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Since 1974, when general Ernesto Geisel gave up the Brazilian junta, about 90 worldwide countries have been on a journey from tyranny to the political harbor known as democracy. Unfortunately, only 27 per cent of those countries successfully consolidated their democracies. The great number of them were stuck somewhere between autocracy and democracy also because of the stage of democratic transition was not well completed. In this essay the concept of the state of equilibrium is put forward. This is the state which is needed to complete democratic transition successfully. It relates to the post-autocratic elites and the conditions which ought to be met by them. The article argues that elites should be as well democratically-oriented as consensually divided. The implications of nondemocratic regimes for path to democratic transition also are recognized.
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Introduction

Since almost forty years about 90 worldwide countries have been on a journey from tyranny to democracy. Unfortunately, as much as 73 per cent of attempts of democratization were not consolidated with the complete success.
 The great number of them lost their chances also in the stage of democratic transition. In this essay I will try to put forward the hypothesis about the concept of the state of equilibrium which is needed to keep democratic transition mostly successful or even alive. My hypothesis is as follow: the democratic transition is still in solid equilibrium when three conditions are simultaneously met:

1) The democratic transition is under the control of pro-democratic elites
,

2) These elites are divided or polarized,

3) These elites are consensually divided or polarized.

Democratic transitions: democratically oriented elites

Juan Linz and Alfred Stepan, more than fifteen years ago, separated enough clearly democratic transition from democratic consolidation. As well in periods as in conditions to be completed.
 Yet it is reasonable to remember that paving the way into democracies is a process rather than a jump from one stage to another. I emphasize this because the lack of the above mentioned premises of equilibrium can kill democratization also in consolidation period. However, a transition seems to be incomparably vulnerable.


Linz and Stepan characterized transitional stage to be completed when: firstly, sufficient agreement has been reached about political procedures to produce an elected government, secondly, a government comes to power that is the direct result of a free and popular vote, thirdly, government de facto has the authority to generate new policies, fourthly, the executive, legislative, and judicial power generated by the new democracy do not have to share power with other bodies de jure. This description is clear and precise enough not to reach out for another one attempt of definition. Even at first glance it is evident to meet above conditions, there are pro-democratically orientated elites needed. Elites, who are prone to accept as well free and fair election as some kind of separation of powers.


Transitions do matter. Because there is high enough probability they determine, at least to some extent, not only the ‘partial regimes’ or particular institutions but also the quality of the following democracy or the introduction of democracy at all.  However, their importance and how they proceed can be intimately connected with type of autocratic regime they left.   More strictly speaking, the point is who and how controls the periods of transitions.  There are usually three possible scenarios.  First, these are ancien régime office holders, second, anti-autocratic opposition, third, both sides of elites, after the pacts (so-called ‘reforma pactada’), have a capability to control transition. 


At the outset, it is worthy to underline that much of the transition literature excludes some kind of autocratic regimes from these giving any opportunity to start the transitions. Among them totalitarian, personal-patrimonial and neo-patrimonial regimes are on the top of the list.
 In each of above category, the opposition (political society), civil society practically do not exist or are very limited.  The same is with social and economic pluralism. In totalitarian state all is overwhelmed by ideology, in the remaining types it is subject to unpredictable and despotic intervention and widespread clientelism. Cronism, nepotism, fear and personal rewards are common tools of manipulation. For Linz and Stepan, totalitarianism is absolutely not susceptible to any attempts of transition, may be only after a war and occupation by a democratic regime. Even in sharp crises an interim government and possible mass mobilization, as well the election rather lead to re-imposition of power, due to the force of totalitarian controls, or shift to post-totalitarian arrangement at least.
 Personal and patrimonial (neopatrimonial) regimes look but only little bit better. No more than 16 per cent of them transited to democracy between 1945 and 2000.


Contrary to the above mentioned regime types, other autocratic systems are possible to be overthrown. An authoritarian, military, post-totalitarian, hegemonic or dominant party regimes in recent, 40 years, history often fell and transited. Unfortunately, they transited frequently not to democracy but to another form of autocracy or hybrid regime which stuck somewhere between autocracy and democracy. Why? Now, we deal with that from the implications of these nondemocratic regimes for path to democratic transition and types of elites needed.

