbolic threat of coercion and the real implementation of this threat could be as

large as the distance between the image of the politician and real politician. These

1 Political symbolism is symbolism that is used to represent a political standpoint.
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distances are filled with myths (fears), traditions and behavioral stereotypes. A majority

of modern citizens vote or somehow express their support for the government in reality

obeying symbolic power and certain stereotypes of behavior that emerged naturally in the

process of the establishment of social norms.

According to Kertzer (1996), “political representation ultimately comes down to

the ways in which individuals are assigned, or assign themselves, to political groups….

Symbols are politically important not only in regulating group identity but in providing

people with their own personal identities as well.” He than follows challenging the notion

that politics can be understood primarily in terms of rational actors behaving accordingly

to a stable set of interests. This challenge stems from two observations: 1) that political

perceptions are themselves necessarily symbolically constructed; and 2) that people are

as driven by emotion as they are by any calculation of self-interest.

Those who seek dramatic political change, Kertzer contends, must remake

history. He recounts how those who succeeded in transforming the PCI (Communist

Party of Italy) into the new Democratic Party of the Left effectively used ritual and

manipulated political symbols. Bringing the views of Antonio Gramsci, Pierre Bourdieu,

Michel Foucault, and other political thinkers into his discussion, Kertzer explores

theoretical issues involving the relation between symbolism and political power,

concluding that modern politics is fundamentally a struggle over symbols and the

redefinition of history.

According to work in political anthropology, “symbolization” and “sacralization”

of political power reinforce psychological subordination helping to create the situation
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when “the ruled” obey “the ruling.” The evolution of symbolic power systems as well as

the process of de-sacralization of those in power and power institutions inevitably

transform the mechanism of the governance itself. The substitution of the sacred person

of the monarch with the idealized abstraction of “sovereign people” has become an

important impulse of political development (Shumpeter, 1976). On this stage the social

and ideological state of the society is being described as a representative democracy in its

real or fake kind. Disseminated by mass media, symbolic politics are a modern

instrument of propaganda conveying the ides of demarcation between public and private

spheres.

The governance is being carried out by the representatives of society’s most

important social groups and ideological segments. In the post-industrial stage we observe

the “release” of the individual from these segments or groups, as well as the break up of

social links.

The system of political representation existing in the West, based on social and

ideological groups, undertakes evolutionary transformation gradually creating a more

complex context of pluralistic social and political environment. The socialist social and

political environment disintegrated rapidly and left the ideological and institutional

vacuum that was rapidly filled with the new ideas and institutions. The assumption is that

the citizens of modern post-industrial societies are gradually abandoning their sense of

certain social and ideological identity, which used to be the main regulator of political

behavior. As a result of this “release” and destruction of former social links, individuals

today have either multiple identities or are being left one-to-one with the society as a
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whole. These multi-identity or “no-identity” individuals become the “free buyers” acting

at the political market.

The capitalization of the sphere of “politics” comes naturally in the process of the

development of the capitalism, markets, and “capitalization” of all spheres of public

being. The process of weakening of class and ideological identifications, and the

formation of mass free electoral market are the most important prerequisites for the

formation of political markets in democracies. The market itself is becoming a main

mechanism, which links the rulers and the ruled, pushing out the traditional components

that fill the space between them. As a result of this, passive, apathetic “consumers” of

politics engage in consumption that symbolizes their frustration with political matters.

What is then the relationship between Consumer Culture and Political

Participation? Concerns about how consumer culture may be undermining civic culture

have not been central to empirical studies in the sociology of political communication.

Indeed, radical critics of American society have long condemned its materialistic and

consumerist tendencies and warned of the potential consequences of this dynamic for

civic and political life (Marcuse, 1992; Mills, 1951/1956, 1956/1970). Similarly, Robert

Bellah and colleagues (1985) drew attention to the challenges confronting American

society due to its inability to reconcile the liberal economic philosophy of the markets

with the “expressive individualism” and “moral intuitions” of the public sphere. These

classic sociological works share an underlying sentiment that the pressures of the

commercial market often undermine the basic institutions of democracy, including,

implicitly, the mass media.
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Scholars and intellectuals have long criticized American consumerism. One of the

earliest criticisms comes from Tocqueville (1835/1969) who discusses the paradox

between democratic responsibility and materialistic, pleasure-seeking activity. While

democracy and its resulting freedom of action are necessary to facilitate the procuring of

material enjoyments, he argues, overindulgence in materialism could be harmful to

democracy in the long run. Other critiques of consumer culture focus on two related

concerns: “conspicuous consumption” for status competition within social groups

(Veblen, 1899/1965) and consumption practices for maintaining the basic structures of

power (Bourdieu, 1979/1984). The first critique argues that consumption divides citizens

as they engage in a competitive status game. The second supposes that consumption

creates class fractions in society by highlighting differences in cultural taste and social

status between groups. Both views implicitly recognize and are nonetheless critical of the

relationship between social capital manifest in acts of participation and cultural capital

resulting from acts of consumption.

Adopting these perspectives, Schor (1998) talks about “the new consumerism,”

characterized by “an upscaling of lifestyle norms, the pervasiveness of conspicuous,

status goods and of competition for acquiring them” (p. 7). To her, hyper-consumerism

has changed relevant reference groups. Comparisons are no longer likely to take place

among those of similar means; rather, the wealthy have become the point of comparison.

A shift toward “competitive consumption” coincides with a move away from community

commitment, since the community is no longer the relevant reference group.
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Such competitive consumption is thought to have negative effects on public goods and

civic engagement (see Taylor, 2000). Based on their analyses of American society,

Bellah and colleagues (1985) contend that a culture of self-interest limits community

action: “Utility replaces duty; self-expression unseats authority; ‘being good’ becomes

‘feeling good’ ” (p. 77). This implies that a consumption orientation discourages public-

mindedness in favor of personal interest and, ultimately, undermines civil society.

In today’s Western societies, people are confronted with a symbiotic alliance of

hierarchy and individualism, of bureaucracies and markets that form the “system”

(Habermas, 1984). Hierarchy and individualism form a functional and mutually

supportive relationship because, in liberal democracy, hierarchies need individualism for

necessary innovations within their stratified and ritualized organization, whereas

individualists need hierarchies to provide them with stable, legally structured settings in

order to minimize insecurities. The transition from socialist to democratic regimes

brought a change in institutional structure, but – more fundamentally – a process of

individualization. With respect to politics, this led to the opportunity to decide not only

between a growing number of political parties, but also to choose certain ways of

understanding of what politics generally is, how it should work, and who should

participate in which agenda and by what means. Democratization allowed for very

subjective and often ambivalent practices of shaping individual political affiliations and

activities that need not be homogeneous, or even consistent with internal logic or

ideology. Individualization released people from “embedded” arrangements of
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penetrating party structures. Today people tend to refuse to think in functional categories

with respect to political system since they no longer see themselves as part of it.

In the 1960s the Frankfurt School diagnosed the emergence of the phenomenon of

cultural industry as a product of democratization of culture and communication. In 1962

Habermas came up with a concept that described the activity of the participant of the

electoral campaign as a sort of activity for selling goods and services. This concept has

gained even more actuality in the countries of “new democracy” (Habermas, 1989). Here

we can observe the process of the transformation of all social matters into a commodity

and rapid marketization of all spheres of human being that is paralleled by the crisis of

the economy. The paradox is in the fact that the political market in post-socialist societies

has been formed too rapidly – much faster than the market of consumer goods and

services. And this led to the situation when we can observe all consequences of the

process of “commodification” of political sphere (negative more often than positive)

more clearly than in the West. In the West the secularization and marketization of

political sphere are not as rapid as in transformational societies, because political sphere

here still keeps non-market elements that are intended to fill the “vacuum” between the

government and the governed. In transformational societies these non-market elements

are present unequally – in some countries more than in other. In most of post-socialist

countries these elements are almost nonexistent after the disappearance of the symbolic

system of power.

There is a wide gap between the political activity of post-socialist citizens and its

political results. This gap is empty. It is filled with neither traditions, nor rituals, nor
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behavioral stereotypes. The relationship between the political power and individuals are

being rapidly marketized. The market essence of post-socialist political relations is more

evident and transparent because of the absence of democratic traditions and structures.

The acceleration of market trends in political life in Western countries led to attempts by

scholars to come up with new ways of its conceptualizing. Pierre Bourdieu suggested

describing it as a logic of supply and demand in the political field (Bourdieu, 1993).

Bourdieu speaks about politics as a specific social reality. The political field in it

is the market where the "production" of such products as "political parties, political

programs, positions" takes place. There is also fluctuation between the demand and

supply in it. Based on the concept of the structure and functioning of the social field,

Bourdieu pays especially great attention to the analysis of the specific positions: who

govern and who may be governed. Moreover, he investigates the distribution of a

political power, legitimate coercion and the mechanism of the distribution of political

power.

According to Bourdieu, the political field is not the only condition of the

investigation of political activities. It is also the result of a constant change and

institutionalization. The monopoly of political opinions, the establishment and

distribution of resolutions is more important in a political field than the monopoly of

objective sources of a political power, such as finance, law, and army forces.

The normative political theory and literature on market nature of political

relations exists in a kind of “parallel worlds” without mutual interaction and even

mutually ignoring each other. The reason for that is, perhaps, in the fact that the market
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character of political relations (evident for political scientists engaged in applied

research) is not being accepted by political theory scholars unconditionally. Moreover, in

a marketing approach to politics they see the danger for the fundamentals of democracy.

According to Andrew Arato, who is one of the most consistent advocates of the concept

of civil society, elections based on political marketing technologies will lead to the

disappearance of the vital link between the parliamentary and social spheres. If the

candidate can be sold using these technologies without looking at his/her political

position on important issues, it would be absurd to still assume that the discussions in the

parliament are rational. Arato says that “neither public control of executive power, nor

rhetoric of new political movements and civic initiatives is capable of giving additional

impulse to the political life especially if mass media are “poisoned” with the all

penetrating logic of “commodification” (Arato, 1999).

Habermas observed this phenomenon as part of his “Transformation of the Public

Sphere's Political Function” discussion. The transformation involved private interests

assuming direct political functions, as powerful corporations came to control and manipulate

the media and state. On the other hand, the state began to play a more fundamental role in

the private realm and everyday life, thus eroding the difference between state and civil

society, between the public and private sphere. He showed that as the public sphere

declined, citizens became consumers, dedicating themselves more to passive consumption

and private concerns than to issues of the common good and democratic participation.

Hence, Habermas describes a transition from the liberal public sphere, which

originated in the Enlightenment and the American and French Revolutions to a media-
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dominated public sphere in the current era of what he calls "welfare state capitalism and

mass democracy." This historical transformation is a process in which giant corporations

have taken over the public sphere and transformed it from a sphere of rational debate into

one of manipulative consumption and passivity. In this transformation, "public opinion"

shifts from rational consensus emerging from debate, discussion, and reflection to the

manufactured opinion of polls or media experts. Rational debate and consensus has thus

been replaced by managed discussion and manipulation by the machinations of advertising

and political consulting agencies: "Publicity loses its critical function in favor of a staged

display; even arguments are transmuted into symbols to which again one can not respond by

arguing but only by identifying with them" (1989: 206).

The industry of political marketing emerges when parties feel obliged to influence

voting decisions in this way. Political marketing depends on the empirical techniques of

market and opinion research. In the manipulated public sphere it creates, an acclamation-

prone mood predominates. Appeals to the public are calculated to give predictable

results. Sometimes, however, it is necessary to satisfy the real needs of the voters. But the

offers made by advertising psychology form a consensus better suited to the needs of an

absolutist regime than a democratic constitutional state. If political decisions are made to

manipulate voters in a public sphere created for this purpose, they are removed from the

process of rational-critical argument and the possibility of voting against them.

The political public sphere of modern democracies shows two competing

tendencies; staged and manipulative publicity and the critical process of public

communication. This criticism conflicts with manipulative publicity. Habermas treats the
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press as a case study of the changes that occurred in the public sphere. His treatment of

literary journalism shows how the economic and political functions of the press

developed together. Making money and shaping or reflecting public opinion were related

in complex ways. The history of the press mirrors that of state and society. The press

began as a key private institution of rational-critical debate; it provoked and transmitted

this debate, but did not shape it. It was protected from state control because it was

privately owned. However, the development of advertising changed this situation.

Advertising is the representation of private interests to the public in an attempt to

influence the public. It represents the blurring of private and public, and is a result of the

dominance of private interests in the public sphere. Public relations is the less subtle

cousin of advertising. It involves the direct manipulation of public opinion. This

manipulation is unconscious: people believe that they are being given all the necessary

information, and being allowed to reason critically. In fact, they are being tricked into

approving of whatever policy the politicians present to them. The increased and

manipulative role of private interests in the political public sphere is matched by state,

which takes over the techniques of public relations itself. According to Habermas this is

the essence of modern American politics.

Organizations that use these techniques are generally private associations that

come from civil society: pressure groups, political parties or even charities. They have

great power because they access and control the power of the public. However, they are

often unaccountable. The public that they manipulate has lost its power to criticize them.

Similarly, parliament is manipulated and sidelined by such large organizations. The
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general tendency that Habermas identifies is for the real public sphere to disappear

altogether. All that remains is a mass, uncritical public that is manipulated into a sham-

public at election-time.

Other forms of opinion manipulation exist in the modern "public sphere." Political

marketing aims to influence the public at election time. It aims to create a public

predisposed to uncritical acceptance of symbolic politics. In the face of such a negative

picture of modern politics, Habermas makes several suggestions about what might be

done. Reducing the expanded public sphere by restricting the number of people eligible

to vote is not the answer, he claims. Rather, the corrupted public sphere needs to reassert

its true form. Organizations and institutions need to be subjected to publicity. Their

activities and structure must be publicly known and rationally debated.

The new social-political form of domination needs to be rationalized and

legitimated by different organizations committed to publicity. Only this procedure can

check domination. Staged publicity is no substitute.

After presenting this extremely critical picture of the state of modern electoral

democracy we have to find out what role political marketing plays in shaping the

relationship between democracy and market.

Political Marketing as a theory and a technology

The question of whether to consider political marketing as a technology or as a

theory of political process is debatable. Perhaps this is related to the relatively new nature

of this process. The political sphere of democratic societies is being rapidly transformed
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and requires certain re-thinking. Obviously, in the process of such rethinking we have to

be careful not to make this theory absolute. However, being aware of the limitations of

this conceptual scheme, we, nevertheless, have to interpret social reality in adequate

terms. Even if our analysis tends to uncover just parts of this reality, this could eventually

help us to understand its holistic nature.

While existing separately from the normative political theory, the marketing

approach in politics has become very popular. Perhaps it can be attributed to the

popularity of rational choice, which was the first attempt to introduce the methods of the

analysis of economic markets into a social and political sphere. However, as suggested by

rational choice theory, a model of rational behavior of political subjects in a political

market raises more questions than gives answers.

“The seller” and “the buyer” behave according to the rules of political market.

They are looking for a benefit. Even the most “civilized” political market requires a

complex (much more complex than in case of the market of other products and services)

mechanism of balancing the interests of sellers and buyers. This harmonization of

different interests appears to be one of the most important problems that is being faced by

modern democracy. Institutionalization of free competition is one of the pre-conditions of

its solution. In post-socialist countries traditional “antimonopoly” structures of political

market in the form of mass parties, publicly owned mass media, etc. are either absent, or

exist as imitations of Western blueprints. In the West the situation is better, but there is

also a trend toward the transformation of public sphere, changes in party systems and

means of political communications, commodification of politics and so on. Some
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scholars raise an issue regarding the status of mass media in political system because of

their new role in political process. The need for an equal access of political agents to the

channels of political communication is currently one of the most important conditions of

the free competition on political market. According to Habermas “mass media like

judiciary power have to keep their independence from the participants of political

process” (cited from Arato, 1999). There is a structural contradiction between the

freedom of communication and unregulated freedom of the market. In this case market

competition creates a market censorship. According to Arato “we have to pay special

attention to the activities of the organizations responsible for large scale communications

not ruled by the logic of commodification or administration.” Cultural foundations,

universities and publicly owned radio stations are the optimal models for such media

(Arato, 1999).

However, the question regarding the rationality of the subjects of political market

is not an easy to answer. When the number of choices is too big, the choice becomes

impossible. That is the choice based on reasonable consideration.

Under the conditions of excessive supply we turn on the mechanisms of random

choice. In the best case we choose based on expert opinion, while in the worst case we

choose something more or less familiar. The same situation exists when we can not find

the difference between suggested alternatives. In case of newly developed political

market without the political products with good reputation, the customer is dealing with

the described situation. When the electorate is aligned and behaves according to its class

and ideological preferences, it can easily recognize the parties that supply acceptable
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political products. But we are observing now the situation when “catch all” parties in the

West are loosing their structuring function. They have become or are gradually becoming

the electoral mechanisms for promoting their leaders on the market. Most of post-

socialist parties perform this function since their emergence even if they are not aware of

this. However, both in the West and in Post-Socialist countries, the fact that ideology

does not work as the main attraction for the electorate, becomes more and more evident.

Meanwhile, a professionally made image of the leader can win elections. Of course, in

such case, we cannot talk about the prevalence of rational elements in mass behavior of

political customers. The emerging infrastructures of political markets are not providing

the evidence of increasing rationality in the political behavior of the electorate.

The relations between the agents of political markets are very similar to those of

regular products and services. The means of influence are virtually the same. The first

and most widespread mechanism of influence is political advertisement. As marketization

of political sphere advances advertisement campaigns play more and more profound role

in electorate “orientation” in political environment. The organization of electoral

campaigns is being performed by special political consulting firms. Thus, political

consultants become one of the most important players responsible for creating political

demand as well as for the political product delivery.

Despite their great role political consulting firms are still “hiding” behind

traditional actors, parties and leaders, although from the functional point of view the

parties are not needed anymore. In “old” democracies political parties are an important
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part of democratic tradition, while in “new “democracies” they reflect the pattern of

institutional mimicry from the West.

The situation when the sellers find potential buyers on the political market with

the help of political advertisement requires the creation of symbolic forms for politicians

or policies. In contemporary secular societies market symbols are very different

compared to ritual symbols of non-secular societies. In modern societies the process of

de-sacralization of the power goes along with the separation of real person from, both,

power symbols and his/her virtual image. Market mechanisms of power reproduction

require symbols-brands and images-labels that are, being virtual, going to replace

traditions, rituals, and myths as guiding lines in political environment. They replace the

real subjects of power interaction in the process of political communication (Pshizova,

1999).

The function of consultants for the customer-voter is, in fact, monopolized by the

specialists in organization of electoral campaigns. While consulting citizens before the

elections using political advertisement, a political consultant pretends that he protects the

interests of the voters. This is a different situation than on the market of consumer goods.

In fact a political expert is not independent because the seller hires him.

Several electoral campaigns in post-socialist countries showed enormous

capabilities of “new electoral technologies.” The selling of the political product to the

electorate based on political marketing strategies brings incredible results almost

independently from the quality of the “raw” material and societal context. Indeed, errors

in marketing practice lead usually to serious failures. The leaders attempting to create a
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“civic political party” according to the classical pattern inevitably loose the competition

with more pragmatic politicians. In fact, in Russia and Ukraine only communists can

afford to be mass parties minimally engaged in political marketing practice. But they also

risk their future in doing this. Maksimov writes that “a small group of professional

political consultants is capable of turning the direction of campaign upside down, and

turn the leader into outsider, while making the underdog the leader of public opinion.

Everything depends on their resources: experience, time and money” (Maksimov, 1999).

The difference between what was promised to the customer-voter in symbolic

sense and what he gets in the sense of actual policy depends on the socio-political context

of the particular country, including its historical legacy. But the modern political

marketing techniques allow creating a big difference between the image of the political

power (especially during the elections) and its real appearance. To prevent the erosion of

the image of democracy one would have to think about the mechanisms of the

minimization of the negative effects of modern conditions of power functioning.

In most post-socialist countries, because of a lack of democratic traditions,

marketization of political sphere goes much faster than in the West. Political markets

functioning in Eastern Europe and FSU are much more cynical.

The only thing that prevents those political markets from taking its complete form

is the above noted institutional mimicry trying to resemble Western blueprints. Perhaps, it

would be more reasonable for the scholars and politicians to pay more attention to the

newest trends and dangers for socio-political development of post-socialist countries

instead of trying to reproduce in many ways unique Western models.
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Research on Political Marketing

Research in political marketing is still in its early days, although recently more

and more studies have adopted this perspective of looking at phenomena of political

competition. However, the context of the explanation of political marketing has not been

defined in a clear way; most studies have implicit assumptions about the research object

but do not elaborate this (Wortmann, 1989).

The broadening theory of marketing was based upon the notion that marketing

ideas and techniques could be utilized whenever value is exchanged between two parties,

e.g. charities, churches and political parties (see Kotler and Levy, 1969). Later, it was

suggested that differences of form and content (Lock and Harris, 1996), and structure and

process (Butler and Collins, 1999) existed, and that value exchange was not so

straightforward. Baines, Harris and Newman (1999) further acknowledge this

commercial-political difference when suggesting that political campaigns usually operate

with shorter - more intense – promotional campaigns, in oligopolistic markets, with

polarized levels of voter loyalty, and differing potential for the degree of marketing

orientation in different countries.

It may be compelling to suggest that structural changes in the political landscape

had an impact on the perceived need for adoption of marketing techniques. Voters are

perceived to be less involved and less loyal than in the past (Ware 1995). This may partly

be due to voter apathy, which is a growing trend in most western democracies. The

reasons for this growing apathy may include a number of factors central to the “need for

marketing” argument, e.g. lack of actual or perceived product differentiation, increasing
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numbers and frequency of electoral contests and/or referenda held, or simply because

voters have more compelling distractions stimulated by increased wealth and leisure time.

To cast one’s vote was, and is, seen as less of a duty than was largely the case in the past.

If this latter view is accepted then the marketplace itself may be perceived to have

evolved in such a way as to demand marketing’s intervention.

Whether it is marketing that has subsumed political campaigning or vice versa,

marketing and campaigning are now seen to be inseparable. Such is the perceived value

of marketing that no political party and few individual candidates would challenge the

role that marketing plays in the modern campaign process. In theory, the development of

marketing for political campaigning should reflect the market’s structural characteristics.

However, the lack of a generally accepted definition of political marketing suggests that

these characteristics are probably not yet fully recognized.

Political marketing is concerned with the use of marketing instruments, strategies

and concepts by actors in the political sphere. Political marketing instruments can be

communication instruments (e.g. direct mail, party political broadcasts) or product

instruments (e.g. “packaged” products, image generation); political marketing strategies

involve segmentation and targeting approaches, and so forth, while political marketing

concepts are, for example, about voter or ideology orientation.

This definitional approach focuses mostly on the behavioral aspects of managerial

use of political marketing management. A definition of political marketing on a more

theoretical level uses systematic abstraction: political marketing seeks to establish,

maintain and enhance long-term voter relationships at a profit for society and political
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parties so that the objectives of the individual political actors and organizations involved

are met. This is done by mutual exchange and fulfillment of promises. (Henneberg 1996)

Here political marketing is not characterized according to behavioral activities in

the political market, but the definition utilizes the exchange paradigm of the “generic

concept of marketing” (Hunt 1991; Kotler 1972). Therefore, marketing concepts and

theories are legitimately applicable to any exchange process. One can argue that the

distinct explanation of marketing theory is in exchange itself, which is not restricted to

simple transactions of goods but also applicable to abstract exchanges of ideas, emotions,

services, and so on. (Bagozzi 1974, 1975; Hunt 1976, 1983; Kotler 1972). Political

marketing can be subsumed under this wider definition of exchange (Bauer et al. 1995;

Kotler and Andreason 1991; O’Shaugnhnessy 1990). Although the political exchange

process is more complex than most commercial exchanges, the underlying isomorphism

of both markets allows an analogous use of marketing concepts in political sphere

(Henneberg 1995, 1996; Newman 1994).

Shama (1975) originally defined political marketing as “the process by which

political candidates and their ideas are directed at voters in order to satisfy their potential

needs and thus gain their support for the candidate and ideas in question.” Later

definitions transform the meaning to incorporate: the process of lobbying (Lock and

Harris 1996); a long-term societal objective (Henneberg 1997); a focus on competition,

opinion research and environmental analysis (Wring 1997) and an international and

organizational perspective (Baines 2001).
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One problem with these definitions is that, although they may describe the

process of marketing, they describe less well the pervasiveness of a marketing orientation

in the political organization. They also tend to under-emphasize the part played by “front-

line” marketers in the campaign process.

It may, therefore, be more beneficial for the purposes of our analysis to look at a

multi-part definition that incorporates both process and orientation. Therefore, political

marketing is the means by which the political organization:

• communicates its messages, targeted or untargeted, directly or indirectly, to its

supporters and other electors.

• develops credibility and trust with supporters, other electors and other external

sources to enable them to raise finances and to develop, and maintain, local and

national management structures.

• interacts with and responds to supporters, influencers, legislators, competitors,

and the general public in the development and adaptation of policies and

strategies.

• delivers to all stakeholders, by means of diverse media, the level of information,

advice and leadership expected and/or required in a social-democratic state.

• provides training, information resources and campaign material for candidates,

agents, marketers and/or other local party activists.

• attempts to influence and encourage voters, the media and other important

influencers to support their organization’s candidates and/or to refrain from

supporting the competition.
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Historical development of political marketing

Although the elements of political marketing can be dated back in ancient times

its first observable features were noticed several times during the early 20 century: 1912

Republican presidential primaries (William Howard Taft against Theodore Roosevelt), a

1933 mayoralty contest in New York City, and Upton Sinclair's 1934 campaign for

California governor (Anderson, 1970). Marketing features decorated all of the

presidential "advertising" campaigns between 1916 and 1980 in which "control of

significant features of the race. . . passes from the party to commercial agencies or . . .

specialized campaign management firms" (Jensen, 1980, p. 48). Bearing in mind the

close tie between governance and marketing since ancient times, between

commercialization and politics since the 18th century, and the role of marketing in times

of fragmented political order, it is interesting to look at the development of the

relationship of political marketing to political campaigning (Blumenthal, 1980;

O'Shaughnessy, 1990; Maarek, 1995).

For the purposes of our analysis we define the first period in political marketing

development dated before 1700. This period was characterized by small, almost

nonexistent political markets in controlled, well-ordered states where electoral clienteles

were shrunk by restricted franchises, low voter turnouts, and non-accountable elites.

Campaigns, not to say permanent campaigns, were largely unnecessary in prerepublican,

precapitalist times.

Dating from the mid-18th century in Great Britain and the early 19th century in

America, the second period is marked by proliferating voluntary associations, challenges
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to and decline of ruling parties, expanded political participation and demands for

electoral reforms, and the emergence of marketing to augment and/or replace party-

centered campaigns. Campaigns endured, and governance was aimed at securing or

holding legitimate office.

The third period was so called Era of Party Markets (1950s-1970s). In Great

Britain and America in the early 19th century, reforms expanded electoral markets,

campaigns for office, and party efforts to institutionalize marketing techniques in

adjusting to the popularization of politics. In Britain, the central offices of the

Conservative Party and the National Liberal Party made campaign efforts continuous and

national in scope. In America, following Reconstruction, Democrats and Republicans

underwent "critical realignment" in 1896 (Key, 1955) and then a succession of partisan-

marketed, packaged appeals for party regimes-the Square Deal, New Freedom,

Normalcy, New Deal, Fair Deal, Eisenhower Crusade, Great Society, and the New

Nixon.

The last period is called the Era of “Total Campaigning.” The campaigns of

Margaret Thatcher in 1979 and Ronald Reagan in 1980 erased the vestiges of lines

between campaigning and governance. Campaign marketing was continuous, unrelenting,

specialized, refined, and media comprehensive. It occupied a total environment of

politics, "reaching and encircling" the whole of every citizen, surrounding each "by all

possible routes in the realm of feelings, as well as ideas," by "playing on" conscious and

unconscious will and need, "providing a complete system for explaining the world, and

immediate incentives to action" (Ellul, 1965, p. 11).
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Money and politics

The desire to have an influence in a democratic society is part of the human

nature of every political player. However, it is the duty of politicians in power to ensure

that the level of that influence is restrained by the laws and values of a society. The fact

of the matter is that in a society, where there is no limit on how much an individual can

spend on a campaign out of his pocket, the level of spending can have a dramatic impact

on the outcome of an election.

Without significant material investment the path of normal political process in

modern democracy is impossible. The great political ideologies withering away led to the

increased professionalization of the politics. Consequently the problem of the financing

becomes more and more acute. Money as a common efficient instrument of political

influence is being closely studied by the scholars all over the world. This direction in

political science is being actively developed in last decades. This is especially strange

that this direction is one of the least developed in post-soviet political science. Only legal

scholars (very few) attempted to describe the normative side of this issue (Yudin, 1998;

Kolyushin, 1998). However, the political scientists are interested in not so much official

legal ways of political financing or its legislative limiting, but rather a real process of

accumulation and distribution of material means, which is much more complex and

multifaceted than the one described in legislative documents. The list of publications

dealing with this issue is very limited (Treisman, 1998; Gel’man, 1998; Sakwa, 2000;

Walecki, 2000). Journalist investigations sponsored by mass media can not fill the gap in

scholarly analytical works, even if they are recognized as unbiased and objective sources
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(a fact rarely present in Russia and, especially, Ukraine). Because of this, public

perceptions are being built on fuzzy suspicions and speculations. Such speculations often

become common knowledge, although they are not based on objective data, and are

viewed with a suspicion by the general public itself.

In the West this problem is being dynamically studied. This direction was

institutionalized in 1960s. Both area and comparative aspects of this problem are being

studied (Nassmacher, 2000; Wiberg 1991; Gunlicks 1993; Alexander, Shiratori 1994;

Drysch 1998; Castillo, Zovatto 1998). In the beginning those studies primarily

concentrated on institutional and legal aspects. Now they have shifted toward broader

aspects of political financing.

Political financing is being considered along with the problems of political

corruption. Shiratori notes that in many countries scholars are not able to successfully

study political financing without the research on corruption (Shiratori, 2000). Usually the

development of corruption is happening more rapidly than the development of control for

the movement of material resources in politics. Shiratori observes a positive side of this

phenomenon as well. According to his view political scientists can find effective ways to

control political financing while analyzing corruption itself. According to this logic

corruption in post-socialist countries is now far ahead of the development of the system

of control, and being in the “age of academic maturity,” now it awaits the researchers.

However, despite the abundance of materials in electronic and published mass media and

serious public attention toward the political financing, this topic is still not very popular

in Russian and Ukrainian academic circles. The most probable reason for this is the
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complexity and unavailability of the data. It is not easy to get official data on concrete

sums and sources of financing. In this case, perhaps, academic research on corruption

should be preceded by a different kind of research (not necessarily of academic nature)

capable of creating a factual base and positive institutional conditions for academic

research. Nevertheless, while waiting for better times it is necessary to look at the studies

of political financing in other countries and find useful aspects applicable in post-socialist

studies.

Political market and competition

The importance of material resources as a factor of political influence on voting

behavior makes election financing one of the most important topics in political science.

Analysis of the cost of electoral campaigns, the supply and demand aspects of political

parties, the models of electoral funds creation and its effect on political parties’

competition – all this allows us to uncover the trends in socio-political life as well as in

the further development of democratic institutions. That is why the campaign financing

issues as well as the consequences of the professionalization of political activity

(especially electoral campaigns) are so popular in the West. For post-socialist countries

these topics are also important, taking into account that most of these trends are not only

present but also exaggerated in a post-socialist political environment lacking democratic

traditions and the historical legacy of democratic institutions.

For instance, the process of political sphere “marketization” undergoing in

various countries with different pace is definitely present in post-communist countries.
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The almost instant breakup of the socialist system (anti-market and ideologically

mobilizational) led to rapid formation of unprecedented in scale market of the electorate.

However, as Jovanni Sartori noted, the market itself is not capable of the creation

of competitive politics. The fact of elections with participation of several parties is not a

sufficient condition of competitive democracy. Competition in politics assumes the

presence of reinforced fair rules and a certain level of trust among the competitors.

A political market (like an economic one) is functioning as a competitive market

only under the conditions of legal control, which has to (1) prevent its monopolization,

and to (2) foster the development of an adequate supply of political services. If fraud is

not punishable, then the competition is not feasible (Sartori, 1976: 139-140).

In Western democracies the “marketization” of politics uncovered the deficiencies

of previous normative base, its inability to enforce the honest competition of political

actors. Recently this theme was actively discussed leading to changes in legislation of

many countries (USA, Canada, UK, Germany, etc.). These modifications are primarily

made in the field of political parties and elections financing. In post-socialist polities the

formation of a mass electorate free from loyalty to grass roots political structures

happened under a lack of regulative norms, both legal and traditional. The financial side

of this process was the most unorganized. This led to electoral scandals, such as the box

from copying machine full of cash (500 thousands of USD) in the 1996 Russian

presidential elections, the owners of which are still to be found by the Prosecutor’s office,

as well as the excessive use of so called “administrative resources” in Russian and
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Ukrainian elections. It is clear that the task of creation of the conditions of modern

political market has a principal importance in post-socialist countries (Pshizova, 2000).

Moreover the last elections at all levels led to the conclusion about the need for urgent

regulation not only of financial mechanisms of political sphere, but also of the necessity

of their “tune up,” taking into account modern trends in political markets’ development.

Increase in costs of democratic functioning

Along with the decrease in share of traditional means of political campaign

financing the cost of electoral campaigns was growing in a snowball fashion. This was

connected to the development of mass media (especially television). In pre-TV times,

local party organizations were the main channels for communication with voters. They

were capable of mobilizing the voluntary mass activity of party members and other

people supporting the cause. The development of telecommunications has undermined

this voluntary activity. Simultaneously the role of professional political consultants has

increased enormously (Bowler, Farrell, 1992). In the beginning the parties were trying to

use party functionaries for these tasks as well as create a team of advisors. However, they

started a gradual transition to contracts with political consulting firms (Wring, 2000).

Simultaneously with the necessity to pay the services of electronic media this led to a

significant increase in electoral campaign spending. We were also observing a stable

trend to substitute the labor-intensive campaigns with capital-intensive ones (Stromm,

1990: 581). Even the most typical mass parties have moved to professionalization of their

members. In the period between the 1960s and 1990s, the number of paid workers in the
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central headquarters of the Norwegian Labor Party and the Social Democratic Party of

Sweden has doubled, reaching more than of 80% of total personnel. As far as we know,

professional bureaucratic party machines are much more oriented toward capital-

intensive strategies with mass media emphasis rather than toward traditional methods of

agitation (Gidlund, 1992: 122). In her analysis of the 1997 elections in the UK, Norris

noticed that one of the most striking phenomena of recent years is the broad usage of the

techniques of strategic communications. This is a part of “professionalization” and

“modernization” of the electoral process, which leads to a significant increase in the role

of PR managers and political consultants (Norris et al., 1999).

In the conditions of other – non-political markets – the choice is also not always

defined by cost-benefit considerations. And the economic interest can be understood

differently. Sometimes a customer is satisfied while making an economically irrational

decision. Sometimes we make a purchase from a sales person that we like or, on the other

hand, we refuse to buy from the sales person we dislike. We often are ready to pay more

for the merchandise with nice packing, when we like the store environment and the

attitude of the staff. When we make the choice under the emotional-visual influence of

television such irrational kind of political behavior, becomes more than likely.

The volume of the investment into TV advertisement gets decisive importance in

the context of the marketing approach toward the interaction of the agents of the political

process. One of the leading American specialists in the field of political consulting and

marketing Bruce Newman, while analyzing the situation in the US, points to the direct

link between the rising influence of mass media in politics and the rapid raise in electoral
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campaign expenditures. In the course of campaign the candidate’s image experiences

very serious changes trying to adapt to the market’s demands. The need to engage in

costly campaigns and withstand the stream of negative campaign ads calls for substantial

electoral funds. According to Newman this trend is negatively affecting the process of

fair nomination, blocking the road for those lacking the wealth and connections with

powerful organizations. Newman suggests correcting this situation through limitation on

campaign contributions and also through granting the candidates free air time on national

television as in the UK (Newman, 1999).

As for Ukrainian and Russian conditions (to a lesser extent in Eastern Europe),

special attention should be paid to the neutralization of so called “administrative

resources”, which not only destroys the element of fairness in the elections but also

increases the costs of campaigns.

Meanwhile, it is obvious that the parties nowadays lack the money that they get

through legitimate means. That is why there were many scandals around party finances.

Heidenheimer has come up with a certain causal link between the cost of electoral

campaigns and the extent of corruption – the more money the parties spent, the greater

likelihood of the corruption (Heidenheimer, 2000). One of the variants to solve the

financial problems of political market was found in (as was mentioned before) budget

financing of political campaigns and increased state control over the spending.
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Preconditions of change

The emergence of the problem of large scale and detailed state regulation of

political sphere requires a serious assessment. In the 19th century the state did not

intervene in electoral process significantly. Certainly, the police were dealing with the

“disorder” during the elections. The courts were also involved in ruling the electoral

disputes. But in general, the elections were organized by their participants. Voter

registration was the responsibility of the candidates and political parties. Candidates

(mostly with their parties’ help) were responsible for financial issues related to elections.

Moreover, in England they also covered administrative costs. There was no such thing as

parliamentary salary at that time. (Pinto-Duschinsky, 1981: 33-67).

Nowadays the government is universally responsible for covering all the costs

related to the effective work of the parliament including elections’ costs and legislators’

salaries. In many countries the government is responsible for all electoral expenses. It

basically not only finances electoral activities, but also routine party activities, and

sometimes even regulates the norms and organization of intra-party life. The reason for

this expansion of the role of the state in state regulation of political subjects is parties’

growing lack of material self-reliance.

