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.education was much higher for the democratic countries (Lipset 1939), . N

He then used this to suggest causation. Put simply, Lipset claimed to
have proved that more telephones, more cars, more consumption — in
sum, more capitalism — leads to more democracy. Even scholars broadly
sympathetic to modemnization’s underlying thesis have found thémselves
forced to reduce these sweeping claims. Diamond (1992), for example,
points out that Lipset’s own data indicated higher levels of economic
development within European non-democracies than in Latin American
democracies, suggesting that democracy required the presence of factors
other than economic growth, Vanhanen (1990) and Hadenius (1992)
have also modified Lipset’s claim, from causality 1o one of correlation.
Przeworski and Limongi (1997) suggest that the evidence supports the
thesis that democracy survives better in wealthier nations but not the
original proposition that democracy is a simple consequence of eco-
nomic growth.

Maodernization Theory Today

Leftwich (1996) offers the most forceful contemporary restatement of
modernization. He applies it, logically enough, only to developing
states, He argues that economic development, whether in a democratic
political setting or not, will inevitably produce democracy in the long
term. As a result he recommends that: ‘the West shouid ... support only
those dedicated and determined developmental elites which are seri-
ously bent on promoting economic growth, whether democratic or not.
For by helping them to raise the level of economic development it will
help them also to establish or consolidate the real internal conditions for
lasting democracy’ (Leftwich 1996: 329; italics in the orginal).

It is rare, however, for modernization to have survived in such an unre-
formed way. Generally, today's modernizationists do not claim direct
causality between capitalism and democracy. Diamond has been partic-
ularly influential in updating modernization theory. He has picked up the
1960s concern with mass participation and political culiure in newly
‘modernized’ states and emphasizes, in particular, the role of political
culture and a dynamic civil society for democratization. In the process,
he has shifted modernization away from a discussion on the causes of
democracy towards a focus on consolidation. e argues that long-term
democratic consolidation must encompass a shift in political culture
(Diamond 1999). Emphasizing the role of civil society and civic free-
doms means, in fact, that he is pessimistic about the chances for sustained
demaocratization in much of the developing world hecause civil society
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is frequently poorly articulated and weak, and the political culture of
institutions and electoral regimes is ‘shallow, exclusive, unaccountable
and abusive of individual and aroup rights’ (Diamond 1996:; 34).

~ Dizmond’s work is of considerable academic importance. But this
new version of modernization theory is just as profoundly embedded in
Western policy-making circles. For Cammack (1994), its success is due
to the fact that it addresses a major issue in global politics, namely the
difficulties of governance in an era of mass participation, and, further-
more, it does so from the perspective of conservative global elites. Not
surprisingly, then, modernization remains the vision behind a number of
democracy-promoting initiatives, especially those emerging from US
governmental circles. In sum, modernization theory retains vitality and
influence through its ability to identify the apparent link between capi-
talism and democracy. However it is unable to explain why trends to
democratization are so often contradictory and partial.

Historical Sociology

Historical sociology is a kind of ‘macrohistory’ in which history is ‘the
instrument by which structures are discovered invisible to the unaided
eye’ (Collins 1999: 1). It is because of this emphasis on structures that
the approach is sometimes termed ‘structuralism’. ‘Historical sociol-
ogy’ and ‘structuralism’ are often used interchangeably in democratiza-
tion studies. An important strand of historical sociology has been the
search to identify ditferent trajectories of state development or paths to
modernity, through, for example, war or revolution {Skocpol 1979; Tilly
1990). The historical/sociological approach to democratization has two
particular intellectual origins, In part, it arose out of a reaction to the
excessively society-based accounts of political change implicit in behav-
iouralism in the 1960s, and offers instead a state-centred view. It is
therefore part of the intellectual labour of *bringing the state back in’ to
politics (Evans , Rueschmeyer and Skocpol 1985). It also drew explic-
itly on a critique of the short-termism and causal simplicity of modern-
ization as an explanation of democratization (Rueschmeyer, Stephens
and Stephens 1992). It is, inevitably, a much more diffuse approach to
democratization than modernization Lheory, with a primary interest in
explaining, not predicting, outcomes.