Transition from authoritarian state
Purposely, I separated here civilian-led authoritarianism from that military-led, post-totalitarian and dominant party because they differ in running away and paths of transition. Yet all of them manifest limited political and even sometimes extensive economic and/or social pluralism. There is no omnipotent ideology and mass mobilization, in return, some enclaves of autonomy in state or military careers. Stronger or weaker civil society simply exists ready to create or re-create an opposition. Therefore pacts between them and autocratic office-holders are possible. There is, of course, one condition: pro-democratic elites  on both sides ( Linz and Stepan called them: ‘moderates’)  should be stronger than ‘hard-liners’. If not, transitional paces of autocrats will be artificial and illusive in order to re-invent their power with refreshed political legitimacy. 


As well post-totalitarian state as civilian-led, and for sure military-led authoritarianism can be touched by the so-called ‘rotten door’ transition syndrome.
 When the ruling elites of ancien régime have achieved, during the dictatorship, such a severe level of ‘rot’ that upon the turnover power they cannot  create any valuable opposition, but rather spread into many other political parties or  leave politics completely. Such a ‘evaporation’ of ‘rotten’ political elites makes responsible for the transitional period former dissidents. This exactly has happened recently, for example, with elites of Mubarak or Ben Ali dominant parties in Egypt and Tunisia. In result, Muslim Brothers’ political parties headed   transitional processes in their countries.  And, in this spot, it is necessary to emphasize that requirement of democratically oriented elites becomes meaningful again.  This time with regards to past oppositional ones.

Transition from military-led autocracy
This transitions is always a ‘rotten door’ type of transition. It is obvious, military never should be organized in a democratic society as an opposition. They must be back in barracks. Therefore also in this case hitherto opposition will be responsible for successful transition. It is said that military comparatively easy leaves the governing mainly for economic reasons (measuring in GNP per capita decreases).
 Very often no longer to tarnish their, eroded deeply enough, reputation. However, all of these aspects do not mean that from the army leaders point of view the quick leaving their posts is accepted. Gretchen Casper even argues in Fragile Democracies, once tasted a political power the military very rare want to abandon it to the very end.
 Army-controlled Brazilian transition to democracy took two times more time than junta’s ruling. There were six military ministers, in Jose Sarney cabinet (1985-90), they controlled not only the army and intelligence but also large part of state bureaucracy. In Chile, after Pinochet, and in Egypt’s new constitution, in turn, the so-called ‘reserve domains’ of power are easy to be recognized which were imposed as a price of extrication outgoing nondemocratic power-holders. Either in Chile or in Egypt presidents achieved the prerogatives to nominate about 20 per cent of senators and military became protected, in Chile, by Pinochet’s undismissability as the army commander, in Egypt, by minister of national defence who is obligatory, according to constitution, the soldier. Contemporary Burma (Myanmar) gives us also the best explanation of military-led transition difficulties and uncertainties. Generals in post-junta 2008 Constitution introduced number of democratic institutions like a Parliament, president and government, judicial bodies as well. However, the manner in which these institutions have been filled (appointed or elected) has been meant that leaders of the Tatmadow (Defence Service) controlled whole the process. 2008 Constitution leaves no illusions. There are powerful National Defence Security Council (where military has a majority) with unilateral power to declare the state of emergency, Commander-in-Chief of Tatmadow allowed to appoint a quarter of the members of each house of the Parliament and three posts of government, and Aung San Suu Kyi formally disqualified from the presidency at last.
 Hopefully, in this driven ‘from the top’ transition there are also ‘moderates’ and democratically oriented opposition connected with National League for Democracy and other ethnic-nationality parties.


There is another one democratically disloyal transitions when nondemocratic office holders try to remove themselves from governing to ruling positions.
 In other words, to avoid everyday governing and connected with it political costs in purpose to rule. The scenario, many years executed by Turkish army, was carried out by Egyptian Supreme Council of Armed Forces (SCAF) just after the ‘Arab Spring’ because the SCAF replaced Mubarak as a head o state. The same is still probable in Burma.


