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Russia After the Elections

Intenriew urith Alexander Buzgalin

Perhaps you could first brtng us up to date on deuelopments on the Ieft
in Russia during the post year.

During the summer of 1993 we had a very positive process of
cooperation inside the Congress of Left Democratic Forces. You
remember that this i-s an umbrella organisation containing Medvedev's
Socialist Party of Workers (SP!V), our Party of Labour, New Left groups,
a number of parliamentary deputies and a whole range of Trade Union
interests and workers collectives. At the end of the summer period we
decided to organise a second congress of the movement, which was
ori$nally scheduled for Novembern which would seek to create a more
coherent and cohesive political bloc of forces. When this decision was
taken, of course, the old parliament was still in oristence, but we were
pretty sure that new elections would soon be called, probably no later
than the spring of 1994. As preparation for the congress we prepared
a number of draft documents and programmes, so as to clarify some
of our basic posiUons on a number of key issues. In the build up to
the congress we experienced some difficulties, but these were mainly
of an adrninistrative and organisational hnd at this particular time.

' One of the key aspects of the preparations for the congress was
a suggestion by Boris Kagarlitsky that the Party of Labour and the SPW
would formally merge and form a united party organisation. There were
a few voices of dissent raised against this suggestion, but on the whole
the vast majority seemed to be in favour of the idea.

In late September, of course, all aspects of political life in Russia
were suddenly thrown into confusion by Yeltsin's sudden dissolution
of the parliament; what, in effect, amounted to a presidential coup
d'etat. The forces on the Left were instrumental in campaigning and
protesting against the actions of the President and we came out clearly
in favour of the old parliament. Some of us as well organised a gathering
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of intellettuals and established a committee in defence of democracy
and civil rights in Russia.

Problenrs of Ieft unity
At this stage in the proceedings, then, a fair degree of unity tryas able
to be maintained. The one really important issue that needed to be
decided upon was whether we would feel able to take part in the
elections called by Yeltsin tor 12 December 1993. Certainly, this was the
issue that caused an enormous degree of heart-searching inside each
and every one of us, $ven the manner in which these elections had

been called. I would say that there was not really any serious internal
party friction on this issue; it was nnore a question of what our
individual conscience dictated. After all, we were all perfectly aware of
the unconstitutionality, the illegality and even the immorality of the
proposed elections; yet, on the other hand, it represented the best
opportunity for us to get our policies and our ideals across to the
Russian public at large and many of us fetrt that it was a political
opportunity that couldn't really be missed in the present circumst-
ances. After a lot of deliberation, then, a maiority of us decided that
we wouldn't repeat the pre-revolutionary Bolshevik experience of
boycotting elections to this socalled Duma and that we would
therefore, if somewhat reluctanctly, participate in the forthcoming
campaign.

During the first weeks immediately after the coup, the Party of
Labour and the SPW startedn in an almost clandestine, underground
manner, to prepare our strategy for the elections. Normal, open
discussions and preparations at this time, you have to appreciate, were
almost impossible.

As a result of these discussions an agreement was reached to
set up a common Democratic Left electoral bloc, which would bear the
official title of the All-Russian Union of Labour - a name suggested by
Kagarlitsky and agreed to by the leaders of the SPW. It was also agreed
that a ioint commision would be established, which would include a

dozen or so mernbers who would then go on to head the party electoral
list. As you can see, then, at this stage, our cooperation was going quite
well and all the negofiations were producing, what appeared to be,
quite concrete results.

We first became a little concerned when it becarne apparent that
the leaders of the SPW were not really wanting to discuss concrete
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questions of policies, nor even specific electoral tactics with us.

Whenbver we approached them on these matters we were simply told
'not to worry'.

Shortly afterwards, the SPW held a congress in Moscow, 8t
which there were approximately 7G80 delegates and it was during this
congress that we received the first indication of a very considerable
change of line on the part of the SPW. In the address $ven by Ludmilla
Vartazarova, the other main leader of the SPW alongside the well-known
e:<dissident, Roy Medvedev, now announced that the SPW believed that
the proposed electoral bloc had to consist of a much broader range

of forces. An exclusive democratic left alliance, she said, would not
stand much chance of doing very well, and to this end she announced
that the SPW had already made contact with a number of
national-patrioUc forces, most notably with the Union of Renaissance

Qed by Dmitrii Rogozin), the Union of Cossacks, as well as with the
Union of Oil Producers. As you can irnagne, myself and the other
leaders of the Party of Labour were very much taken aback by this
announcement.

Had you had no indicetion whatsoeuer that the SPW had been engaged

in drscussions uith these natianol-potriotic farces?

Boris [Kagarlitskyj had earlier heard a few rumours, but these had not
been verified, and if truth be told, we simply didn't take such rumours
very seriously at all. They were almost too incredible to believe. After
thus discovering what the SPW had in mind, we were now left to decide
whether we would continue to be part of this new proposed bloc, or
alternatively, whether it would be feasible to create a brand new
democratic left bloc of forces, without the participation of the SPW.

Denisov, a leading member of the SPW, tried to convince us that it was

more than feasible to campaign for a form of socialism that went via
a patriotic, even monarcNst road; but, of course, there was never any
doubt that we would reiect this new SPW line. One only had to hear
the speeches of the representatives from the Union of Renaissance to
understand how ludicrous such an alliance would turn out be. This is
an organisation that believes in the traditional values of pre
revolutionary Tsarism - €rn autocratic state power, the predominance of
the Russian Orthodox Church and so on. It was simply incredible that
the SPW could believe that such an alliance, no matter how temporary,
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could bring any success.

For a while, our contacts with the SPW remained open as we
sought to dissuade them of their new strategy. But when it became

apparent'that they were set on this new course, we broke all links with
them completely. AIso, as it proved impossible at this late stage to
organise another electoral bloc, we finally made the decision that we
would not therefore participate in the elections.ctions; and on
reflection, with the benefit of hindsight and having seen how the
election campaign has gone, maybe it was no bad thing not to be a

participant this time round. Of course, the one very bad consequence
of what has taken place in recent weeks, is the deep rift that has

emerged within the Congress of Left democratic Forces. It is going to
take a long time, I think, for many of us in the Party of Labour to
reconcile ourselves to the recent actions of the SPW. Certainly, at the
moment, there is little desire to reopen serious contacts with them. A
sense of trust between us has been lost. Who knows where they will
look for allies and support in the future. Maybe even Zhirinovsky will
be considered a viatrle ally!

In. the meantrme, the Party of Labour is currently engaged in
attempts to provide the platforrn or the nucleus of a nelry strong party
organisation; an organisation that will seek to encompass within its
ranks a strong social democratic element on the right, and a strong
communist element on the left, made up of those disaffected forces
within the current Communist Party of the Russian Federation who are
not very happy at Zyuganov's leadership. At this stage, I cannot say
if these initiatives will be any more successful than those taken in the
past, but there does at least seern to be more enthusiasm amongst a
whole range of different forces for the creation of such a strong,
welldefined left wing party. Indeed, the initiative largely came about
following the request by a section of the Social Democratic Party (a
fraction known as the United Social Democrats) to formally merge with
the Party of Labour. The one irnmediate danger of this, however,
concerns a long-standing personality clash that has oristed between
Boris Kagarlitsky and Pavel Kudyukin, one of the leaders of this Social

Democratic fraction" They have had many personal and ideological
conflicts over recent years, and only time will tell whether these can

be amicably resolved, And the same also goes for many other members
of the two parties.
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The Ieft and the Communist Party
As fo{ the disaffected members of the Cornrnunist Party (CPRF), who
have also shown an interest in worhng more closely with the Party of
Labour, this group is led by Boris Slavin, who is a member of the
party's Central Committee. At the moment, the splits inside the
Communist Party are quite deep and they themselves are engaged in
a heated dispute as to whether they should be instrumental in setting

up a National Salvation Front-type organisation
(mark two) or whether they should rediscover their
more genuine socialist-oriented legacy. Certainly, if
Zyuganov continues to get his way it is more likely
that the Communist Party will remain too nationalist,
and too statist for us to work closely with it, and we
will have to content ourselves with working exclu-
sively with the Slavin-led fraction. But if Zyuganov is
defeated, or he makes a fundamental alteration to his
past line of approach, then I think it might be
possible to have a much closer form of cooperation
with the Communists.

Zyuganov

You haue mentioned the deep diaisions instde the CP and the hostility fek
by some memberc towards the Zyuganon leaderchip.

The kind of leadership that Zyuganov has $ven to the Communist Party
is very much in line with the essential ingredient of Russian politics at
this moment in fime. There appears to be a popular perception that
what is needed above all else is a strong leader. The one thing that
most Russian people want, it is said, is a good and kind Tsar. Zyuganov,
therefore, has tried to present himself in this kind of light. He has

consciously portrayed himself as a viable alternative to the others that
would like to think of themselves in this particular way; namely, Yeltsin
and ZNrinovsky. He believes, as does Yeltsin and Zhirinovsky, that this
kind of strong, authoritarian, yet at the sarne time, paternalistic kind
of Ieadership is in perfect conformity with Russian political traditions.
Of course, it is precisely this kind of attitude and approach that is so
dangerous. It both engenders and perpetuates the objective situation
that we are currently facing, which is one of almost total institutional
and adminstrative chaos. Instead of seriously trying to
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overcome the deleterious effects of this political vacuum that erists in
Russia today, people like Zyuganov (and Yeltsin and Zhirinovsky) are
attempting to gain some kind of personal political gain out of it. And
it is this, more than anything else, that has alienated rnany people
inside his own party, &rd which certainly prevents us from having any
Hnd of cooperative partnership with the Communists. Instead of trying
to resolve the political crisis in Russia, they are seeking to make capital
out of it.

When da you think this issue will be resolaed inside the Communist Party?

You haue mentioned that the fruction led by Boris Slaain is more and more
ueering towards the Party of Labour and the kind of democmttc left agenda

that you haue. If your plons to create a neu party are indeed realised,

would you mahe tt a conditian of memberchtp that tndiuiduals would ftrct

of atl haue to giue up their memberchip in other politicol organtsations?

This is a very complex issue. We would try and have a status that
would at least informally allow a form of dual political membership.
Having said that, however, it seems to me that this would be an
impossible situation vis-a-vis Zyuganov's Cornmunist Party. The most
likely outcome would be the expulsion from the Communist Party ranks
of those members who sought to join a new political movement. But
for many people I know who sympathise with the idea of creating a new
left party, this kind of outcome would, I think, have a number of
advantages. I know full well how hard it is for committed activists to
voluntarily renounce their membership of the Communist Farty.
Psycholo$cally, therefore, it would be much easier to cope with the
consequences of a forced orpulsion, rather than be faced with the onus
of resigning one's membership. In this kind of situation as well, it is
also very important that any new party that is created provides full
scope for a communist fraction to exist, using the "communist" label.
At the very least, this would be a mark of political respect for those
who might be forced out of the Communist Party.

How much support do you thinh you currently haue within the mnks of
the Communist Party? How big r's the Slauin fmction?

At this stage I certainly don't want to over-o(aggerate the potential
support. It is most likely that only a few people would feel inclined at
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this moment in time to risk losing their membership of the Communist
Party. At the moment, however, numbers are not all that important. If
a new. party is created its main task will be to demonstrate that it has

the potential to be an important political force in the country and that
it has strong links with trade union and other workers' organisations.
If we can really show that such a party has a political future in the
country, then the situation inside the Communist Party will, I am sure,
change very dramatically.

Worker:s' movement
The country at the moment, it seems to ffie, is at an important
crossroads as regards the potential development of a workers
movement. Social conditions are bad throughout the country, but not
yet catastrophic. There is neither widespread hunger nor widespread
unemployment. The government's shock therapy reforms were not
instigated to their full potential effect, because of the fears that were
aroused at the potential social devastation that this would cause. If the
government is emboldened to cross this social threshold and unleashes
the full social effects of its reform policies, then a dangerous situation
will be created whereby an enormous amount of people will be faced

with a stark choice: either to engage in a direct form of struggle or
starve. This, then, would create one type of scenario for a more active
kind of workers struggle. From a personal point of view, it is not a
scenario that appeals to me. I have never been one to support the
slogan 'the worse the better'.

Alternatively, the present period of economic stabilisation might
continue apace, in which case this also opens up enormous possibilities
for workers to better define their own specific interests and demands
within the workplace. Greater economic stabilisation will also open up
new avenues of possibilities for trade union movements to better
represent the interests of their workers. The real campaign at the
moment, then, must be waged in conjunction with the trade unions. We

must help trade unions find their feet again and we must get them
prepaied to make the most of any upturn in the economy, tro matter
how small that upturn is. And at the same time, we must win the
struggle to be seen as the most effective political arm of the workers
movement. If we can achieve that ambition, then we really can become
the basis of an important political movement.
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You said once that while the workerc had seriously been effected by the

economic reforms of the past couple of yearc, they had neuertheless not
deueloped a classical utorking class consciousness tawards those reforms

and their effects, a fact laryely anributable to the legaq of the Souiet

system within the workplace. That rs fo soy, under the old system worherc
had a uery contradictory consciousness of their position within the

worhplace or the factory etc. They uete partly free marketeerc, trying to
do deals of one desuiption or another on the blach market; they uere
partly imbued with a consciousness more appticable to a feudat-type

situation in the way that they were tied to the workplace; and, of cource,

they uere partly imbued with a socralist consciousness and an
appreciation of the social and welfare guarantees that uent hand in hand
with that system. In short, then, their conscious underctanding of their
positton was uery disjointed and contradictory. Do you nou think that the

situation has changed ouerthe pastyear? Is it nouj mone possible to agitate

omorgst ihe worherc for traditional socro/is t or worhing c/ass couses?

You see, it is necessary to stress that there are two meanings of the
term 'socialisrr', especially as regards applying the concept to the
working class. If you discuss the notion of socialisrn in the context of
some Hnd of nostal$a (i.e. the restoration of those basic principles of
social and welfare justice that existed in the old system), then I think
that a large element of the working class would come out in support.
This, after all, is the foundation stone of the support for Zyuganov and

his Communist Party organisation; though it is important to stress that
many others receive a large degree of their support because of their
espousal of some kind of status quo ante in terms of social wellare -
and I am thinking first and foremost here of Vladimir Zhirinovsky and
his Liberal Dernocratic Party. As regards this all-pervading sense of
nostal$a, it is interesting to note that no member of Yeltsin's team
dares to make any kind of criticism of the late Brezhnev era today. They
are more than aware of the fact that any reference to the Brezhnev era
now coniures up images of stable, good times for the vast majority of
people. Now, the objective truth of this is neither here nor there. The
point is, the feeling of nostalgra for the old times is constantly gaining
ground amongst many elements of the worldng class. For the most part,
of course, we would tend to see this baclnuard-looking phenomenon in
largely negative terms.

The negative side of this popular mentality is the extent to
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which workers fatl to take on board the other conception of socialism
that is more in line urith the beliefs of the Party of Labour. As you are

more than well aware, the ultimate conviction of our party is a belief
in the value of self-organisation, in the workplace and in society at
large. So, the real question for us is: how can we realise this idea in
practice? How can we advance from a condition in which workers
rightly expect a decent standard of living in terms of their basic welfare

etc to one in which their their desire (not to mention their capacity)
to directly participate and control the institutions they belong to, also
becomes second nature to their way of thinking. In other words, then,
how can we turn them from being passive recipients of welfare
hand-outs from the state, into active organisers and shapers of their
own conditions in areas that far transcend the level of welfare. fuid the
question is not only how this will happen, but perhaps more
importantly, who will bring about this fundamental transition? For the
vast majority of workers there is still a deeply embedded inclination
to believe in the 'good and wise leader'i or, ol course, the 'good and

wise Tsar'. A belief in their own capacity and ability to implement
fundamental change is still largely lacking. So, the real problem that we
have ls that even if we convince a large element of the workers in the
correctRess and rightness of our cause, they still ocpect that these
changes can only come about through the actions of sorne kind of small
elite group or party.

These, then, in essence, are the basic conditions for a$tating
amongst the workers in the current conditions. There is undoubtedly
a perceptible growth in the support for a basic kind of, what I would
call, 'primitive socialist ideals' or the traditional model of 'state
socialism'. But we are still a Iong way from a popular acceptance of,

and belief iD, the more advanced and mature socialist ideas of
self-organisation and self-management etc.

Political parfy formation
One th@ that uery rnuch struch rne about the election uas that it hadn't
really contributed, in ony fundamental ooy, to the process of pa$
formatian ln frussia, which is one of the things it was supposedly destgned

ta do. The electoml 'blocs' that haue been crcated are still uery amorphous
and there is aery little ideological or euen policy cohesion about them. And
as for establishtng a real social base of support for themselues, this i's

not euident ot all.
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Yes, this is absolutely correct and the reasons for this are very simple.
The real essence of the electoral campaign is the struggle that is taking
place for the redistribution of places within the remit of the new
political elite that has been established in our country over the past

couple of years. This is basically what the whole 'campalgn' is about.
Following the collapse of the old system, the nature of our political
(and,of course, economic) elite slowly but surely changed very
significiltly, in response to the qualitative changes that were made in
the structures of power. The election, then, provides an opportunity for
a regrouprnent inside that new elite, as well as opening up new avenues

for entering that elite. This is why the political leaders of the parties

and the blocs have supported the electoral process. They are basically
thinking of their own individual opportunities in the postOctober
situation, rather than thinking tn more substantial terms about what the
party or bloc as a whole can hope to get out of the election. In other
words, then, the parties represent nothing more at the moment than
a kind of service for the interests of the political elite. Their function
is to help smooth the way for their foremost representatives to play
an enhanced role within the elite, and that is all. Now, of course, this
may also be the case with your own parties in the West, But this is
by no means the sole, e>rclusive role of parties in the West. They also
perform other valuable functions which our parties here in Russia have
not even begun to think about, Iet alone try and put into practice.

The Zhirinonsky phenomenon
What about Zhirinoushy and lrrs Liberul Democrutic Porty? He has

somehow amassed a ueritable fortune to fight f/u's election campaign and
he hos clearly used thot money to uery great effect on the prime time
teleuision slofs that he has bought for himself. Is there any information at
all at this.stage as to who has been prouia@ him with such htge financial
handouts?

Yes, this is a very interesting and a very important question. First of
all, there can be nb doubt that the continued growth in the popularity
of ZNrinovsky and his socalled Liberal Democratic Party is a very
dangerous phenomenon for our country; and what's more, we must be
clear that the neo-fascist orientation has a strong potential and

really-o<isting social base in the current circumstances. Recognition of
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this is ortremely vital to take on board, and this factor is perhaps

ultimately a much more important issue than the question of his party
finances. In what ways can we explain the continuing rise of Zhirinovsky
and the phenomenon that he represents? Firstly, he is a perfect

embodiment of that element in our political culture that has sought to
highlight the importance of the strong authoritarian-type leader and the
mass apathy and conformism that accompanies this Hnd of focus on
the individual embodiment of power. He is very much attuned, in other
words, to our specific political-cultural heritage. Secondly, his rise is
largely attributable to the fact that other political and social forces have

consciously sought to take advantage of his oristence and have sought
to make a great deal of potitical capital out of him. This kind of practice,

it has to be said, is a constant feature of a fundamental crisis situation
of the kind that we are currently living through (and exactly the same

kind of phenornenon was at work in ltaly and Germany in the 1920's

and 1930's). Some forces try to use him for their o\em political ends,

while others utilise him as some kind of ultimate last refuge. Let me

explain here more precisely what I mean. The first political group that
sought to deliberately use Zhirinovsky for their own political advantage
were the communists, They saw in Zhirinovsky a strong populist
opponent of Yeltsin; someone who could mobilise a large element of

opposition to the neo-liberal course that Yeltsin and his entouiage had

embarked upon, and they therefore thought that if they could somehow
be tied in lvith this forrn and style of opposition, a lot of positive
advantages would ultimately come their way. Consequently, they gave

him a lot of implicit encouragement and more than a fair share of
financial support to keep him going and to help him build up a firmer
organisational and institutional basis for the movement which he led.

For ffiq this was not only a serious tactical or strate$c error on the
part of the communists, it was nothing less than a criminal mistake.
Any such tactic like this is always prone to backfire, and thls is
precisely what has started to happen.

At the same time, the neoliberal forces have also sought to play

a similar kind of strategy for their o\Mn particular ends. For the
neoliberals, Zhirinovsky is precisely the kind of 'bogey' figure that they
need to portray the opposition in a certain kind of light. They
essentially worked on the basis that if Zhirinovsky could be perceived

as the only serious opposition to themselves, then the vast majority of
rational-thinking individuals would always $ve them the benefit of the
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doubt in any such comparative polarity. In other words, if Zhirinovsky
had not oristed they would have had to create him for themselves. The
fact that ZNrinovsky did exist took this task out of their hands and they
consciously sought to boost his image and his standing as a direct
means of making themselves look far more respectable, and of course
far more 'democratic' in the ordinary public's eye. After all, if the basic
choice comes down to Gaidar or Zhirinovslcy, they thought, who in their
right mind would opt for Zhirinovsky?! Moreover, the support that
Zhirinovsky gave to the new constitutional project was very important.
On the one hand, it supplemented the fear element that the neoliberals
have been tryrng to use to their own advantage by fostering the image

of a 'President Zhirinovsky' in a couple of years time, in possession of
virtual unadulterated power. furd on the other hand, it emphasised
Zhirinovsky's own claims that he was by no means a puppet of the
communists, since their main aim in the election campaign has always

been to secure a 'No' vote in the constitutional referendum.
As for the hnd of social or class support behind Zhirinovsky,

once again the analogy with the 1930's in ltaly and Germany readily
springs to mind. in order, but they nevertheless The new economic elite
that has .grown up over the past few years - and here I am thinking
more of the new corporate elite that has maintained strong links with
the state rather than the financial speculators desperately needs

political order and stability. If Yeltsin is unable to provide it (for
exarnple, because of the lack of a genuine mass social base of support
and because of the contradictions amongst the different elements that
have supported him up until now), then people might assume that
Zhirinovslry might well be better placed to deliver it. fuid even if at the
moment he hasn't reached a position of being the main challenger to
Yeltsin's throne, he has attained a Hnd of stature in the political life
of our country that makes him a prominent actor on the political stage.

For that reason, there are many members of the economic elite that
are currently seeking to stay in Zhirinovsky's good books; i.e. they are
'hedgng their bets' and one way of doing that, of course, is by
providing him with financial donations to support his election
campaign.

Does he also haue strcng links with the Military Industrial Completc?
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This is something that I haven't been able to investigate very closely.
The Military Industrial Comploq like other socioeconomic groups

emerging out of the old Soviet order, is now a very fractured and

divided organism. There is very little cohesion at all amongst its
members, and this is one reason why it has lost a good deal of its
previ6us influence. Certainly some key elements of this social group
have managed to preserve good contacts with political organisations
like Civic Union. But to what extent the neofascist political tendencies
have managed to develop their own influential contacts with them is
something I arn not in a positon to comment on; though, of course,
it is something that needs to be looked in to.

You haue spohen before of the fundamental lack of cohestbn that cunently
exrbrs in all social elements and struta of suiety and also of the enormous

diuide, or euen chasm, that sepamtes distinct social grlups in society from
those parties and otganisations tryirq to carue out a political etcistence for
themselues.

Yes, this is a very important phenomenon. The period between the
initial announcement of the elections and the end of the process of
gathering sufficient signatures for different parties and blocs to be
registered for the campaign proper was an absolutely crazy and totally
chaotic time. If you look at the different attempts to forge common
blocs, you really do witness the most incredible alliances tryrng to be
established. From a socioeconomic perspective these attempts at
alliancebuilding were so contradictory as to be unima$nable. Just look
at the Socialist Party of Workers and their prospective allies in the
socalled Fatherland bloc! This really does seem to indicate that the
political realm is currently very autonomous from the economic realm.
There is very little concrete relationship that unites the two realms
together in an objective sense.

Is this on image that is being repeated ocross the country as a whole, or
is the regionol situation somewhat different hom that in Moscow?

I would suggest that what we have is the kind of contradiction that is
not unfamiliar in some, or even most other, countries. On the one hand,
the real life of the country is that which is observable in the regions
and not in Moscow. On the other hand, the real life of the country is
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determined by Moscow! It is also the perception of this fundamental
contradiction from the perspective of the re$ons themselves that $ves
added weight to many of their separatist demands. What makes these
demands largely unrealisable, however, is the lack of any re$onal-based
unity vis-a-vis the centre. For as long as the re$ons do battle with the
centre on an individual basis, the centre will always come out on top.
This was very apparent, for e<ample, during the September - October
crisis.

The left after the elections
Do you see the outcome of these elections as a good strategic opportunity
for the democmtic left tn the coming montls?

No, certainly not. This kind of view is based on the old notion "the
worse the better", and it is the kind of view that I have never accepted,
and nor do I think that the democratic left in Russia should operate
according to the lo$c of this idea. The defeat of the centre ground in
these elections, ultimately represents our own defeat as well" The main
task in the immediate future, therefore, as far as I see it, is to
reestablish the basis of a democratic opposition, not a specifically left
opposition. In other words, ideolo$cal sectarianism must be put aside
for the time being, until such time as basic dernocratic norms and

conditions can be reestablished in our political life. What this means

first and foremost is the creation of a very broad anU-Fascist Front
and/or bloc of real democratic forces. The necessity for the creation
of this Wpe of front or block stems from two main factors.