The consistent trend of political parties losing their independence from the state

fosters the need to review their role and importance for political system. From one side,

political parties are widely viewed as the most significant political institutions in a

representative democracy because they play a key role in linking citizens to their political

systems and the policy-making process. Parties are fundamental because of their role in
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interest aggregation, voters’ mobilization, and leaders’ recruitment for important public

positions. In fact, in modern democracies political parties serve as a means of

institutional legitimization. Nevertheless the question regarding the role of political

parties in a political system is essential for their self-legitimization. Only under the

condition that the parties are legitimate themselves, can the leaders recruited by them also

considered legitimate, not to mention their programs and policies. Until recently, the

legitimacy of political parties was based on their mass membership. As Mair noted, the

twentieth century was a time of mass parties. (Mair, 1990). This term describes the

parties that:

1) have a large number of active members drawn from a specific social cleavage;

2) are well-organized;

3) are committed to pursuing a particular political ideology or a distinctive set of

policy goals; and

4) material independence based on voluntary contributions and membership dues.

Traditionally, European Socialist and Communist parties were considered to be

model mass parties. Mass parties have become less common in modern political systems

as political, social and economic changes have eroded their traditional bases of support.

Today, traditional mass parties have for the most part given way to far looser coalitions

of voters with weaker organizational structures, memberships drawn from disparate

backgrounds, and programs based on less clearly defined goals or visions. More than

thirty years ago Otto Kirchheimer published an article under the title “ The
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Transformation of the Western European Party System” (Kirchheimer, 1966). In it he

analyzed the ways “major European parties [function] as transmission between

population at large and the government.” A central part of his analysis was the

identification of a new kind of political party with unique characteristics and an

innovative strategy. Kircheimer argued that there were several reasons for the failure of

the mass-integration party to fulfill the integrative function. First, other political actors

were not willing to admit a mass party, based on cleavage divides, into the political

market as a full member. This behavior especially restricted Socialist mass parties.

Second, these other players (bourgeois parties) failed to “advance from parties of

individual representation to parties of integration.” However, this rejection of

transformation, but also the refusal by the bourgeois parties to allow transformed parties

to play their proper integrative role, was only a temporal phenomenon.

Today some scholars note the universal trend of decreasing the number of parties

(Lane, Ersson 1999: 103-106; Mair, Van Biezen 2001). Despite the proclamations of the

politicians about the increasing influence of common party members and constituency

representatives on decision making process and candidates’ selection, the reality reflects

a different situation. The role of party leaders is constantly rising and they are directly

appealing to the voters skipping the intermediary interaction with common party

members. And the latter are not capable of effective control of the actions of professional

politicians.

Simultaneously, political orientations of the voters have become much more fluid

and the level of stable partisanship is steadily decreasing (Hopkin 2001; Katz 2001;
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Pennings, Hazan 2001). These changes are very clearly reflected in parties’ financing.

The general trend, which has a different intensity in different countries, is based on the

fact that the share of membership dues and traditional institutional donations is

decreasing while the share of state subsidies and large private campaign contributions is

growing.

Traditional sources of institutional contributions

We are also observing the changes in other traditional sources of party finances –

institutional contributions that are used to be the legal and effective instrument of the

interest group influence on parties’ policies. It is well known that labor unions were

constantly supporting communist, socialist and social-democratic parties, while business

associations were providing support for conservative and right-center parties. Labor

unions in Scandinavian countries are still major contributors to electoral campaigns of

left parties. For instance, Swedish Social Democrats get close to 20% of their national

budget from the annual contributions of labor unions. Moreover, 4,000 union officials are

usually involved in assisting social democrats in electoral campaigns while in total more

than 230,0000 union activists are participating in campaigns (Aylott, 2000).

The development of parties’ relations with institutional donors depends on

historical traditions and peculiarities of legislation in each particular country. However,

in general it is clear that this institutional support has significant influence on parties and

on governments. It is difficult to generalize because the differences between various

countries are sometimes very serious. Nevertheless, the recent evidence shows the trend
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toward a decrease in institutional financing. Since the end of 1980s this trend has become

more and more prevalent, even in the UK where the trade-unions and business

associations traditionally played a great role in parties’ financing (Fisher, 2000: 22).

Some scholars explain this by the decrease in class tensions in Western democracies.

Political relations have a different form in modern times and this forces political parties

to look for new forms of relationship with the society, to widen the social base, and to

appeal to various social groups and interest groups. The latter become more independent

in their political preferences.

Conclusion

It is clear that political marketing is not only a new technology for ensuring

democratic representation. Under a marketing approach to politics we deal with

principally different relations between the agents of political process, and this requires

more serious theoretical review. The recent discussions among Western political

consultants and among scholars who study this phenomenon show the significant shift in

mass perceptions of a democracy as a system of interest representation. The very fact of

the extent, to which political consultants can influence democratic elections, and the

extent of the spread of political marketing techniques, means that there is a general trend

to displace basic democratic myths from the public practice and consciousness. From a

“sovereign” possessor of “common will” reflected through the institutions of

representation, the people have turned into the number of individual and group subjects-

customers on the market of political goods.
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It is also clear that modern democracies are more than just democratic systems in

which marketing occurs. The system itself has become a market place. Politics does not

just use the technologies of marketing. Office is fought for in political market place as a

marketing exercise. While many areas of modern life also use methods borrowed from

marketing, the context in which they work is not market-dominated as the political one

has become. Politics has become a market place because there is intense competition, a

monetary price, a currency (post-electoral favors) and target markets (voters and funders)

and because this fact is exploited by businesses (consultants) for commercial ends

(profit).
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CHAPTER II

PARTIES AND DEMOCRACY

As we have seen the changing nature of political parties impacts upon their

standing, legitimacy, and effectiveness, and, as a result, electoral democracy itself is

eroding.

The argument that control over political decision-making sometimes lais beyond

the reach of the ordinary citizen was originally advanced by E.E. Schattschneider in The

Semi-Sovereign People (1960). This was a familiar theme in the political science

literature of the 1960s, and was echoed in different ways, and differently contested, by a

variety of critical scholars, including Bachrach and Baratz, Dahl, Dye and Zeigler, Kariel,

Lukes, and others. This argument was articulated recently that even semi-sovereignty

appears to be fading away, and that “the people, or the ordinary citizenry, are becoming

effectively non-sovereign”( Peter Mair, 2005). What we now see emerging is a notion of

democracy that is being steadily stripped of its popular component – a notion of

democracy without a demos. As it is being argued, much of this has to do with the

failings of political parties. In the process of adjustment to their failings parties become

steadily weaker, and democracy becomes even more compromised.

Democracy and Indifference

What we observe in modern elections is indifference towards politics, on the one

hand, and indifference towards democracy, on the other. Indifference has always been
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one of the more neglected elements in the study of the relationship between citizens and

politics, and its importance seemed to be badly underestimated by much of the literature

on political trust and mistrust that emerged in the late 1990s (e.g., see Pharr and Putnam,

2000, and Norris, 1999). It seems that the real problem at issue here was not trust as such,

at least in the sense of there being a problem of popular mistrust in politicians and

governments. Rather, it was one of interest, or lack of interest, such that the sense of

hostility which some citizens clearly felt towards their political leaders seemed less

important than the indifference with which many more citizens viewed the political world

more generally. To put it another way, whether politicians were liked or disliked, or

trusted or distrusted, seemed to matter less than whether they were seen as important or

“necessary” to citizens’ life situations.

Indifference and disinterest were not just a problem on the ground, moreover, and

were not confined to what could be seen in popular attitudes. They were also

compounded by the new rhetoric being employed by various politicians in the 1990s, as

well as by the growing anti-political sentiment that was to be seen in the literature on

policy-making, institutional reform, and governance ( Schedler, 1997). Here too it

seemed that politics as a process was often being denigrated or devalued; here too it

seemed that indifference to politics was acquiring more weight. For instance, for Tony

Blair, the purpose of his new “progressive” politics was not to provide solutions from

above, but to facilitate citizens in searching for their own solutions – “to help people

make the most of themselves.” Politics in this sense was not about exercising the

“directive hand” of government, but about bringing together “dynamic markets” and
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“strong communities.” (Blair, 2001). In other words, the role of politics was to offer

synergy and opportunity, and in Blair’s ideal world it would eventually become

redundant. At one level, this was of course a simple populist strategy – employing the

rhetoric of “the people” in order to suggest that there had been a radical break with past

styles of government. At another level, however, it was an approach that fit perfectly well

with the tenets of what were then seen as newly emerging schools of ‘governance’ – and

with the idea that “society is now sufficiently well organized through self-organizing

networks that any attempts on the part of government to intervene will be ineffective and

perhaps counterproductive” (Peters 2002: 4). In this perspective, government becomes

subordinate and more deferential, and no longer seeks to wield power or even exercise

authority. Its relevance declines, while that of non-governmental institutions and

practices increases. In Beck’s terms, the dynamic migrates from “politics with a large ‘P’

to politics with a small ‘p’ – or to what he variously calls ‘subpolitics’” (Beck, 1992:

183-236).

In a well-publicized speech delivered to the Czech parliament in December, 1997,

soon after the collapse of the coalition government, Vaclav Havel criticized politicians

for their dishonesty and lack of integrity. This had been a familiar theme in many of his

public statements and lectures. He believed in a form of non-political politics and

promoted one of the most potent ideas that has come up in the post-socialist world: a

civil society where the views and initiatives of citizen’s groups are the guiding force in

society rather than elected politicians.
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Giandomenico Majone argued that the role of expert decision-making in the

policy-making process was superior to that of political decision-making in that it could

take better account of long-term interests. Politicians, by definition, worked only in the

short-term, or at least were only capable of committing themselves in the short-term.

Hence, to cede control of policy-making to politicians, and to allow decisions to be

dominated by considerations of the electoral cycle, was to risk less optimal outcomes:

“the segmentation of the democratic process into relatively short time periods has serious

negative consequences when the problems faced by society require long-term solutions”

(Majone, 1996: 10). The solution was to delegate powers to institutions “which, by

design, are not directly accountable to voters or to their elected representatives” (1996: 3)

– or to what Majone defined as non-majoritarian institutions.

This also brought other benefits, in that experts enjoyed the advantage of being

better able to deal with the complexities of modern law-making, and with the many

technical problems which often stymied or confused elected politicians. As traditional

forms of state control were replaced by more complex regulatory frameworks, expertise

rather than political judgement was likely to prove more valuable and effective (Majone

2003: 299). Here too, then, politics was becoming devalued, with the potential

contribution of politicians themselves to the policy process being seen as either irrelevant

or even damaging.

But while the different sources of evidence did indeed point to a widespread sense

of indifference to politics and to politicians, they seemed to offer a much less robust

foundation for the notion of indifference towards democracy as such. Indeed, if one
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looked at the theoretical literature in the 1990s, the impression was given was of a large

and burgeoning interest in democracy, with more attention being paid to how democratic

systems worked, and to what they meant in reality, than probably at any stage in the

previous twenty or thirty years. Democracy was on the agenda in the late 1990s, and far

from being treated with indifference, it had become a research priority within both

empirical political science and political theory. By the end of the 1990s, democracy -

whether associative, deliberative, or reflective, global, transnational, or inclusive,

electoral, illiberal, or even “controlled” - had become a hot topic.

Democracy vs “Good Governance”

Thus, we can see now clear and quite consistent evidence of popular indifference

to conventional politics and, more arguably, of popular indifference to democracy, or at

least to playing a part in the sort of conventional politics that is usually seen as necessary

to sustain democracy. Yet, when it comes to the intellectual level, and sometimes even to

the level of practical institutional reforms, we see a massive renewal of interest in

democracy. There are two possibilities to explain this phenomenon. The first is that they

are in fact related, and that the growing intellectual and institutional interest in democracy

is in part a response to the expanding scale of popular indifference. That is, it reflects a

concern with combating that indifference. In other words, we get a lot of discussion about

democracy, its meanings, and its renewal, at the moment when ordinary citizens begin to

pull away from conventional forms of democratic engagement. Making democracy

relevant comes on to the agenda at the time when it otherwise risks becoming irrelevant.
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But while the timing suggests that this may be the case, the actual content of the

discussion suggests a different story. For, far from seeking to encourage greater citizen

participation, or trying to make democracy more meaningful for the ordinary citizen,

many of the discussions of institutional reforms, on the one hand, and of the theory of

democracy, on the other, seem to concur in favoring options that actually discourage

mass engagement. This can be seen, for example, in the emphasis on stake-holder

involvement rather than electoral participation that is to be found in both associative

democracy and participatory governance, and in the emphasis on the sort of exclusive and

reasoned debate that is to be found in deliberative and reflective democracy. In neither

case is there real scope afforded to conventional modalities of mass democracy. It can

also be seen in the new emphasis that is placed on output-oriented legitimacy in

discussions of the European Union polity, and in the related idea that democracy in the

EU requires “solutions that are ‘beyond the state’ and, perhaps, also beyond the

conventions of western style representative liberal democracy” (Shaw, 2000: 291). For

Philip Pettit (2001), for example, who discusses the issue of democratic renewal in the

context of deliberation and depoliticization, the issue comes on to the agenda because

“democracy is too important to be left to the politicians, or even to the people voting in

referendums.” For Fareed Zakaria (2003: 248), in his more popular account, renewal is

necessary because “what we need in politics today is not more democracy but less.”

Hence the second possibility: the renewal of interest in democracy and its

meanings at the intellectual and institutional levels is not intended to open up or

reinvigorate democracy as such, but is rather intended to redefine democracy in such a
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way that it can cope more easily with, and adapt to, the decline of popular interest and

engagement. Rather than being an answer to disengagement, the contemporary concern

with renewing democracy is about coming to terms with disengagement. In other words,

what we see here is a wide-ranging attempt to define democracy in a way that does not

require any substantial emphasis on popular sovereignty – at the extreme, it is an attempt

to redefine democracy in the absence of the demos.

Part of this process of redefinition lies in highlighting the distinction between

what has been called “constitutional democracy,” on the one hand, and what is referred to

here as “popular democracy,” on the other, a division that overlaps with and echoes

Robert Dahl’s (1956) earlier distinction between “Madisonian democracy” and

“populistic democracy” (Mény & Surel, 2002; Dahl, 1999; Eisenstadt, 1999). On the one

hand, there is the constitutional component – that which emphasizes the need for checks

and balances across institutions and which entails government for the people. On the

other hand, there is the popular component – that which emphasizes the role of the

ordinary citizen and popular participation, and which entails government by the people.

These are two separate components that co-exist with and complement one another. At

the same time, however, though conceived of as two elements within a “unified” sense of

democracy, we also now begin the see them being disaggregated, and then being

contrasted with one another both in theory and practice (Mair, 2002a: 83). Hence, for

example, the recently emerging notions of “illiberal” or “electoral” democracy (Diamond,

1996; Zakaria, 1997) and the attempt to separately categorize those democracies that

combine the provision of free elections– popular democracy–with restrictions on rights
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and freedoms, and with the potential abuse of executive power. As many studies of

democracies seem to indicate, popular and constitutional democracy are no longer

necessarily bound together.

Not only can we identify a growing conceptual distinction between the popular

and constitutional components, therefore, but we can also see evidence of the distinction

becoming more important in practice. And with this development comes also the relative

weighing process, in which the popular element becomes downgraded with respect to the

constitutional element. Once democracy is divided into its popular and constitutional

elements, the centrality of the popular element begins to be downplayed.

For Zakaria, for example, it is the presence of the constitutional rather than the

popular component which is essential for the survival and well-being of democracy, and

it is also the reason why democracy has proved so successful in the West. As he put it

(1997: 27): “For much of modern history, what characterized governments in Europe and

North America, and differentiated them from those around the world, was not democracy

but constitutional liberalism. The ‘Western model’ is best symbolized not by the mass

plebiscite but the impartial judge.” In this view it is not elections that make for

democracy, but rather the courts, or at least the combination of courts with other modes

of non-electoral participation. Moreover, as some of the literature implies with respect to

developing countries, while an emphasis on “civil society” is acceptable, and while a

reliance on legal procedures is essential, elections as such should not necessarily be

valued (Chua, 2003).
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As Michelle Everson (2000: 106) has noted in her discussion of Majone’s work,

for example, “non-majoritarian thought…forcefully claims that its isolation of market

governance from political forces serves the goal of democracy by safeguarding the

democratically set goals of the polity from the predatory inclinations of a transitory

political elite.” In this case the opposition is unequivocal: in one corner, the goals of the

polity, objectively defined; in the other, the claims of a transitory–because elected–and

hence predatory elite. The one is sustained by the networks of good governance, the other

by the crude power and ambition of electoral politics. In other arenas, and in the context

of different processes, the story appears the same. In their review of new modes of

delegation, for example, Thatcher and Stone Sweet (2002: 19) underline the growing

importance of ‘procedural legitimacy’, which “relies on a process of decision making by

NMIs [Non-Majoritarian institutions] being better than the insular, often secret,

deliberations of cabinets and executives.” In this case, the benefits of transparency,

legality and the provision of access to stakeholders are held up against the limits and

distortions induced by partisan politics, and are seen to lead to a process which can offer

“a fair and democratic substitute for electoral accountability.” The question then is: If

democracy is being redefined to downgrade its popular component, then why is this

happening, and why now? In other words, why does this particular shift occur barely one

decade after the proclaimed “victory of democracy” (Hadenius 1997), and at a moment

when, for the first time in history, democracy is acclaimed as having become “the only

game in town” (Linz and Stepan, 1996).
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Our suggestion here is that the shift from popular to constitutional democracy,

and the concomitant downgrading of politics and of electoral processes, is in part a

consequence of the failings of political parties. As parties fail, so too fails popular

democracy. Or, to put it another way, thanks to the failings of parties, popular democracy

can no longer function in the way in which we have come to understand and accept it,

and in the way it has always functioned up to now. By going beyond parties, democracy

also manages to get beyond popular involvement and control.

Parties and Democracy

Some twenty years before publishing the The Semi-Sovereign People,

Schattschneider (1942: 1) famously proposed that democracy without parties was

unthinkable. The phrase itself comes from the opening paragraph of his Party

Government, and is worth citing in its full context:

The rise of political parties is indubitably one of the principal distinguishing marks
of modern government. The parties, in fact, have played a major role as makers of
governments, more especially they have been the makers of democratic
government. It should be stated flatly at the outset that this volume is devoted to the
thesis that the political parties created democracy and that modern democracy is
unthinkable save in terms of parties. As a matter of fact, the condition of the parties
is the best possible evidence of the nature of any regime. The most important
distinction in modern political philosophy, the distinction between democracy and
dictatorship, can be made best in terms of party politics. The parties are not
therefore merely appendages of modern government; they are in the center of it and
play a determinative and creative role in it.

As always in the writings of this period, of course, democracy in this case was

both popular and constitutional; it was the democracy of elections as well as of checks

and balances, and the democracy of mandates, popular accountability, and representative
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government. This was the democracy that Schattschneider found unthinkable except in

terms of parties, and his sheer conviction has led to his proposition being cited by party

scholars, especially in their own defense, ever since. Thus, for example, it is argued that

despite all the problems facing parties, and despite different and cumulative challenges,

they will continue to survive as long as democracy survives.

This is one of the key points in Dalton and Wattenberg’s (2000) assessment, for

example, which begins by asking readers to consider what might happen should parties

fail, and which concludes on a more sanguine note by reaffirming that “it remains

difficult to think of national governments functioning without parties playing a

significant role in connecting the various elements of the political process” (p. 275).

But if we take account of the different components of democracy, and then think

Schattschneider’s proposition through to its potentially logical conclusion, we may come

to a different answer. In other words, while Schattschneider’s proposition is usually taken

by party scholars to mean that the survival of democracy will guarantee the survival of

parties (and since the survival of democracy is guaranteed, this means that the survival of

parties is also guaranteed) we can also read it the other way around, to suggest that the

failure of parties might indeed imply the failure of democracy; or, adopting Dalton and

Wattenberg’s terms, to suggest that the failure of parties might imply the failure of

modern [representative] government. If democracy, or representative government, is

unthinkable in terms of parties, then perhaps, facing party failings, it does indeed become

unthinkable, or unworkable.
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Without parties we are then either left with no real democracy and no real system

of representative government; or with what continues to be called democracy, but which

has been redefined so as to downgrade or even exclude the popular component – since it

is this particular component that depends so closely on party.

Without parties, in other words, we are simply left with a stripped down version

of constitutional democracy or Madisonian democracy; or we are left with other versions

of democracy that are shorn of their popular component. These are certainly not

unthinkable forms of polity, but they are systems in which conventional popular

democracy plays little or no significant role, and in which neither elections nor parties

remain privileged. When democracy in Schattschneider’s terms becomes unthinkable, in

short, other modes of democracy move in. Thus, the contemporary intellectual interest in

the theory of democratic renewal, and hence the more practical interest–from Chua,

Diamond and Zakaria among others–in proposing new forms of institutional politics. All

of these approaches share a common concern to find or define a notion of democracy (a)

that works; (b) that is seen to be legitimate; and yet (c) that no longer places at its center

the notion of popular control or electoral accountability.

But in what sense parties are parties failing? My argument is that they are failing

in two related ways, and I will go on to look at these at greater length below. First, as has

now been well attested in the literature, parties are increasingly failing in their capacity to

engage the ordinary citizen. As the overview which I present below clearly indicates

citizens are voting in fewer numbers and with less sense of partisan consistency, and they

are also increasingly reluctant to commit themselves to parties, whether in terms of
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identification or membership. In this sense, citizens are withdrawing from conventional

political involvement.

Second, the party can no longer adequately serve as a base for the activities and

status of its own leaders, who increasingly direct their ambitions towards, and draw their

resources from, external public institutions. In sum, parties are failing as a result of a

process of mutual withdrawal, whereby citizens retreat into private life or into more

specialized and often ad hoc forms of representation, and whereby the party leaderships

retreat into the institutions, drawing their terms of reference ever more readily from their

roles as governors or public-office holders.

Parties are failing because the zone of engagement – the traditional world of party

democracy where citizens interacted with and felt a sense of belonging towards their

political leaders – is being evacuated. In the following section of the paper, I will look at

this process in more detail.

The Failings of Parties

First I discuss citizens’ withdrawal and disengagement from conventional politics.

Although concern with citizen disengagement from conventional politics is now more

and more frequently expressed, both in the scholarly literature and in the popular media,

the evidence of this withdrawal has sometimes been disputed.

A major purpose of this section is therefore to conduct an inventory, and to bring together

the disparate sets of evidence with a view to underlining the degree of coherence and

consistency that they reflect. Indeed, one of the reasons why this evidence, or, more
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properly, the weight of this evidence, is sometimes disputed, is because the different

elements are seen in isolation from one another. The fact that levels of participation in

national elections do not always register a sharp or very steady decline, for example, is

sometimes cited as evidence of a continuing popular commitment to conventional

politics, even though the small changes that so take place in this regard are often

consistent with other trends that do appear to underline a wide-scale pattern of

withdrawal. In other words, even a small decline in, say, the level of turnout,

may be seen to weigh more heavily when placed in the context of other shifts in mass

political behavior.

In fact, what we see here are two features that are not normally seen to be

applicable to cross-national changes at the level of mass politics. The first of these is that

virtually all of these separate pieces of evidence that will be cited here point in the same

direction. This in itself is very unusual. Analysts of data relating to mass politics almost

invariably expect to find mutually opposing trends in the different streams of indicators –

that is, while one indicator might point in one direction, it is often contradicted by a

second indicator pointing in a different direction. Second, virtually all of these trends in

the data are consistent across countries. This again is most unusual. The normal

expectation in comparative political research is that while particular trends in mass

politics may well be noted in some countries, they are almost never pervasive. Some

countries may shift together, but it is only very rarely that all, or even most, shift in the

same way and at the same time.
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What we see now, however, is a much clearer indication of cross-national

convergence in the trends that matter. In other words, not only are these various trends

now pointing in the same direction, they are also doing so almost everywhere.

Electoral Participation

So what sort of trends are we talking about here? Let me begin with the most

obvious and most immediate indicator: the levels of participation in national elections.

Given what has been said about citizen withdrawal in the more popular media in

particular, it is with this indicator that we might expect some of the most striking trends

to be identified. At the same time, however, it is often this particular evidence that is

most strongly disputed. In other words, while various expectations regarding the possible

decline in levels of electoral turnout have been current for some years, they have often

been found to have little backing in the aggregate empirical data. Although long-term

stability in levels of participation has been followed by a slight decline, this is usually not

seen to be sharp enough that it becomes a source of worry for those concerned with the

healthy functioning of modern democratic life.

Thus, through each of the four decades from the 1950s to the 1980s, average

turnout levels in western Europe scarcely altered, increasing marginally from 84.3 per

cent in the 1950s to 84.9 per cent in the 1960s, and then falling slightly to 83.9 per cent in

the 1970s and to 81.7 per cent in the 1980s. This was essentially the steady-state period,

as has been emphasized by Norris (2002: 54-5) and Franklin (2002). That said, the

decline from the 1970s to the 1980s, while small, was remarkably consistent across the
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long-established European democracies, with just three (Belgium, Norway, and The

Netherlands) of the fifteen countries countering an otherwise general trend. The decline

may have been marginal when looked at cross-nationally, but it was almost universal, and

hence might well have justified a sense of concern.

But what is even more important to note is that this very marginal shift

accelerated in the 1990s, with average turnout across Western Europe falling from 81.7

per cent to 77.6 per cent in the last decade of the century. To be sure, even at this level,

which is the lowest recorded in any of the postwar decades, turnout remains relatively

high, with an average of slightly more than three-quarters of national electorates casting a

ballot in the elections held during the 1990s, a figure that remains substantially higher

than that recorded in nationwide elections in the United States, for example (Franklin

2002). Even allowing for this, however, and even allowing for the fact that this drop from

the 1980s to the 1990s is less than 5 per cent, it is nevertheless striking to see the overall

European figure now dipping below the 80 per cent level for the first time in five

decades. Here also, moreover, there is a striking consistency across countries, in that 11

of the 15 democracies involved also recorded their lowest ever decade averages in the

1990s. The exceptions to this pattern again include Belgium, where the decade averages

are almost invariant, but where the lowest level was recorded in the 1960s, and Denmark

and Sweden, which recorded their lowest levels in the 1950s. Even in these three cases,

however, it should be noted that the average level of turnout in the 1990s was lower than

in the 1980s. The fourth exception is the United Kingdom, which was unusual in

participation in the 1980s. Indeed, the United Kingdom is the only one of these fifteen
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countries which recorded even a marginally higher level of turnout in the 1990s than in

the 1980s, although in this case turnout later plunged to an all-time low of just 59 per cent

in the first election of the 21st century.

This trend has also persisted into the beginning of the twenty-first century. As

noted, the election of 2001 in the UK was marked by the lowest level of turnout since the

advent of mass democracy. The 2002 parliamentary elections in both France and Ireland

were also marked by historic low levels of turnout; the same was true of the 2001

elections in Italy and Norway, the 2002 election in Portugal, and the 2000 election in

Spain. Levels that were close to historic lows were recorded in Greece in 2000, in Austria

in 2002, and in Finland and Switzerland in 2003. By the beginning of the new century, in

short, the trend towards ever lower levels of participation was continuing. Why this

should be the case remains, of course, an open question, and it is something we will come

back to at a later stage. It may simply reflect generational shifts. It may also be because

of sheer boredom. The key point, however, is that we are seeing something that is both

unidirectional and pervasive, and that offers a striking indicator of the growing problem

for the electoral process. The pattern is evident, even if the trend is not wholly uniform.

This is also more or less true of turnout levels, and indeed of many other indicators of

mass political behavior, and for this reason the extent of change at this level is also often

underestimated. Although there is no undisturbed downward trend in levels of

participation, for example, record lows now come with greater frequency, and in a greater

number of polities.
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The Crisis of Legitimacy of Political Parties

An obvious consequence of changing value preferences and the emergence of the

self-mobilized citizen is a change in the political orientation and voting behavior of major

parts of the population. The traditional social cleavages—conflicts between social

classes, the center versus the periphery, and the State versus the Church—that gave rise

to political ideologies and parties in the 18th and 19th centuries have been leveled or

have lost much of their formative influence. This is manifested, for example, in the

continuous decline of class-based party choice, which for a long period was a distinctive

voting pattern in many countries. As can be seen from a comparative analysis of party

programs of 10 democracies over four decades, party systems have adjusted only

reluctantly to social changes (Klingemann, Hofferberg, & Budge, 1994). Despite all of

the changes in citizens’ orientations to politics and political institutions, the traditional

left-right dimension is still the dominant dimension along which parties try to

differentiate themselves from each other, even though some socialist and social-

democratic parties have moved slightly to the center.

Although the weakening of party ties affects most advanced democracies, this

general trend has different roots and has taken different paths in different countries.

Comparing the United States and West Germany, Klingemann and Wattenberg (1992)

distinguished between decaying and developing party systems. The United States is the

prototype of a decaying system in which the candidates no longer need the parties to

reach the voters but instead rely completely on the mass media (Patterson, 1993). In

contrast, in non-majoritarian democracies such as Germany and other European countries
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(with the exception of Great Britain), local institutional settings allow for some

accommodation of the party system to societal changes. The decline of the mass parties

in many countries, which was under way long before the fall of the socialist system,

combined with the latest changes, generating new and sometimes unprecedented forms of

political consent-gathering and power-managing structures. It became quite common to

see the rapid rise (and rapid disappearance) of new political movements, single-issue

parties, and “light parties” (the major example being Berlusconi’s Forza Italia,

assembled in a few weeks of heavy media build-up) holding very loose organizational

ties with their grass roots. The environmental movements and peace activists of the

1970s, which can be seen as manifestations of the post-materialist turn, have in some

countries crystallized to “Green” party organizations and now participate in political

coalitions, mostly on the community level but also on the national level, as in France and

Germany. On the other side of the political spectrum, right-wing and racist parties found

their constituencies among adherents of old materialist values who have been suffering

from economic insecurity or decline. The success of Jean Marie Le Pen in France, of Fini

in Italy, and of the Flemish Neo-Fascists may be mentioned as examples.

Despite such developments, European party systems are facing a severe crisis of

legitimacy. The extreme case is Italy, where the party system has become almost

completely detached from the electorate, is seeking a stable structure, and is continuously

challenged by Berlusconi’s populist movement. Anti-party sentiments are rising in the

electorates of most countries, and party affiliation, including party membership, is

declining. The data show that in each member state of the European Union, people’s trust
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in the political parties is lower than their trust in other political institutions. Trust in

parties often falls appallingly far behind the trust given to nonpolitical institutions,

particularly to television, a fact that has been noticed for quite some time in the United

States (Wattenberg, 1990) and that seems to have become global (Inglehart, 1997).

The crisis of the parties has only expanded the political function of the mass

media. Referring to the U.S. situation, to take an extreme example of the processes under

examination, Grossman (1995) describes vividly what is happening in the political arena:

Voters no longer have to rely on the parties to signal who stands for what and to tell them

what they should be for or against. Nor do the parties offer their constituents soapboxes

on which to air their views. Television and talk radio have taken on that job. (pp. 121–

122)

The “demise of political parties,” as Kalb (1992) has described the American

party system, gives rise to candidate-centered and highly personalized campaigns that

rely heavily on the mass media. In the U.S. system, a candidate can run for office

virtually independent of any party, but the candidate is completely dependent on support

by mass media. The situation in Europe is different. Although political leaders may run

independently of the traditional party system, as the Berlusconi case demonstrated in a

spectacular way, the usual pattern is still that candidates are nominated by party

organizations and that the campaigns depend to a high degree on the party organizations.

Even Berlusconi, after he won the elections, found it necessary to establish a quasi-party

organization with his Forza Italia. European parliamentary systems allow much less

room than the American presidential system for personalization of election campaigns
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focused on individual leaders or candidates (Kaase, 1994).

Parties still play an important role in the typical European campaign. But the mass

media have appropriated several of their functions and have transformed traditional party

campaigns into media campaigns, at least to some extent. Deep mutations that post–

socialist polities in Europe are facing go beyond the context of electoral campaigning and

contribute to a weakening of the traditional party-centered politics.

The disappearance of strong ideological tenets from the forefront of political

debate has forced the parties to reshape their outlooks and practices, and even their names

and symbols.
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CHAPTER III

THE CRISIS OF POLITICAL PARTIES AND ITS IMPLICATIONS IN POST-

SOCIALIST POLITICS

Political parties are as fundamental to the functioning of democracy in post-

socialist polities as their counterparts in the established democracies of the West. Yet

these 15 year-old party systems have not institutionalized uniformly after the collapse of

the socialist regimes in 1989-1991. The variation ranges from the fully pluralist

competition, consolidated around policy questions, found in the Czech Republic, to

limited competition as in Russia. However the question remains whether there is more

divergence than convergence in the trajectories of democratic changes and how can we

explain the differences. Analyses of the variation in post-socialist political party systems

have tended to focus on either “democratic innovations” or “historical continuities.”

Post-Socialist Party System Characteristics

Taking advantage of the new pluralism, political parties proliferated after 1989,

with hundreds of parties registering in several countries. Not surprisingly, rates of party

fragmentation in the first free elections were up to ten times as high as in postwar

Western Europe (Mair, 1996.) Similarly, electoral volatility was far higher, as were the

rates of party fusion and fission (Toka, 1997.) It was only in the late 1990s that a trend

towards party consolidation could be observed: thus the Solidarity Action Committee in
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Poland (1997-), the Unity Party in Russia (1998-), the “Our Ukraine” Party in Ukraine

(2002 -), and the Quad coalition in the Czech Republic (2000-).

The electorates also quickly differentiated themselves (Kitschelt, 1995; Evans

and Whitefield, 1993.) However, the traditional “Left-Right” cleavages had aligned

differently: free-marketers were also the most likely to be socially liberal, while social

conservatives made redistributive appeals (Kitschelt, 1992) Moreover, a distinct divide

ran between the successor forces to the former communist parties, and the heirs to the

former anti-communist opposition (Bielasiak, 1997.)

Unlike the slow and gradual enfranchisement of successive sectors of the

population in the West, voters in the post-communist democracies were enfranchised en

masse in 1989. As a result, political parties did not participate in the project of including

successive electorates, but in the establishing the principles and the practice of

representation. Since no new mass parties arose to encapsulate the electorate after 1989,

the party loyalties of both the voters and the party elites were fluid (Mair, 1996;

Bielasiak, 1997.) Moreover, given the blurring of socio-economic differences under

socialism, there were few solid socio-economic bases for this representation. As a result,

four distinct types of new democratic political parties arose. Illustrating the distinction

between “historical continuities” and “democratic innovations,” they were distinguished

less by ideological differences than by their historical roots.

First, several historical parties that were active prior to World War II (where there

was party democracy, that is) now resurrected themselves. These included the Polish

Socialist Party, the Hungarian Smallholders’ Party, and the Czech Social Democrats.
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Many failed to get support, and largely disappeared from the political scene as

independent forces: these included the Polish Socialists and the Slovak Social

Democratic Party. Others, most notably the Czech Social Democrats, laboriously rebuilt

support, and were able to win elections and once again govern. In all cases, however,

these parties could not simply rely on historical appeals, but had to remake their image

and appeals to stay relevant in late 20th century politics.

Going forward in time, the second set of parties consisted of the heirs to the ruling

communist parties. Instead of disappearing after the collapse of their regime, these parties

persisted in the new democracies. Some had transformed themselves radically, into

moderate Social Democratic parties that were accepted democratic competitors and

managers of economic reforms: the Polish SdRP and Hungarian MSzP were all re-

elected to power on the strength of their commitment to democracy and managerial

expertise. Others retained many of their old appeals and old organization: these include

the Czech KSCM, the Russian KPRF, and Ukrainian KPU. This set of parties also

includes some of the subservient socialist-era satellites of the ruling parties, such as the

Polish Peasants’ Party. What tied all these parties together in the eyes of the electorate

was their past, and the considerable antagonism felt towards them by significant sectors

of society.

Third, there were the opposition movements and their subsequent splinters:

Solidarity in Poland, the Civic Forum and Public Against Violence in the former

Czechoslovakia. United by their opposition to the communist regime, these movements

tended to split once faced with policy decisions in parliament. These splinter parties, for
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their part, continued to play a major role in politics. Thus, Solidarity split into over ten

smaller parties, including the centrist Democratic Union (the prime architect of Polish

reforms) and several Christian Democratic parties. The Civic Forum gave rise to the

Civic Democratic Party (ODS) and the Civic Democratic Alliance (ODA), which were

part of the governing coalition from 1990 to 1998. In Hungary, the same five parties that

arose to challenge the communist government in 1987-8 (the Hungarian Democratic

Forum, the Young Democrats, the Free Democrats, the Smallholders, and the Christian

Democrats) continued with far less splintering.

Finally, there were the complete novelties: parties that arose after 1989, which

were not a direct product of either the opposition or the communist parties. Most had

narrow appeal: many were tiny “sofa” parties (so named because all their members, and

often voters, could fit on a single couch) that proliferated as restrictions on independent

parties were removed. Yet others were parties and coalitions representing ethnic

minorities.

Party System Institutionalization

Such rapid development of party systems was both necessary for modern

democracy and an enormous challenge to these new actors. Institutionalization, defined

as the stabilization of competitors and competition to such an extent that “political actors

have clear and stable expectations about the behavior of others” (Mainwaring, 1997)

became both an empirical and theoretical concern.
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For their part, these new party systems obligingly began to exhibit considerable

variation in outcome. Two broad clusters emerged: in the Czech Republic, Poland, and

Hungary, free elections favored no competitors a priori, political parties largely

controlled the political process, and parties competed on policy programs, rather than

relying on populism or patronage. In contrast, in the second group, consisting of Russia

and Ukraine, party competition was more likely to favor the incumbents, and elections

were often marred by corruption. Parties tended to compete on populist programs and

nationalist appeals, and once elected, parties were often hindered in controlling the

political process.

