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Boris Kagarlitsky: The IMF and the Russian Crisis

First of all I want to stress that it would be highly inappropriate to
characterize IMF credits to Russia as "aid". These are credits for which
Russia has to pay. Though these credits seem cheaper than those taken
on the financial markets Russian government has to accept the
conditions formulated by IMF ideologues and policy makers.

So far Russia has in general followed the instructions of the IMF and
other international financial institutions. There have been minor
disagreements, but basically the IMF has accepted and supported
economic policies of the Russian government, while the Russian
government has accepted the basic principles and advice of the IMF
decision-makers. These decisions resulted in the current chaos which
has not only led to the total collapse of the Russian economy,
something unprecedented in peace time, but also is bringing the whole
world economy closer to recession.

The collapse of the debt market in the first half of August came even
though the International Monetary Fund had just begun payments to
Russia from one of the largest economic “rescue” packages in history.
Along with the devaluation that followed, the crash marked the
definitive failure of the key strategies that the IMF and major world
governments had urged on Moscow throughout much of the 1990s.

The Russian government never discussed its economic programs with
its own people or parliament. It was always the IMF to which all the
basic documents were addressed. It was the IMF that systematically
worked with the Russian elites, advised them and publicly supported
them. The leaders of the Russian Central Bank who are personally
responsible for the financial catastrophe in today's Russia have always
enjoyed political support from the IMF experts who have stressed
"professionalism” of their Russian colleagues.
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The policies of the IMF were based on the assumption that a stronger
currency automatically leads to a stronger economy. The currency
should be strengthened at whatever price including the decline of
production, the impoverishment of the population and even the
disappearance of most basic services in the spheres of healthcare,
education and social security.

The IMF ideologues were sure that the emission of paper money by the
national government was the only source of inflation. At the same time
they did not see government borrowing as a potential source of
inflation. The Russian government even registered borrowed money in
1997 as "budget revenues". The IMF theorists also insisted that
privatization would lead automatically to better management of
industries and lower government spending.

As early as 1992-93 these measures had disastrous consequences. As
was recognized in a report issued in 1994 by former privatization
agency head Viktor Polivanov, the quality of management in practice
either remained the same or declined. No big company had shown any
visible improvement in performance. At the same time the government
lost the revenues from profitable public companies, which had earlier
been the main source of its income. The new owners were incompetent,
often lacked capital for necessary investment, and turned the companies
into semi-feudal personal domains. In many cases the old Soviet
bureaucracy remained in charge, but the old Soviet system of external
control disappeared. Of course there were also success stories, but
mainly in small companies that were not capital-intensive.

While the performance of privatized companies generally deteriorated,
the state faced a permanent budget crisis. Totally in agreement with
IMF instructions, the government saw taxes as the only legitimate
source of income, but the taxes never came. In order to cover the budget
deficit, the government had to cut services and increase taxes. That
inevitably led to an even greater decline of business activity. The
purchasing power of the population remained low, private investment
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was almost non-existent, and public investment constantly declined.
The paradox however is that given the lack of private investment, the
state, no matter how it reduced its spending, remained the main investor
in the economy.

In the years between 1994 and 1998, however, the government
managed to stabilize the ruble. The methods used were government
borrowing on the international and domestic financial markets, and non-
payment of wages. By August 1, 1998 there were 75.84 billion rubles
unpaid wages in the country (that is approximately $12.5 billion).
Today the administration in Russia pretends that enterprise managers
are the only ones to blame for the wage arrears. While it is clear that the
non-payment of wages played a decisive role in the supposedly
successful fight against inflation, it is simply not true that the blame for
non-payments lies exclusively with the managers of private companies;
19,6% of this money should have come from the budget.

The non-payment of wages lowered the purchasing power of the
population and reduced the quantity of money in circulation. That
helped to stabilize prices. Even if we abstain from discussing the moral
side of these practices it is clear that they also led to the gradual
disintegration of the internal market and to a further decline in
production (the data concerning wage arrears in Russia are provided as
a supplement to this text). Though the Russian government and
international financial institutions proclaimed the beginning of
economic growth in 1997, the reality was quite different. The growth
last year was supposed to have been 0.5%, but the government
statisticians themselves admitted that their figures were only accurate to
within plus or minus 2%! The best interpretation you could put on
things was that during 1997 decline was replaced by stagnation. Then in
the spring of 1998 the economy again started to contract. According to
information provided by the trade unions, the real incomes of working
people declined by 9% in the first half of 1998 alone. Wage arrears
increased as well, with the state's wage debt growing at more than twice
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the rate of arrears as a whole (the state's wage debt in August was up by
14.6% over the July figure, compared with an overall rise of 6.5%).

Worst hit were services such as health care (a 33% increase in
nonpayments), culture and arts (28%), education (17%), housing (10%),
science and research programs (7%) and communal services (3,8%).
The living conditions of the people deteriorated, and at the same time
public services were cut. That meant that where the state stopped
providing services no private investor moved in, because people simply
had no money with which to pay. The schools do not have enough
textbooks, school buildings are falling apart, and in many villages local
schools are simply closing down. The number of high school students
has also declined.

Government borrowing became a sort of drug to which the ruling elites
became addicted. At the urging of its foreign advisers, the government
created a market in short-term state bonds. Sales of these bonds would
allow the government to lower its deficits and dampen price rises.
Lower inflation, the economic ministers gambled, would encourage
investment and lead to economic growth, and as the tax system
improved, to steadily increasing state revenues. These, it was hoped,
would allow the government to service the additional debt.

In fact, this diagram turned out to be full of short circuits.

The lenders - at first exclusively Russian financial institutions, but later
including many foreigners - understood from the first that lending to the
Russian government was a risky proposition. If they were to play an
increasingly hazardous game of financial roulette, they demanded big
returns. Real annual rates of interest in the Russian bond market at
times exceeded 100 per cent.

If the state was prepared to give lenders high returns on loans for three
or six months, why would they invest in long-term projects, where they
would have to leave their money for years, endure risks that were just as
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hair-raising, and have much lower returns at the end of it? So private
investment in the real economy was virtually wiped out. Economic
decline continued, halting only for a period from mid-1997. The
government was hooked on short-term debt. The only way it could meet
the payments on its bonds was to borrow ever more money. Like every
drug addict, the administration was not only incapable of imagining life
without borrowing, but also needed ever-greater doses of loan funds.
The state's financial operations came to resemble the notorious
"pyramid scheme" investment funds of the early 1990s, through which
Russia's gullible and reckless were stripped of their cash. Inevitably, the
point finally came where there was simply no money in the budget to
continue servicing the debt. In mid 1998 it was announced that no less
than 30% of the budget was being used for that purpose. Economists
calculated that if this trend continued, by the year 2000 more than 60%
of the budget would go there.

Now, the Russian government's economic ministers in the early 1990s
had watched the growth and collapse of the pyramid schemes with as
much horror as anyone else. Why did they then go and blunder their
way into the same kind of mess? A great deal of the blame lies with the
IMF. Not only did the IMF encourage the Russian leaders in the illusion
that squashing inflation would automatically lead to growth, but IMF
spokespeople also fed the misconception that if things went wrong,
there'd be plenty of money in the world financial system to bail the
Russians out.

The Russian government, of course, didn't rely only on borrowed
money to lower its deficits. The screws went on government spending,
including public investment. But meanwhile, the spending of financial
institutions both private and public was a bacchanalia of waste. Huge
skyscrapers were build by the Russian Central Bank and the publicly-
owned State Savings Bank. Staff numbers mushroomed, and salaries
increased. The Russian press now tells us that money borrowed from
the IMF was used to pay for all these luxuries. However the IMF and its
experts in Russia never questioned the expenses of the banking
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institutions. They only stressed the need to spend less on education,
social welfare, healthcare etc.

It is important to note that the finance ministry was one of the most
corrupt institutions of the Russian regime, which is anyway famous for
corruption. Officials of the ministry are now being investigated, and
some arrests have already been made (for example deputy minister of
finance Vladimir Petrov). No doubt more will follow.

Misuse of the funds provided by international financial institutions is
well known; it has been reported in the Russian press and discussed in
the parliament. Perhaps the most impressive example was when $5
billion provided by the World Bank for the restructuring of the coal
industry simply disappeared. The Chechen war didn't stop IMF and
other international lenders either. It is very clear that credits given to the
Yeltsin regime were used to guarantee the government's political
survival in a context of growing resistance.

The conditions that the IMF, the World Bank or other Western financial
institutions have placed on their Russian counterparts have never meant
very much. How can you talk about due safeguards when it is a
notorious fact that capital flight from Russia has far exceeded the sums
provided as credits by international financial institutions and world
financial markets? To a large extent this is the same money which
immediately leaves the country through private banks working with
government agencies. It is impossible to imagine that IMF experts are
not aware of these facts, which every shopkeeper in Moscow knows
about. On the contrary western experts always insisted on open markets
and liberal regulations of international financial transactions. In Russian
conditions, open markets and liberal regulations on international
financial transactions mean not only a green light for capital flight, but
also excellent prospects for the mafia. It is no accident that Russian
financial markets have become one of the main centers of money-
laundering for international drug dealers. But none of this has stopped
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the IMF and similar institutions from insisting that controls be kept
loose.

Foreign credits did not save Russia. They did not prevent the current
crisis. On the contrary they provoked it. At the same time, the
conditions imposed on Russia by the IMF and other international
financial institutions prevented Russian decision-makers from seeking
realistic solutions to the country's problems using domestic resources,
which even now are impressive. The IMF created the situation in which
banks and trade grew at the expense of industry, in which the enormous
possibilities of the public sector were wasted, and in which Russian
developed an entrepreneurial community totally uninterested in long-
term domestic economic projects.

It is quite possible that the chief concern of the IMF decision-makers
was not the success of Russia but the prosperity of the Western
financial community which made a lot of money out of our crisis. But if
the IMF chiefs take this attitude, they are extremely shortsighted.
Today's collapse of the ruble shows that the compradora economy
which emerged in our country is a problem not only for us, but for
others as well. American companies are not making money in Russia
any more, but are losing it.

In 1994-97 the ruble was strengthened against Western currencies.
Inflation fell, to about 14 per cent in 1997. Commentators wrote
glowingly of “stabilization”. But the crunch was approaching. In May
this year, as investment analysts weighed the Russian government's real
chances, the stock market collapsed.

Foreign investors began a stampede to get their money out of the
country. The government's financial position was now dire. “Each week
we were paying 6 to 7 billion rubles [a little over US$1 billion] in state
short-term bonds, or 35 billion a month,” former prime minister Sergey
Kiriyenko recalled after his ouster. “But our entire budget receipts in
May were only 20-21 billion.” Wage arrears spiraled upward, as funds
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needed for state payrolls were diverted to debt servicing; workers'
protests multiplied as a result.

Efforts to improve tax collection yielded only mediocre results.

Meanwhile, potential lenders were losing their nerve. Even at
astronomical interest rates, offerings of state bonds began to be ignored.

To pay off maturing bonds and prevent a collapse of the ruble, the state
authorities began massive sales of foreign currency. This, however, was
a desperate resort that could not be sustained for more than a few
months. To restore confidence and allow bond sales to resume, the
government began seeking a huge loan from international financial
agencies. Lengthy petitioning resulted in a pledge of US$22.6 billion,
mostly from the International Monetary Fund, in mid-July.

Towards the end of July the IMF delivered the first tranche of its
money. In the weeks that followed a reported US$3.8 billion in IMF
loan funds was handed over to the bondholders. Then the debt pyramid
shattered.

Although this collapse was a mathematical certainty, various factors
helped decide the timing. The one cited most often was a sharp dip, in
early August, in already weak world prices for the crude oil that is
Russia's largest export earner. But even before this, the broader Russian
economy had begun to sag. According to official figures, Russian GDP
in July slumped to a level 4.5 per cent below that of the same month a
year earlier. Industrial output was down by 9.4 per cent on July 1997,
and agricultural production by a catastrophic 16.7 per cent. The
steepening decline in the real economy increased pressures on the
banking sector at the same time as state short-term bonds were
becoming near-worthless as a source of liquidity. So long as bankers
had felt reasonably certain that the state would pay out on the bonds, a
standard way for banks to raise cash had been to sell bonds or to use
them as collateral for loans. But as the bankers analysed the
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government's financial position early in August, their jitters turned to
panic. Suddenly, many Russian banks were in acute financial trouble.

Further efforts to prop up the ruble were now doomed. The government
could devalue the currency immediately, and keep its remaining
reserves of gold and foreign currency intact, or put the devaluation off
for perhaps four or five months, by which time the country would have
lost its reserves for good.

The pyramid of Russian state debt, built up on the same principles as
the private pyramids in Russia and Albania, finally crumbled.

Dumbfounded bankers learned that the government would not pay out
on its bonds. Instead of money, it would give the banks new state
securities that were supposed to be even more valuable. Payments on
the private foreign debts of Russian firms were frozen for 90 days.

Today a crisis of the elites is unfolding in Russia. Neither the collapse
of the economy, nor the impoverishment of the population, nor the
drawn-out slide in production have posed serious problems for this
layer of Russians. They have been preoccupied with other matters.

However bad things have become in the country, their aims have been
fulfilled. The richest resources have been seized and divided up, and the
demands of Western financial institutions have been satisfied. But it has
finally proven impossible to continue along this path. The banking
system is quickly becoming ungovernable, demonstrating the truth of
the well-known Marxist thesis that the state of production determines
the state of finances, and not the other way round. Seized with
foreboding, Western investors are rushing to scoop up their money and
quit the country. Yeltsin is hastily reorganizing the security forces,
which are bearing more and more of a resemblance to the Soviet KGB.

Market mechanisms are paralyzed, and the Russian capitalist class (if
there ever was such a thing) is bankrupt both politically and
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economically. The dominant mood is anger. No one has any trust in the
official institutions. Most of support for Yeltsin is now external. This
means that the International Monetary Fund and G7, which supported
him, gave him money, and dictated his economic policies, are in crisis
as well.

The IMF gave its money in the form of loans, and these still have to be
paid back. But the way things are turning out, the repayment of the
loans could be in question. It is worth reminding the Western bankers
that after the fall of the Romanov dynasty, there was no-one to pay back
the debts of the tsar.

The IMF, however, only recently gave Russia a new credit, in order to
stave off devaluation. And even after the crash of the ruble, it seems,
the IMF will continue to hand over money. The fund simply has no
other choice. But in order to lend money, it first of all has to get it from
somewhere else. The directors of the fund have already passed the hat
around, seeking additional contributions from donor countries, above all
the US. The directors of the IMF are in the same trap as the Russian
government. They are the hostages of earlier decisions, and above all,
the hostages of neo-liberalism. The US government is in the trap as
well. The cost of maintaining "stability" in Russia is rising all the time.
The "taxi principle™ that operates here was familiar to Soviet citizens as
far back as the time of Brezhnev - the longer the ride, the higher the
fare. And the financial resources of the US are not limitless.

During the 1990s the neo-liberal economic model has been
implemented on a global scale. As a result, the IMF and the World
Bank have begun to play approximately the same role on a global scale
as the Central Committee of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union
once played for the "communist bloc". IMF and World Bank experts
decide what to do with the coal industry in Russia, how to reorganize
companies in South Korea, and how to manage enterprises in Mexico.
Despite all that is said about the "free market", world practice has never
before known such centralization. Even Western governments are
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forced to reckon with this parallel authority. But this spectacular
success has given birth to no less spectacular problems of the type that
are inherent to any hyper-centralized system. The point is not that the
neo-liberal model of capitalism dooms most of humanity to hopeless
poverty, and the countries of the "periphery"” to dependency on those of
the "centre". Such "moral" and "ideological" issues cannot disturb
"serious people”. The trouble is that the price of mistakes is becoming
unbelievably high. The huge resources at the disposal of the IMF make
it possible to "stabilize" the situaton and the Soviet Union collapsed.

In Russia, the international financial institutions are not passive
onlookers. They bear full responsibility for what is done in our country.
All the major decisions that led to the present crisis were cleared with
them. The policies of the present day are being agreed with them too.
This is why they will do their utmost to maintain the present state of
play. It may be a comfort to our national pride to know that the IMF is
more interested in Russia than in some African country impoverished
under the fund's wise guidance. Russian patriots sincerely think that the
West sets out deliberately to play foul tricks on us. "Westernizers", who
think that the countries of the West want to help us, scarcely exist any
more. Meanwhile Russia, as in the early years of the century, has again
become "the weak link of world capitalism.” The Russian soul, mystical
"collectivism” and other national peculiarities count for nothing here.
Our country has come to occupy a particular place in the world system,
and the economic collapse here could serve as the prelude to global
shocks.

This is also the result of the policies implemented under the guidance of
the IMF. The fund set out to incorporate Russia, with its corrupt
authorities and debauched lumpen bourgeoisie, into the world system -
at any price. The international banks got what they were looking for.

In the late spring and early summer, when the inevitability of
devaluation was already obvious to any street trader in Moscow, official
spokespeople and international financial bureaucrats spoke of a victory
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over the crisis. In a country on the verge of hunger, millions of dollars
were thrown into "supporting the national currency”. The outcome was
a humiliating failure. The ruble fell.

The stable ruble was proof that the course that had been followed was
correct no matter what. About a year ago the Western press was full of
prophesies of future success for Russia. One economist even published
a book entitled The Coming Russian Boom. In fact, not even the
authors of these predictions believed them. Such forecasts are like
aspirins: they are not good for any long-term effect, but are meant for
immediate pain relief. When used persistently, pain-relieving drugs
often become less and less effective. With the devaluation of the ruble,
such methods of collective psychotherapy will have to be taken out of
use for a time.

The available financial resources will become less, and the demand by
the fund's clients for rescue credits will increase. The resources of
international financial institutions are not unlimited. It may be that
defending "weak positions" on the periphery results in the loss of
something important in the "center". Europe has its own potential for
social explosion; it is enough to look at the eastern laender of Germany.
How things will proceed with the unified European currency is not clear
either.

The growing difficulties of the IMF inevitably arouse a certain
malicious joy among Russians. But the situation will not make things
easier for us. In order to escape from the present dead- end, we have to
recognize our position in the modern world, our possibilities and our
global responsibility. And we have to learn finally to take decisions
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Michel Chossudovsky

The G7 Solution
tothe Global Financial Crisis

A Marshall Plan for Creditors and Speculators

Following the dramatic nose-dive of the Russian ruble, financial markets
around the World had plummeted to abysmally low levels. The Dow
Jones plunged by 554 pointson August 31st, its second largest decline
inthe history of the New York Stock Exchange. In the uncertain wake
of “black September 1998”, G7 ministers of finance had gathered hastily
in Washington. On their political agenda: a multibillion dollar plan to
avert therisks of aWorldwide financial meltdown. In the words of its
political architects, US Treasury Secretary, Robert Rubin, and UK
Chancellor of the Exchequer, Gordon Brown: “we must do moreto. .
. limit the swings of booms and busts that destroy hope and diminish
wealth.”*

Announced by President Bill Clinton in late October, the G7
proposal to install a90 billion-dollar fund “to help protect vulnerable
but essentially healthy nations’ from currency and stock market
speculation will go down in history asthe biggest financial scam of the
post-war era.
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Hidden agenda

Skilfully presented to theinternational community asatimely “solution”
totheglobal financial crisis, the establishment of a“ precautionary fund”
under | MF stewardship proposesto deter “financial turbulence spreading
from country to country in a contagion process.” The underlying
objective is“to send a clear message to speculators that they may be
taking big risksif they [short] sell anation’s currency.”?

Yet in practice, the G7-IMF artifice accomplishes exactly the
opposite results. Rather than “taming the speculator” and averting
financial instability, the existence of billions of dollars stashed away in
a “precautionary fund” (safely established in anticipation of acrisis) is
likely to entice speculatorsto persist in their deadly raids on national
currencies

The multibillion dollar fund was not devised (as claimed by its
architects) to help nations under speculative assault; on the contrary, it
constitutes aconvenient “safety net” for the“institutional speculator.”
“Themoney is there’ to be drawn upon and the speculators know it. I
central banksin Asiaor Latin America(in an abortive attempt to prop
up their ailing currencies) were to contemplate defaulting on their
(forward) foreign exchange contracts, the precautionary lines of credit
(serving asa “backup”) would enable banks and financial institutions
to swiftly collect their multibillion dollar loot.

In other words, the money “to bail out the speculators’ would be
readily available and accessible well in advance of a currency crisis.
Moreover, the MF-sponsored “ rescue operation” would no longer hinge
upon clumsy ad hoc negotiations put together hastily in the cruel
aftermath of acurrency devaluation.

Whereasthe IMF would still be called into impose even harsher
economic measures, the bailout money would be* available up front”:
no nervous last minute meeting as on Christmas eve (24 December
1997) when Wall Street bankers met behind closed doors (under the
auspices of the New York Federal Reserve Bank) to put the finishing
touches on the renegotiation of Korea's short-term debt.®

Rather than repelling the speculator, the existence of the
precautionary fund significantly diminishes the risks of conducting
speculative operations. Not surprisingly, the global banks and
investment houses (well versed in the art of financial manipulation
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through their affiliated hedge funds) have unequivocally endorsed the
G7-IMF policy initiative. Barely analysed by the global media, the
schemewill reinforce the command of “institutional speculators’ over
global financial markets aswell astheir leverageinimposing ruthless
macroeconomic reforms.