Firstly, it is important to recognise that the policies, the
ideology and the recent practical steps initiated by President Yeltsin
have ultimately led to a very considerable discrediting of the very idea
of democracy, both as a value and as a set of political mechanisms,
in our country. His own responsibility for the situation we now have
must not be ignored or downplayed in any kind of way. And secondly,
the period of shock therapy economic reforms (which in reality has
always been a policy of shock without the therapy) has directly
engendered the lumpenisation of vast swathes of our society, which has

therefore created the main social base for the growth of the
Zhirinovsky-type phenomenon. By "lumpenisation" here, I am not only
referring to the depths of poverty that now srist in the country I am

also referring to the tendencies and the behavioural patterns that
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pervade many elements of our society, including the behaviour of our
intelligentsia. The real, long term danger, therefore, is not so much
Zhirinovsky himself, (who has probably reached the zenith of his
political career), so much as the social conditions and the social reality
that gave rise to this Hnd of individual and which will continue to $ve
rise to these hnds of primitive and aggressive political patterns.

ft is for these reasons, therefore, that I see the real task nolv
as being the creation of a broad-based democratic movement that is
able to transcend, for the time being, serious ideologcal divisions; a
movement also that is not tempted to strike bargains with ertreme
nationalist groups or statist elements. If you like, we have to revert back
to an idea that was quite popular a couptre of years ago; namely, what
is needed now is a large force that can occupy the political ground
between the tendency represented by Yeltsin and the entreme
nationalists. Botlt these tendencies represent the foundation stones,
upon which someone like Zhirinovsky has been able to construct his
popular irnage.

What do you thtnk will be the postelection position of the Communlsf
Pafi?

Yes, this is going to be one of the most crucial things in the immediate
future. I would like to think, of course, that they will take up a definite
position of outright opposition to Zhirinovsky and all that he
represents. But I am not at all sure that this is what will happen. Most
Iikely, they will continue their strategy of seeking to utilise someone like
Zhirinovsky for their own particular gains, and this, as I have indicated
to you before, is an ortremely dangerous and foolhardy tactic in the
present circumstances...

The real point that I want to emphasise, however, is the need
at this moment in time to $ve priority to the democratic struggle over
the left ideolo$cal sectarian struggle. There are not sufficient forces on
the left (no matter how loosely the notion of a left is interpreted) for
them to carry the fight to the neofascist, populist, authoritarian forces
on their own.

Alexander Buzgalin uas interuiewed in Moscou on I3 December
1993 by Jeremy Lester.
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Jeremy Lester

Zhirinovsky'$ tibeml Democr:iatic
Party: A hofrIe

Origins
Right from the start the Uberal Democratic Party (LDP) - firstly of the
Soviet Union and then later of Russia - has been the centre of intrigue,
confusion and a great deal of suspicion. The party first came to light
in the summer of 1989. Its ori$nal founder was Vladimir Bogachev, who
had formerly been a member of the Democratic Party. Zhirinovsky, who
had earlier had connections with the Social Democratic Movement,
teamed up with Bogachev sometirne later.

The founding congress of the new party took place at the end
of March 1990, ord it was here that suspicions were aroused as to how
genuine the organisation was. While all other emergng opposition
parties to the ruling Communists were still being publicly denounced
and harassed in the media and by the state, the Uberal Democrats were
being feted on national television news broadcasts and were being
favourably covered in such newspapers as hauda. Representatives of
the party were personally received by the then Prime Minister, Nikolai
Ryzhkov, and by the Chairman of the Supreme Soviet, Anatolii
Lulgranov, and there was even an official invitation to attend the 1990
Revolution Day celebrations and military parade.

At the close of the Constituent Congress, the party's charter and
programme were officially approved and it was announced that the
Soviet Union, Ior the first time since the October Revolution, now had
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an official "opposition party". Branches of the party were established
in more than thirty re$ons of the USSR and the rnembership base was

said to be three thousand. Of the two leading figures in the party, it
was Zhirinovsky that emerged triumphant as the official chairman;
Bogachev was $ven the innocuous title of Chief Coordinator.

Relations between Zhirinovsky and Bogachev became increasin&
ly acrimonious at this time. In early October, during a congress of the
Uberal International in Helsinki, Bogachev formally ocpelled Zhirinovs-
ky from the LDP, accusing him of collaborating with the KGB and

promoting Communist activities. These allegations were backed up by
the fact that earlier in the summer of that year Zhirinovsky had

committed the party to membership of a political alliance of forces that
went by the narne of the Centrist Bloc. The bloc was never really
important but it received a lot of attention, both in the Soviet and in
the Western press at this time, due to its close association with
conservative elements inside the ruling CPSU, the KGB and the armed
forces. Zhirinovsky was also accused of long having been a paid

informer of the KGB, dating back to his student days.

Bogachev's orpulsion of Zhirinovsky from the Liberal Democrats
failed to stick. Towards the end of October Zhirinovsky and his
supporters organised a conference of the party and, with Zhirinovsky
supporters in full control of the proceedings, it was now Bogachev's
turn to be expelled. Zhirinovsky was reinstated as the party's
chairman and the conference changed the party's chanter and the
composition and organisational set-up of the party's decision-making

bodies, all to Zhirinovsky's personal advantage. From notv on "Uberal
Democratic Party" and "Zhirinovsky's Party" were synonymous. As for
the charges of KGB collaboration, Zhirinovsky at first turned them to
his own advantage by repeatedly asserting that it was only thanks to
this organisation that the Soviet Union had any security and stability.
In the aftermath of the demise of the USSR, he has tended for the most
part simply to deny the allegations.

' It is very apparent, however, that charges of this Hnd are not
going to go away and indeed will be used as a weapon by his political
opponents to discredit the populist image that he has built up for
himself. Spaking in January 1994, for example, the Mayor of St.

Petersburg, Anatolii Sobchak, confirmed that the LDP was a creation of
the old CPSU and KGB (Literatumoya gazeta, 12 Jan 1994). At a Politburo
meeting shortly after the formal abolition of Article 6 of the old Soviet
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constitution Qeading role of the party), Gorbachev is supposed to have
said something along the lines that "A multi-party system is in the
offing, so we must act before the event. We ourselves ought to set up
the first alternative party, but one that would be malleable." Sobchak

also went on to say that the purpose in creating such a directed form
of multi-party system was to compromise any truly democratic or
liberal parties that might emerge in the future. This account was denied
by Gorbachev himself, although no evidence was offered to refute the
claims made. What makes the whole thing even more unfathomable,
however, is why someone like Sobchah should only release such

information after the December 1993 elections. It was clear Zhirinovsky
was doing very well in the campaign and that he did represent a serious

threat to the proYeltsin forces. When pressed on this point, however,
Sobchak failed to respond.

If the Liberal Democratic Party was only one of approximately
forty groups sponsored by the KGB and the conservatives of the CPSU

in the Centrist BIoc alliance in the summer of 1990, why did
Zhirinovsky's party emerge from the collapse of this alliance with a

significantly enhanced recognition, whereas all the other groups failed?
Principally perhaps because of the colourful reputation that Zhirinovsky
was able'to carve out for himself. Zhirinovsky has always consciously
sought to portray himself as an arch defender of Russian national
interests and even bad publicity has its advantages. He has always been
prepared to be deliberately provocative and shocking in order to keep
himself in the public eye.

The real turning point in Zhirinovsky's (and his party's) political
fortunes was his candidacy in the June 1991 presidential elections.
When he was nominated in April of that year, the party had less than
fifty active members in major Russian cities and re$ons. But he won
third place behind Yeltsin and Ryzhkov, with a potl of 7.8 per cent
(representing some six million Russian voters). The Russian press
increasingly gave a lot of attention to "the Zhirinovsky phenomenon",
and it was from this period that many commentators both in Russia

and abroad began to equate his charismatic potentid with that of Hitler
in the days of the Weimar Republic.

One final thing to note about Zhirinovsky's leadership of the
party in the last months of the Soviet Union is his conviction that the
party must preserve a unique identity for itself and not submerge itself
in broader alliances and blocs, over which it would have minimal
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control; the party would sympathise and tacitly support the efforts of
other likeminded groups to coalesce into broader, heterogeneous blocs
and alliances (such as the Soyuz Broup, for example), but they
themselves would not be part of the alliance. Throughout the
September4ctober 1993 crisis, when most analysts would have
predicted strong support from Zhirinovsky for the deputies fighting it
out in the White House, he not only remained publicly neutral but even

offered himself as a mediator in the dispute; and for many, it was this
perceived neutrality which very much buttressed his appeal to the
Russian electorate.

The party programme
According to the first party programme, adopted at the inaugural
congress in March tr990, the Uberal Democratic Party salv itself as the
lo$cal successor to the liberalism of the Cadets (Constitutional
Dernocrats), the Octobrists and the Trudoviks. The programme

emphasised the party's belief in a law-governed state, a multi-party
system, a market economy structured around private ownership and
free enterprise and regulated through normal ta:<ation measures, and
a thorough deideologsation of society (Moscou Neus, no 17, 1990).

Only at its second congress in October 1990, when Zhirinovsky
took complete control, did the official programme start to reflect some
of the more dominant themes that have since become the trademark
of Zhirinovsky's speeches and campaign rhetoric. In the political part
of the programrr€, the emphasis was now very firmly placed on the
need to preserve the integrity of the USSR, but only in a form which
could emphasise Russia's traditional dominance as a natural empire. [n
conjunction with this, the need for a strong centralised power structure,
dominated by an authoritarian executive, was seen as the only viable
form of power set-up that could ensure the continuation of the
country's great power status.

It was this programrne that largely fixed the parameters of
Zhirinovsky's presidential campaign in June 1991. Throughout the
campaign there was a constant emphasis on the need to re<reate the

essence of the traditional R.ussian Empire, which would remove the
Soviet-era ethnic and national divisions of the country and replace them
with a territorial-based system of provinces, firmly controlled by
"governors" personally answerable to the central power structure. A
decentralisation of the econorny was still favoured but this decentral-
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isation would be fostered, he said, not in the hope that the re$ons
would prosper, but in the assured knowledge that they would all "choke

on their new-found autonomy and would then come begging to the state
to bail them out once again". His campaign also focused on foreign
policy issues. The old East-West axis of foreign policy would be

replaced by a emphasis on the North.South relationthip, the implication
being that Russia should ally itself with the prosperous countries in the
north (North America, Northern Europe and Japan) in a common effort
to keep the poorer south in a conditlon of subservience. Finally, there
was the ortra-prograrnmatic dimension to his presidential campaign
which focused on his populist appeals to halve the price of vodka, etc.

Inthe intervening period between the June 1991 presidential and

the December 1993 parliamentary elections, the party's programme

underwent further considerable changes. In the text that was issued in
the run-up to the December ballot, the main policy proposals of the LDP

were now divided into six 'sections covering domestic policy, the
economy, social policy, the environment, foreign policy and the armed
forces.

In the section on "domestic policy", the main emphasis was on
the need for an all-powerful enecutive (i.e. explicit support for Yeltsin's
own constitutional project) and on the eradication of ethnic and

national states on the territory of Russia. In terms of social policy, the
programrne was brief to ttre point of being meaningless, although the
general focus was on the need to preserve the welfare benefits of the
former Soviet systenn. WomeR, meanwNle, were encouraged to
renounce their aspirations for equal opportunities in the ernployment
sector and were encouraged to "return to the family". As regards the
armed forces, the part5l's basic message was summed up by the
principle: "He who does not want to feed and house his own army will
be feeding and housing a foreign one". Concern was also raised at the
"illconceived disarrnament programme" of recent yeirs. fuid on the
environmental front, there were a nurnber of vague and banal platitudes
concerning the state's duty to protect the country from various types
of pollution and ecolo$cal genocide.

By far the most detailed sections dealt \Mith the party's
provisions on foreign and economic affairs. The earlier policy of moving
frorn an East-West to a North-South axis was reendorsed, with specific
"spheres of influence" according to economic interests. The United
States, for o<ample, would conUnue to be granted a special stake in
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Latin America and the Caribbean. Europe would be allowed a free role
vis-a-vis West Africq Japan and China would have carte blanche over
South Asia and "Oceania". fuid Russia's o<clusive sphere of influence
would include the rest of the Commonwealth of Independent States
(CIS), as well as Afghanistan, Iran and Turkey. Four countries,
meanwhile, - India, China, Iraq and Germany were singled out as

potential special partners for Russia. As for Russia's relations with
Europe as a whole, the programme was adamant that she could never

be a subordinate part of Europe, but was an independent gecpolitical
unit in her own right.

It was in the domain of economic policy, however, that the party
programme had shifted considerably in the intervening two years. fui
interim economic programme had been drawn up in 1992 by two
economists, Atropov and Dergunov, and it was this that formed the
basis of the official electoral programme. The programme was far less
"liberal" than it had been previously, and now fully encapsulated many
of the populist appeals that were standard elements of all Zhirinovsky's
speeches. Firstly, Russia was encouraged to look to her own resources
for extricating herself from the economic crisis and should no longer
rely on "enslaving credits from outside". Secondly, unemployment was

to be prevented at all costs. Thirdly, privatisation should be restricted
to small enterprises and the service sector only. Foreign ownership
should not be allowed and the enterprise collective as a whole should
be the main recipient of any denationalisation policy. Fourthly, housing
should be distributed freely and there should be no strictly private
ownership of land. fuid fifthly, key economic sectors in industry,
agriculture and science should be $ven special state assistance in the
forrn of subsidies raised through a targeted system of ta:ration.

. In a further list of specific measures, twelve points were cited
as representing the core programme of the party's desire to improve
the material situation of the Russian population.

l. Aid to other countries should be suspended, which would enable a

30 per cent irnprovernent in people's living standards.
2. Defence industry conversion should be irnmediately halted and

defence industry output on the world market should be maintained;

thereby producing another 30 per cent improvement.

3. Yet another 30 per cent improvement would ensue if crime and

corruption was effectively tackled and if the top 5,000 mafia-style gangs

were eliminated.
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4. The iqflux of refugees from other countries must be lmmediately
stopped and a strong visa-regtme introduced.
5. All persons without Russian citizenshtp should be barred from
trading in Russian cities and villages. This would allegedly bring down
prices that are being artificially inflated by speculators and "resellers".

6. The ta:<ation system should be revamped to favour producers.
7. The old Soviet system of state orders in key sectors of the economy

should be restored to overcome the disruption of ties between

enterprises.
8. Loans from foreign states should be terminated; old debts should be

suspended and the Russian government must make all efforts to
recover debts.
9. The export of precious raw materials should be immediately stopped.
10. The education of foreign students must be limited so that Russians

have primary access to institutions of higher learning.
11. State preferences for those in acute need (pensioners, invalids etc)
should ba retained.
L2. Military aid should be reduced to the sale of equiprnent for
ma:rimum profits. (Programme details in Libeml, nos. I and 9, 1992)

Membership and $upport base
The first thing to note when discussing the party's membership is that
published statistics pertaining to membership figures of all political
parties in Russia are often highly inaccurate. It is not so much the
actual figures that should concern us here so much as the social
orientation of those who have felt committed enough and politicised
enough to become formal members of the party. When the party was

first founded, the rnembership base was estimated at between two and
three thousand. In an interview with Moscow Neu)s, Zhirinovsky himself
indicated that it was a party, like all others at this time, primarily
composed of intellectuals. He did, however, go on to specify that a good

many members were office workers, students and pensioners.

Speaking in the aftermath of his relatively successful presidential
campaign in the summer of 1991 and in the aftermath of the failed
August coup, Zhirinovsky now acknowledged a considerable shift of
orientation: "From the moment of our formation we relied on the classic
liberal democratic formula and gambled on figures in culture, science
and the intelligentsia. We have now made adjustments. Now rnore and
more ordinary simple people and worHng people are joining us. I think
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this is because the CPSU is virtually banned and for the past few years
it has. no longer been representing poor people's interests. A section
of the business community also supports us. fuid young people are also
very active. Of the six million people who voted for me as Russian
President, sociolo$sts consider that five million were young people."

CSouetskaya Rosslya, 2 October 1991)

A study on party social composition by Mikhail Savin and

Aleksandr Sma$n, published in Nezauisimaya Gazeta (18 December
1993), immediately after the December 1993 elections, cites figures that
date back to April 1993 and to the LDP's annual congress. Total
membership of the party, it wa$ then claimed, had reached
approximately 100,000. Of these, the main social base (40 per cent) was

made up of professional and skilled technical workers, such as

en$neers. Other major social groups accounted for a ma:<imum of 20

per cent. More than twothirds of the membership possess some form
of higher education, and there was a 90 per cent male bias in the rank
and file. Some 50 per cent of the party members were in the middleage
bracket (i.e. 3G50 years old); 15-20 per cent were over fifty; the rest
were under thirty. The authors concluded figures such as these do not
represent a socially-mar$nalised base of support.

These figures also cornpare quite well with preliminary findings
on the composition of the party's electoral base of support at the
December elections. In a survey conducted by Yurii Levada of the
All-Russian Centre for Public Opinion and Market Research (in lzuestia,
30 December 1993), the overwhelming base of support came from two
very specific, if different, maledominated sectors. Firstly, there was a

good deal of support from what can be termed the old Soviet working
class; that is to soy, people who are middleaged or older, mostly from
the cities in the Russian heartland, with average skills and average

wages acquired from stat+run industries, who are very frightened of
their future prospects, and who are also anxious about the growing
crime figures, the loss of the country's former great power status and

who prefer strong to weak government. These are people who have
defected from the Communists, Iargely because of the populist and
nationalist appeal of Zhirinovsky himself. And secondly, there was also
a large degree of support from the young generation, who have been
drawn to the novelty-effect of the party's and the leader's appeal, and

the sense in which it represented the most explicit kind of protest vote.
According to Levada's orryn analysis, the sunrey suggests that there are
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very large doubts concerning the long-term stability and alle$ance of
many sectors of the electorate that ultimately voted for the LDP and

for Zhirinovsky. Indeed, he has suggested that up to onethird of those
who voted for the party indicated that they had only made up their
minds on election day itself and that they were already having some

regrets. However, $ven the correlation between the actual social
composition of the party membership and its wider electorate, this
assumption about the volatility of the party's support base might be

a little over-optimistic or a case of wishful-thinHng on Levada's part.
ft should also be noted that the one thing that Levada's study failed
to report was the very high levels of military support for the Uberal
Democrats. Russian troops serving on the Taiik-Afghan border, for
example, gave the party a remarkable 43 per cent of the vote; while
servicemen of the Black Sea Fleet also put the party first with 19 per
cent of the vote. (The Guardian, 14 December 1993)

Returning to the study by Savin and Sma$n in Nezouistmaya
gazeta. it is also interesting to cite their findings as to the reasons why
people actually ioined the party. 60 per cent of one sample they polled

said they ioined because they felt close to the party's programme. A
similar number also ioined because of Zhirinovsky's personal standing.
50 per cent were of the opinion that only the Liberal Democrats could
get the country out of its current crisis. And onein-ten were motivated
to ioin the party for the purpose of directly enga$ng in political
activities. In the final part of their analysis, the two authors, drawing
on their CI(perience of their earlier studies of the party, suggest their
own reasons for the LDP's success in the December electiorrs. Unlike
Aleksandr Yakovlev, who put Zhirinovsky's success down to his
effecUve negative criticism of the Government during the election
campaign itself, and unlike Yegor Gaidar, who explained his victory as

a result of the divisions in the proWestern "dernocratic" carnp, Savin

and Sma$n were adarnant that the most important reason was the way
in which Zhirinovsky was able to portray himself and his party as the
true bearer of Russian national interests. His drawing attention to the
national degpadation of Russia since the demise of the USSR, the loss
of status for the coufltry, and the way in which its citizens were treated
as second class subjects in other areas of the CIS, all carried a heavy
resonance with the Russian voters.

On top of this, the Liberal Democrats were the only party which
focused very concretely on Russia's geGpolitical interests. The party
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effectively and successfully highlighted the way ln which the basic
social rights of ordinary people had been undermined as a consequence
of thq shock therapy reforms. The party's support for Yeltsin's new
constitution appeared to $ve it a positive image in favour of order and
stability and wanting a firm basis for constitutional rights (which in turn
helped to deflect much of the potential criticism from his "democratic"
opponents). The LDP also benefited from their perceived neutrality in
the October 1993 uprising and the military-backed destrucUon of the
old parliament.

ParW smrcture and frnances
One factor that is regularly cited by commentators who have

e;rperienced LDP meetings at first hand is the highly disciplined nature
and structure of the party organisation and the enorrnous authority that
is reserved for Zhirinovsky himself. This also comes across very
strongly when one reads the party's charter. Although there are no

explicit references to Communist-style democratic centralism, the
Liberal Democrats have clearly modelled their internal operations on
the foimer CPSU. The activities of the different sectors of the party at

different levels of the organisational hierarchy is highly reminiscent of
the CPSU, and it is surely no accident that the top decision-making
bodies of the party carry such names as Central Committee and

Secretariat etc.

When it comes to the very important question of party finances,

one enters once again a very murky world of intrigue, secrecy and

suspicion. According to the party's charter, the primary source of
finance is the one per cent membership levy on members' monthly
income. The party also earns income from the sales of printed material
(most notably from its own newspaper Liberat), from cultural events

and from contributions from lower-level organisations (which is meant
to account for 30 per cent of the party's overall finances). Finally, the
charter also mentions that the party engages in a variety of economic
activiUes and also relies on "voluntary contributions". This latter aspect
that has been the subiect of much discussion and innuendo, especially
following the publication of its electoral expenditures which showed it
to have been one of the richest parties in the December campaign. On

television broadcasts and advertising alone, for example, it spent
something approaching one billion roubles for addltional air-time,
above and beyond the statutory one hour of free air-tlme paid for by
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the state. This amounted to nearly three hours of peak broadcasting
time on television; a figure second only to the pro-Yeltsin bloc Russia's

Choice, (lzuestia, l0 Dec 1993) As the necessary laws governing the
electoral campaign did not make any provision for party financial
glasnost, one can only speculate about where such phenomenal sums

of money might have come from.
According to most informed opinion, the LDP relied on four

main sources of "voluntary contributions". Firstly, they have continued
access to laundered funds from the former CPSU and the KGB.

Secondly, they have connections with a number of prominent mafia
organisations. Thirdly, Zhirinovsky himself has amassed a veritable
fortune in libel suit victories against iournals and periodicals who have
publicly labelled him a Nazi and a Fascist. CIhe Moscow Guailtan was

forced to close after such a legal suit) fuid fourthly, the party has

considerable access to largescale foreign donations. This can either
stem from sympathetic business contacts that Zhirinovsky himself has

astutely fostered over the past couple of years in those countries with
a comparably strong nationalist opposition force. Or it stems directly
from governments who would be keen to see Zhirinovs$ capture the
reins of power in Russia, dod the two countries most often cited here
are Libya and lraq.

On this last point, however, it should be stressed that many of
the pro.Yeltsin contenders in the December election forfeited the
opportunity of embarrassing the Uberal Democrats on this issue of

Dlstrtbufion of Seats in the State Duma

Parliamentary
Faction

Total From Party % of Party Single Member
Seats Ust Ust Vote Constituencies

Russia's Choice 76

LDP 63

Agrarian Party 55

Communist Party 45
Shakrai's Party 30

Yavlinsky Bloc 25

Women of Russia 23

Democratic Party 15
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foreign financing. This was largely because they themselves were
embroiled in a financial scandal of their own, which was linked to the
oft-repeated allegation that groups such as Russia's Choice were using
American taxpayers money for much of their advertising campaign; an

allegation largely substantiated by America's own Agency for Interna-
tional Development Qzoestia, 30 Nov 1993).

The party in parliament
If one analyses the territorial base of support for the parliamentary
caucus of the LDP, a number of factors become immediately apparent.
The party did extremely well in three areas of the Russian Federation:
(a) in the Far East, in areas such as Petropavlovsk, Karnchatka, and the
district of Primorsky, all of which responded to the party's well targeted
promise to e><clude foreign access to fishing and other trading rights;
(b) in those regions dominated by the old military industrial complor,
specifically Ulyanovsk, Rostov-on-Don, Omsk, and the Urals re$on; and
(c) in those areas of the CIS where there are large Russian minorities,
such as Narva in Estonia.

Many of these areas have traditionally been opposed to the
neoliberal, proWestern policies of the Yeltsin re$me since the end of
1991. The party also gained a majority in more traditionally "neutral"
areas in central Russia. In the Volga city of Saratov, for e:rample, the
party achieved a staggering 57 per cent of the vote; in the north-western
city of Pskov it gained 40 per cent; and in Belgorod it won 36 per cent.
fuiottrer significant feature of the party's showing, especially bearing in
mind its long+tated ambition to do away with the ethnic-based
divisions of the Federation, was the relatively high level of support it
achieved in such republics as Bashkortostan and Chuvashia. In both
these republics the titular nationality constitutes a minority of the
population, but it had been previously assumed that the republican,
non-Russian elites, had acquired a very secure domination over the
territory under their control and had achieved widespread support for
their campaigns to acquire more autonomy from the central authorities.
Finally, one should also note that the LDP (along with the Communists
and the Agrarians) performed especially well in those constituencies
dominated by villages and small towns.

