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I. Introduction: Outsiders and Insiders 

Fifteen years after the collapse of communist regimes, the time is ripe to reappraise the sources of institutional change in the postcommunist world. In particular, the books under review all consider what role outsiders, mostly from the United States or Western Europe, have played in encouraging postcommunist institutional change. The question has enormous relevance for political science theory and for policy debates about marketization and democratization. Moreover, given the sustained efforts of a variety of different kinds of outside actors, the postcommunist region is the ideal location to develop and test better explanations for external influences.

Early in the postcommunist transformation, social scientists focused almost exclusively on forces internal to the region. Yet this indigenous bias has now been augmented by a steadily growing interest in the external influences on the various political and economic transformations of the region.
 This literature describes a range of Western actions to promote change, though much of it still leaves unexplained how, if at all, the postcommunist states take up these Western policies. These problems are understandable. Much of this work was written too early to gauge whether policies adopted by postcommunist governments were also being implemented.
 Moreover, initial research was busy just cataloging the various modes of external influence and produced no clear consensus on a conceptual framework.
 

In the past few years – in part due to the books reviewed here – such a framework is emerging, and it emphasizes the factors of external leverage and the attractiveness of external norms. Such externally-influenced reforms have occasionally been constitutional (e.g., electoral formulas or constitutional court designs), but more often they have prompted policy changes that sought to promote either better economic performance (e.g., privatization programs, fiscal controls, or tax laws) or better democracies (e.g., minority protection laws, rule of law programs, or better civilian control of the military). 

 
We presently lack a literature that can both explain external influences on institutions and connect these influences to broader debates in international relations and comparative politics. I argue here that a focus on external influences is a growth area for good conceptual work only if it addresses the union of foreign and domestic influences. Setting up external influences as an alternative explanation to domestic considerations is less promising for two reasons. First, empirically, these books show that external influences can almost never have any real purchase unless they are joined together with domestic influences.
 Second, conceptually, if we cast external influences as an exotic alternative form of policy change, we might produce ad hoc theories with no clear relationship to the broader literature, especially in comparative politics.
  

International relations does have a heuristic in the diffusion concept that nominally includes both external and internal variables. In diffusion processes, the “prior adoption of a trait or practice in a population alters the probability of adoption for remaining non-adopters.”
 In general, this literature is far better at rejecting the null hypotheses – that the sources of institutional change are indigenous to each location – than it is in actually explaining how that change occurs or whether it leads to better outcomes. In particular, the approach gets much of its power from two assumptions: that institutions remain much the same as they spread from place to place and that that the key dependent variable is the elite decision to adopt (or not) a particular innovation. The first assumption blends out diversity and adaptation; the second blends out politics. These features are bred in the bone – they are so deep in the diffusion approach that it makes little sense to adapt it for the problem at hand. 

To be sure, the diffusion approach is good at what it does. It demonstrates that the institutional choices of political units often affect the choices of their neighbors and peers.  An excellent recent example is Simmons and Elkins (2004), which tracks the spread of liberal economic policies over the past thirty years. The authors note that their aim is to model the “major policy shifts” of a “wide range of countries around the world” (176).  To do so, they use binary measures of dependent variables in the areas of current account, capital controls, and exchange rate mechanisms. But to have this broad coverage, the approach generally flies at far too high an altitude to help us see clearly how external influences work on the ground.
 Though they take significant steps beyond most diffusion literature in showing causal pathways – emphasizing in particular the way that policy diffusion alters payoffs for non-adopters – they end with a call for research that helps us see “how and why this takes place” (187).

I argue that a necessary complement to diffusion studies is a “coalitional approach” to external influence. In this approach, outside actors strive to influence the choices of existing domestic actors with whom they can be seen to form a kind of informal coalition. In order to persuade or induce postcommunist reformers (PCRs) to undertake the reforms outsiders favor, outsiders must often seek to bolster minority traditions. Minority traditions are domestic movements, parties, or sub-sets of state officials who have pursued, but never achieved a particular institutional solution to an important political problem. For example, US advocates of a public single payer health care system and advocates of a privatized social security system both remain, as of this writing, minority traditions in the United States. Outsiders may be able to provide material or intellectual resources that allow such minorities to finally get their way. As will be clear, it matters greatly whether such minority traditions already occupy powerful positions inside the state, such as the Finance Ministry, or are buried deep in civil society.
 

The coalition approach thus emphasizes how outsiders could help minorities gain power.
  But Westerners concerned with the staying power of reforms worry that PCRs may “backslide” after receiving inducements to modify their institutions or policies.
 Rather than merely subsidizing specific reforms, they may also try to strengthen like-minded reformers and thus increase the chance that the reforms will endure over time.  The coalitional approach thus emphasizes that outsiders may lengthen PCRs’ time horizons such that they are willing to trade off short term benefits against longer term benefits that may flow from better policies. Alternatively, by providing a larger audience for PCR policies, connections to outsiders may underscore the normative value of reforms or threaten to “shame” PCRs who violate norms they had previously signed on to.
 In short, the coalitional approach is intuitive, explicitly political, and avoids the either-or approach to external influence noted above. All the books under review attend to these questions, though many do so implicitly.  A central purpose of this review is to make explicit those linkages.

II. Three Modes of External Influence: Inspiration, Subsidy, and Substitution

There are a large number of ways in which the West could influence postcommunist transformations.
 In addition to the coalitional approach just introduced, I stress three other “modes” of help that Western outsiders have offered. I call these modes inspiration, subsidy, and substitution. Like the coalitional approach, I treat these modes as procedural – independent of the substantive goals external actors seek to achieve. As will become clear, outsiders often use several modes at once. At bottom, though, the partnerships in the coalition approach are potentially complementary to the inspiration and subsidy modes. The coalition approach is an alternative to substitution, which emerges on the evidence below as substantially less than a promising full-blown alternative to indigenous change.


The first mode of external help is “inspiration,” in which from outside to inside flow ideas about either the end state of particular institutional or policy reforms or ideas on how to execute such reforms. This is an age-old impetus for institutional change. According to Plato, “It is always right for one who dwells in a well-ordered state to go forth on a voyage of enquiry by land and sea so as to confirm thereby such of his native laws as are rightly enacted and to amend any that are deficient.”
 In this mode, external actors may self-consciously attempt to promote their own ideas to PCRs, or they may simply be passive exemplars that PCRs may choose to emulate.
  As is true of all the modes, ideas can function through either material or normative mechanisms; thus, by this reading, ideas can capture the potential for realizing more efficient strategies or specific normative goals.  Each mode involves different policy tools. Common tools here include studies by national experts of foreign models or reports or visits by officials from IOs, Western states, or private foundations that express concern over prevailing practices and give explicit advice about desirable reforms.
 


The second mode is “subsidy.” Subsidy covers a range of western efforts to provide support to PCRs for specific institutional reforms. Subsidies often come on condition that particular reforms are enacted, but in some cases there may be no explicit or implicit conditionality involved.
  While most subsidies are explicitly material, external actors can sometimes bestow less tangible but very real legitimacy benefits on insiders, as several authors demonstrate.
 Tools here include tranches of aid, access to markets, and various forms of technical assistance, but also expressions of approval that run from the merely hortatory to creating new partnerships with postcommunist states or granting them membership benefits in an IO.