A Marshall Plan for the speculator

A colossal amount of money has been allocated (from tax payers
wallets) to “financing” future speculative assaults: the 90 billion dollar
scheme constitutes a “Marshall Plan for institutional speculators”
representing an amount (inreal terms) roughly equal to the entire budget
of the Marshall Plan (86.6 billion dollars at 1995 prices) allocated
between 1948 and 1951 to the post-War reconstruction of Western
Europe.*

Yet in sharp contrast to the Marshall Plan, the money transferred
under both the Asian bailouts (more than $100 billion) and the proposed
G7-IMF precautionary fund ($90 billion) contribute “to lining the
pockets’ of the global banks, leading to an unprecedented accumulation
of money wealth. None of this money will be channelled into
rehabilitating the shattered economies of developing countries. Under
the new IMF Facility for contingency financing, international banks
and financial institutions will be able to swiftly collect debts (from
developing countries), initially up to the 90 billion dollars ceiling.

Of this amount, some 30-40 bhillion dollars have already been
carefully set asideto ensurethat Brazil (following massive capital flight)
doesnot defaulttoitsWall Street creditors. In return, President Fernando
Henrique Cardoso, faithful to hisfinancial masters, has committed the
Brazilian government to sweeping austerity measureswhich will drive
large sectorsof Brazil’s population (including the middle classes) into
abysmal poverty. Inthisregard, the IMF s economic therapy in Brazil
promisesto be more unmerciful than that applied in Asia. Inturn, the
cost of servicing the precautionary line of credit will be substantially
higher.

The remaining 50-60 billion dollars is available to be used to
“finance” future speculative raids and bail out agreements (eg. in Latin
America, the Middle East and South Asia) leading to the concurrent
dismantling of national-level monetary policy. Thisdestructive process,
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however, doesnot terminate oncethe 90 billion dollar ceiling hasbeen
reached: once the money has been used up, the precautionary fund
(established asa“ standing arrangement™) canif required bereplenished
(with contributions from G7 countries).

The transfer of wealth resulting from currency speculation is
unprecedented in modern history. Solely inAsia, morethan 100 billion
dollarsof foreign exchange reserves have been confiscated since mid-
1997. Another 90 billion dollarsare envisaged under the precautionary
scheme. And these amounts do not include the collection of private
debts nor the value of assets appropriated by Western capital under the
privatisation programmes (estimated for Russiaal oneto be morethan
five times the Marshall plan). In return, Russiawill receive a meagre
500 millionin US Food Aid on condition it faithfully conformsto the
IMF s economic agenda.

Demise of monetary policy

Through their decision, G7 leaders have sanctioned the destruction of
monetary policy and the derogation of national economic sovereignty.
Through the manipulation of currency markets, billions of dollars of
money weath will betransferred from the vaults of central banksinto
private financial hands.

Total available foreign exchange reserves in the vaults of the
World's central banksislessthanthedaily forex turnover of morethan
1,200 billion daollars. A small number of global creditorswill control
money creation.

In turn, this demise of central banks has contributed to
dramatically boosting the levels of global debt, while furthering the
process of economic and socia collapse. G7 political leaders bear a
heavy burden of responsibility in adopting ascheme which contributes
to aggravating the global economic crisis. Moreover, they have blatantly
misled the international community on thelikely consequences of the
multibillion dollar precautionary fund.

The speculative assaults not only boost the levels of external
debt in developing countries (eg. Korea, Indonesia, Brazil), they also
contribute to heightening the debt burden in G7 countries: the financing
of the bailouts (under the multibillion precautionary fund) will largely
come from the public purse requiring the issuing by G7 governments
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of vast amountsof public debt. Ironically, thelatter will be underwritten
by the same investment banks routinely involved in the speculative
assaullts.

In other words, the G7 proposal isconduciveto amassiveincrease
inthe levels of public debt while at the same time creating conditions
which accel erate the collapse of production and employment. Thelatter
in turn trigger the accumulation of large amounts of personal
(household) debts, nonperforming loans of small and medium sized
enterprises, etc., leading to bankruptcies and loan forfeiture.

The*“privatisation” of the | MF bailouts

The 90 billion dollar deal was hastily put together by US Treasury
officials following consultations behind closed doors with the
representatives of the World'slargest banks and brokerage houses. The
precautionary facility isto provide“ short-term” contingency financing
at substantially higher interest rates (300 to 500 base points above the
IMF standard lending rates).

In other words, financing will be available at 3 percent (or more)
above the current IMF soft lending rate of 4.7 percent. This pattern
imposed by the US Congressin October (in relation to the $18 billion
US contribution to the fund) violates the statutes of the IMF as an
intergovernmental body; it derogatesthe Bretton Woods agreement of
1944. While it increases the burden of servicing the debt under the
bailout, it also reduces the repayment period (i.e. from the standard
threeto 10 yearstooneto 2.5 years). In other words, the bailout money
provided under the fund would (within ashort period of time) have to
be rescheduled with private lending institutions at market rates of
interest.

In other words, the G7-IMF scheme not only artificially inflates
thedebt burden (by hiking up interest rates), it al so establishes conditions
which favour theeventua “ privatisation” of the bailouts. In thiscontext,
“policy conditionalities” would be negotiated by the global banks (rather
than by the IMF):

[M]echanisms could be designed ahead of time to ensure the
timely involvement of the private [banking] sector in providing
liquidity support to countriesin times of financial stress.®
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The banks have hinted that what they really want is a de facto
private sector bureaucracy (which they can more effectively control)
rather than a cumbersome intergovernmental body. This overhaul of
the IMF isto be carefully supervised by the US Treasury acting on
behalf of Wall Street. In other words, the IMF has also been brought
moredirectly under the poalitical trusteeship of the US Administration
in blatant violation of its intergovernmental status. Overshadowing the
IMF (and limiting its authority to conduct future negotiations with
member governments), the Congressional appropriation bill had
identified precise loan “conditionalities’ to be inserted in future IMF
bailouts (including provisionswhich facilitate the dumping of USgrain
surpluses as well as the “enactment of bankruptcy laws that treat
foreignersfairly”).

Speculators call the shots on crisis management

After the meltdown of Wall Street on Black Monday 31 August 1998,
G7 leaders had pointed nervously to the need for “taming financial
markets.” Proposalsto control the unfettered movement of money had
been put forth. British Prime Minister Tony Blair, highlighting the
shortcomings of the IMF, had earlier called for an overhaul of the
Bretton Woods institutions: “the existing system has not served us
terribly well..."®

Mea culpa by renowned speculator George Soros: “financial
markets are inherently unstable, which can cause tremendous damage
to society.”” Frictions between the Bretton Woods sister organisations
had also surfaced at their annual meetings in October 1998. In an
admonishing statement, the Senior Vice President of the World Bank,
Joseph Stiglitz, publicly expressed his disapproval of the Washington
consensus.

In the meantime, despite renewed stock market instability in
developing countries, the storm had temporarily settled on Wall Street
much to the relief of New York’s major brokerage houses. Cavinginto
the demands of the global banks, theissue of capital controlshad been
casually dropped from the political agenda: “the new buzz-words are
‘sequencing’, ‘orderly capital account liberalisation’, ‘regulations, yes,
restrictions, no’.”8

A new invigorated “ Washington consensus’ wasin the making.
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Theunfettered movement of capital was presented asthe sole meansto
achieving global prosperity. According to UBS-SBC'’s George Blum
and Citigroup’sWilliam Rhodes, speaking on behalf of some 300 global
banks and brokerage houses: “capital controlswill seriously damage
medium-term prospectsfor raising standards of living”.°

Neoliberal economic policy was alive, speculators rather than
elected politicianswere calling the shots. G7 |leaderstogether with the
Bretton Woods institutions had formally invited the global banks“to
be involved appropriately in crisis management and resolution”.° In
an absurd logic, those who foster financial turbulence are called in to
identify policies which attenuate financial turbulence.

In turn, the broader structural causes of the economic crisis
remain unheralded. Blinded by neoliberal dogma, policy makers are
unableto distinguish between“solutions’ and “ causes.” Public opinion
ismised. Lostinthebarrage of self-serving mediareportsonthedeadly
consequences of “economic contagion”, the precise “market
mechanisms” which trigger financial instability are barely mentioned.

Despite mounting criticism directed against the Bretton Woods
institutions, the G7 decision not only upholdsbut strengthenstheIMF's
lethal economic medicine asthe unequivocal “solution” wheninfact it
isthe“cause” of economic collapse and financia turmoil.

With the exception of token rhetorical statements on the
destabilising impacts of currency and stock market speculation, no
concrete revisions of the macroeconomic agenda have been put forth.
The G7-IMF precautionary fund “entrenches’ therightsof speculators;
it provides an unconditional “green light” to financial institutions to
“short sell” national currenciesall over the world.

Dismantling the state: a private sector bureaucracy
The global banks decide on what constitutes a “politically correct”
economic agenda. The new “financial architecture” isto be based on
the removal of al remaining barriersto capital movements.
According to Alan Greenspan, chairman of the US Federal
Reserve Board, financial marketsaretoo complex for public regulators
to oversee: “Twenty-first century regulation is going to increasingly
havetorely on private counterparty surveillanceto achieve safety and
soundness [of financial markets] ... "1
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More generally, the tendency is toward a system of “private
regulation” (under the direct control of banks and MNCs) in which
governments and intergovernmental bodies would play a subsidiary
role. In other words, the stranglehold of creditors over the State
apparatusin all major regionsof theworld (including North America
and Western Europe) is conducive to the development of a private
sector bureaucracy which oversees activities previously under State
jurisdiction.

This dismantling of the State, however, is not limited to the
privatisation of socia programmesand public utilities; corporate capital
also aspires to eventually acquire control over all State-supported “ civil
society activities.” Cultura activities, the performing arts, sports,
community services, etc., would be transformed into profit making
ventures. In this regard, the proposed Multilateral Agreement on
Investment (MAI) purportsto deregulateforeigninvestment, dismantle
State institutions and transform all State supported “civil society
activities’ (eg. at municipal level) into money making operations.

“Tamingthetigers’
In parallel with the forced removal of impediments on the movement
of capital through the disruption of currency markets, the political
power brokersof the“free market” will continuetheir relentlessdrive
to entrench therightsof banksand corporationsin several legally binding
agreements, including the Multilateral Agreement on Investment (now
under WTO auspices) and the equally controversial amendment of the
IMF articles on capital account liberalisation.

Combined with overt political pressuresby Washington, the G7-
IMF multibillion dollar fund will aso be used to finance future
speculative assaultson countries such as China(including Hong Kong),
Malaysia, Taiwan, Chile and more recently Russia (under Prime
Minister Primakov) which have defied the “free market” by adopting
foreign exchange restrictions and/or control s on specul ative transactions.
TheTaiwan authorities, for instance, took measures “to prevent illegal
trading of funds managed by George Soros which have been blamed
for causing thelocal stock market to fall.”*2 Hong Kong hasintroduced
measureswhich curb short-selling of stocksand currency speculation.®®

The G7 scheme (coupled with the decision not to hamper the
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movement of money) is intent on weakening these initiatives and
destabilising local-level capitalism; the ultimate objective is to
deregulate currency markets, break down remaining impediments to
the movement of capital and dismantle State control over monetary

policy.

Speculatorsand creditors get cold feet

By legitimising mechanisms which boost global debt and destabilise
national economies, G7 policy makers have also “sown the seeds of
destruction.” The creation of insurmountabl e debtsis backfiring on the
World's most powerful financial actors. The resulting dislocationsin
production, the “drying up” of consumer markets (following the
simultaneous collapse in the standard of living in alarge number of
countries) hasresulted in aproliferation of non-performing loans.

The inexorable accumulation of global wealth has backlashed
onthereal economy leading to the disengagement of human and materia
resources. Physical assetsstandidle or are withdrawn from the market
process resulting in plant closures, layoffsand corporate bankruptcies.
Poverty and unemployment are the result of massive overproduction
(marked by overcapacity) in virtually all sectors of activity.

The speculatorsare caught in thetwirl: inacruel irony, financial
turmoil isbackfiring on thefinancial institutionswhich provoked market
instability inthefirst place. Bank losses are not limited to Korea, Japan
or China; some of the West’s largest financial institutions (involved in
shaky investment deals, high risk tradein hedge funds, “ heavy exposure”
to emerging market debt, etc.) are now getting “a bitter taste of their
own economic medicine.”

Heavy bank losses have al so triggered the layof f of thousands of
employees on Wall Street. At J. P Morgan, Merrill Lynch and Credit
Suisse-First Boston, etc., previously affluent and successful brokers
have been ruthlessly driven onto the streets.

The destabilising impacts of the hedge funds

Some of the World'slargest banks and brokerage houses on both sides
of the Atlantic haveincurred heavy losses: Citigroup, Bank America,
the Dresdner and Deutsche banks (hit by massive default on Russian
debt), UBS-SBC, Credit Lyonnais, Merrill Lynch, ING Baring, Credit
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Suisse-First Boston, to name but a few. Most of these banks can be
considered as “institutional speculators’” with formal links to their
numerous affiliated hedge funds. UBS is under investigation in
Switzerland for its shady deals with the LTCM hedge fund; Bank
America, the largest US bank, has declared a 1.4 billion credit loss
following the demise of its Wall Street hedge fund, D. E. Shaw.**

Rather than curbing specul ativetrade, the G7-IMF precautionary
fund providesa*“green light” to the hedge fundsroutinely involved in
speculative operations. A large share of these hedge funds operate from
offshore banking havensto escape government regulation and taxes.

The political consensusamong G7 ministersof financeisthat it
would be unwiseto regulate the hedge funds. Echoing Wall Street and
the US Federal Reserve Board, the Bank of England has urged hedge
funds “to regulate themselves’, underscoring the fact that “tighter
regulation of hedge funds could prove self-defeating.”

The dramatic rescue by a consortium of Wall Street firms of the
LTCM hedge fund in September 1998 (crippled with debts of more
thanthreebillion dollars) isbut thetip of theiceberg in aglobal cobweb
of over four thousand hedge funds. LTCM wasrun by aformer Salomon
Brothers executive, John Meriwether.

Described as“ pool partnerships of wealthy investors’, the hedge
fundswere created and bred by the financial establishment, serving the
interests of the banks, corporations and rich individuals. They have
become an integral part of the structures of investment banking with
“reported capital” of some300 hilliondollars. However, through “ highly
leveraged operations’, this capital of 300 billion has been multiplied
toreach astronomical figures: LTCM’sfund manager John Meriwether,
for instance, had invested 500 million for every millionin capital with
operations totalling an estimated “exposure” of 200 billion dollars.
The latter amount is the “exposure” (through shady investments in
emerging markets) of asingle hedge fund out of atotal of four thousand
hedge funds! Needless to say, a large share of hedge fund business
transacted in the offshore banking havens goes unreported.

The hedge funds have contacts in high places; they aso wield
considerable influence in determining the direction of G7 reforms.
They havethe ability of moving billions of dollars around the world
overnight, overshadowing the powersof governments. Their operations
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are predicated on the manipulation of market forces: the hedge funds
capture large amounts of wealth from the real economy, ultimately
leading to the accumulation of enormous debts and the demise of
productive activity.

Combined with the plight of the peripheral bond markets, afailure
of the hedge funds would backlash on the entire structure of Western
banking, including its more than 55 offshore facilities (eg. Cayman
Islands, Bermuda, L uxemburg, etc.). In turn, stock market instability
threatensthe future of mutual fundsand pension funds (many of which
asoinclude speculativeinvestmentsin their portfolio).

Merger frenzy

The G7’s“new financial architecture” favours an atmosphere of cut-
throat competition leading to a new wave of mega-mergers and
acquisitions. In turn, the merger frenzy has contributed to artificially
boosting the New York Stock Exchange to new record heights. The
multibillion spoils of currency and stock market speculation are
channelled toward the acquisition of real assets: the enormous cash
reserves accruing to institutional speculatorsare also recycled toward
the financing of corporate mergers, including the purchase of state
assets under the numerous privatisation programmes.

Inturn, currency speculation in emerging markets hasfavoured
the dislocation of national capitalism in Asiaand Latin America and
the demise and subordination of the local economic €lites, leading to
an unprecedented concentration of global economic and financia power.
In the wake of the |MF-sponsored bailouts, global corporations - out
on a lucrative shopping spree in Asia - have acquired control over
numerous “troubled” national enterprisesand financial institutions.

Global alliances
The formation of new “global alliances” between European and
American capital hasrapidly changed the balance of power intheWorld
market. With the merger boom, British and German banking interests
have (inter alia) joined handswith Wall Street, leading to the formation
of powerful financial giants.

Banker’s Trust-Deutsche Bank, BP-Amoco, Daimler-Chrysler,
to name but a few: the mega-mergers are proceeding at a very rapid
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pacein banking, mining, oil and gas, etc., aswell asin the“high tech”
industries (computers, telecommunications, el ectronics, bio- genetics).
The mega-mergers are a so contributing to redefining the geopolitical
landscape of the post-Cold war era. Whereasthe former Soviet Union
hasbeen defeated asasuperpower, the onslaught of the Asian currency
crisishas significantly undermined the economic dominion of Japanin
the Asia-Pacific region.

In turn, the Euro-American banking conglomerates are
shareholdersinthe World'slargest industrial corporations (eg. Deutsche
Bank has asizeable stakein Daimler-Chrysler); they also overseethe
restructuring of national economies (under the bailout agreements) in
Eastern Europe, the Balkans, Latin Americaand South East Asia. These
“Atlantic corporate alliances’ in banking and industry seek to edge out
weaker competitors, including their Japaneserivals. Moreover, financial
deregulation has aso opened up the Japanese economy to corporate
buyouts by Western investment banks. Supported by the G7-IMF
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economic agenda, the expansion of Euro-American capital into new
frontiersiscontributing to undermining Japan’sposition asan economic
power.

A “false consciousness’ hasinvaded all spheresof critical debate
and discussion which masks the workings of the global economic
system; by the sametoken, it also preventstheinternational community
from acknowledging its devastating impacts on people al over the
World. What arethe causes of thecrisisaswell asthe powerful financial
interests which are responsiblefor financial turbulence and economic
dislocation?

Public opinion has been skilfully misled: the Western economy
issaidto be “healthy”; “economicinfection” is“ spreading” from Asia
and Russia (designated as“ sick economies”); politicians, mainstream
economistsand the Western media have contributed to trivialising and
distorting the causes of the global economic crisis, not to mention the
formulation of stylised “solutions’: “we must stave off the growing flu
because flu proves to be contagious.”

Freezing speculative transactions

The most urgent task consistsin subjecting financial marketsto public
scrutiny and social control. A Tobin tax will not sufficeinreversing the
tide of destruction: “financial disarmament” requiresfreezing (nationally
and internationally) the entire gamut of speculative instruments,
dismantling the hedge funds, reintroducing controls on theinternational
movement of money and progressively breaking down the structures of
offshore banking which provide asafe haven to “ dirty money” and the
flight of undeclared corporate profits. While these “preventive
measures’ do not constitute a (long-term) “solution” to the global
economic crisis, they would nonetheless contribute to significantly
slowing down the accumulation of money wealth and attenuating the
devastating impacts of currency and stock market speculation on
millionsof people. Inthewordsof Maaysias PrimeMinister Mohamad
Mahathir:

unless [speculative] currency trading is recognised as the root
cause of the present problem, corrective actions cannot be made
... Cosmetic adjustments will not do any good at all.*®
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Dismantling the Washington consensus
Beyond the adoption of short-term “preventive’ measures geared toward
freezing speculativetrade, far-reaching changesinthe structuresof the
global economic system are required, which reverse the concentration
of financial power and restore the democratic control of society over
the levers of economic policy. As a first step, the “Washington
consensus’ must be broken, theMF slethal economic medicine must
be discarded; in turn, the mechanics of macroeconomic reform must be
reversed, requiring the establishment of “an expansionary economic
agenda” geared toward restoring wages and alleviating global poverty.
Of crucia importance is the concurrent “democratisation of
central banks.” Under the present set-up, creditors and speculators
control money creation including the financing of State economic and
social programmes, the payment of wages, etc. In other words, what is
at stake is not only the cancellation of enormous public debts held by
privatefinancia institutions but also the“re-appropriation” by society
of monetary policy, i.e. the democratic control by society of money
creation and the process of financing economic and social devel opment.
In turn, the process of dismantling the Washington consensus
will also require (in close co-ordination with the process of “financial
disarmament”) the continued struggle against a number of legally
binding international agreements (eg. under WTO and |MF auspices)
which establish an“ enabling environment” for MNCsand global banks.
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The Successor Partiesin Eastern Europe

Between Social Democracy and
National Communism

Probably no other global movement in this century hasinspired so much
sacrifice and polarisation as the Communist International (and its
descendants) founded seventy years before the downfall of the Berlin
wall. Tens of millionsdied fighting for ‘socialism’.