The overwhelming majority of the LDP fraction in the state
Duma are ethnic Russians, with the remainder classifying themselves
as Ukrainian (4 deputies), Geor$an (1), Greek (l) and Belarussian (').
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All but seven deputies have higher education and the occupational
proftles range from academics and entrepreneurs to military employees
and a couple of workers. The parliamentary fraction, like the party as

a whole, is male dominated, with women accounting for only five
deputies. (tigures from Rossiis haya Gazeta, 28 December 1993) Apart
from Zhirinovsky himself, the only other previously nationally known

deputy associated with the party is fuiatolii Kashpirovsky, who likes to
call himself a "doctor-psychotherapist", but is more commonly known
for his role as a television hypnotist, who claims he can cure all types
of illnesses. Other luminaries include Aleksandr Vengerovslry, a former
member of the CPSU, who is the self-styled "prime minister" in the
party's "shadow cabinet", and who was also elected one of the three
deputy speakers in the Duma at its first session in January 1994, In
addition,'five members of the fraction were elected to chair committees
of the Duma. Mikhail Lemeshev, for ocample, is the chairman of the
Ecology committee; Vladimir Gusev oversees the comrnittee on
Industry, Construction, Transportation and Energy; Sergei Kalashnikov
heads the Labour and Social Support comrnittee; Nikolai Astafev is

chairman of the Natural Resources and Exploitation of Nature
committee; and Viktor Ustinov is chairman of the Geopolitics committee
- the latter being a speclal creation of the Duffi&, designed to appease

the parliarnent's refusal to allow Zhirinovsky chair one of the far more
influential foreign policy-oriented committees dealing with defence,

security or international affairs,
The two rnost prominent economic experts in the parliamentary

fraction are the aforementloned Mikhail Lemeshev, who is a consultant
to the Russian Academy of Sciences, and Aleksandr Kozyrev, a

VicePresident of the International fusociation of Economic Historians.
Lemeshev and Kozyrev are described as having no forrnal membership
of the LDP outside parliament; something also true of Kashpirovsky and
no less than twenty-one of the other deputies elected on the party list.
Moreover, two deputies elected on the party list continue to hold sole
membership in other parties (Viktor Vishnyakov, for orample, is a
member of the Communist Party of the Russian Federation and Vitalii
Zhuravlev is a member of the Social Justice Party).

This issue of the forrnal non-affiliation of so many members of
the parliamentary fraction to the wider party organisation clearly raises

a very important question as regards the future potential of the party
and its overall effectiveness in the parliamentary domain; that is to soy,

I
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how much cohesion and discipline will Zhirinovsky be able to maintaln
over his members? According to Andrei Zavidiv, Zhirlnovsky's former
running-mate in the June 1991 presidential elections, the answer is "very
little". Possibly up to half of the fraction, he has lnsisted, will have
equally strong affinities with the Communist Party; up to a quarter will
be more inclined to support the neoliberal reformers of Russla's
Choice; and the rest will remain independent of any direcUon glven

from above, be it from Zhirinovsky or anybody else in the party
hierarchy. Clearly, then, one must wait and see whether the "debt of
gratitude" to Zhirinovsky for being elected on the LDP list will
ultimately outweigh other interests and alle$ances indMdual deputies

might have.

We will also have to wait and see if the fraction as a whole can

develop any permanent or long-lasting allies in the parliamentary arena.

As stressed earlier, Zhirinovsky has always believed (and with even
more conviction after last December) that he and his party should be

considered the number one contender in the struggle to personify the
cause of Russophilism and NaUonalisrn; & cause he believes has

sufficient popularity and strength to jettison him to the presidency. It
is a mantle, however, that many others (and not least Yeltsin himself

these days) have not forfeited an equal claim to. It is small wonder,
then, that Zhirinovsky is reportedly not too happy at the prospect of
former Vice President Rutskoi reentering the political scene. Taking the
credit for getting him out of prison was one thing; listening to pundits
describing Rutskoi as still the best possible leader of the nationalist
cause is another thing entirely.
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Petr Biziukov

The Social-Political Situation in the
Kuzbass.

Introduced and tronslated by Simon Clarhe

Most of the little inforrnation that reaches the West about the political
developments and the workers' movement in Russia concerns the
political activity of the various self-proclairned leaders of the working
class in Moscow. However, despite their rhetorical differences, these
various leaders share a common feature, the lack of any organised
working class base to substantiate their leadership claims. However, the
strong electoral performance of the Communist Party and its allies in
the December election, the continuing deterioration in the economic
position throughout the country, and the collapse of the liberal reform
programme raises the question of whether Russia will see the birth (or
rebirth) of a mass workers' movement. The article which follows is an
appraisal of the political situation in Kuzbass on the eve of the local
elections.

The Kuzbass is the coal-mining and heavy industrial re$on in
Western Siberia in which the 1989 miners' strike began. The 1989 strike,
followed by a similar strike two yeq's later, was the single most
significant event in precipitating the collapse of the Soviet system. In
the wake of the strike a network of Workers' Committees was

established, at the head of which stood the Kuzbass Re$onal Union of
Workers' Committees. In parallel with the Workers' Committees, which
became the political arm of the independent workers' movement in
Kuzbass, an Independent Miners' Union (NPG) was established at the
end of 1990, although it was not until 1992 that the NPG established
any effective presence on the ground. In the meantime the leadership
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of the Kuzbass Workers' Committee had fallen into "liberal" hands,

strongly supporting Yeltsin in his struggle with Gorbachev, and

subsequently supporting Yeltsin's reform programme. Alongside the
new workers' movement, the official miners' union also saw a

substantial renewal of its leadership at all levels, and retained the vast

majority of its membership, which includes all categories of employees,
against the competition from NPG, which only organises underground
worke-rs.

The alliance between the NPG and Yeltsin has gradually

weakened as the NPG leadership has been progressively squeezed out
of the corridors of power, and the government has failed to deliver on
its many promises. At the base the NPG works increasingly closely with
the official union, and with the management of the coal industry and

the regional political authorities, pressing the interests of the rniners
by pressing the interests of the industry and the re$on as a whole in
Moscow. However at regional level the NPG and Workers' Committee
retain their predominantly political activity and their "democratic"

orientation, which has led to their mar$nalisation.
The mining industry has been hit as hard as any branch of

production by the crisis of non-payment, and many miners have not
been paid for months. A wave of strikes just before the December
elections persuaded Gaidar to tour the mining re$ons, ild to sign a

commitment to meet the backlog of payments to the mines. The result
of the elections and the subsequent resignation of Gaidar meant that
the agreements appeared not to be worth the paper they were written
on. Amid strike threats and spontaneous walkouts, a general one day
miners' strike was called for I March 1994, but in Kuzbass the strike
was a flop.

Although Kuzbass has become notorious as a coal-mining
region, and as the base of the new workers' movement, miners are only
a small minority of the Kuzbass working class, and the national and
re$onal government since 1989 has assiduously sought to reinforce
divisions between the miners and other workers. Thus the re$onal
government has always been in the hands of "reformed" former
Communists, Ied by Aman Tuleev, who stood against Yeltsin in the 1991

election to the Presidency of Russia, getting more votes than Yeltsin
in Kuzbass. Despite compromising himself by visiting the putchists
immediately after the 1991 coup, Tuleev remained the dominant
political personality in Kuzbass, opposed initially by Mikhail Kislyuk, o



33

former member of the Regonal Workers' Committee, who then became
one of Tuleev's deputies after the 1990 local electlons, and after the
August l99l coup became Yeltsin's Chief of Administration in Kuzbass.

However, in a characteristic about turn, Kislyuk and Tuleev settled their
differences in the autumn of 1992.

The general situation in Kuzbass can be characterised as "o<pectant".
Practically all the subiects of political life are o<pecting something:
some - the most advantageous moment; others - the first steps of their
opponents; a third group - they themselves don't know what they are
waiting for. There are two reasons for this orpectancy. The first is the
lack of clarity in the position of Moscow. Up to now nobody has been
able to understand in what direction the central government in Moscow
will act. The second is that nobody knows how the situation in Kuzbass

will develop after the elections to the local councils. These elections
will take place at the end of March. Moreover it is not only the local
bureaucrats, but also those in Moscow, who are holding fire until the
results because "nobody wants to take the first step".

This prudence is to be o<plained above all by the results of the
Russian elections, in which power was not at all passed to those into
whose laps it was planned that it would fall. Neither central nor local
bureaucrats want to enter into a confrontation with the future organs
of local representative power. Jud$ng by the results of the Decernber
elections in Kuzbass the best chances are those of deputies of a
pro{ommunist orientation. Women of Russia took 9.2 per cent of the
votes in Kuzbass, the Communist Party 8.3 per cent, and the Agrarian
Party took 4.9 per cent. Altogether their share of the vote in Kuzbass
amounted to 22.4 per cent. Zhirinovsky's LDP took 25.6 per cent, while
Gaidar's Russia's Choice took only I lr9 per cent of the votes.

Of course the results of the election to the re$onal Durna will
not strictly reproduce those of the Russian election. In the first place
the question arises at the oblast level of who udll manage to get the
votes of the Uberal Democratic Party, which has neither leaders nor
ideas (not even the most fantastic in relation to Kuzbass). Moreover
there is the figure of Aman Tuleev, who managed to amass 75.7 per cent
of the votes in his otvn re$on in the election for the Federal assembly,
outstripping by 55 per cent his rival Alo<ander Aslanidi, representative



34

of the Kuzbass Workers' Committee, who got only 19.5 per cent of the
votes. Finatly, Tuleev's allies, whom he backed in the election, were
ortremely successful. There is therefore good reason to e:rpect that
Tuleev and his associates will be very active in the local elections and
have every chance of success. Representatives of the enterprise
directorate also have a good chance of success, despite the collapse
of Civic Union in the Russian elections, primarily because of their
paternalistic programmes and promises, which are very well-received
by the electorate. Above all they will pick up many of the votes which
in the Russian election went to Zhirinovsky and his part5r. The
candidates of a "democratic" and pro-market orientation have little
chance. Apart from their failure in the December elections, their
situation is even worse because at the re$onal level they have
practically no candidates who could put up even weak competition
against Tuleev and the directorate.

The re$onal administration has been very active in creating
regional structures which can take the place of central structures in
particular circumstances. A Siberian Agreement was signed two years
ago by representatives of all the local authorities in Western Siberia.
The significance of this Agreement was demonstrated during the events
of October last year in Moscow, when the participants in the Agreement
considered the possibility of creating a consolidated budget for Western
Siberia with a single decision-making centre. Apart from this, regional
tendencies appear in the continual attempts to create local management
structures for enterprises in the re$on. Two years ago there were
attempts to create territorial-adrninistrative organs of enterprise
management, which nour take the form of the creation of financial-
industrial groups. Such groups have already been created for the
chemical and metallur$cal industries of Kuzbass. But the administra-
tion has had the greatest difficulty in creating a regonal structure of
management for the coal industry.

The directors of coal enterprises have been the most active
opponents of this, preferring to exploit their contacts with the far-away
Moscow bureaucrats of Russia Coal, extracting grants and subsidies
from them, while escaping any effective control over the expenditure
of this money. The alliance between enterprise directors and Moscow
bureaucrats has existed for a long time, but now it has weakened
because of the attempts of the directorate to transfer all their
difficulties to the responsibility of the centre. Evading responsibility,
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they forced their Moscow patrons into a corner. During the January
strikes in the mines of Russia Coal the following figures were published:
the government debt to the industry of 590 billion rubles under the
tariff agreement of 1993 was completely covered on 1 February 1994.

However in addition to this the Kuzbass mines had not received a total
of more than 450 billion rubles, which was owed to them under
contracts concluded by the leaders of coal-extracting enterprises
without any reference to Russia Coal. Howevern in the majority of cases

in the course of the strike the demands for payment of this money were

addressed to the government and to Russia Coal. Not wanting to bear
responsibility for the directors' failings Russia Coal began a campaign
to put pressure on the directors, which was supported by the local
administration, primarily in the form of financial controls imposed on
a number of mines. One cannot say that the series of controls inflicted
any perceptible damage on the directorate. Only in one case, that of
the mine Polyisaevskaya in Leninsk-Kuznetsk, did the matter go as far
as the removal of the director. However the attitude of the directors
to the Moscow bureaucrats became strained and it was really this that
Ied to the creation of a financial-industrial group among coal-mining
enterprises at the be$nning of 1994. So far its activities have not been

very significant, but in any case the directors have created a basis for
the consolidation of their relationships with the re$onal bureaucrats.
They can obviously make their final choice of variant - Moscow or
Kuzbass, Iater.

When we turn to the workers' organisations the most significant
feature is a sharp decline in the level of their activity. The Workers'
Committees have in practice gone off into the political arena and are
unable tci play a serious role. The Independent Miners' Union is going
through a severe internal crisis connected with disagreements between
its primary organisations and the governing bodies at city and regional
Ievels. The clearest such crisis has arisen in the Kemerovo city
organisation, in which a number of primary organisations of the union
are trying to create an alternative re$onal organisation which would
not be a part of the NPG Kuzbass, but would affiliate directly to NPG

Russia. The trade unions which form part of the "official" system of the
FNPR have taken up a position close to the pro,Communist
organisations, without forgetting to maintain their support for the
enterprise directorate with which they retain close links. Be$nning in
the autumn of 1993 the FNPR trade unions repeatedly organised short
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strikes in enterprises of various branches of production, including coal
mining, with political demands. Three times, be$nning in November
1993, conferences of representatives of labour collectives were called
within the framework of the re$onal committee of the FNPR. In fact
these turned into a forum for anti-Presidential and antigovernment
forces, now and then taking Llp communopatriotic positions.

The maiority of labour collectives find themselves in a state of
helpless CI(pectation. They respond to strike calls with a uniformly low
level of activity, eonnecting with them either purely formally or as a
consequence of intolerable circumstances. Hunger-strikes have become

a new weapon in the workers' struggle, to which the miners' leaders

have begun to have recourse. The main reason for choosing this step

was the fact that it is impossible to count on the organisation of a mass

strike today. The main reason for strikes and protests is the
non-phyment of wages. However, even payrng out a part of the back-pay

extinguishes the strongest of protests. This happened in February
when, after the leaders of the NPG in Mezhdurechensk and Prokop'evsk
had begun a hunger+trike, a government representative arrived lvith
money for the mines of South Kuzbass and both the hunger strike and

the pre-strike situation were cancelled. Despite this the mines of North
Kuzbass did not receive any money, and so they turned to the same

measures in March.
On the whole the level of dissatisfaction among the workers and

population of Kuzbass is very high. The htgher than average prices, pfly
which is wiped out by inflation as a result of the regular and longdrawn
out delays in its payment, the absence of any prospect of the
stabilisation of economic and political life constantly increases the
potential for dissatisfaction. It is important to note that although
workers' organisation and activity is at a low ebb, the workers in rnost

enterprises in Kuzbass already have the experience of conducting
strikes. True, at the moment strikes do not extend beyond one branch

of production. But the lo$c of events shows that in the nearest future
a wider strike will become realistic. Moreover, an inter-branch or
general strike will very rapidly assume an anti-government character,

In this conte:rt the leaders of the FNPR and Communist political

activists have the greatest chance of finding themselves at the head of
this strike. However, one cannot o<clude attempts to re<reate or
rebuild the system of workers committees, but this time without the
dominant role of the miners. Kuzbass looks set for another hot summer!
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Vadim Borisov

A Very Soviet Privatisation

The Chelyabinsk metallur$cal complex is one of the largest enterprises
in the Urals, employing 40,000 workers. It was privatised at the end of
1992 according to the second variant allowed by the Privatisation Law.

According to this variant 51 per cent of the shares are distributed
amongst the employees of the compily, and the remaining 49 per cent
remain in the hands of the Re$onal Property Fund to be sold at
auction. The Chelyabinsk Metallur$cal Kombinat became the ioint-stock
company Mechel. At the same time 86 senior and middle managers,
including the General Director, formed their own company, Tomyet. The
avowed aim of Tomyet was to accumulate shares in Mechel, supposedly
to retain control of the company in the hands of the Iabour collective.
However, they forget to tell the labour collective anything about their
noble aims.

Information about the activity of Tomyet only began to emerge
when the City Prosecutor's Office launched an investigation into the
privatisation of Mechel, following a leak from a worker activist, A.
Dyskin, who had previously worked as an assistant to the General
Director of the Kombinat. It emerged that Tomyet had a wide network
of connections. Several Moscow-based commercial firms, including the
Lefortovskii Bank, had transferred 1.837 billion rubles (more than 3.5

million dollars) to Tomyet for the purchase of shares in Mechel. The
Director of Tomyet, Boris Vanshtein, also had an agreement with the
Moscow firm Start, which provided a further two billion rubles,
nominally for the development of the production of consumption goods,

but which according to the contract could be used for other purposes.
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Tomyet also had close commercial relations with Mechel. The City
Prosecutor, fuiatoli Bra$n, announced that he had traced a payment
order from Tomyet of almost 300 million rubles for over 150,000 tons
of steel, whose market price would be almost 2 billion rubles. It was
not dilficult to put two and two together. Nor is this kind of commercial
intermediation unusual, encouraged by the anti-monopoly le$slation
which prohibits monopolies from selling above the price indicated in
special price tables.

Tomyet bid for 19 per cent of the shares in Mechel. In addition
it signed a trust agreement with the Re$onal Property Fund, supported
by the head of the district administration, according to which a further
20 per cent of the shares were vested in Tomyet until December 1994.

When inforrnation about the activity of Tomyet emerged the
newly founded independent trade union "Labour Solidarity" set up a

workers' initiative group which called a conference of the labour
collective against the opposition of management. The conference, on 24

February 1993, voted its lack of confidence in the official trade union
and decided to prepare for a conference to reelect the trade union
committee, whose President, Sergei Komyakov, was a member of the
enterprise's Privatisation Commission. However this initiative petered
out, primarily because it proved impossible for the initiators to organise
meetings in the shops against fierce management opposition. Rumours
have circulated that the leaders of the workers organisation will be

o<ecuted. This is not an idle threat, since execution has become a

standard penalty for those who interfere in mafia business. Some of the
activists said that they have come to fear a knock on the door.
Meanwhile several activists were transferred to low paid menial work,
such as washing dishes in the canteen, and one of them started a

hunger strike in protest at the activity of the management. At the same

time managernent tried to defuse opposition with a general pay
increase. As a result Komyakov and his colleagues eventually secured
reelection.

Despite this lack of success, the workers' activity was

well-publicised, ond they were visited by Tom Bradley, the Moscow
representative of the AFI{IO. He suggested that the workers form their
own independent trade union, and invited the leaders to an AITLCIO

seminar. More tan$bly he arranged for a lawyer specialising in
privatisation to corne from Moscow to advise the workers of their
rights.
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The publicity generated by the prosecutor's investigation and

the activity of the workers' group forced the resignation of the General
Director of the Metallur$cal Kombinat, R. Maksutov, who had worked
there for thirty two years, and who resigned most reluctantly, sayrng

that he could not ima$ne life without it. He was replaced by Prokudin,
who was also one of the cofounders of Tornyet, but left it at the end

of July 1993 explaining that in April he had signed a contract with the
regional Property Fund, on the instructions of the Property Committee,
according to which he would take control of the Kombinat at the first
shareholders' meeting. Until then he would be a state employee, and

so was not permitted to participated in any commercial structures.
Nevertheless he insisted that Tomyet was not a criminal organisation.
"ln my opinion", he said, "the ideas of the founders of this company
were saintly, to keep the shares in the hands of the labour collective,
of those who have worked in the Kombinat for many years and who
have the right to a closed subscription. We could not allow a packet

of 2&30 per cent of the shares to fall into the hands of people far from
the Kombinat, so that they can impose their will. We did not want to
and could not put the collective at risk." However, despite such
paternal concern, and the best efforts of the City Prosecution Service,

nobody seems to know what has happened to all the metal which at
one time.filled all the spare space in the Kombinat from floor to ceiling.
Nor can anyone explain why the highest grades of metal, suitable for
orport, were sent out to commercial organisations incorrectly labelled.

The struggle for the workers' rights appeared to enter a new
phase with the formation of the "Association for the Defence of the
Interests of the Worker" (OZIT), formed by a new alliance of the STK,

the official trade union and the workers' committee. The main aims of
OZIT were to protect workers' interests in the process of privatisation
and to ensure their ma:rimal control over profits and the distribution
of dividends. However, although some people saw OZIT as a "direct
attack on the handful of conspirators", its leaders insisted that they
wanted to work closely with the administration.

The President of OZIT is hardly a worker activist. Madimir
Oleychik was General Director of the Kombinat for two years, before
moving to become Deputy Director of the Metallurgy Scientific Research

Institute. He is also a People's Deputy in the Oblast Soviet and, by
chance, the Chairperson of the partnership "Klyuch", which is involved
in many fields of metallurgy. In reality Klyuch is a commercial



-
40

organisation which can profit from work carried out by the InsUtute.
Oleychik explained his commitment to repay his debt to the Kombinat
by protecting the labour collective to the last. To this end he believes
that it is necessary to restructure the Kombinat. "The model is very
simple," he said, "The monster should be divided into twenty separate
small plants. AII of them will be independent and they will pay between
30 per cent and 50 per cent of their profit to a common fund every
year", although he did not explain why independent organisations could
make such payments. Whether or not his model would protect the
workers, it would obviously create twenty times as many opportunities
for commercial intermediaries.

The engneer of one of the shops criticised Oleychik's plan:
"Somebody wants to divide our elephant into a lot of rabbits. Probably
it will be easier for sorne python to eat them one after another." This
seems an increasingly likely outcome as the growing crisis makes it
more probable that the enterprise will be sold off at auction.
Nevertheless Oleychik proposes that every worker in the Kombinat
should delegate his voting rights to Oleychik, as President of OZIT. "ln
practice this means", he said "that the shareholders should entrust the
president to represent and defend their interests in Mechel. Who
cannot guarantee that some kind of new but much more sophisticated
Tomyet will not appear tomorrow in the Kombinat, to uncover which
will not be so easy. A system like that of OZIT can to some degree
neutralise dangerous games." Oleychik not only had the full confidence
of the workers, but also of the factory administration, who were so
concerned about his health that they sent him for treatment in
Oklahoma at a cost of $35,650, despite the fact that he had Ieft the
enterprise two years before. If he can secure such health care for all
the many workers who suffer injury at work he will no doubt have
earned their confidence.

OZrc is not the only organisation vyrng for the confidence of the
workers. The labour collective conference established a joint-stock
company, along the lines of Tomyet, which was ori$nally named

Doveriye (trust), but was renamed Soglasiye (Agreement) to conceal
its commercial character. Tomyet itself held a conference and offered
to establish its own Partnership of shareholders working in the
Kombinat, although the conference collapsed in disarray when workers
began to ask what is the purpose of such an organisation. Instead the
conference approved a proposal from the workers' committee that it
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should set up its own Partnership, and also organised working groups

to prepare for the first shareholders' conference.

The workers' committee is now planning to elect one of its own

members to the Board of Directors, to carry out the policy of its
Partnership, and it is very likely that A. Dyshn, whose leak to the City
Prosecutor brought everything into the open, will become the "People's

President" of the Workers' Partnership, although for now he is keeping

in the background. The City Prosecutor has now sent his papers to the

Court, recommending that criminal proceedings be instituted against

Tomyet. The case will be in good hands. The Deputy Chairman of the
Oblast Arbitration Court is the father of Tomyet's lawyer.

Meanwhile, what of the official trade union, which is well known

as one of the few unions to have left the old official structures. A
comment of V. Karasev, a leading worker activist, should suffice: "Our

official trade union of workers of the miningmetallur$cal industry left
the FNPR and on this basis declared itself independent. But our trade
union leaders forgot one simple fact: if one cuts up a piece of shit, it
is still shit".

Economy and Democracy

Economy and Demooaq is a new international EnglishJanguage

publication from Moscow, edited by the Russian socialist, Alexander

Buzgalin. It is part of a scientific sociopolitical series under the title
Thid Course. The goal of this theoretical and analytical series is to
invesUgate a "third l^ray" between neoliberalism and neoStalinism. The
issue contains articles on economic theory, self-management, role of
planning and market, nrld problems of transition by Alorander
Buzgalin, Bertell Ollman, J. Vanek, Robin Blackburn, Vadim Belotser-
kovsky, Andrei Kolganov, Tamas Krausz, Paul Larsen, and others.

The ZUhpage publication costs Sl0 and can be otdercd from:

Alexander Buzgalin
Economic Department
Moscow State University
119899 Moscow, Russia
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Jane Hardy and Al Rainnie

Transforming Poland?

The role of foreign direct investrnent and small frrms
in Poland's economic Uransformadon.

