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The “grand failure” of Communism and its
collapse in Central and Eastern Europe and in
the former Soviet Union have induced a spir-
ited theoretical dispute among scholars — baoth
inside and outside these regions — on the si-
multaneous transitions from Communist totali-
tarianism to a democratic order, and from a com-
mand economy (o free markets. Paricipants in
thiz debate have focused primarily on different
aspects of the economic and instiutional re-
forms in the formerly Communist states, mainly
in Poland, Hungary, the Czech Republic, and of
course, Russia. While much has been written
about post-Communist ransition in the 1990s,
there have been few serious attempts either to
systematize this knowledge or to evaluate the
methods by which it has been accumulated. We
have many facts about the emergence of new
political party systems and party cleavages, the
adoption of new democratic constitutions and
other legislation, privatization, and, more gen-
erally, macroeconomic adjustment policies, o
mention but a few, but there is, as yel, a general
lack of integrative theory. This is largely due to
the fact that post-Communist societies, like their
predecessor Soviet-type societies, have been
muastly the foci of area studies in the traditional
sense rather than of the comtemporary social

sciences, Although arca specialists have a de-
gree of linguistic and bibliographic tools that
social scientists are not likely to possess, it is
the social sciences, particularly sociology and
political science, which provide the most prom-
ising concepts and methods for the swdy of
post-Communist transitions. One of these con-
cepts is political legitimacy, which contributes
important theoretical incentives in analyzing
social revolutionary changes in general, and the
political and social transformation in all the
former socialist countries in particular.

1

Although easily used in political discourss,
the concept of legitimacy 15 a very complex and
multifaceted one. It involves both objective and
subjective aspects as well as cogmitive and
narmative elements, while relating to principles,
means, values, and outcomes of the use of
power. Most generally, legitimacy is understood
either as moral approval, or as sheer accept-
ance of the stats quo of the siate’s form and
rulers by most groups in society (Skocpol, 1994
32). Objectively, legitimacy would mean a sys-
tematic title 1o rule, as based on certain well
defined political processes (Weber). and/or pro-
cedural-substantive terms (Habermas). The cru-
cial point here is what may objectively be re-
quired o create a propensity among the citi-
zens generally to obey the rulers and the rules,
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Such a question may be simply formulated: what
makes power legitimate, or what turns it from
naked force into willingly accepted authority?
Subjectively, a political order or government is
regarded as legitimate to “the degree to which
it is generally accepted by its citizens™ (Lipset,
1981: 22) or is “recognized as having the right
to govern”™ (Giddens, 1990: 357). In other words,
legitimacy depends on people’s belief that the
government they obey has a moral right to be
abeyed.

Such definitions are basically in line with
the Weberian tradition, in which leginmacy 1s
undersiood as the degree to which a political
order and its institutions are valued for them-
selves and considered right and proper. Weber
referred to the concept of legitimacy both as a
claim by a system of domination or its leaders
and as the belief or acceptance of that claim by
the governed.! Lipset combines both the objec-
tive and subjective aspects of legitimacy by
defining this concept as “the capacity of the
system to engender and maintain the belief that
the existing political institutions are the most
appropriate ones for the society” (Lipset, 1981:
a4).

Although the theoretical definitions of le-
gitimacy referred to above were formulated in
reference 1o political systems other than the
post-Communist ones, they are fully applicable
to the latter. So far, however, little attention has
been addressed 1o the question of legitimacy in
the analyses of post-Communist systems, al-
though with the collapse of Communism in Cen-
tral and Eastern Europe and in the Soviet Un-
jon a vacuum of legitimacy has been created
and in many countries of the region — Albania
being perhaps the best case in point — power
authority remains fragile and law and order have
occasionally broken down. We believe that the
degree and the form of power legitimation are
crucial intervening variables without which it is
impossible to determine the way in which po-
litical systems in the formerly Communist-ruled
societies will develop. Whether there will be
order and stability or further decline, and also
whether these societies will emerge and be-
come consolidated as democratic, will depend
on how political authority in these countries is
actually legitimized. Linz and Stepan {1993) ar-
gue that while the guestion of legitimacy is not
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always of great importance for nondemocratic
polities, it is of fundamental theoretical and
political importance for democracy.