Nevertheless, the same parties that established ‘proletarian
dictatorships’ through violent means have today surrendered their
political and economic monopoly without any major bloodshed. The
CPSU did not mobilise its millions of members and its all-powerful
armed institutions to resist its dissolution after August 1991. The way
in which Communist regimes collapsed and succumbed to rapid
restitution of pro-market regimesin the former Soviet block led many
to believe that we were experiencing the ‘end of history’ and the final
disintegration of the Communist or socialist parties.

It seemed an easy prediction that whatever the uncertainties of
post-communism in this region, Communist parties would
certainly be confined to amarginal role, and there wasvirtually
no thought that they might be able to stage, in whatever
‘successor’ guise, any political comeback. (Mahr/Nagle, 1995,
p394)
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However, in the majority of Eastern Europe the Communist
Parties’ successors managed to re-establish themselves as the best
organised and also as the largest parties in terms of membership. In
most of the countries they remained as one of the two most popular
parties and led new governments.

Thispaper will attempt to analyse the successor parties. We define
them as post-Communist, as having broken with many programmatic
and organisational featuresfrom the past and having establishing some
new social bases.

Our conclusionisthat once the ex-leading partiesrenounced the
collective plan and accepted the market-based democracy they could
evolvetowardstwo alternative extremes: social-democracy, or ahybrid
form of nationalism and communism.

Definitions

The successor or post-Communist parties are the ones that originated
in the former leading Communist parties, inherited many of their
resources and cadres, and admit some historical, ideological and
organisational continuity. They describethemselvesassocialist and left
parties.

This paper will not deal with all the movements created by the
ex-Communists. In fact, Anti-Communist paladins like Tudjman,
Yeltsin, Constantinescu or Klauswere around or insidetheformer ruling
parties. There are countries, like Moldova, in which the leaders of all
the major forces were career functionaries in the Communist Parties.

Some ‘ people’'s demacracies’ allowed the survival of historical
parties although as domesti cated creatures. The Polish Peasant Party or
the Czech Christian-Democrats managed to retain a significant
membership. However, they were never theruling partiesand after 1989
they reassumed their own independent course.

There are other new parties that, despite having originated as
sections of the former leading party, assume a different social and
ideological identity. TheAgrarian Partiesin Russia, Ukraine and other
ex-Soviet republicswere created by the rural nomenklaturaand survive
as lobbies which protect their particular sector. The Slovenian Liberal
Democracy wasoriginated in the Communist youth and itsleader, Prime
Minister Drnovsek, was a Yugoslavian collegiate President.
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Nevertheless, it isamember of the Liberal International and isassociated
with Fidesz (Hungary) and the British New Right.

None of the successor parties retained the exact old acronym.
They werere-baptised as* Social-Democrat’ (Poland, Croatia, Romania,
Slovenia, Macedonia), ‘ Socialist’ (Hungary, Albania, Bulgaria, Latvia,
Serbia), ‘ Left Democratic’ (Slovakia), ‘ Democratic Labour’ (Lithuania)
or ‘Democratic Socialist’ (ex-GDR, Montenegro). Only in the Czech
Republic and in several ex-Soviet states (e.g. Russia, Moldova, Belarus,
Ukraine, Armenia, Tadjikistan) did they adopt new names albeit
maintai ning the * Communist’ identity.

The only former ruling party that did not modify its previous
name was the Mongolian Revolutionary People's Party. However, it
decided to change its alegiance from Lenin to Gengis Khan and to
openly embrace multiparty and pro-market ‘socialist democracy’. In



Central Asia, the old great leaders of the former soviet republics and
Communist Partiesremained in power but as new pro-market autocrats
who dropped their Marxist credentials and re-established their party
machinery and ideology in apopulist-nationalist and pragmatic way.

Some parties (East-Germany) changed their namein acongress
and othersin areferendum (Bulgaria). In Poland and Hungary theruling
‘Workers Parties’ decided to dissolve themselvesin aspecial congress
and almost immediately most of their delegates proclaimed the
foundation of a new social-democratic party. In Romania only the
leadership decided the new name. In many ex-Soviet republics the
Communist party was banned after August 1991 and later a core of
activists decided to reorganise new Communist partiesin the new states.

All of them renounced basic principles such as their ‘leading
role’, the nationalised command economy, ‘ revol utionary violence' and
the ‘dictatorship of the proletariat’, and accepted parliamentarian
democracy, the market economy (albeit with different degrees of state
intervention) and a peaceful road to achieve or alternate power. In that
sense they experienced aradical break with their past and narrowed or
eliminated their differences which caused their split from the Socialist
International in the late 1910s. However, not all evolved in the same
direction. The two poles consist of those which are now members of
the Socidlist International (e.g. Hungarians or Polish) and the onesthat
are assuming a national-Communist pattern (e.g. Russia).

Characteristics

A common feature of all the East-European Post-Communists is that
the party-states which tried to command the economy, politics, society
and culture, have accepted competition. Thisproduced aradical change
not only intheir policiesbut aso intheir membership and relation with
society.

When they were in power they included a large chunk of the
population. In East-Germany, for example, one fifth of the working
popul ation were SED members. After 1989/91 all of them lost the great
majority of their former members. The PDS has now around 120,000
members while the SED had 2,3 million ones. The Bulgarian Socialist
Party (BSP) and the Communist Party of Bohemia-Moravia (CPBM)
have between 300-400,000 affiliates. In The Czech landsthey had 1,7
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million members. The PDS has five times more affiliates in East
Germany than the Social-Democrats and the CPBM had morethan ten
timesthe affiliatesthan Zeman'sruling Social-Democrats. TheAlbanian
Socialist Party managed to have alarge membership (110,000) withis
not far from the 150,000 that the leading party had, albeit two thirds of
their affiliates are new ones. (Zanga, 1994)

The post-Communist partiesthat tried to make the most complete
break with the past arethe onesthat lost most members. The Hungarian
Socialist Party (HSP) was founded with 4 per cent of the former
membership while the Social-Democracy of the Republic of Poland
(SDRP) initially only maintain 20,000 from the 2,000,000 former
affiliates. The Latvian Communist Party had 300,000 members and today
no party in that country has more than 2,000.

Nearly all of them dissolved their armed militias and accepted
the principle of territorial (instead of production-based) organisation.
The first action implies that the party accepts that the monopoly of
violence should be in the hands of a state that could be controlled by
different and alternate forces. The second decision impliesashift away
from an orientation aimed at controlling society through links with the
industrial workerstowards electoral allianceswith broader socia strata.

Homogenised ‘ Democratic-Centralism’ was replaced with a
model of open factionalism. In fact, the fractional disputes that were
always carried out by secret cliques and the conspiracies of the one-
party times were allowed to be expressed more openly. Most of these
parties have different open factionsthat are pushing towards more social-
liberal or more nationalist orientation, or try to channel workers
demands, etc.

Social composition
The ruling parties used to be led by the nomenklatura: the managerial,
military and political elite. However, sincethe collapse of the old system
many bureaucrats have carried out a successful personal transition to
become businessmen, officialsfor the new states, etc. In the ex-Soviet
republics, the lower level bureaucrats who were not so easily able to
accommaodate i nto the new system or to repudiate their convictionsare
the bases of the neo-Communists.

The post-Communists parties have a different base not only in
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comparison to the old ruling parties, but also when confronted with the
pre-Revolutionary times. Before they took power in the late 1910s or
1940s they were rooted in the industrial working class or in the lower
strata of the peasantry. Today they are not the party of the dominant
elite but neither do they represent the working class.

In East Germany, Hungary or Poland the pattern is that these
parties havetheir following among theintelligentsia (from researchers
and teachersthat arelosing their fundsto academicswho feel displaced),
former party and state functionaries, employeesof the serviceand public
sectors and pensioners. Many ‘red businessmen’ also support them. In
Hungary the party includes a high percentage of technocrats that deal
with multinationals.

It isassumed that the post-Communi sts regai ned some popularity
amongst the popul ation that suffered the most from thetransition. This
isonly partially true. Infact, in theex-GDR peoplewith higher education
and income support the PDS. They only received the votes of aminority
of theworking class. In Russia‘theindustrial working class had for the
most not voted for the CPRF candidate’ (Barth/Solovei, 1997, p188)

However, they have retained strong relations with the unions.
Despite all the efforts by Western trade union internationals like the
AFL-CIO or theCFTU, the mgjority of the unions arelinked with the
post-Communists. The Russian FNPR, the Ukrainian FPU, like most
of the official trade unions, were able to maintain their property and
socia security distribution functions. Thennew unionslike NPG, Sotsprof
or VOST lost grounds due to their association with market-reformers.
Even in Poland, which had the only East-European massive anti-CP
union in the 1980s, Solidarnosc has been outnumbered by almost 200
per cent by the former official OPZZ, whichisthe major partner of the
Socia-Democratsin the Left Democratic Alliance. In Russia, Ukraine
and Poland, ‘ nowhere has a party representing the concerns of workers
as adistinct group developed. In al of the cases they tend to express
their discontent supporting populists or leftistswho don’t want to stop
thereforms, but to moderatethem’ . (Cook/Kramer/Crowley, 1995, p117)

Elections and gover nments
Theruling partiesthat were the pioneers of thereturn to capitalism and
parliamentarian democracy in Eastern Europe had very poor supportin
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thefirst polls. ‘ Few, however, would have predicted the resurgence of
the successorsto theruling partiesin Hungary and Poland.” (Wightman,
1998, p164). Yet, the social-democratised post-Communists regai ned
power in these countries and Lithuania. In Macedonia, Bulgariaandin
Albaniathey also returned to power. In Romaniathey were alwaysre-
elected until 1996. Rump Yugoslaviais the only country in which the
post-Communists were able to win the elections and remain in power.
In Slovakia and Slovenia post-Communists had different ministerial
posts.

In Poland the post-Communist vote grew from 9.21 per cent in
1990 to 11.9 per cent and 20.4 per cent in 1991 and 1993, respectively.
After being in government for two years, in 1995 Kwasniewski was
elected president with avote of 35.11 per cent and 51.72 per cent inthe
two rounds. In 1997 they lost the government achieving 27.1 per cent
of the vote but they still have the presidency.

The Hungarian Socialist Party went up from 10.89 per cent in
the 1990 el ectionsto avote of 32.96 per cent in 1994. After being four
yearsin government they were ousted fromit by the May 1998 el ections
in which they remained the most popular force with avote of 32.3 per
cent.

In the Czech and Slovak lands the Post-Communists had
continuously maintained a percentage between 10 per cent to 14 per
cent, despite centre-left governments being now in power. In Albania,
Bulgariaand Romaniathe post-Communistswon thefirst electionswith
around 50 per cent support. In Romania Iliescu often won the polls
until 1996. After winning the first round with 32.2 per cent of the vote
in the 1996 presidential elections he was ousted by Constantinescu,
backed by Roman’s ‘moderate’ post-Communists. The Bulgarian
Socialist Party lost the government in 1991, obtaining 33.14 per cent
support, but werereinstalled there with 43.50 per cent in 1994. In 1996
they lost the presidency achieving 27 per cent and 40.3 per cent of the
vote in the two rounds while in 1997 they had 22 per cent in the
parliamentarian el ections. The Albanian Socialist Party lost power when
they got only 25 per cent support inApril 1992. However, in 1997 they
re-took government with a share of 52.8 per cent.

In al the countries in which the post-Communists managed to
lead governments after 1989 they typically maintained between afifth
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and athird of the electorate while being in opposition.

The former republics of Yugoslavia and the USSR present a
special case in which a broader multi-national federation was broken
downinmany piecesinvolving aseriesof wars. Thesefactsaltered the
political scene. The dominant nationalities (Serbs and Russians) were
scattered in most of the splinter republics and they resisted the
breakdown. Many Serbs, Russians and Communists perceived the
disintegration of these federations as a Western manoeuvre. The
secessionist republics that had military confrontations with Belgrade
and Moscow or the Russian and Serb minoritiestended to affirm more
pro-Western and anti-Communist nationalism. As a result the post-
Communist partieswere heavily discredited in Latvia, Estonia, Croatia
and Muslim-Croat Bosnia. In Croatia they started to regain terrain,
adapting to national chauvinism.

In Macedonia and Yugoslavia the post-Communists are co-
governing with parties on their left and on their right (Macedonian
liberalsor Serb ultra-nationalists). In Sloveniathey oscillated between
9 per cent and 14 per cent of the vote. In Croatia, as the war issues
appealsare becoming less central, the Social-Democrats are the second
most popular party, obtaining 21 per cent electoral support in 1997.
Bosnia-Herzegovina spolitical lifeisstill dominated by ethnic parties.

In the former Soviet Union, Lithuaniaisthe only casein which
a social-democratised post-Communist party was elected in 1992.
However, it was ousted after becoming involved in corruption scandals.
In Latvia and Estonia, where there are significant Russian minorities
(which areamajority in big citiesand industrial areas) many hard-liner
Communiststend to oppose independence and consequently to be based
inthe Slav minoritiesthat arerestricted in their citizen rights. Other ex-
Communists promoted new parties that don’t have a clear left-wing
label (like the Estonian Rural Union or the Latvian Democratic Party
‘Master’) and have partici pated in moderate coalition governmentssince
1995.

In the rest of ex-Soviet Europe parties which maintained the
Communist label are becoming the largest political parties. In the last
parliamentarianselectionsin Belarus (1994), Russia (1995) and Ukraine
(1998) the Communist Parties achieved more or less a quarter of the
votes. In Russia and Ukraine they are the main parliamentarian force
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while in Belarus Lukashenko dissolved the legislature power. The
M oldovan Communist Party obtained 30.1 per cent of the votesin 1998
and achieved 40 out of the 101 MPs.

Different transitions

A big problem that many scholars have is how to understand the
‘resurgence’ of the post-Communist parties in the transition to
capitalism. Many believethat the Eastern-European processis part of a
‘third wave of democratisation’ which started in the mid-1970s in
Southern Europe and Latin America, and that all of these have similar
dynamics. Some authors tried to formul ate some common patterns in
the transitions in some East-European countries and Portugal or other
Latin countries. It has been suggested that all these countries tend to
move towardsademocratic liberal society asdifferent combinations of
the liberal wings of the former dictatorships and the moderates in
opposition have managed to isolate the regime’'s * standpatters’ and the
extremistsin the opposition (Huntington, 1991).

Based on Huntington's theory, Ishiyama (1995) argues that all
the Eastern European Communist Parties had democratic-reformers
(who want a radical breakdown), liberals (who want to do some
significant changes) and ‘ standpatters’ (who want to conserve the old
system) wings. The most successful post-Communists are the onesin
which thefirst wing (Poland) or the second wing (Bulgaria) won. Since
he wrote this, both parties were ousted from the government, and the
Russian, Ukrainian and Moldovan ‘ standpatters’ achieved similar or
better levelsof electoral and social support, parliamentary representation
and membership than the other group. The implicit argument of this
school of thought isthat when the left shiftsto the centreit has better
chancesto growth.

Gowan (1997) pointed out that the Communist Party had always
had asignificant base, which isdisregarded by many Western scholars.
Thefact that in Hungary and Poland the ex-ruling partiesinitially had a
low support might have another explanation. These were the countries
inwhich the official parties had been promoting policies of shift to the
market and social differentiation, which alienated many. In the face of
a big pro-Western democracy propaganda drive and mass disillusion
towardstheir austerity measures, many layers of the potential left wing



40

electorate abstained. In Czechoslovakiaand East Germany, where the
previous economic situation did not cause so much hardship and no
major pro-capitalist policy shift was made, the Communists managed
to retain a bigger share of the vote. In that sense, for him, it is not
enough to claim, as Mahr/Nagle (1995) assume, that the post-
Communists capitalised on a protest vote against the hardship created
by the capitalist transition, or on anostalgiafor the past’ssocial benefits.

There isahuge difference between the political transition from
authoritarian rule to parliamentarian forms inside capitalist societies
and theradical social, economic, ideological and political transformation
experienced by societies which are moving from a collectivist
totalitarianism towards capitalist democracy. The Iberian American
countries already had acapitalist structure and wereruled by property-
owners. The dictatorships were pushed out in part due to the pressure
of the unions and the traditional parties that managed to survive in
opposition. Intheir democratisation processthe most radical wing were
the socialist, Communist and far-left-wingers which combined forces
to demand political freedoms and awelfare state.

The Eastern European countries had a different class structure.
They did not have abourgeois class or multinational corporations. The
ruling elites were inefficient and corrupt administrators, but did not
own the state-controlled enterprises. With partial exceptions (like
Poland) the unions and the labour movement were not at the forefront
in the democratisation process. At the other extreme, in Romaniathe
miners attacked the pro-liberal students. Most of the historical parties
were not able to survive due the abrupt social and cultural changes
during forty years of collectivisation, industrialisation and totalitarian
pseudo-egalitarianism.

The Communists were not the most radical wing of the
democratic movement but the direct target of it. If after 1968 thefar left
experienced asignificant growth, 25 yearslater it wasthe far right who
capitalised from communism’sdownfall. The political pendulum moved
towardstheright.

Theglobal situation was also entirely different. Inthe 1970sthe
USA and the West were in a difficult situation. In the early 1970s a
serious crisis shook their economies and produced many strikes and
left-wing demonstrations. The US defeat in Vietnam pushed it towards
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alessaggressiveforeign policy. The USSR by contrast wasin astronger
economic, political and ideological position. That was the decade of
the detente and super-power stalemate.

However, by thelate 1980s the USSR was in compl ete disarray
and the left and the Western unions were suffering a series of defeats.
During the 1970s | berian American transitions, the ‘ socialist countries
wereapole of referencefor many of the pro-democracy demonstrators,
and the USA wastrying to avoid aradicalisation of the process and to
convince their former partners to open political structures. In the late
1980s the only great power and ideological inspiration that most
demonstrators could seein Eastern Europe wasin the West.

There were no illusions in a collapsing Soviet Union whose
leaders, instead of trying to protect their former partners, encouraged
the anti-Ceaucescu uprising and were trying to move towards akind of
‘social-market’ democracy. In East-Central Europe there was no
significant force that could have pulled the movement in the opposite
direction.

Most of the Iberian American dictatorships were not based on
political parties. Their social base was the rich oligarchies and clients
of their patronage, especialy in the petite bourgeoisie and the underclass.
After their downfall the forcesidentified with the dictatorships tended
to submerge or combine with anew conservativeright.

In Eastern Europe an extremely rich property-owning classand
such big social polarisation did not exist. A very ideological party
advocated an egalitarian society and guaranteed labour security and
cheap or free housing, education, health, transport and basic services.
The roots of the Communist parties were created in the working class
and they had many traditions of resistance and struggle.

None of these parties fulfilled their original promises and they
created atotalitarian apparatusthat defended the privileges of aminority.
Despite the egalitarian discourse and lack of obvious signs of private
opulence, the Eastern-European societies had an elite that was better
off dueto their control of political power. The bureaucratised planned
economy produced a‘economy of scarcity’ (Kornai). Asphyxiatedina
historically backward region and repressing initiative and innovation,
the state-socialist systemswereincapabl e of competing with the capitalist
Western powers, and became economically stagnant and their elite
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demoralised. The elite (nomenklatura) started to shift towards market
solutions because they did not see any other way out. The market was
like a computer virus that destroyed the programmed plan. Once the
turn towards the market was made it was very difficult to stop and the
|leaders who wanted no more than * market socialism’ were replaced.

During the early days of the Eastern-European transformation a
big confusion was introduced in the political lexicon. The forces that
advocated a free-market were categorised as the left and the forces
associated with the Communists as the conservative right. The right
wing, in the capitalist transition from authoritarianism to democracy,
was trying to preserve the institutions and classes of a more polarised
capitalist society. In Eastern Europethewrongly labelled ‘ conservatives
wanted to prevent the restoration of an even less egalitarian society,
which was seen asrequisite for aWestern-type modernisation. For many
left-wingers and workers, the eventsin Eastern Europe were seen as a
form of regression to the past that they had rejected in the post-war
social revolutions.

Because thetransitions were different and the social basis of the
authoritarian right wing capitalist dictatorships and the totalitarian
pseudo-egalitarian Communist ‘ proletarian dictatorships’ were quite
different, the outcome of both processes were dissimilar. In Eastern
Europe the former ruling parties had a traditional social base. They
becamethe party that partially expresses peoplewhowerelosing outin
the capitalist reforms and who wanted to preserve as much asthey could
of the social benefits which they enjoyed before 1989-91. However,
none of these partieswanted to return to the old system and they became
the forces which had to try to convince the dissatisfied of the necessity
of making those reforms but that it was possible to do so without atoo
high social cost.

The post-Communists had alegitimacy that the fascist and right
wing autocrats did not have. They managed to preserve the bulk of
their party network. They had skilled politicians and technocrats. They
could show that they were a mature party that could maintain some
social benefitsin apolitically and economically plural society.

Different evolution
In Eastern Europe there are three main patternsin the process of social-



democratisation of the post-Communist Parties. These are associated
with specific historic and social characteristicsand in the separate ways
in which they enter in the democratisation process.