Military forces are for sure not pro-democratic elites. Just for that reason their place is in the barracks. So, it seems to be obvious that there is serious danger when they control the transitions. They want first of all to extricate themselves or, as in Egypt, to keep guaranteed earlier the level of the interest in state economy or, as in Turkey, to maintain position brought by Atatürk’s inheritance.  Therefore such a democratically disloyal transition when military members are much involved is very probable. Especially when they are hierarchically-led military. Then, we can expect the democracy of low quality or even democratic consolidation precluded at all. The military heritage appears to be significantly worse than civilian-led autocracy. The chance to have a more fragile democracy is higher. According to Chris Lawrence, democracy with military heritage has a chance to survive only 14 years but this with civilian-led dictatorship as much as 83 years. Additionally, the meaningfully worse proportion was noted relating to presidential model of democracy than parliamentarian.
  

Transition from the post-totalitarian stage
In the mature stage post-totalitarianism may resemble civilian-led authoritarianism. Because of collapse of ideological ruling and developing of political and economic pluralism. Therefore that scenario can be here expected, too. Especially, when it leads to free and fair elections. The existence of opposition is of course crucial. Then, a pacted transition is also possible, if leaders of ancien régime have a chance to win election. The rest depend on how deeply they are democratically oriented. Yet, according to Linza and Stepan, in early or frozen post-totalitarianism, the most likely regime transition is mass uprising which, if not repressed, may put an end to autocracy and open up the democratization.
 It is clearly visible that in transition from post-totalitarian stage in two scenarios the opposition will be responsible for this process and autocratic power-holders in one only.  
Transition from hegemonic or dominant party regimes
This is extremely heavy scenario because such a parties clientelistically control the politics.
 To create external opposition is almost impossible due to party strategy both to repress and/or include independent social movements.  Yet, in history, about 41 per cent of such autocratic regimes collapsed.  How it was possible? Of course, three times more frequent by mass uprising than reform initiating from the top.
 It means that in this type of transitions three times more frequent the oppositionists took the transformation on their shoulders than nondemocratic activists. Otherwise, the next ‘uneven playing field’
 election which is immanent feature of such a regime will change nothing. 
Transition from competitive autocracy

Theoretically, this is the stage which can be recognized mainly in civilian-led authoritarian and late, most mature post-totalitarian states. It belongs to pre-election period entirely. Competitiveness creates a great challenge for incumbents for two reasons. Firstly, because of the opposition strong and developed, they are not sure that they will win coming election, secondly, they are under the pressure to open up the pacted transition strategy. It does not matter if an opposition is so strong or incumbents are so week. Incumbents risk even using “uneven playing field” tactics. Thanks to this tactics, of course, they can win once more but losing is also expected. Croatia, Serbia and Ukraine right before either collapsing of Tudjman and Milošević regimes or Orange Revolution respectively, were examples of competitive autocracy. In those countries, incumbents were not for sure democratically oriented but their winning opponents had to be. As presidents, Tudjman, Milošević, and  Kuchma even never tried to pact with their oppositions. The same we can say about presidents, for example, of Uzbekistan, Turkmenistan, Kazakhstan, and even Georgia. Despite they were elected in new post-soviet reality. Fortunately, winning elites in Croatia, Serbia and Orange Revolution, this time, appeared to be democratically loyal.  For all these reasons such a competitive stage is rather impossible in military-led transitions. In Burma, as a matter of fact, strong competitive situation showed superb performance in 2012 Parliamentary election of Suu Kyi- led National League but this never could bring her victory because of constitutionally written obstacles and military supervisory as a institution. Honestly speaking, similar scenario turned out to be dangerous for fledgling democracy in Poland after 1989 election. The Solidarity Movement unquestionably won but due to ‘contracted’ election achieved only 33 per cent MPs in lower chamber. We saw among the Poles growing disappointment and losing their trust in young democracy.   

