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Toward Consolidated Democracies

Juan J. Linz & Alfred Stepan

It is necessary to begin by saying a few words about three minimal conditions that must obtain before there
can be any possibility of speaking of democratic consolidation. First, in a modern polity, free and
authoritative elections cannot be held, winners cannot exercise the monopoly of legitimate force, and citizens
cannot effectively have their rights protected by a rule of law unless a state exists. In some parts of the
world, conflicts about the authority and domain of the polis and the identities and loyalties of the demos are
so intense that no state exists. No state, no democracy.

Second, democracy cannot be thought of as consolidated until a democratic transition has been brought to
completion. A necessary but by no means sufficient condition for the completion of a democratic transition is
the holding of free and contested elections (on the basis of broadly inclusive voter eligibility) that meet the

seven institutional requirements for elections in a polyarchy that Robert A. Dahl has set forth. 1 Such
elections are not sufficient, however, to complete a democratic transition. In many cases (e.g., Chile as of
1996) in which free and contested elections have been held, the government resulting from elections like
these lacks the de jure as well as de facto power to determine policy in many significant areas because the
executive, [End Page 14] legislative, and judicial powers are still decisively constrained by an interlocking

set of "reserve domains," military "prerogatives," or "authoritarian enclaves." 2

Third, no regime should be called a democracy unless its rulers govern democratically. If freely elected
executives (no matter what the magnitude of their majority) infringe the constitution, violate the rights of
individuals and minorities, impinge upon the legitimate functions of the legislature, and thus fail to rule within
the bounds of a state of law, their regimes are not democracies.

In sum, when we talk about the consolidation of democracy, we are not dealing with liberalized
nondemocratic regimes, or with pseudo-democracies, or with hybrid democracies where some democratic
institutions coexist with nondemocratic institutions outside the control of the democratic state. Only
democracies can become consolidated democracies.

Let us now turn to examining how, and when, new political systems that meet the three minimal conditions of
"stateness," a completed democratic transition, and a government that rules democratically can be

considered consolidated democracies. 3

In most cases after a democratic transition is completed, there are still many tasks that need to be
accomplished, conditions that must be established, and attitudes and habits that must be cultivated before
democracy can be regarded as consolidated. What, then, are the characteristics of a consolidated
democracy? Many scholars, in advancing definitions of consolidated democracy, enumerate all the regime
characteristics that would improve the overall quality of democracy. We favor, instead, a narrower definition
of democratic consolidation, but one that nonetheless combines behavioral, attitudinal, and constitutional
dimensions. Essentially, by a "consolidated democracy" we mean a political regime in which democracy as a
complex system of institutions, rules, and patterned incentives and disincentives has become, in a phrase,
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"the only game in town." 4

Behaviorally, democracy becomes the only game in town when no significant political group seriously
attempts to overthrow the democratic regime or to promote domestic or international violence in order to
secede from the state. When this situation obtains, the behavior of the newly elected government that has
emerged from the democratic transition is no longer dominated by the problem of how to avoid democratic
breakdown. (Exceptionally, the democratic process can be used to achieve secession, creating separate
states that can be democracies.) Attitudinally, democracy becomes the only game in town when, even in the
face of severe political and economic crises, the overwhelming majority of the people believe that any further
political change must emerge from within the parameters of democratic procedures. Constitutionally,
democracy becomes the only game in town when all of the [End Page 15] actors in the polity become
habituated to the fact that political conflict within the state will be resolved according to established norms,
and that violations of these norms are likely to be both ineffective and costly. In short, with consolidation,
democracy becomes routinized and deeply internalized in social, institutional, and even psychological life, as
well as in political calculations for achieving success.