A third mode, “substitution,” occurs when external actors promote specific reforms for which there is little constituency already in place. The coalitional approach followed in this review emphasizes the fact that this mode largely eschews linkages with minority traditions. But external actors are often tempted to try it, sometimes because no plausible minority traditions exist. By trying to substitute for the lack of like-minded insiders, external actors may provide favored reforms with more staying power than mere “paper changes” would have. The most aggressive form of substitution – military occupation – is uncommon. But we will see several examples of substitution in which outsiders seek to implement reforms directly but without compromising the formal sovereignty of postcommunist states. Tools used include those needed for the direct provision of services by Western organizations with no (or very little) indigenous cooperation: the physical presence of outsiders and their bureaucratic apparatus.


Though all the books under review take as a point of departure the efforts of Westerners to influence state structures and policies during the postcommunist transformations, they focus on different instruments (e.g. NGOs, IOs, and state-based programs).
 Sections 3-5 take up each of these instruments by looking specifically at their effects on postcommunist state structures and policies. The books chosen for review reflect the relative prominence of these different instruments. Thus, three books (Kelley, Stone, and Hughes et al) look at the effect of international organizations on the reform of state institutions because this topic has spawned a rapidly growing literature with a wide range of findings. Where Kelley looks at democratic reforms, Stone looks at macroeconomic reforms, and Hughes et al look at microeconomic reforms. 

Fewer books cover bilateral efforts of Western states to shape the postcommunist transformation, but section four reviews two books that do. Both focus on USAID, but Carothers looks more at democracy building programs while Wedel focuses much more on promoting economic reform. Section five reviews literature on the efforts of private Western foundations to shape postcommunist states. Here, some of the most extensive efforts were made by German foundations, and Phillips’ book covers these efforts. Section six concludes with pragmatic dilemmas that challenge externally-situated reformers and with three challenges for future research.

III. Vetoes and Vehicles: IO External Influences
The central issue in this essay is the extent to which reform projects promoted by outsiders resonate (or not) with domestic interest groups or clusters of state actors. This theme is not formulated explicitly in all of the books under review, but it is always at least an implicit concern. Broadly, two perspectives stand out. First, domestic interests can play the role of veto players that block (or at least hinder) externally induced transformation plans. Second and much to the contrary, domestic interests could be vehicles for the promotion of externally induced changes. Rather than block externally-advocated reforms, domestic interests might actually sponsor them, which might, in turn, be enormously helpful in cases where initial designs required adjustment to new settings.


In Stone’s book, the coalition approach is central. Stone sees inflation control as the key task for PCRs, who often have short-term incentives to stimulate the economy or subsidize sectors even if they damage the country’s long-term fiscal health. According to Stone, the fear of inflation and currency collapse can sometimes sustain PCRs’ focus on macroeconomic reforms. But if those feedback mechanisms don’t work properly in a given country, the IMF sometimes can serve as a support or even a proxy for indigenous mechanisms (165). Stone shows that the IMF was able to act credibly against Poland and Bulgaria, but not against Russia and Ukraine, which had much more latitude since the Clinton Administration pushed the IMF to soften its conditions. Thus, the IMF’s own credibility problem stems from the proclivity of member states like the US to intervene and means that the degree to which the IMF can “lend credibility” to domestic actors in reforming countries varies widely from case to case (234).


Stone covers four cases in detail, and all the modes eventually come into play.  In Poland and Bulgaria, the IMF did lend credibility because it functioned as the glue for fractious and weak governments. Though a number of the central Polish reform ideas came from Polish reformers themselves, others came from the IMF, as of course did critical tranches of aid, especially in 1991, 1993, and 1994.
 But in addition to inspiration and subsidies, informal coalitions were crucial. According to Stone, the “IMF bolstered the position of the [Polish] reformers” and helped them stay the reform course in the face of substantial domestic opposition (115).
  The Bulgarian case is broadly similar, but not until much later in the 1990s could the IMF use subsidies to bolster Bulgarian reformers and create another external-internal partnership (esp. 227-31).


In Russia, external assistance was much less effective. Stone describes Russia as the site of a brief (four-month) experiment with shock therapy but the site of a ruinous six-year bout of fiscal irresponsibility under successive Yeltsin governments. This irresponsibility was punctuated by the collapse of the ruble in 1998, which swept away the government and lowered Russian purchasing power by 46% between 1998 and 2000 (116). During this lost decade, the country also exported over $150 billion worth of badly needed capital, for which Stone does hold the IMF partially accountable. On balance, however, Stone calls the IMF advice to Russia “sound” and lays the blame for profligate spending at the doorstep of Russian politicians. The IMF constantly faced Russian backsliding on prior commitments and struggled within constraints of US policy to credibly insist that Russia meet its commitments. Only when Russia declined in importance to the US, was the IMF allowed to defend its conditions. By then, it was too little, too late. In a period when more than ideas were needed, US policies blunted IMF efforts to enforce agreements and meant that subsidies were swallowed up without making an appreciable long-term difference.


Ukraine is Stone’s disaster case. Noting that Ukraine became, for a time, the third largest recipient of US aid, Stone suggests that successive Ukrainian governments’ go-slow approach really meant no reform at all and economic misery for the Ukrainian people. As in Russia, external subsidies were easily pocketed without any real obligation to change Ukraine’s economic policies. The IMF explicitly tried to strengthen the hand of what, for it, was the most promising segment of the Ukrainian state, the Ministry of Finance (MoF). For years, the MoF struggled in vain to develop checks against the runaway spending of other ministries (196-99). But until the MoF made a partial breakthrough in 1998, Stone portrays the IMF as the only consistent voice of reason in Ukrainian politics – a position consistent with the substitution mode, albeit in a thoroughly ineffective way (208). 


Stone’s book careful specifies the external-internal partnerships that lead to the variance just observed.
 Sometimes, the IMF was a substitute for an internal reform coalition (Ukraine), but usually it had to act in concert – to tip the balance – with internal forces with which it was in close contact (in Poland and Bulgaria, successfully; in Russia, unsuccessfully). More specifically, the Fund was sometimes able to stretch politician’s time horizons, making them more aware of and responsive to the long term interest in anti-inflationary policies, rather than exclusively the short-term pull of electoral constituencies (234). Stone’s single-minded focus on inflation control helps account for such well-contextualized insights into the possibilities of transnational coalitions, though he tends to ignore other areas where IMF policy advice was arguably less appropriate to postcommunist settings.


Where Stone’s book focuses on economic reform, Kelley’s book on ethnic politics in Europe looks at the democratic side of the transformation. Her key concern is civil protection of ethnic minority rights. Like Stone, Kelley identifies IOs with the task of confronting politicians whose short term incentives may lead to populist policies that damage the country in the longer run. She looks at the universe of legislation on ethnic minorities from 1990-99 in Latvia, Estonia, Slovakia, and Romania (64 cases in total). Like Stone, Kelley uses formal theory, large-N regressions, and detailed case studies that justify her book-length approach. When compared to the IMF case, a major difference is that while the EU can supply inspiration, subsidies, and political backing to non-members, it ultimately reserves its strongest support for its own members. As CEE states began seeking membership, the EU gained significant leverage. Kelley shows that the Council of Europe (CE) and the Organization for Security and Cooperation in Europe (OSCE) both used fairly light membership criteria, but the EU was much more demanding and effective. Thus, even though the EU had remarkably thin precedents for intervening in minority rights issues, its high credibility allowed it to be effective (indeed, it often borrowed substantive suggestions from both the CE and OSCE).