Introduction
In 1990, under the influence of institutions such as the International
Monetary Fund, and advisors such as Jeffrey Sachs, Poland attempted
to 'Jump" to a market economy. Privatisation was to be the centrepiece

of the strategy, with the emphasis on the speed and immediacy of the
reforms. Two related phenomena were seen to be crucial to this
process, firstly the engne of growth in the form of foreign direct
investment from Europe would upgfade outdated and obsolete capital.
Secondly an entrepreneurial spirit woutrd ipontaneously be engendered,

leading to the growth of small firms, which would be in the vanguard

of the march towards marketisation.

We suggest that not only has the contribution of foreign direct
investment (FDD and small firms (SME) been overstated to date, but
also argue that there is unjustifiable optimism about the role they can
play in the transformation process, particularly in the case of small

firms. Furthermore, the vast majority of iobs that small firms will create

will be low paid, low skilled and highly mar$nal. The maiority of the
literature on transformation suffers frorn an implicit dMsion of labour

which juxtaposes privatisation, small firms and foreign direct invest-

ment, and this tendency to concentrate on one or other of these issues

can provide only a partial and misleading analysis. We suggest that far
from being separate elements of the transformation process, they are

inextricably linked in a complex set of relationships.
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Our analysis is based on the assumption that current initiatives
represent no more than a rapid acceleration of moves towards a more
market based and outwardly orientated economy, the seeds of which
were sown in the failed reforms of the two decades prior to 1989. The

attempts to attract Western capital and tech'nology in the 1970s failed

to revive a stagnating economy, and resulted in mounting debt. In the
wake of the economic crisis of the late 1970s and early 1980s, an

attempt was made to introduce what was known as "market socialism",
the most significant aspect of which, as far as this article is concerned,
was the attempt to devolve more power to firms, granting greater

autonomy to management, as well as encouraging the faster growth of
SMEs. Moreover, the legacy of those reforms crucially affected the
current trajectory and velocity of transformation.

Transformation : The Reality

Privatisation, foreign direct investment and small firms lie at the centre
of the strategy for transformation. It is widely held that not only will
these facilitate the transfer of ownership from public to private sector,
but that they will also inject a new dynamism into the economy. We

assess the current progress and potential of all three phenomena and
the links between them.

Privatisation
After a painfully slow start to privatisation using the British case by
case approach, the government adopted a more rapid method which
took two basic forms. Firstly commercialisation when a state owned
company is transformed into a corporation solely owned by the
Treasury, and the shares then sold to private investors. Secondly the
more widely used methods of liquidation, when the state owned
enterprise as a legal entity disappears,either because the business is
merged or sold to another company.

Two further aspects of the programme need some discussion.
Sectoral privatisation is a good CI(ample of the way in which a generally
pragmatic view has been taken. This approach is unique to Poland and
has been described as an instrument of soft but applied industrial
policy. Whilst it is not a privatisation path in itself, like public offerings,
leveraged buyouts or the transfer of funds, it can lead to any of these
paths and is intended to coordinate action in a sector as a whole. The
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programme was driven at least in part, by a desire to stop the process

of cherry picking, with Western firrns buying up the most advanced
units in each sector. This stratery far from being hostile to foreign
direct investment, was an attempt to focus and channel activities after
the chaos of the period immediately after 1989, when spontaneous
privatisation involved existing managers, often in conjunction with
foreign partners, taking over existing productive capacity for a nominal
sum. It should be noted that this strategy covered only twenty sectors
of the economy, Ieaving the remaining eighty excluded from this
particular approach.

Mass privatisation is the most recent initiative aimed at
restructuring the better run and more profitable state owned companies
(defined as those servicing their debts on schedule ), and a bill to this
effect was passed by the Sejm (parliament ) in April 1993. Ten to twelve
National Investment Funds comprising both Polish managers and
foreign consultants, will initially own 300 companies. The mass element,
it should be stressed, does not refer to the number of companies
involved but to the distributional element. In the first instance vouchers
will be $ven to pensioners and state employees (those employed
directly by the Treasury) as compensation for wages having been
seriously eroded by inflation.

Despite a flexible and ima$native array of methods available for
privatisation, there is little disagreement with conventional sources that
to date the progress of the programme has been anything but
disappointing. Firstly the number of state owned enterprises included
in the privatisation progress is 2,135, out of approxirnately a possible

8,500 state enterprises, as of March 1993, constituting approxirnately 25

per cent of the total number of enterprises. However, this does not
mean that these firms are actually privatised, merely that they have
been designated for privatisation by one or other of the methods.

The other important development to note is that the relation-
ship between the state, Ioreign direct investors and domestic private
ownership, suggests a much more complor picture than the state/
market dichotomy assurned in most accounts of transformation. Foreign

direcf investors, for example, participated in 30 out of 63 of these
privatisations. Further, the State Treasury has retained a direct holding
in 19 out of 63 capital privatisations, in the rnaiority of cases with state
holdings retaining between 20 per cent and 30 per cent. Thus, not only
does the state continue to play, by default, a role in those sectors
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where buyers have not been found, but it also continues to retain a

significant degree of ownership in one third of what are cited as

successful privatisations. Privatisation is therefore, far from being
market driven, in that to date and in the foreseeable future, the state
will be left not only as a major o\,vner of assets, but also a key player
in transforming the structure of organisations.

Foreign direct invesfrnent
It is widely accepted that foreign direct investment (FDD is a key factor
in the transformaUon process for two reasons; firstly, because it
provides capital that cannot be generated by the domestic economy;

and secondly because it enables the transfer of skills and technologf
in an economy in which the productive processes and capital
equipment are outdated or obsolete. This orplains the key role
envisaged for foreign firms in the Mass Privatisation Programme. Not

only will they play a central role in the National Investment Funds, but
it is assumed that their presence is a sign of confidence in the economy
and will encourage participation by other foreign firms in the
privatisation programme.

It. was assumed by Eastern European countries, and some

Western commentators (Lipton & Sachs 1990) that FDI would be the
en$ne of growth, and be readily forthcomingn attracted by low factor
costs. However, despite a rhetoric of success, the reality has been

disappointing. On one level, the total number of foreign investment
registrations has increased substantially, but these figure should be

treated with some caution as re$stration may simply signal intention,
or a process of testing the water (see Hardy & Rainnie 1993 for details).
If we e:<amine the top 110 FDI projects, the picture that emerges is one
of a small number of very large investments by TNCs (Levi Strauss,

Coca Cola) and a large number of very small FDIs, which in some cases

contribute no capital (this point will be developed later). To emphasise
this point it is worth noting that Fiat's investment proiect accounts for
$1,800 million of the $4,116 million investment committed in the top
110 proiects as of March 1993. During 1992, the balance of FDIs shifted
away from manufacturing and towards the wholesale and retail trades,
and to a lesser extent towards transport and construction. If we
e:<amine the sectoral distribution of the top 110 foreign investment
projects, in March 1993, food processing and banking now rank highest,
followed by construction and hotels (ibid).
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Radice (1993) argues that the two mainstrearn strategc
objectives of FDI are market gfowth and low cost production, though
the two are often complernentary. Radice argues that the most
important investment motive has been the attraction of the Eastern
market, particularly at a time when the Western European market is in
recession. This assurnption is not without its problems, especially $ven
the rising incidence of poverty and unemployment in countries such as

Poland (tkieopolski l99t: l9l), allied to the fact that whatever benefits
transformation has produced have been reaped by a tiny minority of
the population @osati 1993: 256). It cannot be assumed therefore, that
there is a large pocket of hitherto unsatisfied consumer demand iust
waiting to purchase the products of incoming producers. This goes

some way towards explaining why the sectors with the highest levels
of FDI have been nondurable consurner goods, business services and

technology for infra structural modernisation. In particular, in the case

of Poland, the first category (nondurable consumer goods) has seen
the most spectacular growth with global names such as Phillip Morris,
Nestle, Unilever and Pepsico. In addition, these products do not face

the problems of exporting to the EU that may be faced by consumer
durables, because they are primarily located to service domestic
markets. The Association Agreement (1992) between the European
Union and Eastern European countries opened up access to European
markets, however, a little publicised "rules of ori$n" clause effectively
discourages the siting of "screwdriver" operations in countries such as

Poland, which could particularly affect investment in consumer
durables.

Privatisation, [abour Market Changes
and Indusffial Relations

The process(es) of privatisation are critically affected by the structure,
and structurirg, of the labour market and the response of trades
unions. As Skalmati argued in 1992, "the privatisation bill adopted by
Parliament already represents a compromise with the employee
communities"(1992: 53). The state attempted a mixed bag of confronta-
tion and compromise in two ways; firstly, directly with the unions; and

secondly with a section of employees eased out of the labour market.
Analysis of the early stages of transition suggests that there had

been few lay-offs on a large scale in the socialized sector (Gora &
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Lehman 1992: 88). Restructuring had, and sti[ has, not been an
important contributor to the level of unemployment, and therefore
unemployment could be expected to rise to much higher levels in the
future if restructuring gets underway in earnest. However, the state had
intervened to shift "redundant" labour but this had been done by
promoting retirement through a low retirement age and various
indoration schemes, rather than through unemployment per se (Rosati

1993: 241). However, this is already proving costly in terms of budget

expenditure, and pensioners have had to be included in groups $ven
special treatment in the latest mass privatisation programme.

The relationship between privatisation and trade unions is
further complicated by the state wages policy and the response of the
trades unions at a national and local level. Budgetary pressures early
in the transformation process led to a large fall in real wages, after an
early rise. This was brought about by a ta:r based incomes policy
(Popiwek) which restricted the growth of the wage fund in all
enterprises in 1990, md, after 1991, restricted the growth rate only in
state owned enterprises. The result was, firstly, a large scale
redistribution of incomes away from workers and farmers, and in favour
of pensioners and entrepreneurs (Gomulka 1993). It is clear that state
employees were going to be expected to carry the costs of
transformation (Rosati 1993: 257).The second result was an attempt to
lessen union resistance to privatisation. The retention of the er(cess

wage tax (Popiwek) on state firms excluded both private firms and
those in the process of being privatised. This was meant to encourage
privatisation and to weahen labour resistance by creating the
impression that privatisation would mean higher wages. It was also
intended to strengthen managerial power and weaken or eliminate
workers councils, as privatisation dissolves such councils in previously
state owned firms (KIoc 1992: 142), However, the actual outcome was
a potentially o<plosive situation amongst workers in state owned
enterprises.

Union resistance to the process of transformation is vital in
understanding the pattern of that transformation, ord has undergone
a transformation of its own. In the first stages there was a general belief
that the proposed new market model would be effective, and thus a

willingness to make sacrifices. The number of strikes in Poland fell from
900 in 1989 to 250 in 1990, and over half of all strikes in 1990 were in
PKP, the state railway. The top three strike vulnerable sectors were

*a ..A '-.: a ^j': 
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railways, mines and local and intercity transit, atrd it is no coincldence
that they were the sectors most affected by the CI(cess wage ta)L

Kloc (op cit) suggests that the next two stages are firstly
disenchantment and social disintegration, followed by the rise of groups

representing sectional interests. 1991 saw a small increase in the
number of strikes, but significantly the state collective farms were hit
for the first time. Excess wage ta:r remained the main cause. During the
early part the year a wave of strikes forced a reduction in the rate of
ta:<, but more significantly Solidarity leadership was forced to withdraw
the protective umbrella it had thrown over the government. A wave of
strikes authorised by re$onal and national Solidarity leadership broke
out in the summer. Action was concentrated ln the mines in Silesia,

Cracow, Breslau and Bielsah but significantly miners were joined by
education and health workers. This tendency developed rapidly in 1992,

with teachers leading the industrial struggle against falling real tryages.

The first national protests organised by OP72 and Solidarity took place

in early 1992, and were followed by strikes on the railways and in the
aerospace and military industries. The leading role in the disputes in
the aerospace and tractor industries, in the summer if L992, were
played by Solidarity 80, a militant offshoot of Solidarity. Indeed, by late
1992, Solidarit5r was at a crossroads, out of touch with its own rank and
file, and compromised at a leadership level, by the protective umbrella
it had thrown over the reform prograrnme. 1991 also witnessed an end
to the belief that Popiwek would necessarily engender a belief that
privatisation would lead to positive gains for workers. This was brought
about by the first strikes in private and privatised plants. This
undermined the belief that privatisation would cure all problems in
hand and lead to a rise in standards of living.

The question of labour and labour organisation has played a

fundamental role in colouring the process and pattern of privatisation.
It is clear that the Polish government understood the potential threat
that unions posed to its policies and adopted a carrot and stick po[cy
to deal with thern. The carrot took the form of an incomes policy that
discriminated against state owned enterprises and in favour of those
already privatised or in the process of being so. The stick was the
abolition of workers council built into the privatisation le$slation,
though this was ameliorated by the statutory provision of shares for
employers, and worker representation on the supervisory boards of
privatised companies. It is not, however, all that clear, whether the

t
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government tactics have worked. After the inittal burst of enthuslasm
reflected in the spontaneous privatisation, commitment has waned. The
failure of privatisation and FDI to create a significant number of Jobs
or a general lncrease in wages and standards of living has undermined
the carrot, whilst the stick of lncomes policy dirdited at employees still
working for the state has only generated bitterness and industrial
action.

Trade union resistance to the incomes policy and a growing

disillusionment with the process and outcomes of privatisation led to
an undermining of the Suchocka governrnent in 1993. A general strike
was threatenedn and state employees were made parBcular beneficiaries
of the Mass Privatisation Programme ( Aprit 1993 ) ln an attempt to
,deflect criticism. The attempt failed and a nffionfidence vote brought
the downfall of the Suchocka government.

SmaII and medium,sized fir:nns
One factor around which rnost commentators are agfeed is the
apparently successful re€mergence of the private sector in general, and

small and medium-sized firms (SMEs) in particular (Rostowski 1993).

Indeed SMEs have been imbued with almost talisnnanic status as

deliverers of the new entrepreneurial rnarket economy.
Howeven, figures for SME gfowth must be treated with some

caution, oo a nurnber of counts. Firstly, the gfowth in the private sector
did not start in 1989. The economic problems of stagnation and

spiralling debt that Poland faced in the late 1970s and early 1980s,

referred to earlier, led to the introduction of "market socialism". This
programme attempted to attract FDI, decentralised a degree of control
to management in state owned enterpris€$, and also encouraged the
growth of SMEs. At the be$nning of the 1980s there were
approximately 5,000 private manufacturing firms nationally, employing
around 12,500 people. Ten years later the number had risen to around
40,000. The number of firms in the non-agficultural private sector
increased from 351,000 in 1981 to 572,000 in 1988" Employment in these
firms rose from 654,000 to 1,287,000 Se atrmost doubled) in the same
period.

Secondly these figures include not only the small privatisations
and newly formed firms, but also firms coming out of the informal
sector. They might also include the outcome of large organisations
spinning-off norcore elements of their activities, ttrus creating "new"
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SMEs. For orample, Rostowski attributes some of the growth ln
transport SMEs to cash+trapped state enterprises selling off trucks
they no longer needed to fetch scarce inputs from distant suppliers
(1993: 8). One effect of this was the be$nnings of a transformation in
the size distribution of firms, representing the first stages of a move
away from being an economy dominated by large stateowned
enterprises (SOEs). Although figures regarding the grourth of SMEs are
problematic, even more so are explanations for the phenomenon, both
in terms of their numbers and significance.

The starting point must be the recognition that the size of an
organisation alone is, in most cases, uninterestlng tn either sociolo$cal
or economic terms. Far more important is the role and function of SMEs

in particular sectoral trajectories of development, carried out within the
context of what Christel lane (1991) describes as an industrial order.
Secondly, within this context, one of us (Rainnie 1989 & 1991) has

already argud that small firms cannot be understood in isolation from
the activities of large organisations @e they large firms and/or the
state). We argue that, at any one time, small firms will find their
relationships with large firms determined primarily by one of four sets

of circumstances:
Dependenf - complementing and serving the interests of large firms e.g.

through subcontracting.
Dominated - rrorufacturing and service firms that compete with larger
firms by intense exploitation of machinery and labour.
Isolated - operaUng in specialised and/or geographically discrete
markets, niches of demord, that may remain untouched by large capital.
This often entails a hand-to+nouth e:ristence.

Innoaatiue - operating in (often founding and developing) specialised/
new products or markets, but remaining vulnerable to the potentidly
fatal attractions of large firms (Rainnie l99l: l8Q.

In essence, we are arguing for a form of analysis based on the
notion of combined and uneven development . However, by taking such
an approach, the question of small firm formation and the relationship
between small and large firms in Poland's development becomes more
problematic.

Increased small firm formation rates in the West, particularly at
a time of recession, can be as much a measure of severe structural
problems in the local economy as an indicator of entrepreneurial
vitality. In the 1930s, all the maior advanced economies witnessed an
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increase in the formation rates of small firms. These, however, he
describes as "chaff" rather than "seedcorn". Twothlrds of small firm
set-ups were ln service sectors with low barriers of entry and high ease

of orit. The same sectors dominated the small ftrm death league.
Bramining recession hit North East 'England in the lg80s

(MacDonald 1992), research suggests that small firms, though increas-
ing in number, will not be an answer to unemplo5rment. MacDonald
argues for an analysis of the structural, ideolo$cal and cultural factors
which shape the patterns and ocperiences of self-employment and SME

formation. In the conte)ft of the North East, he suggests that most SMEs

will be "plodders" or "fallers", and that, ln these circumstances, few
SMEs are likely to grow.

The importance for large sections of the Polish economy is that,
on one reading, lt represents an entreme version of the North East of
England, with an historic lack of SMEs, high rates of unemployment and
over dependence on single,. large, declining industries. Most SME

formation has taken place in the commercial and retail sectors, and is
likely to o*tibit the same tendencies as the SMEs portrayed above.
They will tend to ocist in the "isolated" or "dominated" categori€s,
operating in geographically discrete markets, or compeUng against
incoming or emer$ng large companies (e.9. Benetton in retail) . Most
will never create new iobs and will be based on low wages and low
skill, surviving on sweat equity. Evidence to support our contention
comes from a recent survey of the social and economic conditions of
Polish workers (Gardawski & Zukowsh 1993), which reported that
about half of the Polish workforce, outside of agriculture, now works
in private enterprise, mostly in SMEs. The report concluded that
working conditions provided little basis for optimism, with little hope
for trades union organisation.

This has led one analyst to explain the dynamics of the SME
formation process in central Europe as moving from the second
economy to the informal economy (Stark 1993: 7). However, we are not
suggesting that these sweatshop conditions are the product, necessarily
of only one set of factors. Returning to our taxonomy, it may well be
that these firms are in the "isolated" or "dominated" sectors, although
as we shall see, the sarne set of conditions can arise for different
reasons.

Ope final point needs to be made concerning the role of small
firms in local economic development in Poland and that refers to
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institutions, regulation and small firm development. It ls widely
accepted that Poland lacks certain insUtutions at a national level,
necessary to a market economy, the most obvious example being a
developed banking and financial services sector. In addiUon to the
acknowledged need for new institutions, there are problems regarding
the pon'er and responsibilities of existing institutions, already
embarhng on a process of adaptation. Some foreign investors, for
orample Pilkingtons, report facing difficulties due to overlapping
powers and competition between institutions, make the negotiating
process protracted and costly. Furthermore, Poland is still in the
process of putting together the structures of local and re$onal
government, and transferring powers to them from central government.

ft is in this contert that we must place the current debate
between what are characterised as path dependent forms of develop
ment and the notion of an institutional void. Path dependency
(following Stark 1993) rejects the idea that a completely new set of
institutions will emerge, rather it emphasises that the ori$ns of the new
institutions lie in a recombination of the old. The institutional void
approach emphasises a total lack of institutions and argues lor the
transplant of a new set of congruous institutions (Flausner 1993). These
approaches should not be seen as mutually o<clusive, the existence of
both phenomena can be obsenred, and are dependent on each other.
That is, the forms of organisational restructuring we outline bear a

resemblance to the ideas of path depehdency but are also crucially
affected by the lack of political institutions, thus the two phenornena

are interrelated.
It is clear that most successful constellations of SME develop

ment in Europe, be they the craft based SMEs in Germany, the
Industrial Districts of re$ons such as Emilia Romagtro, the Technopoles
in France, all orist in a highly socially, economically and politically
regulated milieu. The constellations are far from being unrnitigated
success stories, however, for our present purposes the lesson to be
learnt is the necessity of regulation. The method of regulation may vary
from large firm domination to local micro political frameworks, but in
each case the regulatory framework is essential in cementing the
network basis of SME concentration.

The importance of this as far as Poland is concerned is that no

such institutional framework e:<ists. In the absence of such a framework,

the dialectical relationship between conflict and cooperation in
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inter-firm relations will tend towards the former. Competition will be

based on cost cutting, otr who pays least, and in such circumstances
srnall firm formation will tend towards the more mar$nal forms of
e:<istence.

However, to simply counterpose "small is brutal" for "small is

beautiful" is not enough. This would amount to no rnore than swapping
one crude and inadequate dualism for another. The situation is more

comple:r, but can still be contained within our framework.

Foreign direct invesfineilt, privatisation and SMEs
h would appear to be the case that there is a link between FDI and

SME formation that may have led to m over estimation of the
importance of both phenomena. Early estimates of the ortent of tDI
were overly optimistic, and failed to understand that much initial
interest involved little more than testing the water. The phenomenon
is similar in operation to the "innovative" element of our categorisation,
insofar as FDI in these cases involved setting up small units or join
ventures designed to test the state of the market. After an initial burst
of enthusiasm, ord as the obvious problems of transformation became

clearer, the Chamber of Foreign Investors in Warsaw reported that, by
mid 1993, interest had dried up completely (Flardy & Rainnie 1993). This
suggests that the apparently explosive rate of small firm formation in
the immediate post-1989 period may have exaggerated what was

happening on the ground. Furthermore, we would orpect no significant
recovery in tNs form for the foreseeable future.

There is a further link between organisational transformation
and FDI which is vital to an understanding of the process of
restructuring. We have already argued that FDI and privatisation are

inentricably linked, ord, further, that in a large number of cases, the
state retains a significant equity share in the new organisation, even
after privatisation. What appears to be emer$ng from this process,
when allied to internal reorganisation of the old form of industrial
organisation, is a "hybrid" (Bim et al 1993) or "recombinant" (Stark
1993) form of organisational structure. There are a number of different
forms that this can take (Bim et al, op cit.), but of interest here is that
outlined by Stark.

Rather than witnessing the replacement of old forms of
organisation, it is argued that what is taking place represents a complex
process of recombination. A number of factors are considered to be

-
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importoDt, including some we have already alluded to, however
decentralisaUon, the vertical disintegration of previously highly
integrated structures is vital. There are similartties to the fleilble firm
debate in the UK in the late 1980s.

Stark suggests that large organisations are spinning off their non
core activities into independent, or seemingly independent, organisa
tions. However, the large enterprises (still wlth significant state
shareholding) retain a major shareholding in the new satellites.
Therefore, nominal independence conceals actual dependence. The new
organlsational form, therefore, involves horizontal ties of cross
ownership (involving banks, foreign capital, privatised companies and
the state) with vertical ties of nested holdings. The spun out entities
(which may appear to be new SMEs) or€, in fact, institutionally
cross-owned corporate satellites involving a hybrid partnership of
public and private property (Stark op cit.: l2).

The implications of this phenomenon are two-fold: firstly, the
spun out, quasi-SMEs approximate to the "dependent" category in our
classification and as such will tend to provide mar$nal and

unsatisfactory working conditions; secondly, there are similarities
between the pattern of restructuring being exhibited by these
recombinant forms and the restructuring of subcontracting relation-
ships currently underway in more orthodox capitalist corporations.
Under the guise of a shift from arms length to obligational
subcontracting, meant to $ve SMEs a privileged place in the new
hierarchy, what we are actually witnessing is a reformulation of
oligopoly (Rainnie 1993). The restructuring of relationships between
large firms and their large primary suppliers is consigning SMEs to a
marginal and secondary (at best) position within subcontracting
networks. The recombinant forms are open to absorption into such
structures. It would however, reinforce the mar$nal and dependent
status of the satellites.

There are two further points that are worth bearing in mind
about these hybrid forms; the first is that they are not new, just more
visible. Muizell (1993) points out that the Balcerowicz government
inherited an economy dominated by statmwned enterprises (SOEs) of
a hybrid type, the result of the adaptation to earlier rounds of reforms.
Secondly, the decentralisation of managerial authority and control that
such a process involved aided the process of nomenklatura survival,
and indeed nomenklatura privatisation when the opportunity arose in
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the late 1980s. Only the managers used to operating the hybrid system
in the prs1989 period were in a position to adapt it successfully and
rapidly to the new conditions.

Conclusion
At a national level, privatisation and the growth of the private sector
has been at the centre of the move towards a market economy. The
strategy revolves around three key elements : FDI, privatisation and

SMEs. We raise a number of questions regarding this approach. Firstly,
even within its own terms we suggest that the significance of these
three elements has been overstated. Unwarranted optimism exits both
in terms of the extent of each factor and their future ability to act as

motors of change.
Secondly, on a more analytical level, we argue that the

phenomena, far from being independent, are inextricably linked, in a
comple>r web of interrelationships. Furthermore, we suggest that the
three phenomena can only be understood in the context of the global
economy and the emer$ng international division of labour, and, in
particular, the strate$c response of TNCs to these factors.