Our working definition of a consolidated democracy is then as follows: Behaviorally, a democratic regime in
a territory is consolidated when no significant national, social, economic, political, or institutional actors
spend significant resources attempting to achieve their objectives by creating a nondemocratic regime or by
seceding from the state. Attitudinally, a democratic regime is consolidated when a strong majority of public
opinion, even in the midst of major economic problems and deep dissatisfaction with incumbents, holds the
belief that democratic procedures and institutions are the most appropriate way to govern collective life, and
when support for antisystem alternatives is quite small or more-or-less isolated from prodemocratic forces.
Constitutionally, a democratic regime is consolidated when governmental and nongovernmental forces alike
become subject to, and habituated to, the resolution of conflict within the bounds of the specific laws,
procedures, and institutions sanctioned by the new democratic process.

We must add two important caveats. First, when we say a regime is a consolidated democracy, we do not
preclude the possibility that at some future time it could break down. Such a breakdown, however, would be
related not to weaknesses or problems specific to the historic process of democratic consolidation, but to a
new dynamic in which the democratic regime cannot solve a set of problems, a nondemocratic alternative
gains significant supporters, and former democratic regime loyalists begin to behave in a constitutionally

disloyal or semiloyal manner. 5

Our second caveat is that we do not want to imply that there is only one type of consolidated democracy. An
exciting new area of research is concerned with precisely this issue--the varieties of consolidated
democracies. We also do not want to imply that consolidated democracies could not continue to improve
their quality by raising the minimal economic plateau upon which all citizens stand, and by deepening popular
participation in the political and social life of the country. Within the category of consolidated democracies
there is a continuum from low-quality to high-quality democracies. Improving the quality of consolidated
democracies is an urgent political and intellectual task, but our goal in this essay, though related, is a
different one. As we are living in a period in which an unprecedented number of countries have completed
democratic transitions and are attempting to consolidate democracies, it is politically and conceptually
important that we understand the specific tasks of "crafting" democratic consolidation. [End Page 16]
Unfortunately, too much of the discussion of the current "wave" of democratization focuses almost solely on
elections or on the presumed democratizing potential of market mechanisms. Democratic consolidation,
however, requires much more than elections and markets.

Crafting and Conditions

In addition to a functioning state, five other interconnected and mutually reinforcing conditions must be
present, or be crafted, in order for a democracy to be consolidated. First, the conditions must exist for the
development of a free and lively civil society. Second, there must be a relatively autonomous political
society. Third, throughout the territory of the state all major political actors, especially the government and
the state apparatus, must be effectively subjected to a rule of law that protects individual freedoms and
associational life. Fourth, there must be a state bureaucracy that is usable by the new democratic
government. Fifth, there must be an institutionalized economic society. Let us explain what is involved in
crafting this interrelated set of conditions.
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By "civil society," we refer to that arena of the polity where self-organizing and relatively autonomous
groups, movements, and individuals attempt to articulate values, to create associations and solidarities, and
to advance their interests. Civil society can include manifold social movements (e.g., women's groups,
neighborhood associations, religious groupings, and intellectual organizations), as well as associations from
all social strata (such as trade unions, entrepreneurial groups, and professional associations).

By "political society," we mean that arena in which political actors compete for the legitimate right to
exercise control over public power and the state apparatus. Civil society by itself can destroy a
nondemocratic regime, but democratic consolidation (or even a full democratic transition) must involve
political society. Democratic consolidation requires that citizens develop an appreciation for the core
institutions of a democratic political society--political parties, legislatures, elections, electoral rules, political
leadership, and interparty alliances.

It is important to stress not only the difference between civil society and political society, but also their
complementarity, which is not always recognized. One of these two arenas is frequently neglected in favor
of the other. Worse, within the democratic community, champions of either civil society or political society all
too often adopt a discourse and a set of practices that are implicitly inimical to the normal development of
the other.

In the recent struggles against the nondemocratic regimes of Eastern Europe and Latin America, a
discourse was constructed that emphasized "civil society versus the state"--a dichotomy that has a long
philosophical [End Page 17] genealogy. More importantly for our purposes, it was also politically useful to
those democratic movements emerging in states where explicitly political organizations were forbidden or
extremely weak. In many countries, civil society was rightly considered to be the hero of democratic
resistance and transition.