For Kelley, domestic actors are not potential vehicles to be cultivated by IOs but potential veto players whose size and strength must be carefully measured. Like Stone, Kelley posits variance in resistance to external pressure; unlike Stone, she emphasizes both material and normative pressures and thus generates a more complex range of outcomes on her dependent variable. To simplify, domestic opposition to minority protection rules favored by the IOs can be high or low. The IOs can use normative pressure alone or normative pressure plus conditionality. Where normative pressure alone meets high domestic opposition, her prediction is that no change occurs. Where normative pressure meets low opposition, Kelley expects that longer durations of pressure increase the probability of IO success. Where IO conditionality meets low domestic opposition, the theory predicts that change will occur. Finally, where conditionality meets high domestic opposition, the theory is indeterminate.
 Overall, the basic model suggests that CEE states prefer to be admitted to IOs without paying the costs of compliance but prefer admission with the costs to no admission at all (42-44).  The model has prominent roles for the inspiration and subsidy modes and is also squarely in what I am calling the coalitional approach to institutional change.

In Latvia, nationalist forces sustained discriminatory practices much less in policy areas where the IOs used membership conditionality (e.g. citizenship laws), than in areas where the IOs used normative pressure alone (e.g, education laws) or no conditionality at all (e.g., electoral laws). In Estonia, the EU membership incentives were similarly effective, particularly on the issues of citizenship laws and laws regarding stateless children. In Slovakia, even against determined nationalist leadership under Meciar, the EU was able to prevail in two of the five key cases (the Treaty with Hungary and a draconian penal code), though it failed in the other three (laws on elections, school certificates, and minority languages). Finally, in Romania, aside from the Treaty with Hungary, all three IOs had little positive effect on Romanian policies. 


Analogous to Stone’s focus on IMF aid disbursement in tranches, Kelley emphasizes the virtues of a “tiered admission process” that increases credibility at each successive stage (46). This process helped in Estonia – which initially acted as if was a shoo-in for EU membership even if it did not comply with EU demands on language laws – and seems to have hurt with Slovakia – where the CE had no gradual process and took Slovakia on as a member on the basis of an easily-broken promise to improve its language laws (114, 138). Romania, on the other hand, long seemed so far from membership that the EU struggled to credibly assert that improvements in minority rights might make a positive difference in the country’s aspirations for membership (158-9). Moreover, just as Stone shows the US undercut IMF credibility, Kelley reminds us that Tony Blair traded Romanian support for European actions in Bosnia for a positive EU report on Romania’s progress in preparing for accession, which diminished EU credibility vis-à-vis Romanian politicians (41).


One implication of Kelley’s and Stone’s work is that IOs have two kinds of credibility problems: they must convince reluctant reformers that they will achieve membership or aid if they do comply, but also that they will not achieve it if they do not comply. Kelley adds that poor states that judge themselves a potential liability to the IO may require extra IO assurances to believe their compliance on ethnic matters will translate into membership progress (45). In her evocative personification, the recalcitrant Slovakian and Romanian governments “mostly shrugged at institutional pressure” (183), though Slovakians because they were overconfident and Romanians because they seemed too far away.
 And both books provide implicit evidence that the coalition approach is a difficult but potentially fruitful route for external assistance that can accentuate the importance of inspiration and subsidy.


Where Kelley concludes that IO pressure – in both normative and material modes – was “surprisingly effective” (174), Hughes, Sasse, and Gordon take a more skeptical view of external actors.  Focusing on regionalization in Poland, Hungary, Slovenia, and Estonia, the authors attend both to politics – the administrative structure of the state – and to microeconomics – regional development in poor areas. Their thesis is that “domestic institutional choices made during the early transition period outweigh and actually constrain the importance of external factors during enlargement” (8). The authors present this finding as a corrective to the “myth” of Europeanization. Here, the EU relied on two primary modes, inspiration and subsidies. The authors argue, however, that the ideas were diffuse, poorly anchored in existing legal authority, and that the subsidies came well after crucial domestic choices had already set the main contours of regional reforms.


The book’s two strongest contributions are its data on the dynamism-cum-confusion and elite orientation of the EU programs, at least in this policy domain. The authors show how the EU Commission’s “nebulous and oscillating” reports on the CEE states could also be logically inconsistent, and therefore that the EU actually had few clear and formal conditions that all states had to meet (115). They thus reaffirm earlier literature on the relative ineffectiveness of the EU in shaping choices of a “constitutional” nature – here the borders and duties of administrative or political regions.
 They also show that EU policies to prepare CEE states for the Structural Funds – the largest category of EU spending outside agriculture – were overly focused on capital cities, with relatively little knowledge filtering down to the regional elites the authors surveyed. 


That said, the authors’ broader dismissal of Europeanization is hard to square not only with many of the works in footnote 1, but also with some of their own evidence. In particular, three of the authors’ rhetorical strategies overstate the either-or nature of external and domestic politics.
 First, they argue that EU policy inconsistency belies the “myth” of the “Europeanization” thesis (c.f. 3, 19, 25-29). Yet the Commission’s policy zig-zags hardly falsify the Europeanization or conditionality arguments. Kelley also notes many instances where the EU changed its policies, yet does not find this undercut its ability to affect CEE policies. And while the EU Council and Commission did have different preferences on regional policy, Stone has plenty of room for intra-IO gamesmanship – indeed more – without rejecting the conditionality hypothesis. Second, the authors often imply that if domestic politics are demonstrably important – and they are – this too undermines the Europeanization hypothesis. But why should external influences only count where domestic politics does not? Indeed, the opposite is more plausible: that external influences matter precisely where they best connect with domestic processes, not where they act independently.
  Third, they imply that Europeanization predicts convergence, so that evidence of cross-national diversity equals disconfirmation (140, 168-69). Yet the best recent work on Europeanization in CEE explicitly disavows the claim that the process must lead to identical outcomes.
 


In short, all three rhetorical frames – dynamism, domestic politics, and divergence – stretch the external-internal dichotomy beyond reason. If we expect external influence to consist only of clear external commands, clear domestic responses unanticipated by domestic precursors, and convergent cross-national outcomes (2-3), we will always conclude that external influences do not exist.  Here the diffusion literature makes a major contribution by showing so clearly that policies and practices often do spread.

IV. Monopolies and Missions: Bilateral External Influence 


If multilateral organizations achieved mixed results, bilateral US programs come in for even less praise in this new literature. Where Hughes, Sasse, and Gordon cast external influence as unnecessary, Wedel casts it as perverse. She argues that if bilateral aid programs in CEE and the Former Soviet Union (FSU) fail to consider cultural and historical factors, they recreate communist patterns without meaning to.
 Wedel concludes that Western aid was stingy, fragmented, uncoordinated, and inflexible. The US comes in for particular criticism as USAID avoided governments and generally implemented what Wedel characterizes as an inappropriate third world aid model (38). By this, she means it presumed a lot of direct delivery of services that substituted for indigenous reform capacity that was assumed to be lacking. 


On CEE, Wedel criticizes the ‘Marriott Brigade’ of Western consultants (named after the hotel in which they congregated), who usually had thin links to PCRs. At worst, naive Western consultants proposed incoherent privatization programs to break up massive industrial firms (upon which entire communities were dependent) by hiring Big Six accounting firms to undertake privatization plans that would have bypassed elected governments. Fortunately, argues Wedel, most of this shallow (if expensive) advice was ignored in CEE (though not in Russia). Thus, while some subsidies and inspiration did flow from West to East, for the most part, the operative principle was that “the donors pretend to help us, and we pretend to be helped” (79).
 CEE elites neither needed nor received substantial Western partnership to carry out privatization, a finding commensurate with other studies.
 