It was evident that the degree to which the elections were free varied. And, the

control of the political process by the parties differed. This control consisted both of the

nomination of candidates for parliamentary office, and the parties’ ability to formulate

and legislate policies. It meant that competition was more likely to be robust: the

electorate was offered a meaningful choice, and when a given party won the vote, its

victory could translate into policy changes. In countries such the Czech Republic or

Hungary, political parties both exercised full control over candidate nomination, and

dominated the policy process. In contrast, in Ukraine and Poland, only parties could

nominate candidates but the country was governed by chiefly by presidential decrees

until recently (Table 1).

These two measures thus divide the parties into two clusters. In the first,

consisting of the Czech Republic, Hungary, and Poland, both freedoms and political
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control by parties is relatively high. In the second cluster, consisting of Russia and

Ukraine, both freedom of competition and political control are far lower.

Table 1. Control of Political Process by Parties

Russia Ukraine Czech
republic

Hungary Poland

Medium
parties can
field
candidates,
but policy
control
problematic

Medium.
Only parties
can field
candidates,
but policy
control
problematic.

High.
Parties both
field
candidates,
and control
policy
fully.

High.
Parties
both field
candidates
and
control
policy
fully

Medium.
Parties field
candidates,
Sometimes
policy
control is
problematic.

If these characteristics constitute one dimension of party institutionalization, a

second dimension consists of the content of competition: the broad issues on which the

parties compete. Each of these countries faced the “triple transition” (Offe, 1991): to

democracy, to market economy, and to new definitions of the citizenship. In the case of

Russia and Ukraine, one more dimension (nation-building) can be added. In more

consolidated party systems, questions of the new political system and its boundaries were

settled quickly. Parties now debated which policies to implement, and who could best

administer these policies. In the less institutionalized party systems, the very nature of the

political system was disputed, as parties debated the desirability of democracy and the

free market, vague promises of direct material incentives, and nationalist exclusion of

ethnic minorities.

Thus, in Poland, Hungary, and the Czech Republic, economic issues, and who can

best implement policy, became the chief structuring dimension of political competition
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(Kitschelt et al, 1999.) Secondary dimensions of competition also included secularism in

Poland (and specifically, Church-related issues such as abortion, religion in schools, etc.),

and “westernization” vs. “traditional” values in Hungary. These occasionally reduced

political debates to personal recriminations, but economic issues dominated both political

appeals and voting decisions. In contrast, in Ukraine language issues became prominent.

In Russia for a long period the main debate was between “reformist” and “anti-reformist”

political forces.

The resulting “index” of institutionalization combines political freedom, party

control, and dimensions of political competition. As we can see from Table 2, the Czech

Republic achieves the highest score, and Russia and Ukraine, the lowest.

Table 2. Index of party system institutionalization (1990-2000)

Country Political
Freedom

(1=free,

7=fully
repressive)

Party Control
of Political
Process

(1=high, 5=
low)

Policy-Based
Party
Competition

(1= high, 5= low)

Overall
Score

(range:
3-17)

Czech
Republic

1.25 1 1 3.25

Hungary 1.25 1 2 4.25

Poland 1.25 2 2 4.75

Russia 3.5 3 3 9.5

Ukraine 3.5 3 3 9.5

This variation matters, for several reasons. The institutionalization of political

party competition has been found to determine the success of economic reform (Hellman,
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1997), since it determines the stability and turnover of coalition governments. Second,

party institutionalization determines how effective rules and institutions guiding parties

are in promoting strategic voting and rational party decision-making (Moser, 1999.) Most

importantly, political party systems also influence the legitimacy and effectiveness of

governance (Huntington, 1968, Przeworski, 1992). Thus, where the parties are not

institutionalized, voters have had to resort to mass protests or to mass mobilization

against the ruling elite (as in Ukraine in 2004). In contrast, voters in relatively

institutionalized systems, such as those of Hungary or of the Czech Republic, have had an

easier time identifying and making a meaningful electoral choice: parties (rather than

oligarchs or presidents) control the policymaking process, and party rule is seen as

legitimate, if imperfect.

The Theoretical Context

In explaining party institutionalization, one set of explanations has focused on

“democratic innovations.” These emerged from the uncertainty of the transition,

exacerbated by the scope of the transformation (Bunce and Csanadi, 1993). The

authoritarian period in East Central Europe and FSU lasted much longer than it had in

either Southern Europe or in Latin America. Moreover, the political transformation in

post-socialist world was accompanied by fundamental changes in the economic system,

and the sheer scope of these transitions reduced the likelihood that parties could fulfill

any of their functions well, much less institutionalize (Bielasiak, 1997.)
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Nonetheless, the new parties, like any others in a democratic system, had to face a

set of political institutions. Thus, the differences in the new electoral laws and institutions

may be responsible for the variation. The major institutional choices were similar:

parliamentary or semi-presidential systems, with mostly proportional representation. The

more detailed institutions varied, however, and so electoral thresholds, district magnitude,

and party lists offered distinct incentives for party behavior, and could thus determine the

differences in party institutionalization (Moser, 1999.)

Table 3: Institutional Characteristics of Post-Socialist States

Country Electoral System Type National Threshold (for
single parties)

Bulgaria Mixed (1990), PR 4%
Czech Republic PR 5%
Estonia PR 5%
Hungary Mixed (semi- 4% (1990), 5%

compensatory)
Latvia PR 4%
Lithuania Mixed (parallel) 4% (1992), 5%
Moldova PR 4% (1994 & ’98), 6%
Poland PR 0 (1991), 5%
Romania PR 0% (1990), 3% (1992 &

’96), 5%
Russia Mixed (parallel) 5%
Slovakia PR 5%

Ukraine
Mixed (parallel)

PR in 2006
4%

Sources: http://www.electionworld.org; OSCE (http://www.osce.org/odihr);
http://www.essex.ac.uk/elections/

The lower the electoral thresholds, and the higher the district magnitude, the

greater the likelihood of party proliferation (Taagepera and Shugert, 1989.) The more
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numerous the parties, the lower the chance of establishing stable political control (Table

7). And, as these parties attempt to distinguish themselves, the risk of highly ideologized

and polarized politics increases, making anti-system and populist parties more likely

(Katz, 1980). Higher electoral thresholds and lower district magnitude, on the other hand,

tend to lower the number of competing parties and promote the stabilization of the axes

of competition, at the price of greater disproportionality (Moraski and Lowenberg, 1997.)

Closed party lists also promote institutionalization, giving parties greater control over

candidate nomination, since the voters cannot override the parties’ prioritization of

candidates on the ballot. Therefore, we would expect that in countries with low

thresholds, high district magnitudes, and open party lists, party systems have greater

difficulties institutionalizing, since political control and policy-based debates are not

promoted.

Another democratic innovation was the articulation of electoral cleavages. In

Western Europe, democratic stability resulted from clearly defined and identified social

cleavages, with strong linkages between groups and parties (Evans and Whitefield, 1993).

In contrast, even a strong electoral system may be unable to exert a reductive influence

when the cleavages are vague, since electoral systems interact with, but do not override,

underlying societal cleavages (Ordeshook and Shvetsova, 1994) As electoral cleavages

stabilize and become more apparent, political parties stand to better anticipate the voters,

and to better predict their competitors’ strategies (Kitschelt, 1992, Evans and Whitefield,

1993) If parties faithfully reflect their constituencies, then electorates may be responsible

for the patterns of party consolidation we observe.
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Yet another set of explanations has emphasized historical continuities as

responsible for the patterns of party competition and its stabilization. Scholars identified

numerous socialist legacies, and their effects on post-socialist politics, economy, and

society (Kitschelt, 1999; Jowitt, 1992; Hanson, 1995; Pridham and Lewis, 1996.) One

prominent explanation argued that the type of socialist regime (itself predicated on pre-

war configurations of socialist and bourgeois parties) could determine the subsequent

quality of party democracy: the Czech “bureaucratic-authoritarian” regime better

prepared it for programmatic party cleavages than the Russian “patrimonial” socialism, or

the Polish and Hungarian “national-accommodative” type (Markowski, 1997, Kitschelt et

al, 1999.) Pre-war configurations of political forces thus influenced the socialist regimes,

which in turn affected the post-socialist cleavages and their representation. If this

explanation holds, we should see similar levels of party institutionalization where the

socialist regimes shared these characteristics.

However, it is not clear that these explanations account for party

institutionalization. First, it is not clear that political institutions alone, however powerful,

account for party institutionalization. Thresholds did not necessarily reduce the number

of parties, and thus could not increase party control. For example, the number of effective

electoral parties in Poland shrank from 13.5 to 9.8 with the introduction of a 5%

threshold in 1993. However, this number shrank even further, to 4.6, under the same

threshold in 1997.

Finally, party lists were a relatively weak factor. Thus, in Poland, open party lists

have not precluded individual parties from exercising considerable discipline over their
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candidates, while the closed party lists of the Czech Republic and Hungary, have not

necessarily promoted greater control over candidates. Not surprisingly, recent research

has reversed these causal arrows, arguing that party institutionalization itself determines

whether or not these electoral institutions will have the expected effect (Moser, 1999.)

Second, since the links between voters and parties are relatively weak, popular

cleavages have less power to structure political competition and the institutionalization of

the party systems (Millard, 1994; Racz, 1993.) This relationship holds across the

region—in even the most institutionalized systems, the voters have considerable

difficulties clearly aligning themselves with individual parties. The interaction between

party elites and potential constituencies only occasionally gave rise to parties that better

represented social cleavages (Agh, 1994; Lewis, 1994.) Thus, while elite cleavages are

salient and structure party politics (Toka, 1996), these divisions do not necessarily reflect

popular differences of political opinion. Instead, across the region, parties “float” above

societies, and do little to encapsulate electorates (Racz, 1993.) Parties had little interest in

building electoral loyalties or organizational stability, since the focus was on elites, state

funding, and the parliaments as the central arenas of politics (Agh, 1994). Therefore,

electoral cleavages, no matter how salient or deep, had few transmission mechanisms that

would translate popular divisions into political party institutionalization.

Party Politics without Traditions

Probably the harshest post-socialist criticism of political parties and party politics

in general originates from the words of Russian novelist and ex-dissident Alexander
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Solzhenitsyn. In his view, parties only serve to fragment society; they divide societal

harmony - just as the Latin root of the word partiri, “to divide into parts”, presupposes.

He writes:

The struggle between parties is not even remotely concerned with the search for truth: what
is at stake is party prestige wresting away some executive power. [...] Party rivalry destroys
the national will. The principle of party-mindedness necessarily involves the suppression
of individuality, and every party reduces and coarsens the personal element. An individual
will have views, while a party offers an ideology (Solzhenitsyn, 1999: 69-70).

Although one may have serious problems in agreeing with Solzhenitsyn, his critical view

appears surprisingly useful as one tries to understand the development of party systems in

post-socialist countries since the late 1980s.

The development of party systems may be divided into three major phases. In the

first phase in the latter half of the 1980s, a number of new civic movements were founded

or, as for example in the case of Poland's Solidarnosc (Solidarity), existing movements

were reactivated. These movements were originally not meant to become political parties;

their organizational structure therefore remained fairly loose. Towards the end of the

1980s, the popularity of these movements gradually increased, so that they eventually

came to be the most important actors in ousting the communist regimes. In view of the

revolutionary events of the late 1980s, they were very widely supported indeed: for

example in Ukraine, several events, notably song festivals, where the Ukrainian Popular

Movement, Rukh, played a crucial role, attracted hundreds of thousands of participants.

In Czechoslovakia, at least half the population participated in the general strike on 27

November 1989, which practically sealed the success of the Velvet Revolution in that

country, and the leaders of Obcanske forum (Civic Forum) soon assumed power. As
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already mentioned, Solidarity in Poland had some ten million members in a country of 38

million, and in the first semi-free election in June 1989 it gained 99 out of 100 seats in

the Upper House of the Parliament.

In the second phase, partly overlapping the first one, new parties started to emerge

with remarkable speed and the civic movements gradually started to crumble. In most

countries this phase started only just before the collapse of socialist states or right after it,

and by and large ended by the time of the first democratic elections. In Hungary, which

more or less skipped the first phase, the situation was somewhat different. The Hungarian

Democratic Forum (HDF), already structured like a party, was founded in the autumn of

1987, and the year 1988 saw the emergence of several political groups that later became

parties, such as FIDESZ and the Alliance of Free Democrats (SZDSZ). As political

parties were legalized in early 1989, the number of parties skyrocketed (Nyyssonen 1999,

128-9).

All sorts of parties were founded. First, there were parties with a clear connection

to a civic movement or parties that even saw themselves as part of a civic movement. In

most cases this kind of party formation from within factionalized the original movements

and thus paved the way for their break up. Hence, although a party or an electoral alliance

carrying the name of a civic movement usually participated in the first democratic

election, the success of these parties was rather modest compared with the popularity of

the movements just a few months earlier. The Czech lands were the main exception to

this rule, as the Civic Forum gained some 50 per cent of the votes in the first election in

June 1990, but it effectively split up shortly after these elections. In Ukraine, too, the
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Popular Movement of Ukraine “Rukh” had a considerable success in the 1990 elections,

winning one third of the vote.

There were also completely independent new parties. There were parties that

traditionally exist in most multi-party polities, such as social-democratic, agrarian,

conservative and patriotic (nationalist) parties. Some of them, particularly the

conservative and agrarian parties, claimed that they were the successors of parties from

the inter-war period. And there were all kinds of single-issue parties: women's parties,

ecological parties, ethnic parties, radical democratic parties, parties that were founded

primarily as jokes. Most parties of this kind remained insignificant under post-socialist

conditions. Lastly, there were new parties that were in fact not all that new. The old

communist parties did not simply go away but reappeared under a new, usually some sort

of socialist, label.

In one respect the appearance of all these parties was not self-evident at all.

During the years of socialism many dissident voices in Eastern Europe and Former Soviet

Union had altogether discarded the traditional forms of politics, including parties and

party politics. They had preached in favor of new kinds of political formations, of the

kind that would better match such concepts as “anti-politics”. But the ideas of these

intellectuals did not find much resonance after the change had actually arrived. Most

people simply hailed the new parties as a sign of freedom, as an indisputable emblem of

new times. Yet, it soon became apparent that the emergence of these different parties and

the dissolution of civic movements signified a lamentable transformation from the

unanimity of revolutions to the reality - or even banality - of party struggle. It seemed
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that there was no longer a “truth” in society, no unifying enemy, no all-embracing idea of

resistance. This became all the more manifest as the euphoria of 1989 gradually faded

away with the appearance of the first practical problems and disappointments. The logical

consequence of this new party struggle was that a great majority of people appeared to

lose their confidence and interest in parties and politics in general.

In the third phase which still continues, party systems started to consolidate and

stabilize although the changes from one electoral period to another remain fairly

remarkable by Western standards (party mergers and splits, high electoral volatility). In

spite of this people have remained highly indifferent towards parties and other political

institutions; party system consolidation has taken place under general indifference and

distrust. Parties have thus not gained a position that would even remotely resemble the

position, the popularity and legitimacy, of the revolutionary civic movements of the late

1980s.

Party systems in young democracies are often characterized by the proliferation of

constantly changing, personalistic parties that provide limited guidance to voters as labels

and minimal benefits to candidates. Party system institutionalization facilitates

democratic success by promoting predictability and order to the process of selecting

leaders. Mainwaring and Scully (1995) point out factors that define the level of party

system institutionalization. Party systems are institutionalized when they manifest

limited electoral volatility, and contain parties with stable connections to society and

solid organizations that are considered to be the main vehicles to positions of authority.

Arguably, no post-socialist party system is fully institutionalized, although some
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Table 4: The Number of Partisan Contenders

Central Europe Former Soviet Union

Country and Election Number of Country and Election Number of
Year Partisan Year Partisan

Contenders Contenders
Bulgaria - PR 1990 ~38 Estonia 1992 17
Bulgaria 1991 38 Estonia 1995 16
Bulgaria 1994 48 Estonia 1999 12
Bulgaria 1997 39 Estonian mean 15.00
Bulgaria 2001 14+ Latvia 1993 23
Bulgarian mean 35.4+ Latvia 1995 19
Czech Republic 1990 16 Latvia 1998 21

Czech Republic 1992 21 Latvian mean 21.00
Czech Republic 1996 20 Lithuania - PR 1992 17
Czech Republic 1998 18 Lithuania - SM 1992 26
Czech mean 18.75 Lithuania - PR 1996 24
Hungary - PR 1990 19 Lithuania - SM 1996 28
Hungary - SM 1990 28 Lithuania - PR 2000 15

Hungary - PR 1994 19 Lithuania - SM 2000 28
Hungary - SM 1994 35 Lithuanian mean 23.00
Hungary - PR 1998 15 Moldova 1994 13
Hungary - SM 1998 26 Moldova 1998 15
Hungarian mean 23.67 Moldova 2001 17
Poland 1991 111 Moldovan mean 15.00
Poland 1993 35 Russia – PR 1993 13

Poland 1997 21 Russia – SM 1993 13
Polish mean 55.67 Russia – PR 1995 43
Romania 1990 71 Russia – SM 1995 43
Romania 1992 79 Russia – PR 1999 26
Romania 1996 64 Russia – SM 1999 27
Romania 2000 68 Russian mean 27.50

Romanian mean 70.50 Ukraine – SM 1994 32
Slovakia 1990 17 Ukraine - PR 1998 30
Slovakia 1992 22 Ukraine - SM 1998 35
Slovakia 1994 17 Ukrainian mean 32.33
Slovakia 1998 17
Slovak mean 18.25

Mean of CE states 34.00 Mean of FSU states 22.31
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Sources: http://www.electionworld.org; OSCE (http://www.osce.org/odihr);
http://www.essex.ac.uk/elections/

countries have made greater progress toward institutionalization than others. Extreme

multipartism in post-socialist states impedes party system institutionalization by de-

emphasizing the strengthening of party organizations and focusing on personalistic

appeals (Table 4).

In institutionalized systems, extreme multipartism can lead to various problems.

Party systems with high levels of fragmentation undermine government performance,

which can cause public dissatisfaction with the regime. As the number of parties

increases, discernable differences between the parties decline, reducing the utility of

party labels. Further, many parties undermine accountability; it is difficult to determine

who is responsible for policies selected by large coalition governments. Multipartism

may also undermine the strength of coalition governments, making them more

susceptible to failure.

While multipartism can have negative consequences, when do we know if there

are too many parties? Proportional representation (PR) systems maximize representation

and provide incentives for small parties to participate in elections. Parliamentary

institutions are designed to accommodate many parties by facilitating the formation of

coalition governments where cabinet portfolios in the executive are shared among those

parties. While coalitions with multiple partners are inherently less stable than single-

party majority governments, multipartism is better accommodated by parliamentary

systems than presidential or semi-presidential systems.
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The level of multipartism is not as important a determinant of governmental

performance in parliamentary systems as it is in presidential or semi-presidential systems

(Jones 1995; Mainwaring and Scully 1995). A strong presidential legislative contingent

is considered to be critical for the effectiveness and the successful functioning of

democratic presidential government (Lijphart 1994). Further, the combination of

presidentialism and a fragmented multiparty system is problematic for stable democracy.

In post-socialist presidencies, we are confronted by two potentially problematic

scenarios: multiparty parliaments with a weak president and multiparty parliaments with

a strong president. Because multiparty competition may undermine a president’s ability

to gain legislative support, gridlock may emerge when the president is weak. While

gridlock is a feature of many established democracies, it can prevent needed reforms in

new democracies. Moreover, in presidential systems, ineffective governments cannot be

ousted until the next elections. Semi-presidential systems provide some opportunity to

change governments between elections, but regulations vary regarding the effects of no

confidence votes.

If multipartism is combined with a strong president, other problems may emerge.

Without coherent parliamentary opposition or support, presidents may be tempted to rule

by decree if they cannot pass legislation through parliament. The use of decree power

can undermine the legitimacy of presidential rule and erode representation.

There is no precise way to define when the combination of multipartism and

directly elected presidents will be problematic. Among post-socialist states with elected
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chief executives Russia and Ukraine have over 4.00 effective parliamentary parties. We

would expect this combination to inhibit effective policymaking.

Russia combines a strong president and multiparty parliament. Russian presidents

have resorted to rule by decree when they have been unable to pass legislation through a

parliament that has been regularly dominated by the left. Former President Boris Yeltsin

was particularly prone to issue decrees (Huskey 1999). President Vladimir Putin has

implemented electoral reform in order to consolidate a presidential majority in parliament

and increase the likelihood that his policy initiatives will pass through the legislature.

Ukraine’s combination of a strong president and multiparty parliament has

resulted in a struggle for power between the institutions. After the 1998 elections

produced a left-dominated parliament that opposed President Leonid Kuchma, the

president called a referendum to alter the legislature. Kuchma’s victory in the

referendum was followed closely by the revelation of his involvement in scandals,

including allegations that he authorized the murder of an opposition journalist.

Multipartism and a strong presidential office has encouraged the president to extend his

power and has undermined opposition to these developments.

Too many parties?

Counting the number of parties in a system is a critical aspect of understanding

who has power. Giovanni Sartori (1976, 120) noted that “...it does matter how many are

the parties. For one thing, the number of parties immediately indicates, albeit roughly, an

important feature of the political system: the extent to which political power is
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fragmented or non-fragmented, dispersed or concentrated.” Implicit in this definition is

the possibility that there can be too few parties for viable democracy (power is

concentrated in the hands of a few) or too many parties (power is too fragmented and

dispersed to facilitate governance).

A common measure of the party system’s size is the Laakso-Taagepera index.2

This measure generates an index, weighting the raw number of parties by their electoral

performance or level of representation in parliament. Table 5 shows the effective number

of parties in parliament in all post-communist states (the raw number weighted by

representation) and Table 6 shows the effective number of presidential candidates in the

first round (weighted by election performance). These measures provide some insight

Table 5: Effective Number of Legislative Parties in Post-Socialist States (1998-2004)

Czech Republic Hungary Poland Ukraine Russia
3.67 2.21 3.57 4.44 4.55

Sources: http://www.electionworld.org; OSCE (http://www.osce.org/odihr);
http://www.essex.ac.uk/elections/

Table 6: Effective Number of Presidential Candidates in Post-Communist States
(1998-2004)

Poland Ukraine Russia
2.86 4.66 2.70

Sources: http://www.electionworld.org; OSCE (http://www.osce.org/odihr);
http://www.essex.ac.uk/elections/

2 The Laakso-Taagepera Index indicates the effective number of parties based on the following formula:
where p is the proportion of seats obtained (for the legislature) or proportion of the vote obtained (for the
president).
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into the degree of competition. If the index is under two, it indicates that fewer than two

effective parties or candidates were present. Higher numbers reflect greater

fragmentation and dispersion of power.

The larger the number of parties on the ballot, the smaller the average share of the

vote for each. In post-socialist polities elections are very multi-party events (Table 7).

Even though Hungary has had the fewest parties winning votes, 15 parties have

nonetheless won ate least one percent. Counting parties on a PR ballot is somewhat

misleading, because many parties on the ballot are electoral alliances created by parties

hoping to increase their chances of clearing the threshold.

Table 7. Total number of national parties

Parties winning
1% vote

Parties winning 2
or more seats

Poland 29 26
Czech Republic 25 10

Hungary 15 7
CEE Mean 25 15

Russia 27 21

Sources: http://www.electionworld.org; OSCE (http://www.osce.org/odihr);
http://www.essex.ac.uk/elections/

Given the absence of large parties and the limited number of seats in the

parliament, a party does not need a lot of seats to be relevant in the post election

bargaining leading to the formation of coalition government (Sartori, 1976).

No party is dominant in any of post-socialist countries. The average vote for the

biggest party at a national election in examined cases is 34.3% in Czech Republic. In
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Russia and Ukraine until recent elections no party has won more than one-quarter of the

list vote (Table 8).

Table 8. Percentage of votes for largest parties (mean for all elections)

Czech Republic Hungary Poland Russia
34.3 33.0 26.9 24.3

Sources: http://www.electionworld.org; OSCE (http://www.osce.org/odihr);
http://www.essex.ac.uk/elections/

Consistent with theories of party formation, many new parties in post-socialist

countries have tended to exclusive, targeting appeals specific groups of electorate.

However, there is equally a case for parties to advance vague claims to represent the

public interest or promote the personality of a leader.

A competitive party system is not defined by the number and types of parties but

by the relationship between them (Sartori, 1976; Mair, 2002). The structure of a party

system is defined not only by how many parties compete in elections but also by the

number of dimensions on which parties compete. In post-socialist polities the multiplicity

of dimensions creates fragmented party systems. The average number of parties per

election is higher than in the West European idea of multi-party competition (Table 9). At

the average election in post-socialist countries 12.5 parties win at least 1 % of votes, and

in Russia 16 parties compete on average.

The party competition is more fragmented than in Western Europe. Not only do

political elites supply parties in double-digits, but also voters disperse their choices in a

great variety.
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Table 9. Number of parties per election

Czech Republic Hungary Poland Russia
10.8 11.8 14.3 16.3

Sources: http://www.electionworld.org; OSCE (http://www.osce.org/odihr);
http://www.essex.ac.uk/elections/

To determine how the electorate perceives the dimensions on which parties

appeal, the New Europe Barometer survey asked respondents to select the dimensions

that best explained differences between parties in their country (Rose, 2002). Theoretical

models of cleavages, plus evidence from election results, were used to formulate the

following alternatives:

• Some parties believe the socialist regime did much more harm than good,

while others think the contrary;

• Some parties represent big cities, while others defend rural and peripheral

regions;

• Some parties represent ethnic minorities, while others oppose special

policies for minorities;

• Big personalities are the main appeal of some parties, while others as

votes to support their political ideas;

• Some parties promote national traditions, while others emphasize

integration to Europe.

Societal fragmentation and political parties

The growing distance of the mass party from the realities of party politics in

modern democracies raises further questions about how the parties that increasingly

dominate post-socialist political space are best understood. Several models have emerged

in the context of the changing conditions of modern party politics. The weakening link of
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parties with particular groups (especially the declining attraction of socialist parties for

working class, itself far less homogeneous and considerably diminished in size), the

reduced prominence of ideology and growing reliance on the mass media and public

relations techniques all contributed to the idea of the catch-all party. (Kirchheimer, 1996:

177-200). On the basis of observations of similar trends, further analysis directed

attention to the professionalization of party organization and led to the formulation of

ideas of the electoral professional party. More recently, observation of the lengthy

stability of most established democratic party systems, the regular alternation of most

parties in government and their growing dependence on state resources has been

responsible for the emergence of the concept of the cartel party. (R.S. Katz and P. Mair,

1995: 5-28)

Debate continues about such theoretical proposals and their respective merits in

helping to grasp the essentials of the modern party as a generic form.

Democratic parties and their institutional development are important not only in

their own right but given their relation to one another. Their capacity to represent

distinctive segments of society and pursue the particular interests associated with them,

and on this basis to seek power through competitive elections, is the very goal of political

parties in a democratic system. From this point of view, parties operating within a

pluralist order are fundamentally different from the monopolistic party that operates

under socialism. They constitute a central part of the “firm political shell of democratic

competitive institutions” (David Lane).

Post-socialist party politics is not only radically different in theory from the
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undifferentiated sphere of socialist politics but is, in most views, also burdened by the

legacy they have imposed. Participation rates have often been low in post-socialist

countries and the new parties are largely catch-all organizations that do not function well

as participatory institutions. However, it is not clear how much this is a legacy of the

past, an imitation of political life in some Western states, or the reemergence of interwar

pattern.

A distinction should be drawn between the competitive party as such and the idea

of party system, and it is the association of parties and their agglomeration to form the

“political shell” of competitive democracy that is most significant. Study of the

development of democratic party systems in post-socialist countries involves

investigation of the emergence of political parties in relation to others and the

crystallization of a pattern of relations between them – primarily in the context of

electoral competition and the democratic struggle for power. As Giovanni Sartori has

emphasized, parties only make a system when they are part of a coherent whole.

Party systems and their stabilization are generally understood to play an important

role in the consolidation of all new democracies. Developments in post-socialist countries

so far have not provided signs of major steps in the direction of strong party system

development or much suggestion of stability in this area. More than four reasonably

standard elections have now been held in examined countries, and, while levels of

electoral volatility and party instability have been high, something like fluid party

systems can be identified in several countries. But even this really concerns little more

than the emergence of identifiable right- and left-wing blocks. Only in Czech Republic
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and Russia have the leading contenders for power actually been the same parties in the

last two elections. In Poland, Hungary and Ukraine the parties showed a high degree of

fluidity. It is hardly possible to discuss party systems when the stable units out of which

they might be constructed do not really exist.

We here attempt to understand how the current post-socialist party systems relate

to, or are dependent on, the general societal fragmentation in these countries. Because of

this aim, there are also two rather distinct points of departure in our analysis. In the first

part, we will explore the phenomenon of societal fragmentation in post-socialist

countries. In a 1994 article Erik Allardt, Finnish sociologist, draws attention to four

societal trends that according to him characterize contemporary Europe:

l. the weakening of the bonds between class and politics;
2. the fragmentation of society: the decreased importance comprehensive and long-
standing social systems;
3. a special case of fragmentation: the relative decline of the nation state;
4. and finally, as a result of fragmentation, the re-emergence of civil
society .

As can be seen from this chapter these trends are the most relevant ones for

depicting not only post-socialist societies today but democracies in general. Such trends

as globalization or integration are certainly also highly significant. But it may be noted

that all four trends named by Allardt have a common denominator, namely

fragmentation. I will follow Allardt's line of argument and assume that this phenomenon

shaped the 1990s more than anything else.

It is obvious that the reasons for fragmentation in post-socialist countries are

somewhat different from those in the West. Two factors appear particularly relevant in

this respect: the socialist legacy of atomization, and the new kind of individuality and
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individualism, modeled upon the West, that post-socialist citizens have had to learn. Let

us take a closer look at these two factors and their influence on societal fragmentation in

post-socialist countries.

One can argue, albeit engaging in a degree of simplification, that the societies of

post-socialist countries became thoroughly atomized during the era of socialism.

Atomization has been a widely discussed concept in the social sciences, but we will

refrain from going into details here. Atomization here not only refers to minimal

interaction between different actors on a particular societal level but also to the

estrangement of individuals and social groups vis-a-vis the state and the realm of politics.

In other words, atomization may include both a horizontal and a vertical component.

During the years of socialism the latter was often dominant - people's (non)relations with

the political system heavily influenced their relations with each other as well.

It is also noteworthy that atomization is usually a combination of personal

deliberate choices and some kind of pressure evolving from the surroundings: a person

experiences or judges a certain situation in a manner that leads to atomization. For

someone else the same situation would not have caused any problems whatsoever. The

notion of “negative integration” (Rose, 1995) illuminates this delicate balance between

voluntary and forced atomization: people were bound to reflect upon their relationship

with the system even if they did not want to, and through this reflexive process they

decided to become negatively integrated as they realized that the ways of the system were

not exactly something that they liked.

In Eastern Europe - as everywhere else - the level of atomization varied a great
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deal, depending on the degree of repression, on people's position in society, and on the

cultural traditions of different nations, classes, or social groups. In Poland the Catholic

Church was always able to resist societal atomization to a greater extent than churches,

for instance, in Hungary or Czechoslovakia; the church always towered as an alternative

public space for the Poles. Still, the logic was similar everywhere: people voluntarily

stuck to their private spheres and ignored the public; they built walls around themselves,

and within these walls they could live a more or less happy life. Society thus came to be

compartmentalized.

The virtual absence of societal dynamism was probably the most obvious

consequence of - or perhaps reason for atomization in socialist countries. The notion of

“flattened societies” (Wessels and Klingemann, 1994), which refers to the highly similar

wage, consumption, and social security levels within socialist countries, helps to clarify

the complex relation between lacking dynamism and atomization. In a flattened society

there is very little of dynamism in society.

The atomization of the socialist era was, above all, a function of the legitimacy of

the system. Generally, as the system's legitimacy decreased people opted consciously for

their own private spheres. An overwhelming majority thus became politically very

passive, although they usually continued to participate in the ventures of the semi-official

and semi-compulsory organizations, for example industrial, peasant, youth, and women's

unions.

It is also worth bearing in mind that from the mid-1970s onwards, a kind of civil

society - or, to use the concept of Hungarian philosopher Elemer Hankiss, a “Second
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Society” - began to reappear in socialist countries (Hankiss, 1988). A network of

independent civic organizations was born; a network that also counteracted atomization.

However, the number of people involved in the activities of the Second Society remained

relatively low in most socialist countries, and large parts of the population were

practically unaware of the existence of these organizations. For example, in

Czechoslovakia, the original signatories of Charter 77, the most influential civic

organization, numbered only 242; even by 1989 the movement had not attracted more

than 1886 signatories (Precan, 1990). Even though this may not say much about the real

influence of Charter 77 within the country (there were of course a number of more or less

active supporters), it does reveal something about the difficulties involved in reversing

atomization in Czechoslovak society. Solidarity in Poland is naturally the major

exception to this rule. In a few months after it had been founded in 1979, it had already

acquired some 9.5 million dues-paying members (Grzybowski, 1991: 61).

It is also worth asking what happened to the ruling communist parties as the

legitimacy of the system decreased. We can safely argue that the attitude of the members

to their parties became increasingly cynical as time passed; the Party was no longer seen

as the right means to realize any beautiful ideals of socialism. Indeed, one explanation for

the smooth transition of 1989 is that not only ordinary citizens but also many party

members, even party cadres, had lost faith in the legitimacy of the governmental

supremacy of the Communist Party. The communist parties gradually became

instruments for advancing personal aspirations rather than for building a better world.

This self-seeking nature of party membership was, in fact, one form of fragmentation:
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even within the party people built walls around themselves.

The system began to appear more critical as the gap between promises and gains

increased. Attitudes towards politics thus grew profoundly ambivalent with the passage

of time. This ambivalence could not but engender a profound sense of distrust towards all

public institutions - a sense that remains a conspicuous feature in most countries of the

region.

The thesis of socialist era atomization is naturally more complex than this. One

counter-argument is that during socialism people actually had a stronger sense of

community than they do now; nowadays popular wisdom has it that people only think

about business opportunities and their own self-interests. Many people claim now that as

the old system disappeared a certain feeling of community also disappeared.

How, then, has this socialist legacy developed under the new circumstances?

Ideally, the collapse of the old system should have led to the disappearance of

atomization. The essential freedoms - of speech and expression, of demonstrating, voting,

and association - that have been introduced should have provided a means to resist

vertical as well as horizontal forms of atomization. But reality has not been this rosy.

Three, in many ways interrelated, points seem relevant in this respect. First of all, it has

become apparent that the profound sense of distrust that existed under socialism could

not be erased from society in the course of a mere decade. Re-establishing trust has been

all the more difficult while a number of people have ruthlessly sought to benefit from the

turbulence in society, and while, as will be seen, mismanagement and corruption have

definitely not been unknown phenomena in most post-socialist polities. Some rather
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striking survey evidence testifies to the continued existence of distrust in society. In the

New Democracies Barometer V of 1998, 52 per cent of respondents in eleven Central and

East European countries claimed that “the level of corruption and taking bribes” had

increased in comparison with the communist regimes; only 5 per cent believed that it had

decreased (Rose and Haerpfer, 1998: 58).

Also, many people, especially pensioners and middle-aged persons have

experienced severe material and existential problems during the past ten years. They have

often felt disappointed, cheated and estranged, and, as a result, become even more

atomized than before, at least in relation to the political power that they have blamed for

their problems. At the same time, there are indications that those who have profited from

the transformation are often not willing to share their successes with those who have been

less fortunate. All in all, the dramatically increased differences in material standards of

living, all the disappointments and unfulfilled expectations that people have experienced

over the past ten years, have emerged as new sources of atomization and alienation.

Finally, there is also some evidence that the need to adapt to new circumstances

as quickly as possible, the need to learn new things, has been so strong that it has also had

negative consequences for how people behave towards each other. Above all, it has often

been argued that there were more feelings of unity or community among people earlier,

more time to spend with friends, more willingness to give a hand if needed.

All in all, the level of atomization in society has not necessarily decreased during

the post-socialist era, although its forms, and the basic logic causing it, have definitely

changed. Nevertheless, there is also reason to be optimistic: in so far as atomization is a
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result of the socialist legacy and the rapid transformation, its influence will decrease with

the consolidation of the new system. Moreover, and some might say this is not true - the

level of atomization may decrease owing to the new individualism that the collapse of

socialism has engendered. This can probably better be understood in a historical

perspective: the atomization of the socialist era may have been a result of people's

unsuccessful attempts to resist the uniformity that the system imposed on its subjects.

People simply built walls around themselves in order to find a space for their

individuality, for their individual freedom, for their personal development, but since the

dividing line between individualism and atomization is very narrow indeed, they in the

end found themselves atomized. This absence of individualism may also be seen as an

important reason for the revolutions: the imbalance between the apparent individualism

of the West and the collectivism of the East could not be sustained indefinitely.

Prior to the change of 1989, ”Europe,” or the Western world in general, provided

an attractive ideal for many citizens of the socialist countries. Besides, as the material gap

between the two systems began to widen in the 1980s, and as more and more information

from the West streamed into these countries, the fascination with this mythical other

world gradually increased. Two aspects of this “West” seemed particularly important:

one was the freedom(s) people there enjoyed, especially the freedom to travel; and the

other the high material standard of living, the possibilities of consumption. Yet, most

people's attitude towards the West remained profoundly ambivalent, at least with respect

to the capitalist economic system. Many ordinary citizens had only a limited idea of daily

life on the other side of the iron curtain. Above all, the prevalence of such problems as
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unemployment and inequality in the West was emphasized by the socialist regimes. With

respect to the economic order, therefore, the two main views about the West might have

been phrased as “capitalism is a paradise” and “capitalism, just as communism, has its

internal shortcomings.”