Structuralists are interested in how the changing relationship between
the state, understood in the Weberian sense of ‘a human community that
(successfully) claims the monopoly of tie legitimate use of physical
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force within a given rer-rilo'ry-’ (Skocpol 1985: 7; italics in the original),

and classes shapes the political system. As such, they admit an impor-
tant role for collective actors, They are agreed that democracies do not
come into being overnight; nor does democracy happen simply because
some people (individuals, groups, or classes) will it into existence.
Structuralists trace the transformation of the state through class conflict
over time, in order to explain how democracy — which they see as state
transformation — has sometimes emerged. Structuralism also contains
elements of a political economy of democratization in that it emphasizes
how changes in the economy — for example the expansion of production
for the market — lead to social or class conflict, although economic
change is not, on its own, regarded as determining political outcomes.
Unlike the wave approach of modernization theory, historical sociology
identifies factors that are distinctive to particular cases.

Barrington Moore’s (1966) major study of political change consti-

tutes a significant milestone for historical/sociological understanding of
democratization. His comparative analysis of eight ‘big’ countries,
Britain, France, the US, Germany, Russia, Japan, China and India,
through the nineteenth century and into the twentieth, identified the dif-
ferent historical trajectories that each had travelled to reach modernity.
Fascism and Communism simply constituted a different version of
modernity, resulting from very different sets of relationships between
collective actors and states. For Moore, outcomes depended on the inter-
actions between three important classes — the peasantry, the landed
upper class and the bourgeoisie. Essentialty, democracy occurred when
e the ‘peasant question’ was solved by the gradual elimination of
peasant agriculture and the rise of opportunities for transforming the
peasantry into urban workers through the expansion of towns and
industrial employment opportunities; and
o the landed class was defeated and transformed in its struggles for
control of the state by the rising bourgeoisie.

This latter was crucial in determining whether democracy or a form of
dictatorship emerged (see Box 3.1).

Moore's work concentrated on the emergence of the first democracies.
Tt was modified by Rueschmeyer, Stepliens and Stephens (1992) in the
light of later history and the expansion of the number of parliamentary
and stable democracies. They describe their theoretical framework as
part of the ‘new comparative political economy’ (Rueschmeyer,
Stephens and Stephens 1992: 40). By this, they mean that they view the
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Box 3.1. Routes to Modernity

Barrington Moare identified three routes to modernity: a bourgeois
revo}utmn, !eadmg to capitalism and demacracy; revolution from above
]qud}ng to industrialization and fascism; and revolution from below
ieading to communism. ) 1

The Bourgeois Revolution
Moorf: 5 understm}di‘ng of the bourgeois path was based on the historical
experiences of Britain, France and the US. He conceptualized the Lrans-

formation of the pre-modern state into a democracy as a result of two
stages: ‘

a the re_duction in the overall size of the peasantry and an end 1o its
organic dependence on the landed class: and

e a rea}lgnmer}t of upper-class interests around the dominance of com-
mercial and industrial interests.

Revolution from Above

This is the path of conservative modernization, Exemplified most clearly
by .Germany and Japan, it combines the development of capitalism in
agriculture and industry, alongside state-directed chunge. In both Germany
and Japan, the tension between economic modernization and attempts to
prevent social change led to the rise of militarism and ultimately to
fascism. Revolution from above was a result of:

e the survival of a large small and middle peasantry, despite the rise of
the market;

» the emergence of commercially-minded landed classes; and

o the development of 4 centralized and strong state.

Revolution from Below

This is the path to modernity through communism and peasant revolution.
It qccurred in the twentieth century in Russia #nd China. Commercial
agriculture failed to emerge in either country, although there were attempts
at medernization and a significant increase in labour repression in the
{uneteenth century. The social institutions of the peasantry suwived'iﬁtact
intto the modern erz at the sume Lime as the strength of royal hureaucracies
prevented the emergence of commercially-minded landed classes
Revolution from below thus depended an: .