The first pattern is found in Poland and Hungary in which a
negotiated displacement of partieswas produced. The second patternis
in south-eastern Europe, in which the ruling parties managed to survive
for alonger period in power becausethey organised preventive elections.
The third pattern happened in the most advanced and industrialised
GDR and Czechosl ovakia, in which the Communist Partiesdid not want
to make reforms and were deposed by the opposition. Sark and Bruszt
(1998) called the first pathway as based in ‘ compromise’ (Poland) or
‘unfettered electoral competition’ (Hungary), the second as ‘ restricted
electoral competition’ and the third one asthe regime’s ‘ capitulation’.

In Poland and Hungary the Communist Partieswere weak before
the Soviet occupation and even after itsfirst years. The ruling parties
never adopted a Communist label and they were heavily based in the
engineered incorporation of theformer Social Democrats. They seized
power under Soviet tanks and they were also used to repress protest
movements. They did not have much legitimacy in the eyes of many
Polish and Hungarians.

During the 1980s both parties were willing to tolerate some
dissident organi sations and to open talkswith them. Concessionsto the
market and to small private enterpriseswere more acutein Hungary. In
both countries the Workers Parties created coalition governmentswith
the pro-market opposition in order to prepare the transition that finally
displaced them from power. Before 1989 these parties encouraged
economic and political reforms and while in opposition they managed
to radically break with their past and to guarantee the continuation of
thereforms.

The Hungarian and Polish post-Communists are more closely
associated with the social-liberals. In Hungary they opened theinternal
market and enterprises to multinational capital and transformed it into
the post-Socialist country with the largest foreign control over the
economy. Some members of the right-wing opposition even accused
them of being too neo-liberal. Both parties are heavily pro-EU and are
willing to enter into NATO, although they would liketo transformitin
order to include Russia as a full member or associate. In Poland they



oppose clericalism. In Hungary they discourage Antal’s pan-Magyarism
and defend the Hungarian minorities in Slovakia, Yugoslavia and
Romaniathrough improving diplomatic relationswith those states. They
also opposed the nationalist right attacks on the Gypsies. The HSP and
the SDRP are the most Westernised and social-democratised post-
Communists and are admitted as full members in the Socialist
International.

In the Balkans the ruling parties tried to prevent their
displacement from power and to administrate an electoral process so
that they could control the outcome and win. In Albaniaand Bulgaria
they managed to remain in power until 1991 and 1992 and in Romania
until 1996. These partieswere more independent from Moscow or had
less traditional antipathy towards the Russians. In Eastern Europe if
Poland was traditionally the most Russophobic country, Bulgariawas
the most Russophile. In Romania and Bulgariathe pro-Gorbachevian
wings ousted Ceaucescu and Zhivkov. Before 1991 they were talking
about ‘market socialism’ and were linked with the CPSU, while the
Polish and Hungarians post-Communists had more of a Social
Democratic orientation.

They were aso willing to make more concessions to classical
Balkan nationalism and to alow hard-liners inside their parties or
aliances. When Zkivkov died the Bulgarian Socialist Party organised
big ceremonies for aleader who they considered to be a comrade. In
Hungary, on the contrary, the hard-linersreconstituted the\Workers Party
in strong opposition of the new Socialists. Bulgariaexperienced an acute
polarisation around two main forces. the anti-Communist Union of
Democratic Forces and the BSP. Despite its commitment towards
privatisation and austerity measures, former socialist Prime Minister
Videnov was reluctant to pursue a radical programme and his
inconsistencies led to more inflation and poverty.

The Bulgarian and Albanian Socialist Partiesare still not part of
the Socidlist International. In both countriesthe small Social-democratic
parties were in Berisha's and the UDF's governments. Bulgarian
traditional Social Democrats and BSP splinters organised the Euro-
L eft that obtained 5.6 per cent (aquarter of the Socialist’s votes).

Nano’'s government in Albania is committed to a more pro-
European orientation. He is administering the only country that has
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experienced a massive armed rebellion against an anti-Communist
regime, and he is devel oping a pro-Western coalition government that
iswilling to co-operate with Italian troops to maintain social order and
call on Nato support in Kosova.

The traditional backwardness, the poverty and distance from
Western Europe, and the way these parties stayed in power for forty
years and organised the transition marked a different pathway.

Romaniapresents asignificant case. Thiswasthe only country
to have a violent overthrow of a Communist dictator. The Romanian
Communist Party had around four million membersand wasthelargest
of their region. However, it was soon replaced by the only post-
Communist coalition: the National Salvation Front. Iliescu introduced
some unique characteristics. He was willing to use workersin violent
demonstrations against the opposition.

He also was one of thefirst architects of the‘ red-brown’ blocks.
He co-governed with two ultra-nationalist parties and the smaller
Socialist Labour Party formed by Ceaucescu’s associates. Funar’s
Romanian National Unity Party used its position in the Clyj city council
and in the government for an anti-Magyar campaign. Tudor’s Greater
Romaniacampaigned for the reintegration of Bessarabiaand denounced
Jews, Romanies, the West and specially Magyarsastheir main enemies.
They became a pole of attraction of former Securitate and military
officers, intellectuals that backed Ceaucescu’s nationalism and
pensioners. Some authorsdescribeit as‘ neo-Communist’ (East/Pontin,
1997, p.162). However, their nationalism is more anti-Soviet than anti-
Western and they make an apology for Ceaucescu and fascist Marshall
Antonescu, who, they claim, was a patriotic victim of the USSR.

In 1992, after Gorbachev’s downfall, Roman split the NSF and
merged with the Democratic Party creating a moderate Social
Democratic force. He accused Iliescu of slowing the reforms. In 1993
Iliescu transformed his NSF into the Romanian Party of Social
Democracy and strengthened a shift towards the EU while it was
distancing from the project of Moldovan re-incorporation. In 1995 he
denounced hisultra-nationdist alliesas* Zhrinovskies . Despite hisinitia
nationalist and repressive tendencies, he is moving towards a more
Westernised version of Social Democracy. lliescu’'sPSDR and Roman’s
PD are Socialist International’ s observer members despite the fact that
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the latter supported the monarchist candidate against the former.

Czechoslovakia and GDR had a different evolution. Both
countries had the largest working class and Communist and Marxist
traditionsin pre-Stalinised Eastern Europe. Both had arelatively better
economic performance and more hard-line leaders before 1989. These
parties were incapable of organising earlier roundtables with the
dissidents or to anticipate el ections. M assive demonstrations overthrew
them.

Very soon strong, right wing neo-liberal leaders like Kohl or
Havel replaced the Communist leaders. The GDR wasrapidly engulfed
by the richest European power and the Czechs, in the middle between
prosperous Germany and Austria, developed strong illusions towards
the West, US help and a fast EU integration. In both countries the
Communists initially remained with their former party names. In the
GDR the old SED added an extralabel (Party of Democratic Socialism),
which finally became the new name.

In the middle of a very strong anti-Communist climate these
parties were marginalised and became outcast. Trying to win popular
support for the extreme market reforms, the neo-liberals demonised
the post-Communists and anybody who dared to be associated with
them in their resistance to the austerity measures. Kohl’s main attack
against the SDPin the previouselectoral campaign madeit impossible
to become a PDS ally. Ghettoised in the political scene these parties
managed to maintai n aconsiderable membership with arelatively small
but loyal electorate. They adopted left social democratic programmes.
The PDS never succeeded in expanding into the West and maintai ned
around one fifth of the votes in the east as the party that defended the
‘ossies’ from the hard reforms. The PDS does not want to restore the
former GDR. The CPBM, despite the lack of popular support for the
Czech-Slovak split, does not want to re-unite that state. That decision
produced the rupture of the hard-line CSK.

Slovakiaisaunique case. Thelocal Communist Party achieved
its autonomy after 1989 and became the Party of the Democratic L eft
(PDL), heavily influenced by Social Democracy and later allied with
Dubéek’s Social Democrats. Former peasant Slovakia was heavily
industrialised during the Stalinist period and it was not prepared to go
along with Klaus' measures that were producing closures and
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unemployment. While Prague advocated shock therapy, Bratislava
elected Meéiar’s Slovak Democratic Movement, which was initially
courted by Social Democracy and recognised as a centre-left force
committed to a more gradual transition. Meéiar’s rule accepted the
market and privatisation, but wanted more moderation whilemaintaining
amore nationalistic policy to keep Slovakia' straditional linkswiththe
east. Asin Romania, he used authoritarian methods and co-governed
with the extreme Slovak National Party that al so used anti-Semitic and
anti-Magyar rhetoric.

In June 1992 the PDL obtained 14.4 per cent of the vote and the
Social Democratic Party, which later entered it, achieved 6.1 per cent.
However, in June 1996 the two parties, merged under the PDL label,
got 10.4 per cent (Iessthan ahalf of the combined votes of their separate
components). In 1994 the Slovak A ssociation of Workers (SAW) broke
withthe PDL when they entered the M oravcik right-centre government,
obtaining 7.3 per cent of the vote (nearly as much as the social-
democratic coalition). Linked with French Force Ouvriere they were
the only significant Eastern European force which worked with
Lambert’s Fourth International. The SAW became Meéiar’'s main
partner. Despite being typified as ‘hard-line€ Communist, the SAW
occupied the ministry of privatisation and other three ministries. Its
adaptation to Meéiar and its involvement in privatisation corruption
discredited it.

Different trendstowards ‘socialist democracy’

Today all the successor parties, especially in central-eastern Europe,
claim to be ‘democratic socialist’. Nevertheless, they subscribe to
different trends. The Hungarian and Polish are evolving in a‘Blairite’
direction while the Czech and East-Germans are becoming more akin
to the European socialist left. Comparing the Hungarian, Slovak and
Czech post-Communists, Evans and Whitefield (1995) proved that in
terms of socia and political liberalism, ethnic rights, nationalism and
economic issues, both partiesare very close.

The fact that the CPBM was incapabl e of obtaining 15 per cent
or more of the votes is often explained in terms of its radicalism.
However ‘they are not more extreme than the other former Communist
parties with respect to the economic policies they associate with, but
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the population of the Czech lands is noticeable more pro-market than
arethe populations of Hungary or Slovakia.” (Evans/Whitefield, 1995,
p573)

The CPBM had the option to evolve to the right following the
electorate or to wait and see if the population would start to reject its
bad experience with the neo-liberals. They chose the last option and
Zeman's Social Democrats (CSSD) were able to capitalise on the
disillusion of former right-wing voters when this came about.

Despitesimilaritiesthe CPBM hassignificant political differences
from the Slovac SLD and the Hungarian HSP. Its retention of the old
name nametellsus something about its political inclinations. They have
alarger membership and are less of an electoral machine. In Slovakia
and Hungary the CPBM is helping the former hard-liners who re-
appropriated the ex-ruling party’sname. The Hungarian Workers Party
and the Slovak Communists are close to the 5 per cent threshold and
are challenging the social-liberals from the | eft.

The CPBM is more akin to the PDS, which is a member of the
European United Left (acoalition of left socialists, Scandinavian radical-
Greens and the French, Spanish and Italian Communists). The
Hungarian, Polish and Slovak neo-social-democrats are closer to the
Italian ex-Communist Democratic Left and are supporters of the
European Socialist Party.

Theleft socidlists distanced themsel vesfrom the socia-democrats
becausethey tend to raisein amoreradical way concerns about ecology,
lessrestrictionson immigration, gender issues, anti-racism, thereduction
of theworking week, etc. They also tend to beagainst NATO and military
interventions.

Describing the European left, Sassoon (1997) argues that there
arethreefamilies. In one arethe eastern ex-Communists, in the second
are the ‘northern’ Scandinavian-Germanic parties (which were more
concerned with setting up thewelfare state), and in thethird one arethe
Mediterranean socialists (which were more concerned with
modernisation or democratisation).

We could argue that the Eastern European post-Communistsare
divided in three families.

1) The partiesfrom the most Western area (east-German and the Czech
lands) tend to have a larger membership. They compete with anti-
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Communist traditional social-democratswho don’t like to invite them
to their local or national governments. They still claim a formal
allegianceto ‘Leninist’ principles, abeit seeking ideas from Kautsky
or Bernstein and to be linked with the socialist Ieft. In away they are
more like east Euro-Communists.

2) The parties from the middle area between the Western parts of ex-
soviet Europe and the south and east (Poland, Slovakia, Hungry,
Slovenia) are more ideologically influenced by the social-liberals and
they aretheonly onesintheregion that are full-members of the Socialist
International (Sl). They tend to be more cosmopolitan, liberal and pan-
Europeanists. The Lithuanian Democratic Labour Party (albeit not a
member of the S| and often contested by the Lithuanian social-democrat
section) and the Croat social-democrats may also enter in thisfamily.
3) The parties from the Southeast/Balkan (Macedonia, Romania,
Bulgaria, Albania) havetheir own specific characteristics. They are not
located in a contiguous area in relation to the EU and they are less
cosmopolitan than the previous families. They are also more inclined
to use national-populist rhetoric, to be distant or hostileregarding their
ethnic minorities, to be critical of fast privatisation and liberalisation,
and to adopt protectionist measures. They have amore confrontational
attitude towards their competitors. In Albania they participated in an
insurrection. In Macedonia the main opposition (IMRO) called for a
boycott. In Bulgaria they were ousted from the government by mass
demonstrations. In Romania they used authoritarianism and violence
against the opposition. Only the Romanian one is a Sl consultative
member and the Macedonian isconsider an ‘ observer’, whilethe others
are not yet part of it.

Theonly Sl section, which proposesthe affiliation of theAlbanian
Sociadliststoit, wasthe Pan-Hellenic Socialists. The Greek PASOK, as
its name could show, had always-strong national-populist tendencies.
Under Papandreou they were critical to the EU and NATO. In the last
years all the European social-democrats were evolving in amore pro-
EU, pro-NATO and liberal fashion. The Balkan post-Communists may
gointhat direction in the future.
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The ‘Red-Brown’ pattern

Rump Yugoslaviaand Russiahad adifferent history. If the Czech-Slovak
wasa'velvet divorce inwhich the Czechsdid not mobilisefor retaining
theold federation, intheformer USSR and Yugoslaviatherewere strong
reactions among the Russian and Serbs. The ideathat their stateswere
broken up with Western aid and the extreme diffi culties of the economic
transition created the conditions for increasing the already existing
nationalist side of the ex-leading parties. The nostalgiafor the Yugoslav
and Soviet federation led to an unprecedented collaboration between
xenophobic elements and Communists and to the transformation of the
| atter into national-Communists.

During their revolutionsthe Communist’s main enemy werethe
representatives of theold order. In Russiathe Bolsheviksfought afour-
year civil war against the whites. In Yugoslavia the Partisans fought
against the Nazi-Fascist occupation and the Chetniks. In Romaniathey
fought against King Michael and pro-Nazi dictator, Antonescu.

The paradox is that today the people who claim to be the most
orthodox Communists are constantly join forces with supporters of the
monarchy, whites, chetniks and fascists. In 1935 the Communist
International justified the first popular fronts with the ‘democratic
bourgeoisie’ with the aim of stopping fascism. Currently, the hard-liner
remnants are organising blockswith the fascists agai nst the * bourgeois-
democrats’. In Moscow’s streets it is not unusual to see joint
demonstrationsthat could carry red flags and Stalin and Lenin portraits
alongside Tsarist tricoloursand Nazi swastikas. Reds and Browns could
shout anti-Semitic slogans or even march together to defend the Tsar
memory against Yeltsin’sburial ceremony.

In Serbia, Milosevic, who in 1987 declared himself against any
form of ethnic nationalism, exacerbated separati st tendencieswhen he
embraced and promoted an aggressive Great-Serbian nationalism. In
variousinstanceshewasin aliancewith Seselj’s Serbian Radical Party,
whichisfighting for aGreater Serbiaand islinked with the paramilitary
groups responsiblefor ethnic cleansing. Anti-Muslim and anti-Albanian
feelings are used to distract public opinion from its poverty and to
achieve popular support for Milosevic. The Titoists, who distanced
themselvesfrom Milosevic’'s Socialist Party, are now under the United
L eft who shares the government with him and the Chetniks.
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The most striking contradiction isthe Russian case. The Soviet
Communist glorieswere the wars against the whites and the Nazis and
now they are working together with their descendants.

Theories of nationalism

Intrying to understand why some successor parties became linked with
ultra-nationalists and others not, Kitschelt’'s concepts had been used.
Kitschelt (1995) divided the Communist systemsinto three main camps:
1) patrimonial (based in heavy hierarchical chains between |leadersand
followers, and low level of inter-elite contest and rational-bureaucratic
professionalism);

2) bureaucratic-authoritarian (based in low level of contest but higher
bureaucratic professionalism); and

3) national consensus (which allows some levels of contest and
bureaucratic professionalism).

In the first camp were included Russia, Ukraine, Moldova,
Belarus, Romania, Bulgaria, Albania, Macedonia and Serbia-
Montenegro; in the second Czechoslovakiaand Eastern Germany; and
inthelast one Poland, Hungary, Lithuania, Latvia, Estonia, Croatiaand
Slovenia

I shiyama (1998) arguesthat the successor partiesfrom the former
“national consensus' communism tend to produce modern modelsakin
to the European left, while the post-Communists which come from
‘patrimonial communism’ have to start their evolution from scratch
towards a more cosmopolitan | eft.

Aninitial problem that this scheme may present isthat the north-
Western territories of the former USSR and Yugoslavia, although part
of the sametotalitarian state for morethan four decades, are categorised
under very different systems. Ishiyama recognises that the post-
Communistsfrom four out of the nine countriesthat were* patrimonial
Communists' have not engaged in any practical collaboration with the
nationalists. Even more, in Ukraine, Macedoniaor Moldovathey stand
on the opposite sides. He also argues that the legacy of ‘patrimonial
communism’ isto produce un-institutionalised and unstructured parties.
In them the social-democratic alternative leans towards nationalism.
The greater the concerns of ethnic minorities, the worsening of the
economic conditions or the ‘ greater the degree of fractionalisation in
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the emerging party system, thegreater theincentivefor both the extreme
left and the extreme right to coalesce.’ (Ishiyama, 1998, p.68)

However, Poland has more than one hundred political parties
and even their two main coalitions are based on tens of organisations.
Ukraine and Moldova are aterrible combination of economic collapse
and interethnic clashes. Nevertheless, in none of these cases are the
post-Communists allied with the xenophobes. Nationalism and national -
Communist co-operation issomething that could affect thewide variety
of eastern European countries.

Even the most pro-European and social-democratised parties
made coalitions with ultra-nationalists. In Croatia or the Baltic states
they allied with extremists who worshipped the ‘ heroes' from the pre-
socialist authoritarian or pro-Nazi dictatorships. They even gave atacit
support to measures that deprived minorities of citizenship rights or
resulted in their expulsion from their homelands.

In post-war Europe, Croatiaisthe only country that managed to
remove its national minority by force and the Krajina Serb Republicis
the first state whose population was entirely ethnically cleansed. The
militaristic semi-parliamentarian regime vindicates Ustasha symbols
and legacies. The post-Communist Croat Social-Democrat Party
‘frequently supportsthe Tudjman government’.

It did not ‘ consistently declareitself against the military ‘ solution’
both with regard to the formerly Serb held territoriesin Croatiaand in
Bosnia-Hercegovina (EuroForum, 1998, Croatia). Some members
joined Tujman’s ultra-nationalist government: Spegelj was defence
minister and Tomac was vice-president (Promitzer, 1992).

The reason why nationalism could attract an audience is due to
the character of the transition. The discrediting of socialist-
internationalist ideas and the destruction of previous social links led
many peopletotry to create new social cohesion around national/ethnic
bounds.

The nationalist impact

Eastern Europe is the least ethnically homogeneous and the most
nationally fragmented half of the continent. During the Second World
War the Communists, especially in Yugoslavia, appeared as the only
multi-ethnic force.
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After thewar was over the allies managed to movefrontiersand
displaced tens of millions. Newly ethnically engineered Germany and
Poland were moved Westwards. For more than forty years Europe’s
border stability was based on the supremacy of two great blocks. The
Communist centralised economy and federalism were ableto maintain
some state unity, devel oped some backward regions (like Slovakia) and
integrated minorities, appearing to diminish national oppression.

However, the Communists never eliminated nationalism and they
continue to maintain their allegiance to state patriotism. In Romania
and Bulgariathere were many plansto ethnically homogenise the two
countries, drafted against Hungarian or Turkish minorities.

Thedecline and destruction of the Soviet Block’s centre and the
pressures of the market and Western ideas led to a nationalist revival.
The republican elite used nationalism to distract social protest and to
capitalise on it, in order to build their own power base and state that
could lead them to become a new bourgeoisie. Nationalist traditions
were aways surviving under the surface and it managed to exploit them.
Therichest regionsgeographically and culturally close to the West tried
to get rid of the backward eastern republicsin order to integrate better
with the European market. In Moscow and Belgrade imperialist
nationalism increased its popul arity and began to attack the West, which
wasidentified asinstigator of the state collapse. Pan-Germanismwasa
powerful tool used by the right wing and social-democrat anti-
Communist alliance, which finally destroyed the most industrialised
‘socialist’ state.

The ‘red-brown’ blocks in these countries are often seen as an
aberration, when nationalism has an anti-Western content (Russia,
Serbia), while the post-Communist/nationalist collaboration is not
condemned when it has apro-Western and pro-EU flavour (Croatia).