Owur intention here is not to deal with the
diversities and uncertainties of the post-Com-
munist transformation. Rather, we intend to
move the debate about post-Communist ransi-
tion and democratic consolidation in Central and
Eastern Europe to the problem of power legit-
métion, which has rarely been discussed in the
recent literature. More specifically, we will fo-
cus on the question of whether post-Commu-
nist regimes in Eastern Europe, and in the suc-
cessor states of the former Yugoslavia and the
Soviet Union are, by wvirtue of having been
elected democratically, legitimate. This question
naturally arses when new political establish-
ments are laken into regard. The significance of
this issue is such that one cannot fail to ad-
dress it in analyses which focus on post-Com-
munist societies. Chirot points out that the vul-
nerability of social systems no longer supported
by any faith — such as the case of the Soviet-
type systems — should be a lesson to those
who study other societies. Mot only are post-
Communist systems vulnerable, but the twenty-
first century, Chirot (1991: xiv) remarks, “will al-
maost certainly be filled with many examples of
societies that will collapse because of moral fail-
ure and lack of legitimacy.”

It is important to realize that democracy and
legitimacy are not synonymous. As pointed oul
by Diamond, founding a democracy and pre-
serving it are two different things.

To be stable, a democracy must be
deemed legitimate by the people; they
must view it as the best, the most appro-
priate form of government for their soci-
ety. Indeed, because it rests on the con-
sent of the governed, democracy de-
pends on popular legitimacy much more
than any other form of government. The
legitimacy requires a profound moral com-
mitment and emotional allegiance, bul
these develop only over time, and partly
as a result of effective performance. De-
mocracy will not be valued by the peo-
ple unless it deals effectively with social
and economic problems and achicves a
.modicum of order and justice (Diamond,
1993; 49),
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Hence, for a political system or government
to gain — mot just claim — legitimacy, it is not
enough that it replaces another one, no matter
how illegitimate that other system or govern-
ment might have been. Legitimacy is an attribute
that newly established political systems or gov-
ernments may acquire or lack egually.

The international community today has
come to a near consensus that only democratic
regimes are legitimate,” This principle was ex-
plicitly formulated in the 1990 document of the
Copenhagen Meeting of the Conference on
Security and Cooperation in Europe which
stated that “the will of the people, freely and
fairly expressed through periodic and genuine
elections, i5 the basis of the authority and the
legitimacy of all governments.”™ Although there
seems for the first time to be a unified view on
what constitutes legitimate rule,* we believe
that, even when democratically — through free
elections — installed, the legitimacy of a politi-
cal system or a national government cannol be
regarded as something inherent in it and, even
less, as fully achieved through the elections’
outcome, Popular support expressed through
collective action to oust “the bad guys" and
mass participation in free elections constitute a
sine qua non for starling a democratic transi-
tion and laying the foundations of power legiti-
macy in all formerly Communist states.* Yet,
elections per s¢ are not a sufficient requisite o
complete a democratic transition. Neither do they
instantly or necessarily generate legitimacy for
the new ruling elites, as Bruszt and Stark (1992)
and Sakwa (1993), among others, explicitly claim
with regard 1o post-Communist states, We sug-
gest that free elections can only provide some
provisional legitimacy — or, what one might
call protolegitimacy — for the democratically
elected post-Communist governments. Though
provided to the new ruling elites through a con-
stitutional convention, such provisional legiti-
macy needs tc be tested through the process
of governance for a considerable time in order
to be consolidated and regarded as true legiti-
macy, based on the consent of the governed.
Kittrie rightly points out that

the legitimacy of power and authority
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cannod simply be attributed (o a one-time
compact constituent assembly, constitu-
tion, referendum, or election...For a so-
cial contract, or constitution W persist,
to survive and to thrive, it must rely on
the people's conlinuing support, now
and in the future. It must rely on an
intergenerational acknowledgment of its
ongoing legitimacy. It must rely on a con-
tinuing popular subscription of its ten-
ets (Kitrie, 1995: 7-8).