Contrary to common expectations, the relations between Europeans in East and

West did not necessarily become much easier after the collapse of socialism. Perhaps the

most important reason for this was that this “West” was not of the kind people had

expected: Western societies had long ago entered what is often referred to as the post-

modern era, whereas the tradition of modernism still prevailed in Eastern Europe. In

more concrete terms, the societies of the East proved to be more different from the West

than people had realized when they took to the streets in 1989. There were remarkable

differences in terms of value orientations, personal skills, forms of entertainment,

environmental awareness and technological level. With the collapse of socialism, it

became possible for the citizens of Eastern Europe to learn more about the Western

modes of life, to adapt to the patterns of “post-modernism.” As it has turned out, this

process of adaptation has been easy for some people but extremely difficult for others.

The young, the educated, and the urban have been adjusting quickly to postmodern

conditions whereas the old, the non-educated and the rural still seem to stick to the

patterns of modernism. In fact, the new, post-socialist pattern of social stratification has

by and large emerged along the lines of this “cleavage” between post-modernism and

modernism.

One central aspect of Western “post-modernism” is the essential role of
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“individualism.” The importance of the individual and individuality has therefore also

increased in post-socialist countries, as people have sought to become more and more

“Western.” It is worth bearing in mind, however, that increased individualism is also a

natural consequence of the disappearance of the old system, a system that had sought to

protect the individual from cradle to grave.

The new individualism comprises two basic components. One is the idea of self-

governance, which refers to the possibility to make unconstrained decisions, to take

initiatives, to choose freely, to live without a predetermined future; in brief, this is the

primary result of the new freedoms that were acquired in 1989. Moreover, and this will

no doubt become more and more important, self-governance also involves an element of

reflexivity. As access to information is no longer limited in post-socialist countries,

people can freely reflect upon the affairs of their societies. The other component consists

of the value orientations people hold, especially the consumption-based, enjoyment-

seeking, self-expressive lifestyles they have tried to attain; it is these values in particular

that people of the East have tried to adopt from the West.

The two components are analytically distinct but interrelated: in general, it is only

through self-governance that a self-expressive life-style becomes possible. It is also

noteworthy that the difference between these two components resembles the distinction

made by Dieter Fuchs and Hans Dieter Klingemann. Their point of departure is Europe's

continuing process of societal modernization, which also involves individual

modernization. The latter counts two components: an increase in personal skills and a

change in value orientations (Fuchs and Klingemann, 1995). I would contend that the
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idea of self-governance is clearly more basic in the post-socialist context than the

acquisition of new personal skills, which are merely instruments for making independent

decisions.

The hypothesis of rising individualism has been a central theme in Western social

science at least since the days of Georg Simmel. The validity of this hypothesis has been

very difficult to ascertain in a inviolable fashion despite great efforts to do so in recent

decades. In the former socialist countries, this has proved even more difficult on account

of the lack of reliable data, particularly from the socialist era. Yet a few empirical

findings exist that support the thesis in the conditions of post-socialist countries. On the

basis of extensive surveys conducted in Estonia between 1990 and 1995, Lauristin and

Vihalemm have argued that such values as technological development, wisdom, and

world peace are in decline, whereas such aspirations as attaining a pleasant and

comfortable life have been growing in importance. The conclusion made by these two

scholars leaves hardly any room for interpretation:

A significant role in this [individualization] process has been played by a growing
influence of the Western entertainment industry, but more important is an
increasing consumerism of the transitional society as a whole. After decades of
scarcity and depression, the desire to lead a pleasant and comfortable life, and the
wish to rid oneself of everyday routine and economic problems seems
overwhelming. The younger generations in particular are rapidly integrating into
the international youth culture, assuming the individualistic-hedonistic value
orientations which prevail there (Lauristin and Vihalemm, 1997: 254-5).

The available evidence supports the thesis of increased individualism under post-

socialist conditions, but we should be wary of interpreting this as a one-dimensional

phenomenon. At the end of the day, the level of individualism is always subject to the

overall historical context - if it changes, the pattern of individualistic as opposed to
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collectivist behavior also changes. The more collectivist values are easily forgotten when

there are no collective needs or threats on the horizon. Ordinary post-socialist citizens

could leave the realm of official politics to parties and politicians proper, as it was now

possible and safe to be concerned with one's individual affairs only. But in times of a

crisis it is very likely that people would become highly collectivist once again. Another

example: the decision to join NATO was made with a surprisingly little public discussion

and criticism in Poland, Hungary and the Czech Republic. It was cast as a question of

collective security, as a prerequisite of all individual aspirations.

Be that as it may, individualism, and particularly its self-governance component,

is something that people have had to learn after 1989. To make one's own decisions and

to take initiatives has not always been easy, but it has required a great deal of mental

adaptation and learning.

Two important aspects of this learning process need to be mentioned. Firstly,

individualism also spells responsibilities. Without the recognition of the responsibilities

towards other people, individualism easily turns into horizontal atomization. As indicated

above, many feel that this has happened far too often during the past decade. Individual

freedom has become a central moral principle at the expense of those for whom the

transformation has caused severe problems. The weakness of civil society under post-

socialism can also be understood in this light: activity in a civic organization requires

responsibility towards other members of society.

The other point, closely related to the first one, is that this individualism ought not

to be an exclusive category. On the contrary, it should involve inclusion, fusion, dialogue
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and communication. Alliance, fusion and integration are the catchwords of the day rather

than confrontation and opposition; the latter belonged to the era of the black-and-white

world, dominated by two rival political systems (Weil, 1993). Individualism can thus

mean cooperation, and thereby also reduce atomization in society; it can even be

conducive to a positive development of civil society, if people decide to express their

individuality through civic organizations. In this sense the Central and East European

countries still seem to have a long way to go. The structure of public opinion is still

evolving around notions of contradiction and opposition - native people vs. Russians,

capitalism vs. socialism, past vs. future, NATO vs. neutrality.

Finally, a note of caution is needed with regard to attitudes towards the West

among East Europeans and with regard to individualism: variations within and between

countries and nationalities are considerable. Eastern Europeans and Western Ukrainians

generally perceive the Russian soul as much more collective minded than their own. By

virtue of their individualism, Czechs, Poles, Hungarians and Western Ukrainians always

belonged to the “West” and could not become part of the “East.” Moreover, it is

noteworthy that in Ukraine, the level of “collectivism,” for example in the form of

traditional family values and clientelism, may be much higher than in the heartland of

Central Europe, which is historically strongly influenced by Protestantism and its brand

of individualism. One could therefore assume that in Central European countries such as

the Czech Republic or Hungary, it would be easier to adapt to the demands of the new

individualism than in, say, Russia or Ukraine. But even this may be too simplistic:

educational, social and generational factors may in the end be more important
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determinants of the level of individualism than national stereotypes.

Let us return, for a moment, to Allardt's classification with which this chapter

started, and particularly to the second and third factors listed by him. The second factor

addresses itself to the “absence of long-standing and comprehensive social systems.” The

rapid change in post-socialist polities has made it virtually impossible for such systems to

emerge, and those that may have existed previously are still undergoing profound

transformation. Moreover, particularly owing to the increasingly individualistic life styles

and the presence of atomization that we have discussed above, such systems are not very

likely to emerge in the foreseeable future.

Allardt's third point, that is the relative decline of the nation state, may take place

in post-socialist arena as well. The level of “postmodernism” or “modernism” within

these societies may also change attitudes towards nationhood. For “post-modernists,” the

nation state is likely to signify something completely different than it does, say, for small

holders. Differing popular opinions about “country” and “nation” can also lead to

increasing fragmentation of society.

More generally, these attitudinal differences are prime examples of the non-

synchronicity of post-socialist societies: people seem to live in different times, for they

have adapted to the new circumstances with varying paces; this “living-in-different-

times” naturally also leads to societal fragmentation. While this feature exists in all

societies to some degree, in today's post-socialist polities it may be exceptionally

meaningful due to the rapidity and profoundness of the ongoing transformation. In fact,

along with atomization and individualism, non-synchronicity could be seen as the third



130

determinant of post-socialist fragmentation; it strongly interacts with the other two

factors and we have therefore refrained from analyzing it separately.

Party Fragmentation and the Instability of Party Systems

Let me now take a somewhat more detailed look at the development of post-

socialist party systems and electoral politics. To do this, it is useful to refer to Attila

Agh's (1998, 101-2) work. Agh lists five tendencies that characterized party politics in

Central and Eastern Europe in the 1990s:

1. electoral and party fragmentation;

2. high electoral volatility and protest voting - the volatility figures from the first to

the second post-socialist election in East-Central Europe varied from 28 per cent to

well over 50 per cent whereas the Western long-term mean is under 10 per cent

(Toka, 1998);

3. the return of the “post-communist” vote and parties - in Poland, Hungary,

Moldova and Lithuania the reformed communist parties managed to take office

after the second, and in Bulgaria after the third post-socialist elections;

4. growing abstention at elections;

5. declining (low, in any event) confidence in parliaments and parties.

Taken at face value, this list may seem convincing. But the last point of the list seems

to be overwhelmingly more important than the others, or one could simply see the first

four as practical implications of the fifth. This is also the point that we arrived at above.

Let us therefore concentrate on the reasons for the apparent indifference towards parties.
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The first reason is the same as in Agh's list: party fragmentation. Post-socialism

has simply seen too many parties competing for the support of the electorate. However,

this point is already history, particularly considering the number of effective parties, at

least in the economically developed parts of Central and Eastern Europe, on which the

analysis of this chapter is mainly based (Table 5). The primary reason for this has been

clever electoral engineering. In most of the first parliamentary elections an electoral

threshold was introduced so that even parties with renowned leaders and reasonably well-

organized party structures failed to win enough votes to secure parliamentary

representation. In Hungary, for example, some 40 parties emerged in the year after the

establishment of a multi-party system in 1989, but only seven parties succeeded in

winning seats in the first democratic parliament due to the 4 per cent threshold. (Toka

1998, 240). Poland was a major exception, as there was no threshold clause in the

country's first post-socialist electoral law. Due to this, as many as 24 parties or groupings

were voted into the Sejm in the first totally free elections of October 1991. By the next

elections, two years later, an electoral threshold had been accepted; as a consequence, the

number of parties in the Sejm dropped to six (plus the representatives of the German

minority).

One could of course argue that with even stricter electoral engineering, less

fragmentation could have been possible. Indeed, the fact that most countries opted for

proportional representation (PR) - at least for half or more of the seats - was undoubtedly

conducive to party political fragmentation. Rejecting PR would probably have been

interpreted as being against the principles of political pluralism. Be that as it may, party
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fragmentation is hardly a primary problem in the most developed post-socialist political

systems at the moment.

In Russia and Ukraine there may be more substance to party fragmentation. As

shown by Table 4, the number of parties or coalitions elected to parliament has been

excessive and party systems in these countries tend to be more fragile than in Central

Europe. Electoral blocs may include half a dozen parties or more. In many countries a

significant number of non-party MPs have been elected from single-member

constituencies. Ukraine and Russia are good cases in the latter context.

A clearly more important factor that has caused difficulties for parties in the eyes

of the electorate is the instability of the party systems and thereby the entire political

systems. Party mergers and splits have been commonplace (this has partly been a result

of electoral engineering). Individual voters have had serious problems in making sense of

all these changes. The most remarkable example in this respect is probably Poland, where

the Polish Peasant Party was the sole party with an unchanged party label contesting both

the elections of 1993 and 1997. This instability naturally also goes a long way towards

accounting for the high volatility in the elections. It is in fact difficult to ascertain

whether people have changed their party preference from one election to the next due to

dissatisfaction with their previous choice, or because this party had ceased to exist at least

in its original form. Conversely, of course, parties may have been forced to merge or split

because of high volatility.

The instability of the party systems has had a negative impact on executive power

as well. It has made it more difficult to form effective and long-standing government
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coalitions. Moreover, party mergers and splits have often resulted in strained relations

between the political leaders of the parties before and after the split or merger. The Czech

Republic is a good case in point. Dr. Vaclav Klaus survived as Prime Minister for five

years from 1992 to 1997. In late 1997, however, Klaus was forced to resign after a

scandal concerning the finances of his party, Civic Democratic Party (ODS), and a

caretaker government took over. Soon after this, ODS split into two, as a number of

“separatists” founded a new party, the Free Democrats. The relationship between Klaus'

"remnant ODS and the Free Democrats have been explosive ever since. Hence after the

elections in June 1998, as the right-wing parties were unable to form a coalition because

of these personal clashes, the ODS and the social democrats made the so called

Opposition Agreement according to which the ODS will not vote against Milos Zeman's

social democratic minority government, even though formally in opposition. As a result,

the ODS often tips the scales without being responsible for the decisions made.

The above example serves as a useful bridge to the next two factors on our list;

they are related to the internal “behavior” of the parties and their leaders. First, the

citizens of several post-socialist countries have witnessed morally unsatisfactory deeds by

their politicians; corruption, bribery, mismanagement in any event. In Ukraine, scandals

having to do with economic affairs paved the way for the retirement of two post-socialist

governments.

Secondly, it is hard to see that the organizational structure of post-socialist parties

would be sufficiently flexible or elastic to cope with the rapidly changing circumstances.

Instead parties tend to be top-down constructions reminiscent of truncated pyramids;
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particularly in Ukraine and Russia clientelistic patterns often override formal structures

and decision-making procedures; and the basis for leadership recruitment has been far too

narrow. Moreover, contacts between parties and other civic organizations are still often

insufficient, and parties have also had many difficulties while building up local networks,

partly owing to all the factors listed above. Those communist successor parties whose

local sections were not entirely destroyed in the aftermath of 1989, are possible

exceptions to this rule. The most prominent examples may be the Russian and Ukrainian

Communist Parties and the German PDS that both owe their popularity to strong

surviving local networks.

All the points that we have listed so far, fragmentation, instability, and “internal”

problems, have had a profound impact on the identity formation of parties - no doubt the

essential issue for parties' future existence and development.

There are, however, several other and even more direct factors that also influence

identity formation. First, parties are simply so young that their identity cannot yet be

consolidated or firm (mergers and splits have definitely not made them older). This is

particularly relevant in view of the fact that, at least in the West, it is socialization into a

party at a young age that secures allegiance. Under socialism this kind of political

socialization was naturally impossible; political socialization took place primarily on the

terms of the ruling system, not in terms of the individual's free choice among different

parties. We would, however, expect young post-socialist citizens who came of age in the

1990s, to be more inclined to identify with the new parties than the older generations.

This in turn would be a completely different situation from that in the West where the
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young are generally more critical towards parties, less attracted to them, than the middle-

aged and the old (Biorcio and Mannheimer, 1995: 222). It seems, however, that

increasing individualism effectively undermines political socialization. As we mentioned

earlier, it is the young who appear to be the most individualistic and therefore possibly

the most indifferent towards parties. It is also noteworthy that young people who have

always had a democratic party system may easily take it for granted (unlike older people

for whom the existence of multi-party politics still remains invaluable).

Secondly, there are hardly any significant parties that have, in Giovanni Sartori's

words, a “historically derived identity” (Rivera 1996). Historical cleavages may

nevertheless exist in these societies. Rural-urban and religious-secular cleavages, which

are part of the cleavage structures of most countries at the moment (Hellen, Berglund,

Aarebrot, 1998: 373), have clear connections to the pre-authoritarian era. But the parties

representing these historical cleavages have, by and large, not been able to assume the

rules, traditions or organizational structures of the pre-war parties; in this sense these

party formations are entirely new. There are also parties that assumed historical names

(without any outspoken ideological legacy) after 1989, but the significance of these

parties has been rather limited; and even if they have won substantial popular support it is

highly questionable whether this has been because of the historical connection or for

other reasons.

One central historically derived identity could be that of social democracy - an

ideology to which most communist successor parties have laid claim. The electoral

success of these parties has varied a great deal, but in countries where they managed to
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return to power in the second free elections, it is doubtful indeed whether this return had

anything to do with social democracy. A much more likely explanation is that people

were simply disappointed as the dreams and expectations of 1989 had not become

fulfilled as soon as they had hoped.

The social democrats of the Czech Republic, at the moment the strongest social

democratic party in the entire region that also holds reins of government, provide us with

a somewhat different example. It is not a communist successor party; and it can therefore

in principle be seen as a true representative of historical social democracy, so influential

in the country in the inter-war period. Yet, one ought to bear in mind that in the first

elections in 1990 no social democrats were elected, in 1992 they gained only some 7 per

cent of the vote, whereas in the 1996 elections the percentage was already over 26 per

cent. To conclude, the social democratic traditions were recreated only during the 1990s;

they had virtually disappeared during the long years of socialism.

The third argument is probably the most essential given the thrust of this chapter.

It is readily apparent that most influential parties in the West have already become what

Otto Kirchheimer referred to as catch-all parties at the expense of their original identity

as parties of mass integration (Kirchheimer, 1966; Mair 1998, 37). This catch-all identity

is a result of the declining role of ideologies, on the one hand, and the emergence of an

ever larger middle-class, on the other. But in spite of this, parties in the West still have a

certain core identity that essentially determines their behavior. For example, Catholic

parties would not challenge the role of the Church in society, and the Green parties are

still not willing to defend the use of nuclear energy. All in all, connections between
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parties and their constituencies have been weakening, but this is by no means an

unequivocal trend.

In the fragmented post-socialist societies as we have tried to describe them,

creating links between parties and their constituents is a difficult task indeed. There are

no or only a few clearly defined social classes to which a party could anchor its support;

and in cases where such classes have been discernible, they have proved to be far too

small to guarantee any substantial electoral support. In other words, and this is also the

first point in Allardt's classification with which I started off this chapter, the

fragmentation of society has created a situation in which sociodemographic group

interests tend to remain very vague; societal cleavages do exist, but their influence is, as

a rule, constrained by the overall fragmentation of societies. Membership of a specific

social group has thus not been the decisive factor determining party choices, but other

factors especially the relation to the past - have been more crucial. One possible

conclusion of this is that cleavage structures in these societies should actually become

more and more crystallized, and there should be more conflicts over political issues - in

this respect the catch-all nature that the majority of post-socialist parties have opted for

may need some modification. Translating this into the language of pragmatism, it might

be useful for parties to create permanent division lines in society; parties could, as it

were, undermine fragmentation by fostering deeper fragmentation while building bigger

“cells.”

Our final point regarding people's indifference towards parties is again clearly

different from the ones above. It is the question of instrumentality: can people expect to
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gain something by being party sympathizers or even members? In other words, is there

reason to believe that one can use a party for creating a better society/community

(participatory democracy), or, alternatively, for creating a nice career for oneself

(instrumental democracy)? Post-socialist citizens, eager to build a better society, might

very well find other instruments than political ones in pursuit of their goals.

Similarly, party membership is not necessarily beneficial for career opportunities

at the moment; the world of business offers much more seductive prospects for the future,

prospects that are well compatible with the enjoyment-seeking value orientations we have

alluded to earlier. However, it is worth noting that if our hypothesis of rising

individualism holds true, it is more than likely that the relative role of instrumental as

opposed to participatory democracy will increase in the future. This has also been the

case in Western democracies.

This brings us back to the question of the overall position of parties within

society. Parties find themselves in a vicious circle at the moment: since the position of

parties is relatively weak, people are not interested in them, and since people are not

interested in parties, they continue to be weak. Here again, it is interesting to draw a

parallel to Western Europe. Peter Mair argues that the importance of parties in people's

lives has been decreasing, and parties have tried to compensate for this loss by tightening

their grip on the state (Mair, 1998).

We have identified four reasons for the problems that post-socialist political

parties have been facing during the past 15 years of transformation. First, we have

addressed the fragmentation as well as the instability of party systems. Secondly, we have
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explored various internal problems of the parties. Thirdly, we have described problems of

identity formation within parties. And last but not least, we have touched upon problems

connected with the instrumental use of parties. Turnout in parliamentary elections has

been declining only slowly, and in some countries not at all. Moreover, if one compares

post-socialist turnout figures with those of Western Europe, the differences appear to be

rather modest. Poland is the notable exception, with turnout figures only around 50 per

cent, but then again, even these figures are not significantly lower than those of the US

elections in the 1990s. It is also worth noting that in some cases the turnout in the first

elections was exceptionally high, so high that it is hardly surprising that voter turnout has

since been falling. It is certainly difficult to improve upon Czechoslovakia's 98 per cent

turnout in the June election of 1990.

Post-socialist elections laws are designed to encourage turnout. Elections are

always held on weekends. There is a variation in turnouts across examined cases with one

extreme showing high average turnout in Czech Republic (78.2%) (Table 10). At the

other extreme, turnout has averaged only 47.3 % in Poland. However, it is misleading to

explain differences in turnout simply by national differences, because turnout varies

greatly within each country too. According to Rose (2004), in elections held since 1990

several influences can explain variation in turnout. Now when citizens can take free

elections for granted, substantially fewer voters are likely to vote. Turnout is also lowered

by a lower proportion of the electorate not having any distinctive political outlook.

Excessive fragmentation appears to discourage voters. The impact of these influences is

substantial. For example in the most recent election in each country (except Ukraine)
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turnout tends to be lower. Also high popular distrust of parties and governmental

corruption tend to reduce turnout.

Table 10. Differences in Election Turnout in per cents

Czech Republic 78.2
Hungary 65.2
Poland 47.3
Russia 60.6
Ukraine 64.7
Source: Sources: http://www.electionworld.org; OSCE (http://www.osce.org/odihr);
http://www.essex.ac.uk/elections/

Several ways of accounting for these relatively high figures easily come to mind.

It has definitely been important for some voters to vote against the communists to prevent

them from returning to power. In this sense, the post-socialist societies are still much

more ideological than the countries of the West. It is also reasonable to assume that

elections in general and the act of voting in particular still have more by way of

'excitement' attached to them than they do in established democracies. The most likely

explanation in my view, however, is that it is parties rather than democracy that have

been discredited. The fact that one can vote, even the fact that parties, however ridiculous

and unskillful, exist in the first place, are considered inseparable and valuable elements of

democracy. In other words, the idea of democracy as such, the idea of free elections as

such, the idea of a parliamentary system as such - all these have not been discredited but,

rather, still held in high regard.

Conclusion

It is now time to return to my initial question of how political parties can function
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in the fragmented post-socialist societies. In other words, how can political parties,

grounded, by definition, on collective action, survive in societies that are, if my thesis

holds true, seeking to become more and more individualistic and that are still in many

ways atomized? Significantly, this question not only applies to post-socialist countries

but it is highly relevant for most present-day democracies: individualism is undoubtedly

one of the greatest challenges to democracy in Europe at present.

Before trying to provide some tentative answers to this question, let me briefly

repeat what I argued above. I saw how fragmentation in many ways prevails in

contemporary post-socialist polities. It is a result of three main factors: first, vertical and

horizontal atomization reinforced under post-socialism due to disillusionment about the

new era (for example the growing inequality) and particularly the realm of official

politics and parties; secondly, individualism - encompassing the components of self-

governance and enjoyment-seeking value orientations - that became possible in a new

manner after the collapse of the old order and largely adopted from the West; and thirdly,

partly as a result of the two other factors, the non-synchronicity of the patterns of life

among different societal groupings - some people have adapted to the new circumstances

more easily and quickly than others. In the second section, I tried to display those

difficulties that the new parties and party systems have encountered over the past 15

years. The result was a rather long list of problems.

What is important, however, is that all these problems have not been able to

undermine the fundamental support for the idea of democracy - in this respect the legacy

of a positive transformation is still strong.
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More specifically, I conclude that the identity formation of parties has been

difficult in post-socialist societies. It has proved truly problematic to create reliable core

identities that would appeal to a substantial part of the electorate. There are several

reasons for this but, as I argued, it is precisely the fragmentation of society that appears to

be the most important of them. Furthermore, I also mentioned that it is very likely that

instrumental as opposed to participatory party politics will become more and more

important in the future, partly as a result of increasing individualism. The question is

whether, if party systems throughout the region continue to be somewhat unstable and

volatile, and party identities remain vague, these conditions may actually undermine

democracy.
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CHAPTER IV

SATISFACTION WITH DEMOCRACY IN POST-SOCIALIST POLITIES

According to Almond (1987), each political system comprises a system culture, a

process culture and a policy culture. This chapter starts with the public assessment of

general performance of the new political system (system culture in Almoind’s terms). I

then concentrate on indicators for process culture, namely political efficacy, political

involvement and trust in collective actors. Finally system culture is measured by

indicators like satisfaction with democracy and basic democratic orientations (diffuse

support). The data basis is taken from mass surveys conducted by the GfK–Group

between 1990 and 2001 (PKOM-Project; Plasser, Ulram and Waldrauch, 1987).

Furthermore I rely on surveys conducted in all examined countries as well as New

Democracies Barometers, New Russia Barometers, Eurobarometer , and World Values

Surveys.

“Satisfaction with democracy” is often used as an indicator in assessing people’s

trust in the political regime. At the same time it suffers from methodological and

theoretical problems. Research experience has shown that it does not draw a sharp

distinction between specific and diffuse support (Easton 1975: 1979) – as a matter of fact

changes in political satisfaction are closely related to the evaluation of economic

development, satisfaction with the performance of single political actors, etc. We don’t

know about the degree of empirically measured satisfaction necessary for a democracy to

be considered sufficiently consolidated to survive sustained periods of poor government
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performance, economic crisis or structural deficiencies without endangering its

legitimacy (Westle 1989, Fuchs, Guidorossi and Svensson 1995). The data on satisfaction

with democracy point to trend patterns and developments which are highly specific to

each country, and do not present a united picture; crises of economic adaptation, the

social costs of transformation, structural and functional deficiencies, political polarization

and conflict among rivaling elites all account for fluctuating levels of satisfaction in the

individual countries. Temporary increases of dissatisfaction in some countries contrast

with a general move toward consolidation in others. Discontinuity, rather than linearity,

is the key characteristic of the dynamics of system satisfaction in post-socialist countries.

In Hungary, satisfaction with democracy declined between 1991 and 1993. The

later years showed a moderate rise of political satisfaction, since 1998 when the

economic situation improved, satisfied citizens hold a majority in Hungary. In Poland,

the changes were even greater: satisfaction dropped by 34 percent between 1990 and

1993, then increased to reach 80 percent in 1998 and fell to 47 percent in 2001. In the

Czech Republic, the levels of satisfaction were higher and rather stable until 1997, when

the economic downturn and political instability caused a decline in public attitude.

In Russia and Ukraine one would find a bitter disappointment with the way democracy

works in those countries. (Table 11).

Since 1995 more and more people in post-socialist countries note political

mistakes and failures: in 1999 the respective percentage ranged from 57 per cent in

Hungary to 79 percent in the Czech Republic. In Ukraine this view was shared by 89
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Table 11 . Satisfaction with democracy

In general, are you satisfied with democracy and the whole political
system in your country? In %
Very
satisfied

PL H CZ RUS UA

1990 14
1991 5 2 4
1992 1 3 4
1993 2 1 6
1994 2 1 3
1995 4 1 3
1997 5 0 5
1998 7 2 2
1999 3 1 1 2 1
2001 3 2 2 5 1

Fairly
satisfied

PL H CZ RUS UA

1990 na na 60
1991 62 56 72
1992 54 55 69
1993 35 33 73
1994 43 47 59
1995 59 42 72
1997 74 45 68
1998 73 62 52
1999 58 58 54 22 29
2001 45 50 43 41 34

Not
satisfied

PL H CZ RUS UA

1990 na na 19
1991 32 39 24
1992 39 40 26
1993 57 64 20
1994 53 48 37
1995 37 57 25
1997 19 52 27
1998 19 36 46
1999 38 41 44 75 70
2001 47 48 54 54 65

Sources: PKOM-project
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Table 12. Capability for Problem Solving

In % Democracy is capable of dealing with
the problems the country faces

Democracy is not capable of dealing
with the problems the country faces

1997 1998 1999 2001 1997 1998 1999 2001
Czech
Republic

51 72 55 56 49 28 42 42

Hungary 52 76 54 49 43 23 42 48
Poland 64 67 61 45 31 29 36 51
Ukraine n.a. n.a. 42 41 n.a. n.a. 52 56
Russia n.a. 27 19 18 n.a. 53 54 47
Sources: PKOM-Project

percent of the respondents. Many people also express doubts concerning the capability of

democracy to deal with the problems their countries are facing. (Table 12).

The level of trust in the capability democracy for problem solving is low across

all cases with Russia being on one extreme (18% believe in the democracy’s capabilities)

and Czech Republic being on the other extreme (56%).

Support for Democracy

As Diamond (1999) illustrates, support for democracy is one of the important

concepts in understanding the dynamics of democratic consolidation. Sharing this view,

many researchers of third-wave democracies have been investigating the patterns and

dynamics of political support in new democracies in Southern, Central and Eastern

Europe, Latin America, and Africa by using national or cross-national survey data (Rose,

Mishler and Haerpfer, 1998; Morlino and Montero, 1995; Camp, 2001; Lagos, 2001;

Bratton and Mattes, 2001).

Before describing the patterns and dynamics of support for democracy in

examined countries, let me briefly discuss the concept of political support. In his seminal



147

work, Easton (1965) theoretically distinguishes three objects of political support, namely,

the community, the regime and the authorities. The political community refers to “a

group of persons bound together by a political division of labor,” the regime refers to the

authority structure and its justifications, and the authorities refer to the present

incumbents of authority roles. Among them, the regime is directly relevant for the present

analysis of support for democracy. The regime consists of two dimensions: structural and

ideological. The structural dimension refers to the structures of authority while the

ideological one their principles and norms. Therefore, support for democracy as a

political regime may refer to support for democratic principles and norms as well as

democratic structures of authority.

Easton (1975) also makes the diffuse-specific support distinction based on its

differing durability. Diffuse support is a deep-seated loyalty to the political system that is

less susceptible to daily governmental performance. It serves as a reserve of support

during periods of adversity. In contrast, specific support is based on the fulfillment of

demands or satisfaction with outputs. It fluctuates in accordance with daily governmental

performance. It is closely related to the actions and performance of the political actors of

the day. The consequences of political support on democratic stability greatly vary

depending upon whether it is diffuse or specific. When diffuse support is high,

dissatisfaction with outputs does not necessarily undermine regime stability. On the other

hand, when diffuse support is low, dissatisfaction with outputs may seriously undermine

regime stability. In the long run, however, satisfaction with outputs tends to engender

diffuse support while dissatisfaction with outputs may gradually erode it.
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In developing an analytic framework for critical citizens, Norris (1999) follows

the distinctions provided by David Easton. She further elaborates three objects of regime

support - principles, performance and institutions. Regime principles are the first object

of regime support.

They represent the values of the political system. In surveys, support for

democratic regime principles is often measured by agreement with the idea of democracy

as the best form of government or the most preferred political system (Klingemann, 1999;

Dalton, 1999; Rose, Shin and Munro, 1999). However, such measurement appears to

obscure the distinction between the structural and the ideological dimension proposed by

David Easton. Without making its referents democratic values or principles, the

measurement captures generalized support for democracy as a whole. It should be noted

that this kind of measurement reflects support for democracy as an idea, not democracy-

in-action.

Regime performance is the second object of regime support. It refers to support

for how regimes function in practice. In surveys support for democratic regime

performance is often measured by how democracy functions in practice, that is,

satisfaction with the working of democracy (Norris, 1999; Fuchs, Guidorossi and

Svensson, 1995; Rose, Shin and Munro, 1999; Evans and Whitefield, 1995; Bratton and

Mattes, 2001; Weil, 1989; Anderson and Guillory, 1997).

Regime performance is usually measured through comparing current regimes

against either the ideal or older regimes (Mishler and Rose, 1999). However it is

measured, support for democracy at this level reflects evaluation of democracy-in-action,
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which should be distinguished from support for democracy as an idea or democracy-in-

principle. Similarly, Klingemann (1999) points out that satisfaction with democracy can

be used to capture evaluations of democratic performance more than principles.

Regime institutions are the third object of regime support. By referring to the

formal structures, not the incumbents of authority roles, regime support at this level

reflects attitudes toward political institutions, not particular political actors. It often is

measured by confidence in separate public institutions such as parliaments, presidency,

the legal system and police, the state bureaucracy, political parties, and the military

(Weatherford, 1987; Miller and Listhaug, 1999; Finkel, Muller and Seligson, 1989;

Listhaug and Wiberg, 1995; Lipset and Schneider, 1987). With reference to political

institutions, they seek to capture attitudes toward institutions rather than people in them.

This level of regime support should not be equated with support for democracy as an

idea. It reflects evaluation of democratic performance as the second level of regime

support does. However, it largely captures the performance of specific political

institutions.

As Norris (1999) notes, support for democracy is a multi-dimensional or multi-

level phenomenon. Sharing this view, I follow the distinction between different objects or

levels of democratic support, which consists of a continuous dimension from specific to

diffuse support. For instance, support for democracy as an idea is more diffuse than

satisfaction with the performance of democracy or confidence in political institutions.

Approval of incumbents or satisfaction with governmental performance reflects the most

specific type of support.
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In particular, I maintain the distinction between democracy as an idea and

democracy-in-action. I also note that democratic performance can be measured by

evaluating either the working of democracy as a whole or the performance of specific

political institutions. Although both largely capture support for democracy-in-action,

their foci may differ. For instance, trust in political institutions may primarily reflect

evaluation of the exercise of power while satisfaction with the working of democracy

primarily evaluation of the constitution of power. In the following sections I explore the

patterns and dynamics of support for democracy-in-action or evaluation of democratic

performance among the population of examined countries.

Determinants of Support for Democracy

There exist two views of support for democracy. The more popular instrumental

view of democratic support holds that democracy is supported as a means to other ends.

This view stresses performance-driven loyalty to democracy (Rogowski, 1974). Some

instrumental theorists assert that economic performance matters more while others

emphasize the significance of political performance. In contrast, the intrinsic view of

democratic support holds that democracy is supported as an end in itself. This view

stresses norm-based loyalty to democracy. Intrinsic theorists assert that values and norms

acquired through political socialization matter more for democratic support (Easton and

Dennis, 1969; Dahl, 1971). Both views are complementary in understanding the

dynamics of support for democracy.
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Nonetheless, when analyzing support for democracy, it is desirable to distinguish

performance-based support from norm-based support, because their consequences

significantly differ. When democracy as an idea is strongly supported among the

population, poor performance may have little effect on democratic stability. In contrast,

when democracy as an idea is not strongly supported, poor performance may have a

detrimental influence on democratic stability. In the long run, support for democracy as

an idea is strengthened or weakened by experiences with the working of democracy or

the performance of democratic institutions. Recognizing the importance of performance-

based support for democracy, I now focus on what causes people to be satisfied with the

working of democracy or to place trust in political institutions.

Performance theorists claim that people support democracy because they believe

that democracy fulfills their demands and delivers expected outcomes. Modernization

theorists regard economic development as its most important pay-offs (Lipset, 1959). As

McDonough, Barnes and Lopez Pena (1986) suggest, however, types of pay-offs people

expect and the priorities they place on them may differ. Hence, the criteria by which

people evaluate democratic performance may vary. Recently, researchers of third-wave

democracies increasingly demonstrate that political pay-offs matter more than economic

ones. In their work on post-socialist countries, for instance, Rose, Mishler and Haerpfer

(1998) demonstrate that regime performance, especially political performance, matters

more for democratic support. In a similar study on post-socialist Europe, Evans and

Whitefield (1995) also discovers that political performance is more important than

economic one in generating normative democratic support. In their single-country study
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of the dynamics of democratic commitment in Korea, Shin and McDonough (1999) show

that evaluations of governmental performance and democratic experiences are more

important in developing support for democracy than evaluations of economy or the

quality of life. In their comparative analysis of support for democracy in Africa, Bratton

and Mattes (2001) emphasize that the government’s capacity at delivering political goods

rather than economic ones plays a more important role in approval of democracy. After

reviewing recent empirical research findings, Diamond (1999) concludes that support for

democracy strongly depends on political performance of the regime, its delivery on

political goods.

Political interest

Low levels of political interest in a democratic polity seems to pose a problem

from the point of view of the philosophy of democracy, since “it is a central tenet of

classical democratic theory that, if popular sovereignty is to have meaning, citizens

should be informed about the issues confronting society and should care about the their

resolution” (Hahn, 1993: 317). According to most authors and empirical evidence,

political interest has direct impact on political participation and also on attitude

formation, consistency and stability (Van Deth, 1990; Niedermayer, 1990). Moreover,

there has been a certain concern recently regarding what some have considered a general

increase of political disaffection among the citizens of industrialized democracies.

Although this phenomenon has been associated with increasing levels of political distrust

(Pharr and Putnam, 2000), some authors have also considered a lack of interest in politics

to be part of the same growing syndrome. According to this extended concept, political
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disaffection has been defined as a certain hostility, skepticism or apathy towards politics,

politicians, political institutions and parties, and towards one’s own ability to influence

politics (Maravall, 1997).

What are practical implications of general indifference toward politics? One thing

can be said without much doubt: these perceptions are the symptom as well as the cause

of the deteriorating quality of real democracies.

The level of interest in politics in the period directly after the fall of the socialism

was higher in some of the post-socialist polities than in western ones (Table 13, 14).

Table 13. Political interest (Sum of very and somewhat interested, %)
World Values Survey II (1990-1991)

Spain 30
Sweden 45
Switzerland 60
Norway 70
Poland 50
Russia 55
Bulgaria 65

Table 14. Political interest (Sum of very and somewhat interested, %)
World Values Survey III (1995-1997)

Spain 25
Sweden 50
Switzerland 43
Norway 65
Poland 40
Russia 30
Bulgaria 45
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Looking at these data, it appears that it questions the statement that the level of

political disaffection in the new democracies is usually higher than in the older

democracies due to their more recent experience with non-democratic regimes.

Special events (turbulent electoral campaigns) are modifying the level of political

interest. In general the percentage of politically interested people in examined countries is

comparable to that of established democracies. And there is no much difference in the

level of political interest among the examined cases (Table 15).