Europeanism has a stronger appeal in Eastern Europe’s north-
Western arc. They have more historical, cultural, economic and
geographic ties with the Germanic countries and the West. These
countriesare EU’simmediate neighbours. Their nationalism could have
strong anti-Serb or anti-Russian elements, opposing orthodox and
oriental domination.

They weretraditionally more devel oped and industrialised than
their eastern neighbours and the majority of the population think they



could progress faster being part of the more prosperous EU.

In Poland and Hungary, as Schopflin (1993) argues, the national -
conservativeright did not evolvein the samefashion asthe modernising
Thatcherites that embraced a more liberal outlook. The right is still
based on traditionalist, clerical or irredentist claims. They don’t agree
that the development of a bourgeoisie, even if it is based in the
nomeklatura sre-conversationinto new owners, isintheir own historical
interest. In these countriesthe post-Communists appeared as champions
of pan-Europeanism and secularism, whilethey could al so be the most
aggressiveprivatisers.

In the southeastern arc and in Russia/Ukraine the economies,
societiesand cultures had weaker linkswith the West. Nationalism could
adopt an anti-Western character because they wanted to preserve some
industries that were threatened by a more liberal policy and foreign
involvement. Great-Serb and Great-Russian nationalism are nostalgic
for the Stalin-Tito or previous monarchist eras.

Regionsthat are particularly concerned with the extreme social

Belarus leader, Lukashenko, with Yeltsin
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cost of fast liberalisation develop strong protectionist policies.
L ukashenko and Meéiar want to maintain traditional economictieswith
the east, and to slow down privatisation and thetransition to the market,
with the aim of protecting their national industry and of avoiding
excessive social costs. They are using authoritarian methods against
the mainly pro-Western opposition. In Slovakia the political sceneis
amost entirely characterised by the split between the forces which
support and those which reject Megiar. Thelatter are made up of al the
parties linked with Western ideological trends. In a sense Mediar’'s
nationalism has some similarities with the nationalism that devel oped
in Boliviaand Argentinaat the end of the Second World War. There all
the partieswith international links (from theleft to theright) were united
against anational-populist and protectionist anti-\Western regime.

Although Lukashenkoisnot aBelarusnationalist and Megiar is
no more authoritarian than Tudjman or Berisha, they are considered to
be against the global trend. Their anti-Western scepticism and consequent
authoritarianism reflect the aim to create a more autonomous and less
dependent national capitalism.

In the Former USSR, the Communist Parties tend to be Soviet-
nostalgic and promote the reconstruction of a new federation in what
was a unified state for more than a century. In using the patriotic card
they end making the most incredible alliances with the far right.

The Russian Communists
For more than seven decades the Kremlin was the capital of the
International Communist Movement. In many capitalist countries the
Communist parties joined the government and accepted the system’s
laws. However, what distinguished the pro-Moscow parties from the
rest of theleft wastheir ideol ogical subordination and thefact that they
saw Russiaasamodel.

In the 1970s the most important Communist parties in the
M editerranean region proclai med their autonomy and their intention to
pursue their national and parliamentary roads to socialism. Euro-
communism started a process of national-Westernisation and social-
democratisation with the aim of breaking out of the political ghetto and
being accepted as establishment parties capable of ruling a NATO
country. The great majority of the Communist parties maintained their
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alegiance to the model of aruling party over a centralised planned
economy.

However, after 1991 the Russian Communists themselves
accepted the heresies formulated some time before by Berlinguer,
Marchaisand Carrillo. They renounced violence and the leading rol e of
the party, and accepted political and economic competition. They
resembled Euro-Communism and Social-Democracy, although with
strong nationalist elements.

Neverthel ess, nationalism is not the only difference between the
‘Latin’ Eurocommunistsof the 1970sand the ‘ Slavic’ Eurocommunists
of the 1990s. The former adopted the new approach as a consequence
of having adapted to the parliamentary and trade union legality of
Western democracies, while the latter adopted a statist-patriotic
orientation as a consequence of the collapse of their totalitarian rule.
The ‘Latinos’ were furiously anti-Stalinists and adopted a Western-
democratic and cosmopolitan reading of Marx. The ‘Slavic’
Eurocommunists vindicated Stalin and wanted to carry forward his
incompl ete evol ution towards nationalism.

For Zyuganov (1995, p49) if Stalin’s‘“ideological perestroika’
could have kept its momentum, there is no doubt that within 10 to 15
yearsthe USSR would have ... achieved very constructiveresults.” The
Soviet leadersthat followed him were unable to continue Stalin’swork
and accepted Russophobiaand liberal-democracy.

During the 1930s Stalin adopted the tactic of creating popular
fronts which allowed the Communists to enter into ‘bourgeois’
governments. Later this tactic was developed into the ‘national
resistance’ fronts against Nazi-Fascist occupations. The ‘Latin’
Eurocommunists devel oped that trend, moving towards amore complete
integration into parliamentary democracy. Zyuganov developed that
trend in an anti-Western patriotic direction. For him it is now the
Westernerisers who are leading an anti-Russian war with more
devastating consequencesthan Napoleon’sinvasion. For that reason all
the patriotic forces (including monarchi sts and fascists) haveto be united.

Zyuganov is pushing forward the latent Great-Russian Stalinist
tendenciestowardstheir ultimate conclusion. Hereplaced Marxist class
analysis with the idea of sobornost (the organic spirituality of the
Russians). According to his view, the October revolution was not a
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triumph of communism but atragedy. During the civil war both whites
and redswereright and today it isindispensable to achieve asynthesis
between ‘reuniting the red ideal of social justice ... and the whiteideal
of nationally conceived statehood’ (Barth/Solovei, 1997, p.76-77)

Instead of classstruggle (which is seen as something that damaged
Russian unity) the Russian Communists are promoting the struggl e of
civilisations. Zyuganov approvesthe millenarian tradition of the Tsars
and the Orthodox Church and wants to develop the idealistic and
collective nature of that civilisation as the only counterweight against
individualistic Western civilisation. Socialism is part of Russian
spirituality and it should be imposed as a part of Russian recovery asa
super-power. Around astrong Russian ethnic core, an eastern civilisation
should arise in aliance with Eurasian Islamic and Buddhist peoples
against the pro-Westernisers and cosmopolitans (in which Jews are
included).

Around Zyuganov arainbow of monarchists and fascists have
been gathering. The National Bolshevik Party istrying to combinethe
Nazi red flag with its middle white hole with ablack hammer and sickle.
For them *“ultra-right and ultra-left political groups are natural allies
who should unite to seize power’ (SPT, 7-July-98).

Notwithstanding its vociferous nationalism, Zyuganov isfairly
committed to maintaining order and developing Russian capitalism.
During the August 1991 coup the Party did not support the plot. When
Yeltsin banned the Party it did not try to mobiliseits millionsof members
to resist it in the streets. During the clashes between Yeltsin and the
parliament in 1993, the CPRF was the largest party backing the White
Housebut ‘it did not organise asingle meeting or mass protest in Russia.’
(Barth/Solovei, 1997, p86) They also did not mobilisetheir supporters
when they denounced fraud in the 1996 elections.

Zyuganov knows very well that should the protest radicalise, a
Pandora’'s box could open up, which hewould not be ableto close. Trying
to appear as the champion of socia and national protest, the CPRF is
canalising it through theinstitutional framework. Zyuganov could make
very radical speeches, yet heisaman committed to maintaining alegal
framework and a peaceful road to power.

The CPRF' s programmatic manifesto does not say aword about
socialism or ‘ Marxism-L eninism’. Its economic programme promoted
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an ambiguous ‘ planned-market, socially oriented, ecologically safe
economy’ (Barth/Solovei, 1997, p.56). It'sgoal isto develop a‘ national
bourgeoisie’ and a Russian entrepreneurial class|ess dependent on the
West. The CPRF claims that ‘the task of the Communists is not to
liquidate property-holdersbut to transform all citizensinto real property-
holders.’ (ibid, p.163).

The CPRF is not a homogeneous organisation and inside it are
nationalist, reformist and nostalgic wings. Kuptsov isseen asamoderate
without too many links with nationalists. Seleznev, the Parliament’s
Communist speaker, isin favour of the * Swedish model of socialism’
(Barth/Solovei, 1997, p.155). Outside the CPRF there are many neo-
Communist organisations. Some are more akin to a sort of Social-
Democracy. The most radical extremists are around Working Russia
and the Russian Communist Workers Party. They combine an apol ogy
for Stalin and North-Koreawith very strong anti-Semitism.

The Communistsin the ‘Near Abroad’

While in Russia nationalists and Communists are making constant
aliances, in the other former Soviet republics the Communists are
confronting the Pan-Romanian and Ukrainian nationalists. They have
become the largest partiesin terms of members, votes and MPs.

The different politics of the Ukrainians and Moldovans does
not reflect different strategies from the Russian Communists. On the
contrary, Zyuganov’s CPRF hasavery good relation with their “ brother
parties in the ‘near abroad’. All of these Communist parties are
committed to the reconstruction of a ‘Soviet federation’ and
strengthening the CIS. In fact, both of them were previously associated
with the local Socialist Parties, but the latter were prepared to accept
Ukrainian and Moldovan independence, while the Communist were
more enthusiastic about rebuilding the Soviet Union.

In their attempts to rebuild their multinational states, the
Communists could find unusual allies in the Great-Serb and Great-
Russian nationalists, who were seeking to restore the old empire. The
self-proclaimed Communists in Moldova, Ukraine, Belarus and the
Baltic states often have strong support amongst the Russophile
population. Eastern Ukraine and Crimea, were the Russians are the
majority or abig proportion of the population, are the electoral base of
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the left, while Western
Ukraine, whichismorerural
and less Russified, is more
nationalist.

Ineastern Moldova is
found the only ‘Soviet
republic’ which remains.
Trans-Dniestr is the only
place in which the state
claims to be ‘socialist’. In
most of Moldova the pro-
Romanian forces are in
retreat. Although the Trans-
Dniestr authorities don’t
allow branches of the
Moldovan Communist Party inside their border, the Communi st appear
asthe party that can reunite the country and reinstall social benefits.

The Moldovan and Ukrainian Communist Parties worked
together and had a programme of gradual and state-led transition to the
market. They are willing to accept what ‘was privatised legally’ but
they want a strong state which guarantee social welfare, domestic
production, support for agriculture and industry and a tough approach
to corruption. (BBC, 24-3-98)

Similar goals can be repeated in the propaganda of other
Communist parties. In Armeniathey arein favour of ‘ the establishment
of anew union of independent states with Russia’ and ‘ predominance
of state property and nationalisation of enterprises of strategic
importance.’” (BBC, 30-3-98) None of these parties want to return to
the past and are challenging the market and the multiparty system. They
want a national-capitalism with more state intervention.

Conclusions

Inthis paper we have looked at the social, ideol ogical and organi sational
character of the Communist’s successor parties. A common trend is
that these parties have renounced the most distinctive features of the
old Communist movement. Instead of trying to eliminate capitalism,
they now are trying to ‘humanise’ it. The parties, which once tried to
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eradicate the bourgeoisie, are now promoting its restoration and many
Communists are becoming part of the new private-owner class.

For most of this century the international left had been divided
into different international currents. Today, a reverse trend is taking
place towards a more unified central tendency. The socialist, social-
democrat and Communist parties ‘ speak(s) with a consistency of
language and tone unrivalled in its history’. This homogenisation ‘ has
brought convergence not only to the Left but also between Left and
Right, and largely unavoidably on thetermsset up by the Right’ . (Sasoon,
1997, p10)

In thisrightward movement some of the ex-Communists (asin
Hungary) are even competing with Thatcher in their attempts to
dismantle the public institutions, to diminish social services and in
‘liberalising’ their economies. Some post-Communists are trying to
move towards acapitalist society without putting too much at risk their
productive structures and sharpening even more social inequalities.

The convergence of theinternational left isproducing four main
types of successor parties:

a) the Blair-type ‘New’ Socia-democrats who are willing to develop
the social-liberal agenda (Hungary, Poland);

b) the Balkan ‘socialists who are still combining social democracy
with national and populist tendencies;

¢) the modern central -eastern Euro-Communists or left socialists who
arewilling to compete with historical social-democratic parties;

d) the ‘red brown’ one that is being promoted by Zyuganov’s
Communists in which authoritarian-Communist tendencies are
combined with state-patriotism. Milosevic's socialists have some
features of this camp albeit they have more ex-Communist rhetoric.

Thefirst two types have been in power. The third could expect
in the near future to be accepted as a coalition partner by the Social
Democrats. The fourth has a better chance to capitalise on the post-
Soviet economic collapse. What would happen if the Communists
returned to power?

According to an author in Transition:

If Zyuganov makes it into Kremlin in 2000, will this mean a
return to Communism? ... No. Heistoo deeply immersed in the
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present set-up and too closely connected with the carve-up of
property to be ableto undoit or break the whol e system of using
power for profit... their leaders will soon adopt the social-
democratic model.... most significantly, the wealth will remain
with its current owners. (Kabakov, 1998, p.31).

Globalisation does not lead to more homogenisation. On the
contrary, it is producing more acute social divisions and international
competition. Instead of a unified liberal system the world is going
towards a combination of different types of capitalism. In Hungary,
Poland and other eastern countries the post-Communists want to join
the EU and develop that kind of capitalism.

However, other post-Communists are becoming suspicious of
that trend and instead of building socialism ‘with their own national
characteristics' they want to adopt their own national road towards a
market economy, which would have considerable elements of state
intervention and social and economic protectionism. ®
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The Greensin Eastern Europe

Most of the Green parties of Eastern and Central Europe emerged in
the wake of the Communist collapse of 1989 and 1990. Initial political
successes were followed by a deep crisis after 1992 from which these
parties are now beginning to emerge.

Origins

AsintheWest, the Green parties of Eastern and Central Europe emerged
out of movementsin opposition to official policy. Theactivistsin these
movementswere recruited from both the long-standing nature protection
organisations and from the scientific intelligentsia. In some countries
these Green movements played arolein the turbulent changes of 1989
(for instance, Eco-Glasnost in Bulgaria, the movement against the
Nagymaros Dam in Hungary) or were partici pantsin theindependence
movements (the Baltic states). Green parties entered the parliaments of
anumber of Eastern and Central European countriesin 1990. Unlikein
the West, some of these Green parties found themselves overnight in
government coalitions (in the Baltic states, in Slovenia and later in
Georgia) and played an activerolein the formulation of environmental
laws.



L oss of influence and new problems

Throughout Eastern Europe, with few exceptions (Georgia), the Green
parties suffered a severe decline and loss of influence and €lectoral
support around 1992. The reasonsfor this decline were;

* The systemic transition from a form of state socialism to Western-
style capitalism gave a new emphasis to economic questions, not an
area of strength for the Green parties, and the environment receded as
an area of public concern.

* The transition also brought the social question to the forefront of
public awareness. Increasingly large layers of the population were
thrown into poverty while a small social minority - often involving
criminal elements- enriched themselves. In the bitter struggles of daily
life, environmental protection was a luxury. The “post-materialist
culture’ waslacking and it was mainly the post-Communist and Socialist
partiesthat benefited from the social misery and disillusionment.

* |n the non-Russian republics of theformer Soviet Union, Green parties
and movements had played an important role in the struggle for
independence but, once this independence had been achieved, the
domestic political situation changed significantly - nationalism wasnow
directed against local minorities and the Greenswho didn’t want to be
part of thisfound themselves on the margins of political life.

* Other parties now began to take up the environmental issue, even if
only rhetorically and in an inconsistent manner. Likewise, some
prominent Green politicians pursued their career interestsin other parties.
For instance, Filip Dimitrov, UDK government leader in Bulgariafrom
October 1991 to October 1992, had been vice-president of the Bulgarian
Green Party in 1989.

* The competition from Western-style Christian Democratic, Liberal
and Social Democratic parties, which had material support from the
West, hit the Greens, who had little or no material support, very hard.
High election hurdles often forced the Green parties into electoral
coalitions which cost them dearly in terms of image and membership.
* Finally, having overcomethe problems associated with infiltration by
apparatchiks of the old system in the founding phase and narrowed the
distance from the environmental movements, the parties themselves
suffered from avariety of splitsand internal conflicts. In both Hungary
and Slovenia, members of the Green parties formed in 1989 later
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established new Green Alternative parties.

Different from West European Greens

The Green parties of Eastern and Central Europe differ in anumber of
significant ways from their sister parties in Western Europe. These
differenceshavetheir rootsin the different social and political conditions
in which these parties originated.

* There are few or no women among the leaders or parliamentary
representatives of the East European Green partiesand gender parity in
the drawing up of electoral slatesis practically unknown.

* Scientific experts and occasionally bureaucrats from the various
environmental ministries, on the other hand, have alarge presence in
these bodies. University professors in areas such as biology, town
planning, agriculture, etc. often play leading roles. In Western Europe,
the number of scientific expertsin party politicsisrelatively small.

* |n some of the countries of Eastern and Central Europe, Green parties
participated in government in 1990. This didn’t happen in Western
Europeuntil 1995in Finland and then later in Italy and France. However,
West European Green parties, with a strong influence from the left,
have had a much more positive view of state intervention that is the
case with the East European parties that developed in a tradition of
hostility to the Communist state system. Similarly, the Eastern parties,
certainly inthe early years of their existence, saw themselves as centre
rather than | eft parties.

* |t is also the case in Eastern Europe that some Green parties are
financially supported by firms and business people that deal with
environmental technology in the broadest sense or that would benefit
from a more ecological orientation on the part of government (for
instance, in Ukraine). In view of the lack of resources, this is an
interesting and indeed quite legitimate route to follow. The ecological
party Kedr, in Russia, however, isarather curious example of thispoalicy.
Thisparty won 1 per cent of thevotein the December 1995 electionsin
which it was supported by the state-owned gas corporation, Gazprom.

Their roleinside the European Greens
Itisnot only the European Union but al so the European Green Federation
that has to concern itself with the issue of integration and eastward
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expansion. At the Fifth Congress of the Euro-Greensin Parisin April
1989 Greens from the Baltic States and from Poland made their first
appearance. The Estonian Greens were thefirst as a group to enter the
European Greensin December 1989. The East German Greensfollowed
in March 1990 and then later merged with the West German Greensin
January 1991. The Bulgarian and Georgian Greens joined in March
1991, the Sloveniansin June 1992 (they asked to havetheir membership
“frozen” in 1993 because of internal conflicts). The Ukrainians, the St
Petersburg Greens and the Hungarian Green Alternative joined in
January 1994, the Slovaksin June 1995 and finally the Czechsin May
1997.

A representative of the Eastern Greens has been part of the
|eadership Committee of the European Greens since 1992. From 1992
to 1994 thiswas Surab Schwanija, from 1994 to 1997, NataliaKirvalidse,
both from Georgia, and since 1997 it has been Gydrgy Droppa from
Hungary. Three of the regular meetings of the European Greens have
taken place in Eastern Europe: 1990 in Budapest, 1991 in Sofia and
1995 again in Budapest.

On the basis of an initiative by the Dutch Groen Links party, a
Green East-West Dialogue was established in 1991 to discuss
controversial substantial issues. At its first meeting in Piest’any in
Slovakiain November 1991 there was a discussion on nationalism and
nationality. Further meetings took place in Piest’any (May 1992), in
Kiev (Dec 1992), in Gliwice, Poland (July 1994), in Bratislava (May
1995), in Sofia(Oct 1995), inKiev (April 1996), in Gliwice (May 1996),
in Noordwijkerhout, the Netherlands (Jan 1997), in Sofia (Nov 1997)
and in Warsaw (March 1998). There also have been a number of sub-
meetingsin the Caucasus and in the Black Searegion and elsewhere.

Thethemesdiscussed at these East-West meetings haveincluded
atomic energy, security policy, environmental policies, EU expansion
eastwards, the problems of the Balkans and discrimination against the
Roma. On someissues, for instance, assessment of the EU, acommon
view has emerged. Among the Green parties of the one-time EFTA
countries, traditionally quite hostile to the EU, the entry of these
countries into the Union has led to a more redlistic policy while the
EU-euphoria of the East European Greens has given way to a more
critical wait-and-see attitude which isstill positive about EU entry but
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is more aware of the dangers and problems.

The European Greens are now devel oping common polices on
issues such as eastward expansion and the single currency, something
unthinkable only afew years ago.

Green partiesin the Baltic States

Inthe Baltic statesthe Green parties had already established themselves
by 1988/89 and played, first asmovementsthen as parties, asignificant
role in the struggle of these countries to free themselves from Soviet
domination. Resistanceto foreign domination was easily combined with
opposition to particular ecological threats: the demalition of phosphate
and oil schaleinstallationsin north-eastern Estonia, leaking oil pipelines,
the nuclear power station, Ignalina, in Lithuania, chemical factories
and refineries, the pollution of riversand inland waterways by emissions
and power stations, neglect or destruction of historical areas (for instance,
the construction of the underground in the heart of old Riga), the nuclear
submarine ports, corroding kerosene tanks on military airfields, etc.
Protest was directed against “ecological destruction carried out by the
Russian imperialist occupying power” and against the Red Army. New
industrial projects were aso linked to the influx of Russian-speaking
workers which threatened the ethnic balance of the Baltic states.