o the survival, numerically and culturally, of the peasantry;
» & weak landed class; and
s an absoclutist state.
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political system of a particular country in relationship to broader ques-

tions of social power. Their work draws on a synthesis of -scholurshlp
from classical sociology and Marxism. It was ground-breaking becaus,e
of its stress on Lhe impact of what they termed ‘three power structures’:
relative class power, the role of the state and the impact of transnational
power structures. : .
‘They draw from Marxism a view thal social class and class conflict
constitute the starting point for an analysis of power and the state. They
add to Moore’s three-class schema, with its emphasis on rural change, a
discussion of other subordinate classes, and of the urban working clas:s
in particular. But their emphasis on class divisions and class struggle is
modified by a recognition of the role of the state and the role 'of the state
system. In particular, they argue that whilst states have a special depend-
ence upon capitalists under capitalism this has not always prevented
working-class organizations from reforming the state. In other \nforc}s,
they see democratization as the imposition of reforms on a capftzﬂfst
slate, not as an aulomatic outcome from the development of cap1tal1st
relations of production. Without successtul and seii’—consc?ous refo@st
strategies on the part of the subordinated classes, capitalist states will,
in fact, almost inevitably be authoritarian (see Box 3.2). Furthermore,
they suggest that a third dimension influences the nature of the state: the
transnational context. This is particularly so in the case of the under-

Box 3.2 The Role of the Working Class in Democratization

Rueschmeyer, Stephens and Stephens (1992) assert the central importance
of urban working classes for democratization:

The organized working class appeared everywhere as a ke_y actor in the
development of full democracy ... In most cases, ‘Drgﬂmzed workers
played an important role in the development of restricted dcmocrqcy as
well. The Latin American ... working class played a lesser role in the
historical events there: the relative weakness of the workmg.class
certainly has contributed to the infrequence of fu]l d‘emocracy in the
region and to the instability of democracy wl.lert: it dxd_emerge. v In
all regions, however, pressure from the orgamz_cd working class alone
was insufficient to bring about the introduction of democracy; the
waorking class needed allies. ... Democracy could anly be established
if (1) landlords were an insignificant force, or (2) th'ey were not
dependent on a large supply of cheap labor, or (3) they did not control
the state. (Rueschmeyer, Stephens and Stephens 1992: 270)
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‘developed and dependent countries. In any analysis of democratization
struggles, therefore, the role of geo-political factors will be important.

. However, they remain agnostic as to ‘the overall relationship between
- democracy and political/economic dependence in transnational rela-

tions’ (Rueschmeyer, Stephens and Stephens 1992: 73). In other words,
it is.unclear whether external dependence supports or hinders democra-
tization.

Evaluating Historical Sociology

The strength of historical sociology is that it is richly grounded and
explanatory; and that it provides the possibility of comparison across
time as well as across countries or regions. However, historical and
structural approaches have been the subject of a number of criticisms.
Historical sociology has become largely unfashionable, like all struc-
turalist explanations of social change. Structuralism has, in general,
fallen foul of the rediscovery of individual agency and volition in poli-
tics, of the questioning of Marxian class analysis and of the post-modern
suggestion that power is too diffuse a concept to be understood in any
static ways; it is, instead, located in changing and fluid relationships, The
major critiques of structuralism have therefore been both ontological
and epistemological: its view of the world is too simple or simply
wrong. As Przeworski (1991: 96) put it: “in this formulation the outcome
is uniquely determined by conditions, and history goes on without -
anyone ever doing anything’. In fact, however, historical sociology does
recognize a considerable role for agency in processes of political trans-
formation. The main agents of change are classes, or even the state. But
thise notion of collective action is not sufficient to satisfy critics who
only accept individuals as agents. :

Other, more empirically-based, criticisms have also been forthcom-
ing. Structuralism, with its emphasis on long-term historical change,
seemed unable to account for the onset of sudden democratization in
societies such as East and Central Europe and the countries of the ex-
Soviet Union, where there was apparently little evidence of class agita-
tion or struggle for demacracy, except shortly before the collapse of
authoritarianism. It was logical, therefore, especially in the light of the
rise of agency-based theories of political behaviour through the 1980s,
that dissatisfaction with structuralism would lead directly to a new
agency-centred puradigm of democratization. Before analyzing the rise
of ‘transition studies’, however, we examine the utility of historical
sociology for analysis of contemporary democratizations.
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Historical Sociology Today