The problem arises at the moment of democratic transition. Demo-cratic leaders of political society quite
often argue that civil society, having played its historic role, should be demobilized so as to allow for the
development of normal democratic politics. Such an argument is not only bad democratic theory, it is also
bad democratic politics. A robust civil society, with the capacity to generate political alternatives and to
monitor government and state, can help start transitions, help resist reversals, help push transitions to their
completion, and help consolidate and deepen democracy. At all stages of the democratization process,
therefore, a lively and independent civil society is invaluable.

But we should also consider how to recognize (and thus help overcome) the false opposition sometimes
drawn between civil society and political society. The danger posed for the development of political society
by civil society is that normative preferences and styles of organization perfectly appropriate to civil society
might be taken to be the desirable--or indeed the only legitimate--style of organization for political society.
For example, many civil society leaders view "internal conflict" and "division" within the democratic forces
with moral antipathy. "Institutional routinization," "intermediaries," and "compromise" within politics are often
spoken of pejoratively. But each of the above terms refers to an indispensable practice of political society in
a consolidated democracy. Democratic consolidation requires political parties, one of whose primary tasks is
precisely to aggregate and represent differences between democrats. Consolidation requires that
habituation to the norms and procedures of democratic conflict-regulation be developed. A high degree of
institutional routinization is a key part of such a process. Intermediation between the state and civil society,
and the structuring of compromise, are likewise legitimate and necessary tasks of political society. In short,
political society--informed, pressured, and periodically renewed by civil society--must somehow achieve a
workable agreement on the myriad ways in which democratic power will be crafted and exercised.

The Need for a Rechtsstaat

To achieve a consolidated democracy, the necessary degree of autonomy of civil and political society must
be embedded in, and supported by, our third arena, the rule of [End Page 18] law. All significant actors--
especially the democratic government and the state apparatus--must be held accountable to, and become
habituated to, the rule of law. For the types of civil society and political society we have just described, a
rule of law animated by a spirit of constitutionalism is an indispensable condition. Constitutionalism, which
should not be confused with majoritarianism, entails a relatively strong consensus regarding the constitution,
and especially a commitment to "self-binding" procedures of governance that can be altered only by
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exceptional majorities. It also requires a clear hierarchy of laws, interpreted by an independent judicial

system and supported by a strong legal culture in civil society. 6

The emergence of a Rechtsstaat--a state of law, or perhaps more accurately a state subject to law--was
one of the major accomplishments of nineteenth-century liberalism (long before full democratization) in
continental Europe and to some extent in Japan. A Rechtsstaat meant that the government and the state
apparatus would be subject to the law, that areas of discretionary power would be defined and increasingly
limited, and that citizens could turn to courts to defend themselves against the state and its officials. The
modern Rechtsstaat is fundamen-tal in making democratization possible, since without it citizens would not
be able to exercise their political rights with full freedom and independence.

A state of law is particularly crucial for the consolidation of democracy. It is the most important continuous
and routine way in which the elected government and the state administration are subjected to a network of
laws, courts, semiautonomous review and control agencies, and civil-society norms that not only check the
state's illegal tendencies but also embed it in an interconnecting web of mechanisms requiring transparency
and accountability. Freely elected governments can, but do not necessarily, create such a state of law. The
consolidation of democracy, however, requires such a law-bound, constraint-embedded state. Indeed, the
more that all the institutions of the state function according to the principle of the state of law, the higher the
quality of democracy and the better the society.

Constitutionalism and the rule of law must determine the offices to be filled by election, the procedures to
elect those officeholders, and the definition of and limits to their power in order for people to be willing to
participate in, and to accept the outcomes of, the democratic game. This may pose a problem if the rules,
even if enacted by a majority, are so unfair or poorly crafted and so difficult to change democratically that
they are unacceptable to a large number of citizens. For example, an electoral law that gives 80 percent of
the seats in parliament to a party that wins less than 50 percent of the vote, or an ideologically loaded
constitution that is extremely difficult to amend, is not likely to be conducive to democratic consolidation.