The attainment of independence in the summer of 1991 altered
the situation. The Soviets were no longer the owners of the industrial
plants and their polluted environs but the Baltic statesthemselves. And
these industrial plants were essential for export. The new rich in the
newly independent states preferred to build their villasin the protected
green-filed sites on the coast and to drive their expensive cars through
the pedestrian centres of the old inner cities. The Greens are no longer
either in the governments or the parliaments of the three Baltic States.

Since 1989 there have been regular contact meetings among the
Green parties of the Baltic and North Sea area. Co-operation among
the Green parties of thisregion is seen as amore meaningful goal than
links with the parties of a centralised European Union.

Estonia
The Estonian Green Movement grew in 1988 out of the protests against
the closure of phosphate mining in the north of the country. In August
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1989 the Green Party was established asabreakaway from the movement
which it saw as not sufficiently active. In the elections to the Estonian
supreme soviet in March 1990, the Green Party won 8 seats. Itsleader,
Toomas Frey, a biology professor at the University of Tartu, became
the country’sfirst environment minister.

The Movement and the Party re-united on 7 December 1991 to
form the Estonian Greens. In the election of 20 September 1992, the
Greens failed to get the necessary 5 per cent to enter parliament as a
group, winning only 2.6 per cent, but had one candidate directly elected
in Tartu. In the election of March 1995, the party’s share of the vote
went down to 0.8 per cent and no candidates entered parliament. In
local elections, the Estonian Greens won one council seat in Tallinn.

The party has260 members. It callsfor asustainable devel opment
of the Baltic region and isengaged in consumer campaignsaswell asin
the debate about EU entry. They see EU entry as a possible threat to
the environment of the Baltic areabut, for security reasons, see no other
aternative. They oppose membershipin NATO. They work closely with
other environmental groups, especially Friends of the Earth.

Latvia

The Environmental Protection Association VAK was established in
February 1987 and fought to protect the Daugavariver. The Green Party
was formed on 13 January 1990. I n the €l ections to the Supreme Soviet
(later renamed the Supreme Council) in March 1990 the Greens were
part of the Latvian Popular Front which won the election and had 7
seats. In the elections of 6 June 1993 ajoint Green slate of the Green
Party and VAK won only 1.2 per cent, failing to reach the required 4
per cent. The Greens aso failed to have any candidates elected in the
1995 election.

Lithuania

In Lithuania the Green Movement was founded in October 1988, the
Green Party in July 1989. Its main political campaign centred on the
nuclear power plant Ignalina. The party and the movement were part
of the pro-independence Sajudis (formed in June 1988) which won the
majority of seats (80 per cent) in thetwo elections of February/March
1990. 9 Greens entered parliament, 4 from the party and 5 from the
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movement. Sigmas Vaisvila, deputy prime minister between January
1991 and the spring of 1992, wasamember of the Green Party. However,
the Sajudis suffered massive losses in the elections of 25 October/15
November 1992 (17 per cent of seats) and the Greens were no longer
represented in parliament. There were no Green candidates in the
elections of October/November 1996. The Green Party wasalso affected
by internal conflictsand splits.

Bulgaria

The Ecoglasnost initiative, formed on 11 April 1985, emerged out of
the Committee for the Ecological Protection of Ruse, a small border
town on the Danube which wasthreatened by pollution from aRomanian
chemical plant onthe other side of theriver. Ecoglasnost cameto public
attention in the autumn of 1989 when it organised public demonstrations
and petitions on the occasion of the meeting of the CSCE Ecoforum in
Sofia. Theactivities of Ecoglasnost contributed to the difficulties of the
regime and the overthrow of Todor Zhivkov.

Members of Ecoglasnost formed the Green Party on 28 December
1989. Both groups campaigned in thefirst free el ection of 10 June 1990
as part of the oppositional Union of Democratic Forces . The Green
Party won 13 seats and Ecoglasnost 16. Some politically active
members of Ecoglasnost later becamefully part of the UDF whileothers
went to the Bulgarian Socialist Party. The founder of the Green Party,
Alexander Karakatschanov, was elected as mayor of Sofiain October
1990, a post which he held for one year.

In both electionsthat followed, the Greensfailed to get past the
4 per cent hurdle. In the election of October 1991, having separated
fromthe UDF mgjority, they campaigned together with the Democratic
Clubs and the Democratic Party as “UDF Liberals’ and won 2.8 per
cent of the vote. In the election of 18 December 1994, campaigning as
Democratic Alternative for the Republic, they narrowly missed the
necessary 4 per cent, winning 3.8 per cent.

For the 1997 election of 19 April, together with the Movement
for Rights and Freedoms (MRF), led by the Bulgarian Turk, Ahmet
Dogan, and other smaller partied, they formed a coalition under the
name Alliancefor National Salvation. The Alliancewon 7.6 per cent of
the vote, 19 seatsin the 240-seat National Assembly. Most of the seats
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went to the M RF; two seatswent to the Greens. The Green MPsarethe
party founder, Karakatschanov (who is also the spokesperson for the
Alliance) and Valentin Simov. They act as a constructive opposition
and their choice of the MRF as a coalition partner is an expression of
their political goal of integrating minorities and ethnic groups.

The Bulgarian Greens have around 2,000 members, among them
many intellectuals. Inlocal electionsin October 1995 they won 40 seats
in various councils. Among their goals are the closure of the nuclear
power station at Kosloduj and the prevention of another such plant at
Belene, both onthe Danube. They arein favour of Bulgaria'sentry into
the EU and NATO.

Georgia

In Georgia, as in other countries, it was from an existing Green
Movement that the Green Party wasformed in 1989. In the el ections of
11 October 1992, the Green Party won 7.3 per cent of the vote and 11
(later 12) seats in parliament. The party had three ministers in the
Schevardnadze government. Greens were among the founders of the
Civic Union in 1993, a political organisation that supported
Schevardnadze. In the elections of 5 November 1995 the Civic Union
date, which included the Greens, won 23.7 per cent of the vote and 107
out of 235 seatsin parliament. There are four Greens and a number of
ex-Greens among the Civic Union group of parliamentarians. Nino
Schkhobadse of the Greensis environment minister and another Green,
Surab Schvanija, also General Secretary of the Civic Union, was elected
leader of parliament.

The environment minister holds regular weekly meetings with
environmental organisations and has organised regular contact with
representatives of the Abkhasi. The Greensare activein the battle against
the Armenian nuclear power plant in Erevan, in the campaign to ban
wood export, in resisting the plan by Turkey to construct a number of
large hydroel ectric dams on theriver Choroch that flowsinto the Black
Seaat Batumi.

The Georgian Greens, with 2,000 members, were quite nationalist
oriented when they were first established. They were vigorous in
demanding independence from the USSR. However, their experiences
with the ultra-nationalist president, Sviad Gamsachurdia, who
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suppressed the opposition (including the Greens) and who was
overthrown in the spring of 1992, may have weakened their nationalist
fervour. They are now engaging in dialogue with neighbouring countries
and with minoritiesin Georgiaitself. They want to bring an end to all
violence in the Caucasus. As far as becoming part of the European
Unionisconcerned, they favour a Europe of the regionsrather than an
expansion of the existing EU.

Poland

The first Green Party in Eastern Europe was formed in Poland. The
Polska Partia Zielonych was established in Krakéw on 10 December
1988. One of its founders was Zygmunt Fura, member of the Polish
Ecologica Club (PEK) established in 1980. There were splitsin the
party soon after it was founded and many environmental organisations
kept their distance from the party. Seven different Green groups
campaigned in the elections of 27 October 1991, winning altogether 2
per cent of the vote.

The strongest party in this election was the Democratic Union,
which won 12.3 per cent of the vote. Many of the old human rights
activists of the 1970s and 1980s were members of Democratic Union,
which won 10.6 per cent of the vote in the next election in September
1993 (74 seats out of 460 in the Sgim). This party later became the
Freedom Union (UW), within which there is a kind of Green lobby
which calls itself the Ecological Forum (Unia Wolnoossd-Forum
Ekologiczna). The Forum has a few hundred members and has links
with the European Greens. Between 1993 and 1997, 6 UW members
of parliament were members of the Forum. Following the election of
21 September 1997, in which the UW won 14 per cent of the vote and
65 seats, there are 3 Forum membersin the Sgim.

Sincethe 1997 election, amember of the Ecological Forum has
been deputy environment minister. Heis Radoslaw Gawlik who, inthe
1980s, was an activist in the independent peace group Freedom and
Peace (Wolnoossd | Pokdj). He was el ected to parliament and became a
member of the parliamentary environment committee. He is seen by
most environmental organi sations- from the PEK to the more anarchist
oriented cycling groups - asthe person to talk to in government. Jointly
with other NGOs, the Ecol ogical Forum organised acampaign “ Ecology
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in the Constitution” and collected 80,000 signatures in a petition in
support of their demands. The new constitution was approved in a
referendum in May 1997 and contains clauses that speak of protection
of the environment based on the principle of sustainable development,
environmental protection as a duty of public bodies, the right to
information about the condition of the environment and its protection
and support from official public bodies for citizens' initiativesto protect
and improvethe environment. The Ecological Forum supportsPoland’'s
entry into NATO and the European Union. Thisisdefended asthe only
secure option in view of developmentsin Russia

With the early collapse of Poland’'s various Green parties, there
issome discussion asto whether the Ecological Forum should establish
aparty. This, however, is not very likely because it would mean aloss
of accessto the facilities currently provided by the Freedom Union. It
would also confront them with the problem of the 5 per cent electoral
hurdle. In addition, Polish NGOs see themselves as |obbies that can
address any party. They see no need, therefore, to establish their own

party.

Romania

Although there were no campaign movements in Romania under the
Ceausescu, two Green groups were established in January 1990 which
werethen elected to parliament in the elections of 20 May 1990. These
were the Ecological Movement (MER) which won 2.6 per cent of the
vote and 12 seats, and the Ecological Party (PER) which won 1.7 per
cent of the vote and 9 seats in the Romanian parliament. Both groups
lost their seatsin the elections of 27 September 1992. In the elections
of 3 November 1996, the Green candidates stood as part of the
oppositional Democratic Convention of Romania (DCR: formed in
November 1991), an alliance of 17 different parties and groups which
won 30 per cent of the vote and 122 seats in the Chamber of Deputies
(328 elected membersplus 15 representatives of minority organisations).
The Greens in the DCR are organised in the Ecological Federation
(FER) and have one seat. The Ecological Movement (MER) claimsto
have anumber of members elected in regional and local councils.
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Slovakia

The Slovakian Union of Nature and Landscape Protectors (SZOPK)
wasfounded at the beginning of the 1970s. It wasan official organisation
but became increasingly critical of the government. In the events of
1989 SZOPK activistswereinvolved in the popular movement agai nst
the Communist regime. In December 1989 they established the Green
Party of Slovakia (Strana Zelenych na Slovensku) which held itsfirst
congressin BanskaBystricaon 27 January 1990. In the Czechoslovak
elections of 8/9 June 1990, they failed to get the necessary 5 per cent to
enter the Federal Assembly (their vote was 3 per cent) but they won 6
seats in the Slovak National Council (total of 150 seats) where the
electoral hurdle was set at 3 per cent. The party split at its congressin
the summer of 1991 over theissue of Slovak independence. The Green
Party lost their seatsin the Slovak National Council in the election of 5/
6 June 1992, winning only 2.14 per cent of the vote. An aternative
Green List which favoured the maintenance of the Czechoslovak federal
system won just over 1 per cent. This debate ended with the
independence of Slovakiaon 1 January 1993.

In the elections of 30 September/1 October 1994, the Greens
made a comeback, thistimein an electoral alliance under the name of
Common Choicewhich aso included the Party of the Democratic L eft,
the Social Democratic Party of Slovakiaand the Farmers' Movement.
The Common Choice alliance won 10 per cent of the vote and 18 seats
(out of 150). Of these seats, 14 went to the reform-Communist Party of
the Democratic Left, 2 went to the Greens and one each to the Social
Democrats and the Farmers Movement. The Green MPs are Jozef
Pokorny and Anton JuriS. They have spoken out in parliament against
the construction of the Mochovc nuclear power plant, have argued in
favour of an animal protection law and an environmentally cautious
approach to the Gabadkovo hydroelectric station. They have also
succeeded in winning a smoking ban in all public buildings.

The Slovak Greens oppose the Winter Olympics 2006 in Poprad
(the Tatramountains) and they are resisting the large-scale cultivation
of forest land in eastern Slovakia. Although they wereinitially sceptical
about Slovak entry into NATO, the increasingly pro-Russian stance of
the prime minister, Vladimir Meéiar, has created more pro-NATO
sentiment in the party. The leader of the Greens since March 1997 is
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the one-time MP, Zdena Tothova.

The Slovak Greenshavearound 2,000 membersand arerelatively
strong in the localities. They won over 450 seatsin local electionsin
1990; in 1994 they had 200 seats. In some small townsthere are Green
mayors, for instancein theindustrial town of Dubnicanad V ahom (pop.
25,000). They are aso strong in the spatown of Piest’ any.

For the elections of 25/26 September 1998, the Greens entered
another electoral alliance, this time the Slovak Democratic Coalition,
which also included the Christian Democrats, the Social Democrats,
the Democratic Union and the Democratic Party...

Slovenia

Therewas an environmental movement in Sloveniain the 1980s. There
were big demonstrationsin 1986 at the time of the nuclear accident in
Chernobyl in Ukraine. The Greens (Zeleni Slovenije- ZS) wereformed
in July 1989 and too part in the elections of 8 April 1990 in which they
won 8.8 per cent of the vote and 8 seatsin the assembly of the Slovenian
Republic (still part of the Yugoslav Federation). In this election they
were part of the Democratic Opposition of Slovenia(DEMOS), abroad
anti-Communist coalition containing six separate parties (in addition
to the Greens, the Christian Democrats, Farmers Alliance, Democratic
Alliance, Social Democratic Alliance and the Slovene Craftsmen’s
Party). DEM OS won the €l ection and formed the government in which
the Greens led the ministries for the environment, energy, health and
science. The DEMOS government promised, among other things, to
close the nuclear power plant at Krsko by 1995, a promise they later
retreated from.

In the elections to the new 90-seat National Assembly on 6
December 1992, the Greenswon 3.7 per cent of thevoteand 5 seatsin
the Assembly. The party was soon divided, however, as many of the
members disagreed with the centre-left course of the parliamentary
group. The 5 members of the Assembly renamed themselves as the
Ecological Socia Party and in early 1994 some of them joined other
parties. One of these was Leo SeSerko, who first joined the Liberal
Democratic Party (23 per cent of thevotein 1992 and the biggest party
inthe Assembly), but later |eft them because of their inadequate support
on environmental issues. With other environmental activists from
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Ljubljana and Maribor, he founded the Green Alternative (Zelena
Alternativa - ZA) on 21 December 1995. The new party had 250
members. In the elections of 10 November 1996 the ZA won 0.52 per
cent of the vote. The more conservative oriented Greens (ZS) won 1.76
per cent.

One of the main campaigns of the Green Alternative isfor the
closure of the nuclear power plat ant Krsko and for areferendum on the
nuclear power issue. In general, they argue for ecological and social
restrictions on the market economy and for greater social justice. They
campaign against cutsin public health care and public transport. They
argue for areform of agriculture, the protection of drinking water and
measures to encourage greater use of bicycles. On theissue of NATO
entry they are either sceptical or neutral. They favour Slovenia' s entry
into the European Union but on the condition that heavy lorry transit
through Sloveniawould be restricted. The see the other |eft partiesin
Sloveniaas potential partners.

Czech Republic

The Czech Green Party was formed in February 1990, made up of
independent parties from Bohemia and Moravia and linked with the
Greens of Slovakia. Inthe Czechoslovak elections of June 1990 they
failed to reach the 5 per cent that was necessary for both the Federal
Assembly and the Czech National Council (their votewas4.1 per cent).
In the local elections in the autumn of 1990, several hundred Green
councillors were elected in Bohemiaand Moravia.

Inthe elections of 1992 the Greens entered an electoral alliance
with Socialistsand the Agrarian Party to form the Liberal Social Union
(LSV). In the Czech National Council the LSU won 7 per cent of the
vote and 16 seats (out of 200); 3 seats went to the Green Party. One of
the threelater joined the Czech Social Democrats (CSSD). The Greens
also won seatsin the Federal parliament, but thiswas dissolved within
half ayear following the break-up of the Czechoslovak federation.

The LSU coalition led to agreat deal of dissatisfaction among
the membership of the Green Party and there was aloss of members -
the Greens were barely visible inside the coalition. They had planned
to stand independently in the elections of May/June 1996, but for
technical reasons the Green list of candidates was not accepted in
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northern Moraviaand the Greens then decided not to stand el sewhere.

At local level, the Greens have around 250 councillors, one of
them in Prague. Therearethree Green deputy mayors, in Usti nad Labem,
Karlovy Vary and Olomouc. Their main strength is in northern and
western Bohemiaand in northern Moravia. The party hasaround 1,500
members,

The Greens stood as an independent party in the 19/20 June
elections. With 1.2 per cent, they failed to achieve the necessary 5 per
cent. Their best results were in western Bohemia (1.45 per cent) and
Karlovy Vary (1.67 per cent). The Greens are part of local government
in Karlovy Vary and it interesting to note that in May 1998, just shortly
before the elections, the first public meeting of gays and leshians took
place in this town with the support of the local council.

The main themes of the Greens in the el ections were transport,
energy, social policy, health and education. Intheir election programme
of 1998 (main motto: The citizen has the right to be informed, to be
listened to and to influence decisions), they called for an immediate
halt to the construction of the Temelin nuclear power station. Thereare
elementsin the Czech government that now support this demand.

They also call for theintroduction of an eco-tax, promotion and
modernisation of rail transport, a review of the motorway and road
building programme, reform of agricultural methods, tax incentivesfor
recycling, support for small and medium sized businesses, a stronger
role for towns and local communities, a housing fund for the socially
under-privileged, social security for the disabled and pensioners, harsh
penaltiesfor organised crime and measures against economic criminals.

There are al so conservative aspects of the programme: there are
no concrete demands with regard to the role and position of women -
the programme speaks merely of improvements in education with a
view to “reducing the number of divorces, abortions and other
undesirable phenomena’. Similarly, demands for tightening up the
conditionsfor drawing unemployment insurance would be hard to find
in Green programmes in western Europe.

On the question of foreign policy, the Green el ection programme
restrictsitself to three general demands: an equal position for the Czech
Republicin Europe and theworld, preparation for Czech entry into the
EU and peaceful solution of international conflicts. Although the Greens
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have concerns about the effects of EU entry on transport and agriculture,
they defend Czech membership of the EU. The question of NATO is
left open. While there is some support for the critical position of the
European Greens which opposes NATO eastward expansion, there are
also vague fears expressed about a “new 1968”. There are also some
Greens who defend Czech neutrality while others would be willing to
accept NATO as long as there were no weapons of mass destruction
stationed in the Czech Republic.

Ukraine

The Green Party of Ukraine was founded in the spring of 1990 and
officially registered on 24 May 1991. It was formed by activists from
the environmental movement Green World (Zeleny Svit). As a protest
against the Ukrainian el ectoral system, which discriminates against small
parties, the Green Party did not stand candidates in the March/April
1994 election. In the meantime, the electoral system has been changed
and now half of the 450 members of the Ukrainian parliament are el ected
on the basis of party listsand proportional representation.

The Greens began to reorganise themselves in 1993 and
established a large number of local organisations. Their programme
emphasisestheimportance of sustainability and responsibility. Among
their goals are: the closure of Chernobyl, an exit from nuclear energy
and disarmament. In October 1993 the Green group in the Kiev city
council (3 councillors) succeeded in having the city declared anuclear-
free zone. The Greens oppose NATO expansion eastward, call for
Ukrainian neutrality and are opposed to a Cl S superpower under Russian
dominance.

Hungary
Themainissuefor Hungarian environmentalistsin the 1980s, organi sed
in the Danube Circle, as well as for political opposition groups, was
opposition to the Slovak-Hungarian project, partly financed by Austria,
to build the Gabéikovo-Nagymaros dam on the Danube. In 1989, asa
result of the popular opposition, the Hungarian government withdrew
from the project.

The Hungarian Green Party (Magyarorszagi Z6ld Part - MZP)
was founded on 18/19 November 1989 in Budapest. In the el ection of
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25 March 1990, the party won only 0.36 per cent of the vote and no seat
in parliament. Tensions increased in the party following this electoral
disaster and an alternative-feminist group was expelled. TheMZP was
weakened by this exclusion and in 1993 a more right-wing current
pushed the remaining moderates out of the party but kept the official
party name.

Sincethen the Hungarian Green Party has defended such policies
as support for the Gabeikovo-Nagymaros dam (because“ opponents are
influenced by the international nuclear mafia’), the repression of
homosexual sand prostitutes, forcing aidsvictimsto wear ayellow patch,
aids tests for the whole population and “protection of the Hungarian
race”. Democrats are “betraying the fatherland”. Green Party
publicationsinform the public that “ Zionists are making money by means
of economic deceit; it is in the nature of Jews to have a good
understanding of money” .