Programs presented to the electoraie by
political parties claiming leadership are, certainly,
far less important for the citizens and for the
legitimate authority of a government than the
actual practice of governing. Pusic (1994) re-
marks that reducing the legitimacy of the post-
Communist governments in Eastern Europe 1o
elections is but “a way to abolish democracy.”
More important still, democratic elections may
equally result in fostering a democratic order
or a nondemocratic one. Thomas Jefferson
spoke frequently of the dangers of “clective
despotism,” pointing out that “one hundred and
seventy-three despots would surely be as op-
pressive as one” (quoted in Harendt, 1965 307).
History provides a number of cases — Nazi
Germany being the most obvious one — when
free elections have been bearers of dictatorships.
It is not unlikely that similar precedents may be
set in some post-Communist countries in which
new leaders, credited as “de-communizers™ and
“genuine democrats,” may, in circumstances that
might occasionally seem intractable chaos, step
into the shoes of their commuoist predecessors.
Kolakowski deliberately excludes Poland, Hun-
gary, and the former Czechoslovakia from such
a threat. “Political vitality in these countries,”
he asserts, “is oo widely dispersed, and there
do not seem to be diclators in wailing among
the really important political elites™ (Kolakowski,
1991: 72). Indeed, few would question that de-
mocracy in these countries is taking hold. Yer,
Russia, Serbia, Albania, and Ukraine provide
different examples.® Many American and West
European leaders were gravely mistaken in their
unconditional support of Albanias former presi-
dent Sali Berisha, reiterating that he, like Boris
Yeltsin in Russia, was the democratically elected
president of his country and, was, therefore, a
demoeratic president. The political chacs and
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armed rebellion in Albania during the Spring of
1997 was fueled by cutrageous discontent and
anger against Berisha's authoritarian and cor-
rupt rule, showing — not for the first time in
recent history — how wrong those who claim
to champions democracy can be by supporting
pseudo-democratic rulers. To be a democratic
president one has o govern democratically, not
just be elected democratically. As Linz and
Stepan put it,
no regime should be called a democracy
unless its rulers govern democratically.
If freely elected executives (no matter
what the magnitude of their majority) in-
fringe the constitution, violate the rights
of individuals and minorities, impinge
upon the legitimate functions of the leg-
islature, and thus fail to rule within the
bounds of a state of law, their regimes
are not democracies (Linz and Stepan,
1996: 15).

Yeltsin's reelection as President of Russia
in July of 1996, and Berisha's Democratic Party
“victory” in Albania's 1996 parliamentary elec-
tions as well as his reappointment as President
of Albania under the severe conditions of a
state of emergency enforced by him in March
of 19977 can hardly be seen as “steps away”
from their totalitarian past, or as a triumph of
democracy in these countries. Huntington
(1996: 8) rightly points out that threats to the
fledgling democracies in post-Communist Soci-
eties are most likely to come from “political lead-
ers and groups who win elections, take power,
and then manipulate the mechanisms of democ-
racy to curtail or destroy democracy.” In other
words, the problem with these democracies is
“not overthrow but erosion: the intermittent or
gradual weakening of democracy by those
elected 1o lead ™ (Huntington, 1996; 8). Ample
evidence — the military assault on the Parlia-
ment building in 1993, and the brutal suppres-
sion of the breakaway region of Chechnya be-
ing obvious cases in point — indicate that
Yeltsin's rule in Russia has grown authoritar-
ian. This threalens to undermine the democratic
process in this country no less, though in a
different way, than an eventual “red return.”
Similarly, Berisha's authoritarian rule in Albania
and his continuous attempts to silence and
eliminate all political opposition and brutally
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repress popular revolt showed clearly how real
i the threat of a reverse wave of authoritanan-
ism to some of the East European fragile de-
MOCTACIES.

It seems that the problem of assessing the
legitimacy of power becomes all the more com-
plicated by the fact that legitimacy can be at-
iributed by the people either to the system (as
an abstraction) or to the way it actually func-
tions and to those actually wielding power.
With regard to legitimacy, Lipset distinguishes
the political system and its sources of author-
ity, on the one hand, from the agenr of aurthor-
ity (a president, a parliament, or a cabinet), on
the other. These two kinds of legitimacy can be
mutually exclusive, although they may also re-
inforce each other. In Lipset's view,

the agent of authority may be strongly
opposed by the clectorate and may be
changed by the will of the voters, but
the essence of the rules, the symbol of
authority, must remain respected and
unchallenged. Hence, citizens obey the
laws and rules, even while disliking those
who enforce them (Lipset, 1994: ),

In regard to post-Communist states,
Lipset's idea could be translated as follows: The
vast majority of people in Central and Eastern
Europe supported — and indeed brought about
— the change of Communist order, providing,
thus, a strong legitimacy basis for the emerging
post-Communist systems. However, the new
governing elites in these couniries, who came
to serve as the agent of authority in the newly
established political systems, did not and do
not enjoy the same degree of popular support
as did the action for systemic change.