Most of the societal institutions in the examined countries are confronted with a

lack of public trust (Table 16). Trust in political institutions shows considerable nation-

specific variation. The media generally enjoy a relatively high level of trust in Poland,

Czech Republic and Poland, but enjoy little confidence in Russia and Ukraine. Trust in

administrative institutions, as well as, in some cases in courts and police forces, is

remarkably low. Trust in legislatures is extremely low and is actually comparable in the

Czech Republic (15%) and Russia (13%). With Hungary and Poland standing slightly

above (25%) but still not enough to talk about serious level of trust in one of the most

crucial democratic institutions. Despite all the differences, all examined countries are

characterized by a low confidence in political parties, most of which rank below other

political institutions. The Table 17 shows that little changed in this respect in 2000s.
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Table 15. Political interest in post-socialist countries in 1991-1999

In % H 91 H 92 H 94 H 95 H 99
Very
Interested

3 1 3 4 13

Rather
interested

11 6 8 15 11

Somewhat
interested

40 34 37 29 32

Hardly
interested

19 26 27 26 20

Not at all
interested

24 33 25 26 22

In % PL 91 PL 92 PL 94 PL 95 PL 99
Very
Interested

3 3 1 2 4

Rather
interested

9 9 11 10 10

Somewhat
interested

35 34 31 42 36

Hardly
interested

20 22 29 25 26

Not at all
interested

31 29 27 20 24

In % CZ 91 CZ 92 CZ 94 CZ 95 CZ 99
Very
Interested

5 5 4 2 4

Rather
interested

21 14 9 7 25

Somewhat
interested

57 57 44 43 35

Hardly
interested

8 10 27 29 26

Not at all
interested

9 14 17 19 10

In % UA 99 RU 99
Very
Interested

2 10

Rather
interested

11 24

Somewhat
interested

47 39

Hardly
interested

23 14

Not at all
interested

16 14

Sources: Fessel-Gfk (1991-1999)
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Table 16. Trust or Confidence in Institutions

Percent Expressing Trust or Confidence in Specific Institutions

Country Courts Police Military Legislature Civil

Service

Parties Press President

Post-

Socialist

States,

1997-98

29 30 49 22 26 13 35 44

Czech

Republic

25 29 31 15 27 15 48 60

Hungary 39 35 40 25 32 11 42 53

Poland 30 32 53 25 28 9 42 40

Slovenia 29 34 34 20 34 11 42 45

Romania 40 41 76 31 50 19 46 53

Bulgaria 19 27 54 21 18 13 27 70

Russia 24 18 34 13 n.a. 7 22 14

Sources: for the post-Socialist states, Richard Rose and Christian Haerpfer, “New
Democracies Barometer V: A 12-Nation Survey,” Studies in Public Policy No. 206,
Centre for the Study of Public Policy, University of Strathclyde, 1999.
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Table 17. Trust in political institutions

Parliament Parties Courts Police
(% trusting)

Czech Republic 20 21 34 40
Poland 20 8 15 21
Hungry 16 14 36 29
(New Europe mean) (14) (12) (25) (28)

Russia 7 7 23 13

Source: Centre for the Study of Public Policy New Europe Barometer (2001) and New Russia
Barometer (2001). Trust: persons give institution a rating of 4 to 7 on a seven-point scale.

Diffuse support

Decisive for democratic consolidation on the attitudinal level is whether or not

democratic rules are accepted by a majority of the population. “Attitudinally, a

democratic regime is consolidated when a strong majority of public opinion, even in the

midst of major economic problems and deep dissatisfaction with incumbents, holds the

belief that democratic procedures and institutions are the most appropriate way to govern

collective life, and when support for anti-system alternatives is quite small or more or

less isolated from prodemocratic forces” (Linz and Stepan 1996).

Diffuse support for democracy presupposes the acceptance of a multi-party

system, since democracy without pluralist competition and parties would constitute the

hybrid “authoritarian or delegative democracy” (Huntington 1996) prevalent in some

Latin American and Asian states. Despite the country-specific variations, a majority of
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the population in post-socialist nations favors a multi-party system. According to data

from 1999, 86 percent of respondents in Czech Republic support pluralist party

competition, as compared to three out of four respondents in the other Central European

countries. People in Russia and Ukraine embrace the pluralism of parties with much less

enthusiasm.

More stability is found regarding the core indicator on diffuse support for

democracy, the choice between democracy and authoritarian solutions. With few

exceptions, a vast majority of in Central Europe preferred democracy to a dictatorship

under any circumstances since 1990. Only Poland experienced a dramatic decline in

system support in 1992 and in 2001. As it appears, declines in the support for democracy

normally do not lead to a corresponding increase of authoritarian attitudes. The situation

is quite different in Ukraine and Russia where genuine antidemocratic sentiments are

stronger, and so are the fluctuations in numbers of both supporters and adversaries of a

democratic system (Table 18).

We can begin by examining the extent to which the publics in these countries give

a positive rating to the working of two different systems: “the former communist regime”

and the “current system of governing with free elections and many parties.” Because

these two questions pertain to “how our system of government works,” they straddle the

boundary between support for democracy and satisfaction with the way democracy

works. Thus, they are not purely a measure of regime support. Nevertheless, they do
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Table 18. Democratic consciousness

In % RUS PL H CZ UA
Democracy preferable under any circumstances
1990 72
1991 60 69 77
1992 48 69 71
1993 36 72
1994 50 64 73 75
1995 65 67 74
1997 65 65 68
1998 39 68 75 72
1999 32 61 71 64 44
2000 39
2001 32 46 69 58 48
In some cases dictatorship may be preferable
1990 8
1991 14 9 7
1992 16 8 10
1993 20 9
1994 27 17 8 11
1995 15 11 9
1997 18 17 11
1998 28 16 10 10
1999 29 10 12 13 34
2000 21
2001 22 27 11 15 29
No difference for people like me
1990 12
1991 23 18 15
1992 30 21 18
1993 19 17
1994 23 16 16 14
1995 17 17 16
1997 13 4 19
1998 21 14 15 17
1999 20 27 16 22 21
2000 16
2001 21 23 19 26 22

PKOM-project



160

Table 19. Attitudes toward old and new regimes and the future

Old regime Current system Future
(% positive)

Czech Republic 31 76 83
Hungary 68 76 87

(New Europe mean) (58) (61) (68)

Russia 72 47 62

Source: Centre for the Study of Public Policy New Europe Barometer (2001) and New Russia
Barometer (2001). Future refers to the evaluation of the system of government as it will be in five
years.

illuminate the overall public view of democracy and provide one indication of system

support (Table 19).

Two points demand emphasis in reviewing the data in Tables 18, 19, 20 and 21,

on approval of the current system and the former communist one. First, as is the case on

so many different measures consistently over time, the publics in Central and Eastern

Europe (CEE) are much more supportive of democracy than are the former Soviet

publics, in this case Russia, Ukraine, and Belarus. Whereas strong majorities, typically

over 60 percent, in each of the three CEE countries have approved of the way the current

multiparty system works, the overall percentage in the post-Soviet heartland has never

been much more than a third. At the same time, retrospective approval of the previous

communist system is much higher in the post-Soviet states than in the CEE ones—by an
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average of 30 percentage points in the most recent survey. And the difference would be

even greater if Hungary were set aside, given that its much softer “goulash” socialism

does not evoke the same repressive, authoritarian memories that the other systems do.

Overall, more than two-thirds of these post-Soviet publics look back favorably on the old

socialist regimes.

Table 20. Support for the Current Regime in Post-Socialist States

Percentage of the public expressing approval

Country 1991 1992 1993 1995 1996 1998

Czech Republic 71 71 78 77 56

Slovakia 50 58 62 61 50

Hungary 57 43 51 50 53

Poland 52 56 69 76 66

Slovenia 49 68 55 66 51

Bulgaria 64 55 58 66 58

Romania 69 68 60 61 55

CEE average 59 60 61 65 57

Russia 14 36 26 28 36

Belarus 35 29 35 48

Ukraine 25 24 33 22

RBC average 25 30 31 35

Sources: William Mishler and Richard Rose, “Five Years after the Fall: Trajectories of Support
for Democracy in Post-Communist Europe, Studies in Public Policy 298, Center for the Study of
Public Policy, University of Strathclyde, 1998; Richard Rose and Christian Haerpfer, “New
Democracies Barometer V: A 12-Nation Survey” Studies in Public Policy 306, pp. 49-50; and
Richard Rose, “New Russia Barometer Trends Since 1992,” Studies IN Public Policy 320
Note: CEE indicates the above seven countries of Central and Eastern Europe. RBC indicates
Russia, Belarus, and Ukraine.
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The other point that stands out from these tables is the recent downward trend in

the CEE states in approval of the democratic system’s performance. In most of these

states, there was a perceptible dip between 1995 and 1998 in approval of the current

regime. When people were asked to compare the “overall economic situation of your

household” currently (in 1998) with that before the fall of socialism, an average of 56%

in the seven CEE states (about the same as Russia) but 79% in Belarus and 90% in

Ukraine thought the past was better. The other factor that may be depressing approval is

Table 21. Support for the Previous Regime in Post-Socialist States

Percentage of the public expressing approval

Country 1991 1992 1993 1995 1996 1998

Czech Republic 23 29 23 24 31

Slovakia 44 48 50 52 46

Hungary 51 67 58 66 58

Poland 34 42 38 25 30

Slovenia 41 40 32 36 42

Bulgaria 30 41 51 58 43

Romania 26 35 33 28 33

CEE average 35 43 41 40 41

Russia 50 62 67 59 60 72

Belarus 60 64 77 60

Ukraine 55 55 75 82

RBC average 55 60 73 71

Sources: see previous table
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the widespread perception of corruption in the region. Across post-socialist Europe,

Barometer surveys find an average of 72 percent believe that their new regime is more

corrupt than its predecessor; only six percent perceive a reduction in corruption, and in

every post-socialist country surveyed, a majority of the public believes the national

government is corrupt (Studies in Public Policy no . 306, p. 47). As we will see, these

proportions epitomize the general growth of cynicism about politics and politicians in all

contemporary democracies.

Two others questions are particularly useful for evaluating public support for

democracy in these countries. One examines legitimacy in the essential comparative

context: to what extent would people support an alternative, undemocratic regime? Four

alternative non-democratic regime types have been presented to the post-socialist publics

Table 22. Trends in the evaluation of regimes

Q. Here is a scale evaluating how well our political system works. The top, plus 100, is
the best and the bottom, minus 100, is the worst. Where on this scale would you put:

1992 93 94 95 96 96 98
2000-
Jan

2000-
Apr

Q. The political system before perestroyka?
Positive 50 62 51 67 59 60 72 73 71
Neutral 13 12 13 15 19 10 9 10 7
Negative 37 26 36 18 22 30 18 16 22

Q. Our present system of governing?
Positive 14 36 35 26 28 38 36 39 38
Neutral 12 14 16 20 26 16 16 15 14
Negative 74 49 48 54 46 47 48 45 48

Q. The system of governing we will have in five years?
Positive 50 52 49 40 43 57 49 64 72
Neutral 13 24 33 28 37 17 22 19 13
Negative 37 24 17 31 20 25 29 17 15

Source: New Russia Barometers II to IX



164

in the New Democracies Barometers over the years: a return to Communist rule, rule by

the army, closing down parliament in favor of “strong leader who can decide things

quickly,” and a return to monarchy (Table 24).

Table 23. Corruption and bribe–taking seen as widespread

(% thinking most or almost all public officials take bribes, are corrupt)

(Vertical bar charts)

Poland 69
Czech Republic 66
Hungary 54

(New Europe mean) (73)

Russia 75

Source: Centre for the Study of Public Policy New Europe Barometer, 2001; New Russia
Barometer, 2001.

Table 24. Endorsement of undemocratic alternative

Communist Military Dictator
(% regarding as better)

Poland 23 6 33
Czech Republic 18 1 13
Hungary 17 2 17

(New Europe mean) (18) (6) (29)

Russia 47 15 31

Source: Centre for the Study of Public Policy New Europe Barometer (2001) and New Russia
Barometer (2001).

Rejection of all of these authoritarian alternatives can be read as rather robust

support for democracy as a form of government. Such robust support is lacking in Russia,
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and Ukraine, where, in 1998, an average of only 36 percent of the public opposed all

authoritarian alternatives (Table 25). In two more recent Russian surveys, the proportion

rejecting all authoritarian alternatives rose to 45% in January 2000 but then slipped back

to 37% in April 2000, shortly after Putin was elected. Data are from “New Russia

Barometers” VIII and IX, provided by Richard Rose and Neil Munro. Of all the post-

socialist states, only in Ukraine and Belarus does a majority endorse strong-man rule as

an alternative to democracy. (SPP #308). 

Once again, the difference with the East European post-socialist states is striking.

In the latter, two-thirds of the public oppose all authoritarian alternatives (as many as

three-quarters do so in the Czech Republic). There is not a single post-socialist European

state, where the return of socialism is opposed by less than seventy percent of the public.

By contrast, only half do so in Ukraine and 59 percent in Russia. Another indication of

regime support is rejection of the idea of suspending parliament and abolishing political

parties. This proposition has been steadily rejected by every post-socialist public except

for Ukraine’s (Table 26). However, support for democracy by this measure is once again

much stronger in CEE, where across the five surveys it has consistently averaged over

three-quarters of the public.

Conclusion

It is evident based on this chapter’s analysis that the three East-Central European

cases display slightly higher levels of support for democracy and confidence in political

institutions compared to Post-Soviet cases. Support for democracy varies across the

cases, but the political cultures in general contain fundamental disagreements about what
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forms of political and economic organization of the state should be preferred, and public

approval of democratic and market reforms is uncertain and contingent in important

sectors of society. Also the analysis has revealed the widespread perception of corruption

in the region.

In general these findings marginally support our hypothesis that the general public

expresses much weaker support for democratic institutions in cases when electoral

process is perceived to be more cynical and its “marketization” effects are more visible.

Table 25. Reject all Authoritarian Alternatives (in %)

Country 1993 1995 1996 1998

Czech Republic 79 82 75

Slovakia 67 70 57

Hungary 72 69 68

Poland 57 63 67

Slovenia 58 68 78

Bulgaria 44 55 56

Romania 60 61 60

CEE average 62 67 66

Russia 39 58 46 39

Belarus 35 30 46

Ukraine 37 23 24

RBC average 36

Sources: William Mishler and Richard Rose, “Five Years after the Fall: Trajectories of Support
for Democracy in Post-Communist Europe, Studies in Public Policy 298, Center for the Study of
Public Policy, University of Strathclyde, 1998; Richard Rose and Christian Haerpfer, “New
Democracies Barometer V: A 12-Nation Survey” Studies in Public Policy 306, pp. 49-50; and
Richard Rose, “New Russia Barometer Trends Since 1992,” Studies IN Public Policy 320
Note: CEE indicates the above seven countries of Central and Eastern Europe. RBC indicates
Russia, Belarus, and Ukraine.
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Table 26. Reject Suspension of Parliament
Percentage of public disapproving suspension

Country 1991 1992 1993 1995 1996 1998

Czech Republic 88 78 82 75 79

Slovakia 85 81 76 78 77

Hungary 75 75 70 74 83

Poland 67 57 71 68 81

Slovenia 85 89 n.a. 81 74

Bulgaria 79 75 72 78 77

Romania 90 81 76 88 73

CEE average 81 77 75 79 78

Russia n.a. 61 65 63

Belarus 57 60 72

Ukraine 44 39 55

RBC average 51 53 63

Sources: William Mishler and Richard Rose, “Five Years after the Fall: Trajectories of Support
for Democracy in Post-Communist Europe, Studies in Public Policy 298, Center for the Study of
Public Policy, University of Strathclyde, 1998; Richard Rose and Christian Haerpfer, “New
Democracies Barometer V: A 12-Nation Survey” Studies in Public Policy 306, pp. 49-50; and
Richard Rose, “New Russia Barometer Trends Since 1992,” Studies IN Public Policy 320
Note: CEE indicates the above seven countries of Central and Eastern Europe. RBC indicates
Russia, Belarus, and Ukraine.
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CHAPTER V

POLITICAL MARKETING AND ELECTORAL CAMPAIGNS

Observing worldwide presidential and parliamentary election campaigns one

might conclude that core features of campaigning have become similar in politically and

culturally dissimilar countries. Apparently, campaigns are fought and won on television.

Prepackaged candidates, political television commercials and narrow campaign messages

seem to have replaced mass rallies and personal contacts with supporters and voters. Such

conclusion stresses one central feature of modern campaigns: their media- and television-

centeredness. Campaigns have changed within the last decades responding to the media

revolution, which took place first in the United States, later in Australia, East Asia and

Western Europe, after a time lag in Eastern Europe and Latin America, and currently is

revolutionizing political communication practices elsewhere. Numerous studies have

dealt with the impact of television on prevailing campaign practices from a comparative

perspective, reaching more or less identical conclusions: television has changed

campaign practices in an unprecedented way, whereas the consequences of the ongoing

media revolution for substance and quality of democratic electioneering have been

discussed controversially (Maisel, 1976; Smith, 1981; Fletcher, 1991; Bowler and Farrell,

1992; Butler and Ranney, 1992; Swanson and Mancini, 1996; Priess and Soldevilla,

1999; Thesing and Priess, 1999; Norris, 2000b; Gunther and Mughan, 2000b; Bennett

and Entman, 2001; Axford and Huggins, 2001).
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In an attempt to clarify underlying changes of political communication practices,

Blumler and Kavanagh (1999) have differentiated among three successive and

overlapping phases of political communication systems, through which many

democracies have passed within the last decades. The first phase, starting after World

War II, could be characterized as a “party-dominated communication system” (212),

based on substantive messages, programmatic differences, a partisan press and group-

based loyalties of voters. The second phase, which started in the 1960s, entailed the

advent of nationwide television as the dominant medium of political communication. In

order to cope with the structural demands of a visual and fast-paced medium, candidates

and parties had to adopt the standards of a new media logic, centered on the

communication skills of personalities, impression management and the delivery of

camera-ready events and pictures. As a consequence, “the core features of the

professional model of modern campaigning emerged” (Blumler and Kavanagh,

1999:212).

Nowadays a new entrepreneurial profession entered the political marketplace: the

political consultants, specialized in strategic communication, image-building, crafting

television commercials and extensive survey research (Sabato, 1981; Shea, 1996;

Friedenberg, 1997; Johnson-Cartee and Copeland, 1997a; Nimmo, 1999b). A new style

of candidate-focused politics replaced the old style of party-centered campaigning and

since “there was no existing body of party professionals possessing these skills,

candidates began to employ them from other spheres, thus forming a new breed of

political professionals” (Agranoff, 1972:4).
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The third, still emerging, phase of political communication systems is characterized

by channel and audience fragmentation, a multiplicity of news outlets, the advent of the

Internet, growing professionalization of campaigns, and the transformation of

broadcasting into narrow-cast micro-messages addressed to carefully targeted voter

segments. The negative tonelity of mass media coverage intensifies in this phase as it

responds to advanced techniques of news management, scripted events and spin control

(Blumler and Kavanagh, 1999:213–216). The dynamics of the third phase of political

communication are reinforced by structural trends in media-centered democracies in

which political competition increasingly presents itself as a “competitive struggle to

influence and control popular perceptions of key political events and issues through the

major mass media” (Blumler, 1990:103). Clarifying the complexity of political

communication practices, Gurevitch and Blumler (1990) have created a transnational

pattern to describe the current lines of tension in media-centered democracies:

• High prioritization of media strategies and tactics among would-be political influentials.

• Source professionalization or the extensive involvement in the promotion of such

strategies and tactics of publicity advisers, public relations experts, and campaign

consultants.

• Intensification of conflict between politicians and journalists, with the former seeing

themselves as engaged in competitive struggle, not only with their political opponents but

also with the press itself, over which version of political reality will reach the public.

• Increased uneasiness among journalists about their own role in political communication

given their vulnerability to news management.

• Increased circulation of negative messages about political actors, events, and decisions.
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Concepts like “source professionalization” lead to a second factor underlying recent

changes of campaign practices: the marketing revolution of campaigns. As party loyalties

have eroded and electoral volatility has risen, the concept of “selling politics” has been

gradually replaced by a political marketing approach, where the priority is ‘‘to identify

voter needs and to capture competitive niches in the marketplace” (Newman, 1999a:38).

According to Wring (2001: 37), it is therefore possible to distinguish three key

evolutionary periods of electioneering: “the eras of mass propaganda, media campaigning

and political marketing”. Standard operations within campaigns guided by a political

marketing approach include: careful segmentation of the electoral market, strategic

positioning in contrast to political competitors, survey-based development of micro-

messages resonating with the needs and emotions of targeted swing voter groups, strict

message discipline, instant rebuttal units, opposition research and excessive use of focus

groups and mall intercepts to craft arguments, framing the issues and producing effective

television commercials. The political marketing approach has been described, analyzed

and modified to different regional and cultural contexts (Newman, 1999b; Scammell ,

1999; Figueiredo, 2000; Martinez-Pandiani, 1999, 2000; Collado and Sampieri, 2000;

Horns, 2000; Bongrand, 1993; Albouy, 1994; Balchandani, 1998; Plasser, Scheucher and

Senft, 1999).

Because the core logic of the political marketing approach can be transferred

anywhere with only minor modifications, the result might be indeed a form of operational

standardization of modern campaigns, following the convincing route of research,

targeted message development and professional message delivery. Apparently, both the
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media and the marketing revolution of campaigns lead to an increasing

professionalization of campaign practices, changing the conduct of democratic

electioneering worldwide to a considerable degree. Dealing with changing campaign

practices Butler and Ranney (1992), Farrell (1996), Norris (1997, 2000) and Wring

(2001) worked out models of change in order to categorize developments of

electioneering.

As their models are of great heuristic value and can be used as a yardstick when

comparing campaign styles in different countries, we will present them in a combined

version, concentrating on essential classifications and descriptions provided by the

respective authors. Obviously, campaign styles can be positioned on a continuum

reaching from pre-modern, party- and organization-centered, over modern, candidate-

centered and television-driven, to the advanced postmodern style of message-and

marketing-driven high-tech campaigning. Core features of traditional or pre-modern

campaign practices are (1) their concentration on direct communication with voters in the

form of door-step canvassing, party meetings and mass rallies; (2) the importance of a

partisan press, the extensive use of billboards, posters, leaflets and print adverts or radio

speeches of party politicians and candidates to mobilize core voter groups; and (3) their

overall party- and organization-centered approach to planning, managing and conducting

election campaigns. Professional or modern campaign practices, in contrast, rely on (1)

mediated forms of political television as the “principle forum of campaign events”

(Norris, 2000:6) and professional techniques of news management, strategic framing of

issues, construction of scripted, camera-ready events and spin control; (2) also political
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television advertising either in the form of free airtime-segments or as paid television

advertising campaigns that gradually replace traditional campaign media like posters,

print adverts and mass rallies; (3) party managers and external advisors like media

consultants, advertising experts and political pollsters, who execute predominantly

candidate- and image-centered television-driven campaigns. Finally, advanced or

Table 27. Typology of the Evolution of Campaign Communications

Premodern Modern Post-Modern

Mid-19thC to 1950s Early 1960s-late 1980s 1990s+
Predominant
era
Campaign
Organization

Local and volunteers
Decentralized party

Nationally coordinated with
greater professionalization

Nationally coordinated but
decentralized operations

Preparations Short-term, ad hoc Long campaign Permanent campaign

Central
coordination

Party leaders Central party headquarters,
more
specialist advisors

Special party campaign
units and
more professional
consultants

Feedback Local canvassing and
party
meetings

Occasional opinion polls Regular opinion polls plus
focus groups and interactive
web sites

Media Partisan press, local
posters and pamphlets,
radio broadcasts

Television broadcasts
through main
evening news, targeted
direct mail

TV narrowcasting, direct
and
mediated websites, email,
online discussion groups,
Intranets

Campaign
events

Local public meetings,
whistle-stop leadership
tours

News management, daily
press
conferences, controlled
photo-ops

Extension of news
management to
routine politics and
government

Costs Low budget Moderate Higher costs for
professional
consultants

Electorate Stable social and partisan
alignments

Social and partisan
dealignment

Social and partisan
dealignment

Source: P. Norris (2000)
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postmodern campaign practices follow the political marketing approach, concentrating on

survey-based message development, segmentation of the electorate and targeted and

narrow-cast appeals to potential swing voter groups.

Targeted television advertisements, e-mail campaigns and the latest techniques of

telemarketing transform campaigns into sophisticated media and marketing operations,

“where the coterie of professional consultants on advertising, public opinion, marketing

and strategic news management become more co-equal actors with politicians” (Norris,

2000:6). Main features of the various models of campaign practices are summarized in

Table 27.

As Norris (2000b) noted, essential features of such models “can be expected to

vary from one context to another’’ (140), depending on media infrastructures, electoral

law and party system features as well as regulatory frameworks and modes of access to

political television in the respective countries (Administration and Cost of Elections

Project 2001). In any case, the models of changing campaign practices provided by

Butler and Ranney, Swanson and Mancini, Farrell and Norris as well as the phasing of

political communication systems worked out by Blumler and Kavanagh are useful

starting points for our analysis of campaign practices in post-socialist polities. We will

refer to their categories and classifications repeatedly in the course of our analysis, when

investigating recent changes of campaigning and mapping professional orientations of

campaign managers in different regions of the world.
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Patterns of Modern Electoral Campaigning

The rituals and protocols by which elected officials seek support and people select

their leaders are part of the essential character of a democracy. Electoral practices are one

of the fundamental forms through which democratic societies constitute and express their

nature, and they are connected reciprocally to the civil, moral, economic, mythic, and

other forms that create the public and private faces of every culture. To be sure, many

important aspects of society have nothing to do with electoral campaigns, but in a

democracy's electoral practices are found the influence and imprint of much that makes a

culture as it is. Thus, electoral campaigns speak beyond themselves, and it is for this

reason that significant changes in a democracy's electoral processes may reflect and

portend related transformations in some of the institutions and relationships that shape

nations.

Electoral practices are, of course, dynamic. Change is more or less constant in the

customs and practices of seeking office and, in any given country, no election campaign

is precisely like any other. But in recent years we have seen the emergence of an at least

superficially common pattern in the kinds of innovations in campaigning that have

surfaced at an accelerating pace within democracies of all kinds (established democracies

with stable political cultures, newly created or restored democracies, and democracies

that labor under powerful and potentially destabilizing internal and external tensions).

This pattern consists of the appearance, in various guises and locally adapted forms, of

many of the elements that are associated with the now-familiar concept of modern media-

centered (or as some would have it, “virtual”) democracy. As practiced in one of its most
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extreme forms in the United States, media-centered democracy has been characterized by

some analysts as corrosive to the very political institutions and vibrant public sphere of

civic discourse that are integral to the liberal democratic idea (e.g., Bennett, 1992;

Jamieson, 1992; Patterson, 1993; Swanson, 1992). Similar concerns have surfaced in

other countries where mass media, especially television, have come to dominate political

and electoral processes (e.g., Butler & Ranney, 1992; Franklin, 1994). The emergence of

an apparently common pattern in dissimilar national settings invites us to consider how

the variations and forms of democracy are evolving in the late twentieth century and

where their present tendencies may lead.

In order to provide a common frame of reference and foil against which to

develop the analysis, I have chosen the general theoretical framework that proposes, as a

working hypothesis, that" Americanization" is a suitable description of the campaign

innovations that have emerged and are continuing to surface in so many democracies

around the world. The term was chosen not to suggest that campaign practices in the

United States are by any means an ideal toward which others should strive, but rather to

indicate that, for the most part, as others have noted (e.g., Butler & Ranney, 1992), many

of the electoral changes seen nearly everywhere have been inspired by or are variations

on techniques that emerged first in the United States.

Table 28 shows some of the central features of prevailing practices of political

communications in the United States (Denton and Woodward, 1998; Trent and

Friedenberg, 2000). It illustrates the complexity of the phenomenon described by the

concept of Americanization. This figure divides the characteristic components of
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American political communication into six fields of action. The actors and fields of

activities belonging to the relational triangle of candidates, mass media and voters are

therefore represented in terms of their mutual dependency.

Table 28. The American Style of Political Communication

Campaign Practices Media Relations Campaign Coverage
Media-driven
TV-centered
Money-driven
Candidate-centered
Research-driven
Consultant-driven
Negative campaigning
Event campaigning

News management
Agenda building
Issue framing
Spin control

Horse race
Style over substance
Negativity
Tabloidization
Market-driven journalism
Minimal network coverage

Candidates Voters Journalists
TV-centered Low involvement

Low turnout
Spiral of cynicism
Political apathy
Media and advertising
clutter

Game-centered coverage
Journalist-centered
coverage
Adversarial style
Negative tone
Sensationalism

The framework also proposes that these changes in electoral practices are an

outgrowth of an underlying process we call "modernization," in which the functions and

hold on citizens of traditional institutions declines and is replaced by a profusion of more

specialized groups and fragmented identities that create the conditions which lead to

campaigns based on the essential role of mediation played by mass media. Finally, our

introductory framework proposes that, in each democracy, the particular forms and

influence of campaign innovations are shaped by such local contextual factors as the

nature of the electoral system, structure of party competition, regulation of campaign
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activities, national political culture, and national media system. The task was set to test

this framework against the recent experience of examined countries.

Every country's electoral practices are a singular expression of particular national

institutions, history, culture, leadership, mythology, and the like. The effort to compare

practices across countries requires that we shift our focus to a level of abstraction at

which many of the unique details of each country's experience become obscured or lost to

view altogether. On the other hand, preoccupation with the uniqueness of each country's

experience leaves us unable to notice similarities across countries that may reveal

transnational trends. The challenge of comparative analysis is to identify similarities and

patterns, if they exist, while keeping in mind, insofar as possible, the unique national

circumstances out of which they arise. This is what we are intended to do in the following

discussion.

The detailed analyses of campaign innovations in the 5 post-socialist democracies

treated in this work provide much support for our proposed general framework, though

not without important qualifications and reservations. As so often turns out to be the case,

things are more complicated and variable than our framework contemplated. In this

section, I note those aspects of the framework that have received strongest support and,

suggest qualifications and revisions that appear to be needed based on the findings of

contributors.

Modernization as the Origin of Campaign Innovations

In proposing the term modernization to describe a wide-ranging ensemble of

social and institutional changes that lead to the innovations of modem electoral
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campaigning, I have sought to employ a usage that is fairly conventional and readily

understood. For some readers, however, modernization suggests a linear pattern of

development among related institutions and processes that moves inexorably in the same

way in every country toward a foreordained conclusion. The term might be taken, as

well, as expressing a value-laden preference for modernization over other patterns of

social and institutional development. I attempted in the introductory chapter to explain

my understanding of the term in a way that would forestall such readings. To the extent

that modernization undermines the organic relationship between citizens and political

parties that, in the traditional view, constitutes the basis of effective democracy, it would

be difficult to view modernization's political and electoral consequences with unqualified

approval. Without repeating the discussion of this subject offered in the introductory

chapter, I may highlight here some of the more important elements of the modernization

process. Following Giddens (1990), Murdock (1993), and Tomlinson (1994), I

hypothesize that increasing functional differentiation within society leads to growing

numbers of subsystems of all kinds that develop to satisfy the specialized demands of

particular groups and social sectors. The rise of these subsystems undermines the

traditional aggregative structures of socialization, authority, community, and consensus,

producing social fragmentation and exclusion.

Among the cases that best fit expectations about how modernization leads to

campaign innovations are the experiences of the United States, where the proliferation of

political action committees and narrowly focused advocacy groups has been well

publicized; the rise of single-issue movements in Argentina; the increasing struggle of
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business groups and organizations for media and political attention in Sweden; and the

rise of one-issue groups and the growing appeal of third parties in the United Kingdom.

The few international comparative studies published so far contain a vast amount

of evidence for the continuing professionalization, personalization and mediatization of

political communication in Western Europe (Norris, 2000; Swanson and Manchini,

1996). Reflecting on the parliamentary elections of 1997 in Great Britain and the

professional communication strategy of Tony Blair’s New Labour, even in the UK a

“Clintonization” of the practice of political communication has been discussed

intensively (Harrison, 1997; Scammel and Goddard, 1997). Similar discussions are taking

place in Italy (Mazzoleni, 1996), where the “Berlusconization” of the practice of political

communication was prominent.

The European Context of Political Marketing

The institutional context of political marketing practice in Europe differs

fundamentally from the situation in the United States (Farrell, 1996, 1998; Lane &

Ersson, 1996; Swanson & Mancini, 1996). A comparison of the institutional background

of political marketing in 16 European countries with the institutional context in which

political marketers, consultants, and campaign managers operate in the United States

reveals few similarities between the individual European countries and the competitive

situation in the United States. Campaigns in the United States are candidate centered,

money and media driven, professionalized, and highly individualized. In most European

democracies, on the other hand, campaigns follow the traditional model; they are party
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centered and labor intensive, receive free television time, are publicly funded, and are

managed by party staff. The relevance of the candidate-centered, capital-intensive versus

party-centered, labor-intensive distinction for campaign consultants is that "in the former

case there is much more scope for individual candidates to employ their own specialists

to fight election campaigns; by contrast, in a party-centered system, such as most of

Western Europe, it is more likely that the political parties will have their own campaign

professionals as full-time employees" (Farrell, 1998, p. 174). However, candidate-

centered versus party-centered styles of campaigning constitute only one important

criterion of distinction. Other especially relevant context factors of political marketing

practice are as follows:

1. The electoral system (e.g., majority vote system vs. proportional election system,

density of the election cycle, candidate vs. party elections)

2. The system of party competition (e.g., number of party activists, number and

strength of ties in society, ability of the organization to mobilize party followers,

member vs. voter parties)

3. The legal regulations of election campaigns (e.g., public vs. private campaign

financing, budget limits, access to television advertising, time limits for official

campaigns, candidate nomination, primaries) .

4. The media system (e.g., public vs. dual vs. private media systems, differentiation of the

media system, level of modernization, professional roles of journalists, autonomy of mass

media)

5. The national political culture (e.g., homogeneous vs. fragmented cultures, hierarchical

vs. competitive political cultures, degree of trust in the political process, political

involvement)

6. The degree of modernization in society (e.g., degree of societal differentiation,

industrialized vs. information society, socioeconomic mobility)
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In light of the criteria just mentioned, the situation of political competition in

Europe differs substantially from that in the United States in terms of the institutional

background. A "first past the post" electoral system, such as that in the United States, can

be found only in the United Kingdom. The maximum time between elections for the

lower house (House of Representatives) in the United States is only 2 years, whereas the

average in European democracies is 4 years.

Only the United States has an entirely privately organized television system,

whereas in most European countries state-owned broadcasting networks operate

in addition to private television channels. Only in the United States is it possible

to buy unlimited television time for political broadcasts; in Europe, paid political

television ads are either subject to numerous legal restrictions or forbidden by

law (Kaid, 1997; Kaid & Holtz-Bacha, 1995). Thus, looking exclusively at the

institutional background, there are strict limits on the Americanization of political

competition in Europe.

Table 29 provides an overview of distinct features of the American style of

campaigning in comparison with the Western European style. Despite the impact of

transnational macro-trends, like the centrality of television as the primary channel of

communication, American consultants are confronted with different campaign

environments and severe constraints when trying to transfer their experience to foreign

contexts.

Although there are significant differences in the institutional backgrounds of the

political marketing processes in Europe and the United States, there are structural trends
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showing that the two processes are becoming more similar (Wilson, 1998). For example,

most European party systems are characterized by a continued dealignment process,

Table 29. Comparing US campaigns with Western European Campaigns

US Style Western European Style

Candidate-centered Party-centered

Capital-intensive Labor-intensive

Money-driven Publicly financed

Paid TV ads Free TV time for political broadcasts

Consultancy based Managed by party staff

Highly professionalized Moderately professionalized

Highly individualized Highly centralized

Regionalized campaigns Nationwide campaigns

Focus on likely voters Focus on electorate at large

weakening both traditional party loyalties and party identification among the European

electorates (Alton, 1996; Schmitt & Holmberg, 1995). At the same time, volatility is

rising and the proportion of floating votes is increasing (Eranklin, Mackie, & Wen,

1992), whereas voter turnout is on the decline (Blondel, Sinnott, & Svensson, 1997).

Since the 1980s, traditionally strong party systems, such as those in Sweden, Germany;

and Austria, have been facing the erosion of their party organizations, declining

membership rates, and a decreasing ability to mobilize their voters (Katz &Mair,

1992,1994). Fierce competition between public and private television channels,

progressive personalization, and "infotainment" also have brought about sweeping
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changes in the media systems and the political communication process, bringing them

increasingly closer to the media-driven process in the United States (Lyengar & Reeves,

1997; 0stergaard, 1997). Decreasing trust in political parties and the political elite in most

Western European democracies (Dalton, 1997; Inglehart, 1997, pp. 293-323), increasing

political dissatisfaction, the challenge posed by the formation of right-wing populist

parties (Betz & Immerfall, 1998), and a rising proportion of negative voters have

fundamentally changed the competitive situation in European party systems. One reaction

to the erosion of voter loyalties and the decline of organizational strength is the ongoing

professionalization of the political parties (Mair, Miiller, & Plasser), which also leads to

changes in the practice and strategies of political marketing.

Conclusion

As this chapter has revealed, the political marketing and electoral campaigns tend

to play more and more important role in modern democratic process. It is possible to talk

about a modernization of political communication practices in modern democracies in the

form of Americanization. This phenomenon encompasses structural and content

characteristics, electoral strategies and tactics, and the entire atmosphere of the elections.