Members expelled from the MZP, with activists from
environment groups such as the Danube Circle, formed a Green
Alternative (Z6ld Alternativa- ZA) on 15 June 1993. In the election of
8 May 1994, the ZA succeeded is entering a candidate in only one
electoral district, in Nogréd in northern Hungary. [In the Hungarian
electoral system, a party can present a candidate only by collecting
750 recommending signaturesin theindividual district.] 1nthe N6gréad
district, it polled 0.7 per cent (0.02 per cent of the national vote). The
right-wing MZP stood candidatesin 7 districts, polling 0.16 per cent of
the national vote. A last-minute agreement with the Agrarian Alliance
did not bring successeither. TheAgrarian lists, whichincluded 2 Green
candidates, won only 2 per cent of the vote, well under the necessary 5
per cent. Needlessto say, the mood among Hungary’s Greens after these
electoral failureswas not agood one.

There were some local successes in the local elections of
December 1994 - 12 Green councillorswere elected in four districts.

The Green Alternative hasavery small membership base, around
200. Their work inthe media, however, isvery effective. Their political
programme calls for social security, an ecologically sustainable
economic order, eco-tax and the protection of minorities (Roma). In
the referendum of 1997 they campaigned against entry into NATO but
they arein favour of Hungarian membership in the EU.
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The Gabéikovo hydroelectric plant is one of the party’s main
themes. The International Court in Den Haag, on 25 September 1997,
urged Hungary and Slovakiato seek an ecologically defensible solution
to this problem. The Greens are calling for an increase in the water
flow through the old Danube river bed on the Hungarian-Slovakian
border. The redirection of the river by the Slovaks led to a 80 per cent
reduction of water after 1994.

When the socia-liberal government began again to discuss plans
for the second stage of the Nagymaros project, there were major
demonstrations and protests in Hungary. The environmentalists are
hopeful that the new government of Viktor Orban (the environment
minister is a member of the right-wing Smallholder Party) will pay
more attention to the interests of the Danube Circle.

For the parliamentary elections of 10/24 May 1998, the Green
Alternative formed an electoral alliance with the Party of the Republic
(2.5 per cent inthe 1994 elections), five other small partiesand anumber
of NGOsfrom the areaof social rightsand animal protection. The new
alliance was called the Common Union for Hungary (Egy(tt
Magyarorszégért Unio - EMU). Inthefirst ballot thisalliancelist won
0.2 per cent of the national vote. However, in the 176 electoral
constituencies, there were only four candidates from the Green
Alternative.

Summary

The crisiswhich began around 1992 in Eastern Europe’s Green parties
was linked to the effects of the transition processin these countries, in
particular, thefact that ecological issuesdeclined inimportancerelative
to other major social and economic problems. Another problem has
been the high electoral hurdles in most of these countries, generally
around 5 per cent. Competing parties are also wealthier and better
organised.

Inthe past few years, these partiesand movementshave gradually
been establishing an identity. Programmatic discussions, including
discussions and the devel opment of common platformswith the Green
movements and partiesin Western Europe, have also intensified. They
are more cautious about el ectoral participation and have also begun to
consider allianceswith |eft-leaning parties. The creation of alocal base
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and the development of party structures is a central concern. In the
coming yearsthereis every reason to believe that the Green parties of
Central and Eastern Europe will become a stable part of the political
spectrum of these countries.
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David Mandel

Russia: Revolution, Counterrevolution
and Working Class

Reflections for the 80th Anniversary of the 1917 Revolution

Despite the three quarters of a century that separate the October
Revolution from the collapse of the Soviet system and the present régime
of capitalist restoration, the two revolutions' are part of the same socio-
historical époque: the soviets’ seizure of power in 1917 inaugurated a
social revolution; the fall of the bureaucratic régime and the restoration
that has followed represent the final chapter of the counterrevolution
began under Stalin in the 1920s. The intervening seventy-five years
were a period of co-existence and struggle of revolution and
counterrevolution, a period whose complexity does not lend itself to
any simple formulation.

The paradox

In both cases, the immediately determining factor was the correlation
of forces between working class and bourgeoisie. From this point of
view, a comparison of the two events presents a striking paradox. On
the one hand, a very small working class in an undeveloped, peasant
country was able to assume the leadership of society and to leave its
determining imprint on the further course of social development. On
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the other hand, a huge working class in an industrialised, urbanised
country was incapable of influencing the course of social change,
watching helplessly as hostile social forces reshaped the system in their
own image.

The Russian working class of 1917 was a relatively small
minority of the population, surrounded by a sea of peasantry with whom
it had not entirely broken its ties. It was a recently formed class - most
of its members had grown up in the countryside in peasant families. Its
general level of formal education was low. Yet, it assumed the leadership
of the revolutionary democratic movement and led it to victory. Of
course, the October Revolution was more than one revolution. Among
other things, it was a peasant revolution and a series of national-liberation
revolutions. But it achieved victory because it was predominantly a
workers’ revolution. The abolition of private property, the planned
economy, full employment, the relatively large and growing social wage
and basic economic security did not all appear at once, but they had
their origins in the workers’ revolution.

True, the working class lost political power soon after seizing it.
But that was expected by the revolutionaries when they took power in
October. They were convinced that they would not be able to hold onto
it without the support of the victorious revolutionary proletariat of the
developed countries. What they did not envisage was that the loss of
power by the Russian workers might be followed by something other
than a bourgeois restoration. (They were ultimately right, but they did
not think the restoration could take 75 years to happen.) But it was - it
led to the dictatorship of the party-state bureaucracy, whose interests
were fundamentally opposed to those of the workers.

Trotsky called the bureaucratic dictatorship a political counter-
revolution within the social revolution.? This counterrevolution had a
major distorting effect on the social revolution, but it did not lead to the
restoration of capitalist relations. Accordingly, Trotsky called for a
political revolution to overthrow the bureaucratic dictatorship and put
the USSR back on a socialist path of development. He felt that capitalist
restoration would be a tremendous blow to the working class, setting
Russia back decades both culturally and economically. Today it is clear
that he was right.

Various interrelated factors contributed to the unexpected
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longevity of a system that, from an historical point of view, ultimately
did prove to be only transitional. But a central factor was the strength
of the initial working-class impulse that made the revolution and the
resulting social weakness of the bureaucratic dictatorship that eventually
emerged. Without property on which firmly to base its power and without
any real legitimacy (the facade of a soviet democracy was assiduously
maintained), the Soviet bureaucracy existed in permanent mortal fear
of the working class. It could not survive without its totalitarian
repressive apparatus - Gorbachev’s liberalisation, which was the
immediate cause of the régime’s collapse, amply proved that.

At the same time, fear of the workers prevented the bureaucracy
from achieving the security and stability it wanted and which would
have required its transformation into a new propertied class, a
bourgeoisie. Around 1989, after his attempts at reform had fatally
undermined the system, Gorbachey, in fact, did opt for restoration. But
his fear of the popular reaction prevented him from proceeding in a
consistent or decisive manner. (Around this time, a team from the Central
Committee apparatus visited the Kirov Factory (and probably other
large plants) to gauge the workers’ probable reaction to privatization.?)
Gorbachev and his Prime Minister Ryzhkov were quite open about these
fears when they replied to criticism from the radical restorationist forces.*
The Polish experience and the rising and increasingly politicised labour
unrest in the USSR showed that he really did have something to fear.

But once the régime fell (it collapsed much more than it was
overthrown), the working class almost immediately ceased to have any
tangible influence on the course of social change. At most, it has had a
small, indirect impact on the particular means chosen and on the pace
of reforms, but not on their direction. Although the Yeltsin régime’s
repressive capacity does not even begin to compare with that of the old
régime, it, nevertheless, does not fear the workers.

Capitalist restoration, and the relative ease (from a political point
of view) with which it is proceeding, took the left outside of Russia by
surprise, and not least those who had subscribed to Trotsky’s analysis
of the USSR and had long been expecting the political revolution. It
did happen, but instead of putting the USSR back on a socialist path of
development, it lead to capitalist restoration. But Trotsky himself had
been realistic enough to allow for this scenario, despite his general
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revolutionary optimism. Writing in 1936, he argued that restoration
would be inevitable without socialist revolution in other developed
countries. But most of his followers forgot this part of his analysis.

Of course, there was more than wishful thinking to explain their
optimism. The decades were passing and, if there were few overt signs
of a maturing political revolution, there were also no obvious signs of
the coming restoration. Leftist analysts of the Soviet Union, myself
included, pointed to favourable objective factors, such as the growing
size of the working class, the level of urbanisation and education, the
rising living standards, etc., that seemed to make inevitable the rebirth
of civil society that had been destroyed by the bureaucratic dictatorship.
True, the Soviet working class was relatively quiescent, but in Hungary,
Czechoslovakia and Poland powerful anti-bureaucratic movements arose
in which the workers were, or eventually became, the leading force.
These movements fought for democracy and self-management under a
socialist, not capitalist, banner. They all failed, but that was largely a
consequence of direct or indirect Soviet intervention. In any case, for
Western socialists it was just hard to imagine that workers, having
overthrown their bureaucratic oppressors, would let capitalist bosses
replace them.

In this article, I offer some elements of comparison of the workers’
situations in the period of socialist revolution and in the contemporary
period of restoration in order to shed some light on the paradoxical fact
of working class hegemony in 1917 and its disconcerting weakness
today. The comparison will deal mainly with factors affecting working-
class consciousness, the “subjective” side of things, since, the “objective”
situation, on the face of it, was much more favourable to the workers at
the time of the collapse than in 1917. To the factors mentioned above,
one can add the relative homogeneity of the Soviet working class, all
working for the same employer (the state), who determined their basic
material and work conditions, which were relatively egalitarian, as well
as the weakness of the domestic capitalist forces: during or after the
failed coup of August 1991, had the workers wanted to take power,
there was no armed force prepared to stop them.

Of course, the closer one gets to concrete reality, the more the
distinction between “objective” and “subjective” appears artificial. But
it has its heuristic uses. It should also be clear that the various factors
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discussed below are intimately interrelated and in practice inseparable.

1. The international context

Trotsky, as noted, linked the fate of socialism in Russia with its victory
in the rest of the world. If no victorious socialist revolution occurred in
the developed capitalist world

a bourgeois counterrevolution rather than an insurrection of the
workers against the bureaucracy will be on the order of the day.
[But] If, in spite of the united sabotage of reformists and
“Communist” leaders, the proletariat of Western Europe finds
the road to power, a new chapter will open in the history of the
Soviet Union. The first victory of a revolution in Europe would
pass like an electric shock through the Soviet masses, straighten
them up, raise their spirit of independence, awaken the traditions
of 1905 and 1917... Only in that way can the first workers’ state
be saved for the socialist future.’

The crisis of the bureaucratic régime at the end of the 1980s
occurred in a period of major setback and weakness of the socialist and
union movements across the world. Not only are there no successful
socialist models (the “Communist bloc” countries were themselves
stagnating bureaucratic dictatorships and/or in the process of restoring
capitalism) or advancing socialist struggles for Soviet workers to
emulate, but there were not even any victorious defensive battles that
could inspire them, as the bourgeoisie successfully hacked away at the
post-war “welfare state.” In these circumstances, the argument of the
pro-capitalist forces that “the whole world has embraced the market”,
that capitalism alone was “normal”, carried a lot of weight among
workers.

Moreover, these forces were backed up by the ideological,
political and financial support of the international bourgeoisie. The
international labour movement, in contrast, was practically absent from
the equation, except as a mainly negative factor. The small amount of
aid offered by it was aimed at helping Russian unions to adapt to
capitalism, not fight for an alternative. Even worse, the AFL-CIO, which
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had by far the strongest presence in Russia, consciously directed its
“aid” at splitting the labour movement in order to develop and reinforce
an actively pro-capitalist labour current.

The international situation also played a central role in the
October Revolution. It occurred in a historical period of mounting labour
strength, marked by the formation of mass unions and workers’ parties
in the industrialised countries. While the outbreak of war and the betrayal
by most of the socialist leadership was a setback, it was not a decisive
defeat. The war itself eventually became a powerful radicalising factor,
contributing to the unprecedented post-war labour upsurge that swept
Europe and did not completely exhaust itself until the defeat of the
German October of 1923.

The October Revolution was a part of this revolutionary period,
even while being its first act. Workers all over Europe came to perceive
the World War as a sign of the crisis of the old bourgeois order. Socialism
for an increasing number of them, far from being a discredited utopia,
as it appeared to many Soviet workers at the end of the 1980s, was a
real, necessary alternative. In Russia, which had the weakest bourgeoisie
among the major powers, capitalist spokespersons were reduced to
defending their system with the argument that Russian conditions were
not yet ripe for socialism (implicitly conceding its viability and
inevitability). All over industrial Europe, it was the bourgeoisie, not
the workers, whose decisive action was paralysed by the perception of
a lack of alternative.

Had the October Revolution not been part of this international
revolutionary upsurge, it would have gone down in history as a second
Paris Commune. The revolution almost immediately found itself locked
in mortal conflict with all the major capitalist powers. These rich and
powerful states had been able to put millions of men under arms and to
throw them into the imperialist butchery. But they could not win a
military contest with the infant Soviet state, that had to build up an
army from nothing, whose industrial based had collapsed, and which
was sealed off form the outside world by an economic an diplomatic
blockade.

As the historian W. Chamberlin put it:

There was one absolutely convincing reason why the Allied
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powers could not fulfil the hopes of the White Russians and
intervene with large numbers of troops: no reliable troops were
available. It was the general opinion of leading statesmen and
soldiers alike that the attempt to send large numbers of soldiers
to Russia would most probably end in mutiny.

Mutinies there were. But the unreliability of the armies was itself
a symptom of the period. According to Chamberlin:

The statesmen [at the peace talks] in Paris were sitting on a thin
crust of solid ground, beneath which volcanic forces of social
upheaval were seething.®

International labour support for the Russian Revolution took
mostly an indirect form — class struggle that kept their ruling class too
occupied at home and insecure to intervene more forcefully in Russia.
But there were also many instances of direct, conscious support for the
revolution.

At the same time, the expectation that substantive international
aid would soon be forthcoming played an important role in sustaining
the morale of the revolutionary forces in Russia. Spirits soared at each
piece of news of major labour unrest abroad. Conversely, the realisation
at the end of the civil war, reinforced by the international labour defeats
at the end of 1923, that the revolutionary wave in Europe had been
beaten back everywhere except in Russia, had an important demoralising
effect on Soviet workers that played no small role in the victory of the
political counterrevolution.

2. Workers consciousness fostered by the old social system
The relationship between the exploiting and exploited classes is the
central factor shaping the consciousness of the oppressed class, even if
its particular content at any given moment is determined by concrete
historical experience and socio-political conditions.

The Soviet Union was a sui generis, transitional system, a hybrid
with elements of both capitalism and socialism, while itself being neither.
It was a totalitarian dictatorship of the party-state bureaucracy based
upon a nationalised, planned (or administered) economy, whose official
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ideology was a castrated version of socialism spiced with nationalism.
Under Brezhnev it even acquired the shameful, semi-official label of
“really existing socialism”. Pre-revolutionary Russia, on the other hand,
was an absolute monarchy resting upon a capitalist economy with strong
vestiges of feudalism. Workers in both systems were wage-labourers,
with their core element employed in large-scale, mechanised factory
production. Nevertheless, these were two very different social systems
and, accordingly, the worker consciousness that they generated also
differed in significant ways.

a. Class independence versus subordinate collaboration (corporatism)
I will look at only one central dimension of working-class consciousness:
workers’ perceptions of themselves in relationship to their exploiters.
Do workers see their basic socio-economic interests as linked to those
of all other workers, whose interests are in fundamental opposition to
those of their employer, a member of the exploiting class? Or, on the
contrary, do they perceive their basic interests as linked to their enterprise
and to their employer? The issue of class independence versus
subordinate collaboration with the exploiting class poses itself similarly
on the level of political action.

Of course, real-life consciousness is always more complex and
contradictory than these “ideal types”. Nevertheless, they represent the
fundamental choices before workers. The exploiters and their ideologues
constantly promote among workers one or another form of dependent
class collaboration. Revolutionary socialists, on the other hand, promote
the ideological and organisational independence of labour from the
exploiters, while not ruling out temporary, tactical co-operation from
an independent organisational and ideological base.

One of the most striking traits of the Russian labour movement
in the years leading up the revolution (this became especially marked
in the 1912-14 labour upsurge) was the strength of its attachment to a
policy of “class independence” vis-f-vis the bourgeoisie, on both the
enterprise and national-political levels. It was this issue, more than any
other, that divided the Bolsheviks and the Mensheviks and which
explains why the Bolsheviks became the predominant political force in
the Russian labour movement from at least 1912 onward (with a brief
pause after the February Revolution). The Mensheviks called for an
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alliance with the liberal wing of the bourgeoisie and, accordingly, for
workers to moderate their demands on the employers, who would
otherwise be scared into the arms of Tsarism. The Bolsheviks, on the
other hand, rejected any political alliance with the liberals, seeing them
as a fundamentally opposed to democratic revolution. They encouraged
and led workers in collective actions whose demands were
indistinguishably directed against the employers and the state. Moreover,
even workers who did not support the Bolsheviks always supported
one of the other socialist parties, never a bourgeois party.

One of the objective factors that favoured this consciousness
was precisely the “feudal vestiges”. Russian society still bore many
traits of an estate-based system. For example, elections to the State
Duma were based upon curia, defined by a mixture of estate and property
criteria (and overwhelmingly favouring the propertied classes). This
favoured the workers’ perception of themselves as fundamentally
separate from the propertied classes (“census society”).

Another factor was the political and ideological weakness of the
Russian bourgeoisie, which can ultimately be traced to its economic
weakness and dependence on the state. This class on the whole did not
feel itself able to make concessions to the working class, especially
after the experience of the 1905 revolution that convinced the bourgeoisie
that the lJabour movement was bent on social revolution, posing a mortal
threat to its very existence. The Russian bourgeoisie was a reactionary,
pro-Tsarist class; its liberal elements (some even briefly gave financial
support the Bolsheviks) were a very small minority with little overall
influence. In the circumstances of close collaboration between
management and the Tsarist police in weeding out activists and
repressing workers’ collective actions, economic or political, there was
little room for illusions among workers about shared interests with the
bourgeoisie.

Pre-revolutionary Russia was a socially and politically polarised
society. Even the intelligentsia, which historically has often acted as a
bridge between the classes (ultimately serving the ruling class), was
virtually absent from the labour movement after the 1905 Revolution.

Soviet society presented a much more complex and contradictory
picture. On the one hand, the bureaucracy’s monopoly of power, the
overall repressive framework of social relations, did foster among
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workers a sense of “‘us against them”, the bosses (nachal’stvo). But this
coexisted with a strong element of corporatism. That element became
especially pronounced under Brezhnev. When Perestroika was going
sour, some workers would refer to the Brezhnev period as their “golden
age”.

The bureaucracy itself was organised in a hierarchy of power
and privilege, each bureaucrat under the thumb of his or her own bosses.
This tended to blunt the “us and them” distinction, since workers could
view themselves merely as the bottom rung of a continuous ladder.
Although the bureaucracy has often been referred to as a “caste”, it was
far from a closed group. Most of the last group of leaders of the Soviet
Union, including Gorbachev and Yeltsin, were not children of
functionaries. Conscientious workers were typically urged to study to
become engineers, and from there many began careers in the
administrative hierarchy. Many directors began their professional lives
as workers in the same plant. Conversely, children of bureaucrats rarely
became bureaucrats. They mostly chose to become professionals in
privileged sectors.

But more important were the clientelist, often corrupt, relations
that flourished, especially under the Brezhnev regime. This period was
characterised by the loosening of the central leadership’s control over
the bureaucracy, the de facto decentralisation of the political and
economic administration. In these conditions, the dual role of the
enterprise director, the minister, or the first secretary of a territorial
committee of the party, became much more pronounced. They were
representatives of the state in the production unit, the economic sector,
or the territory they administered; but, at the same time, they were
representatives, lobbyists, defenders of the employees of the enterprise
or the sector, or of the inhabitants of the territory vis-f-vis the state.
Under Brezhney, it was the latter aspect that was the most pronounced,
as the economy became increasingly “feudalised”.

The importance of the social wage, largely administered by the
enterprise (including housing, sick pay, subsidised leisure and vacations,
healthcare, pre-school childcare and more), as well as the growing
practice of distribution of scarce consumer goods through the enterprises,
also reinforced corporatist attitudes among workers, who were often
called upon by management to “consider the situation of the enterprise”,
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that is, to make concessions (especially on overtime and worked
holidays) to help the enterprise meet plan targets. There was a certain
amount of threat behind these appeals: to refuse entailed risks. But the
workers’ generally positive response was also based on a perception of
their interests as linked to those of the enterprise and to management.