Finally, a democracy in which a single leader enjoys, or thinks he or she enjoys, a "democratic" legitimacy
that allows him or her to ignore, dismiss, or alter other institutions--the legislature, the courts, the [End Page
19] constitutional limits of power--does not fit our conception of rule of law in a democratic regime. The
formal or informal institutionalization of such a system is not likely to result in a consolidated democracy
unless such discretion is checked.

Some presidential democracies--with their tendency toward populist, plebiscitarian, "delegative"
characteristics, together with a fixed term of office and a "no-reelection" rule that excludes accountability
before the electorate--encourage nonconstitutional or anticonstitutional behavior that threatens the rule of
law, often democracy itself, and certainly demo-cratic consolidation. A prime minister who develops similar
tendencies toward abuse of power is more likely than a president to be checked by other institutions: votes
of no confidence by the opposition, or the loss of support by members of his own party. Early elections are
a legal vehicle available in parliamentarianism--but unavailable in presidentialism--to help solve crises
generated by such abusive leadership.

A Usable Bureaucracy

These three conditions--a lively and independent civil society; a political society with sufficient autonomy and
a working consensus about procedures of governance; and constitutionalism and a rule of law--are virtually
definitional prerequisites of a consolidated democracy. However, these conditions are much more likely to be
satisfied where there are also found a bureaucracy usable by democratic leaders and an institutionalized
economic society.

Democracy is a form of governance in which the rights of citizens are guaranteed and protected. To protect
the rights of its citizens and to deliver other basic services that citizens demand, a democratic government
needs to be able to [End Page 20] exercise effectively its claim to a monopoly of the legitimate use of force
in its territory. Even if the state had no other functions than these, it would have to tax compulsorily in order
to pay for police officers, judges, and basic services. A modern democracy, therefore, needs the effective
capacity to command, to regulate, and to extract tax revenues. For this, it needs a functioning state with a
bureaucracy considered usable by the new democratic government.
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In many territories of the world today--especially in parts of the former Soviet Union--no adequately
functioning state exists. Insufficient taxing capacity on the part of the state or a weak normative and
bureaucratic "presence" in much of its territory, such that citizens cannot effectively demand that their rights
be respected or receive any basic entitlements, is also a great problem in many countries in Latin America,
including Brazil. The question of the usability of the state bureaucracy by the new democratic regime also
emerges in countries such as Chile, where the outgoing nondemocratic regime was able to give tenure to
many key members of the state bureaucracy in politically sensitive areas such as justice and education.
Important questions about the usability of the state bureaucracy by new democrats inevitably emerge in
cases where the distinction between the communist party and the state had been virtually obliterated (as in
much of postcommunist Europe), and the party is now out of power.

Economic Society

The final supportive condition for a consolidated democracy concerns the economy, an arena that we believe
should be called "economic society." We use this phrase to call attention to two claims that we believe are
theoretically and empirically sound. First, there has never been, and there cannot be, a consolidated
democracy that has a command economy (except perhaps in wartime). Second, there has never been, and
almost certainly will never be, a modern consolidated democracy with a pure market economy. Modern
consolidated democracies require a set of sociopolitically crafted and accepted norms, institutions, and
regulations--what we call "economic society"--that mediate between the state and the market.

No empirical evidence has ever been adduced to indicate that a polity meeting our definition of a
consolidated democracy has ever existed with a command economy. Is there a theoretical reason to explain
such a universal empirical outcome? We think so. On theoretical grounds, our assumption is that at least a
nontrivial degree of market autonomy and of ownership diversity in the economy is necessary to produce the
independence and liveliness of civil society that allow it to make its contribution to a democracy. Similarly, if
all property is in the hands of the state, along with all decisions about pricing, labor, supply, and distribution,

the relative autonomy of political society required for a consolidated democracy could not exist. 7