Given that FDI impacts upon both privat"rsation and aspects of
SME developrnent, we have offered some analysis of why FDI has been
disappointingly low, and concentrated in particular sectors. We can
sum up our explanation under the heading of uncertainty. Firstly,
Poland is the largest market in Central Europe, but whether consumer
demand can be realised is questionable given rising levels of poverty
and unemployment. Secondly, the institutional and regulatory frame-
work is both lachng and often contradictory, at both a local and
national level. Thirdly, whilst the trend in other developed countries
has been towards integration, Eastern Europe has experienced
disintegration, and its exclusion from a major trading block may impede
access to major markets. Thus cheap labour as a factor of location may
then be insufficient to override the uncertainties of market access.

Our analysis explains why the process of transforrnation has

been slower and more complex than was anticipated ori$nally.
Furthermore, our argument casts doubt on the ability of SME's,

privatisatlon and FDI, either together or separately to overcome the
problems of economic stagnation, or the problems of poverty and

unemployment facing a large proportion of the Polish population.
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Attila Agh

Frorn Nomenklatura to Clientura

The Emergence of New Political Elites in
East Central Europe

The power transition and heterogeneity of elites
All elites are very complex social groups, composed of representatives
of economic, social, political, ild cultural-ideolo$cal powers. Political
elites, however, are "functionally distinct elites": those who make or
influence state decisions. In Central Europe, however, this functional
differentiation has never conformed to the classical Weberian distinc-
tion among elites because of the power of the state in the economy.
Central Europetur elites have always been very heterogeneous, even in
the age of state socialism. In that period the party state tried to
homogenise the power elite. This heterogeneity increased considerably
in the pre-transition period with the rise of potential or real
counter-elites, competitive among themselves but united against the
re$mes.

The transition in 1989-1990, in which there was an almost total
change in the top political elite, was seen by many as an absolute
turning-point in systemic change and was advertised by the new elites
as the end of the process. It is true that the power transition led to
significant changes but it was not an absolute turning-point; there was
quite a degree of continuity, especially institutionally and culturally,
though not in personnel.

Firstly, the old elites have not lost all their power and influence,

even in the East Central European (ECD countries; only the old party
elite has been excluded from power. The governrnental and economic-
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managerial elites have partly survived but, paradoxically, it is the new
politicians who represent the greatest continuity. In South-Eastern and

Eastern Europe proper, as well as in the western republics of the old
Soviet Union, the continuity in party elites is much stronger. Secondly,

the competitive fight for power among the various counterelites, xt
least in Hungary, dates back to the pretransition crisis. Thirdly,
political transformation itself cannot be reduced to a change in the
power-holding elite. Systemic change also involves economic and social
elites, with their own continuities and discontinuities, overlapping at
least partly with the political elite.r

The protransition and transiilon periods involved acute and

intense elite struggles and this rivalry among elites was based on
institutions, as power sub-centres, and on different sub-cultures, ideas,

programmes and forms of behaviour. The struggle concerned the
institutions, the skill and adaptability, the values and political
discourses of the different elite groups. Institutions as power bases are
important in the competition among parties but, in ECE, it is the
cultural battle between the future party elites that has been decisive
in the party-formation process and it is the cultural-ideologrcal battle
that is still the most important issue for the new parties.2

The present paper focuses on the recent situation in the process

of democratic transition; it does not discuss the nature of elites in state
socialism. It deals only with the political elites of the transition period.

There are now two major tendencies in the development of elites: either
the consolidation of the transitional elite in a neotraditional form or
its transformation into a professional elite through the process of
European integration. Historically the question of alternative elite
development is still open. In the long run it is probable that
professionalisation plus Europeanisation will prevail. What we have
seen in recent years is the transformation from a system based on
nomenklatura to one based on clientura.

l. Ferenc Gasz6, in his paper 'Elitvdltds Magyarorszdgon" @lite Change in Hungary),

Tdrsadalmi Szemle @udapest) no. 5 1993, describes these three types of subelltes of the
previous political elite. See also Ferenc Gazs6, "Cadre Bureaucracy and the lntelllgentsia",
The Jownal of Communist Srudieg September 1992.

2. I have dealt with the cultural fights of elites in my paper, 'The lnvention of
Democratic Tradition in Hungary", Budapst Poperc of Democratic Transition, (BPDT) no.

65 1993, especially with the return o[ traditionalist conservatisrn and nationalism among

the ECE ruling elites.
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The transitional elite as nonen actor
The transitional political elites have some obvious cornmon features:
their sudden rise to power and lack of professionalism. This is true of
the whole political elite and not just its dominant section - the ruling
or governing elite. This is because the democratic transition process
created political structures in which all the political elites share in
constitutional parliamentary power. These elites, therefore, appear to
society as one elite; for the nonelite there is one actor that
monopolises political power and exercises control over atl social life.
It is only within this rnonopoly sphere that elite fragmentation and

rivalry become manifest. In this paper, I treat the political elite as one

actor, without analysing elite infights or governmental{ppositional
conilicts.

This "collective" political elite, at the same time, has to be
distinguished not only from the other elites "on the outside" but also
from the other social actors and agents of transition who try to get

representation "from below" in the newlyemergent narrow political
elite. This fight by outsiders for inclusion, or by insiders for exclusion,
has been a characteristic of the transition process: the problem of the
small exclusive versus the big inclusive elite. The extension of the elite
is a complex problem; in general the elite is opposed to ortension,
wanting to preserve its own exclusivity.

This exclusive political elite is made up of three "transitional"
types of politician:
(1) Politicians of moratrs - that group of politicians that previously
played a role in the opposition and had serious confrontations with the
previous re$me. They had a moral le$timation as public figures in the
transition process. They tended to be the most important actors in the
first period of power transition. Their special type of moralising politics,
however, has changed from being an asset into a liability; it has meant
the preservation of that closed, secretive, and improvised political style
of their earlier oppositional activities. Their claim to be a "revolutionary
aristocracy" (a term coined by the Czechs), destined "by birth" for
political leadership, has been weakened by their inability to transform
themselves into professional politicians. This is because their moral
background and principles $ve them no elbow room for rational
political cornpromises. These con-comprornising personalities, in direct
continuity with their "heroic" past, have been mar$nalised increasingly,
even in their own political parties.
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Some leading figures in this group have maintained their
oppositional roles (e.9. Adam Michnik in Poland) and remain influential
and popular. Others, like Vaclav Havel, have made a virtue of necessity
by inventing "post-modern politics" allegedly based on moral principles
and opposed to the alienated routine of professional politics. This
actually cornbines two negative features (revolutionary aristocratism
and non-professionalism) and lacks the two features needed at the
moment brid$ng the gap between the elite and the masses and

democratic political efficiency. The politicians of morals are actually
close to the "man in the street" in their everyday behaviour, so they
can feel their real problems and share their worries. They are very far
from them, however, in their mentality - their moralising intellectual
aristocratism.
(2) Politicians of historical vision - these are the politicians who arrived
on the political scene iust before the power transition, without a real
oppositional le$timocy, but urith a determined historical vision of
restoring the historical continuity of the nation and recreating the past
in the future. They represent, in turn, on indirect continuity, i.e. the
continuity with the preCornmunist past; they historicise politics and
politicise history. They made compromises with the previous re$me
and cannot present themselves as politicians of morals; they claim this
title but without much credibility. Since gaining power they have made
a series of unprincipled compromises among themselves but have not
been willing to compromise with the other elite groups.

The politicians of morals kept up their old politics through their
black-and-white, polarising, moralising political style. The politicians of
historical vision have also established a poliUcal continuity by
preserving the ideolo$cal structure and political style of the state
socialist re$mes. Although they confront the ideas and values of the
previous re$me (nationalism replaces Communism), they reinforce its
continuity by claiming a monopolistic representation of the general
interest of the nation as opposed to the particularistic and short-term
interests of civil society. Their political style is also arrogant and

uncornpromisingly elitist. Both types of politician ore, of course, the
negative products of the previous re$me; they oppose it but at the
same. time continue it. The differences, however, between the two
groups are very important.

The politicians of historical vision are also notoriously
non-professional and inefficient. They dislike the "man in the street" and

-
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disregard their everyday problems. They concentrate on the mythical
"national history" and consider the hardships of the population as mere

trifles and temporary discomforts. They neglect economic and social
crisis management and concentrate on restoring the facade of
nationhood and national identity through culture, the media, and the
social sciences. They hover above social reality and are deeply offended

if the population doesn't appreciate their historical vision and their
efforts to return to the history that never was. They feel bitter now but
e:rpect better treatment in the schoolbooks of the future.3
(3) Politicians by chance - the group of politicians (the biggest in
number) who came to power in the chaos of transition. Both previous

groups have caused a general alienation from politics in the population,
but it was this latter group that pioneered it; their striking political
inability has been on display right from the start. This group's

frustration and deprivation leads to an aggressive exhibitionism and to
the demand for a personal career as recompense.

There is also a fourth group - the emer$ng new professional

elite. This group is a mixture of the old and the new, with experts and

professionals from the previous re$me as well as new politicians from
the younger generation. The latter on their way to becoming
professionals. It is a small group in ECE and it has not yet become the
trend+etter in politics.

Elitemass linkages
In ECE parties were the main actors during the pr+transition crisis and

this is also true of the transition period; the political elite thus includes

narrow parry elites (and their expert-satellites). It would be wrong to
assume, however, that the systemic change - negotiated transition
concerned only the elites. In fact, both the elites and the masses have
played important roles in this process. These roles were not the same

in each country, so to understand elite development we have to look
at the elitemass linkages. Elites developed in a political space
articulated by external (foreign) factors and by mass movements.

3. I have anallaed the first three years of the Hungarian parliament ln this respecfi see

"Bumpy Road to Europeanisation: Policy Effectlveness and Agenda Concentration ln
the Hungarian Parllament (199G1993)", BPDT, no 50 1993. For details about the change

of the parliamentary elite, see Ahoo R6na-Tas, "The Selected and the Elected: The Making

of the New Parliamentart Elite in Hunga4f", East Ewopean Polttics and Society, no 3,

autumn 1991.
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After the collapse of the statesocialist regimes and the
capitulation of their political elites, the ECE countries were "forced to
be free" and the new party elites were "appointed" or at least
legtimised by the Western powers.a These newly appointed elites were

taken by surprise by the rapid collapse of the old re$mes;

consequently they were not able to immediately govern properly. In the

West political elites represent civil society which in turn has its
structured mass movements; there is a social dialogue Mth rational
messages from both sides. The masses formulate demands in a

politically articulated way and the elites respond with solutions. TNs
articulated relationship or "rational" partnership has been historically
absent in Central and Eastern Europe and its recent emergence has

been controversial.
The ECE transitions began earlier than those in Eastern Europe

proper GD. In ECE the (counter)elitemass linkages had more
precedenls and democratic political culture had more traditions and

institutions upon which to build. The populations were more mobilised

in ECE and the counter-elites were more motivated and more controlled
by the populations. The EE transitions, however, were the snowball
effect of the ECE 1989 revolutions. In EE these transitions were violent,
ran$ng from civil war to regular street riots and mass demonstrations;
they were also marked by an eliternass antagonisrn, even in the case

of the new oppositional elites. The political struggle in ECE has been

articulated in an institutional framework and channelled into alternative
party programmes, but in Eastern Europe it has remained more or less

at the level of hostile clashes. The ECE elite respond to social demands
more or less according to the Western model but in the East

communication between the elite and the masses has been through the
medium of mutual violence. Neither the orders of the elite nor the
demands of society have been channelled into alternaUve political
programmes.s Bulgaria was much closer to ECE with Yugoslavia
presenting the e>rtreme case of non-articulated politics.

4. See my paper, "Paradoxes of Transition: Forced to be Free", BPDT, no 20 1992.

5. Philippe C Schmitter and Terry Karl have described democratic transition according
to these two axes: elitemasses and pact-violence. See their "The Types of Democracy
Emerging in Southern and Eastern Europe and South and Central America", in P. Volten
(ed) Bound to Change: Consolidating Democracy in Eost Centrul Ewope, New York/Prague,

lnstitute for East West Studies, 1992.
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Political analysts have assumed that the masses and mass

movements played no important role in ECE in the pretransition crisis,
and "pacts" have been treated as usurpations of historical decisions by
the elites. Before the power transfer, however, the masses were
mobilised and they were active, optimistic, and had high expectations.
Soon alter the takeover by the new transitional elite, they became
bitter, disillusioned, and pessimistic because the new elite tried to
demobilise them and remove them as actors from the political stage

in order to $ve themselves a free hand.
Up to 1990 it was in Poland that elitemass linkages developed

in the most organic way; the counter-elite grew out of the mass

movement. Yet even the Polish case shows the paradoxical situation
of elitemass linkages in ECE. As Weselowski puts it:
"lt is difficult for the elite to discern e:ractly what society wants...
society itself finds it difficult to define its interests... the political elite
does not receive from society strong and specific signals about what
is expected of it. This gves the elite considerable freedom to choose

the precise path of reform and to determine how the 'general will' ought
to be translated into detailed measures. The decisions of the political
elite are characterised by a high level of social indeterminism."6

This argument clearly describes the situation of the (relatively)
non-articulated interests on both sides and explains the reasons for the
missing social dialogue during democratic transition. Even so, as we
shall see later, the political elite has not made real efforts to start the
social dialogue. On the contrary, it has tried to keep the monopoly of
the definition of "general will" ("politics running amok" in my

terminology).
In Poland, the post-Solidarity period has led to more and more

elite games among the fragmented elite groups and to an increasing
alienation of the people from the new elite. History is now to some
extent repeating itself in Poland. The rump Solidarity is being
reorganised as a mass movement and trade union, but this time against

the post-Solidarity leadership. This leadership has split into several
parties and the articulation process has begun allew.

In Hungary, until the late 1980s, popular mobilisation was less

developed and less direct than in Poland. However, the social fight for

6. Wodzimierz Weselowski, "The Rold of Political Elites in Transltion from Communlsm
to Democrac),: the Case of Poland", Sisypltr^rs, Warsa$r, 2(VIID, 1992, p. 82.
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greater individual andlor societal autonomy was more efficient because
of its base in the second economy. The emer$ng counter-elites had
popular support and direct popular connections. There was a lot of
support for their "culturally" articulated and politically competitive
programmes. The years 1988/1989 were full of mass demonstrations,
pushing new elites to the foreground, and $ving them the confidence
to make decisions. Mass actions prepared the way for official political
events such as negotiations, pacts, and parliamentary decisions. The
new political elite's course was almost predetermined. The Hungarian
case, the most articulated elite and movement structure in the
transition process, is at the opposite pole to developments in Eastern
Europe. In EE spontaneous mass demonstrations were only reactions
to and corrections of previous events in official politics - opposition to
election results, governments, or constitutions. In Hungary the
elit+mass linkages were very delicately elaborated before the former
ruling elites relinquished power. However, these relationships were
weakened, and then almost completely cut, by the new transitional
elite. This situation has produced the myth that the Hungarian
population has no interest in politics. In fact, they are disappointed in
the politics of the governing elite and not in politics in general or in
democracy. This is probably true for all ECE countries.T (See Table)

Degree of Satisfacdon/Disseflefacfion [(worst) to 100@est)J

Belarus

Bulgaria

Croatia

Czech Republic
Hungary
Poland

Romania

Slotrakia
Ukraine

pre1989
government

60

42

l3
a3

68

42

35

47

55

present
government

35

55

42

70

43

56

68

57

25

optimism about
the future
46

72

73

85

72

69

82

78

49

Source Fessel Institute, Vienna, ln Mogmr Hirlap 7 July 1993.

7. See data in G. Szoboszlai (ed) Flytng BlinQ Emerging Democracies in East Central
Ewope, Budapest 1992.
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In Czechoslovakia popular pressure and active resistance
o<isted potentially, becoming real in November 1989, when international
circumstances changed drasilcally. For two weeks or so, the
welldisciplined rnasses were the prime movers behind change, being
more conscious and more determined than the small revolutionary
aristocracy itself. They pushed for fundamental changes until these
were part of official policy. Mass action then slowed down and soon
disappeared. In all of ECE, mass mobilisation was smallest in
Czechoslovakia, for three reasons: (l) Czechoslovakia was a latecomer
to the transformation process and the catchingup took place very
rapidly; (2) the inter-war tradition promoted "normal" participation
rather than street politics; (3) the conflict between Czechs and Slovaks
gave a new direction to street politics, Ieading to a preoccupation with
nationalist rather than democratic issues. Political demobilisation and

fatigue have also appeared in the Czech and Slovak republics, with new
elitemass antagonisms.

The contrasts between the smoother ECE elitemass articula-
tions and the sharper EE confrontations was visible in the pretransition
and transition period (although a deeper confrontation between the
rnasses and the new elite in ECE is now becoming evident). In the
summer of 1990, the political changes in ECE slowed down and it
became clear that the new elites were not abtre to deal with the
economic crisls. These political elites then began their de- or
re-mobilisation strate$es. Howeven, the mass movements began to
redefine their goals first. This was because the elites were still
preoccupied with their ideolo$cal battles. The new developing
confrontations in ECE are still quite different from those in EE: in ECE

they still observe the norrnal channels for political pressure and do not
threaten public disorder or violence.

It has often been predicted that populist pressure could lead to
an eruption of discontent and to a "breakdown of democracy" in ECE.

But it has been the actions of the new elites, not those of the masses,

that jeopardise the dernocratic order in ECE.8 There are two Hnds of
populism: (a) classical populism that comes from below, feeds on

economic hardships, and operates with social demagogy; (b) gentry or
political populism, that comes from above, from dissatisfied strata of

8. See . Ellen Comisso et al, 'The lllusion of Populism in Latln America and East

Central Europe", in G. Szoboszlai, op cit.
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the traditional political class (who use political demagogy to bring
about a redistribution of power and wealth). This second, right-wing
type of populism can be seen now in ECE. The first type has not yet
emerged as a threat to democracy.

The poHUcaI btind alley of the transifional elite
The political elites of ECE are indeed transitional elites. There has been

an ongoing attempt to monopolise their recently acquired power: by
o<cluding a wider political elite; by refusing partnerships with other
elites; by resisting any social pact or social dialogue. This has led to
a premature senility of the new democracies and an early ossification
of their political systems, a process from which the new oppositions
are not orempt. Systemic change involves economic and social as well
as political transformation. In the pretransition crisis it was political
transformation that had absolute priority, which should have then
allowed the new political etrite to turn to the social and economic crisis.
But this didn't happen. The social and economic transformations have

been neglected in a "selfish" manner as the new political elites focus

on a long series of ideolo$cal infights and media wars.e

The new ECE democracies were born as ellte democracies: their
construction began in the macrosphere, from above. Inevitably then,
political transformation stopped there and halfdemocracies emerged.

They may conform to formal definitions of democracy (elections, etc.)
but full dernocratisation has not yet begun and there is as yet no
substantial definition of what democracy should be. Organised

interests, big social organisations, and associations of civil society are
not organicalty connected to macropolitics through different levels of
interest articulation and mediation. After the transfer of power, the new
political elite tried to deepfreeze inter-elite relations and elitemass
linkages. It is clear, however, that only a permanent process of elite
incorporation, an extension of the multi-party system into a multi-actor
system, can produce a successful democratic transition.ro

The party etrites have tried to monopolise politics not because

9. I summarise here the arguments ol my paper, 'The Premature Senility of Young

Democracies: The Central European Experience", BPDT\ no 67 1993.

10. See Maurizio Cotta's historical anallnls in his paper, "Ellte Unification and Democratic

Consolidation in ltaly A Historlcal Overview", Worhing Papers of Sienna Uniuersity, no 2
1992.

t-
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they are strong but because they are weak. The parliamentary parties,
the chief actors in the transition process, are politically strong but
socially weak: small memberships, weak national organisations, and
almost no grassroots activity. They compensate for this by being
over-active in the sphere of macropolitics. I call this phenomenon
"over-parliamentarisation" (parliament is not only the central site of
politics but almost the only one where the parties are acUve) and
"over-particisation" (parties have excludbd other actors from political
life and have concentrated on their ideologrcal and political struggles).
These new contradictions have produced an "eliticisation" of the
democratisation process, a degeneration into elite democracy.rt Linz's
distnction between cultural and organisational continuity is helpful
here. After 1989 the biggest surprise for everyone was the survival of
anachronistic value and belief systems, patterns of behaviour and ideas.

They had persisted even through the long period of state socialism.
Their survival was especially strong among the intellectuals that carne
to power, the new political elite. It is less evident arnong the
administrative and technocratic elites and among the population. The
new political elite was taken hostage by the past. Their "deepfrozen"
values of the past embody a traditional conseruatism made up of
dogmatic-moralistic ideas posing as neophyte liberalism"

The confrontation between old ideas and new realities has been
clear from the be$nning. It has meant a painful learning process for
the new elite. On the other hand, for some governing circles and
"conservative" party elites, this has led to a voluntaristic and
over-historical contempt for present realities. The confrontation
between wishful thinking and reality has been a feature of ECE countries
and has produced a conflict with the interests of all social strata. The
traditional conservatives in the ruling elites clearly have no understand-
ing for European reality of the late twentieth century. "Conlprehensive
planning" requires a strategy, but it is clear that no ECE parties or elites
have a viable strategy or a realistic longterm vision for the future.

The political elites, as Weselowski puts it, face "a $gantic task
of initiating and directing transformation of the whole societal

ll. I have described "overparticisation" and "overparliamentarisation" in detail in some
of my writings; for example, 'The Parliamentary Way to Democrac5[ The Case

of Hungary", in G. Szoboszlai, op cit; also "The Emerging ParEy Systems in East
Central Europe", BPDT, no 13 1992.
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sy$tem".l2 Yet the ECE political elites have shown themselves incapable
of doing this. Both groups (politicians of morals and those of historical
vision) are rnade up of intellectuals with a "Great Design" for the future,
of "Grand Theories" about world history; but they neglect the details
and the feasibility, have contempt for the people and for popular
perceptions, and, at the same tirne, blarne the people for the slow pace
of transformation.

After the transfer of power, the new elites failed to adapt to the
requirements of the new situation. Oppositional intellectuals had to
redefine their political identitie$ - trade union leaders were to become
ministers of privatisation, etc. They needed to place themselves
unambiguously within the new democratic political structures - but this
they have failed to do... They still think they are entitled to deal with
politics because of their moral le$timation or historical mission. They
are simply not prepared to adapt or change. We realise now in ECE that
democratic transition is a kind of "permanent revolution", which needs

a second opening or, at least, a series of transitions in the transition.
But the new rulers don't realise this and they now have to face a cruel
process of natural selection... This necrology of the transitional elites
Ieads to the question: who comes after this?

Privatisation and pluralisation: the "Italian road"
The iron triangle of power, not unknown in Western policy comrnuni-
ties, represents a "coalition" of political (party), administrative and
technocratic elites. Such a coalition emerged in ECE in the 1980s if not
earlier. This triangle works everywhere in ntodern politics, usually as

a coalition of political elite, techno-bureaucracies, and organised
interests. The crucial issue is how they can balance, influence, and

control each other in the decision-making process. Under state
socialism the nomenklatura principle was introduced to control the
party elite from above &nd, through the party elite, the growing staff
of experts and officials in high positions. Organised interests were not
independent power centres but the differentiation between the more
subservient administrative elite and the more active, innovative,
technocratic elite was extremely important.

With the erosion of state sociaiisrn, the technocrats and

bureaucrats became less and less dependent on the party elite and two

12. Weselowskt, op cit, p. 96.
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major systems of interest articulation emerged: apparatus-pluralism
from above and statecorporatism from below. In the short period of
political vacuum before the transfer of power, the administrative and

technocratic elites became independent power centres. The consolida-

tion of the new political elite, however, meant that most leading experts

(including middlerank ones) were purged. This deep cut in the

technocratic and administrative elites has also weakened the political

elite itself, because a poverty in shll and expertise is one of the main

reasons why the new re$mes perform so badly. The experts who
"compromised" themselves with the old re$me have gone into private

busines.s and become successful entrepreneurs. Although some

procedure for selecting out the politically most compromised people

was necessary and positive, this suicidal deep cut has been very

counter-productive. It can be seen as revenge by the new elite (with
their inferiority complex) or as a "revolt of the deputy-bosses" (i.e. a
revolt of the less talented experts who offered their loyalties to the new

rulers). 13

Nomenklatura has been replaced by clientura. Both principles

aimed at preserving political loyalty, the nomenklatura in a ri$d,
manifest, and administrative manner, by the visible hand of the party

leadership, the clientura in a hidden, florible, and lucrative manner,

controlled by the invisible hand of the new rulers. The clientura
principle was also known under the state socialist re$mes but it mainly
oiled the middle and lower levels of politics and the decision-rnaking
process. It had a secondary function but it grew rapidly in the final

stage of state socialisrn, acting as a prelude to the brave new world
of "state capitalism". The clientura principle belonged to the good old

cherished values of the traditional ruling classes, fltrd it is their
ideologcal descendants who now hold the reins of power in ECE. The

new ruling elite has consciously created job insecurity among the elite
groups mentioned above to force them into positions of dependence.