In Russia, however, the outcome was much worse, and the coalition approach was much of the problem. Wedel highlights the relationship between USAID, the Harvard Institute for International Development (HIID), and what she calls the ‘Chubais Clan,’ after its economist leader Anatoly Chubais.  Where US policy in CEE built on thin links to a small oligarchy of elites, in Russia USAID worked through a monopoly with close ties to President Yeltsin. When USAID “delegated” its job to HIID, the insider-outsider divide blurred, and HIID/Chubais became one large group with uncertain and fluid internal divisions. Wedel claims that externally inspired economic reforms damaged the Russian economy and democracy. In a fascinating form of the substitution mode, she argues that USAID paid for public relations efforts on behalf of privatization plans that the Russian parliament was strongly opposed to. She locates such direct intervention as one source of an anti-Western backlash. One late 1999 poll found that 41% of Russian respondents felt that Western countries wanted Russia to be a third world country, another 38% that the West wanted to destroy Russia as an independent state, and only 4% who thought the West was trying to help (172). 

Where Stone argues that IMF decisions became a proxy for the judgments of much larger (but anonymous) private capital markets, Wedel much prefers bad guys with a name and a face. This sometimes leads her to neglect the broader context in its effort to document the misdeeds of the central US-Russian clique (or to strain credulity by including Putin as a member of the “clan.”).  Wedel also overplays the length of Russia’s shock therapy period, the IMF’s role in promoting it, and argues unconvincingly that shock therapy actually caused hyperinflation (128).  Still, the book successfully captures an enduring dilemma of the coalitional approach. Wedel quotes one practitioner as saying “by coming in with our own set of rules, we’re in essence elevating the set of people that have skills appropriate to those goals, even if those aren’t the right goals” (120). This finding resonates strongly elsewhere in the literature on external assistance to Russia.


Wedel argues that the major USAID fallacy lay “in thinking that lasting institutions can be built by supporting particular people, instead of helping facilitate processes and the rule of law” (171). Carothers shows just how difficult promoting rule of law has proven to be. Noting that donors are spending up to $2 billion per year in democracy promotion programs – roughly half from public and private sources in North America and the other half mostly publicly funded from Europe – Carothers finds that the results have been modest.
 As a corrective against overstated claims and fads in democracy promotion, Carothers pleads for modesty and sustainability. The “mission,” he says, is critical, but the missionaries have been flawed. Here, the Clinton Administration swayed between idealism – meaning, as with Haiti, largely ignoring all insiders in a bid to reform institutions themselves – and realism – meaning, as with China, ignoring opposition insider groups and dealing directly with the state. The George W. Bush Administration, Carothers argues, claims more for democracy promotion than the programs can deliver, while denying the tensions between democracy promotion and fighting terror.
 Carothers calls attention to the inspiration and subsidy modes, though he underscores that Western aid for democracy promotion is dwarfed by aid for economic reform. He also laments the rarity of sustained efforts to develop enduring insider-outsider coalitions.

Carothers’ book of essays contains no systematic theory, as such. But it is notable for its efforts to link political and economic reforms, for example, by noting the symbiotic relationship between contract enforcement, competent tax, anti-trust, and customs agencies and the rule of law (124). Unfortunately, these ideas have not yet diffused widely in the practice of aid delivery. Carothers also shows why the overtly coalitional approach to external change so seldom occurs: it is hard. Carothers notes, instead, a Western attachment to “checklists” that inform their democracy promotion programs. Thus when inspiration is superficial, it helps little. For Carothers, such checklists embody an “overattachment to forms and underattachment to principles” (154).  Since policymakers so often fetishize particular institutional forms, rule of law reform – focused mostly on rewriting formal legal codes – has often remained too superficial. According to Carothers, real reform demands “powerful tools that aid providers are only beginning to develop, especially activities that help bring pressure on the legal system from the citizenry and support whatever pockets of reform may exist…” (129).


Carothers’ chapter on ousting Serbian strongman Slobodan Milosevic strongly emphasizes the strengthening of minority traditions that lies at the heart of the coalitional approach. As he notes, the core Western objective was to “defeat Milosevic in credible national elections and simultaneously build core institutions and processes for a long-term process of democratization” (54). Doing this clearly required inside partners. Carothers notes that the Western democracy promotion programs in Serbia had several advantages: both the US and EU programs were large and sustained. They also were decentralized, sending aid directly to Serbian civil society. Finally, aid reinforced diplomatic and military efforts and was well-coordinated between US and European donors (57-59).  Carothers concludes that specific Serbian traditions of rule of law, civil society and pluralism will make this pattern hard to replicate elsewhere. As he put it: “What US democracy promoters have been holding out as key accomplishments of their work generally entailed strengthening features of Yugoslav political life that already existed” (56). One might add that the current state of Serbian democracy is a further caution against promising too much for externally-driven reforms.

V. Hegemony and History: Private Foundation-Led External Influence


Unlike IOs, private foundations cannot bestow valuable membership or grant aid for macroeconomic stabilization, and they have far fewer resources than do states. Even the best endowed must be very clever in order to affect postcommunist states. Phillips’ book discusses the efforts of private German party foundations (GPFs) to promote reforms of the state in CEE. She looks at cases of formal reconciliation between Germany and Poland, the Czech Republic and Hungary and also at less formal efforts by GPFs to promote democracy but also pro-German sentiment more broadly. Phillips finds that Germany – despite propitious circumstances – could not exercise even soft hegemony in CEE. 


The GPFs were the largest private foundations (though supported overwhelmingly by public money) to try to affect state actions in CEE.
 Since they represent different ideological positions, each foundation sought exclusive arrangements with CEE actors. For example, the social democratic foundation looked to trade unions and promoting independent media; the liberal foundation focused on civil rights and supporting organizations friendly to small and medium sized enterprises; Christian Democrats supported other Christian or center-right groupings while focusing on rule of law and the social market model; and the Green foundation supported organizations devoted to environmental, development, or women’s initiatives (133).  The primary modes were thus inspiration and subsidy, which were both reasonably well encapsulated in an overall coalitional approach.

Yet each GPF faced dilemmas building enduring partnerships. The social democrats were caught between tainted partners and weak ones; they wanted to distance themselves from the former communist parties on the left but had little hope of success in backing new social democratic parties built from scratch. In some cases – especially Hungary – the foundation was embroiled in hopeless efforts to build a social democratic party when the reform socialist party already occupied that political space. The liberal foundation faced the dilemma that some prominent economic liberals (such as Vaclav Klaus) preferred partnership with the much larger center-right foundation allied with the ruling CDU. In response to the “roulette wheel” of small and shifting liberal parties, the liberal foundation then moved to alliances with private organizations (168). The center right foundation had the easiest time finding alliance partners, but had little luck helping broker the reconciliation that its party headquarters (the senior party in Germany’s government) sought from it.
 


The GPFs avoided many of the problems of the checklist approach noted by Carothers and the short-term mentality criticized by Wedel. Even without the resources or long-term incentives of the EU Commission, the GPFs sent knowledgeable experts for significant periods and hired local staff. Phillips calls them “ideal instruments” (179), and yet still they largely failed (c.f. 123, 128, 169). More even than Hughes, Sasse, and Gordon, Phillips points to resistance from CEE to explain Western failure. Where the former authors focused on the self-sufficiency of CEE states, Phillips focuses instead on the spirited opposition of CEE civil society. Arguing that “weak states were dominated by society,” she claims that even CEE elites who wanted reconciliation with Germany – Vaclav Klaus, for example –were constrained from accepting German terms for formal reconciliation by their own populations (178). 