Throughout Central and Eastern Europe,
post-Communist elites imitially gained power on
behalf of democratic principles. Those who
delegitimated Communism, did so in the name
of democracy. Democratic institutions and demo-
cratic principles of governing were demanded
everywhere, undermining whatever was lefi
from the past legitimacy of Sovietism and fos-
tering the legitimacy basis of post-Communism.
Mew governing eliies also ok office through
legitimate means. Mevertheless, the mitial suc-
cesses of post-Communist elites were essen-
tially based on promises of systemic change



YULNERABLE DEMOCRACIES

rather than outright endorsement of specific
political parties or individuals. Rose recognizes
the problem of distrust as part of this phenom-
enon. He argues.,
The new regimes of Eastern Europe are
democratic in the sense that free, com-
petitive, and regular elections are now
held, but voting fails to produce repre-
sentative government, for the winners do
nit represent established institutions. In
general, the citizens of post-Communist
Eastern Europe do not trust the parties
that they vote for. The legacy of distrust
is s0 great that, if forced to choose, a
majority of East Europeans would prefer
weak and ineffective government to
strong government (Fose, 1994: 19).

Generally speaking, the new governing
elites in post-Communist states will enjoy popu-
lar support and will be granted legiumacy to
the extent that, and for only as long as, they
prove themselves able to carry out the changes
anticipated by the majority of the people. The
very factors — erosion and loss of legitimacy
— that provoked the failure of Communist au-
thoritarian systems in Eastern Europe set chal-
lenges for the new post-Communist elites in all
these countries. Referring to the first post-Com-
munist government in Hungary, Kis (1991)
stated that “the legitimacy of the new leaders
barely exceeds that of the old ones; the new
government will have to demonsirate economic
success in order to be accepted.”

The 1994 parliamentary elections in Hun-
gary proved Kis's point, as did the 1993 elec-
tiods in Poland, and in other countries. There is
ample evidence that popular support and faith
in the first wave of non-Communist leaderships
declined significantly in every country of the
region, The same public that cast oot the Com-
munist parties in Eastern Europe voted their
Socialist successors back into power in suc-
cessive elections. By 1997, Socialists had made
impressive gains, returning to office in several
countries — FPoland, Hungary, Lithuania, Bul-
garia, Slovakia, and Albania — and enjoy re-
newed popularity even where they have not
(yet) made significant electoral inroads.*

The return of Socialisis in these countries
cannot be understood merely as an expression
of nostalgia for the ancien régime, although
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nostalgic feelings for a radiant Communist past
certainly exist among various groups of the
population in virmually all the former Socialist
countries. Socialist victories tn Poland in the
1993 parliamentary elections as well as in the
1995 presidential elections, in Hungary and
Bulgaria in their 1994 parliamentary elections,
in Albania in the 1997 parliamentary elections,
hardly reflect a longing for one-party autocracy.
Cld-style Communism has been repudiated, and
it is highly unlikely that any eleciorate anywhere
would want to revive the system and willingly
resubmit themselves 1o Communist authoritar-
1an rule (Tarfa and Weinstein, 1995/96: 67). To
interpret the return of the Socialists w power in
some countries as a riumph of the old Commu-
nists is oversimplified and wrong. Rather, this
is the result of the failure of the post-Commu-
nist governing elites in their first amempts 1o
apply new democratic rules and principles ef-
fectively and to provide a clear alternative for
the future, Schopflin observes that while the
post-Communists were successiul in de-legin-
mating Communist rule by reference 1o an ideal
vision of democracy, they have largely failed 1o
translate this visionary model into policy
(Schépflin, 1994)."