An analysis of structures has particniarly fed into the debate surround-

ing the consolidation of democracy. The idea that struggle and con-

frontation after the immediate transition can be symptoms of
democratization comes from structuralism. It is therefore an appropri-
ate tool for the analysis of post-Lransition systems. Structural analysis
recognizes the fundamental class antagonisms of capitalist societies and
suggests that conflict is a ‘normal’ part of democracy. It provides the
researcher with the tools to question the idea that democratization
requires the subordination of sectional and class interests for democracy
to take root. By linking democracy with conflict, structuralism sees con-
frontation as a normal part of the pattern of the emerging democratic
order. A structuralist perspective, with its emphasis on history, conflict,
class and the state can also contribute to explanations of partial or
incomplete democratizations. Gariorowski and Power (1998) argue that
the chances for demaocratic consolidation are affected by ‘development-
related socio-economic factors, the contagion effect of democratic
neighbors and high inflation’. They therefore draw the conclusion that
all explanations of democratization should be placed within a broader
structural perspective in order to fully understand the pracess of politi-
cal change. Finally, structuralism is important in contextualizing and
sitnating the debate about democratization. It allows for the
identification of global structures that condition and shape the environ-
ment in which democratization takes place and points to the importance
of ‘underlying economic conditions and social forces’ in democratiza-
tion (Haggard and Kaofman 1997).

We return to the salience of historical sociology for understanding
contemporary democralizations below.

Transition Studies

The transition approach, or, as it is sometimes termed, the agency
approach, sees demacracy as created by conscious, committed actors,
providing that they possess a degree of luck and show a willingness to
compromise. Democracy is not, therefore, a question of waiting for eco-
normic conditions to mature or the political struggles unleashed by eco-
nomic change to be won. The divide between agency-centred scholars,
on the one hand, and structuralists and modernization theorists, on the
other, turns on the roles of actors, structure, culture and class relations
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_in democratization and reginme change. The transition school argues that

both madernizationists and structuralists see the economy, history and
development as overdetermining political oulcomes.

For structuralists and the modernization school, democracy is an excep-
tional outcome which has occurred in only a few areas of the globe. Tt
cannot be reproduced in countries where either the required levels of devel-
opment are absent or where the cluss or social structure is unfavourable to
it. By contrast, the attractions of the transition approach lie precisely in the
fact that it questions these rather pessimistic assumptions. Agency per-

* spectives suggest that democracy can be created independent of the struc-

:fural context. The optimism of transitology accounts in large measure for
ts success, politically and academicaily, for this seemed to be precisely
-what was happening at the end of the 1980s. By implication, therefore, the
transition approach presumes that the chances for spreading democracy in
the contemporary world order are good. Tt hypothesizes successful out-
comes for democracy if elites can learn the ‘right’ way to proceed.

The intellectual starling point for transition approaches is Rustow’s
(1970) critique of madernization. Rustow argues that the flaw of mod-
ernization theory is that it mistakes the ‘functional’ features of mature
democracies — what makes them flourish — for ‘genetic’ causes of new
democracies — what brings them into being. In contrast, he suggests that
the only condition for democracy is a unified national state: ‘the vast
majority of citizens in a democracy-to-be must have no doubt or mental
reservations as to which political community they belong to’ (Rustow
1970: 350). He then hypothesizes that the creation of democracy is a
dynamic process in the context of ‘a prolonged and inconclusive polit-
ical struggle” (Rustow 1970: 352), which passes through three stages —
a preparatory phase, a decision phase, in which the choices and negoti-
ations of ‘a small circle of leaders’ play a particularly crucial role
(Rustow 1970: 356), and a habituation phase in which citizens and
leaders fully adapt to the new system. These stages were later trans-
formed into liberalization, transition and consolidation.

In 1986, Schmitter, O'Donnell and Whitehead edited the seminal tran-
sitologist analysis of democratization, Transitions from Authoritarian

"Rule which became the key reference for transition studies. Tt marked

the beginning of a massive literature which focused on the processes of
democratization by examining the interactions, pacts and bargains struck
between authoritarian leaders and the democratic oppesition. These
f!eals led to a ‘transition’, a kind of half-way house between authoritar-
lanism and conselidated democracy, in which the institutional rules are
laid down for the practice of democracy. Successful transitions, it was
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emphasized, depend upon agreements between elites, including gener-
ally the outuomg authoritarian leaders. In none of their cases did demo-
cracy appear predetermined by.the structural situation in which the

struggles take place and pacts are made. They concluded that skilful

leadership, aided by luck, was the key to outcomes which lead to the
establishment of democratic procedures for government.