Some of the consequences of modernization that were postulated, such as the

surrender by political parties, to the media and other institutions, of the parties' traditional

functions of political socialization and informing the public about political affairs, also

seem to be widespread in the countries I have examined.
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CHAPTER VI

MODERNIZATION OF ELECTORAL CAMPAIGNS IN POST-
SOCIALIST COUNTRIES

Across all the cases considered in this study, there is evidence that elements of the

modern campaign model are being adopted and widely diffused, but it is clear that these

developments bear a complex and variable relationship to the process of modernization.

In a number of cases, components of the marketing approach to media-centered political

campaigning have been adopted for reasons that initially seem to have little to do with the

advance of modernization. For example, early adoption of some campaign innovations in

Russia can be attributed to the influence of independent political consultants who,

inspired by new practices in the United States and elsewhere, sought to market their

services to the political parties in order to establish a political consulting industry in

Russia.

Thus, the new methods were urged and adopted for economic and competitive

motives that have little to do with, modernization. But it is important to notice that, in

each case, the new methods ultimately won acceptance because of the two developments

described in the preceding section as the immediate causes of campaign innovation:

weakened political parties and emergence of the mass media as the essential mediator

between the public and political actors and as an autonomous power center in the political

process.

Based on the foregoing discussion, it seems appropriate to define the role of

modernization in changing campaign practices in this way: Modernization leads to a
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weakening of political parties and emergence of a powerful role for mass media. These

conditions seem to be the immediate causes of changes in electoral practices, and thus

mediate between modernization on the one hand and the modern model of campaigning

on the other.

Contextualization of the Modern Model of Campaigning

As we have seen, the precise forms and influence of the modern model of

campaigning are shaped in each country by a number of contextual factors. It is important

to recognize that these contextual factors are closely interlinked and act jointly, not

independently, to shape campaign practices. Consequently, it is at best difficult and at

worst misleading to attempt to isolate the unique influence of each factor. The analyses

offered in this work allow us to elaborate more fully how contextual factors relate to the

scope and consequences of campaign innovations.

Mediating Conditions

The way that campaign communications have evolved over time in different

countries, and the pace of change, remains heavily dependent upon mediating conditions.

Post-modern campaigns are exemplified most clearly by contests, like US presidential

and congressional elections, characterized by two major catch-all parties with minimal

ideological baggage in winner-take-all elections, with an army of technical consultants

for hire, widespread use of capital-intensive TV ads in a fragmented multi-channel

environment, the rapid expansion of political uses of the internet, and an electorate with
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weakened party loyalties. Such an open environment is ideal for an entrepreneurial

approach designed to maximize electoral support. In contrast, pre-modern campaigning

continues to characterize many other types of contest, such as British local elections

which are second-order, low-salience contests where the major parties rely primarily

upon volunteer grassroots members, activists and candidates in each community to

canvass voters and mobilize partisan support, there is minimal national coverage on

television or in newspapers, the chief means of publicity remains a matter of handbill

displays and printed pamphlets, and financial resources are restricted.

Four major factors can be identified as important mediating conditions affecting the

modernization process, namely:

• The regulatory environment, including the electoral system (whether single

member majoritarian or proportional party list); the type of election (including the

frequency of elections, the type of office, such as presidential or parliamentary,

and whether sub-national, national or supra-national levels); and the laws

governing campaigning (such as rules on party funding and state subsidies,

campaign expenditure, the publication of opinion polls, and access to political

broadcasts or ads).

• The media system, including the level of development of the political consultancy

industry, (including the availability of professional market researchers, opinion

pollsters, advertisers, and campaign managers); and the structure and culture of

the news media (such as the contrasts already discussed between newspaper-

centric or television-centric systems, between the partisan-leaning or ‘objective’

models of journalism, and whether broadcasting reflects a public service or

commercial ethos);

• The party system including the structure, organization, membership and funding

of parties (such as whether elite-led, mass-branch, ‘catch-all’, or cartel); and the
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system of party competition (such as one party predominant, two-party, moderate

or polarized pluralism).

• The national political culture (homogeneous vs. fragmented cultures, hierarchical

vs. competitive political cultures, degree of trust in political institutions, political

participation, including the pattern of voting behavior (such as whether electors

display strong or weak party loyalties, and whether there is limited or extensive

electoral volatility).

Electoral and party systems in examined countries

We have already offered comprehensive pictures of the party system and the

national political culture in examined countries in Chapter 3. The Table 30 shows the

summarized picture of the electoral field where political campaigns are taking place in

post-socialist countries.

In post-socialist countries political parties do not have groups of core voters

closely affiliated with a particular party in terms of ideology, programmatic position or

traditional loyalty. The weakness of parties’ social roots means, “that democratic political

competition rather than being channeled through parties and other democratic

institutions, assumes a personalized character” (Mainwaring 1998:75). The phase

immediately following regime change was characterized by shapeless party systems,

scant party affiliations and by exceptionally low levels of trust in central institutions of

the political system. 15 years later, little has changed. The affiliation between voters and

parties is still loose and fragile, and there are no reserves of affective loyalty to mitigate
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Table 30. Central features o Electoral Systems in 5 examined countries

Czech

Republic
Hungary Poland Ukraine Russia

Type of electoral

system
PR mixed PR

mixed

(now PR)
mixed

Compulsory voting no no no no no

Turnout at recent

parliamentary

elections %

74 56 48 67 70

Threshold for gaining

seats %
5 5 7 4 5

Direct election of

president
yes yes yes

Electoral formula for

presidential elections
absolute absolute absolute

Party identification

within electorate
30 18 32 22 15

Total party

membership as % of

electorate

4 2 1 1 1

Sources: Rose (2000), Nohlen (2000), IDEA (1997), Administration and Cost of Elections Project
(2001)
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disappointment and frustration. The overwhelming majority of voters in examined

polities must be considered “non-aligned voters” (Plasser, Ulram and Waldrauch, 1998).

The party systems in post-socialist countries can be classified as fluid multi-party

systems, where parties are weak in organizational terms and lack distinct social bases

with the exception of the communist parties, which rely on their core voter group. As

political parties are primarily leader-centered and have been regarded as “pseudo-party

electoral associations” (Sakwa, 2000:100), networks of clientilism and patronage seem to

be relevant factors for mobilizing voters to cast their vote for a particular candidate or

party. As views about economic transformation divide their societies, and the central

division is between supporters and opponents of market economy, as well as between

winners and losers of economic transition, “parties must necessarily be able to identify

and campaign among targeted and distinct sections of electorate with messages that are

not too dissonant with popular beliefs” (Wyman, White and Oates, 1998:9).

No longer able to rely on a secure base of party loyalists, the most

competitive political parties in many countries have taken on attributes of "catch-all”

associations that exist more to win elections by appealing to a broad range of voters'

opinions than to implementing defined programs, and their electoral fortunes depend on

voters' pragmatic assessments of their leaders and the performance of the current

government. The evolution to catch-all parties and the adoption of various media-

centered campaign techniques often relegate specific ideological commitments to the

background of campaigns and blur programmatic differences between parties, except on a

few issues where a party believes it holds the more popular view.
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Thus, when the fortunes of political parties rest on opinion rather than

membership and historical allegiances, the means for cultivating and shaping public

opinion become crucial to electoral success. In modern society, these means are, of

course, the mass media of communication, which have proliferated especially as

commercial enterprises while government and party influence over media has generally

declined. The media have become the dominant source of information and entertainment

in nearly every society and, in many countries, have assumed a new level of

independence from which to interject their own voice into the political dialogue. Media

independence is more problematic in the newer democracies we have examined, such as

Russia, which has experimented with a different role and voice for television in each

election; Poland, where television has been reluctant to assert a viewpoint of its own; and

Ukraine, where the government controlled, sharply partisan public television service

faces growing competition from commercial, oligarch owned media.

National Political Culture

To political scientists, the term political culture refers to a particular research

tradition that was launched by Almond and Verba's pioneering work, The Civic Culture

(1963), lost popularity after a decade or so, and currently is enjoying a small revival of

interest due to some recent reformulations (Laitin, 1995). That tradition focused on the

attitudes of persons living in a community or nation as constituting political culture.

My framework conceives of political culture in a more sociological sense, and

emphasizes structures of social aggregation and the development of consensus,
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mechanisms of political socialization and participation, and the roles and functions of

primary and secondary groups and the effectiveness of their channels of communication

as especially important components of political culture. My view is similar in some

respects to Wildavsky's conception of culture as "shared values indissolubly connected to

social practices [institutions]" (1987:10). I regard political culture as the convergence of

social relationships, values, and institutions in society that shape people's expectations

about and behavior toward politics.

Understood in this rather expansive way, political culture encompasses a broader

terrain and more of what makes a society what it is than does a nation's electoral system,

structure of party competition, or regulation of campaign activities. Indeed, the latter

three contextual factors might be regarded as growing out of and expressing various

aspects of a nation's political culture. It is not surprising, then, that, in the countries

examined, political culture shapes in important ways how modern campaign practices are

contextualized in each country.

I focus here on general patterns that emerge from the relationships between

political culture and campaign practices in the eleven democracies we have examined.

For purposes of this discussion, I group the countries according to the same principle that

the political cultures within each group of countries are likely to share some important

structural and functional attributes which distinguish them from political cultures of

countries in the other groups. That is, I assume that, along other things, a country's

political culture reflects and is related to the history and present standing of political

institutions and processes in that country.
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The political cultures of the various nations examined in this volume are

strikingly diverse. Nevertheless, the standing and functions of political parties are similar.

Every country is characterized by the weak condition of political parties, their inability to

inspire partisan loyalty, and their resort to personalized appeals as a survival strategy in

the face of their ineffectiveness as agents of political socialization, grassroots rganization,

and interest aggregation along traditional lines. Also, in every country, few have resisted

the modem campaign model's allure and promise of making electoral efforts compelling

when parties no longer elicit allegiance from stable constituencies. The weak state of

political parties and the use of innovative campaign techniques are constants that cut

across the particulars of national political cultures. This does not mean that political

culture is irrelevant to the local contextualization of modem campaigning, however. As

we will suggest, the political cultures of our cases seem to have influenced, in patterned

ways, how and why these two constants have emerged and the comprehensiveness and

style with which the modem model of campaigning has been adopted.

The political cultures of the new democracies I examined are similar in some

general respects that distinguish them from the more established, stable political cultures.

Each began life as a democracy without any democratic political institutions. As the

tangible expression of democracy, election campaigns took on particular significance.

Support for democracy varies, but the political cultures in general are rent by

fundamental disagreements about what forms of political and economic organization of

the state ought to be preferred, and public approval of democratic and market reforms is

conditional and contingent in important sectors of society. They have not yet developed
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Table 31. National Political Culture in examined countries

Czech

Republic
Hungary Poland Russia Ukraine

Support for a democratic system in % (a) 91 91 87 56 80

Democracy is better than any other

system in % (b)
91 85 88 57 77

Satisfaction how democracy is working

in % (c)
30 29 51 21 20

Democracy preferable in % (d) 58 69 46 32 48

Regime performance in % (e) 4 10

Rating of political system in means (1-

10)(f)
4.5 4.7 4.8 2.7 3.3

Confidence in Parliament in % (g) 15 25 25 13 12

Discuss politics in % (h) 90 76 83 83 82

Political efficacy in % (i) 20 12 14 7 11

Interpersonal trust in % (j) 28 25 35 38 37

Notes: (a) Percentage of respondents who describe having a democratic political system as very
good or fairly good; (b) percentage of respondents agreeing or strongly agreeing that democracy
may have problems but it’s better than any other form of government; (c) percentage of
respondents who are very or fairly satisfied with the way democracy is working in their countries;
(d) percentage of respondents agreeing with the statement that “democracy is preferable to any
other kind of government”; (e) index based on four variables: performance of the system of
government, performance of people in national office, confidence in parliament and confidence in
government (Klingemann, 1999: 47); (e) mean score on a scale where 1=very bad and 10=very
good (Inglehart, 2000: 24); (f) percentage of respondents who trust their national parliament; (g)
percentage of respondents who discuss politics with their friend and colleagues very often or at
least frequently; (h) percentage of respondents who disagree with the statement: “people like me
don’t have any influence on what government does”; percentage of respondents who agree that
most people can be trusted.
Sources: Central and Eastern Eurobarometer (1996), Eurobarometer (1999-20000, World Value
Surveys, Klingemann (1999), Inglehart (2000).
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an effective system of political parties and, lacking structures for aggregating and

representing interests, the bases of popular support are even more personalized than

elsewhere. Enclaves of traditional subcultures and institutions, such as the Catholic

Church in Poland and their networks of interpersonal communication and influence retain

more authority and influence over voting than is typical of established democracies.

Table 31 presents the summarized picture of national political cultures in the examined

polities.

Impact of Political Culture on Campaign Practices

Although all five cases might be regarded as electoral democracies, there are in

fact different degrees of satisfaction with and political support for democracy

(Klingemann, 1999; Diamond, 1999). People’s attitudes and their many ways of relating

to the political regime are widely recognized as central to political culture. Whether or

not citizens consider the political system effective and legitimate directly affects the

stability of any democratic polity. On of the indicators most frequently used in assessing

people’s trust in politics is therefore “satisfaction with democracy”. This does not,

however, tell us the degree of empirically measured satisfaction necessary for a

democracy to be considered sufficiently consolidated to survive sustained periods of poor

government performance, economic crises or structural deficiencies without endangering

its legitimacy. There is no objective criterion by which to determine how widespread

satisfaction must be before one can talk of stable democracy.
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There are striking differences regarding degrees of satisfaction with democracy

among different cases. Dissatisfaction and disillusionment with the way democracy is

working characterizes the situation in post-socialist countries (Plasser, Ulram and

Waldrauch, 1998). In Poland a majority of public has been satisfied with the way

democracy has developed during late 1990s. Fewer people were happy with the way

democracy worked in Czech Republic (30%) and Hungary (29%). Satisfaction with

democracy was noticeably low in Ukraine (20%) and Russia (21%). It is also worth

noting that only 32 percent of Russians and 48 percent of Ukrainians agreed with the

statement that democracy is preferable to any other kind of government. The fragility of

democratic governance in post-socialist countries and a climate of disillusionment,

political alienation and antidemocratic resentments overshadow style, tone and practices

of campaigning in these polities.

While the degree of satisfaction with democracy is determined by multiple

factors, there is also a correlation between the distribution of party affiliations (party

identification) and the degree of satisfaction with democracy. As we see countries with

low levels of party identification among the electorate (Russia and Ukraine) also have

lower levels of satisfaction with the way democracy is working. Concurrent with minimal

support for political parties, deficient party organizations and prevalent personalistic style

of politics, democratic electioneering in these countries seems to be merely a struggle for

power between competing political elites instead of a means to achieve the integration of

detached and disillusioned citizens.
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As a consequence, the majority of post-socialist voters perceive elections in their

countries as fraudulent. According to data from New Democracies Barometers, many

voters got impression of massive voter fraud, vote buying and other malpractices when

evaluating the quality of elections in their countries (Rose, 2001).

I suggest here that political cultural orientations and support for democracy as

well as overall satisfaction with the political process have an impact on the conduct of

election campaigns and general election practices. Campaigning in an environment of

mistrust, political alienation and minimal support for democratic institutions differ from

campaigning in an environment of widespread support for and identification with the

rules and institutions of democratic governance. Such support is characteristic for the

majority of established democracies, despite signs of party weariness, public cynicism

and declining level of party identification (Norris, 1999).

Successful candidates and parties in the newer democracies have generally

practiced modern campaigning because they face even more extreme forms of the

political conditions that, in more established political cultures, have resulted from gradual

processes of modernization, such as the absence of political parties. Moreover, a model of

political campaigning has been adopted as a de facto substitute for a democratic political

culture in the new democracies. In Russia, Mickiewicz and Richter worry that politicians'

reliance on television for intensely personalized campaigns "could well retard the

development of the very political parties that render the system efficacious." The political

cultures of these countries also encompass, to differing degrees, internal tensions between

the traditional and the modern. The emergence and success of new-style approaches to
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political campaigning have been shaped by tensions and fissures within the political

cultures and circumstances of each of these countries.

Modern campaign practices have been embraced perhaps most fully and with

greatest success in Russia, where the collapse of the Soviet political establishment

accelerated the adoption of new-style electoral practices, culminating in "flash" parties

that succeeded in mobilizing widespread support by media-centered propaganda based on

sophisticated market research. In political cultures facing crises of confidence and

conflict, politicians have adopted many elements of the modern model. In some cases,

they have done so to the exclusion of traditional political activities, even though enclaves

of traditional culture remain strong in their countries. In other cases, traditional electoral

activities have been preserved or transformed to take on new functions within a

modernized overall approach to campaigning.

Overall, a comparison of campaign methods and political cultures in the

democracies I have singled out for examination brings to light several different paths by

which politicians have come to adopt modern campaign approaches. In the established,

stable political cultures, new-style electoral campaigning has emerged through a

developmental process that reflects the gradual impact of modernization on political

culture and political institutions. Some of modernization's effects on established political

cultures and institutions are also seen in the newest democracies, where they are instead

consequences of the absence of effective democratic institutions and political culture.

Lacking effective political parties, campaigners in the new democracies generally have

seized upon media-centered campaigning as their only possibility for attracting political
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support. Most of the democracies we have examined which face crises of confidence and

conflict also are societies that blend elements of the traditional and the modern.

The Media System

My framework proposed that, in any given country, contextualization of the

modern model of electoral campaigning is influenced by two attributes of the local media

system: ownership and degree of technological advancement. My concern with

ownership referred to television systems, where commercial ownership would favor the

personalization of politics and undermine the authority of political parties by offering

individual candidates the possibility of reaching voters through advertising. In public

service television systems, I thought, the practice of providing free airtime to political

parties would keep the focus more on the parties than on individual candidates, and thus

limit personalization. My interest in the degree to which a national media system is

technologically advanced focused on whether television had emerged as the most

important medium reaching the largest and most heterogenous audience. The centrality of

television, I speculated, favors adoption of new-style methods of campaigning.

It turned out that television is the central medium and core of campaign

communication in each of the countries we examined. Confusion and collapse within the

newspaper industries in post-socialist polities made television the natural focus of

campaigning. Highly personalized, media-centered campaigns were made necessary by

the lack of any party history, and new-style techniques encountered somewhat less

resistance than has been the case where change evolved more gradually as a result of
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processes of modernization. The more relevant technological difference affecting the

status of television in these countries concerns proliferation of alternative television

services and corresponding fragmentation of the television audience.

Thus, in the democracies I examined, the appropriate technological issue is not

whether television occupies the central position linking politicians to the public, but

rather the extent to which the television audience is fragmented among many services and

channels. The more fragmented the audience, the more difficult is the politicians' task of

manipulating multiple television news services to their advantage and the greater the

possibility that viewers can avoid exposure to political programs and advertisements

carried on only one or two channels. Fragmentation, in turn, results from the

commercialization of media ownership and the ensuing competition for audiences.

Policies concerning political advertising and free time for party political

broadcasts on television do not map simply onto commercial versus public media

ownership. Instead, availability of paid and unpaid television time has to do more with

regulatory policies, which vary widely. Regardless of television ownership and policies

concerning advertising and free time for political broadcasts, frequent and favorable

exposure on television news seems to be the primary goal of campaigners virtually

everywhere.

The factor which seems to determine television's influence in campaigns more

than ownership or audience size is the degree of journalistic autonomy that television

services exercise in electoral reportage. The countries I have considered illustrate three

different approaches with respect to journalistic autonomy, reflecting primarily such
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matters as state control or influence over television and the presence or lack of a tradition

of media autonomy. One role television can play is that of a passive conduit through

which information passes from politicians to the public without significant mediation or

interpretation by journalists. This passive role was seen in Russian television during the

1993 Russian parliamentary campaign, in Polish television, which gives comparatively

little coverage to campaigns and is subject to more political pressure now than under the

socialist regime. At the other extreme is the case where television takes a blatantly

partisan role, urging preference for one or another party or candidate. Television services

have acted as propagandists for parties in Ukraine, where state- and oligarch- controlled

television is notoriously and consistently partisan in favor of the government party, in

Russian television during the 1993 campaign for the Russian Federation referendum, and

in the uncharacteristic" dirty tricks" campaigns in Polish elections.

Carried to extremes, television journalists may devote themselves zealously to

undermining the credibility of all politicians, as in the case of Czech Republic. Despite

the differences between the three roles that television services play in politics, politicians

everywhere seem to devote enormous energy to manipulating media to their own ends

and complain about a negative tone in much campaign coverage that, they claim,

undermines public support of the political system itself.

The Role of Political Consultants

The central topic of this chapter is the ongoing process of professionalization and

internationalization of electioneering and campaign practices in media-centered

democracies. Only recently, American scholars have begun to study the professional
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norms and standards of a new power elite: the professional political consultants in the

United States (Thurber, 2000). Prominent figures of the American political consultancy

business have worked as overseas consultants outside the United States since the 1970s.

In the 1980s they concentrated on Latin America and Western Europe. Since 1989 the

former socialist countries of East Central Europe, and since 1993 the Commonwealth of

Independent States (CIS) and also the newly democratized countries in Asia and Africa,

have become competitive marketplaces for American overseas consultants and a market-

driven proliferation of American campaign techniques (Plasser, 2000a).

Since the 1980s, observers of Western European and Latin American election

campaigns have stated that there is a universal process of Americanization, though this

concept is defined in many different ways (Kavanagh, 1995, 1996; O’Shaughnessy, 1990;

Irwin, 1997; Scammell, 1995, 1998). The global diffusion of a common “Americanized”

model has been explained, stressing “imitation, desire to implement new technologies

and practices thought to be effective and the influence of American consultants selling

their wares in other countries” (Swanson, 1999:206).

However, the advocates of modernization theory argue differently. They consider

the Americanization of election communication to be the consequence of an ongoing

structural change in politics, society and the media system (Negrine and

Papathanassopoulos, 1996; Kavanagh, 1996; Caspi, 1996; Norris, 2000a, b). The

fragmentation of the public sphere linked to these changes leads to a higher degree of

specialization and professionalization among the actors of political communications

(Blumler and Kavanagh, 1999). From this point of view, similarities in the practice of
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election communication such as excessive personalization, a political star system, mass

media impression management and an increasing negativity of campaigns, and the

coverage thereof, are the consequences of an endogenous change. The supporters of this

theory admit that some campaign practices are borrowed from the far more

professionalized competition of the United States; the characteristic components of

political communication in Europe, Latin America or East Asia, however, are basically

retained, they say (Mazzoleni and Schulz, 1999). Thus, Americanization is seen as a

synonym for modernization and professionalization (Mancini 1999). Accordingly, what

is happening between the United States and Western Europe or Latin America, is a

process of nondirectional convergence, which results in an increased similarity between

the political communication process in media-centered democracies (Negrine and

Papathanassopoulos, 1996; Plasser, 2000c; Swanson and Mancini, 1996; Axford and

Huggins, 2001; Bennett and Entman, 2001; Norris, 2000b; Gunther and Mughan, 2000).

Table 32. Two Approaches to the Concept of Americanization

Modernization Approach Diffusion Approach

Americanization as a consequence of the

Modernization of media systems and

voter-party relationship

Americanization as a consequence of the

Transnational Diffusion and Implementation of US

concepts and strategies of electoral campaigning

From the viewpoint of modernization theories, structural changes on the macro-

level (media, technologies, social structures) lead to an adaptive behavior on the micro-

level (parties, candidates and journalists), resulting in gradual modifications of traditional
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styles and strategies of political communications. The outcome of these modifications

might at first glance be seen as a transnational pattern of uniformity, but after taking into

consideration the cultural and historical path-dependency of modernization processes it

can be assumed that culture- and context-specific factors determine the reaction to

changing technological and environmental conditions. On the contrary, the diffusion

approach to the phenomenon of Americanization concentrates on a voluntary

proliferation of US-campaign styles. The focus is primarily on the micro-level of

entrepreneurial actors, exporting their strategic know-how to foreign contexts by supply-

or demand-driven consultancy activities, thus changing and modifying the campaign

practice in the respective countries. After carefully differentiating between various long-

term technological, structural, cultural and regulatory factors and conscious choices as

short-term factors, Gunther and Mughan conclude “that the most decisive determinants of

media effects are the strategies and behavior of elites, particularly political elites”

(Gunther and Mughan, 2000:444). Explaining the ongoing modernization of campaign

practices worldwide as partly caused by an elite-driven diffusion of US-campaign styles,

it is therefore necessary to take a closer look at the most advanced campaign

professionals worldwide: the influential role of American overseas consultants shaping

and changing campaign practices on the global political marketplace. The practice of

political communication in the United States is regarded as ‘‘the cutting edge of

electioneering innovation” (Blumler, Kavanagh and Nossiter, 1996:59) by international

experts. Therefore, it is no exaggeration to say that the American campaign expertise is

an international “role model of campaigning” (Scammell, 1998). The transnational



205

diffusion of US-American campaign and marketing techniques is fostered by the

internationalization of the campaign consulting business (Bowler and Farrell, 2000;

Farrell, 1998; Plasser, 2000b; Johnson, 2000a). It is effected via a complex “international

network of connections through which knowledge about new campaign practices and

their uses is disseminated constantly across national borders by independent consultants

for economic reasons, by ideologically kindred political parties for political reasons and

by the mass media to aspiring political candidates and interested members of the public

worldwide” (Swanson and Mancini, 1996:250).

American political consultants play a leading role in this ongoing process. The

glut in the domestic consultancy business market, the increasingly fierce competition for

lucrative consultancy contracts in the United States, as well as an increase in overhead

costs for full-service firms, have led top consultants to change into the field of corporate

consulting, issue management and public affairs consultancy (Novotny, 2000) or trying to

tap new markets outside the United States. Presidential elections in Latin America as well

as parliamentary elections in Western Europe and the post-socialist polities have

meanwhile become attractive business areas for US overseas consultants (Johnson,

2000a; Ridder and Symons, 1999).

Furthermore, Democracy Assistance Programs of organizations such as the

National Endowment for Democracy (NED) and the Soros Foundation or the

International Republican Institute (IRI) are also instrumental in making the American

campaign techniques proliferate (Scott, 1999). Within the scope of these programs,

leading political consultants are sent to Eastern Europe, Latin America, Asia and Africa
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to familiarize candidates and party managers with the bases of professional political

management (Carothers, 1999:142–155). The role of American consultants in the first

democratic election in South Africa 1994 has been discussed in detail (Reynolds, 1994).

Milosevic’s overthrow in the Serbian presidential election of 2000 may go down in

history as the first poll-driven, focus-group-tested “revolution” based on the expertise of

American consultants and funded by donor-driven Democracy Assistance Programs (The

Washington Post December 11, 2000). It was followed then by a number of so called

“color revolutions”, with the “Orange Revolution” in Ukraine being the most recent

example. In some cases enormous sums of money are invested in donor-driven elections

and a “culture of high campaign spending is spreading to countries that can hardly afford

it” (Ottaway and Chung, 1999:105). The 1996 elections in Nicaragua cost over 73

percent of what the government spent on public education that year. Other failed ideas

“included establishing polling centers, which carried out useless, methodologically

unsound opinion polls, and sending Western communication experts to dress candidates

in cheerful-looking ties and equip them with slogans that had been successful in the

West” (Lasota, 1999:127). However, not only donor-driven campaigns within the scope

of Democracy Assistance Programs contribute to the proliferation of money- and media-

driven campaigning, but also the foreign visitor programs of the USIA, during the course

of which every year several hundred party operatives and candidates from emerging

democracies in Eastern Europe, Asia and Africa can observe the US style of

campaigning. This has also been a chance for several Russian top consultants and close
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advisors to Presidents Yeltsin and Putin to get first-hand insights into strategies and

techniques of American campaign practice.

The following section presents some preliminary findings concentrating on the

phenomenon of an ongoing process of standardization or Americanization of

electioneering and election campaigning around the world. In their study of 35

international consultants (more than half representing US-based firms) Bowler and

Farrell described the extent of overseas work as “impressive, both in terms of the number

of companies engaged in this work and the number of countries using foreign

consultants” (Bowler and Farrell, 2000:171). The data of the Global Political

Consultancy Survey (1998-2000) confirm this picture: 57 percent of American top

political consultants have worked as consultants outside the United States, while 43

percent may be described as domestic consultants concentrating on the election and

campaign cycles in the United States; 23 percent are overseas consultants specialized in

only one area outside the United States, while another 34 percent could be classified as

super consultants specialized in at least two or more areas outside the United States. The

list of areas where US consultants are working, confirms the impression that the 1990s

have seen the development of a global political marketplace for American consultants,

which is regarded as financially extremely attractive in addition to the $6 billion domestic

consultancy business.

Table 33 provides information about the geographical areas in which US overseas

and super consultants have recently worked. About two-thirds of the respondents were

involved in Latin American election campaigns in the past few years. Latin America
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remains the primary political marketplace for US overseas consultants in the late 1990s.

About 60 percent work as political consultants in Western Europe. However,

parliamentary election campaigns in the United Kingdom, in Germany and Italy as well

as presidential campaigns in France and Ireland are only one facet of the many different

activities of US consultants in Western Europe. Just as important is the consultants’

consultancy, where American consultants are asked for their professional expertise in the

run-up to election campaigns, “providing general tactical advice (and some more

specialized advice), but having little input into the more strategic aspects of the

campaigns” (Bowler and Farrell, 2000:166). The latter applies to the vendors of

campaign technologies in particular. Experts in direct marketing, phone banks, people

metering and other high-tech campaign techniques offer foreign campaign managers their

products and assistance in the implementation of sold products. But American media and

communication consultants are also invited to training sessions by foreign political

parties and advise top candidates on the formulation of messages suitable for TV, or on

impression management.

International Political Consultants in Post-Socialist Countries

Since the breakdown of the socialist regimes in Eastern Europe and the

democratization of the post-socialist systems, East Central Europe and FSU (especially

Russia and the Ukraine) have become an expansive political marketplace for American

overseas consultants. They have left their footprints in East Central Europe as early as

1990. Their first activity in Russia took place in 1993, when a team of US media
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consultants produced TV spots for the Yeltsin government. These TV spots “skillfully

framed the choice as going backward into the grainy, combative, black-and-white

harshness of Communist rule or forward into a sunlit future characterized by blossoming

opportunities for children and families” (Mickiewicz, 2000:110). Approximately one in

every two overseas consultants has worked as a campaign consultant in post-socialist

countries during the last few years. Parliamentary campaigns in the Czech Republic,

Slovakia, Hungary and Poland, presidential campaigns in Russia, the Ukraine, Romania,

Poland and Serbia, but also elections in Latvia, Lithuania and Estonia opened up lucrative

business areas for dozens of American consultants.

First, there is an enormous demand for the professional know-how of modern

media campaigning. Second, in most post-socialist countries it is permitted to buy TV

time for political spots and election broadcasts, which complies with the professional role

definition of the American media and communication consultants (Lange, 1999).

However, not only consultants but also vendors of campaign technologies, professional

pollsters and experts in the field of direct marketing, phone banks and call centers meet

interested partners in Eastern Europe, who want to employ high-tech campaign

techniques to compensate for the organizational weaknesses of their parties. Despite

considerable language barriers, socio-cultural misunderstandings, an infrastructure of

campaign headquarters that is often disastrous, and a diffuse and unpredictable electorate,

prominent American consultants have managed to establish themselves as key advisors

offering their strategic and technical expertise. ‘‘For the adventurous political

consultants, emerging democracies are becoming a place to consider” (Odescalchi
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1999:603). (see Table 34 ). First democratic elections (founding elections) with donor-

driven assistance of international organizations, but also demands by local political

parties, establish new business areas for American overseas consultants. Enormous sums

of money spent on election campaigns, well-funded interest groups and international

Democracy Assistance Programs have made the emerging democracies a financially

attractive political marketplace for foreign political consultants and vendors of campaign

technologies. The International Republican Institute (IRI), for example, “has inserted

itself directly into some electoral campaigns abroad, such as in Romania and Bulgaria in

the first half of the 1990s, where IRI representatives designed campaign strategies,

attempted to broker oppositional coalitions, and generally served as campaign consultants

to selected parties” (Carothers, 1999:143). As part of Global Political Consultancy

Survey it was also inquired how many of the interviewed party and campaign managers

had recently cooperated with a US consultant. The data received confirm the worldwide

influence of the professional expertise of American consultants (Table 31).

Table 33. Areas Covered by Professional Activities of US Overseas Consultants (in

percentage)

“Worked as a consultant in…” N=65

Latin America 64

Western Europe 59

Post-socialist Countries (Russia, Poland, Hungary, etc.) 45

Middle East, Asia, Africa 28

Oceania 7

Source: Global Political Consultancy Survey (1998–2000).
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Table 34. Cooperation with US Overseas Consultants (in percentage)

East Central Europe 40

Western Europe 30

Belarus, Georgia, Ukraine 27

Russia 23

Source: Global Political Consultancy Survey (1998–2000).

In the late 1990s American consultants worked in almost all West European

countries. The situation is similar in the new democracies in East Central Europe, where

market-driven activities of American overseas consultants, combined with donor-driven

activities of Democracy Assistance Programs and foundations (Grabendorf, 1996;

Whitehead, 1996), have led to a sustainable influx of American campaign techniques.

Forty percent of our respondents in East Central Europe and an impressive one-third of

the respondents in Russia, Georgia, Belarus and the Ukraine worked with US consultants

during their last parliamentary or presidential campaigns. In the December 1993 election,

Mickiewicz (1999) noted that the “participation of foreign political consultants,

especially those who did television ads, was such a contentious issue that the parties

made sure that very little surfaced in the media and that foreign consultants kept a low

profile” (155). During the Russian presidential campaign of 1996, the involvement of a

team of US consultants was kept a secret (Kramer, 1996), while there is contradictory

evidence for their factual impact on the course of Yeltsin’s campaign. In fact, Yeltsin’s
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campaign directors hired dozens of campaign managers from different political parties

and ‘‘virtually every major research firm, think tank, and public relations company had

received some work for the wealthy Yeltsin campaign” (McFaul, 1997:22). Regarding

the presidential elections 2000 and 2004 there is no evidence for a direct involvement of

US consultants beyond informal contacts and secluded briefing meetings. Meanwhile,

more than half of the respondents in East Central Europe and Russia assume that any

American campaign strategy could also be implemented in their countries.

American consultants do not have a monopoly on the global political marketplace

and “the idea that international consulting is limited to US-consultants traveling abroad

and exporting American political methods is outdated. Although American consultants

may work in a greater number of countries than their international counterparts, many

non-US-consultants are building impressive client lists outside their home countries”

(Ridder and Symons, 1999:52). Western European consultants and international political

consulting firms located in London, Paris and Stockholm have meanwhile also started to

offer their services worldwide.

In the post-socialist polities of East Central Europe in particular, but also in

Russia, Belarus and the Ukraine Western European know-how, as represented by French

and Swedish consultants as well as by German experts meets with considerable response.

Forty percent of the East Central European respondents have recently cooperated with a

US consultant, while 52 percent report cooperation experience with West European

consultants. Even in Russia, Belarus, Georgia and the Ukraine cooperation is obviously



213

more intense with West European consultants than with US consultants, and the Russian

political marketplace has recently also been discovered by Latin American consultores

politicos as an attractive place for the transfer of select third-world styles of campaigning

(see Table 35).

Table 35. Cooperation with Western European Consultants (in percentage)

East Central Europe 52

Belarus, Georgia, Ukraine 40

Russia 35

Source: Global Political Consultancy Survey (1998–2000).

This also involves a considerable reluctance to accept the media-driven, hard-

hitting US-campaign style before 1995. With this election, “political advertising, together

with public opinion surveys, public relations firms, and political consultants—

homegrown or foreign—came of age in Russia and continued to gain importance in

future elections” (Mickiewicz, 2000:112). At the 1995 parliamentary elections those

parties which employed traditional advertising and mobilization strategies were most

successful (Gates, 1997:14). The situation was different at the 1996 presidential elections,

when a team of five American consultants developed the media campaign of Boris

Yeltsin and managed to enhance the poor image of Yeltsin despite the still-disastrous

approval ratings of the incumbent president in January 1996. The political TV spots made
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by Yeltsin’s team indicated “how quickly Russian spin doctors picked up the American

style” (Lange, 1997:7).

Even though the United States represents the most widespread role model of

modern election campaigning worldwide, it is by no means the only one. The Western

European style of campaigning is definitely seen as a model of increased professionalism

by party managers and campaign experts outside the United States and Western Europe

(see Table 36).

The interviewed campaign managers from Russia, Belarus, Georgia and the

Ukraine have an even greater number of reference countries. Although the United States

is the leading role model for their professional campaigning, Western European campaign

know-how plays a far more significant role than it does with their Latin American

colleagues. Campaign practices and experiences in Germany, the United Kingdom,

Sweden and France are thought by East European campaign experts to have greater

relevance and to be more adequate for the specific competitive situation in their own

countries than the American style of electioneering.

The observed Americanization of campaigns in Russia and the Ukraine obviously

concerns only select aspects of campaign practice in these respective countries (Lange,

1997). Looking at the data, it is also possible to speak of a Western Europeanization of

campaign techniques taking place in the CIS at the same time. Only recently Russian

experts founded their own consulting firms, such as VESTI which is managed by the
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Table 36. Countries Believed to Be Able to Provide Campaign Experience and

Techniques for Own Country (in percentage)

Own Country

Providing Countries Latin America East Central Europe CIS South Africa India East Asia

Germany 30 39 24 54 7 8

France 45 41 22 8 0 0

United States 78 47 38 62 23 78

United Kingdom 27 45 24 50 26 12

Italy 33 22 18 8 7 0

Spain 19 0 4 19 19 0

Sweden 0 14 22 15 24 0

Russia 0 0 17 0 0 0

Poland 0 0 9 0 0 0

Source: Global Political Consultancy Survey (1998–2000).

former Yeltsin-advisor Mikhail V.Margelov and, among others, is also active for

Yabloko. Other professional consulting firms in Moscow are Video International,

responsible for repackaging Yeltsin in the 1996 presidential campaign and the

professional image building for the acting president Putin during the presidential

campaign 2000, together with top consultants like Georgi A.Satarov and Gleb Pavlovsky.