Phillips argues that the legacies of history and foreign domination left CEE closed to external domination in the 1990s (171). But how plausible is the claim that CEE states were not open to external influence? Like Hughes, Sasse, and Gordon, hers is an important corrective to claims that the EU or its individual member states can act as imperial giants in CEE. But both books draw too many conclusions from one policy domain – regionalization and reconciliation, respectively. Those claims clash with the evidence provided from a variety of different areas that CEE has been open to influence from a variety of Western actors.
 Moreover, Phillips’ account of a CEE civil society active in its own defense is hard to square with most other evidence from the region.
 

VI. Conclusion: Five Not So Easy Pieces

The books reviewed here provide important tentative conclusions for each mode. First, though inspiration and ideas obviously matter in all reforms, these books reveal few cases where substantive ideas brought by Westerners were both novel and truly helpful to PCRs. It may, of course, still be true that foreign inspiration mattered more policy areas not covered in these books, but consistent with initial research noted at the outset, many of the key ideas pursued in postcommunist transformations were already available in the region.  Second, material or political subsidies that would help reformers identify and sustain good ideas have been underprovided by the West. Especially in democracy promotion, the West’s subsidies have not been generous or commensurate with the West’s stated ambitions for postcommunist reform. Future research should test if the more diffuse signals sent by the large private capital markets to PCRs have had more impact than the more focused, but poorly-endowed signals sent by the actors considered in this review.
 Third, the substitution mode has not worked. When external actors tried to push reforms directly and bypass all domestic intermediaries, the results were either neglible or disastrous. 

Where inspiration and subsidy have helped most, they were embedded in a larger coalitional strategy. Indeed, nowhere did external actors make substantial and sustained contributions without an implicit partnership with domestic actors. This conclusion therefore sketches the possibilities and dangers of the coalitional approach. After briefly summarizing the books in terms of the coalitional approach, it then sketches five acute policy dilemmas and ends with three suggestions for further research. Two books are very positive about coalitions. Kelley found strong external effects, stressing both EU signals to incumbent governments in Estonia and Latvia but also to the opposition forces that ended up being the major carriers of the reforms in Slovakia and Romania.
 Stone obviously emphasizes IMF connections to the state, and he also has rich descriptions of the links between IMF conditions and the programs of various opposition parties or parts of the state struggling to influence the policy agenda.  Moreover, Carothers constantly emphasizes policy tools that might build and sustain such coalitions, even if his empirical findings suggest it seldom happens. At the same time, however, some of the worst outcomes were also the result of coalitional approaches. Thus, elsewhere the networks that resulted from Western assistance were characterized as unnecessary (Hughes, Sasse, and Gordon), contested and ineffective (Phillips), or perverse (Wedel).  

Turning from substantive findings to policy matters reveals a similar set of dilemmas. It seems that every promising generalization about external assistance runs up against an equally plausible generalization that limits it. Here are five examples, each with direct relevance to the coalitional approach, where contradictory advice poses as robust generalization:

Be flexible (but be firm). 

How can outsiders know which practices to insist upon on and which can be relaxed? It seems only by focusing on the principles that underlie particular institutions, rather than the institutional design itself. Once the underlying principles are identified, then – assuming reformers really want to codify those principles in institutions – one can be flexible about which forms best promote it in the setting in question. Using this “functional equivalent” approach to institutional change, external actors assert their principles without fetishizing their own institutions. Development practices are often fetishized as well. Many strategies tried in post-communism were developed in the third world and made assumptions inappropriate to CEE or Russia. Here, too, the underlying principles of the reform strategy are more important than the actual aid mechanism. The more external actors are involved in trying to reform the same policy, the more that coordination problems will make the “firm on principles, flexible on practices” formula hard to achieve. Still, Kelley shows that the EU, OSCE, and CE were all involved in promoting better protections for ethnic minorities in CEE without undercutting each other. The Council took the lead in articulating standards, and the EU picked up that language and made the sustained effort to enforce change.

Moreover, when external actors try to promote institutional and policy reform, they face another dilemma: institutions don’t have clear boundaries and yet all good projects do. Institutional reformers have to decide where to stop. This ‘boundary problem’ is related to the issue of the functional principles of institutions versus specific institutional practices.  Initially, many external reformers see a fairly narrow institutional fix as a promising solution, and the more they learn about the place they want to change, the less they tend to make such claims. But the way out of this dilemma is not to suggest that institutions don’t really matter – e.g. “the culture there is hopeless” – but to recognize that they do depend on a variety of non-institutional factors. Absent a serious focus on such supportive factors, externally-driven projects (even if nominally accepted by domestic elites) may be just an institutional version of a New Year’s resolution: easily made in a moment of focus but quickly eroded in the routines of daily life. 

Adapt to local conditions (but change and improve local conditions). 

The first idea that brings many people to study development is ‘if it works here, it ought to work there.’ The second idea – which often follows hard on the first – is ‘good ideas from the outside must be adapted to local conditions.’ Yet often we want new institutions precisely because they do not fit the culture or standard operating procedures of some particular place. Indeed, the presumptive aim is to change some aspect of local culture. 

The coalitional approach advises us to be specific about which cultural practices or procedures are ripe for change. Then, rather than attributing problems to abstract ills like “inefficiency” or “lack of consultation,” we might “aim” institutional redesign against specific constituencies that provoke inefficiency or back-room deals. For example, perhaps the underprovision of personal security or sound corporate governance in Russia is less an institutional omission – gaps to be plugged by putting the right institutions in place – than situations sustained, if not engineered, by those who provide personal security or use corporations to launder money or plunder public assets.
 Taking on concrete political opponents always sounds harder than taking on abstract ills. Concrete opponents fight back, after all. But since they do, perhaps it’s better to go in with eyes open. 

Plan for sustainability (but don’t recreate traditional structures). 

Donors want their efforts to endure after they leave. Planning for sustainability is another purported magic bullet that draws most of its ‘magic’ from the unbelievably bad planning that characterizes many development programs. Given this low baseline, some imagine that planning for sustainability is a huge step forward, rather than a single important precondition for success. If, as noted above, we always ought to ask, “who benefits from institutional dysfunction?,” then we also have to ask who could benefit from institutional function? Who could carry these programs after the external actors leave?

The coalitional approach requires buy in from domestic actors and not just passive acceptance but also a positive contribution. Yet the obvious danger is that the new institutions or the funds that accompany them reward only those partners. Outsiders should thus try to steer towards the provision of public goods that benefit a broader constituency rather than club goods than benefit a narrower one. In the best case, the domestic partners are then “paid” in electoral benefits or enhanced legitimacy – two kinds of currency that might boost competition to provide more public goods.

Be determined (but don’t thus raise the bargaining power of veto players). 

In many cases, external help makes no difference because it gives such a modest or brief impulse for change. So it helps if prospective external change agents are determined and ready to make a sustained commitment. Yet the coalitional approach should also incorporate elementary bargaining theory, which says that even when two parties want the same thing, the one who wants it most will end up paying most of the costs. In some cases, deep-pocketed donors may accept this. But most effective strategies to truly engage locals (and to smoke out real opposition) should ask for some local buy in. The key is to help donors avoid having to make huge side-payments for things that local people don’t really oppose (or may even support).  

The perception that outsiders are determined can signal some locals to bid up their price for removing obstacles.  Yet it may not be possible or wise for donors to disguise how much they are interested in a particular reform. So what to do?  Here, the coalitional approach dovetails with older lessons that donors are increasingly trying to put into practice. One big step can lie in funding and supporting demand-driven programs. That was one of the real strengths of the Marshall Plan: the US told the Europeans to work out what they wanted before it could be funded. Yet recent scholarship underscores the powerful incentives behind donor-driven grantmaking, and donors ignore those findings at their peril.
 Second, whenever possible, local cofinancing also seems a crucial tool. Even if the amounts seem trivial to the donors, such copayments should oblige domestic actors to share in any artificial inflation in the costs of domestic cooperation and give them incentives to attend to the sources of that inflation.