A factor of great importance is, of course,
the decling in the standard of living for the bulk
of the population in most post-Communist coun-
tries. This is all the more important given the
initial grandiose promises made to the elector-
ate in these countries by the anti-Communist
opposition. Although the economy has im-
proved in virwally all countries of Central and
Eastern Europe, so far only a small segment of
their populations enjoy the economic progress
that has been made. Also, one should take into
consideration that although Socialist parties
emerged everywhere in Easiern Europe as suc-
cessors of the old Communist parties, for an
increasing number of people in these countries
the Socialists are no longer identified with the
former Communists. One reason is thal most
Socialist politicians in Central and Eastern Bu-
rope today are too young to have been on top
in the past. and therefore cannot be held re-
sponsible for the mistakes of the past nor be
tainted by complicity with the old regimes.
Rather, these politicians are widely perceived
as representing a “new”, forward-looking, and
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pragmatic generation of politicians.”™ Another
reason is that none of the Socialist parties in
these couniries is opposed to privatization and
liberalization of markets. Indeed, economic as
well as legal and constitutional reforms were
able to proceed in all these countries in large
part due to the Socialists’ support in their re-
spective parliaments. Higley, Kullberg, and
Pakulski (1996: 145) push this argument even
further, concluding that “in countries where
democracy has taken root, ex-Communist elites
have on balance, contributed to, not under-
mined, the establishment and strengthening of
democratic institutions.” More importantly stll,
the Socialists in Eastern Europe — except for
Milosevic's Socialist Party in Serbia — do not
seck to restore (otalitarianism,

IV

Past-Communism has not, as yet, devel-
oped a stable and genuinely effective demo-
cratic order, “New democracies,” Lipset (1994)
points out, “must be institutionalized, consoli-
dated, become legitimate.” The paradoxical cor-
relation among democracy, popular consent, le-
gitimacy, and efficiency is best expressed in
Diamond’s (1990; 50) formula: “Democracy re-
quires consent. Consent requires legitimacy.
Legitimacy requires effective performance.”

The strong popular support which enabled
the post-Communist elites to come o power
provided merely some minimum — although
necessary — condition for legitimacy. In those
cases where the shift to post-Communism in-
volved populistic sentiments and populistic
leaders, such as Russia, Serbia, Croatia, and
Albania, the new elites did not gain more legiti-
macy. As Dahl (1962: 46) pointed out more than
two decades ago, populistic democracies would
not necessarily increase the legitimacy of gov-
ernmental bodies or decisions. Although some
post-Communist governments — e.g. in the
Czech Republic, Slovenia, and Estonia — have
thus far succeeded in fulfilling certain expecta-
tions of the electorate at large while maintain-
ing a relatively high degree of popular consent,
their legitimacy remains problematic unless they
are able to perform efficiently for a consider-
ably longer time. Sarton observes:

Unless a democracy succeeds in creat-
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ing, over time, a constant basic consen-
sus, it performs as a difficult and fragile
democracy...While basic consensus is
not a prerequisite of democracy, it cer-
tainly is a helpful condition. For one
thing, it helps to establish its legitimacy
(1987; 90).

Generally, transition periods do not bestow
strong incentives for regime legitimacy. Lipsel
(1994) argues that it is particularly post-authori-
tarian regimes, including post-Communist re-
gimes, that are “inherently low in legitimacy.™
There is, among other reasons, a great deal of
uncertainty about many outcomes of ransition
which raise fundamental doubts about the le-
gitimacy of the state. In posi-Communist socie-
tics in particular, the dynamics of legitimacy is
determined by a number of factors that are nol
vet adequately understood. There is, as vet,
virtually no democratic tradition in these coun-
tries and no civil society in which a public
sphere can emerge and work as a democratic
institution. The means of execuling power —
the institutions — still have 1o be built and
effective performance has to be demonstrated,
Furthermore, new ruling elites have no govern-
ing experience on which to base a claim to their
legitimate authority. Additionally, successive
change of governing elites, particularly in the
first phase of post-Communist transition, can
only be at the expense of political stability. As
many scholars have noted, continuity is crucial
Lo political stability. So far, it is only where there
was charismatic leadership that the new gov-
ernments arguably engendered more substan-
tial trust among their own populations. This
holds true particularly for the founding post-
Communist presidencies, with Viclav Havel,
Arpad Giincz, and Lech Walesa obiaining much
stronger popular support and an initial level of
legitimate authority than other rulers of post-
Communist states in their sarlier stages of tran-
sition. Their activity and credibility as dissident
leaders wunder Commumist rule did much 1o
launch and legitimate the new democratic or-
ders in their respective countries."