Other companies playing an important role in Russian parliamentary elections, as well as

dozens of gubernatorial campaigns on the regional level, are the Center of Political

Technologies; ROMIR Research Group, one of the largest market research companies in

Russia, specializing in public opinion polling and political consulting; Mikhail Semenov,
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director of Russia’s largest direct mail firm; Politika; the Center for Regional Research;

the Intellectual Communications Agency; Imya; and the Center for Political Consulting

Nicolo M. (named after Machiavelli). The Center for Political Consulting, founded in

1989, offers “ready-made” electoral campaigns, including political and psychological

studies, advice in strategy and monitoring of public opinion trends. The Center of

Political Technologies, created 1993, also offers expertise on “developing ties with power

structures and using them for political campaigning” (European Institute for the Media

2000a: 51–52). Similar to the situation in Latin America during the eighties, in Russia

there is also already developing a network of local campaign professionals (Baumgartner

2000:82) which combines Western campaign know-how with specific features of the

Russian style of political competition (Mintoussov 2000:11). A similar situation can be

observed in East Central Europe. Campaign managers in Hungary, the Czech Republic,

Slovakia, Poland and Romania regard the United States, together with the United

Kingdom, France and Germany, as their main reference countries as far as professional

campaign experience and techniques are concerned. A party-centered style of

campaigning, specific electoral laws, limited campaign budgets compared to US

standards, and a geographical and cultural proximity to the Western European

neighboring countries, favor an orientation towards the strategies and techniques of

English, French or German parliamentary election campaigns (Farrell and Webb 2000).

In addition, numerous party and campaign managers from East Central Europe have

meanwhile been integrated into transnational European party networks of social

democratic or conservative parties and there is a regular and intense exchange of



217

experience on a European level (Plasser, Scheucher and Senft 1999). Traditional cultural

alliances, such as those existing between Romania or Poland with France and the United

Kingdom, Hungary with Austria or Germany, counterbalance the influx of American-

style campaigning. Therefore, the French top consultant Jacques Seguela was involved in

the Polish presidential campaigns 1995 and 2000 and other Western European

consultants and leading party managers are frequent guests in East Central European

parties’ headquarters.

How attractive are American Campaign Techniques in Post-Socialist Countries?

In the following section I will take a closer look at the evaluations of American

campaign techniques by foreign campaign professionals. How are American techniques

and practices transferred by leading campaign professionals to other countries? First I

concentrate on foreign campaign techniques in a broader sense. Which campaign

techniques from other countries could be of interest for their own country? The data show

area-specific demands, which seem to reflect the degree of professionalization in the

respective countries.

Exploiting the potential of electronic mass media represents the core interest of

campaign experts from East Central Europe when observing foreign campaign

developments. Surprisingly, campaign managers and consultants from Russia, Belarus,

Georgia and the Ukraine show at least a detached interest in foreign campaign techniques

with a slight focus on more professionalized organization of the campaign management

process and the increased use of the potential of electronic mass media for political
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campaign communication. Table 37 shows which American campaign techniques are

attractive to foreign campaign professionals.

Campaign professionals from the CIS have a more selective focus, reaching from

strategic planning and advanced techniques of electronic mass media and camera-ready

performance of top leaders to event marketing techniques. The latter, as well as advanced

techniques of professional public relations, are the centerpieces of US-campaign practices

respondents from East Central Europe consider to be transferable.

Campaign experts outside the United States do not only differ in their degree of

professionalization but also in their closeness to and experience with campaign practices

in the United States. To illustrate these differences, respondents with a self-reported

proximity and acquaintance with US-campaign practices have been classified as US-

connected. This group of foreign campaign professionals consists of frequent observers

of American elections, who have a keen interest in learning about recent innovations and

rely on the newest American campaign literature regarding their professional

qualification. Table 38 reveals the different degrees of US-orientation based on data from

our Global Political Consultancy Survey.
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Table 37. US-Campaign Techniques Transferable to Own Country (in percentage)

(open-ended question)

CIS East Central

Europe

Strategic Use of Research 3 6

Strategic Planning 13 13

Increased Use of Electronic

Media/TV Debates

15 13

Image Building and Candidate

Positioning

15 7

Computerized Campaigning 8 9

Media and PR Strategies 4 19

Professional Campaign

Management

3 3

Fundraising Techniques 1 9

Event Marketing 15 17

Source: Global Political Consultancy Survey (1998–2000).
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Table 38. Experience of Foreign Campaign Professionals with and Orientation

toward US Campaign Expertise (in percentage)

Recently Cooperated with

a US-Overseas Consultant

US-

Connected*

Implementation of US-Campaign

Techniques in Own Country

Possible

East Central

Europe

40 17 52

Western

Europe

30 25 n.a.

Belarus,

Georgia,

Ukraine

27 39 50

Russia 23 17 57

* Strong orientation toward US-campaign expertise.

Source: Global Political Consultancy Survey (1998–2000).

A more distant attitude toward the transfer of US-campaign techniques to their

own countries is characteristic for campaign professionals from East Central Europe.

While 40 percent have personal experience with the cooperation with a US-overseas

consultant, only every second sees a chance of a direct import of select US-campaign

techniques.

One-fourth of the Russian respondents have been cooperating with a US-overseas

consultant in recent years. One-sixth could be classified as US-connected and nearly 60

percent of the Russian political consultants believe in the practicability of US-campaign

techniques for their own country.
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Tracing the worldwide proliferation of American campaign techniques has

revealed some modifications that must be made to our picture of the ongoing process of

professionalization and internationalization of electioneering and campaign practices in

media-centered democracies. Rather than an American dominated one-way transfer we

have to differentiate between at least three paths of diffusion of professional campaign

expertise. The first, and most influential one, is the American-driven proliferation of

techniques and practices first developed within the special context of US-campaign

experience. The second path is the ongoing Western Europeanization of campaigns in

East Central and Eastern Europe in particular. The third path is the development of a

distinct third-way style of campaigning. This style combines select US-campaign

specifics with a more traditional party-centered style of mass mobilization. Last but not

least, there are some hybrid forms of campaigning. For example, combinations of US-

style TV campaigns, UK-style constituency campaigning at the grass-roots level, and

experience of rallies, parades and folklore for stirring up the masses. But by far the most

influential standard model of professional campaigning seems to be the US-American

model of media-, money- and consultant-driven campaigning with its potential of

electoral success but also the inherent dangers of an uncontrolled proliferation of high-

risk techniques. The data obtained from the Global Political Consultancy Survey outline

highly complex patterns of interactions and connections within the ongoing process of a

worldwide proliferation of US-American campaign practice and expertise. There is

clearly a market- and donor-driven influx of American campaign techniques worldwide

and a dense network of cooperation between US consultants and foreign party and



222

campaign managers. However, there are also differences in the degree of

Americanization. A great deal more problematic is the situation in the Russian Republic

and the successor states of the former Soviet Union. A lack of democratic traditions, as

well as party structures that are at best embryonic and well-funded special interest groups

controlling the mass media (Nivat, 2000), have turned campaigning into warfare in which

TV spots modeled on the US example and dirty technologies triumph as the Russian

counterpart of negative campaigning in the United States. In post-socialist polities we can

observe the situation when political corruption, electoral fraud and the purchase of votes

form a doubtful alliance with high-tech campaigning imported from the United States.

Conclusion

I end this discussion of factors that influence how modern techniques are

contextualized in each country by returning to the theme with which we began: The

particular forms and adaptions of modern campaigning that are practiced are shaped by

the full range of contextual factors acting in concert. For instance in all examined

countries, the convergence of cynicism about the political establishment, access to the

public through television advertising as well as party broadcasts, the possibility of

candidates mounting media campaigns against opponents, and a lengthy pre-campaign in

which limits on campaign activities do not apply, invites a fuller, less selective utilization

of the modern model of electioneering. It is also the cases where modern media-centered

strategies have been adopted in spite of some important contextual factors, leading to

contradictions between campaign practices and enclaves of traditional cultures.
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Politicians' decisions about whether and which campaign practices to adopt, and in what

form, are not in every case appropriate to the context, but their motives in selecting

strategies and the likelihood of modem methods succeeding are determined to a

significant extent by local contextual factors.

Within post-socialist polities the Russian style of campaigning is a remarkable

example of a hybrid style, combining different features already discussed with unique

characteristics resulting from the legacies of the socialist past and the fragility of a

transformational, only partially consolidated democracy (White, 2000). Basic

characteristics of the Russian style of campaigning are:

1. Television compensating for weak or nonexistent party organization.

The media and TV centeredness of Russian candidates and their struggle to

control the flow of news of the dominant public and private TV stations are characteristic

for campaign practices in today’s Russia (Mickiewicz, 1999). During the 1995 Duma

parliamentary campaign, 85 percent of the voters turned into news programs on television

regularly (Oates and Roselle, 2000). The 1995 parliamentary campaign created the basis

for mediated, television-driven campaigning in Russia, which culminated in the 1996

presidential election and was fought almost exclusively on TV with strong interference

by the government. It resulted in an unbalanced and biased campaign coverage, where

both state-owned public TV as well as the private television channels failed to provide

factual and substantial information for their audiences. Similar practices were used during

1999 parliamentary campaign where carefully scripted appearances of candidates,

professional image building and aggressive negative campaigning, attacking and
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destroying the opponent’s personal integrity have instrumentalized the mass media in an

unprecedented degree (Sakwa, 2000). The 1999 Duma elections introduced “the concept

of compromising material and dubious new shows attacking political rivals” (The

European Institute for the Media, 2000: 43). Considering the lack of party organization

capable of mobilizing voters, with exception of the Communist party which could

dispose at that time over 570,000 members and is strongly connected with local networks

and community authorities, parties are more elite-driven leaders’ platforms rather than

institutionalized organizations. Where Western political parties have become weaker in

organizational terms, Russian parties were “also socially detached, but importantly

without having first established grass roots. Television might, it was thought, substitute

for the parties’ historical function of aggregating local demands and loyalties into a

national fabric of party identification” (Mickiewich, 2000: 111).

2. Leader-Focused campaigning.

Russian political culture is hierarchically structured, resulting in patronage

relationships between leaders and followers, with a strong emphasis on leader

personalities capable of fulfilling the expectations and needs of their clients (White,

2000). This traditional pattern of Russian culture is represented by candidate-centered

campaigns, emphasizing the personal attributes and leadership qualities of candidates.

Where parties are discredited by the legacy of the past or appear as virtual platforms for

the electoral success of a core group of political entrepreneurs closely affiliated with

strong and powerful economic interest groups (oligarchs), personality and credibility of
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candidates are seen as the most reliable reasons for voting decisions (White, McAllister

and Rose, 1997).

3. Administrative Resources.

Access to financial and logistical resources as well as access to mass media

tightly affiliated with and controlled by either government authorities or powerful

conglomerates of political and economic interests, is decisive for campaigning in Russia.

These administrative resources are often seen as more important than the personal

charisma of a candidate or sophisticated experiences with the latest marketing techniques.

As it is possible to buy airtime for political broadcasts on television, there is further need

for campaign funds and additional financial resources (Mickiewich, 1999). For instance,

the overall campaign expenditures of the Russian presidential campaign 1996 have been

estimated to have been over $500 million (McFaul, 1997). Due to lacking organizational

structures, Russian campaigns have to pay for party canvassers and campaign activists,

which in practice has led to far-reaching results. As one prominent Russian political

consultant, noted, so called “door-to-door techniques are proving less and less rewarding

in Russian election campaigns, gubernatorial races included. The electorate is aware that

the person knocking on their door does it merely for money. Small wonder they treat such

people like junk male usually thrown unread right away into the garbage container”

(Mintoussov, 2000: 13).

4. Elite-Driven Political Marketing Operations.

Deficient party organizations, besides the organizational network of the KPRF,

lacking supporter or membership bases and the character of Russian parties as elite-
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driven electoral platforms have consequently strengthened the influential role external

political consultants and media experts. The are working closely with the top candidates

and an exclusive circle of personal advisors on planning, designing and crafting media

and television centered campaign activities, as well as framing, influencing and

frequently even dictating the content of mass media reports and campaign coverage. The

Russian campaign style is, therefore, a hybrid combination of modern televised politics

and professional media operations, and an intense, aggressive struggle for access to and

control of media institutions, especially television (Lloyd, 2000).

These characteristics are also relevant to Ukrainian campaign practices and, with

certain degree of adjustment, to Eastern European style of campaigning (although with

less amount of financial resources available).
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CHAPTER VII

ELECTION FINANCING IN POST-SOCIALIST COUNTRIES3

The changing style of political campaigning might not seem to be a convincing

explanation for the continuation of corruption and scandal as far as campaign fund-

raising is concerned. However, in countries where television, newspaper and billboard

advertisements are the norm, access to money becomes essential. In the emerging

democracies of the former Soviet Union and Central and Eastern Europe mass media are

the main tool of political communication. As commentators have frequently pointed out,

professional political mechanics – individual experts in opinion polling, television

presentation and film production – have therefore become vital, expensive components of

modern campaigning in post-socialist polities.

An examination of the revenue and expenditure items from the parties’ annual

reports shows that there was a significant increase in election expenditure between 1991

and 2001 in Poland (Table 39). In particular, expenditure on the mass media and

campaign advertising increased during presidential elections (see Table 40). Yet official

statistics need to be treated with considerable scepticism.

The regulation of political expenditure generally involves the placing of limits on

the campaign expenditure of political parties or individual candidates, both parliamentary

3 Much of the legislation referred to in this chapter is on the database on Elections in Eastern Europe of the
University of Essex Department of Government, www2.essex.ac.uk/elect/database/legislation.asp
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Table 39. The cost of parliamentary elections in Poland, 1991-2001 (figures are in

thousands of $)

1991 1993 1997 2001

UD

(UW)

500 1800 3000 7000

SLD 500 1500 2000 1500

PSL 500 1000 1500 2500

Notes: A legal ceiling on election expenditure of PLN 29 million
(c. $ 6.744.000) was introduced in 2001. There were no legal ceilings
to expenditure in the 1991–1997 national campaigns. PSL = Polish
Peasants’ Party; UD = Democratic Union, (after 1994) UW = Freedom
Union; SLD = Democratic Left Alliance.
Sources: Parties’ annual reports for 1991, 1993 and 1997, tabulated by the
author.

Table 40. Presidential candidates’ campaign expenditure in Poland in 1995–2000
Figures are in USD

Media Posters&
Leaflets

Meetings Travel
Costs

Campaign
Organization

Others

Kwasniewski
1995

394,590 641,803 93,341 39,.524 136,978 37,525

Kwasniewski
2000

782,902 1,085,062 460,239 9,998 51,148 47,702

Sources: Candidates’ financial reports for 1995–2000.

and presidential. Such limits are a common feature in nearly two-thirds of the post-

communist countries surveyed; they are applied according to a ceiling which may be

based on a formula such as a multiple of the average monthly wage.
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Russia applies limits to the campaign expenditure of parliamentary candidates. In

the case of presidential candidates Poland set a definite quota limit, while Russia and

Ukraine use a formula (the minimum wage multiplied by 300,000 and 100,000,

respectively). Poland has introduced limits to a paid political advertising: the total time of

paid programs may not exceed 15 per cent of the total free time allocated to a particular

election committee for its broadcasting of election programs. However, one key factor

must be taken into consideration where the application of limits in post-socialist countries

is concerned: inflation, or as has been the experience of some of them, hyperinflation.

Another problem in controlling expenditure is independent campaign spending.

Most of the countries surveyed here did not directly apply limits on independent groups

spending money on behalf of a political party or presidential candidate during a

campaign. In Ukraine, as the new election law places unrealistically low limits on

campaign spending, parties and individual candidates are tempted to create a large

number of small front organizations. Different nonofficial organizations fund billboard or

television advertising, printing materials, opinion polling, research and so on. According

to Ukrainska Pravda, an Internet newspaper, over $1,073,000 was spent on television

advertising for the Social Democratic Party of Ukraine (United) (SDPU (o)) by

organizations under the party’s control. At the same time, the party’s official spending on

television advertising amounted to a mere $ 7,900 (Ukrainska Pravda,

www.pravda.com.ua, 11 March 2002). In Poland, as a result of the recent reform of

campaign finance, individuals or organizations not registered as candidates or election

committees are not allowed to incur electoral expenses over specified limits. Third parties
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are prohibited from spending more than PLN 5.000 (ca. $ 1,200) during presidential

elections and PLN 1,000 during parliamentary elections. Yet there is no legal definition

of independent expenditure in any of the CEE countries. In Poland any form of

campaigning done without committee approval is defined as independent expenditure and

anyone who fails to limit their independent expenditure is subject to the penalty of

imprisonment for up to two years, limitation of liberty or a fine. In fact it would be

difficult to prevent political parties from using foundations and political institutes to run

their election campaigns indirectly.

The way in which the reported statistics have reflected changes in spending limits

is demonstrated by the financial accounts of the Russian parties and electoral blocs.

Table 41. Officially declared spending in elections to the Russian Duma, 1993–1995,
and spending limits in 1999

Figures are in thousands of $

Yabloko LDPR KPRF

1993 300 100 100

1995 1,800 2,300 300

Sources: Parties’ & candidate’s financial reports.

During the 1993 election campaign, national blocs spent approximately $3.7

million; two years later national blocs reported spending $ 15 million on campaigning.

In 1995 spending limits were imposed, allowing individual candidates to spend no more

than $ 100,000 and electoral blocs no more than $ 2.4 million. The officially reported

figures on campaign spending naturally slumped in line with the new regulations. In the
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1999 elections to the Russian Duma, individual candidates were allowed to spend only $

65,000 and electoral blocs $ 1.6 million. Not surprisingly, the press has reported that

unofficially national blocs spend considerably more than these totals, which of course

they were unable to declare without laying themselves open to prosecution. In mid-1999

consulting companies and public relations agencies confidently asserted that in the

upcoming Duma elections half as much money would be spent as

in 1995. In the 1999 elections, according to different estimates, all parties combined spent

between $ 300 and $ 500 million on this democratic procedure. In fact, according to the

campaign fund-raiser for the Union of Right Forces (Soyuz Pravykh Sil, SPS), the SPS

spent over $ 32 million on the 1999 Duma elections. Leonid Gozman, who was

responsible for the party’s electioneering strategy, reportedly spent no less than $ 200,000

on campaign research alone (Gozman, November 2000).

Another example comes from the Russian 1998 campaign for the election of

governor in the Krasnoyarsk region, where General Alexander Lebed won together with

the successful bureaucrat–technocrat Valeriy Zubov (former governor of Krasnoyarsk).

According to expert estimates, Lebed spent ca. $ 12 million, while Zubov spent only $ 4

million. Yet the official spending limit for the race was little more than $ 160,000

(www.ispr.org/proba1.html).

In the Russian 2000 presidential election, each candidate could spend ca. RUR 26

million (ca. $ 920,000) in the first round of the election and RUR 34 million (ca. $

1,200,000) in the second round. In the case of acting president Vladimir Putin’s

campaign, total contributions to his electoral fund topped RUR 29,886,720 (ca. $
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1,030,000), and part of this amount was returned to the contributors. Putin had made it

clear that he had no intention of running an intensive and costly election campaign.

However, the Central Election Commission (CEC) determined that the book In the First

Person: Conversations with Vladimir Putin should be considered as campaign

material for the presidential candidate, so that his electoral fund had to pay for its

publication and distribution. Also, during the 2000 presidential elections four presidential

candidates made serious accusations against Grigoriy Yavlinskiy to the effect that his

extensive newspaper and television coverage exceeded the first round limit of RUR 26

million (ca. $ 670,000). As a result of these and many other complaints, the CEC

examined Yavlinskiy’s campaign spending.

In general, Russian, Ukrainian and Polish examples (Table 42) show that

spending limits have proven in practice to be a fiction, having been introduced at an

unrealistically low level. Not only have they failed to curb a political finance “arms race,”

but their failure has also undermined confidence in the whole system of political finance

Table 42. Financing a presidential election campaign: major candidates’ official
spending in Russia, Ukraine and Poland
Figures are in $ million

Russia Ukraine Poland
Presidential
Elections

1996
(Candidate)

Exp.

Presidential
Elections

2000
(Candidate)

Exp.

Presidential
Elections

1999
(Candidate)

Exp.

Presidential
Elections

1995
(Candidate)

Exp.

Presidential
Elections

2000
(Candidate)

Exp.

Lebed 2.83 Zyuganov 0.869 Moroz 0.214 Kwasnewski 1.373 Kwasnewski 2.999
Zhirinovsky 2.72 Titov 0.866 Tkachenko 0.195 Walesa 1.121 Krzaklewski 2.680
Yavlinsky 2.72 Yavlinsky 0.840 Kuchma 0.154 Pavlak 0.544 Olechowski 0.491

Eltsin 2.42 Putin 0.451 Vitrenko 0.125 Kuron 0.529 Kalinowski 0.528

Sources: Annual reports for 1990, 1995, 1996, 1999 and 2000.
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regulations. In addition, the rules have made it difficult to assess the true levels of

expenditure.

Moreover, in countries like Ukraine and Russia, the institutional imperfection of

the political market, restricted access to the media even for those with capital, and

discrimination in the allocation of free media coverage limit the effectiveness of money

in the context of an election. The distinctive feature of these countries is that money alone

is not a sufficient condition for proper political communication. Rather, it must be

combined with “administrative capital, that is, control over the administrative and

regulatory apparatus” (Treisman 1998:12). So-called “administrative resources” are

based on special treatment by the local government, the state-owned media, directors of

state-owned enterprises and organizations funded by the state budget. A favored party or

presidential candidate receives undocumented and “free” services, uses state facilities,

attends organized meetings with “working collectives” and so on.

For certain post-socialist countries, therefore, financial resources alone are not

sufficient. It is still possible for those who have comprehensive control over instrumental

aspects of political life – the media, the security services, the administration and the

enforcement agencies – to exclude actors who may have seemingly limitless resources

from effective political competition.

Sources of Political Finance

According to Panebianco, “A plurality of financial sources safeguards the party

from external control”(Panebianco 1998:59). The tentative conclusion that emerges from
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existing academic research is that in post-socialist, and particularly in the post-Soviet,

countries, the lack of diverse sources of money emerges as the major problem, rather than

the level of expenditure. Even if the real levels of income and expenditure, as distinct

from the declared levels, are still uncertain, two things are clear: (a) the relative

importance of different sources of political finance; and (b) the contrast between the

funding of communist (or post-communist) parties and other parties.

In post-socialist countries regulatory frameworks have attempted to regulate the

sources of political money. No regulations existed during the socialist period. However,

post-socialist regimes are characterized by a variety of regulations, some having more

liberal approach and little state funding (Russia, Ukraine), others having more detailed

regulations or severe restrictions on the role of non-state donors. For instance, Poland has

recently chosen to prohibit donations by any corporate bodies, foundations, associations

and so on in a desperate attempt to limit the influence of “plutocratic” funding.

In general, in terms of patterns of income, political funding in the region is

characterized by:

• irregular flows of funds and relatively nondiversified financial sources;

• limited income from membership subscriptions; and

• the disproportionately large role of plutocratic funding, which often exceeds direct state

subsidies.

In most of the post-socialist countries direct public funding is less important than would

be expected.
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Membership Subscriptions and Party Taxes

Membership subscriptions and party taxes are important revenues for traditional

parties. There are a variety of reasons why parties need members. Certainly one of them

is the potential to generate resources, such as money, for the organization. Duverger

argued that: “The party is essentially based upon the subscriptions paid by its

members.… The mass-party technique in effect replaces the capitalist financing of

electioneering by democratic financing” (Duverger, 1954:63). Indeed, income from

membership subscriptions has traditionally been a healthy form of party financing,

particularly for the West European mass parties.

According to Duverger’s possibly overly idealistic account, written after World

War II, the mass party “is essentially based upon the subscriptions paid by its members”

(Duverger, 1954:63). Curiously, before 1989 membership fees were officially the main

source of finance for the communist parties. In most cases party members, including

those working abroad, were obliged to pay fees. Janda found that in 17 out of 42

democratic parties in the 1950s “sources, including membership dues and the income

from party enterprise” accounted for more than two-thirds of total income (Janda, 1980).

The circumstances of the transition from a non-democratic regime to a democratic

system do not entirely account for the failure to develop popular financing of politics in

post-socialist environment. There have been similar failures in West European countries.

However, low party membership and, resulting from this, low income from party

membership, are especially pronounced in examined countries. If party membership is

measured as a percentage of the electorate, there is a wide range of results both in
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Western Europe and in CEE and FSU, but on average the latter scores considerably lower

than Western Europe.

According to recent research by Peter Mair and Ingrid van Biezen (Table 43), the

percentage of electors who were party members in 1999–2000 was 2.8 per cent in

Table 43. Party membership as a percentage of the electorate, late 1990s and 2000

Country Year M/E

Austria 1999 17.66

Norway 1997 7.31

Greece 1998 6.77

Belgium 1999 6.55

Switzerland 1997 6.38

Sweden 1998 5.54

Slovakia 2000 4.11

Italy 1998 4.05

Czech Republic 1999 3.94

Spain 2000 3.42

Germany 1999 2.93

Hungary 1999 2.15

UK 1998 1.92

France 1999 1.57

Poland 2000 1.15

Sources: Mair, P. and Ingrid van Biezen. “Party Membership in Twenty European Democracies,
1980–2000.” Party Politics 1(7) 2001:9.
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the three of examined countries for which evidence was available (Czech Republic,

Hungary, Poland) compared with 5.5 per cent in 16 countries of Western Europe.

Had figures been obtained from more post-socialist countries, the proportion of party

members to electors would almost certainly have been lower than 2,8 per cent.

It is apparent that the post-socialist parties are anything but mass parties. The low

percentage of party members in Poland is especially striking when compared with the

years of Solidarity in the 1980s. As a mass movement Solidarity achieved greater popular

mobilization than almost any other movement in modern times. Perhaps this very success

paradoxically prevented the emergence of organized parties.

The contrast between the huge mobilization under Solidarity and the failure of the

post-Solidarity parties to take advantage of it are remarkable. Poland witnessed a mass

political movement, but when the euphoria of 1989–1990 disappeared, parties with a

smaller membership base than Poland’s neighbors, namely the Czech Republic and

Hungary, were all that remained.

There are variations between old and newly established CEE parties in the

structure of their income. Income from membership subscriptions is particularly low in

non-communist CEE parties. Moreover, post-communist and communist parties still

benefit from having significant numbers of local activists and are relatively well

organized in units that are based on old networks supported by many informal links with

local businesses. The records of the main Czechoslovakian parties in 1991 showed a great

degree of differentiation between parties’ income. The role of membership subscriptions

was very clearly evident in the Communist Party of Bohemia and Moravia, where they
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accounted for 36.6 per cent (ca. $ 1.32 million) of the party’s total income of CZK 112

million (ca. $ 3.61 million).

For the Civic Movement, the Czechoslovak People’s Party and the Czechoslovak

Socialist Party, however, membership subscriptions accounted respectively for 0.34 per

cent, 15.6 per cent and 5 per cent of total income (Lewis 1998:139).

Even in Hungary the proportion of membership subscriptions in party budgets is

generally very low. In 1995 the Hungarian Democratic Forum received HUF 9.7 million

(equivalent to ca. $ 79,500), which accounted for 0.96 per cent of total income. In the

case of Fidesz the proportion of total income accounted for by membership subscriptions

(ca. $ 5,738) was only 0.12 per cent in 1995. Again, the post-communist Hungarian

Socialist Party received far more from membership subscriptions than any other party,

although its income from this source was low – 3.27 per cent of the total (ca. $ 160,000)

(Lewis, 1998:139).

For the Ukrainian political parties the role of membership subscriptions is very

limited and parties do not encourage their members to make direct payment to the

organization. Yet the Socialist Party manages to receive money indirectly from its

members and supporters who subscribe to the party’s newspapers (Moroz, October

2000).

In 1997 the PSL in Poland – the party with the strongest membership base –

reported that members paid only PLN 36,032 – equivalent to ca. $ 11,000.

The share of the PSL’s total income which membership subscriptions accounted for

remained fairly constant, ranging from 0.29 per cent in 1997 to 0.42 per cent in
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1998 (Bentkowski, 1999). The importance of membership subscriptions in the smaller

parties is also slight. This can be illustrated by the example of the Labour Union, which

stated in its annual financial report for 1998 that it had not received any membership

subscriptions, whereas these had amounted to the 2.09 per cent of total income in 1997.

This, however, as the party’s deputy chairwoman pointed out in an interview, was a

mistake made by the party treasurer in drawing up the accounts (Jaruga-Nowacka 1999).

In the case of the Freedom Union (UW), the proportion of total income accounted

for by membership subscriptions rose sharply from 3.39 per cent in 1997 to 62,8 per cent

in 1999. Yet the official records of any party are highly misleading in that they confuse

two different kinds of donations under “membership income.” According to the records,

membership income includes not only dues from ordinary members but also so-called

“party taxes” which are levied at much higher rates from public office holders.

Donations from Wealthy Individuals and Corporations

In post-socialist polities the importance of large donations is in proportion to the

insignificance of money from membership subscriptions. Parties which are stressed by

the dynamic of the electoral struggle and yet do not engage themselves in grass-roots

initiatives and indigenous growth of their memberships have had reasons to be keen to

accept generous contributions from a “few big private donors, industrialists, bankers, or

important merchants” (Duverger, 1954:63). Thus, as the process of party development

has accelerated through a sequence of elections, the intensive party competition has led to

growing costs and mobilization of the necessary resources.
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One of the most prominent issues in post-socialist states has been large donors’

political influence and access to decision makers. In a matter of years fundraising

efforts among ordinary supporters have declined and institutional donations have become

more significant. Individual contributions from personal income or wealth, as well as

corporate donations, have become a major source of income for many political parties

and candidates, especially during election years. Even taking account of almost certain

under-reporting of political payments, the growing role of large donors emerges clearly.

In Poland, in terms of corporate support, institutional donations represented less

than 40 per cent in the 1991 parliamentary campaign, compared to ca. 87 per cent of the

total party income of the UW in 1997. During the 1995 presidential elections Lech

Walesa received one donation from businessman Aleksander Guzowaty which

constituted almost 72 per cent of Walesa’s income and is the largest official donation to

date in Polish politics. In Russia, in the 1995 Duma elections, 515 corporate donors

contributed ca. RUR 28 billion (ca. $ 6 million) to the 30 electoral associations – almost

38 per cent of all parties’ income. During the elections, institutional donations

represented ca. 55 per cent of the income of Our Home is Russia (ca. $ 1.3 million) and

49 per cent of the income of the Liberal Democratic Party of Russia (LDPR) (ca. $ 1.1

million). During the 1996 presidential elections contributions from corporate donors

played the most important role, representing more than 72 per cent of the total

candidates’ income (ca. $ 10.6 million). General Lebed received 93 per cent of his

income from 94 legal entities (ca. $ 2.65 million) while donations made up 90 per cent of

Yeltsin’s campaign fund (ca.$ 2.6 million).
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In Ukraine more than in any other country informal political actors – financial

groups and political “oligarchs” – dominate the political spectrum. The oligarchs have

taken a direct and active role in supporting political parties and campaign blocs. In the

1998 parliamentary elections money officially received from legal entities accounted for

91.4 per cent of the parties’ campaign committees’ overall income.

A similar set-up exists in the Ukrainian Parliament, where a market for votes

exists. Thus, a parliamentary faction would pay a new MP $ 20,000–50,000 (depending

on his/her political weight) plus ca. $ 1,500 in monthly salary. When Hromada (a fraction

created by former prime-minister Pavlo Lazarenko) was formed, its deputies received ca.

$ 30,000–40,000 each (out of total fraction cost of ca. $ 500.000–700.000). It was still a

profitable business, as Hromada managed to seize the most influential committees, such

as those on the budget, combating corruption and the parliamentary agenda. Another

example comes from the ex-government People’s Democratic Party (PDP): When in

power, the party guaranteed its faction members important privileges from the cabinet.

Approximately 90 new members joined the faction hoping to gain access to state

property. In general, in the Ukrainian Parliament the cost of votes is discussed openly.

During the political uncertainty after presidential elections one vote has sometimes cost $

10,000–15,000 (normally it is not more than $ 1,000) (PiK 2–9 March 2000).

The fragmented and non-institutionalized party system encourages big business to

form client circles and establish its own political parties, parliamentary factions and mass

media. This allows it not only to directly control the decision-making process but also to
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gain parliamentary immunity. Ukrainian politics is to a great extent a combination of

business projects run by powerful oligarchs who enjoy political immunity.

The regulatory frameworks have attempted, with varying degrees of success, to

prohibit certain sources and limit the amount of allowable contributions. About half of

the countries in the region have introduced limits on campaign contributions to parties

and/or individual candidates.

The two most common prohibitions on sources of donations concern state

enterprises and foreign donors. Many post-socialist polities have also prohibited

corporations with shares belonging to the state or local government and trade unions from

making political contributions. A number of countries have banned anonymous

contributions, while a few limit the amount that can be given anonymously.

State Subsidies

Public subsidies for political parties have already become a dominating feature of

most stable democracies. They have been in operation in various forms for decades. Even

so, the debate on direct subsidies continues to this day. In general, for the new

democracies direct public funding is an almost standard feature. However, the precise

pattern of state subvention varies considerably, and the levels of direct public funding in

the post-socialist countries differ significantly.

In several countries the level of public subsidy is notably low. In the Russian

1995 State Duma elections, the total amount of direct public subsidies distributed to the

electoral blocs was a little over $ 1 million – ca. 6 per cent of the total funds raised (ca. $
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16 million). Thus, 43 registered electoral associations received ca. RUR 115 million ($

23,255) each (Russian Central Electoral Commission 1996). During the 1996 presidential

elections each of the 11 registered candidates received RUR 300 million (ca. $ 60,000)

of direct subsidies, which accounted for only 4,46 per cent of the total candidates’ income

(RUR 73,977 million) (Russian Central Electoral Commission 1996). In the Duma

elections of 1999 direct state subsidies to all political parties combined rose to RUR

118,185,000 (ca. $ 4.6 million). Even individuals received direct state subsidies – a grand

total of $ 38.91 each; this accounted for 0.06 per cent of their total spending allowance.

However, the introduction of direct state subsidies for individual candidates did nothing

to change the predominantly private funding of candidates and parties.

During the 2000 presidential elections money was allocated to all registered

presidential candidates by the CEC not later than 40 days before voting day. Thus, each

of the 11 candidates running for president received RUR 400,000 from the federal budget

(ITAR-TASS 29 February 2000).

In Poland the financing of political parties from the state budget has a long and

inglorious tradition, perfectly exemplified by the financing of the Polish United Workers

Party (PZPR) by the state. In 1989 the first Solidarity government revealed the existence

and the amount of budget subsidies allotted in 1989 to the Communist Party and its allies.

These revelations, coming at a time of severe economic crisis, were greeted with deep

and wide-spread public anger (Winczorek,1990:13). Partly as a result of the public mood,

direct state financing was not introduced by the Law on Political Parties of 1990. The

first step towards state subsidy of political financing was taken with the Electoral Law of
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1993, which introduced state reimbursement of electioneering expenses. Thus, parties’

election committees received the equivalent of ca. $ 7,650 for each deputy elected to the

two chambers. After the 1997 general election the treasury allocated a total of $ 4.1

million to the individual election committees. The two main parties, Solidarity Election

Action (AWS) and the Democratic Left Alliance (SLD), received ca. 79.3 per cent of

this, amounting to $ 7,350 for each elected deputy. Thus, the AWS, with 201 MPs and 51

senators, received $ 1.85 million and the SLD, with 164 MPs and 28 senators, received

ca. $ 1.4 million. The other four parties had to divide proportionately the sum of $ 0.8

million. Public subsidies accounted for only 4.75 per cent of the total declared income of

the PSL in 1997 and 4.44 per cent in 1998. In 1998 public financing accounted for 11.63

per cent of the UW’s total income. The Labour Union (not represented in the current

parliament) recorded public funding as its main source of income. However, as a result of

the political finance reforms of 2001, a system of considerable public financing was

introduced. It is estimated that these new subsidies may cost the state budget ca. $ 14.5

million in 2002.

The role of state funding for campaign expenditure is clearly evident in the Czech

Republic. According to the Electoral Law of 1995 (Law no. 247 on Elections to the

Parliament), state financial assistance is granted only for elections to the Chamber of

Delegates and to those political parties and coalitions that have obtained 3 per cent or

more of valid votes cast. These electoral blocs receive CZK 3 million per year plus an

additional 100,000 for every further 0.1 per cent (up to 5 per cent of the vote) per year.

The contribution for each parliamentary seat obtained amounts to CZK 500,000 per year.
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Moreover, each party which obtained more than 3 per cent of votes receives from the

national budget a payment of CZK 90 per vote. After the 1996 general elections the

successful Civic Democratic Party (ODS) of Vaclav Klaus received ca. CZK 161 million

(ca. $ 6 million) from the state budget. Also, in the parliamentary elections of 1998 a

significant subsidy, amounting to CZK 174 million (ca. $ 5.5 million), was allocated to

the victorious Social Democrats.