Make reforms incremental (but don’t miss a window of opportunity). 

Politics is more art than science, and knowing when to move can be as important as knowing what to do. Some of the books reviewed here make a strong case for incremental reforms.
 Incremental reforms can reassure domestic skeptics and undercut opponents who claim that the sky will fall if reform x is implemented.  In some cases, slow reforms create a larger circle of winners who, in turn, are a constituency for even more reforms. Fast reforms can do this as well, but with substantial democracy costs if small ‘change teams’ of economic technocrats are deliberately isolated from politics in order to drive purportedly necessary reforms.
 Even when changes will have beneficial long-run results, there is a strong tendency to blame outsiders for the short-term costs of these reforms. In postcommunist settings, this often leads to conspiracy theories that outsiders are driving them to ruin and hovering around to buy their national treasures on the cheap. 

One way out of this dilemma may be for external actors to err on the side of incremental reforms, but leave domestic actors free to occasionally, as their political sensibilities deem fit, accelerate the reforms.  The coalitional approach suggests that external actors should function like cruise control on a car: they strive to make sure that the state doesn’t lose focus and stop moving forward but leave open the possibility that the state’s leaders may occasionally surge ahead by hitting the gas on their own. The key is that it should be clear to voters that it is their own elites (and not their foreign advisors and partners) who are responsible for the surges, especially when, in policy terms, those surges may mean substantial economic costs to some. 

The scholars’ multifaceted findings and the maddening complexity faced by policymakers adds up to a lively intellectual agenda that stretches far beyond the postcommunist area. For scholars, three challenges emerge clearly. First, we need clearer explanations for how external actors get and keep access to reforming states. Are postcommunist states especially open (or closed ala Phillips) to such influences relative to other states? One promising step is to connect the variables highlighted by the large-N diffusion studies to the implementation mechanisms highlighted by the books under review. For example, if the “economic policymaking of the most ‘successful’ [countries] becomes data for updating policy beliefs” elsewhere, then how precisely does that happen when the same research shows that the obvious communication channels seem not to be the answer?
 Or, to the contrary, are networks growing in importance relative to traditional interstate diplomacy?  The research suggesting they are is, like the literature reviewed here, focused heavily on Europe.
  Comparative research should systematically test this claim, but also look at the basis for the persistence of such networks.

Second, scholars should take equally seriously the rich variety of domestic responses available in the face of the same set of external influences. Recent studies of transnational politics have stressed that local actors are often capable of considerable ingenuity in exploiting openings created by external actors.
 Moreover, when reformers take cues from abroad, they must do more than just be persuaded of the wisdom of the reforms. Almost no new policies – whether foreign-inspired or not – ever work right from the start. Generally, policy innovation requires some experimentation before it succeeds.
 Feedback and experience with the new policies and institutions can be as important as the weight of the leverage or the persuasiveness of the arguments that lead reformers to try new things in the first place. Thus, scholars should ask what kinds of external-domestic partnerships can be sustained across such extended periods of experimentation. How, especially, can such connections be kept supple and intact as local actors innovate beyond the intentions of their foreign partners? Here, scholars should be mindful of the significant internal erosion of many postcommunist states and compare them against the state in other regions. 

Finally, there are the questions of democracy and authenticity. As more and more national policymakers are embedded in networks that cross national lines, when do these networks undermine democracy and when do they augment it?  What strategies best allow domestic actors to make authentic those reforms whose roots lie at least partially abroad? Democracy cannot merely consist of the more or less rapid ratification of best practices developed somewhere else. So how can, for example, states avoid being overly subject to an “undemocratic liberalism” that, convinced of the rightness of its cause, thus avoids democratic processes.
 How can domestic actors use external inspiration and subsidies without falling prey to a “tyranny of experts and enthusiasts”?
  Can the networks that result instead contribute to more capable states and societies in the postcommunist area and elsewhere?

If connected to these broader debates, questions of external influence should enjoy significant staying power in the discipline, not as static “snapshots” of transitory best practices or as a shallow “alternative explanation” to domestic politics. Indeed, as these books and others show, anywhere external influence has real effects, it is deeply implicated in domestic politics.

BIBLIOGRAPHY

Appel, Hilary. 2004. A New Capitalist Order: Privatization and Ideology in Russia and Eastern Europe. Pittsburgh: University of Pittsburgh Press.

Barnett, Michael, and Martha Finnemore. 2004. Rules for the World: International Organizations in Global Politics. Ithaca: Cornell University Press.

Bastian, Sunil, and Robin Luckham (editors). 2003. Can Democracy Be Designed? The Politics of Institutional Choice in Conflict-torn Societies. London: Zed.

Bird, Graham. 2001. IMF Programmes: Is There a Conditionality Laffer Curve? World Economics 2(2): 29-49.

Bockman, Johana, and Gil Eyal. 2002. Eastern Knowledge as a Laboratory for Economic Knowledge: The Transnational Roots of Neoliberalism. American Journal of Sociology 108(2): 310-52.

Bohle, Dorothee, and Béla Greskovits. 2004. Capital, Labor, and the Prospects of the European Social Model in the East, Central and Eastern Europe Working Paper Series 58. Cambridge: Harvard University, Center for European Studies.

Bunce, Valerie. 2003. Rethinking Recent Democratization: Lessons from the Post-Communist Experience. World Politics 55(2): 167-92.

Cafruny, Alan, and Magnus Ryner (editors). 2003. A Ruined Fortress? Neoliberal Hegemony and Transformation in Europe.  Lanham MD: Rowman and Littlefield.

Campbell, John. 1993. Institutional Theory and the Influence of Foreign Actors on Reform in Capitalist and Post-Socialist Societies. In Hausner et al (editors) Institutional Frameworks of Market Economies. Aldershot: Avebury: 45-67.

Carothers, Thomas, and Marina Ottaway (editors). 2005. Uncharted Journey: Promoting Democracy in the Middle East. Washington: Carnegie.

Checkel, Jeffrey. 2001. Why Comply? Social Learning and European Identity Change. International Organization 55(3):553-588.

Cortright, David and G. A. Lopez. 2000.  The Sanctions Decade: Assessing UN Strategies in the 1990s. Boulder: Lynne Rienner Publishers.

———.  2002.  Smart Sanctions: Targeting Economic Statecraft. New York: Rowman and Littlefield.

Crawford, Beverly, and Arend Lijphart. 1995. Explaining Political and Economic Change in Post-Communist Eastern Europe: Old Legacies, New Institutions, Hegemonic Norms, and International Pressures. Comparative Political Studies 28(2): 171-99.

Dawisha, Karen (editor). 1997. The International Dimension of Postcommunist Transitions in Russia and the New States of Eurasia. Armonk: ME Sharpe.

Drezner, Daniel.  2000. Bargaining, Enforcement, and Multilateral Sanctions: When Is Cooperation Counterproductive? International Organization 4(1): 73-102.

Dorf, Michael, and Charles Sabel. 1998. A Constitution of Democratic Experimentalism. Columbia Law Review 98(2): 267-473.

Ekiert, Grzegorz, and Stephen Hanson (editors).  2003. Capitalism and Democracy in Central and Eastern Europe.  New York: Cambridge University Press.