The transition approach thus pioneered a separation of political nego-
tiations from economic circumstances. This was partly due to the insist-
ence on contingency and negotiations and the rejection of functional
determinism; but a normative note also crept in, and some {ransition
studies warned would-be democratizers of the dangers of mixing tran-
sition with economic redistribution. This was evident in the influential
work of Adam Przeworski, who argued:

we cannot avoid the possibility that a transition to democracy can be
made only at the cost of leaving economic relations intact, not only
the structure of production but even the distribution of income. ...
Democracy in the political realm has historically co-existed with
exploitation and oppression at the workplace, within the schools,
within bureaucracies and within families. (Przewarski 1986: 63)

By 1995, Schmitter was offering the following as advice for would-be
democratizers:

to the extent that it is possible, political choices should be give pri-
ority over economic ones. Incentives for the restructuring of national
political institutions should precede, temporal[y and functionally,
those aimed at reforming national systems of production and distri-
bution. (Schmitter 1995: 33)

Agency-centred theories of democratization have the virtue that they
situate the study of democracy within mainstream political science
methodologies and epistemologies. By drawing on theories of political
action — and by implication abandoning either sociological or historical
approaches — transition studies offer a ‘political’ explanation of democ-
ratization. Democratization is seen as a process. For process-oriented
scholars, ‘choices are canght up in a continuous redefinition of actors’ per-
ceptions of preferences and constraints’ (Kitschelt 1992: 1028). The task
is to trace and explain these processes. Przeworski (1991: 19) pioneered
a rational choice explanation of transition processes, which ran parallel
with the rise to prominence of rational choice in other areas of the study
of politics. He argued that ‘[w]hat matters for the stability of any regime
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is not the legitimacy of this particular system of domination but the pres-
ence of preferable aliernatives” (Przeworski 1986: 51-2).The strategies
" adopted by key actlors are dictated by cost ~ benefit calculations:

If the expected gains for the opposition (more freedoms, material
well-being and political participation) are higher than the risks
(danger to life, imprisonment etc.) then it will continue 1o press for
change. In turn, the regime elite is most likely to split into hard- and
soft-liners along the two basic alternatives, either to suppress (he
opposition or to regain legitimacy by using a strategy of kberaliza-
don. Successful transition is most likely when soft-liners ally with the
opposition and are transformed in this process into reformers.
(Schmitz and Sell 1999: 31-2)

Above all, transition siudies emphasize the agency and interactions of
lites. They have thus made an important contribution by detailing how
i elite pacts, formal or informal, or compromises shape new democracies

in the first place and contribute to their institutionalization (see Box 3.3).
" Elite-led democratization is viewed as positive for posi-transition sta-
bility. But there are also some problems that resuelt from pact-making.
- Karl (1990: 11) argues that foundational pacts can be a means through

which economic elites assure themselves of the *right’ to continue Lo
“exploit a majority of the population and are therefore essentially “anti-
democratic mechanisms’. Hagopian (1992) is similarly critical: she
argues that it has been precisely the behaviour of the ‘pokitical class’
:dunng the Brazilian transition that has prevented democracy taking root,
- leading to what she terms a ‘compromised consolidation’. Przeworksi
- (1995: 54) recognizes that while pact-making creates stability, it can
“also lead to the institutionalization of forms of political exclusion. In
_other words, pacts shape the terms of transition and those terms may not
“be conducive to democratization in the long term.