Who does control the transition before and after first democratic elections?
It is pretty sure that after successful mass apprising or domestic wars the oppositional elites will hold processes of transition. The basic question is, if they are democratically oriented or not? But as will see this is not the last important issue. As well military-led and civilian-led authoritarian regimes as even mature post-totalitarian office –holders were usually determined to use their well transactional positions to shape coming future into their advantages. Montesquieu, unfortunately, in his ‘De l’esprit des lois’ said only half of true when he wrote that everyone who has the power is prone to abuse it. He did not say that everyone is prone to abuse it before they have it, exactly during the transactional process to establish state power. That transactional position coming from ancien régime will be used: chairmen of post communist supreme councils, politicians appointed by military juntas, coup d’etat winners ,  and at last winners of first democratic elections. That democratization can be only by product of transactional games of power achievement in order to impose power of ones on others. Unfortunately, the history of ‘third wave’ democratization uncovered true story and that such a processes can bring us the erosion of democracy and harm transitions from the very beginning.
 And, what was mentioned above, only the chances of victory in election can motivate them to democratically loyal attitudes. Yet this happened usually because ancien régime office-holders, even in highly competitive environment, knew that they had ‘skillful nondemocratic means because of their privileged access to levers of power’
 at their disposal.


Leaders of nondemocratic regime used not only their transactional positions coming from this regime but, until first fully democratic elections (Poland) or even longer (Chile), created constitutionally sanctioned obstacles, mentioned before, ‘reserve domains of power’. As happened drastically for example in Poland, where rather civilian-led (because led by communist party leaders except general Jaruzelski) transition took place, even ‘round table’ pact entailed nondemocratic constraints ( “contracted first chamber of Parliament and superpresidential office for Jaruzelski) beyond foundational election 1989. In addition, no one knew how long such a undemocratic pact would have  been maintained. If communist had not lose 1989 election so dramatically democratic transition and consolidation, in Poland, would have been stopped for longer. 


To conclude this part, the ancien régime-controlled transition should be rather recognized as democratically disloyal. Why is that? Because the leaders of nondemocratic regimes, what is understandable, are usually reluctant to transfer power to new democratic institutions. They to often used to behave democratically disloyal and retained substantial coercive economic and political resources. Because, in turn, almost always their dominating motivation was to extricate themselves from the accountability for despotic ruling. Either founding constitutionally designed obstacles, democratically disloyal pacts or, in worst case, ‘evaporating’ from politics (as happened with  the members of ruling parties led by Ben Ali or Mubarak, in Tunisia and Egypt respectively) became a common worldwide practice of undemocratic regime power-holders. Of course, the best solution was always to win or to survive as a new democratic opposition. This last even appeared to be better for fledgling democracy.  


Transitions starting form social uprising, upward revolutions, war of independence, and disappearance of former regime usually lead to an interim government formation by hitherto opposition. The opposition may be also independently responsible for the transition after unquestionable winning of election in the stage of competitive autocracy or in the case of ‘rotten door’ transition. Former happened in Poland, Serbia, and Croatia, later in Tunisia or Egypt for instance. In all these cases, the temptation to dominate the fundamental changes and even postpone the next election seems to be real. Simply because of new legitimate mandate to head the transition forwards. Yet it is interesting that many of so-called ‘upward’ transitions gave the similar undemocratic or hybrid-like results to transitions led ‘from the top’. Argentina, during Carlos Menem and Partido Justicialista domination, Belarus in the time of Kebich premiership, Russia under Yeltsin, Ukraine under Kravchuk, and Kyrgyzstan ruled by Akayev and Bakiyev are not to successful examples of such a democratic transitions for sure.  New elites led by Tudjman in Croatia, Milošević in Serbia or Mečiar in Slovakia put building democracy on the edge of a precipice. Why? Why do we still, after the democratic elections, afraid of transitions in Tunisia and Egypt? And why did succeed elites in Czechoslovakia, Greece, Hungary, Poland, Mongolia, and in Croatia, Serbia and Slovakia at last? The simplest and at the same time true answer is because of character of their new leading elites. Either democratically loyal or disloyal. Yet the answer is too simple.