Epstein, Rachel. 2005. Diverging Effects of Social Learning and External Incentives in Polish Central Banking and Agriculture. In Schimmelfennig and Sedelmeier (editors). The Europeanization of Central and Eastern Europe. Ithaca: Cornell University Press: 178-98. 

Finnemore, Martha, and Kathryn Sikkink. 1998. International Norm Dynamics and Political Change. International Organization 52(4): 887-917.

Fish. M. Steven. 1998. The Determinants of Economic Reform in the Postcommunist World. East European Politics and Societies 12(1): 31-78.

Goldsmith, Benjamin. 2005. Imitation in International Relations: Observational Learning, Analogies and Foreign Policy in Russia and Ukraine. New York: Palgrave.

Grabbe, Heather. 2004. The Constellations of Europe: How Enlargement will Transform the EU. London: Centre for European reform.

Haas, Peter (editor). 1997. Knowledge, Power, and International Policy Coordination. Columbia: University of South Carolina. 

Hall, Peter (editor). 1989. The Political Power of economic Ideas: Keynesianism Across Nations. Princeton: Princeton University Press.

Hawkins, Darren. 2004. Explaining Costly International Institutions: Persuasion and Enforceable Human Rights Norms. International Studies Quarterly 48(4): 779-804. 

Hellman, Joel. 1998. Winners Take All: The Politics of Partial Reform in Postcommunist Transitions. World Politics 50(2): 203-234.

Henderson, Jeffrey (editor). 1998. Industrial Transformation in Eastern Europe in Light of the East Asian Experience. New York: St. Martin’s.

Henderson, Sarah. 2003. Building Democracy in Contemporary Russia: Western Support for Grassroots Organizations. Ithaca: Cornell University Press.
Howard, Marc. 2003. The Weakness of Civil Society in Post-Communist Europe. New York: Cambridge University Press.

Ikenberry, John, and Charles Kupchan. 1990. Socialization and Hegemonic Power. International Organization 44(3): 290. 

James, Oliver, and Martin Lodge. 2003. The Limits of ‘Policy Transfer’ and ‘Lesson Drawing’ for Public Policy Research. Political Studies Review 1:179-93.

Janos, Andrew. 2001. From Eastern Empire to Western Hegemony: East Central Europe Under Two International Regimes. East European Politics and Societies 15(2): 221-249.  

Johnston, Iain. 2001. Treating International Institutions as Social Environments. International Studies Quarterly 45(4): 487-516.

Jowitt, Kenneth. 1992. New World Disorder: The Leninist Extinction. Berkeley: University of California.

Keck, Margaret, and Kathryn Sikkink. Activists Beyond Borders. Ithaca: Cornell University Press.

Killick, Tony, Ramani Gunatilaka, and Ana Marr. 1998. Aid and the Political Economy of Policy Change. London: Routledge.

Kopstein, Jeffrey, and David Reilly. 2000. Geographic Diffusion and the Transformation of the Postcommunist World. World Politics 53(1): 1-37.

Linden, Ronald (editor). 2002. Norms and Nannies: The Impact of International Organizations on the Central and East European States. Lanham: Rowman and Littlefield.

McDermott, Gerald. 2002. Embedded Politics: Industrial Networks and Institutional Change in Post Communism. Ann Arbor: University of Michigan.

Markovits, Andrei, and Simon Reich. 1997. The German Predicament: Memory and Power in the New Europe.  Ithaca: Cornell University Press.

Mendelson, Sarah, and John Glenn (editors). 2002. The Power and Limit of NGOs. New York: Columbia University Press.

Moravcsik, Andrew. 2000. The Origins of Human Rights Regimes: Democratic
Delegation in Postwar Europe. International Organizations 54: 217-52. 

Nelson, Joan. 1996. Promoting Policy Reforms: The Twilight of Conditionality? World Development 24: 1551-1559.

De Nevers, Renee. 2003. Comrades No More: The Seeds of Change in Eastern Europe.  Cambridge: MIT Press.

O’Dwyer, Conor. 2005. Reforming Regional Governance in East Central Europe: Europeanization or Domestic Politics as Usual? East European Politics and Societies 19(4).

Orenstein, Mitchell and Ozkaleli. 2005. The European Union as a Network Actor. Unpublished paper, Syracuse University.

Orenstein, Mitchell, and Hans Peter Schmitz. 2005. The New Transnationalism and Comparative Politics. Unpublished Paper, Syracuse University.

Ottaway, Marina, and Thomas Carothers (editors). 2000. Funding Virtue: Civil Society Aid and Democracy Promotion. Washington DC: Carnegie.

Pridham, Geoffrey, Eric Herring, and George Sanford (editors). 1997. Building Democracy? The International Dimension of Democratisation in Eastern Europe.  London: Leister University Press.

Quandt, Richard. 2002. The Changing Landscape in Eastern Europe: A Personal Perspective on Philanthropy and Technology Transfer. New York: Oxford University Press.

Risse, Thomas, Stephen Ropp, and Kathryn Sikkink (editors). 1999. The Power of Human Rights: International Norms and Domestic Change. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Rose, Richard. 2005. Learning from Comparative Public Policy: A Practical Guide London: Routledge.

Schimmelfennig, Frank. 2001. The Community Trap: Liberal Norms, Rhetorical Action, and the Eastern Enlargement of the European Union. International Organization 55(1):47-80.

Schimmelfennig, Frank, and Ulrich Sedelmeier (editors). 2005. The Europeanization of Central and Eastern Europe. Ithaca: Cornell University Press.

Schoppa, Leonard. 1997. Bargaining with Japan. New York: Columbia University Press.

Schwellnuss, Guido. 2005. The Adoption of Non-Discrimination and Minority Protection Rules in Romania, Hungary, and Poland. In Schimmelfennig and Sedelmeier (editors). The Europeanization of Central and Eastern Europe. Ithaca: Cornell University Press: 51-70.

Simmons, Beth, and Zachary Elkins. 2004. The Globalization of Liberalization: Policy Diffusion in the International Political Economy. American Political Science Review 98(1): 171-89.

Slaughter, Anne-Marie. 2004. A New World Order. Princeton: Princeton University Press.

Sperling, Valerie. 1999. Organizing Women in Contemporary Russia. New York: Cambridge University Press.

Stiglitz, Joseph. 2003. Globalization and Its Discontents. New York: Norton.

Strang, David. 1991. Adding Social Structure to Diffusion Models: An Event History Framework. Sociological Methods and Research 19: 324-53.

Tarrow, Sidney. 2005. The New Transnational Activism. New York: Cambridge University Press.

Taylor, Brian. 2004. Law Enforcement and Civil Society in Russia. American Political Science Association Conference Paper.

Vachudova, Milada. 2005. Europe Undivided: Democracy, Leverage, and Integration After Communism. New York: Oxford University Press.

Vaknin, Sam. 2000. After the Rain: How the West Lost the East. Prague: Narcissus Books 

Volkov, Vadim. 2002. Violent Entrepreneurs: The Use of Force in the Making of Russian Capitalism. Ithaca: Cornell University Press.

Vermeersch, Peter. 2002. Ethnic Mobilization and the Political Conditionality of European Union Accession: The Case of the Roma in Slovakia. Journal of Ethnic and Migration Studies 28(1): 83-101.

Zielonka, Jan, and Alex Pravda (editors). 2001. Democratic Consolidation in Eastern Europe vol 2: International and Transnational Factors. New York: Oxford University Press. 