According to the laws on the operation and functioning of Hungarian political

parties (no. XXXIII of 1989 and no. LXII of 1990), a subsidy is allocated from the

national budget to any party which gains at least 1 per cent of all the votes cast in

parliamentary elections. First, 25 per cent of the total funds provided by the national

budget for the support of political parties is distributed equally among the parties

represented in parliament. The remaining 75 per cent of funds is distributed to parties on

the basis of numbers of votes gained by the parties or their candidates in the first valid

round of parliamentary elections. However, support from the national budget may not

exceed 50 per cent of a party’s income, and a party must refund the excess if it is

determined that support has exceeded 50 per cent. In the 1998 parliamentary election

campaign 3.873 candidates also received state funding to the value of HUF 100 million,

which was determined by the parliament. Every nominating organization was entitled to

use a part of the support proportionately to the number of its nominations. Independent

candidates were entitled to the same amount of support. According to the parties’

published reports, the pre-election state subsidy alone accounted for ca. 7 per cent of total

expenditure (HUF 1,438,000,000, ca. $ 7 million).
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In practice, the state funding of political parties is an important factor in the

operation of Hungarian democracy. Already in 1990 it accounted for 93 per cent of the

Independent Smallholders’ Party budget, 88 per cent of the Christian Democratic

People’s Party budget and 24 per cent in the case of the Hungarian Socialist Party. Well-

documented records for 1995 only confirm the significant dependence on the state of six

of the parliamentary parties. Parties received between 18 per cent (Fidesz) and 90 per

cent (Alliance of Free Democrats) of their total income in the form of state subsidies.

Indirect State Subsidy

Indirect state subsidies have contributed significantly to party financing in post-

socialist countries. There are various kinds of indirect subsidies, but two are of particular

importance:

• free broadcasting; and

• subsidies for parliamentary groups.

First, of the countries studied, all have free access to the national or private mass

media. In most of the countries the amount of air time parties are entitled to is decided in

a manner which ensures that principles of equality are maintained between presidential

candidates and political parties. Political parties contesting elections in the Czech

Republic are allotted a total of 14 hours of television time, divided equally between the

parties. However, parties cannot buy any additional time for political advertising.

In Poland, during a general election parties have the right to broadcast their election

programs at no cost on both television and radio. On nationwide channels the total time
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allowed for broadcasts for all parties is 15 hours (Polish Television) and 30 hours (Polish

Radio), while on regional channels the total time allowed is ten hours (Polish Television)

and 15 hours (Polish Radio).

In addition to the free time allotted for the broadcasting of election programmes,

each election committee may broadcast paid election programs on public and nonpublic

radio and television up to a certain limit. Rates charged may not exceed 50 per cent of

those charged for commercials. Free access to state radio and television is also granted

during presidential elections, although the number of candidates in the 1995 elections

made it difficult for the National Committee for Radio Broadcasting and Television to

allocate time for the presentation of every candidate. In the 2000 presidential election,

given the average commercial cost per minute of advertising on television and radio, a

financial equivalent of subsidy to all the candidates amounted to PLN 30 million ($ 7.5

million) (Lubelska, 2000:2267). The importance of these subsidies in conveying party

messages is particularly evident in the case of smaller parties, which would otherwise be

denied this opportunity. For Kopecky, “The mass media in east–central Europe seem to

provide a more effective channel of communication between the party and citizens than

would a developed party organization” (Kopecky, 1995:521).

In Russian presidential elections the election law gives each candidate 80 minutes

of free air time on work days on television and radio. This saves each candidate ca. RUR

10 million in campaign funds. A registered candidate can choose the form of the election



248

campaign, but half of the free air time must be given to televised debates between

contenders. The campaign is also broadcast by regional television. Moreover, candidates

can also buy time on both private and state owned television channels.

Despite the fact that free air time is provided for political parties in all the

countries surveyed, production costs have to be covered by the parties. The production of

professional television “spots” involves dozens of professional political consultants and

advisers. In effect, all political parties have to spend substantial amounts of money on

their free broadcasting as media campaigning becomes more competitive in CEE

countries.

Second, an important source of money for post-socialist parties is the subsidies

allocated to parliamentary caucuses and individual parliamentarians (excluding salaries)

(Lewis, 1998:145–149). There is government funding of party groups in parliament or

individual legislators in all five countries; however, it should be pointed out that the

levels and methods of funding differ. Generally, grants for party representation in

parliament are a perfect supplement to the party’s central and local offices, and can also

be used for campaign activities. In Poland during the 1991 campaign the SLD officially

received PLN 10 million from its own parliamentary caucus, and these essentially illegal

practices still go on in a more indirect way (Polish National Election Committee

Communiqué 18 February 1992). Sakwa describes this practice in Russia: The law allows

a deputy to employ between one and five assistants: The CRRF (the Communist Party)

has established that each communist deputy will have five assistants, one in Moscow and

the other four in the regions. The latter are usually fulltime party officials… With their
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salaries paid from the state budget, the 800-odd assistants to the communist deputies are

effectively the organizational core of the party. Assistants, moreover, have the right to

free public transport, offices in the parliament building, and access to working documents

and to other state institutions (Sakwa, 1998:150).

Political parties would not be able to operate adequately without access to these

parliamentary resources. In Poland, political parties with parliamentary representation

receive money through their MPs’ and senators’ offices for running their local offices, as

well as the necessary equipment for operating these offices, and a certain number of

postage-free envelopes for parliamentary correspondence. By 2001, the aggregate sum of

state money for parliamentary parties amounted to PLN 55.75 million ($ 13.9 million). In

countries where direct subsidies to political parties are small, these indirect subsidies play

an important role for extra-parliamentary activities.

Political Money and Corruption

One does not have to look to post-socialist polities to find plenty of examples of

corruption linked with political funding. Western Europe has been severely affected in

recent years by scandals and cases of proven wrongdoing. Bettino Craxi, prime minister

of the longest-lived government in Italy’s post-war history, claimed: “What needs to be

said, and which in any case everyone knows, is that the greater part of political

funding is irregular or illegal” (Porta and Vannucci, 1999).

Political corruption is a prominent issue. Illegal funding of politics undermines

the democratic system, and the degree of political corruption in certain post-socialist
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countries can be frightening. There is a problem in distinguishing personal “sleaze” from

general political corruption: Money obtained corruptly by politicians for their private use

may well be used to fund their campaigns, in which case we move into the sphere of

systemic corruption of political finance. The following is a list of such cases; however, it

has not been shown in all of these that the money was used for political rather than

private purposes.

In the Czech Republic, in February 1998, Jiri Skalicky, the deputy prime minister

and minister for the environment, resigned as a result of a political scandal concerning

secret, anonymous donations allegedly made to the Civic Democratic Alliance (ODA) by

Czech companies via an organization registered in the Virgin Islands (Keesing’s

Contemporary Archives (44) 42686, February 1998). Moreover, Swiss officials recently

confirmed that in 1995/1996 the ODA received ca. $ 1 million into its illegal Credit

Suisse account. According to official documents, CZK 45 million were transferred using

the Czech Corporate Bank (CSOB) and the Foresbank to the account of the ODA party

treasurer, Ludvik Otto (www.idnes.cz). The party then used the money to pay for its 1996

election campaign. New investigations should check whether the Dutch company

TelSource, successfully participating in the privatization of Telecom, the Czech

telecommunications company, was involved in the transfer.

In November of 1995 the General Prosecutor’s Office of the Russian Federation

investigated the transfer, sanctioned by the prime minister, of $ 10 million and RUR 75

billion (ca. $ 16.7 million) to Russian public television (ORT). It appeared that the

Russian Government paid with state budget money for the governing bloc’s campaign
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advertisement. Moreover, in the 1996 presidential elections prominent enterprises which

had not sponsored Yeltsin’s campaign sufficiently were declared bankrupt and insolvency

procedures were initiated against them. At the same time presidential supporters were

forgiven for tax evasion.

After the 2000 presidential elections in Russia, Boris Berezovsky accused

president Putin of using profits from the Swiss-based firms Andava and Focus Service,

both working with Aeroflot, to finance the pro-Kremlin Unity (Yedinstvo) party and the

presidential campaign. Moreover, Berezovsky acknowledged that he had transferred cash

from Aeroflot to “fund the presidential campaign”

(www.cnn.com/2000/WORLD/europe/11/16/russia.media). In 2000, a Geneva court

convicted former Ukrainian Prime Minister Pavlo Lazarenko of money laundering and

confiscated $ 6.6 million from his Swiss bank account. Lazarenko accepted two charges

of money laundering in which he, according to his lawyer, “in 1993–94 confused his

public office of a regional governor and private commercial interests”. Moreover, the

government of Antigua and Barbuda announced that Lazarenko’s bank accounts had been

used for laundering $ 80 million. Lazarenko faced charges of laundering $ 114 million

allegedly stolen while he was in office

(dailynews.yahoo.com/h/nm/20000630/wl/ukraine_la zarenko_dc_1.html).

In Poland in 2002, a film producer and media entrepreneur, Lew Rywin, tried to

solicit a bribe from Agora, the publisher of Gazeta Wyborcza, of $ 17.5 million, offering

to influence changes in the broadcasting law. The offer included lobbying the

government for a favorable legal regulation allowing Agora to buy Poland’s largest
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private television company, Polsat. The money, calculated at 5 per cent of the estimated

value of Polsat, was intended for the use of the ruling SLD. On 27 December 2002,

Gazeta Wyborcza’s editor, Adam Michnic, publicly revealed Rywin’s offer, exposing this

very serious political scandal, which also involved one of the SLD leaders and the

chairman of the public television channel Polish Television (TVP), Robert Kwiatkowski

(RFE/RL 14 January 2003). It is assumed that Rywin’s company, Heritage Films, has

been used on many occasions to channel money from the public channel TVP to the SLD.

It is easier to describe the hundreds of political funding scandals in post-socialist

states than to analyze their causes, especially since the countries which are under

consideration here are scaled differently according to different indexes such those

produced by Freedom House, Transparency International and the World Bank.

Nevertheless, the links between political finance and political corruption in post-socialist

countries have certain distinct features (Table 44).

The assumption is that the degree of irregular funding in post-socialist countries is

apparently higher than that in Western Europe. To explain this I am going to analyze he

final years of socialism and the values that were transmitted into the post-socialist world.

The economic and political climate into which post-socialism was born was less than

optimal for political parties’ raising their funds in a very transparent way. In the late

1980s and early 1990s a number of informal ties between party–state functionaries and

private business people arose. There was a massive flow of people from the political and

economic establishment into the private sector. In most of the countries in the region the

former communist nomenklatura converted itself from apparatchiks to
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“entrepreneurchiks”. These were allowed to establish enterprises, shops and brokerage

agencies but, most importantly, they became members of the boards of trustees of the

giant corporations and main banks. Moreover, in most post-socialist countries the legal

framework did not recognize the problem of irregular and illegal political finance for a

long time.

Indeed, countries regulated some aspects of money in politics (for example,

donations by foreign and state enterprises) but this was completely new ground. They had

little previous experience in reporting and enforcement. From the legalistic point of view,

scandal related to political finance in many of its forms could not be classified as crime,

but rather as malfeasance or misfeasance. In addition, as far as raising money for election

campaigns and routine party activities was concerned, some practices of patronage from

the old regime have survived, particularly the abuse of state facilities, and especially state

enterprises. The central characteristic of political funding in the socialist period was that

political money was assured for the ruling party as a product of its close links with the

state. Instead of engaging in grass-roots initiatives and concentrating on recruiting

members, the new parties displayed a high level of dependence on public offices,

essentially turning them into profit centers. The uncontrolled expansion of parties’

financial and economic bases caused a profound “politicization” of the economy.

At the beginning of the economic transition, in trying to obtain the necessary

resources political parties exploited state resources to a much greater extent than private

donors. The fact that post-socialist political parties came to rely heavily on contributions

from state enterprises is not surprising if we consider the environment in which these
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parties were operating. In the first place, private contributors were few and lacked

individual wealth. This caused parties to maintain and consolidate their relationships with

the bureaucrats still in charge of state companies who, in the immediate period after the

change of regime, were the people in control of economic resources. In the second place,

the change in the political landscape of the early 1990s caused the need for financial

support of political parties to be matched by the need of bureaucrats to secure support

from the new ruling class of politicians.

Today’s concentration of ownership of former public assets in the hands of past

members of the nomenklatura and the survival of state firms and sectors where reform

has been slow or biased in a predetermined direction can be partly traced back to these

developments. In effect, state enterprises, which were still the main financial players on

those fragile markets, became the greatest informal sponsors of political parties.

Additionally, the attempts to control state companies by introducing relevant regulations

did not produce the desired effect. Attempts like the setting up of phantom companies

(which contributed to campaigns but were largely funded by state firms) seemed to meet

with significant success.

A related reason for the high level of illegal funding in post-socialist polities is a

“corrupt mentality” – people’s values, attitudes and behavior. People did not change their

attitudes during 1989–1991; they only modified old patron–client relations. They still

treat the resources of the state institutions they direct as their private property. Such

resources “cost” very little and can be “sold” very easily (e.g., confidential trade secrets).
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Moreover, the basic concepts of conflict of interest and political accountability are not

recognized by the political elites of the examined countries. The fact that the power

stakes at issue in competitive elections are so high makes the temptation to corrupt fund-

raising great in all post-socialist polities.

In most cases the motives behind contributions to post-socialist political parties

reflect the worries of representative governments during the end of the 19th and at the

beginning of the 20th centuries in Western democracies. Writing in the 1930s, Pareto

suggested that a major motive for political contributions would be the hope of pay-offs in

the shape of licenses and government contracts. He observed: “Almost all the great

fortunes made in recent decades have come from government concessions, railway

construction contracts, and enterprises subsidized by the state or protected by customs

tariffs” (Pareto, 1935:1604).

The similarities between earlier waves of democratization and the “fourth wave”

are striking. Whereas the motives of donors to government parties are in most cases no

different in examined countries from those in the current Western democracies, a much

higher proportion of the total amount of political money is accounted for by payments to

politicians and civil servants for the purpose of obtaining specific pay-offs.

Control over Political Finance

Political finance is influenced by and significantly influences the relations

between parties, politicians, party memberships and the electorate – relations which are a

matter of profound importance to the quality of democracy. Yet, according to one
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Russian newspaper, “Even FSB [the State Security Service, formerly the KGB] does not

know the candidates’ real budgets, not to mention poor Central Electoral Commission,

regional commissions or voters. They say in main regions a governor’s seat would cost

you $3–5 million. In smaller or poor regions it could be about $500,000. It is true and it is

not” (www.stringer-agency.ru/020gazeta/1000008/011/article/default.asp, 1 February

2000).

Different post-socialist states use different strategies in order to enforce public

control of political money. In the first stage of democratic transition most of the countries

adopted a more laissez-faire stand towards the control of political finance. Liberal

regulations were a natural response to the former socialist system and represented a

rejection of its restrictions. Regulations were symbolic only, so that there were few

restrictions on parties in seeking sources of finance. The laws often failed to provide an

independent controlling agency.

Yet the extent of the regulations varies considerably among the post-socialist

countries, as does their enforcement. The reporting of political expenditures is a feature

common to all the countries reviewed here. However, there are different approaches to

the control of political finance. Almost all the countries require that party and residential

candidates’ accounts be reported. In most of the countries reporting takes place on an

annual basis; in Russian presidential elections and Ukrainian parliamentary elections it is

three times during the actual campaign. Most of the countries also have disclosure rules

concerning parliamentary candidates. Regulations concerning disclosure of private

contributions are a common feature of all the political finance systems surveyed.
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The post-socialist experience confirms a few general points. First, theoretically

well-intentioned regulations requiring the production of financial statements are not

necessarily effective if they fail to cover all aspects of party funding. It is of little value to

demand disclosure only of particular categories of political financing. This will merely

encourage the use of sources of money that are not subject to disclosure. Second, the lack

of an independent enforcement agency is a most serious weakness that undermines the

working of a successful system. Strong enforcement machinery can be used by a regime

to deprive the opposition of its right to participate effectively in the electoral process.

Selective, partisan enforcement of campaign finance regulations serves to reduce

electoral competition and can lead to long periods of one-party or individual rule.

Conclusion

The formation of political parties and the functioning of a mature party system are

institutional developments required of all modern democracies. The central element of a

party system is the existence of rules and procedures governing the funding of parties.

For Heard, “Deeper understanding of political money means deeper understanding of

representative government” (Heard ,1960:11–12).

It has been suggested that in Central and Eastern Europe, and particularly in post-

Soviet countries, the lack of diverse sources of money is the major problem.

A lack of diverse sources indicates that parties have not yet reached high levels of

institutionalization. They are characterized rather by irregular flows of funds and
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relatively non-diversified financial sources. This may lead to lack of party autonomy and

the risk of external control. The small income from membership subscriptions is one of

the characteristics of the region. Furthermore, in most post-socialist countries popular

participation in the form of small donations is, as a rule, not encouraged. Large donors

play a special and disproportionately large role in post-socialist political finance, often

more important than that of direct state funding.

The different levels of dependence on public funding have emerged as one of the

main dissimilarities between the post-socialist regimes. In fact, for most post-socialist

countries, public funding in the early stage of transition was less significant than

expected, and private donations or even “party taxes” played a more valuable role. In

general, most post-socialist countries went through what Nassmacher classifies as the

first or second stage of public funding implementation, namely “experimentation” and

“enlargement” (Nassmacher, 1989:238–241).

Analysis of party financing in examined cases has not yet revealed whether close

linkage with the state has removed the incentives for parties to establish a stronger

relationship with their supporters. However, the existing data suggests that the lack of

state subsidies creates a great opportunity for corporations and wealthy individuals to

exercise external control, “capturing” political parties and their policy-making capacities.

Finally, political finance in discussed countries not only raises the problem of the

relationship between politics and money; it may also have a decisive effect on the very

operation of democracy.
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Thus, the structure of political funding in countries in transition is an important

area of democratization. The experience of the last decade has demonstrated that the

funding of political parties is yet another aspect of the particular problem of building

party systems in the post-communist world. It is much easier to introduce free elections

than it is to ensure that all the political actors are competing on a level playing field.

The examination of five cases of post-socialist campaign financing reveals that,

despite our initial assumption of significant variation across the cases, the campaign

financing practices have a number of similar institutional and practical features. Only

Czech Republic has an electoral legislation more in accord with traditional Western

European electoral practices (Table 45).

Table 44. Main Patterns of Law and Regulation in Examined Countries

Country Subsidies Regulations
Any

Public
Funding

Any
Tax

Relief

Any Free
Broadcast

Any
subsidies
in-kind

Any
Contribution

Limits

Any
Spending

Limits

Ban on
Foreign

Donations

Ban on
Political

Advertising

Hungary

Poland

Czech
Republic

Russia

Ukraine

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

No

Yes

No

Yes

No

No

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

No

Yes

No

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

No

Yes

Yes

Partly

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

No

No

Yes

No

No

Source: http://www.idea.int/parties/finance
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CONCLUSION

The study of political parties in the selected countries showed that there are very

few traditional political parties in each case and they can hardly compete with the “catch

all” parties. It is evident that “pre-modern” elements are still present in the political

process of post-socialist countries. But these elements have only a marginal effect on

electoral practices and can not ensure the electoral success. The initial hypothesis that

the Polish, Czech and Hungarian cases are examples of more successful “traditional”

party politics, and, thus, represent the logical development in evolution of democratic

electoral systems proved to be only marginally true. The political cultures of the

countries examined in this study are diverse. Nevertheless, the standing and functions of

political parties are similar. Every country is characterized by the weak condition of

political parties, their inability to inspire partisan loyalty, and their resort to personalized

appeals as a survival strategy in the face of their ineffectiveness as agents of political

socialization, grassroots organization, and interest aggregation along traditional lines.

Also, in every country, few have resisted the modem campaign model's allure and

promise of making electoral efforts compelling when parties no longer elicit allegiance

from stable constituencies. The weak state of political parties and the use of innovative

campaign techniques are constants that cut across the particulars of national political

cultures.

The hypothesis that electoral campaigns are more cynical and “marketized” in

Russia and Ukraine compared to three other cases, and, thus, represent the case of
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“radical” developments in political markets is also only marginally true. The study of

campaign practices demonstrates that a “marketized “ style of political campaigns is also

popular in Poland, Czech Republic and Hungary, and in many cases it has an

overwhelming effect on electoral success.

The third aspect that was examined is the popular support for current political

systems, changes and trends in popular support and popular evaluations of

“marketization” of politics. The three East-Central European cases demonstrate

marginally higher levels of support for democracy and confidence in political institutions.

There is a higher level of trust in mass media in East-Central European cases as well.

However the distrust of legislature and political parties is high across all cases. And the

levels of political participation are very similar in both subsets of cases. One of the

aspects of political culture where the attitudes are very different between two subsets of

cases is the approval of current political regime where strong majorities, typically over 60

percent, in each of the three CEE countries have approved of the way the current

multiparty system works. On the other hand the overall support for current system in

Russia and Ukraine has never been much more than a third. At the same time,

retrospective approval of the previous socialist system is much higher in the post-Soviet

states than in the CEE ones.

The other factor is the widespread perception of corruption in the region. Across

post-socialist Europe surveys find that almost two-thirds of the public believe that their

new regime is more corrupt than its predecessor; only six percent perceive a reduction in

corruption, and in every post-socialist country surveyed, a majority of the public believes
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the national government is corrupt. The perception of the corruption is only marginally

lower in CEE compared to FSU cases. Rejection of all of these authoritarian alternatives

can be read as rather robust support for democracy as a form of government. Such robust

support is lacking in Russia, and Ukraine compared to CEE cases.

Thus, the initial hypothesis that the general public expresses much weaker support

for democratic institutions in cases when electoral process is perceived to be more

cynical and its “marketization” effects are more visible, appears to be marginally true.

Although the actual level of “marketization” and extent of political cynicism is not

necessarily different between the two subsets.

The political cultures of the new democracies I examined are similar in some

general respects that distinguish them from the more established, stable political cultures.

Each began life as a democracy without any democratic political institutions. As the

tangible expression of democracy, election campaigns took on particular significance.

Support for democracy varies, but the political cultures in general are rent by

fundamental disagreements about what forms of political and economic organization of

the state ought to be preferred, and public approval of democratic and market reforms is

conditional and contingent in important sectors of society. They have not yet developed

an effective system of political parties and, lacking structures for aggregating and

representing interests, the bases of popular support are even more personalized than

elsewhere.
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The study indicated that rapid development of political markets in post-socialist

polities is not an anomaly of post-socialist transformation, but, rather, is a reflection of

the radical changes that are being faced by the modern democratic polities.

As this study has revealed, the formal manifestations of post-socialist democracy

have become highly Americanized since the beginning of transition to democracy. The

use of political commercials, the search for telegenic candidates or, failing that, the effort

to make candidates project an appealing image on television, the use of technical experts

to provide advice on campaigns, and the constantly growing importance of the media – in

particular television – are present in the electoral process. As in other parts of the world,

there has also been a tendency toward compressing the political arena into a two-party

system, and a loss of ideology in favor of a pragmatic, pluralistic approach in which the

parties tend to become more means for winning elections than instruments designed to

obtain power in order to change policies. One does find an evident friction and

contradiction between the discourse of the media and of the candidates concerning the

best and most democratic ways of conducting elections and of portraying and

understanding the actions of both media and politicians. The media stress the need for

journalistic independence and proclaim their purity, while media owners are negotiating

places in the lists of candidates for themselves, their relatives, or their employees.

Candidates proclaim that they care only about principle and the best interests of the

people. They publicly disdain the efforts of the media to turn them into well packaged

“products,” while at the same time making sure that they are looking at the right camera

and paying frequent courtesy visits to media owners or to influential reporters.
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Meanwhile, every political figure insists that polls are totally unreliable, except for the

few polls that coincidentally happen to favor their candidate; the media do the same.

Although it is difficult to reach any definite conclusions, perhaps one can point to

some interesting trends to observe. There is no doubt that the prevalence of television as

the most cost-effective instrument for electoral campaigning has altered the very way in

which electoral campaigns are designed and implemented. Because it reaches an

undifferentiated audience that is usually larger than any to which politicians could aspire

through traditional means, television leads to candidates changing their objectives, from

rallying voters behind their cause to making them enthusiastic about a given objective or

ideology. Essentially, this means that the preferred candidate is the one who can speak in

sound bites, provide good photo opportunities, and look like a movie star.

Special circumstances created meeting points between political processes and

communications processes. The Americanization of the electoral campaign encompasses

structural and content characteristics, electoral strategies and tactics, and the entire

carnival atmosphere preceding election day as well. There are several outstanding traits

of the new style of campaigning in post-socialist countries:

1) Sophistication of Media Use

Persuasion techniques previously used and tested in American political culture have been

adopted and adapted to the post-socialist scene. Among these, the television debate is

probably the best known format, and it appears to be the main event and the peak of an

electoral campaign. Style changes in the political broadcasts have also taken place. Over

the years, the political broadcasts have lost their amateurish flavor. Instead of on-camera
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personal appearances and long speeches by political leaders, as in the early electoral

campaigns, most parties are now assisted by media professionals.

2) Personalization of the Political Dispute

This aspect, to which the television debate contributes a great deal, has become a

predominant factor. Over the course of time, the personal attributes of the candidates

progressively eclipse the content of the electoral propaganda. The actual ideological

divergences between parties, no matter how strong, are gradually replaced by the greater

importance accorded to personal traits and rhetorical skills.

3) “Pollsification”

Reliance on polls has grown. There are at least two purposes for use of these polls:

political manipulation, that is, trying to influence the development of public opinion and

support by the use and misuse of poll findings; and formulating and refining campaign

strategies, that is, shaping the tactics of persuasion, choosing the issues, learning the

public’s preferences, and checking the efficiency of the electoral strategy and tactics.

During election campaigns, the print media are flooded with data from various polls,

some of them conducted at the request of the journalists themselves. This practice has

aroused a large degree of public controversy, especially as the predictions made on the

basis of these data have often proved to be inaccurate. It seems that the publication of

poll results has become an electoral tactic in the hands of the professional propagandists,

even though the desired effects are not always achieved.

4) “Carnivalization”
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The reshaping of the electoral campaign into an interrupted political carnival is probably

one of the most obvious results of the adoption of the American style of election

campaigns. The general atmosphere appears to be aimed at stirring public interest in and

excitement about the campaign. This is achieved by several tactics, such as initiation of

media events; intensive public relations campaigns; sophisticated manipulation of

information through mass media; creating perceptions of general support for the party or

for a candidate; creating the illusion of hope and undoubted victory; and organized

interpersonal communication between candidates and voters, mainly designed for media

coverage.

Even though these American-style campaign practices are widespread in

examined polities, it is important to recognize that they may divert public attention away

from the real issues and their proper solutions.

It seems to be necessary to deconstruct the concept of Americanization. From the

view-point of modernization theory, Americanization refers to a general transition of

political communication practices in media-centered democracies (Norris, 2000a). Core

features of this logic of political communication are:

• A media-centered understanding of politics “as competitive struggle to influence

and control popular perceptions of key political events through the major mass

media” (Blimer, 1990:103);

• The transition from labor intensive to capital-intensive forms of political

communication (Farrell, 1996), such as TV advertising and professional

consulting;
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• Professional issue- and event-management as well as attempts to control the tone

and frames of mass media reports (spin control);

• Conflicts of dominance between political and journalistic elites, “with the former

seeing themselves as engaged in competitive struggle, not only with their political

opponents but also with the press itself, over which version of political reality will

reach the public, and increased uneasiness among journalists about their own role

in political communication…(Gurevitch and Blumler, 1990: 323);

• Fragmentation of mass media and expanding channels repertoires (Schultz, 1997);

• Transition from a traditional party logic to an unsteady media logic, which

increases the societal cost of political integration in media-centered democracies

(Blumler, 1997).

The United States is considered to be a prototype of a media-centered democracy,

where media-driven campaigning is based on professionalism of political consultants,

and which is also characterized by a multiplicity of competing news outlets and an

ongoing fragmentation of the audience (Denton, 1998). Consequences of this style of

political communication are for political elites:

• Excessive orientation toward journalistic news values and mass media

coverage;

• Governing as permanent campaigning (Nimmo, 1999) to mobilize support and

acceptance by the public;

• Blurred distinction between policy-making and news-making;

• Attempts to control the media agenda through professional issue management

and spin control.

This logic means for political consultants:
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• Attacks on the personal integrity of political opponents (going negative);

• Increased preparedness to implement negative-attacking campaign messages;

• Merciless opposition research, that is, trying to search for and discover character

deficits to use for personal attacks on competitors.

For the mass media, the consequences are first of all a threatening loss of autonomy

for journalists; secondly, they constitute an increasingly tougher battle between political

elites and journalists. As a reaction the mass media adopted a strategy of fighting back.

This strategy implies:

• Reduction of the reports on the election campaigns;

• Dominance of “interpretative” journalism and the sportive dramatization of

election campaigns;

• Frequent use of game centered and personality-focused frames, because “they

attract a bigger audience, which promises bigger profits for publishers and

broadcast media owners” (Hershey, 2001: 70).

For electorate this finally implies the following consequences:

• Increase of political cynicism and negative attitudes toward political elites and

institutions, whereby “political cynics are also media cynics who believe that

journalists distort the political process” (Capella and Jamieson, 1996: 84);

• Media and advertising clutter, that is, communicative disorientation;

• Shrinking audiences for network news, live coverage of conventions, televised

presidential debates and presidential addresses.

While campaigns in most Western democracies can rely on the in-tact democratic

beliefs of the electorate, there are many macro-trends in advanced industrial societies,

which could erode the political support capital of these established and consolidated
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democracies. Extensive comparative research recently revealed trends resulting in

disaffected democracies (Putnam, Pharr and Dalton, 2000), critical citizens (Norris,

1999) and parties without partisans (Dalton and Wattenberg, 2000). According to central

findings of these studies, the following macro-trends might change the nature of electoral

democracy in the near future:

• Declining party identification;

• Declining turnout rates, especially among younger voters;

• Declining confidence in politicians;

• Rising volatility in voting behavior;

• Declining levels of party membership;

• Eroding social networks and community ties;

• Growing TV-centeredness of election campaigns;

• Declining relevance of party organizations for campaigns;

• Increasing relevance of professional campaign managers and external

political consultants; and

• Rising campaign budgets and excessive campaign spending practices,

especially in countries where parties and candidates have unlimited access

to paid political television advertising.

What is the fundamental reason for the observed changes in politics then? The

concept of increase of social complexity seems to be the most viable explanation for a

deep system changes.
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According to Luhman, social complexity is tied to the functional differentiation of

society and the development of specialized competing and overlapping systems.

Following Luhman, social complexity can be said to be articulated in two major

dimensions: a formal or structural dimension and a symbolic dimension. The first

dimension refers to increasing functional differentiation within society, in which growing

numbers of subsystems develop that more and more specialized to satisfy the increasing

demands of particular sectors of society. Interactions between these subsystems become

more and more complex, with each subsystem acting to protect its own area of autonomy

and public.

Development of specialized and competing subsystems undermines the

traditional, aggregative structures of socialization, authority, and community, replacing

them with more narrowly defined and fluid structures of identification and interest. While

traditional structures are based on inclusion and aggregation of interests, specialized

systems in more differentiated societies are based on fragmentation and exclusion.

Among the specialized systems that develop in the modernization process are both micro-

aggregations of all kinds and larger interest-based organizations of individuals that have

autonomous symbolic structures and operate in wide sphere of problems and interests.

The latter organizations sometimes are able to intervene in questions of public policy and

influence development of opinions and the process of public decision-making. Such

aggregations partly replace earlier structures of interpersonal exchange such as is seen in

the weakening of the role of traditional community in socialization, political

socialization, and governance.
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The symbolic dimension of the concept of social complexity underscores how

increasing social differentiation is accompanied by the fracturing of citizen’s identities.

Old aggregative bases of identity in traditional social structures are replaced by

overlapping and constantly shifting identifications with microstructures that themselves

are always entering into changing patterns of alliances with other structures in search of

more effective ways of advancing interests. In order to achieve and maintain their

viability, the new microstructures create their own symbolic realities. Each such symbolic

identity reflects the particular interests and viewpoint of the given microstructure and its

public. As a result, microstructures tend to produce symbolic realities that conflict with

and may contradict those produced by other microstructures representing other interests.

In modern societies, citizens typically affiliate with multiple microstructures, each

of which offers a particular symbolic reality. Accordingly, the citizen’s task becomes

increasingly difficult as his or her identity is framed in terms of the competing symbolic

realities propounded by multiple microstructures (Giddens, 1990; Luhman, 1975). In

general terms, modernization fragments social organization, interests, and identity,

creating a complicated landscape of competing structures and conflicting symbolic

realities which citizens must navigate.

Increasing social complexity and transformations in politics leads to rapid

changes in all spheres of political life. Social differentiation also implies change in the

form of political parties as more specialized groups of various kinds coexist and act

within the same party organizations. The needs of the new forms of organizations for

representation seem to be answered by what Kirchheimer (1996) defines as “catch-all
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parties”. Catch-all parties are close to what other political scientists call “electoral

parties,” that is, organizational structures whose main goal is achieving electoral success.

Their organization structures becomes weaker and weaker, and coexists with a strong

capacity by individual politicians for aggregating consensus, mainly at election time, and

in the absence of strong ideological ties with the voters. For this reason, other observers

have described this type of structure as the “opinion party” (Parisi&Pasquino, 1977). Its

constituency is inherently unstable, being dependent on the appeal of a constantly shifting

pattern of group alliances, and on the mass media to present appealing politicians in a

favorable light. In the view of these observers, the opinion party is taking the place of the

ideological party. Thus, one result of the advance of modernization is to question the

future of mass parties.

As has been mentioned, another political effect of modernization is to empower

individual political figures at the expense of the authority of political parties as the

diverse social groups tend to aggregate around single political leaders. The role of stable

internal factions within political parties has been declining, while the capacity of

individual politicians to aggregate support of diverse groups has been expanding,

especially at voting time. The growing tendency to aggregate around individual

politicians produces a personalization of politics reflecting the atomization of power,

which breaks up into many competing centers that conflict and cooperate with each other

and seek a political authority, personified by a single individual, with which to identify.

These changes are all part of a circular process in which power flows from the

party structure to individual politicians, resulting in a lessening of the ability of parties to



273

manage political institutions and a decline of the institution’s ability to act effectively.

Personalized leadership is connected to mass media, “which have established by means

of the television screen personal contact between political leaders and their voters”

(Duverger, 1991, p. 261).

Mass media emerge in modern democracies as an autonomous power center in

reciprocal competition with other power centers. As Butler and Ranney note, “the role of

the media has …moved increasingly from being merely a channel of communication to

being a major actor in the campaigning process, as it selects the persons and issues to be

covered and as it shapes its portrayal of leaders” (1992a, p.283). In Europe and

elsewhere, the decline of party-controlled media and the rise of privately owned

commercial media have transformed mass communication into a force that operates in a

situation of mutual material and symbolic exchange with other power centers. Mass

communication operates autonomously according to its own economic and symbolic

logic.

The emergence of mass media as an autonomous power center has had important

consequences for modern politics. Media institutions and practices become linked to “the

institutions and practices of democratic politics” (Garnham, 1992, p. 362), as

campaigning for office and governing are increasingly tailored to the needs and interests

of mass media. In a growing number of countries, television and other media have begun

to advance their own agendas in covering politics. In countries with technologically

advanced media systems, media collaboration and competition with politicians and

government is now a very essence of modern polyarchy.
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Mass media also play a very important role in accentuating the process of

personalization. Here, television is a key. Television is the medium through which voters

typically encounter political candidates and officials, and it is through television that the

attachments are formed that link citizens to their representatives. Thus, skillful use of

television to cultivate personal support is regarded as essential to political success in

every democracy that is well along in the modernization process.

In countries that allow political advertising, television has had the further effect of

greatly increasing the cost of political campaigns. Candidates and parties that are better

able than their opponents to finance expensive media campaigns are more advantageous

in the effort to attract the modern voters. Moreover, the need to raise larger amounts of

money to pay for media campaigns has made candidates and parties more dependent than

before on the interests that provide large financial contributions. As Bennett (1992) has

pointed out, dependence on contributions can put political parties and officeholders in a

web of countervailing loyalties that leaves them powerless to act effectively.

On a number of levels, then, increasing social complexity in the modernization

process is associated with a transformation in the role of mass media, with important

results for politics.

Increasing social complexity and its associated transformations in politics and in

the status of mass media produce an epochal change in all spheres of social life that

formerly performed political functions. The political parties lose their preeminence as

producers of political culture and, instead, must compete with multiple structures that

now play roles in producing political culture. The networks of interpersonal
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communication within the party, which previously were main cites of political

socialization and channels for disseminating political information, are disappearing,

depriving the party not only of channels of communication but also of the volunteers and

activists who represented its main organizational structure in the past.

As political parties lose their channels of communication and their control over

the production of political culture, new, more specialized groups arise, creating

competing cites for political socialization and producing political culture.

In this situation, the mass media of communication play especially important

roles. The development of mass media has occurred comparatively rapidly and largely

without control, producing very powerful institutions that quickly overwhelmed other

institutions and assumed functions formerly carried on by other structures. We can

certainly talk about the convergence of mass communications into a single production

model; to a format and content which are becoming more and more alike. This is a

process of media “globalization,” referring not just to the international spread of media

contents and forms, but also to structures of relationship and ownership that increasingly

are assimilating the systems of mass communication found in different countries

(Gurevitch & Blumler, 1990). This process is one that determines how election

campaigns are conducted in all countries and has been claimed to be “a fundamental

cause of the widespread ‘Americanization’ of electioneering” (Butler & Ranney, 1992a,

p. 280).

Some scholars forecast potential dangers caused by incredible spread of political

marketing techniques. This problem is even more acute in post-socialist countries than in



276

established democracies. These countries have not inherited the robust system of

democratic guarantees in the form of institutions or traditions. The effects of adaptation

of modern forms of political institutions functioning could be much more unpredictable.

The fact is that post-socialist countries are rather ahead in marketization of political

sphere. This means that simply learning Western experience is not going to be enough.

How to provide free competition on political market? How to organize public

control of this market? What antimonopoly legislation should be passed (especially in

terms of mass media)? What are the ways to control the quality of political

advertisement? What should be done to make a fair campaign financing? These and other

questions are attracting serious attention of scholars and general public both in the West

and in post-socialist countries.
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