Because of the emphasis on elites, agency-centred perspectwes have
evoted relatively little time to the analysis of civil society, associational
fe, social and political struggles and citizenship in the construction of
emocracy. As a result, the transition perspective takes a rather ambigu-
ous attitude to the role of civil society in democratization. Some agency
cholars have seen an active civil society or social activism as unim-
‘ ortant for democratic consolidation. Przeworski (1991) suggested that
.In some cases popular mobilization has been detrimental to democrati-
ation since it threatened the interests of powerful elites who then went
o considerable lengths (o close down tentative experiments in political
_-_liberalization. This position was modified later, by a recognition of the
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Box 3.3 Pact-Maliing and Democratization

The importance of pact-making has been a dominant theme of transition
studies. Pact-inaking is a way of describing the ‘establishment of sub-
stantial consensus among elites concerning the rules of the democratic
game and the worth of democratic institutions’ (Burlon, Gunther and
Higley 1992: 3). According to O’Donnell and Schmitter (1986: 37), elite
pacts are ‘an explicit, but not always publicly explicated or justified,
agreement between a select set of actors which seeks to define {or better
1o redefine) rules governing the exercise of power on the basis of mutual
guarantees for the “vital interests” of those entering into it” They claim
that elite pacs facilitate ‘an institutional breakthrough’ and make negoti-
ations over the institutional format of the new democracy possible. The
main benefit identified with pact-making is creating a stable environment
and limiting uncertainty during the transition.

The literature on pact-making has generaily stressed the role of ‘the
political class’: politicians, important party officials, bureaucrats, and
office-holders. But Di Palma (1990) argues that accommodating business
and labour, as well as the state, is important. The Spanish transition pro-
vided an important example for understanding pact-making. The defining
moment of the Spanish transition was the establishment of an elite agree-
ment through the creation of a new democratic constitution, but the tran-
sition was aided by the crealion of a tripartite economic agreement, the
Moncloa Pacts. The Spanish case is thus frequently taken as the paradig-
matic example of transilion through pact-making and to some cxtent its
success led to imitative pact-making in Poland, Hungary and
Czechoslovakia.

N

difficulties that weak civil societies pose in new democracies
(Przeworski 1995).

Evaluating Transition Studies

Transition perspectives have shed light on the micro-processes of regime
breakdown, the opening of transitions and the mechanisms of demo-
cratic construction. But they have also been criticized for being overly
elitist, excessively empirical and voluntaristic. Furthermore, they have
tended to apply theories constructed out of the experiences of Southern
Europe and Latin America to regions which are culturally, politically
and economically different, such as East and Central Europe, the terri-
tories of the ex-Soviet Union, Africa and China.

Remmer (1991) has articulated most clearly the view that transition
theory is a ‘retreat into voluntarism’ or ‘barefoot empiricism’. This and
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© - jts other problems, it could be arpued, stem [rom its excessively narrow

understanding of democracy. Democracy is visualized as a set of pro-
cedures for government negotiated by and between political leaders.
Thus the transition approach separates democracy from its essential
meaning as rule by the people and conceptualizes it principally as the
establishment of a set of governing institutions. At the same time, the
perspective’s elitism consigns the mass of the people to a bystander role
in the creation of new regimes. This ignores empirical evidence which
points to the role of popular struggles in some transitions as the deter-

': mining element in unleashing democratization in the first place. It also

gnores the importance of civil society in democratization or at best
confines it to a purely instrumental role (Baker 1999).
Typically, the transitology literature sets out a straightforwardly insti-

- tutionalist and electoralist definition of democracy, then quickly passes
- on to identifying mechanisms of regime change as the more interesting
- phenomenon. In an important article, Schmitter and Karl (1993) attempt

to describe what *‘democracy is ... and is not’. Although they recognize
that democracy is contingent upon socioeconomic performance and
entrenched state structures and policy practices and reject electoralism
in favour of arguing that democracy must offer a variety of competiliver
processes and channels for the expression of inlerest apart from elec-
tions, they ultimately prefer to concentrate on democracy as a set of pro-
cedures for creating institutions and the government (Schmitter and Karl
1993}, They argue that democracy is too abstract a concept to tie down
in any useful way. Instead, they suggest that it makes more sense to
establish a ‘procedural minimum’ for a functioning ‘democracy’ and
work from this,

By focusing mainly on short-term changes, transitologists fail to

. examine deep-rooted obstacles to democratization over the long term.