By declaring unconditional political loyalty, the chiel administrators and

13. There has been a big debate around the "purges". For some anallmts the eut was not

deep enough. See Rudolf T6k6s, "Hungary's Na,v Political Elites: Adaptation and Change,

198$1990, hoblems of Communism, Nov-Dec 1990 or, ln a milder way, in his later
paper, "Democracy in Hungary The First Five Hundred Days and a Mid-Term
Assessment", in Peter Volten (ed), Bound to CharEe, Consolidoting Demooacy in
East Central Europe, New York/Prague, Institute for East West Studies 1992.
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technocrats might be able to keep their top positions. The socio-
political conditions for the forrnation, or r+formation, of clientura are
embodied in the slogan of the new rulers: "Our Communist was, ln fact,
not a Communist". It involves keeping some of the most compromised
experts and firing most people who refused to offer the new elite their
personal political loyalties.

The iron triangle of po$rer has been reconstructed as a
combination of new political elite, new-old technocracy, and new

clientura. The first results of a multinational survey in Central and

Eastern Europe show, according to lvdn Szeldnyi, that during systemic
change elite circulation prevailed over elite reproduction.14 Both

arguments mentioned above, however, refer to a larger elite, and it is
time to calculate the size of the different elites and the extent of their
transformations. As a rough estimate, big powers have a top political
elite of ten thousand, smaller countries about one thousand and the
bigger countries around five thousand or below. However, one has to
take into account the surrounding and parallel elites (economic, social,
and intellectual, which are probably each about the same size). These
might leave or enter the political elite proper, because elite change

means not only vertical but also horizontal mobility"
In Flungary, according to the estirnate of M. Bihari, the top

political elite rnay number 1,200 people and the middle level
administrativetechnocratic elite around 10,000 people - altogether some

11,200 people. "Betu/een the spring of 1989 and the autumn of 1990,

some 8G90 per cent of the Hungarian elite was changed. The
transformation concerned at least 10,000 persons, i.e. rnore than 10,000

new persons entered the Hungarian political leadership by the first half
of 1990." The new governing elite went even further, according to
Bihari, and wanted a more radical personnel change. It wanted to take
over all positions in the whole of society and to create a spoils syst€ffi,
but it failed to do so. "lnstead of concentrating on the tasks of
government, it carried out a political campaign for 'change of regime'.
It fixed ever new deadlines and ortended the campaign to ever newer

14. See Szel€nyi's interview ln the Hungarian daily, Ndpszobadsdg, (26 May 1993) where
he also shows that the real continuity is cultural: namely, those who took an active part

in the second economy had come from families with marketing traditions. This tlpe ol
indirect cultural heritage, in my view, also plap a very important role in sociopolitical
behaviour and lt may be a key to understanding the behaviour of the ne$' political elite.
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social subsystems. The obvious failure of the campaignJike re-election

of managers of industry, the massive change of hospital directors and
heads, the scandals around the change in heads and leading bodies of
universities, the political campaign against leaders of the press - all of
these showed the mistakes of government policy. With these
'campaigns', the government became entangled in trench warfare with

The upward mobility of some 10,000 persons provided ample

opportunity for the creation of a clientura, a dependent administration
with personal-political bondage and manifest loyalty. Those who were
replaced formed the core of a new - not political but politically relevant
- counter-elite in the economic and social organisations. This is because
(according to Ferenc Gazs6) 71,4 per cent of bureaucrats had
convertible skills (professional knowledge and languages) compared
with only 28.5 per cent of party apparatchiks.ro This ex-elite has partly
joined forces with the other midJevel o<perts threatened with job
insecurity by the government's campaign.

All of these processes are connected with pluralisation, the
emergence of multi-party politics. The other maior process, the
privatisation of state assets, has also been closely linked to these
political processes. I can only briefly indicate the maior types of
privatisation to show their impact on elite changes. There have been
three main types of macro-level privatisation: (a) spontaneous
(nomenklatura); (b) government controlled; and (c) foreign capital led.

Spontaneous privatisation was a feature of the final period of the
old re$me and the initial period under the new re$me. It probably
concerned between five and seven per cent of state assets in Hungary
and between fifteen and twenty per cent in Poland. It produced a

nomenklatura bourgeoisie but on a smaller scale than o<pected... The
new governments stopped this by means of le$slation. They
renationalised state assets and put them under the control of
government agencies (privatisation ministry in Poland, state property
agency in Hungary). PrivatisaUon slowed down and became bureaucrat-
ised but it became an important vehicle for the creation of a dependent

15. Mih6ly Bihart, "Change of Regirne and Power tn Hunglary (198$1990)", in Sdndor Kurtdn
et al (eds), The Political Yearbooh of Hungary 1991, Budapest, p. 36.

16. Ferenc Gazs6, op cit, p. 138.
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bourgeoisie. Privatisation tenders have usually been won by those
politically loyal to the governing parties. The new owners have acted
as political allies, generously financing the political campaigns and
actions of the new party and government personalities. There have
been all the nuances between "white" cotrruption (exchange of mutual
services without money) and "black" corruption (transfer of money to
private bank accounts), with a predominance of grey-white forms.
Corruption has permeated public and political life: e.g. stateowned
banks have financed the new government-owned media.

Foreign capital has also played a role, especially in Hungary,
where we can see the emergence of a comprador bourgeoisie. The best
and most dynamic part of the Hungarian economy is at least partly
foreign-owned. It offers the best job opportunities, with good, well-paid,
and prestigious careers for the most talented, relatively young, and
most ambitious people. This comprador bourgeoisie has a vested
interest in representing and protecting foreign interests and is an
effective pressure group.

AII the three abovementioned socioeconomic elite groups have
played a big political role in the transformation. Privatisation and the
emergence of small entrepreneurs have been more sluggish than
advertised by the new governments. But the emergence of politically
influential new economic elites has been rapid.

This has led to two kinds of dissatisfaction. Firstly, the
nationalist-populist, right-wing forces, who had expected a complete
reallocation of polver and wealth among the ruling parties, Er€
dissatisfied because the see themselves as the real losers and are
pushing for a "second revolution". Secondly, there are those who had
e>rpected a genuine marketisation, with entrepreneurial-friendly govern-
ment policies and politics-free privatisation. They have either tried to
organise political representation for themselves (further fragmenting
the political system) or they abstain and offer passive resistance.rT

The dominant tendency of elite formation has been the "ltalian
road". It consists of a fragmented party system and an entended,
deeply-embedded system of clientura. The major actors in the clientura
are the top political ruling elites and their two partners: the poliUcally

17. I summarise here my recent paper, "Europeanisation through Privatisation
and Pluralisation ln Hungaryf', Jownal of Pr.tblic Policy, no t3(l), 1993.
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dependent administration and the economically dependent bourgeoisie.
There is a growing private sector but the public sector is still
overwhelming, and its dominant economic and political role has been
reinforced by the paternalistic etatism of the new state-parties. The new
rulers have also tried to centralise and strengthen administration in
their drive for total power. They have therefore allocated increasing

amounts of resources from the state budget in order to extend and

strengthen the central bureaucracy. This is now the mainstream

tendency in the formation of ECE political elites: an unholy alliance and

partial fusion between the political elite proper and the dependent
administrative elite and the dependent, semi-state, semi-private
bourgeoisie.

The battle around the process of elite forrnation is stilt going

on. The counterelites in politics, society, and the economy are resisting
the Italianisation of ECE politics. This resistance is likely to increase,

even in the short run. The transitional elites will certainly disappear,
but the ltalian road is a blind alley threatening the ECE countries. We

can only hope that our elites will be westernised and professionalised
rather than southernised and clienturised.

Theoretical conclusions
There are two extremes to avoid in describing ECE political elites:
over-rationalisation of elite behaviour and its primitivisation. The elites
of Latin America may have been more conscious actors in crafting
democracy, because of their relative independence from political
parties and the masses. This might also have been the case in southern
Europe because of the more articulated political structures and the
pressure of European standards. But it would be completely misleading
to describe the ECE political elites as rational actors, negotiating
consciously with regard to political power. They do not have an

adequate idea of their own interests, opportunities, bargaining power,

or room for manoeuvre. They have made big efforts to act rationally
but have been captured by the "false consciousness" I described earlier.
They are also limited by their inexperience and lack of information. It
is because of such factors as these that the new elites have been
confined to "short-termism". They have had to react immediately to
accelerating domestic events and maior changes in the international
system. But, at the same time, the fact is that they have been actors.
They have directed changes and made decisions about the fate of
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populafions. We will conclude by summarising the main positive and
negative features of political elite behaviour as witnessed in recent
years:

(i) Parties played the central role in the democratic transition and thus
had the greatest opportunity to abuse. Parties were unpopular in the
pretransition crisis and today they are even less popular, as are party
elites (although some leaders may be popular as personalities). People

feel that parties have not done a good job in creating democratic
institutions and have not shown any particular ability in passing laws
for the new democratic polity. The gap between the party elites and

the ordinary citizens has also been widening. As yet the ECE political
elites have no strategy for democratic transition. If the democratic
transition has turned out to be a "period of acute uncertainty" in which
democracy is not the only opilon, then it is the new political elites that
are mainly responsible for this.
(ii) The major parties were ori$nally "loyal" to the new democracy, but
since the collapse of state socialism some anti+ystem ortreme
right-wing parties and sCIme "Communist" successor parties have
emerged and consolidated their positions. These manifestly anti-system
parties do not yet pose a threat to the young democracies in
themselves; what is much more dangerous is the absence of a clear line
of demarcation between the nationalist-populist ortreme right wing and
their centreright allies. When the new, inexperienced actors entered
the political stage they were all naively proEuropean and pro-
modernisation. Indeed, for a while, they acted as educators id
democracy. Since the, political life has polarised. The conservative,
traditionalist-nationalist parties have turned, partially and unofficially,
against democratisation. As in the late 1940s, the demand is again being
made for ideolo$cal hegemony in the education system, the aim being
to retraditionalise and re€vangelise the young generation. They have
gained control of the media so they are in a position to misinform and

manipulate public opinion.
(iii) The party elites have also played a decisive role in drawing up new
consUtutions. However, this hasn't been promoted very well and only
Hungary has finished this process. The transformation of legal systems
has also been sluggish and contradictory, carried out empirically in a
"trial and error" manner because there isn't a coherent elite strategy
or le$slative agenda. There is no elite consensus concerning maior
rules and values and there is an unwillingness to bargain openly with
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other partners. Since the "xlegotiated transition" the ner r elites have
been unwilling to continue the negotiation, to make new political or
social pacts. In this transitory situation, only transitory laws have been
passed by sirnple rnaiorities in parliarnents, and "basic laws" have been

avoided due to the lack of consensus among the wider elite. In Hungary,

for instance, ?-IDF./ ffoung Democrats) proposed a "Moncloa pact" of

the six parliamentary parties in 1992 for the purpose of economic and

social crisis rnanagement. The ruling coalition refused, saying that this
would curtail its responsibility to govern the country"
(iv) Parties have not performed well, either in government or in
opposition. There has been considerable progress, but this is coupled
with low efficiency and many setbacks. The political elites have been

angered and frustrated by their failure to control developments and by
their lack of popular support. The populations, in turn, have become

increasingly pessirnistic and alienated from politics, although not yet
from democracy. But these countries are not doomed to failure and the
assessment is not just a negative one" After a long period of
authoritarianisffi, the pendulum has swung to the other extreme. The

external conditions for democratic transition, for instance Western
assistance and attention, have been far less favourable that they were

in southern Europe.

The pre-transition crisis was very different in the three countries
of ECE, but the problems associated with the ernergence of new
political elites have been very similar. Using Huntington's terms, what
we sa\ry in Poland was a kind of transplacernent, where democratisation
was a result of joint action by government and opposition groups.ts

In Hungary there has been a transformation, where the power elites
initiated democratisatlon. In Czechoslovakia there has been a replace-

ment, where oppositlon groups took the lead in brin$ng about
democracy. These terrn expre$s, to some extent, the different elite
actions in the pretransition crisis and at the time of power transfer.
They do not explain the present sirnilarities and dissimilarities. In

understanding recent developments, a useful distinction is that between

18. See Sarnuel P. Fluntington, The Third Wante, Democratisation in the Late Twentieth

Century, University of Oklahoma Press 1991, also M. Burton et al, "lntroduction: Elite

Transformations and Democratic Regirnes", in J. Higley and R. Gunther (eds), Elites

and Democ:ratic Consolidation in Latin America and Southern Ewope, Cambridge 1992, pp.

lGI1.

r-
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a disunited and a consensually united elite. The former describes the
present situation, in which structural integration and consensus are
minimal; the latter might possibly be the next stage in elite formation,
in which elites are relatively inclusive and there is a positive sum game

instead of a negative sum garne.

In East Central Europe - Absurdistan or Amnesia if you like - w€
have a bright future but we have big problems with our chequered past.
It is high time to send the transitional elite back to the past and to
elect and educate a new professional political elite. This new elite
should develop an articulated relationship with organised interests and
with civil society. The next elections could and should do the first part
of this job. Yet how to get rid of the new ernerging clientura is still an
open question. The invention of democratic tradition, like democratic
transition and consolidaUon as a whole, is and will be much easier for
the masses than for the elites.

Politicians af historicol uision......

Czurka Zhirinovslqf Milosevic
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lRewflew Arhilaile

Peter Gowan

In the Name of Western Value$

Timothy Garton Ash* has engaged in a herculean work of scholarly
research on West Germany's Ostpolitik full of absolutely fascinating
details, especially concerning confidential discussions and papers of
Bonn's political leaders. There are no new revelations here about the
overall story of German policy, but lots of new detail and some
fascinating insights into the nuances of German diplomatic discourse
and manoeuvring. Anyone concerned with West German external policy
over the last 25 years should not miss this book,

On a number of occasions in the book, Garton Ash presents

himself to us as an historian and his goal as being historical knowledge.
But in truth, the book's framework is inadequate to the task of grasping

Ostpolitik as a whole: it lacks an adequate treatment of the
political-economic dimensions of West German policy towards the East

&rrd, more seriously, although Garton Ash promises us he will situate
German policy in its contsrt of the policies of other Western powers

towards the East, he does not carry out his promise: above all there
is almost nothing on the chan$ng national goals of US policy towards
the region and towards Germany itself during the post-war period

* Timothy Garton Ash, In Eurcpb Name, Jonattmn Cape 1993, 680p., 525.00
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(although he talks frequently about what he sees as the US contribution
to the liberation of Eastern Europe from Communism")

But one can't have everything, and his detailed account of the
conceptual, discursive and operational aspects of West German high
policy is fascinating, lively and told with verye and style. If only he
himself had been content with the ambition to produce that, he could
have supplied a marvellous and lasting work both important and

entertaining, indeed even a work of great literary merit. Garton Ash can

write beautifully. His style is relured, vivid and witty. And in the central
sections of the book he transforms his Himalayan exploration of
sources on extremely complex issues into a sinuous analytical narrative
which is a tour de force. If he had left it at that, we could all have
enjoyed our Easter holidays with a finely-wrought and very rich Faberge

egg of a book.

Intellectual tribune
But Garton Ash is not satisfied with such an ambition. FIe has boundless
admiration for those he sees (and has helped others, through his
journalism, to see) as the heroes of the 1980s battle against
Communism in Poland and Czechoslovakia, above all Adarn Michnik.
fuid he seeks to produce a book of his own in the mould of a Havel
or a Michnik, & book that will be admired as the work of an intellectual
tribune, in the world of power politics, but not of it; indeed confronting
it - in this case, the leaders of the Federal Republic - with the power
of the word.

Garton Ash has therefore decided to set up a one person
tribunal on West German foreign policy. He wants his book to be a kind
of independent committee of enquiry on the conduct of Bonn's power
holders By and large, the tribunal's terms of reference seem to be those
of the sort we in Britain establish after some civil disaster like a train
crash. But at times the tone sounds rnore like Lord Scarman or even
like John Stalker and once or twice we even feel as if we are listening
to a clever and ambitious young barrister in the OId Bailey.

This turns out to be a great pity. It distorts the history, makes

the book increasingly tiresome and ends up by making us think
ungenerous thoughts about what on earth Garton Ash is up to, When
one sets up a tribunal one is supposed to have clear terms of reference:
a problemdefinition: what is the issue and by what criteria is one to
evaluate it? The reports of such bodies are only as valuable as the
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criteria of judgement that they use. He starts off with criteria indicated
by his title, "ln Europe's Name" - has the Government of West Germany,
which has claimed that its Ostpolitik has been conducted on behalf of
Europe, really acted in Europe's interests?

This is a risky question for a former adviser to Mrs Thatcher
to pose, A Michnik or a Havel took this role upon themselves, but
against the state in their own country, jud$ng its behaviour towards
its own citizens; but here we have Garton Ash brin$ng a foreign
country before his own ethicopolitical tribunal for the conduct of its
foreign policy. He is clearly aware of the risks and seeks to escape

individual responsibility by offering an objective and empirical test of
West German good behaviour: "the freely expressed wishes of the
maiority are a primary criterion of rightness. We do not say 'the
maiority is always right'. There are certain rights that every minority
must always have. But the larger the majority, and the more clearly
expressed its wishes, the greater is the burden on the minority to, at
the very least, consider its position." (2O "lf a head of government...

declares 'what we are doing, or propose to do, is in the European
interest' but the maiority of their European neighbours reply 'no, my
friend, that is not in the European interest', then it is not in the
European interest... This is the stern criterion that we shall apply to
German Ostpolitik." (27)

Here for once Ash's diction is sloppy: for it is surely Ash who
is stern while his criterion is absurd. It is what we might call a
Eurobarometer criterion of historical judgement - the method used by
the European Cornmission for jud$ng reaction across Europe towards
this or that initiative or event. It is hardly a serious criterion for judgrng

a state's strate$c orientation over decades and it is surely an

abdication of an intellectual's responsibility to even suggest such an

idea. When, after all, do we take the poll? fuid what question do we
ask? Eurobarometer, for example, asked the question "Are you satisfied
with democracy?" in East Central Europe in both 1990 and 1991. The
results differ significantly between the two dates. In Hungary in 1990

75 per cent were dissatisfied with democracy. In 1991 the figure had
dropped to 60 per cent. In Czechoslovakia the trend went the other
way: 55 per cent not satisfied in 1990; 66 per cent in 1991. In Poland

in 1990 only 37 per cent were dissatisfied; while in 1991 the figure had

climbed to 50 per cent. Should we take this as a "stern criterion" for
$ving the thumbs down to Western championship of democracy for the
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East?! Then there is the little matter of Europe's penchant for
nationalism and, ir much of Europe, for anti-German suspicions: what
if Garton Ash's poll brought those sentiments to the surface? Would
that entitle him to condemn German policy?

Western Values
Garton Ash therefore wisely and quietly drops his objective, empirical
Eurobarometer criterion somewhere along the way from page 27. But
he does not close down his tribunal. Instead new terms of reference
creep in, announcing themselves as Western Values. We have to follow
him through page upon page of increasingly pompous weighing of the
evidence as to whether this or that West German d€marche or
confidential paper or minute of a discussion was consonant with his
new "stern criterion". He becomes a rnodel of ponderous good practice,
warning us of the tainted source of this evidence, suggesting possible
extenuating circumstances concerning that action, appreciating that
motives may have been higher than we may suppose. But the
sanctimonious hunt proceeds for people watering down Western Values
or as he likes to say "relativising" them. He informs us that Poles of
a certain age may well be rnore committed to Western values than
Germans of a similar age (394). And his concluding piece of supposedly
disinterested advice to the German people is that they must always
"remember the West - in trade, in defence, above all in values". And
"if they were again to play down, conceal or relativise those values,
they would have to be quite sure they knew to what purpose and with
what effect." (410) He doesn't tell us why they would have to be quite
sure, nor how they could be certain of the effect. These stern words
seem to be a threat, perhaps that one effect of their relativising Western
Values would be another book from Garton A$h like this one.

Given the fact that he wants us to believe that Western Values
have an awesome significance, it would have been helpful to have had
a page out of the 410 of text or at least of the further 250 odd pages

of footnotes, on which he could have explained what he means by them,
what their ethicopolitical boundaries are and so forth. But he cannily
avoids such a perilous undertaking and at no point spells out his
values. He does, at one point grve some examples: he mentions human
rights, the rule of law and one other thing that escapes me. But
otherwise he is very coy, coming out clearly with an encompassing
characterisation only near the very end of his book and even then
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through the words of someone else, Richard Lowenthal, who speaks of
"traditional" Western values, namely "freedom versus tyranny." This is
helpful. By Western Values then, he means freedom, the values of the
Free World. fuid these can be understood most sharply as the polar

opposite of Eastern Values, narnely tyranny. It is black versus white,
friend versus enemy. There is no overlap, no bridge, no compromise.

Whose side were you on in the Cold War, Grandad?

fuid when we stand back from his sparkling narratives, we

discover that these Western Values or€, for Garton Ash not merely

external criteria of judgement: they are actually embodied in the forces

dominating post-war European international relations. Two antagonistic

set of Values materialised in the behaviour of the two blocs: freedom

activity versus totalitarian activity. This way of conceptualising

international relations had, of course, great advantages for pre
American propagandists, for anyone who stepped out of line could find
themselves accused of undermining freedom on behalf of tyranny. This
is sornething that Garton Ash never actually says. But it seems to be

fully operative in the terms of reference of his tribunal: his question
time and again of West German politicians' conduct is: was it on side

of the American-led Western alliance and their supporters in Eastern

Europe, or was it on the side of the CPSU and its supporting parUes

and regmes in the Eastern Bloc? Or again, perhaps you were not fully
on either side, but 'relativised' both sides.

Against this background, he establishes the argumentative
structure of Ns book. Europe was divided by 'Yalta'. The peoples of

Europe have wanted to overcome that division. There was a choice as

to whether the division would be overcome by Western Values or
Eastern Values. There was no compromise possible, no third woy, or
as he puts it, in his shrewd concern to avoid sounding too much like
an old fashioned Cold Warrior, there was a "lack of neutral or common

definitions. Even with an agreed diagnosis, doctors may propose widely
different cures. Here they started with neither a common diagnosis of
the sickness nor even a common definition of health." (14) And what
Garton Ash wants to e:<amine is the socalled German answer to this
European either/or.

Ger:rnany's Ostpolitik
This attempt to stuff the whole of Europe's international relations into
the mould of a contest between Western Values and Eastern Values

II
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embraces the structure of the entire book like a Victorian corset. But
in a book dealing with West Germany's Eastern policy, the corset was
bound to start bursting almost from the first page. For precisely on this
topic there have indeed been "neutral or common definitions" - value
positions which have linked some of those in Garton Ash's freedom
camp with some in his totalitarian camp and which have divided the
proponents of "Western Values"" For Yalta was not only about splitting
Europe into the two antagonistic blocs. It was also about (the Soviets)
rearran$ng the boundaries of states in Europe, shifting Poland
westwards and dividing Germany into three: one part to Poland(and the
USSR), one eventually to the GDR and one to the Federal Republic. In
short, Yalta was not only about Ash's Western Values versus
Communism. It was also about German national claims over whether
it should stay in three parts or in two or in one.

This question of Germany's shape and size and weight has been
and is, surely, rather an important political question, not to say central
in European international relations. furd Garton Ash's Western Values
have never seemed to line up clearly on it against his Eastern Values.
At first the Western Values pretended to support the idea that the three
parts of Germany should be put together again. This was a robustly
anti-Eastern Values (and anti-Polish) position. Then some parts of the
Western Values carnp, notably the British, went over to the Eastern
Values/Soviet line on Poland's Western frontiers, ditching Germany's
third part. Then later, the French and the British adopted what we may
indelicately call Ulbricht-Honecker Values, in favour of keeping two
German states, while the Soviets backed Kohl for a unified German
state.

Now it seerns that he has no view on this irritating German
question or at least he has no view on it while he is talking about the
past. He .simply avoids orpressing Ns own opinion on the substance
of the issues: the 1937 frontiers, the recognition of the GDR, the
recognition of the post-war frontiers, the final fuischluss. He describes
what went on over these matters, but he leaves them beyond the terms
of reference of his tribunal. Indeedo his view on these issues seems to
depend entirely on whether the various West German political leaders
took a firm stand for Western Values. fuid why not, if the shape of
Germany is a peripheral detail while the great world Nstorical Either/Or
is going on?! It is thus no surprise that what irnpresses Garton Ash
is the fact that the Christian Democrats have been better on Western
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Values than the Social Democrats. And he is therefore nostalgrc for the
good old days of Adenauer and his immediate successors before 1969

when West Germany unequivocally championed freedom against
totalitarianism.