Of course, for this system to work, management, had to give
something in return. Besides the social wage administered by the
enterprise, this took the form of managerial flexibility toward workers
in work schedules and the toleration of violations of discipline, as well
as making sure the workers got their bonuses (a large part of the take-
home wage), whether they were merited or not by the enterprise’s real
production results.

b. The social content of the Democratic Revolution

These aspects of worker consciousness were an important element in
the course of events in 1917 and in the period of Soviet collapse, which
offer some striking parallels and contrasts. In the first case, the
democratic revolution (overthrow of Tsarism) was soon followed by
the workers’ taking power in both the state and in the enterprises, a
socialist revolution. In the second case, the democratic revolution (the
collapse of the bureaucratic régime) was quickly followed by the
complete exclusion of workers from political and economic power in a
rapid restoration of capitalism.

In February 1917, although the workers briefly followed the
Mensheviks in giving administrative power to a liberal government,
they nevertheless immediately formed their own, separate, class
organisations, the soviets. In their view, it was the soviets that determined
policy for the liberal government to execute. In the enterprises, too,
they set up independent class organisations, the factory committees,
which did not hesitate to encroach on managerial power when workers
were faced with the threat of mass layoffs or plant closure. The factory
committees arose entirely from below - they had not figured in the
programme of any party, though the Bolsheviks soon embraced and led
them.?

There was no significant tendency for workers in their separate
enterprises to seize them collectively. Factory committee conferences
consistently rejected anarchist proposals for the immediate seizure of
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the factories by their workers. These proposals were typically silent on
the issue of state power. In fact, the Petrograd Conference of Factory
Committees was the first important workers’ assembly to demand Soviet
power, only three months after the February Revolution. At that and
ensuing conferences, the worker delegates recognised that that the
bourgeoisie was not interested in averting the economic crisis, that a
popular government, free from bourgeois influence, was a necessary
condition for averting economic collapse and mass unemployment.
Workers’ control could be effective only in the context of national
economic regulation and planning, and that required a soviet
government.

Before October, outright plant seizures were rare and occurred
only when workers were faced with imminent shutdown or when the
administration’s sabotage was blatant and persistent. Even so, seizures
were accompanied by the demand for state sequestration. After October,
with the economic crisis rapidly deepening and backed by soviet power,
workers were more apt to seize their plants, but the factory committee
conference already demanded full nationalisation. This had not been
part of the Bolshevik programme either. But the decree on generalised
nationalisation was passed eight months after the revolution. The
National Economic Council, the central state organ for economic
administration, was staffed largely by member of the Central Council
of Factory Committees.

The point of all this is that the workers in 1917 reacted to the
crisis that followed the democratic revolution in an essentially class-
independent, solidaristic way. This was very different from the reaction
of workers when the bureaucratic régime fell in the midst of growing
economic crisis. The latter-day workers never formed their own class
organisations, political or economic.

In many regions workers did support candidates running on anti-
bureaucratic platforms, but no one seriously thought to demand the
exclusion of bureaucrats (or recent bureaucrats) from elected posts.
Many functionaries, especially from the lower levels, got elected. None
of the various initiatives to create a worker-based party got anywhere.
In practice, labour politics was and remains limited to forms of lobbying,
much of it in subordinate collaboration with managers.

The differences in the very character of the two democratic
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revolutions is also striking. The February Revolution was entirely a
movement from below. The masses never lost the initiative, and even
after they handed the government over to the liberals, they insisted on
retaining “control” over it through their soviets, which alone commanded
armed force.

The new Soviet labour movement also played an important role
in the downfall of the bureaucratic régime, but it was not really an
independent role, and the movement never embraced more than a
minority of the working class. It is difficult to evaluate the precise impact
of the movement “from below” on the fall of the régime, but it seems
clear that it owed much to a “revolution from above” by the forces of
capitalist restoration (within and outside the bureaucracy), that were
able to manipulate and co-opt the popular forces. In the crucial moments
of August 1991 (the failed “conservative” coup) and the December 1991
(the dismantling of the Soviet Union), the workers remained passive
bystanders. Had the downfall of the bureaucratic régime taken the form
of a popular revolution, the restoration would have been a much more
problematic endeavour. Restorationist strategists were keenly aware of
this and strove for an alliance with the pro-capitalist elements in the
bureaucracy in order to avert the necessity of a popular mobilisation to
bring down the old system.

“Workers’ committees” were formed during Perestroika in a
number of plants, and a part of the coalminers’ and a few other groups
eventually formed new unions that, at least initially, admitted only
workers. But in an important sense, these were more corporatist than
class organisations, since they were conceived as organisations
exclusively of manual workers (in the miners’ case — only underground
workers), excluding non-managerial white-collar workers together with
the managerial personnel. In any case, these efforts remained isolated,
and corporatist unions (which still formally include managerial
personnel) remain the norm today in Russia.

Under Perestroika, organisations arose in the plants and even a
national movement appeared that were concerned with the issue of
economic power and property. These labour-collective councils, or
STKs, were formed originally on Gorbachev’s command and were given
limited, ambiguous self-management powers. These were typical Soviet-
style corporatist organisations, since the “labour collective” included
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all employees, from the lowliest janitor to the general director. Not
surprisingly, the latter almost always controlled the councils, in which
workers generally showed little interest.’

The CTK movement itself arose in 1990, after Gorbachev took
his restorationist turn and decided to suppress any self-management
tendencies he might earlier have encouraged. But this was never a mass
movement. Most workers remained indifferent to it, while its leaders,
on their part, made no serious attempt to mobilise them. Engineering
and managerial personnel, including directors, were strongly over-
represented at its congresses.

This movement, although it was fundamentally opposed to the
old bureaucratic system, was itself based upon a corporatist ideology.
Even its most radical elements accepted the idea that workers’ earnings
should be dependent upon the market performance of their enterprise.
And they demanded complete autonomy for their enterprises. It was
very striking that the movement offered no overall conception of the
national economy beyond self-managed, collectively-owned (a minority
supported leasing from the state) enterprises linked to each other only
by market relations. In practice, this was capitalism, but it would start
out with worker-owned enterprises.

This is not to say that the activists consciously wanted capitalism.
Many thought of their movement as an alternative both to capitalism
and to the old system. Others accepted the idea propounded by the pro-
capitalist ideologues that the distinction between socialism and
capitalism had outlived itself: there is only more or less market, more
or less state regulation.

This movement proved easy prey for the restorationist forces. In
Russia, the movement’s leaders lent their support to Yeltsin, who
promised to make the STKs the basis of his government and passed a
few laws making it easier for employees to become collective owners.
But when Yeltsin’s privatisation programme was finally published, it
ruled out collective ownership of the shares of newly privatised plants.
(Kravchuk played a similar turn in the Ukraine, though that country
has been slower privatising.) The movement’s activists consoled
themselves with the fact that the programme at least made it easy for
the “collective” to acquire a majority of the shares, if not all, as they
had hoped. But since shares could not be held collectively and since the
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workers were incapable of organising themselves to pool their shares,
the programme easily achieved its desired goal of totally excluding
workers from any influence in enterprise administration.

3. Experience of collective struggle

Of course, the class consciousness of the pre-revolutionary Russian
workers did not spring ready-made from the social relations of Tsarist
Russia, even if the latter did offer them a favourable terrain. (It is worth
noting, for example, that the soviets arose quite spontaneously in Ivanovo
and St. Petersburg already in 1905.) It developed in the course of a
relatively brief, but extremely rich and intense period of class struggle.
Despite the strong repression, this labour movement coexisted with the
Tsarist régime for a quarter century. Without this experience of struggle,
especially that of 1905 and 1912-14, it is hard to imagine 1917 taking
the course it did.

To this one must add the role of the Bolshevik party, which was
crucial to the outcome of 1917. But the party should not be seen as an
totally independent factor. If there was a such a party, it was because
there were favourable social conditions for it. Its relationship to the
worker masses and the labour movement was a dialectical one.
Especially after 1905, this was an overwhelmingly working-class party,
uniting the most conscious, revolutionary workers, themselves
organically linked to the worker masses. This party was the result of an
entire epoch of class struggle and accumulated experience.

In contrast to Tsarism, the bureaucratic régime, precisely because
of its fragility, could not tolerate, even for a brief time, any independent
labour organisation or movement. Soviet workers were unable to win
themselves any autonomous space within the system until Gorbachev’s
liberalisation opened it for them. This liberalism proved almost
immediately fatal to the régime. Not that Gorbachev wanted an
independent labour movement but he was unwilling to use repression
to put it down.

But Soviet workers were given too little time. They entered the
period of overt political crisis of the régime with almost no experience
of collective struggle or independent organisation beyond the shop level,
and few even had that. Spontaneous explosions had occurred from time
to time on a larger scale before the Gorbachev period, but they were
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localised and quickly repressed, leaving almost no trace in the collective
consciousness. As a result, Soviet workers, once they began to be active,
had no experience to draw open, when only experience of independent
collective struggle could have enabled them to overcome the corporatist
legacy and to forge organic links of solidarity among themselves.

4. The economic collapse

Economic collapse played a key role in both periods. The consequence
of the imperialist and civil wars, the economic collapse that followed
soon after the October Revolution, along with the civil war and the
needs of state-building, was a key factor in the dispersal of the working,
a process that did not even start to reverse itself until 1921. It was only
in 1926 that industry recovered its pre-war levels. The high rate of
unemployment had a severe dampening effect on labour activism. As a
result, soon after the October Revolution, the working class ceased to
be an independent historical subject. The workers played a critical role
in the civil war victory, but soviet democracy soon gave way to the
party dictatorship. There were many conscious, dedicated workers in
the party, which was very much a revolutionary movement dedicated
to the workers’ cause. But the working class as such, to the degree it
still existed, had no direct means of influence over it. This set the scene
for the eventual rise of the bureaucracy.

Russia’s economic crisis today is less severe than that of the
civil war, but then it is occurring in peacetime, and, as such, its depth
and length are probably unprecedented in modern times for any major
country. But more to the point, it hit the labour movement when it was
still in an embryonic stage of development, greatly slowing down, if
not completely cutting short, its development. Paradoxically, the rapid
erosion of the old social bases of corporatism (the paternalistic state
and enterprise management, job security, the social wage, etc.) has not
only not weakened its hold on workers and their leaders, but, if anything,
reinforced it. Today corporatism goes under the official title of “social
partnership”. The persistence of dependent class collaboration is very
much a consequence of the deep insecurity and the sense of impotence
caused by the economic crisis.

One of the political motives behind the choice of restoration
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through “shock therapy” was, in fact, to quickly cut the social ground
from under potential worker resistance. The workers’ demoralisation
made possible Yeltsin’s coup d’état of October 1993 and the
establishment of what is for all practical purposes a dictatorship, albeit
a “soft” one. (There has so far been no need for more repression.) The
coup was directed immediately against the parliament’s opposition to
Yeltsin’s economic course, but it was also a preventive measure against
potential worker resistance. (It was made know that Yeltsin had on his
desk ready for signing a decree disbanding the main union federation,
whose president initially supported the parliament against Yeltsin.) The
coup proved very successful in snuffing out any latent militant tendencies
among the union leadership.

5. Conclusion

This comparative analysis offers some idea of what it will take for the
Russian working class to again become a subject of history. The
conclusions it leads to are not optimistic for the near future. But it would
be wrong to simply write off the Russian working class. There has been
a certain tendency to do that among Western socialists in the wake of
the dashed hopes raised by Perestroika and by the appearance of an
independent labour movement in the USSR.

For one thing, the conditions that have contributed to the
weakness of the Russian working class will change, and are already
changing. But one of those conditions is the strength of labour and
socialist forces in the developed countries and also their direct support
for their counterparts in Russia.

It is worth repeating that much of the immense tragedy of Russia’s
twentieth century history is linked to the weakness of socialist forces in
the developed capitalist world. The peoples of the former Soviet Union
have paid the heaviest price for the absence of socialism in the West. At
the same time, the bureaucratic dictatorship in the Soviet Union, directly
or indirectly, played a key role in holding back the revolutionary potential
of the Western working class, which is itself paying an increasingly
heavy price today for the absence of socialism.
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Notes

1. I realise that I am using the term “revolution” rather loosely here to
refer to the collapse of the Soviet system. Nevertheless, the bureaucratic
dictatorship was replaced, however briefly, by a democracy of sorts,
which also coincided with the beginning of capitalist restoration.
2. His analysis is systematically presented in The Revolution Betrayed,
written in 1936.

3. Personal communication from A. Kalachev, a leader of the workers’
committee at the plant at the time.
4. See, for example, Ryzhkov’s presentation of the government’s reform
programme to the Supreme Soviet in May 1990, Trud, May 25, 1990.
Even this watered-down programme was met with widespread hostility
among the population, giving rise to strike threats and panic buying,
and forcing the head of the trade-union federation, Yanaev, who had
never shown any independence, to qualify his initial endorsement. (7rud,
June 16, 1990). For more on this, see D. Seppo, “Les épines du marché,”
Inprecor, June 15-28, 1990, pp. 7-11.
5. L. Trotsky, The Revolution Betrayed, Pathfinder Press, N.Y., 1972,
p- 290.
6. W.H. Chamberlin, 7he Russian Revolution, Gosset and Dunlap, N.Y.,
1965, vol. II, p.153.
7. D. Mandel, The Petrograd Workers and the Fall of the Old Régime,
Macmillan, London, 1983, pp. 18-21.
8. On the factory committees, see D. Mandel, Factory Committees and
Workers' Control in Petrograd in 1917, International Institute for
Research and Education, Amsterdam, 1993.
9. On the CTKs, see D. Mandel, “‘Revolutionary Reform’ in Soviet
Factories,” Socialist Register 1989, Merlin, London 1989, and “The
Struggle for Power in the Soviet Economy,” Socialist Register 1991,
Merlin, London, 1991.
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between West and East Europe which pre-dates the Cold War and has
left a legacy which justifies the differential treatment of the ‘new’
democracies of the former Soviet Bloc today. Although Central and
East European states have liberal democratic political systems and
market-led economies, it is argued in the democratisation literature that
this cultural legacy means that Western institutions can not simply be
transferred to the East. It is often stated that people in this region lack a
democratic culture and that democracy will need a lengthy process of
‘consolidation’.

William Miller, Stephen White and Paul Heywood, in Values
and Political Change in Postcommunist Europe, empirically critique the
view of a cultural divide through extensive opinion surveys conducted
in the Czech Republic, Hungary, Slovakia, Ukraine and Russia,
between 1993 and 1996. They conclude that political values and support
for democratic political systems is little different in East and West
Europe. Political values may vary slightly between states and between
social strata, but the similarities outweigh the differences and there is no
geographic East/West division which correlates with political values. In
terms of support for liberal values, the rule of law, multi-party elections
and tolerance for minorities, socialist values, of state economic
intervention, and nationalist values, of cultural conformity, regional
autonomy and irredentism, the historical legacy of British constitutional
democracy fares no better than that of Habsburg, Romanov and
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Ottoman rule, inter-war authoritarianism and Soviet domination. In fact,
comparable surveys showed the British public to have less trust in
politicians, to be less tolerant of public protest and to be more inclined
to both socialist and nationalist values than the public in Central East
European states (pp.389-412).

Far from any determining historical legacies, the extensive
opinion surveys of Miller et al, reveal that views of the present
constituted the biggest influence on voting intentions and attitudes
towards the post-Communist transition. One indicator of the rapidity of
value change and the fluid nature of political culture is the statistics of
support for communist ideals. Around 20 per cent of former members of
the Communist Party stated they had never believed in its ideals as
membership was a career necessity, however around 40 per cent of
former members had switched from believing in its ideals to not
believing, and 25 per cent of non-members made a similar value switch.
Former members of the Communist Party had only marginally different
values to non-members and ‘in every country, economic complaints
were more strongly related to current voting intentions than to past
membership’ (p.316).

Far from a lack of democratic culture, in all the countries
surveyed, a large majority of the public supported liberal and
democratic values. The high levels of support for democratic
institutions and structured voting patterns demonstrated that ‘there was
no evidence that the people of the former Soviet Union and East Central
Europe were not ready for democracy’ (p.28). As Miller et al conclude
‘the lines of division that have excited so many theorists and historians
seem remarkably faint in terms of contemporary political values’ (p.28).

Where there was less support for post-1989 reforms, this was
expressed in support for socialist values rather than an opposition to
democracy per se. This greater attachment to socialist values had little
to do with people having problems adapting psychologically to rapid
change, but seemed more related to the fact that for many people in the
region there had been no rapid change only stagnation. One of the main
determinants of support for multi-party elections, and transition more
generally, was whether people had gained or lost out through the reform
process. Unsurprisingly, social strata and geographic regions most
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marginalised by marketisation showed least enthusiasm about the
empowering nature of market reforms and political pluralism. ‘The old,
the working class and those who lived in Russia tended towards
socialist values, while those who worked in the private sector, the
highly educated... and the Czechs all tended against socialist values’
(p-333). Far from political values being a determining factor in political
or economic transition, it would appear that they are consequential to
this, shaped by lived experience rather than historical legacies, whether
from the post-World War Two period or some earlier time.

While Miller et al provide an interesting and useful empirical
corrective to the popular conception that there is a cultural divide or an
historical legacy which shapes political values in Eastern Europe, Maria
Todorova and Adam Burgess approach the question from a more
historical and theoretical perspective. Both these authors consider the
complex interplay between Western ideological and strategic concerns
in the treatment of the East as culturally distinct. They chart how,
through the self-flattery of perceiving ‘Western’ culture as progressive,
civic-pluralist and non-nationalist, the problems of capitalist
development and Western state rivalries have historically been
displaced to the East. During the twentieth century a non-Western
culture has been held responsible for the problems engendered by Great
Power manipulation of ‘Balkan’ rivalries, capitalist collapse in the inter-
war period, and the destructive consequences of nationalism in World
War Two.

Although both these authors trace the historical linkages
between the past and present-day essentialist treatments of culture,
history and ethnicity in the East, they differ in their analysis. Todorova,
in Imagining the Balkans, follows the discourse approach of Edward
Said’s Orientalism and the more recent treatment in Larry Wolff’s
Inventing Eastern Europe. She stresses the continuity of Western
approaches to the East, locating the conception of a cultural divide in an
Enlightenment bias towards ‘urban bourgeois culture’ and negative
view of the less advanced states on the periphery of capitalist
development, dominated by a ‘superstitious, irrational, and backward
rural tradition’ (p.111). Burgess, in Divided Europe, provides a useful
corrective, drawing out the difference between the nineteenth century
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condemnation of a lack of development and twentieth century views
which rejected this universalist perspective and have tended to see the
limits of capitalist development as fixed and rooted in history or culture
(pp.85-88).

Burgess and Todorova analyse how a fixed culturalist
understanding of the East/West divide has re-emerged after the Cold
War. Todorova locating this in the apologia for, and the consequences
of, East Europe’s marginalisation and exclusion from Western
institutions such as the European Union. South and East Europe are no
longer of strategic importance with the end of the East/West geo-
political axis and exclusion from the Western club has forced East
European states to compete with each other to demonstrate their
‘Westerness’. As she notes, this process of exclusion and division was
directly linked to the violent fragmentation of Yugoslavia, as Slovenia
and Croatia sought to ditch the poorer republics and demonstrate their
Western values. The Yugoslav wars in turn fed the pre-Cold War
stereotypes of historically and ethnically determined rivalries (p.136).

As Burgess outlines, once ‘ethnicity’ and ‘history’ are seen to
have a special importance in explaining events in the East:
‘responsibility for any problems which befall the region are laid
squarely at the feet of people in the region themselves ... The flip side of
this reasoning is that the role of external forces, in particular those of
the West, are conveniently taken out of the picture’ (p.5). The key event
in this process for both Burgess and Todorova has been the Yugoslav
wars where not only did Western powers decisively intervene prior to
the outbreak of conflict, through European and US support for separatist
movements which undermined the possibility of negotiated solutions,
but the common perception has been that the West stood by and did too
little to resolve a ‘Balkan’ conflict.

Todorova notes that the essentialist understanding of ‘Balkan
rivalries’ would never be employed to understand political conflict in
the West. She urges that instead the Yugoslav crisis should be
‘approached with the same rational criteria that the West reserves for
itself”, which would include an understanding of present-day pressures
on the region, including those originating from the new international
context (p.186). Burgess equally condemns those explanations that seek
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to read history backwards through the transcendental medium of
‘culture’, he cogently argues: ‘““culture” has no explanatory power in
itself. It can describe how people react to circumstances ... but it can not
explain why... The real pressures and opportunities of social existence
determine the patterns of life, not the other way around’ (p.11).

Burgess draws out the consequences of this essentialist
perspective today. The commonplace prejudice that there is a separate
political culture in the East has meant that the region has become open
to Western influence and intervention under the guise of tutoring and
educating the people in the new democracies about civil society and
political pluralism. The new East/West divide is being shaped through
the relationship of democratisation whereby mature Western
democracies judge East European states against an idealist view of their
own political systems. This judgmental approach moralises the
East/West divide and blames Eastern political culture, rather than the
lack of Western investment and Western desires for protected markets,
for exclusionary policies towards the East.

Burgess argues that rather than democratisation and civil society
building being a useful goal-setting framework for European
integration, this is in fact a process of exclusion as formal democracy is
no longer seen as good enough to join the Western club. A fictitious
cultural divide has been used to justify a new division of Europe in the
tautological language of the democratisation industry which argues that
by definition ‘new’ democracies can not have Western culture or be
fully ‘consolidated’ (p.191).

David Chandler