Weber's discussion of charismatic author-
ity is important in this regard because it draws
attention to the way in which political orders
emerge, change, or are overthrown. Although it
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seems often to have been a crucial — if not
decisive — factor in times of sharp crisis and
revolutionary social ransformation, the charis-
matic bond is an ephemeral phenomenon; it is
inevitably eroded by time and circumstance.'?
This largely explains why it was possible
for Aleksander KwaSniewski, Poland’s current
Socialist President, o unseat the charismatic
Solidarity leader and icon Lech Walesa in
Poland’s most recent presidential elections. The
defeat of charismatic Berisha in Albania's
recent elections is vet another significant

exampbe.
v

Whatever their sources of legitimacy, post-
Communist governments need time o make their
policies work. Therefore, long-term legitimacy
and stability in post-Communist states will re-
main open o question for a relatively long time.
Post-Communist governments will be legitimized
by the intelligence they show and by their abil-
ity to overcome chaos and to deliver both eco-
nomic and political goods to their citizens. These
governments will need to prove that they are
democratic and reasonably capable and effec-
tive — certainly more effective than their pred-
ecessors — rather than just non-communist or
anti-communist. Anti-Communist thetoric alone
cannot provide a long-term basis for political
legitimacy. Indeed, as Holmes (1993) rightly
observes, governments whose only source of
legitimacy is a guickly fading memory of the
euphoric end of Sovietism appear o be rather
short-lived, Their political capacity depends criti-
cally on the type of institutions that will emerge
and develop and their effectiveness. Post-Com-
munist governments, having no traditional le-
gitimacy, face a caich-232. If they want o sur-
vive and gain legitimacy, these governments
must prove the capacity to perform effectively;
but though capacity itself is a matter of degree,
in order to be reasonably effective, the new in-
stitutions must have a moderate aura of legit-
Macy.

To summarize, the countries of Central and
Eastern Europe face a major challenge: setting
up, maintaining, and fostering legitimate demo-
cratic systems in terms of a continuous process
and prolonged effectiveness. So far, this proc-
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ess has been severely impeded by the pace ol
economic reform imposed upon them, Since eco-
nomic performance had been a very important
factor in the withdrawal of legitimacy from their
Communist predecessors, major economic de-
terioration cannot be risked beyond the imme-
diate short term. The economic reforms in Cen-
tral and Eastern Europe have drastically affected
people’s basic entitlements and thus their eco-
nomic security. For many people in these coun-
ries even the shoddy economic security they
once had now seems preferable o the rough
and tumble of a global marketplace in which
they will be losers for a long time 1o come. There-
fore, it is hardly surprising that in successive
elections the electorate in several countries pre-
ferred the Socialists’ approach, which is now
modeled on Western social-democratic plat-
forms. Designed 1o lessen the burdens of shift-
ing away from the command economy, such an
approach aims to generate government-man-
dated public goods in certain areas (e.g. educa-
tion, health, transportation, etc), thus provid-
ing some form of economic safety net for all
citizens as well as some alleviation of gross
economic inequality.

The challenge of legitimacy in post-Com-
munist societies is of such magnitude that, in
our view, political rather than economic trans-
formation should receive primary attention by
new governing elites, as well as by foreign gov-
ermments and international organizations. For
one thing, whatever the outcome of the elec-
tions in Central and Eastern Europe, in Russia,
and in the former Soviet republics, it i1s highly
unlikely that they will tirn back 1o a command
economy and Communist regimes. The move (o
free markets in all these countries now has a
momentum of its own, proceeding despile po-
litical process, not because of it. Time, after all,
is on the side of further economic reform. All
post-Communist countries will undoubtedly
have capitalism. The question is what kind and
whether capitalism will grow parallel with legiti-
mate democratic institutions in these countrigs.
The lack of political and juridical processes of
legitimation of power authority forms a major
obstacle to a successful transition to democ-
racy and a reasonably functioning market
economy. Under such circumsiances, certain
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post-Communist countries may not be able to
create & “capitalism with a human face.” As
Yevgeny Yeviushenko, Russia’s most celebrated
poet, rightly observes, capitalism could just be
“u hidden form of Czarism, or even another dic-
tatorship, just as socialism had been,"" One can
thus conclude with Schmitter and Karl that if
only democracies “can be expected to govern
effectively and legitimately,” then post-Commu-
nist governments will become efficient and gain
legitimacy by the degree to which they grow as
demaocratic sysiems.

Motes

1. For an excellent discussion on this issue see )
Bensman {1979},

2. G Poggi (1990; 28) suggests the term “demo-
cratic legiimation™ to denote a charactenstic
of mosl conlempurary states.