Of course, it was also true that Adenauer claimed Germany's
right to dismember post-War Poland and to get back Pomerania, East

Prussia and Silesia. Garton Ash is enough of an historian to allude
(though rather tactfully) to this . In fairness, they would no doubt have
offered Poland Western Ukraine and most of Belarus. And of course, the
Christian Democrats maintained their legal right to the Eastern
territories right up to 1990 when they reluctantly ceded that right. And

in discussing Helsinki, he seems actually to support them: he says there
was "an element of genuine idealism" in their claim for the 1937

frontiers Q26). Those who recognised the Yalta frontiers were "not
payrng sufficient regard to the great imponderables of history. In this
sense the position of Germany's liberal-conservative legalists might be
compared to that of the Poles who maintained a government-inexile in
London in the 1980s. Unrealistic, anachronistic, absurd - but it was from
the President in exile and not from President Jaruzelski that President
Walesa chose to receive the insignia of his new office in 1990, thus
asserting the ideal continuity of a le$timate Polish government.

Similarly, the balancesheet of this German upholding of legal principles,
in defiance of political realities, might look rather different alter 1990

than it did in the late 1980s." (226).

The rnind boggles over this piece of apologetic analogy drawing.
Is Ash referring to the parallelism of territorial claims the Polish
government in erile's long-held claim to Poland's 1937 eastern Frontier?
Or perhaps he is referring to Walesa's refusal to recognise the
le$timacy of Poland's post-war state. In that case, presumably Ash
would have liked the new unified German government to have accepted
its insignia from the direct continuers of whoever ruled Germany in the
1930s - a clear symbolic rejection of Yalta and Potsdam. Of course, he

doesn't mean any such thing: what he means simply is no dealing with
Communists, on anything!

But the irony of this absurd apologetics is that at the end of

the book, after 1990, the "legal principles" of maintaining claims for the
1937 frontiers do indeed "look rather different " to Garton Ash himself:
he seems astonished to find that strong pressures continue to this day
on the Right in the FRG to get back Pomerania, Silesia and East Prussia.
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But he presents this problem at the end of the story, as if it has arrived
from the skies whereas this irredentism has been kept alive within and

by the Christian democratic parties for all these decades, masquerading
as a championing of Western legal values.

Normalisation
This evasion for the sake of Western Values is married to an obsessive
carping on the fact that the Social Democrats wanted to "normalise"
relations with the USSR and the East European states by recognising
the post-war frontiers and recognising the existence of the GDR. What
concerns him is not the fact of recognising the frontiers as normal and

acceptable: he seems neutral on that. No, the terrible thing is first of
all the fact that they used this word in the 1960s and 1970s and at the
same time the word was used by Communist leaders about restoring
order against movements for reform or democratic change in
Czechoslovakia after the invasion of 1968.

This word "normalisation" bugs him from start to finish.
Curiously enough, it only bugs him when it comes from the mouths of
German politicians. He never mentions the fact that American
diplomacy has also used the term and concept of norrnalisation in
international affairs, including East-West affairs. But he finds German

use of it e><traordinary. He explains in horror on page t3 that it was

used in the "actual treaties with the Soviet Union, Poland and East

Germany, the three most important of the socalled Eastern treaties".
But this is not all. He tells us the following: "Normalisation a la Husak

inside Czechoslovakia had been a precondition for norrnalisation a la
Brandt in West Germany's relations with the Soviet Union, Eastern
Europe, and, especially, East Germany." (294)

This is outrageous nonsense, but it is also interesting because

it shows where Garton Ash's Western Values lead him as an historian:
into the hands of the German irredentist right. They saw Brandt's
Ostpolitik as a betrayal to the Soviets of German territorial claims. And
in their own terms, they were right. But they portrayed it as a betrayal
of the West, a demonstration of softness on Communism, a way of
shoring up Communism, or abandonment of Western Values. The issue
to do with the Czechoslovak events which Ash should have addressed,

$ven his concern for freedom is the responsibility which the
irridentism of the Christian Democrats had for the invasion of
Czechoslovakia in the first place. Yet he totally ignores the role of
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Adenauerist and Schroderist goals and tactics in prompting the
invasion. The "policy of movement", the attempt to break open the
Soviet Bloc, was linked in the 1960s to a continuing goal of regaining
Germany's lost territories: this was precisely what the Soviets meant
by Germarl revanchism. It is impossible at this stage to know exactly
what weight Soviet and Polish fears about German irredentism had in
their decision to invade Czechoslovakia, but can they really have been

negli$ble in the 1960s when such claims were firmly supported by the
Christian Democratic parties? Yet his tribunal brushes this aside in
favour of trying to srnear the Social Democrats as in some obscure way
riding on the shoutrders of Husak: never mind the political causes of the
crushing of the Prague Spring: focus on what happened after it
Brandt's Ostpolitik.

Of course, it is also true that both the building of the Berlin Wall
and the invasion of Czechoslovakia did shift part of right-wing opinion
in West Germany towards a reluctant acceptance of the need to
recognise the post-war frontiers of Europe. Soviet deterrnination on the
need for the GDR to survive and on the need to keep Czechoslovakia
in the Bloc did produce a change of tactics on the part of West
Germany's politicatr elites. But that fact only begs the very issues in the
German question that Garton Ash resolutely ignores: should the
German Right have dropped its irredentisrn in the face of Soviet
muscle? Or should it have dropped it to avoid the consequences of the
use of this Soviet muscle for the people of Eastern Europe?

The other side of this failure to take a stand on the German
question is a continuing undercurrent of irritation throughout the book
over the fact that the Federal Republic, after Brandt launched his
Ostpolitik, was able to work constructively for distinct national goals

of its own that were separate from the general anti-Soviet goals of the
West and that were nevertheless always presented as organically linked
to wider European goals. At times this seems little short of treasonable
on the part of the FRG and especially on the part of the Social

Dernocrats and Genscher: a sneaky tendency to pretend they were
working for Europe when actually they were working for West Germany.

One must really wonder here whether Garton Ash is extraordi-
narily naive or just disingenuous: if he really believes that, soy, British
and American policy was driven by "Western Values" rather than
national interests then the surprise he expresses over the fact that
Bonn pursued national goals simply illustrates that he should have
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stuck to iournalism about domestic dissent in Eastern Europe rather
than entering the field of international relations. But one can only
sympathise with German readers of any persuasion at the fact that they
have to read such embarrassingly sanctimonious cant. As we approach
the annus mirabilis of 1989, \rye find a curious transformation in the
temper and tone of Garton Ash's book as Freedom approaches,
something close to fury against German pollcy in general and that of
the Social Democrats in particular rises in the breast of Garton Ash.
fuid we also find somettring else approaching in his head {ognitive
collapse: an inability to face the - for Garton Ash unacceptable - reality
of the collapse of Communi$rn.

He makes three types of charge against German elites in the
1980s and the Social Democrats in particular: first, that they watered
down Western Values or perhaps even abandoned them; secondly, that
they slowed down the collapse of Communism through not having the
right strategy; and thirdly, that they tended to collaborate with the
enemy (Communism, of course).

RelativisaHon of Western values
To take the first charge, Garton Ash tells us there was a
"comprehensive relativisation of traditional Western values in the name
of the $upreme requirement of peace". (318) This was a problem not
confined to the Social Democrats. Ash is driven to a crude and bitter
sarca$m by Kohl's loint statement with Honecker at Chernenko's
funeral: "From German soil, peace must go out," Ash splutters: "What
on earth did this mean? How could peace 'go out' from German soil?
Cermany was, of course, famous for its ability to orport an
extraordinary range of products, including a lot of weapons, to all parts
of the world. Would consignments of peace be now added to the export
balance?" (170) But this sarcasm is misplaced because the FRG did
indeed become the maior exporter of peace in the lg80s in two forms:
first, a $gantic, spreading peace movement; and secondly, both a
concept and a series of proposals for sweeping disarmament across the
continent. And in both these exports, millions of German people were
engaged in a joint venture with the USSR, one generally in intense
competition with the American and British states.

The reason for these exports lay in Reagan's warmongering, a
topic which Ash's tribunal ignores, except when attempting to claim
that the Americans deserve the credit getting rid of Communism. He
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thus fails to $ve Reagan credit for creating the biggest single political
protest rnovement that Europe has ever seen: the peace movement.
There is no mention here, for example, of Reagan's suggestions that he
might favour an s(change of nuclear strikes in Europe with the Soviets

as a kind of early warning signal. The truth of the matter was that if
German elites tended to put peace before Garton Ash's Western Values,

they were in good company. Indeed, things got to the point where the
overwhelming majority of the governments of the West were becoming
guilty of that supreme crime in Garton Ash's catechism: relativising his
Western Values. The burgeoning alliance between Moscow and what
Ash regards as its fellow-travellers in the West reached a crescendo in
May 1986 when Germany, plus the European neutrals, plus the other
continental countries, plus lreland and - yes, the United Kingdom - all
lined up with Moscow against WasNngton: at the Berne CSCE meeting
on the very topic upon which Ash is fixated: human rights! For
Washington, the agreement of the whole of Europe on human rights
issues threatened to destroy Washington's human rights armoury.

What is intriguing in all of this is the lack of any substantial
discussion on Garton Ash's part of what he really means by relativising
Western Values. He could mean one of three possible things:
(l) Political elites sayrng all values are a matter of taste and none can
be claimed to have greater general value than others. That is what we
usually understand by value relativism. It is a stance particularly
opposed by socialdemocratic modernists. But Ash shows no interest
in this debate.
(2) Policy-makers weighing human rights as a policy value or political
goal at a particular time against other policy values or goals, such as

peace programmes or principles and perhaps concluding that the peace

goals should predominate at this time and in this context. This is the
kind of weighing-up of goals and policy values against each other,
relative to each other, that one hopes, surely, that policy makers might
do. If Garton Ash accepts this Hnd of tradeoff of one policy value
relative to others, then it behoves him to say where he stands on the
policy values propounded by various German leaders in the 1980s.

Where does he stand on Bahr's concept of common security, for
elmmple. The trouble is that he refuses to engage in such substantive
debate; he confines Nmself to sarcastic sneering instead. Thus, faced
with the 1986 SPD conference resolution's staternent that "The peoples

in the East-West conflict will either survive together or perish together"
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and that an East-West security partnership is needed, Ash can only
sneer: "That, while the Germans survived together, the people of
Alghanistan were perishing separately was a detail too small to impinge
on such a grandiose principle." (318) Only thus can he deal with the
serious debates about nuclear war in Europe. As for his remark about

Afghanistan, is that also not insensitive? Can he honestly not

acknowledge that it would have been better if Washington had been

prepared to settle for a Bahr-style common security arrangement with
Moscow in the late 1980s over Afghanistan rather than let the people

in that country "perish together" as the SPD resolution put it and as

they are doing now? Or does he think Western Values have won a
famous victory in Afghanistan too?

We must conclude that Garton Ash is against such tradeoffs of

one policy value or goal relative to another. We can then only conclude

that by relativism he means:

(3) the failure to govern all Eastern policy by the goal of overthrowing
the Communist leadersNps and re$mes in Eastern Europe. And this is
indeed what he seems to mean: he treats the politics of the 1980s as

a two person zerosum game between the West and the Communist
regmes over freedom. Only this $ves coherence to his sneers and

attacks on West German leaders who suggest that in one area or
another there is a common ground with the Communist re$mes. He

quite simply treats any amount of such cooperation as involving an

equivalerit amount of loss for the cause of Western Values.
This finally becomes something like a criminal offence for the

embattled Garton Ash, when he gets his hands on the GDR re$me files

and searches through them for evidence of collaboration between

German Social Democrats and Gerrnan Communists. By this stage he is

no longer a militant fighter for human rights. He is as sober and careful
as an investigating ma$strate: "These documents show how each

individual (West German) politician must be iudged on his or her
individual conduct." In other words, no collective guilt on this occasion.

fuid he warns us that we must, of course, treat the East German

documents "cautiously". And this also means "how important it is to
have the West Gerrnan ones as well" (33O. What does it all amount to?

Trivial tittletattle of zero significance for the lives of people, ir
comparison with, soy, the terms of German monetary union in 1990.

This then leads Garton Ash down the most bizarre dead end in
the whole book. Because he is unable to nail any principled charge on



90

the leaders of the Federal Republic, he charges them with strategc
ineptitude. The attempt to claim that they ratted on Western Values is
left as a vague bad odour. He now shifts his gfound of attack to the
field of Western strategy: West German strategy for freetng the peoples
of Eastern Europe was wrong for the following reason$:
(1) You need tension between the West and these regmes to create
the most favourable conditions for a domestic overthrow of Com-
munism.
(2) Since reformism within these re$mes wa$ played out, you have to
overthrow them from below, and thus the West should fund the people
capable of overthrowing the re$mes.
(3) You should be favourably dlsposed towards revolution without, of
course, actually calling for it.

West Gerrnan strategy failed on all these tests. They sought to
rernove tension in Europe, they were bottom of the league on funding
opposition movements, and they tilted against insurrection. See, says
Garton Ash, how wrong the Federal Republic wa^s: after all, the proof
of the pudding was in the eating: look at the revolutions of 1989. This
is what he actually asks us to do. It is a pitiable sight to see such a
clever, cultured and hard-worldng intellectual encoura$ng us down a
garden path of tris own choosing only to find him unable himself to face
the reality which is staring at him at the end of that path.

Revolutions of 1989
The $tory should be well enough known by now. Gorbachev, in tandem
with Bonn, pushed through a massive reduction in tensions and military
threats in Europe in the late 1980s, with Gorbachev rnaking it crystal
clear by his actions up through the autumn of 1988 that he would not
intervene in defence of client re$mes in East Central Europe. Then, ir
January 1989 the Central Committees of both the Poltsh and the
Hungarian CPs decided, after intense internal debate$, to move towards
multi-party systems and to open thetr econornies. The Polish
Communist decision was pushed through not by millions on the streets
but by threats from the organisers of Martial Law, notably General

Jaruzelski, to resign unless the turn was made. The result was the
opening of negotiation$ by the Communist Party lvith prominent
opposition leaders around Lech Walesa and these led swiftly to
elections which eventudly resulted in a government led by nor-
Cornmunists in August 1989. Meanwhile slmilar decisions about moving
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towards multi-party democracy were taken by the Hungarian Central
Committee and this was followed by the opening of the border with
Austria and the events which led to the collapse of the Honecker
government in the GDR. The so<alled Velvet revolution in Prague

marked the Czechoslovak catching up with the rest of East Central
Europe.

He could, perhaps, argue that he still gets thlngs largely right:
after all, there were predominantly revolutions from below in three
countries and revolutions from above in only two - if you leave out the
USSR itself and Yugoslavia and Bulgaria and Albania. But he does not
ftnd this a convincing enough approach. And everyone knows that there
was a domino effect from Poland and Hungary elsewhere. So he adopts
a different tactic: he simply fails to o<plain what happened in Poland
and Hungary, apart from a reference to round table negotiations in
Warsaw in the spring. This would not matter if it wasn't for the fact
that absolutely central to his own argument is the impossibility of
change being initiated from above. This is the big stick with which he
belabours the German government and the SPD in the late 1980s. fuid,
to borrow a favourite term of his, he is ready to "relativise" the blatant
historical truth rather than $ve up his stick. Thus, he can actually tell
us that a basic mistake of the SPD was "the belief that political change
in Eastern Europe could only come from those who already held power,
through reform from above - and the concomitant neglect of the
individuals, groups and movements working for change from below."
After the o<perience of the lg70s, ttris "should no longer have been
credible." (340)

And we find him castigating the FRG government over the fact
that, in October 1987, it guaranteed a DMI billion loan to debt-ridden
Hungary. This enabled the Hungarian government to keep up its interest
payments on the debt and buy more consumer goods. But, says Ash,
this was" a political soft option which delayed the necessary economic
(and politlcal) reform rather than contributing to it." (295) True, he
acknowledges, this clearly contributed to that gradual change in the
attitude of the Hungarian leadership which culminated in the crucial
opening of the Hungarian-Austria frontier for East Germans in
September 1989. "But", declares the stern moralist, "the direct
contribution to desirable economic and political change inside Hungary
ttras... at best minimal and at worst negative." The poor Hungarians had
to wait for Ash's llberation for nearly two more whole years! And then,
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in a fake balance of his criticism which is really designed to reenforce
it, Ash declares: "The loan guarantee could clearly be iustified in terms
of national goals". How shameful: putting German national interests
before the freedorn of the enslaved peoples!

We will leave aside the fact that Garton Ash fails to foreground
the centrality of Bonn's economic leverage over the economies of
Hungary, Poland and the GDR as a causal factor in the transition. The
whole story of the intense negotiations between the Polish and

Hungarian governrnents and those of the EC and the West in general

between the 1988 joint declaration ol Comecon and the EC and the
Central Committee meetings that took the key decisions in tffarsaw and

Budapest in early 1989 is missing. fuid for this reason, effective criteria
for evaluating the role of Bonn in triggering the whole process of 1989

are lacking. All that he will acknowledge is that Bonn was central in
the triggering of events in the GDR through its leverage with the
Hungarian Communists. But the really interesting question is why such
a clever and cultured person as Garton Ash should be so passionately

committed to these absurd efforts to condemn the Bonn government

for ratting on Western Values and for allegedly hindering rather than
helping the transition of 1989. What is really bug$ng him?

YVhat is really bqgrng Garton Ash?
The answer seems to be very simple and all too traditional: he is a
British mainstream supporter of furgloAmerican Cold War ideology and
politics and he find it hard to come to terms with the facts of the annus

mirabilis of 1989. It is not that the achievement of freedom enrages him.
It is the achievement of German power in Europe that upsets him. He

is bewildered by the fact that the gfeat American efforts against the
Soviet Bloc turned out to be efforts in the service, so to speak, of the
King of Prussia. It is, sad to say, sour grapes.

The really big thing that was unexpected, in Anglo-American
circles, about the way the Cold War ended was the fact that it didn't
end with the Soviet President going to Washington and suing for peace.

If that had happened, Washington could have ended up in charge of
everything. And if there had been a series of renewed Solidarity-style
movements in East Central Europe in the late 1980s with Moscow trytng
to resist them, the Cold War might have ended in that way, So long

as great military security issues dominated the East-West European

agenda, Washington governed the European political process.

-
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But what actually happened was that Gorbachev lost patience
with Washington's footdraggng over the super-polrrer negotiatlons and
in 1988 opened the door to Eastern Europe for the West Europeans,
especially the West Germans. He made unilateral military cuts,
shortcircuiting Washington, he encouraged the Polish and Hungarian
governments to mahe their rnoves towards domestic system change

rather than provoHng civil unrest by cracHng down on living standards

to pay bills to West Germany (the outcome Garton Ash would seem to
wish had happened) and he tipped over Honecker. To crown it all, he

opened the way to German unification ln February 1990. Germany,

already the leader of West European economics and politics, won.
The Americans put a brave face on it - in public - and they

managed.to regain control of the international agenda for a while in
lggGgl with their Gulf War. The British Tories were far less dignified.
And this is regrettably true of Garton Ash as well. Perhaps it is true
that he is only dimly aware of the British and American national goals

that lay behind all the human rights rhetorie or the hostility to peace

and disarmament. Perhaps he genuinely naively believes that US and

British governments, at least ln the 1980s, were ethically head and

shoulders above the Germans. The more is the pity.

Garton Ash at times tries to put a brave face on events and
persuades himself that he and his friends at least had "a philosophy"
that got things more right than the German policy mahers: "lJke the
unfinished Polish revolution of 198G81, the revolutions of 1989 -
including that in East Germany - were not dreamt of in the philosophy
of Ostpolitik. These revolutions were dreamt of in the philosophy of

[HavelJ." (298) But the pain remains and keeps coming to the surface,
because what counts in international politics is not having a

"philosophy" that can predict the oract nature of future events. The key
thing is to position yourself to set the favourable political lo$cs in
motion to achieve the desired outcornes, whatever the exact pattern of
events. And this is what Ostpolitik achieved to Garton Ash's chagrin,
He quotes Schmidt's memoirs on the situation when he became
chancellor in t974: "...there was hardly a government in Europe which
genulnely regretted the partttlon of Germany.... The world seemed to
be quite content with the division of Germany; illo$cally, it was much
less content with the division of Europe." Ash responds: " To rebuke
the world for being illogcal was marvellously characteristic of Helmut
Schmidt. It was also not entirely lo$cal. In other contexts, Schrnidt
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Nmself... spoke with perfect understanding of the fears that European
neighbours might have of an united Germany...." And Ash goes on to
tell us that a united Germany in a divided Europe or a dtvtded Germany
in a united Europe were both lo$cal because they had been envisaged
"not merely in the theory but in the practice of malor Western partners

of the Federal Republic. There was a tlme in the 1950s when
policymalcers in Washinglon seriously discussed the 'policy of strength'
somehow pulling the rest of Germany fully into the West: thus creating,
at least temporarily, the variant of 'united Germany in divided Europe'

CIhe phrase was used in American State Department discussions)." Yes,

but in the political lo$c of Europe in the 1980s, Schmidt was right and
Reagan and Bush and Thatcherns efforts to unite Europe "in freedom"
were unintentionally delivering the prize to Bonn.

Of course the unfairness of 1989 rankles. After all, who helped
and funded the dissidents, he asks: "..of the maJor Western states,
Amerka was in the first place, and West Germany was still, in this
particular respect, in the last." (29O And he pleads us all to remember:
"At the very least it is a matter of historical justice to gtve credit where
credit is due. Among the maior Western countries, the largest part of
the credit for the direct sustenance of those who actually led the
revolutions of 1989 belongs to the United States of America." (297)

What one has to do, however, after the triurnph of West
Germany in 198S90, is to look construcUvely to the future. fuid this
should surely mean constructing a genuinely strong, multilateral
,collective security and military framework across the continent of
Europe within which Germany's power will be harnessed for the benefit
of the people of Europe. This is what the new Polish elites have been
arguing for. It requires building upon the ideas that have developed
within the German left in the 1980s: ideas about a new European peace

order, ideas about a strong, more fully integrated European Union lvith
an enlarged budget and a greater social dimension and a reform of the
CAP and other policies to facilitate the entry of countries like Poland.

It is not, unfortunately the vision of the [JK, whose government

is seeking to counter-pose a narrow, Atlantlc-centred NATO to a
pan-European collective security order, is seeking to wealcen the
existing integfative structures of the EU rather than strengthen them,

and is encouragng a Europe of national powers and rivalries, This UK
government is also, ro doubt, seeking to hem in Germany through an
furglo-American power using countries like Poland as an Eastern buffer.
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It'would have been helpful, since he ends his book by looking
to the future, if he had taken up some of these Polish conceptions, or
better still endorsed them. But he seems rather sceptical, not to say
cynical, about all these multilateral bodies and plans and is distinctly
unconstructive about a strong European Union. One therefore wonders,
finally, what the content of these final dire warning to Germans to
respect Western Values, or else, really amounts to. One only hopes it's
not a barely veiled threat of a return to muscular power politlcs on
behalf of the Western powers. For what we need now is for able and

ima$native intellectuals like Garton Ash to be putting their great talents
and humanitarian concerns to work not only in Europe's name but in
the interests of the people of Europe in these trytng times of Freedom.

IReCcws

Davld McNaIIy Against the Marhet: Political Econon!, Market
Socfalfsm and the Marafst Critique (Verso 1993, 262pp, Sl2.9O and
Elmar Altvater The Future of the Marhet: An Essay on the Regulation
of Money and Nature ofter the Collapse of 'Actually F.xistittg
Socialism' (Venso 1993, 274pp, Stl.9D

The question of the role of the market in a socialist economy has

recently been discussed with renewed vigour particularly since 1989.

Indeed, so much enerry has been put i4to redefining notions of 'market
socialism; that at times it has seemed as if socialist economists have
become the rnost enthusiastic proponents of the market. Against this
background it is challen$ng and refreshing to read two unashamed
critiques of the market, written from the left. Unfortunately, neither of
these books is quite as successful as might have been hoped.
Nonetheless, they raise irnportant questions and mark a welcome

continuation of the debate started by AIec Nove and Ernest Mandel in
New Left Review almost a decade ago.
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David McNally is a historian of political and economic thought
whose main influences are the theory of state capitalism associated
with the work of Tony Cliff and Chris Harman, otrd the account of the
transition from feudalism to capitalism provided by Robert Brenner. In
his earlier work Political Economy and the Rise of Capitalism McNally
related the development of political econorny from the 17th century
onwards to Brenner's conception of capitalism as arising primanly as

the result of a transformation of social relations in the countryside.
Consequently, for McNally, capitalism was first of all agrarian

capitalism, and political economy was, up to and including the work
of Adam Smith, a theory of agrarian society. The analysis of Smith is
the culmination of McNally's earlier work and the starting point for his

current book.
In Against the Market McNally tries to do three things.

Firstly, he wants to show that the establishment of a market economy
through enclosure and other changes in agriculture was not a natural
process but involved massive dispossession and violence. The market

is something that has been constructed with great difficulty. Secondly,

he wants to relate this process of dispossession to the development
of political economy. He shows that Smith's view of the market was

more complex and ambiguous than is often supposed; that Smith's
legacy was contested on the one hand by apolo$sts for the market,
principally Malthus, and on the other by the 'popular political economy'
of Owen, Hodgskin, Gray and others; and that this debate was an

essential part of the context against which Marx worked. Thirdly, he

wants to argue that popular political economy was fatally compromised
by its failure adequately to criticise the market, that Manr provided the
critique that was missing and that this in turn constitutes the basis for
a repudiation of today's market socialists.