� Other books that treat external influences on postcommunism and not reviewed here include Dawisha 1997; Pridham, Herring, and Sanford 1997; Ottoway and Carothers 2000; Vaknin 2000; Author 2000; Zielonka and Pravda 2001; Mendelson and Glenn 2002; Quandt 2002; McDermott 2002; Linden 2002; De Nevers 2003; Ekiert and Hanson 2003; Bastian and Luckham 2003; Henderson 2003; Author 2004; Grabbe 2004; Schimmelfennig and Sedelmeier 2005; Goldsmith 2005; Vachudova 2005


� On the gap between adoption and implementation, see Janos 2001. On feigned compliance, see Author 1999.


� This essay uses ‘external’ and ‘outsider’ as synonyms to represent Western IOs, nation-states or private foundations whose practices or policies affect postcommunist choices about institutional design. Similarly, ‘internal,’ ‘domestic,’ and ‘insider’ are synonyms for postcommunist actors whose choices are affected by the policies or practices of the Western actors. “Institutions” are formal rules, laws, and official policies.


� See O’Dwyer 2005; Henderson 1998; Lijphart and Crawford 1995; Campbell 1993.


� For a criticism of this tendency in the ‘policy learning’ and ‘policy transfer’ literature, see James and Lodge 2003.


� Strang 1991.


� Simmons’ and Elkins’ (2004: 172) claim that diffusion “subsumes” emulation, policy transfer, etc, is incorrect, and none of the books reviewed considers the diffusion approach as an explanation for its findings.


� A similarly subtle account focused on postcommunist areas and calling explicitly for the kind of complementary approach offered here is Kopstein and Reilly 2000.


� Some IR literature contains bargaining models akin to the minority traditions approach. Schoppa (1997) shows US trade pressure on Japan worked best when it pushed demands in line with those of Japanese consumer groups. 


� Risse, Ropp, and Sikkink 1999; Author 2000; Vachudova 2005.


� Moravcsik 2000; Stone 2002.


� On the logic of shaming, see Schimmelfennig 2001.


� For typologies, see Bönker 1994; Grabbe 2001; Zielonka and Pravda 2000; Kelley 2004: 20; Hughes, Sasse, and Gordon 2004: 4.


� Quoted in Rose 2005: 1.


� c.f Vachudova 2005 on “passive leverage”; Haas 1997; Rose 2005; for the norm literature, see Hawkins 2004; Johnston 2001; Checkel 2001; Risse and Sikkink 1999; Finnemore and Sikkink 1998. On “unchanneled Bayesian updating,” see Simmons and Elkins 2004.


� Rose 2005.


� See Vermeersch 2002; Bird 2001; Drezner 2000; Cortwright and Lopez 2000, 2002; Nelson 1996; Killick 1998; Gilbert, Hopkins; Powell and Roy 1997.


� See the Kelley and Carothers discussions below; See also Epstein 2005.


� The review thus leaves out the effect of these same actors on postcommunist civil society (cf. Henderson 2003). It also leaves out the effects of individuals (c.f. Quandt 2002) and the influence of Western businesses (c.f.Bohle and Greskovits 2004).


� Greskovits 1998; Bockman and Eyal 2002; Appel 2004.


� See also Epstein 2005. 


� In an extensive survey of prior IR literature sceptical about IMF influence, Stone concludes that overstudying large countries (less vulnerable to external pressure) and an overfocus on easily measured economic variables like debt-service rations and terms-of-trade shocks have biased prior results (46-48). 


� Stiglitz 2003: chapter 5.


� See also Schwellnuss 2005. The EU Commission is thus able to side-step the problem that it has no clear common standard from the EU member states (at least five of whom have not actually ratified the Council of Europe’s Framework Convention of National Minorities). The EU also “lends credibility” to the CE and OSCE in their efforts to promote Roma rights (Orenstein and Ozkaleli 2005: 13). A key empirical question is the extent to which credibility (here, the EU) and expertise (here, CE/OSCE) need to be co-located. 


� See also Schimmelfennig and Sedelmeier 2005.


� There is a bit of a Goldilocks issue here – states can be neither too close to membership nor too far away in order for membership conditionality to be most effective (e.g. 185-86). See also Stone 2002; Pravda 2000:25.


� For example, the EU had tried unsuccessfully to stop the break-up of both Yugolsovia and Czechoslovakia. See also O’Dwyer 2005.


� In different ways, the external-internal dichotomy is also exaggerated in O’Dwyer 2005; Henderson 1998; Lijphart and Crawford 1995; Campbell 1993.


� See also Carothers 2004:15; Phillips 2001:180.


� Schimmelfennig and Sedelmeier 2005.


� On Leninist legacies, see Jowitt 1992 and, more recently, Hanson; Bunce 2003; Khakee 2002; Crawford and Lijphart 1995.


� See also Vaknin 2000.


� Greskovits 1998; Bockman and Eyal 2002. For the view that partnership was important in Polish central bank reforms, see Epstein 2005.


� Henderson 2003; Sperling 1999.


� The book was published prior to efforts to rebuild Iraq and Afghanistan. On the Middle East, see Carothers and Ottaway 2005.


� Paula Dobriansky replies to Carothers in an astonishing essay (included in the book). Her denial of any anti-terror partnerships between the US and authoritarian regimes makes her sound more like the Secretary General of the Flat Earth Society than the US Undersecretary of State for Global Affairs.


� The GPFs dwarfed other bilateral NGO efforts directed at postcommunist states: in 1996, the German foundations had a combined budget of $237 million for their foreign programs compared to $54.5 for the three major US foundations (NED, IRI, NDI), $10.3 million for Sweden's Olaf Palme Center, and $3.7 million for Great Britain's Westminster Foundation (135). On the other hand, funding for CEE was never as generous as it had been for the foundations' work in Spain and Portugal in the 1970s (145). Aside from higher education and some child-poverty programs, the Soros Foundations generally did not target postcommunist states, though they spent $655 million between 1999-2002, mostly on projects to build civil society in postcommunist nations. The Ford Foundation spent $100 million between 1996-2002 and for the Mellon Foundation $22 million between 1989-2003. 


� Even where the rival GPFs were largely agreed – for example on the desirability of the Czech government abolishing the Benes Decrees – they were ineffective.


� In addition to Kelley, see Schimmelfennig and Sedelmeier 2005; Vachudova 2005; Grabbe 2004.


� Howard 2003.


� This would be consistent with the mixed results Simmons and Elkins found for “external political pressures” in their global survey (2004: 182-83).


� Vachudova 2005 emphasizes even more strongly the informal partnership the EU and opposition parties in Bulgaria, Romania, and Slovakia.


� Volkov 2002 stresses the Russian police’s extraction of rents as a reaction to security gaps rather than their cause. Once established, however, such rents might be hard to eliminate without making the security situation even worse. See also Taylor 2004.


� Here, the idea of enhanced legitimacy is particularly worthy of further research since many PCRs are clearly devoted to their reform ideas – which may or may not owe a debt to Western assistance – and yet often struggle to justify their novel ideas to the voting public.


� Henderson 2003.


� The case is strongest for the EU, which could manage an incremental program because it had a big bureaucracy of its own and postcommunist states wanted membership. Few external actors have these resources. 


� On the virtues of rapid reform, see Fish 1998; Hellman 1998; on change teams, see Greskovits 1998.


� Simmons and Elkins 2004: 182.


� Slaughter 2004.


� Tarrow 2005; Orenstein and Schmitz 2005; Hall 1989.


� On “democratic experimentalism,” see Dorf and Sabel; McDermott 2002.


� Barnett and Finnemore 2004: chapter 6.


� Slaughter 2004:224.