1. Documenti of the Copenhagen Meeting of the
Conference of the Human Dimension of the
CRCE, June 1990, Heprinted in frrernaniosal
Legal Materials, Yol. 29 (September 1990} p.
1305, This was spelled our funher in the 1991
Charter of Paris, adopied &t the samamit mest-
ing af the CSCE stabes.

4. For further discussion on this issue see Gottbeb
(1993, chap. 2).

5 A number of awthors (Gross, 1992, Stojanovic,
1991 regard free elections in post -
nist states as the most imporient legitimizing
procedure of the new polity.

&, Authoritarian tendencies among post-Commu-
nist elites and leaders prevail also in the former
Soviet republics of Central Asia: Kazakhstan,
Uzbekiztan, Tarkmenistan, and Kirgizstan, For
a more detailed discussion of this issue see The
Economist, 18 Morch 1995, p. 40.

7. Albania’s parliamentary elections of May
1996 — the mast criticized in Enstern Eu-
rope since the fall of the Berlin Wall — as
well ns Berisha's reappoiniment as President
of Albania under a state of emergency emn-
forced by him cast a shadow on the prospects
for democratic progress in this couniry. As
was widely broadeast by the media, the three
maper opposition panics — the Socialisis, the
Social Democrats, and the Democratic Alli-
ance — ns well as a number of other opposi-
tion partics, withdrew from the May |956
clections, condemning them as o “coup d'étal”
organized by President Berisha and his ruling
Democratic Pariy. A Commumist witch hunt,
stipulated in two lustration laws in Sepiember
1995, banned oppoesition Socialisi, Social-
Democratic, and Demacratic Alliance parcy
leaders from contesting these elections, which
were organized by the ruling administration
and were held under strong surveillance by the
secret police. These baws, as well s numercus
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vinlations of basic democratic rules, both in-
side amd owside polling stalions, enabled Presi-
demt Berisha 1o consolidate his increasingly
autocratic rule. This became even more clear
when Berisha enforced a state of emergency
te emash civilian wpnsings against his dictaio-
rial male im the Spring of 1997, Bersha and his
misnamed Demacratic Party lost in the pas-
liameatary elections held in JumedJuly 1997,
in which the Socialisis won the majority of
parliamentary seais. Berisha resigned immeds-
ately after these elections since he had been
left with wirtually no sopport

Russia’s Decamber 1995 parliamentary elections,
in which the refurbished Commumsts bed by
Genmadi Zyuganoy won mose than twice as many
seats as any other political pamy, is — for o
number of reasons which will oot be dezalt with
in this sstay — a somewhat different story.
Scholors and political onalysis do not share o
common description of the processes unfolding
m REussia and desagree on how o explain them.
Vaclay Klaus remarks that im countries like
Poland or Hungary where the Socialisis have
come back the real debate is5 not $o much
berween communists and anti-communists but
“between those who ore more pragmatic and
administratively copable versus the first group
that came to power after all the revolutions
in those countries and have failed to make
things any better,” (Mew Perspectives Juir-
terly, 1996, 13{2): 13).

For an excellent analysis of the changes
AN pqlilicnl elites and the Socialist come-
hack f- Central and Eastern Europe. see Jighey
Kullberg and Pakulski (1996).

Hawel, Gincz, omd Whalesa had spent time in
jail under the old regime, and therefore, Holmes
ohserves, they “symbolized the courage and
decency of anti-Communist dissidents.” Con-
trary 1o other posi-Communist presidents (e.g.
Milan Kucan in Slovemia, Kiro Gligorov in
Macedonia, or Leonid Kravchuk in Ukraine),
who due to their previows engagement as
members of the former apparal feprescnted
“the break with a hated federation, rather than
the break with communism.” Havel, Goncez
and Walesn were untointed by complicny with
the former system, and. therefore, their pres-
dency made “visible their countres”™ break wath
the past and the founding of 3 new democ-
racy” (Holmes, [993/54).

Weber (1947 362) argued that charisma can
provide merely a transitory basis for author-
ity, which lasts “only a5 loag as the belief in
its charismatic iaspiration remains.” On this
bazis, Weber developed his concept of the
“routinization of charisma™, According 1o We
ber, “In its pure form charismatic authonty
may be said 1o exist enly in the process of
originating, I cannot remain stable, but be-
comes either traditionalized or rationalized,
or n combination of both™ (Ibid., p. 364)
New Peripectives Quarreriy. 1996, 13(2): &,
interview with ¥, Yewtushenko,
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