. McNally is targely successful in the first two of these
obiectives. He draws heavily on previous accounts both of the
development of capitalism and of the economics of utopian socialism,

but he sets them in a broader context. Particularly interesUng is his

account of Marx's continuing debate with Proudhon over the role of the
market and of money, and of the importance of this debate for the
formulation of Marx's theory of value and for its distinction from that
of Ricardo. The problem, however, lies with the third objective. While

I am sympathetic with McNally's desire to counter many of the
arguments of market socialism, I do not think that the account $ven
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here will actually convince those who are undecided in the debate.
The first difficulty lies in McNally's view that Marx's critique

of 19th century popular political economy can be carried over to the
critique of market socialism today. As McNally himself shows the
popular political economists developed a programme of 'purifying'
market relations by abolishing money and replacing it with tokens

based on direct labour worked. Proudhon in turn saw this as a means

to dissolve the state. Marr< effectively criticises this hnd of programme.

But contemporary market socialists are quite prepared to acknowledge

the need for money and some form of state power. It is not clear, then,

how relevant Man<'s critique of their forebears really is to contempor-

ary debates, and in fact McNally does not really use this critique in his

final chapter on moving beyond the market. His argument is rather that
the market is incompatible with a society based on fulfilling human

needs and imposes an incompatible set of criteria based on competition
and accumulation.

However, at this point McNally runs into three further
problems in establishing his case. The first problem is that of rooting
his argument in the material reality of contemporary capitalism. As he

himself realises, unless he is able to do this his analysis will remain

at the level of a utopian programme: "For Mam, criticism is meaningful

only if it is based on a real social movement. It follows that any serious
discussion of the economics of socialism must take as its point of
departure the actual political econorny of the working<lass struggle
against capitalism" (p.184). McNally identifies two trends which provide
the basis for the 'political economy of the working class': the struggle
to limit the working day and the move to cmperative production. Now,

clearly, when Marx was writing these trends were dominant in the
working .class movement. The establishment of larger and larger
workplaces and the campaigns for the ten hour and eight hour day were
central to 19th century history. Howev.er, it is not so clear that these
trends provide a basis for the economics of socialism today, in practice
as opposed to theory. In the industrialised capitalist countries at least
it seems possible to argue that the trend towards cmperative
production is actually being reversed with increases in sub<ontracting,
homeworking, increases in market or quasi-market relations within
enterprises, growth of the informal economy and self-employment and

so on. For all the talk amongst socialists about campaigns to limit the
working week, the reality at present is that limitation of working time
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has not been a central practical issue in the 2fth century ln the way
that it was in the 19th. That does not mean that one has to abandon
the possibility that these trends may reassert themselves; or adopt the
'post-fordist' perspective that mass production is a thing of the past.

However, in order to root discussion of the economics of socialism in
material reality it is necessary to discuss these issues. McNally does

not really do so.

The second problem is that McNalU' does not really define
e>ractly what he means by market socialism. Consequently he appears
at times to be attacking straw people. In particular, he criticises Robin
Blackburn's acknowledgement of the importance of the critique of
socialist planning provided by Ludwig von Mises and Friedrich von
Hayek. After recounting Mises' position McNally observes that "Spelled

out in these terms, it is difficult to see how there could be any
accommodation between socialism and the neoliberal position.
Blackburn makes no effort to confront this issue head-on, seemingly
unalvare of the full terms of debate" (p. 173). But this is surely to
misunderstand the point at issue. No market socialist has ever believed
that Mises and Hayek could somehow be appropriated for their
position. The point is rather that they raise issues, particularly
concerning the dispersal of information within society, which a viable
socialist alternative has to confront and answer. In fact, McNally is quite
prepared to allow a role for the market in his conception of a socialist
economy, albeit a progressively decreasing one. His concern is not that
there should be no market, but that the market should not regulate the
economy. In particular there should be "democratic control over
macroeconomic decisions which determine the fundamental structure
of consumption and the rate and structure of investment" (p.201) and
there should be "demarketization of subsistence" (p.202). Put this way
it is not clear how far McNally's position really differs from that of many
who would consider themselves market socialists. The debate around
'basic income for all' which in essence does remove subsistence from
the arena of the market has been largely taken forward by proponents
of market socialism. Many market socialists would agree on the need

for social control over investment decisions. The key questions are
what measures are necessary to prevent the use of the rnarket turning
into regulation by the market; how social control over investment is to
be achieved and how decisions over such control are to be taken; and

how to reconcile such control over long term decisions with short term
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flCIdbility. McNally does not discuss these issues. He argues that Dane
Elson's proposals for a socialised market udll simply reproduce market
regulation, primarily because they are based on a flexible price
mechanism. But he does not say how the price of those goods which
would be provided by the market in his model would be fixed, apart
from a brief discussion of to<ation.

The third problem is that, while McNally effectively shows
that the market is unable to solve certain probleffis, these problems
would remain for a socialist society in equal measure. For example,
McNally writes that "the whole point about prices is that they reflect
present data. Investment inevitably changes these data over time by
creating new incomes, chan$ng technical conditions of production,
altering consumer preferences (by providing new goods) and so on. The
longer the time horizon, the more glaring this problem becomes. How
is the market to regulate decisions with respect to public goods which
will, at least in large measure, be consumed by the next generation?"

0r.200). But these problems will be just as acute for socialist planners,

and McNally does not discuss what their solution might be.

If McNally's book starts from a historical discussion of the
roots of the rnarket, Elmar Altvater is resolutely contemporary. The
Future of the Market uras written in response to the Eastern European
developrnents of 1989. It starts with an analysis of the reasons for those
developments; moves on to a discussion of the nature of the market
as an institution and then follows this up with a critique of the market
based on two issues; monetary instability and debt, which is essentially
an account of the implications of the international debt crisis, and the
inability of the market to take due account of ecolo$cal criteria and

imperatives.
Altvater is an important figure in German radical economics

and this book thus promises much, as an initial response from the
German left to the changes in Eastern Europe. Yet it is a disappointing
book. This is perhaps partly due to its ori$ns in a course of lectures.
What may well have been exciting in the lecture hall because of its wide
range appears somewhat superficial and eclectic on paper. Ideas are
mentioned but not really analysed in depth. The analysis touches on
concepts of Fordism and the analysis of the regulation school, new
developments in monetary theory, the attempts by Georgescu-Roegen
and Martinez-Alier to fashion an ecolo$cally based economics around
concepts of energy and entropy and Priro$ne's theories of self-
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organisation, without really developing any of these in detail.
More seriously, the point of much of the analysis remains

unclear. Those reading the book from the left are likely already to be
persuaded of much ol Altvater's analysis of ecology and the debt crisis
and to find the account gven here rather laboured. On the other hand
proponents of neoclassical economics are unlikely to be persuaded by
Altvater since he does not discuss the problems of such an approach
in sufficient detail to win over the unconverted. While he makes a

number of suggestive points, particularly with regard to ecolo$cal
issues, he does not really follow them through. Altvater also remains
strangely isolated from current debates on the subjects which he
analyses. The only Man<ist writer on ecolo$cal questions from outside
Germany who is discussed is James O'Connor, and that briefly on the
basis of one article. The German ecolo$cal debate is hardly treated in
any rnore detail. The discussion does not refer to the political practice
or ideas of the Green movement in any depth. Analyses of ecolo$cal
questions by writers on the left such as Ted Benton and Reiner
Grundmannn, which compare favourably with Altvater's account in
theoretical clarity, are not mentioned. Further, Altvater's analysis of the
debt crisis, while containing interesting historical detail, lacks either the
conceptual sharpness of an account like that of Stuart Corbridge, or the
empirical detail of the work of someone like Stephany GriffithJones.

Finally, Altvater's conclusion, in which the implications of his

analysis are spelt out, is rather unconvincing. In contrast to McNally,
who believes that plan and market are incompatible principles of
economic regulation, Ntvater believes that the divide between plan and
market is a false divide. Markets in his view have always been regulated
politically and socially: "Modern societies are therefore always a
complex whole involving both market and non-market forms of
regulation" 0r.238). The concept of a 'free' market, unencumbered by
regulation, is simply an ideolo$cal chimera coniured up by marginalist
economics. The important question is the form which regulafion will
take. Here, Altvater argues that Soviet planning failed not because it was
planning, but because it did not break radically enough from the
technolo$cal and social imperatives of market economies. Rather than
presenting a different goal it involved trying vainly to catch up with the
West. In contrast what is now needed is a new objective: "a

'remoralization' of reality becornes indispensable for the assertion of
ethical principles in resource allocation" G).242).



l0l

This may well be true, but Altvater $ves only the briefest
set of indications about what it might mean in practice, beyond the call
for cancellation of Third World debt and for a new ecologcal
awareness. His discussion of oractly how market and plan might be
articulated is extremely brief, and does not really add anything to Diane

Elson's earlier work, which Altvater appears to take as a model. The

book concentrates much more on criticising market processes than on

spelling out a detailed alternative.
To conclude, while these books raise some useful questions

they do not really advance the debate on constructing a socialist
economy very far. This is surely a reflection of the inherent difficulty
of the subject, rather than of any personal failing of the authors
concerned. However, despite this difficulty, the need for the left to take
up the.issue of the transition to a socialist economy is more rather than
Iess urgent now than before 1989. In debating this quesUon the need

seems to me now to be less for global studies of economy wide
mechanisms than for much more detailed and precise analyses. We

need to know a lot more about just how markets work in detail in order
to know what it means to overcome market regulation and how to do
this. We need to know with much more precision what the implications
of contemporary economic trends are for collective decision making.

We need more discussion about the details of potential methods of
social decision making in an economy not primarily regUlated by the
market; about what conflicts might arise in such decision making, how
they might be resolved and what the implications of this might be for
the limited use of the market and the flodbility of the economy. We

need more detail on how the basis of decision mahng in particular
areas of 'the economy can change dynamically and of the extent to
which this can be done in isolation from other areas. Only on the basis

of careful study of such questions can we construct an account of how
a society can move beyond the market towards a viable alternative.

Andy Kilmister
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Istvari P. Szekely and Davtd M.G. Newberry (edg), Hungary: An
Economy tn Transition, Cambridge, Cambrtdge Unlversity Press, for
Centre for Economlc Pollcy Research, 1993, 360pp.

This book consists of the edited proceedings of a conference organised
by the Centre for Economic Policy Research which took place in
London in February 1992. Its seventeen chapters, almost all written by
Hungarians, are divided into seven sections covering foreign trade,
privatisation and competition policy, the financial system and private
savings, foreign debt and monetary policy, le$slative and ta:r reform,

labour markets and social security and state desertion. In addition to
the seventeen papers the book contains a Foreword, a Conclusion and

short discussion comrnents at the end of each section by one or more

western economists. Like all such collections the quality of the
contributions is mixed; but, in general, it is high, reflecting the
intellectual sophistication of --Hungarian economists. It should be

stressed at the outset that this is an academic voluffie, by economists

for economists. The authors make few concessions to the non-
professional economists, or even to the non-specialist in the branch of
economics to which they happen to belong.

In the Introduction the editors present both the volume and its
subject matter, $ving a good overview of Hungarian economic
performance and Hungary's place in the re$on, and a concise,
structured synopsis of the contents of the book. Hungary's "success

story" (attracting the bulk of western investment despite high labour
costs and an appreciating currency) is not denied; but the authors draw
our attention to potential hazards such as continuing problems

balancing the budget and the danger of losing its head start in
economic and political reform, in which case Hungary has little obvious
advantage over its neighbours in the re$on.

In the first contribution to the section on foreign trade, Laszlo

Csaba, in a wideran$ng paper, discusses the economic consequences

for Hungary of the disintegration of the Soviet Union. He begins by
pointing out that economic decline is, in practice if not in theory, a

necessary concomitant of major structural change. Some sort of
downturn in the economy was therefore inevitable and judgements of
current economic performance in the re$on should use some other
measure such as convertible currency exports, or exchange rate
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stability. He also warns that Central Statistical Office figures are
inevitably biased. They cover fully the erosion of the old state sector
because that is what they have always reported, but they under-report
private business. In consequence, they overstate the severity of the
recession and understate the process of transformation and recovery.
With these caveats in mind, Csaba shows that trade with the Soviet
Union peaked in 1987 and was actually in decline before the CMEA was
dissolved. The drop in exports in the first year of convertible currency
accounting was not catastrophic. It was of the sarne order of that in
the previous yeil, and the year before that. Part of the reason for the
relatively smooth change over was also that the Transferable Rouble
has been overvalued in order to overstate the importance of trade
between "fraternal" states. Csaba no<t shifts focus and o<plains how the
impetus towards restructuring came from below. The government,
despite its rhetoric, persisted in ill- thought-out policies to protect
oristing trade patterns. Csaba is equally critical of arguments in favour
of a Central European Payments Union.

Kalman Mizsei, in the second paper in this section, is also
critical of the Payments Union idea, but only in retrospect. After
attemptitg, on the basis of incomplete statistics, to describe the pattern
and weights of Hungary's Central European trade in the first year after
the end of the CMEA he explains the lo$c behind the idea of creating
a Union based on Poland, Hungary and (the then) Czecho-Slovakia,
countries with a similar commitment to reform. In reality, however, the
governments of even these countries proved sceptical of cooperation
and ambivalent towards free trade. The EC has emerged as a greater
believer in the concept of the "Visegrad countries" acting in concert
than the countries themselves.

The first section is concluded by a fascinating paper by Halpern
and Szekely. The reviewer is obliged to take their econometrics on
trust, but assuriring this is justified the paper's findings are significant.
The authors' argument is that once the correct assumptions about
incentives facing enterprises are made (the rouble and non-rouble areas
are disentangled, o<port subsidies are taken into account, import
restrictions are brought into the equation and so on) then the
Hungarian economy under the New Economic Mechanism is shown to
have a reasonable supply responsiveness of o<ports to export prices.
Economic agents in an "irrational" economy acted rationally after all.
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The section of privatisation and competition policy starts with
a short and uncritical account of privatisation by Jarai. He first
identifies three patterns of privatisation: new private companies,
spontaneous privatisation and stateinitiated progralnmes. Turning ne><t

to buyers and intermediaries he notes the importance of foreigners in
privatisation to date, and the relatively small role played by the
Budapest Stock Exchange, despite the Ftrungarian emphasis on selling

state enterprises and getting value for money. Mihalyi's contribution to
this section be$ns with a presentation of the ideas for radical property
reform within the context of a socialist economy that were under
discussion in the 1980s. He then discusses critically the privatisation
policy of the first post-socialist Hungarian government, the role of the
State Property Agency, and the relative failure of "preprivatisation". He

then argues that the reality of what has happened in Hungary is that
the "cross ownership" of the socialist debate has become reality. Whilst
most of the small number of stateinitiated programmes have been sold
to foreign private owners, most "privatisation" involves the restructur-
ing of some two thousand stateowned companies into &10,000

corporate entities with greater or less state participation. Despite
widespread allegations that in the course of this privatisation former
managers are getting rich at the expense of the state, Mihalyi points
out that such allegations have rarely been substantiated. He further
notes that for very practical reasons there are few people available with
sufficient cornmercial and technical competence to run companies
better than the previous management elite. The transformation from
state ownership to a cross ownership model is, in Mihalyi's view, "a
spontaneous evolution fed by the energ)r of Hungarian managerial class

and made possible by the benign neglect of the state adrninistration"
(p. 103).

Stadler's paper on competition policy highlights the down-side

of Hungary's privatisation policy. Foreign investors favour potentially
profitable, near monopoly companies. The consequence of Hungary's

desire to ma:<irnise incorne from privatisation sales is that it perrnits

a very weak competition policy.
In the section on the financial system and private savings,

Kiralyi offers a very clear description of Hungary's financial institutions
and the way the Central Bank can influence them before attempting to
present a formal economic model of the system. Varhegyi's paper

criticises Hungary's 1987 banking reform os, inevitably, insufficiently
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radical. She ne><t presents the case for a second bank reform. Her basic
criticism is that banks are too closely tied to large enterprises rnany
of which are in fact the banks' main debtors. Arguing that the "devil
is in the details" she lists a series of detailed criticism of the proposed

Financial Institutions Act which will lead to excessive central
government intervention. Abel and Szekely o<amine the structure of
household portfolios in Hungary between 1970 and 1989. The most
interesting point to emerge from a rather dense discussion is that the
rnost popular financial instruments were safe, highly liquid, and
artificially high-yield assets. If any of these characteristics changed, as

happened with bonds in 1988, these forms of investment were
immediately abandoned.

The section on foreign debt and monetary policy be$ns with an
article by Oblath which first charts Hungary's accumulaUon of foreign
debt since 1973 and then embarks on a very technical discussion of the
components of the debt and scenarios for coping with it. The
conclusion, in lay terms, is that Hungary will be able to manage its
foreign debts provided nothing goes wrong and there is a sulficient
amount of private capital inflow into the economy. Riecke's paper
agrees that the debt is manageable under certain assumptions, but
places the emphasis on increasing exports and economic growth, which
will require an appropriate monetary and budgetary policy. In his
contribution to the discussion of this section, Richard Portes goes

against the Hungarian consensus and argues against dutifully repaying
Ioans incurred by the socialist governrnent. He favours substantial debt
reduction for Hungary using the model of the Mexican debt reduction
agreement.

In the section on le$slative and ta:< reform Sarkozy gives an
account of key le$slative change from 1968 to 1990, focusing, in the
final year on etatist rneasures of thq Hungarian Democratic Forum
government. Koltay then describes Hungary's ta:< system following the
1988 ta:< reform, based as it was on personal income to)L VAT, and
corporate income ta)<. Jointly these papers illustrate the degree to
which the Hungarian economy, in many formal respects at least, already
approached the norm for market economies before the political
changes of 1989.

There is a similar emphasis on the old system in Kollo's opening
essay to- the labour markets section, focusing on the effect of the
"second economy" and chronic labour shortage on labour behaviour.



-
106

The paper concludes with a discussion of the rise in unemployment and
the decline of the "second economy" which are both impacting
adversely on labour and its bargaining power, and are also leading to
a greater differentiation in wages. In his conclusion Kollo argues that
under current Hungarian conditions there is a need for a stringent
incomes policy.

Maria Augusztinovics then discusses at length the social
security system and its current crisis. She first analyses what happens
in an irna$nary economy, identifying the "pension paradox" - that
aggregate and average pensions grow but individual pensions do not
- under even the simplest of conditions. She then considers, again in
the abstract, what happens when the economy is slowing down and
when it enters stagflation. The disadvantage of the pay-as-you-go rather
than the funded system are rnore apparent in such cases. Turning to
the real world she describes Hungary's retirement and health insurance
systems since 1949. Fully comprehensive cover was introduced in 1975,

yet as early as 1978 the state began to break the "old deal" and

subsequently pensioners became both relatively and absolutely
impoverished, despite the fact that aggregate pension expenditures
were increasing. She concludes by noting that the Hungarian system
was a hybrid - a funded pay-as-you-go system, backed by vast
accumulated state wealth which ought to @ut will not) be taken into
account in the privatisation process. The social security system will
receive nothing of substance from privatisation and will remain
underfunded. The consequence of this is that, whatever the precise

scenario, the future social security system, operating as it will be

independently from government, will find itself in a position where
there is a bill to pay and it is not clear who will pay it.

The book's final section consists of a single paper on state
desertion by Abel and Bonin. The paper argues that the state should
not be allowed to desert the economy entirely because it always has

a role. It illustrates this first by the negative ermmple of the inflationary
impact a$ the state withdraws via price liberalisation and subsidy
reduction, and then by the positive example of the relative success of
Hungary's statemanaged gradual establishment of a de facto converti-
ble currency. The paper concludes with a call for gradualism rather
than Poland's "all shock an no therapy". The discussion of Hungary's
attitude to the convertibility of the forint is particularly welcome since
it is an area where Hungary's policy differs markedly from those of
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Poland and the former Czechoslovakia, for e:rample, and it is not
discussed elsewhere in the book.

Accepted on its own terms as a collection of academic papers,
the only caveat that should be issued is that this two year old collecUon
has already somewhat dated. The privatisation debate and the reality
of privatisation have progressed considerably, and many of the more
pessimistic predictions concerning budget deficits have already proved
true. This notwithstanding, the book contains high quality, if dry,
articles which, especially when considering topics such as privaUsation

and foreign trade reform, Bo beyond political slogans and hastily
formed initial iudgements. This is a measured and considered verdict
on the background to and progress of the first two or so years of the
economic transition in Hungary.

Nigel Swain

Fascist Europe: The Rfse of Fascism and Xenophobta, edited and
wtth an lntroductlon by Glfm Ford, Pluto Pness 1992, 2l6pp.

This is the report of the European Parliament's Committee of Inquiry
into Racism and Xenophobia, published originally in 1991 and in a new
UK edition in 1992. Glyn Ford, a leading Labour MEP was a member
of the Committee.

The book deals mainly with Western Europe and only briefly
with the ethnic and racial problems that have manifested themselves
in Eastern Europe since the collapse of the Communist regirnes. One
of the major weaknesses of the book is its lack of analysis of the causes
and conditions that $ve rise to racism and xenophobia. The closest
thing to an analysis comes in a quote from Willi Rathley of the German
SPD, who locates the cause of increasing racism and xenophobia in "the
trend towards individualisation inherent in the modernisation process.
The loosening of ties to the family, vocation, work and company,
church, parties, and trade unions has produced increasing uncertainty
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and lack of direction. There is a growing suscepfibility to political
platforms offering security by emphasising the national aspect or
providing scapegoats (foreigners)."

However, for the European Union, the book is a source of
succinct, country-by-country information about fascist and other
far-right political organisations and prominent individuals, national laws
on immigration and rights, and the incidence of racist attacks. ([he UK

organisation Searchlight is credited with providing much of the
information.) There is little on institutionalised racism, for instance in
education, housing, or the legal system.

Coverage of Eastern Europe focuses on the incidence of
anti-Semitism, anti-Roma, and anti-European minority racism (as

opposed to the predominant anti-Black, anti-non-European racism of the
European Union). The emergence of the virulently anti-Semitic and

fascist Pamyat organisation in the former Soviet Union (with tens of
thousands of members in Moscow and St. Petersburg), of Vatra
Romanesca (successor to the lron Guard) in Romania, of anti-Semitic
nationalist movements in eastern Germany, Hungary, ofld Poland is
chronicled,

The book describes the success of "new right" intellectuals such
as the "historian" David Irving in redrawing the parameters of debate
on irnmigration, thanks largely to the explicit and implicit racism of
Socialist and Communist leaders at national and local level (the
examples of which are restricted in the main to France and Germany).

The criminalisation of immigrants has been promoted by the
linking of refugee/immigration questions with "terrorism" in the
activities of such unaccountable bodies as the TREVI Group (terrorism,
radicalism, extremism, and international violence), the French-Benelu:r

Schengen Group, and the Ad Hoc Group on Immigration, all operating
outside the institutions of the EU.

Since publication of this book, progress towards a Fortress
Europe that excludes the rest of the (poor, non-white) world has

proceeded more rapidly at the level of state le$slation and secret
inter-governmental agreements than through the electoral advance of
the extreme right. The UK's 1993 Asylum and Immigration Appeals Act
(which has its parallel in other EU countries) introduced finger-printing
for asylum seekers, denied visitors and students the right of appeal
against refusal of admission, and denied housing rights to asylum
seekers. Immigration Act detentions have increased and a new
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immigraUon prison established near Oxford has more than doubled the
number of people who can be held in detention.

The extreme right is still increasing its activities Europewide.
One report (Campaign Against Racism and Fascism, UIO records

seventy-five racist murders in 1993 (sixty-six in 1992) of which fifty-two
were in Germany. Obviously these figures o<clude o<-Yugoslavia. When

the UK's National Union of Mineworkers marched in Maesteg on 5

March 1994 to commemorate the tenth anniversary of the famous
1984/85 miners' strike, it drew attention to the link between militant
fascist encroachment and unemployment. In this South Wales town of

closed coal mines, the UK organiser of the Klu Khu< Klan, Alan Beshella,

a US citizen with convictions for gun-running and child-molesting, has

set up a base for his organisation in the UK. The extrem*right British
National Party plans to run candidates in the May 1994 local elections
in South Wales.

Glyn Ford recounts efforts to counter racism and xenophobia
through EU institutions, particularly the European Parliament. A
declaration on this issue was adopted (following the Evrigenis Report)
in 1988 by Parliament, the European Commission and the Council of
Ministers-but subsequent proposals have been delayed, watered down
or abandoned in the face of member states' refusal to approve specific
measures. The book documents the UK's leading role in this consistent
sabotage.

The book ends with seventy-seven recommendations from the
Iatest (198$90) inquiry. These include extension of citizens' rights to
non-citizens, the establishnnent of a UK-style Commission for Racial

Equality in all member states, and the possibility of legal actions against
decisions of the Schengen and Ad Hoc Groups. But the fate of the
Evrigenis report indicates what is likely to happen to even these
o<tremely limited proposals. It is in its very nature that this book
should omit to mention the one task that is essential - building an

international anti-racist and anti-fascist movernent.

BiU MacKeith

T
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