When democratizations go wrong it is, by implication, because individ-
uals ‘get it wrong’. The transitology approach does not expiain ade-
quately why outcomes are different, except by presuming inadequate
leadership styles or the adoption of incorrect policies. It doe$ not dis-
tinguish between outcomes — they are all ‘democratic’ in some way once

“elections are held and authoritarian office holders are forced out — or

explain why apparently democratic institutions can operate in non-
democratic ways. And finally, it omits to analyze in any depth the roles
of culture, development, history or the internationalization of politics in
democratization. In sum, it does not pay sufficient attention to structural
coniexts and constraints, Yet as more authoritarian regimes collapsed in

. different parts of the globe, the understanding of democracy had to be
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stretched, confused and weakened in order to fit regimes that sometimes
barely appeared to qualify for the label. At the same time, a number of
‘(ransitions to democracy’, for-which hope was initially expressed, have

ended very far indeed from the democratic ideal, indicating that the

‘catch-all’ definition of democracy was rather too loose.

Transition studies offered a general approach to democratization
based on an interpretation of experiences of Southern Europe and Latin
America. Its relevance elsewhere has been questioned. For Pei (1994:
1) it was possible to ‘treat the process of regime transition from com-
munism as identical to the regime transitions from authoritarianism that
occurred between the mid-1970s and mid-1980s in southern Europe,
Latin America and East Asia’, with the proviso that Russia and China
experienced a ‘dral transition” (author’s italics) to democracy and to
market capitalism. Bunce (19952) and Parrott (1997), however, strongly
disagree. According to Parrott (1997: 2)

the relevance of the paradigms of democratization ... is far from self-
evident. Just as some economists have challenged the applicability of
models drawn from non-communist societies to the dilemmas of eco-
nomic reform in postcommunist states, some political scientists have
questioned whether paradigms of democratizations drawn from non-
communist countries are relevant to the study of postcommunist
political change.

He argues that, in particular, transition theory pays insufficient atlention
to the problems of ethnicity, the ‘legacy of large internal ethnic “dias-
poras™ and the emergence of ultranationalism in internal ethnic “home-
lands™ in the East (Parrott 1997: 10). We return to this important issue
in Chapter 9.

Transition Studies Today

Transitology is largely responsible for the suggestion that democratiza-
tion constitutes the most appropriate paradigm through which to analyze
the complex process of regime decay and political change in apparently
dissimilar countries such as Spain, Portugal, South Africa, Mozambique,
Nigeria, El Salvador, Mexico, Turkey, Poland the ex-Soviet Union and
China since the 1970s. For, by divesting democracy of its structural
context, the transition perspective suggests thal democracy can take root
outside Western Europe and the US and that the global upheavals of the
1980s and 1990s were, in fact, struggles for democracy. Thus transitol-
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_ogy is inherently responsible for the glabal scope of democratization

studies.

Transition studies havegenerated an important literature on the state
and transition. According to Przeworski (1986: 59), the emergence of
democracy does not necessarily signify that all key political aclors have
become democrats; rather it means that the opposition and the soft-liners
in government have persuaded hard-liners that there is more to gain from
cooperating with change than from opposing it. Hence a democratic

transition is only a ‘contingent institutional compromise’ (Prezworski
“1986: 59). Consequently, the new institutions take on an important role

n their own right. The design of the new institutions is paramount for
the success of the transition:

if a peaceful transition to democracy is to be possible, the first
problem to be solved is how to institutionalize uncertainty without
threatening he interests of those who can still reverse the process.

The solutions to the democratic compromise consist of institutions.
(Przeworski 1986: 60)

Transitology is therefore responsible for the emphasis in comtemporary
studies on the creation of institutions, the writing of constitutions and
the choice of electoral systems,

Furthermore, transition studies have shaped academic perceptions
that the micro-politics of democratization are significant. Studies of
transition have emphasized agency, negotiation, compromise and the
politics of change. They have also emphasized the importance of dis-

_tinguishing different stages of democratization — liberalization, trans-
- ition and consolidation. In some of his work, in fact, O’Donnell (1992:
- 18} goes further and talks of ‘two transitions’, the first an empirically

verifiable transition from authoritarianism, and the second, the creation

~of a *political democracy (or polyarchy according to Dahl), which may

coexist with varying degrees of democratization in the economic, social

- and cultural spheres’. The result of this approach has been to allow the

disaggragation of research into different moments, with the ultimate

aim, according to O'Donnell, of specifying the relationship between
“political change on the one hand and socio-economic and cultural
- change on the other. In practice, however, transition research has empha-
“ sized political factors and democracy as a set of institutional practices
. which do not transform social, economic or cultural power relations.
< Not surprisingly, therefore, transition studies offer a vision of democ-
-racy stripped of its revolutionary potential: ‘the wider picture that
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emerges is of a4 near-consensus ... that actually existing liberal democ-
racy is the only form of democracy on offer” (Baker 1999).