Democratically oriented and consensually divided elites
This is interesting why Linz and Stepan put such a strong attention to hold by interim government democratic election as soon as possible? They write that: ‘Elections are crucial because without them there is no easy way to evaluate whether the interim government is or is not actually representing the majority. Without elections, the actors who did not play a central role in eliminating the old regime will find it very difficult to emerge and assert that they have a democratic mandate. And without elections the full array of institutions that constitute a new democratic political society […] simply cannot develop sufficient autonomy, legality, and legitimacy.’
 Yet as I pointed earlier there is always temptation to keep the power longer due to many explanations. The main was, for example among post-communist countries, the economic reform and privatization quickly needed.


In the present approach, the crucial is the second sentence wrote in cited fragment by Linz and Stepan. It focuses on other than former leading oppositional political actors who need a new democratic mandate to be involved in politics. This is obvious call for confirmation of ‘hard door’ transition. Of course only if such a case takes place. Otherwise this is the call also for different division of elites. In both scenarios only consensual polarization is taken into account because of democratic elections not war or armed conflicts respected. Poland and Mongolia, diametrically different countries, experienced both types of transition in 1990s but without the same extent. 


Polish experiences seem to suggest important potential danger when one dominant political camp try to build a democracy, even if it is an expressly democratically loyal camp, like for example the Polish Solidarity (‘Solidarność’) Movement. After the fall of Communism in 1989, as a result of the complete political marginalization of the former communists, Poland was threatened to fall under the domination of the ‘Solidarność’, and of course at that time, only a few people understood that the essence of democracy is based on competitiveness and the peaceful transfer of power to the opposition. Poland, with a few amended communist constitution, with a very strong president and the parliamentary majoritarian (first-past-the-post) electoral law would have made of Walesa and ‘Solidarność’ a political hegemony for many years. Without outside, the opposition appeared inside the ‘Solidarność’ Movement and sharp competition occurred between supporters of President Lech Walesa and former Prime Minister Tadeusz Mazowiecki. In addition, this period witnessed rivalry among state institutions, such as between the office of the president and the two chambers of parliament.
 

 Theoretically, Mongolia should never have succeeded. In this country, three times larger than France, lived only 2.6 million people. In the communist past, Mongolia was completely dependent on Moscow. So, in 1990 the future perspective seemed to be similar to the past.  In the transitional period, Mongolia was decisively poor with only 500 USD GNP per capita. Despite those facts, the Mongolians built, in 1992, a relatively good semipresidential democracy with a strong Parliament and a socially mandated president with enough meaningful veto power. And why have they succeeded at last? The answer, of course, is not so simple. Yet two arguments can be developed here. First of all, the Mongolians' transitional elites were exactly consensually divided into three fractions: two post-communist and one liberal.
 In 1990, during the time of democratic opening and street manifestations, just established the coalitional government decided to make compromise not shooting. Second, the process of constitutional designing uncovered a serious fear of overwhelming executive dominance coming from the past. Additionally, they could fall under the political dependence on Russia again or China. Summing up very shortly, we can say that the Mongolians paved the way of the transition with sharp but consensual divisions and a strong aversion to a dominant executive branch. 

There are of course more, among successfully transited countries, the exemplifications of democratically loyal and consensually divided elites. Greece, with balance between PASOK and New Democracy parties, Czechoslovakia, with tug-of-war between followers of Klaus and Havel, Czechs and Slovaks elites, Hungary, where social-democrats became quickly strong alternative to Democratic Forum and therefore this country could have transited in ‘hard door’ paradigm. All these cases make my main hypothesis more likely.  On the other side we have history of poor transitions such a countries as: Romania, Bulgaria or even Argentina. In Romania, up till 1996, elites supported president Iliescu and gathered in National Salvation Front and its later incarnations (Democratic National Front, Party of Social Democracy) did not face strong alternative and dominated completely Romanian parliamentary and presidential politics forming every government since 1990. In turn, in Bulgaria, Bulgarian Socialist Party, heir to the Communist Party, which as quick as possible distanced itself from Zhivkov time remained the most influential and was controlling the state for most of post-communist era. And the week quality of their democracy Argentina owe to heavy dominant, for much time, Partido Justicialista where often the inner party divisions were more meaningful  for the country politics than those related to the opposition. To be honest, in all above cases, we are even not sure what was more weighted the lack of enough strong political alternative or expressly week attachment to the democratic rule of law or even democratic strict disloyalty.  

Conclusions
My main presented here hypothesis was related to the chances of keeping a democratic transition in equilibrium needed to hold a process to the stage of democratic consolidation successfully. My premises of the concept of this equilibrium were rooted in the definition of transition period by Linz and Stepan. According to them a democratic transition requires a sufficient agreement about democratic political procedures which are to lead to the democratically elected government and separated branches of government exclusively empowered de jure. In this definition the central place certainly is taken by the concept of ‘sufficient agreement’. To achieve the loyal transfer to democracy this agreement must be democratically loyal and declared and fulfilled by democratically oriented elites. My first condition of transitional equilibrium put forward at the beginning of this article is backed not only by Linz and Stepan’s great intuition but also by recent history of Azerbaijan, Belarus, Kazakhstan, or Uzbekistan.  There were very weak democratically loyal elites (e.g. in Belarus connected rather only with Mr. Shushkevich) or were not at all.  Even if any democratic-like period could be there recognized (in Belarus between 1990-94, in Azerbaijan and Russia between 1990-93) a democracies by default only existed. 

We must remember that during the transition, in post-authoritarian stage, when a political environment is not much competitive, even free elections can be won by former power-holders because of state resources at their hand. Bulgaria, Romania or Ukraine are also the best examples. However strong competitiveness has saved, in my opinion, democratic transition in Hungary, Mongolia, and Poland. There are two manners in which a competitiveness can support transitions. Firstly, the case of ‘hard door’ transition when regime office-holders are not so ‘rotten’ to make them impossible to become the new oppositional force (e.g. Hungary, Mongolia). Secondly, otherwise just former oppositional elites are responsible for competitive environment creating. The question is when such a democratic infrastructure should be implemented? Before that first election mentioned by Linz and Stepan? My answer is positive. Because we must remember the argument that any political force, even that democratically loyal when dominant before election can be shaped dominant also after election and much longer because of dangerous chance to use clientelistically-oriented politics. Of course the second election should be certainly the deadline. This is why, leaving other thing aside, we have grounds to be concerned about Tunisian or Egyptian transformations. Because we do not know how deeply Muslim Brothers and other political forces are democratically loyal and otherwise knowing much that clientelism which is rooted in those societies.   


Why is the first free and fair election during a transition so important? Because such a election solves both the problems as well ‘hard door’ as ‘rotten door’ transitions. In the first case the representatives of former regime, and their new political formula (often new labeled party), are given the opportunity to become freshly legitimized in new democratic environment. In turn, in the second circumstance, as rightly pointed Linz and Stepan, the other actors who did not play the crucial (or even any) role in dismantling ancien régime have a chance to be democratically confirmed. Yet there is also another not less important reason to hold such election reasonably soon after the opening transitional gate.  Namely, it creates the circumstances in which political pluralism and polarization, of course if not repressed and enough developed, can flourish preventing in the same time the dominant party syndromes. These are pluralism, polarization and divisions which expect the election therefore rather consensually oriented than for the warfare. At least we should hope.


In the end, I would like to add one more very important issue. Some students of political science, and among them me also, believe that the former autocratic regime types and modes of transitions matter in future democratic regimes shaping at least in majoritarian versus consensual versions.
 In recent history often the winner-take-all philosophy clearly won and the excessive concentration of executive power became the phenomenon of young democracies.
 Among ​​post-communist states, evidence suggested that the high concentration of short-term benefits and dispersion of short-term costs of economic reforms in larger part of these societies could be the main cause of accumulation of executive power, mainly in the head of state’s offices. This occurred in situations where reform was partial and inconsistent. The ‘capture state’ politics and economy were clearly also recognized by some authors.
 And they emphasize that only highly competitive political environment can firmly prevent such a improper phenomena. This is why, from presented here point of view, the proposal of the transitional point of equilibrium which is consisted on three premises put forward at the beginning seems sound reasonably. At last we can say the transition is in save equilibrium when the elites are democratically loyal, divided and deeply competitive, and consensually, in mutual relations, oriented. This latter means more or less that a democratic contest as a ‘only game in town’ was agreed or at least accepted.
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