An Alternative Approach: The State, Civil Society and
Globalization .

The theories of democratization that we have identified so far vary in
terms of the importance they allocate to rationality, culture, individual
and collective action, economic development, social conflict and
transnational factors. They draw on different epistemologies and expla-
nations of social change. Taken together, these studies have generated a
rich body of literature and have established the study of democratiza-
tion as a core area of social sciences. They have shed light on different
aspects of regime breakdown, transition and the nature of immediate
post-transition politics. In some cases, they also illuminate aspects of
why some systems are able to move on towards consolidation and others
do not, although their main focus has generally not been on consolida-
tion but on causation.

This was an appropriate focus for research during the first phase of
democratization. However, some contemporary experiments in democ-
racy are now more than twenty-five years old. Logically enough, aca-
demic interest now centres on the survivability of new democracies and
the quality of democracy, not the number of transitions that are taking
place. Democratization is a risky enterprise and experiments that begin
with transition do not always end in consolidation. Yet why democracy
succeeds in some cases and not in others is not always clear. Theory has
not yet quite caught up with this changing research agenda. New
approaches, that explain what happens after the initial transition as well
as during it, are needed.

There is therefore a need to explain democratization holistically. In
order to do so, this book draws on a framework that builds on the insights
garnered from the historical sociology approach in particular. Structures,
in other words, are vitally important for explaining cutcomes. But the
key contribution made by the transition perspective to the democratiza-
tion debate — namely that democratization is a dynamic process, shaped
by human behaviour and choices — is also centrally important. Actors,
whether collective or individual, engage in struggles to transform author-
itarian states and to build democracy. But they operate within structured
environments. The options that are open to them are crucially shaped by
the weight of structures such as the patterns of interaction between the
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state and society, traditions of organization and mobilization, state capac-

ity and the global order. This is not 1o say that outcomes are predeter-
mined in any way. Democratization is not inevitable in some countries;
nor are attempes at democracy condemned to failure in others. But the
chances for democracy are certainly greater in some societies than
others. Our framework suggests that the chances for democratization are
furthered by economic development, the development of a complex state
and the emergence of a strong, working class or other subaltern groups

- that organize to promote political change. Democratization, in short,
. requires collective action — that of classes or social movements — more

than the agency of particular individuals.
' Demecratization became a global movements at the same time as the

© new global political economy of marketization and liberalization
- emerged. This points both to the salience of the transnational context for
- understanding demacratization and the importance of adopting a com-
- parative economy focus similar to that ploneered by Rueschmeyer,

Stephens and Stephens {1992) in order to explain outcomes. The shift

" to more open models of economic development, especially in post-com-

munist and developing countries, has led to increased pressure for poli-
tical change, has transformed the capabilities and ideology of the state
and has created very different opportunities for state-society interaction,
These inevitably shape the democratization process. It is important,
however, not to assume that globalization is inevitably a positive force
for democratization. In fact, the evidence that is presented through the
case studies points to the ambiguous role of globalization and liberal-
ization in democratization. Like Rueschmeyer, Stephens and Stephens
(1992), we are therefore agnostic as (o whether increased transnational-

~ jzation leads to democratization and this is reflected in our framework.

Our alternative framework makes use of three key concepts, namely the
state, civil society and globalization or the global order. This framework
can be used for the analysis of the problemnatigue of consolidation as well

- as of transition and has the advantage that it incorporates within it a sub-

stantive understanding of democracy. The aim is to shed light not-only an

- the onset of democratization but also to explain the very different trajecto-
: ries, processes and outcomes that are grouped together under the banner of
- ‘demaocratization’, In reality, of course, these three dimensions, state, civil
. society and global order, are to some extent overlapping and interactive
. because they are structures through which power is deployed. Why each of
* these three dimensions is so central to demaocratization is explained below.

The state is the embodiment and essence of political power (Mann

- 1993). The state is central to democratization in a number of crucial