But why are completely free markets unable to coexist with modern consolidated democracies? Empirically,
serious studies of modern polities repeatedly verify the existence of significant degrees of market

intervention and state ownership in all consolidated democracies. 8 Theoretically, there are at least three
reasons why this should be so. First, notwithstanding certain ideologically extreme but surprisingly prevalent
neoliberal claims about the self-sufficiency of the market, pure market economies could neither come into
being nor be maintained without a degree of state regulation. Markets require legally enforced contracts, the
issuance of money, regulated standards for weights and measures, and the protection of property, both
public and private. These requirements dictate a role for the state in the economy. Second, even the best of

markets experience "market failures" that must be corrected if the market is to function well. 9 No less an
advocate of the "invisible [End Page 21] hand" of the market than Adam Smith acknowledged that the state
is necessary to perform certain functions. In a crucial but neglected passage in the Wealth of Nations, Adam
Smith identified three important tasks of the state:

First, the duty of protecting the society from the violence and invasion of other independent
societies; secondly, the duty of protecting, as far as possible, every member of the society
from the injustice or oppression of every other member of it, or the duty of establishing an
exact administration of justice; and, thirdly, the duty of erecting and maintaining certain public
works and certain public institutions which it can never be for the interest of any individual, or
small number of individuals, to erect and maintain; because the profit could never repay the
expense to any individual or small number of individuals, though it may frequently do much

more than repay it to a great society. 10

Finally, and most importantly, democracy entails free public contestation concerning governmental priorities
and policies. If a democracy never produced policies that generated government-mandated public goods in
the areas of education, health, and transportation, and never provided some economic safety net for its
citizens and some alleviation of gross economic inequality, democracy would not be sustainable.
Theoretically, of course, it would be antidemocratic to take such public policies off the agenda of legitimate
public contestation. Thus, even in the extreme hypothetical case of a democracy that began with a pure
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market economy, the very working of a modern democracy (and a modern advanced capitalist economy)
would lead to the transformation of that pure market economy into a mixed economy, or that set of norms,

regulations, policies, and institutions which we call "economic society." 11

Any way we analyze the problem, democratic consolidation requires the institutionalization of a politically
regulated market. This requires an economic society, which in turn requires an effective state. Even a goal
such as narrowing the scope of public ownership (i.e., privatization) in an orderly and legal way is almost
certainly carried out more effectively by a stronger state than by a weaker one. Economic deterioration due
to the state's inability to carry out needed regulatory functions greatly compounds the problems of economic

reform and democratization. 12

In summary, a modern consolidated democracy can be conceived of as comprising five major interrelated
arenas, each of which, to function properly, must have its own primary organizing principle. Rightly
understood, democracy is more than a regime; it is an interacting system. No single arena in such a system
can function properly without some support from another arena, or often from all of the remaining arenas.
For example, civil society in a democracy needs the support of a rule of law that guarantees to people their
right of association, and needs the support of a state apparatus that will effectively impose legal [End Page
22] sanctions on those who would illegally attempt to deny others that right. Furthermore, each arena in the
democratic system has an impact on other arenas. For example, political society manages the governmental
bureaucracy and produces the overall regulatory framework that guides and contains economic society. In a
consolidated democracy, therefore, there are constant mediations among the five principal arenas, each of
which is influenced by the others.

Two Surmountable Obstacles

Two of the most widely cited obstacles to democratic consolidation are the dangers posed by ethnic conflict
in multinational states and by disappointed popular hopes for economic improvement in states undergoing
simultaneous political and economic reform. These are real problems. Democratic theorists and crafters
alike must recognize that there is often more than one "awakened nation" present in the state, and that there
can be prolonged economic reversals after democratic transition begins. Nonetheless, we are convinced, on
both theoretical and empirical grounds, that democracy can still make significant strides toward consolidation
under such conditions. We are furthermore convinced that if democratic theorists conceptualize what such
obstacles mean and do not mean, this may lessen the dangers of democratic disenchantment and help to
identify obstacle-reducing paths. That is our task in the rest of this essay.

Under what empirical conditions do "nation-states" and "democratization" form complementary logics? Under
what conditions do they form conflicting logics? If they form conflicting logics, what types of practices and
institutions will make democratic consolidation most, or least, likely?

Many political thinkers and activists assume that Weberian states, nation-states, and democracy cohere as
part of the very grammar of modern polities. In a world where France, Germany, Portugal, Greece, and
Japan are all Weberian states, nation-states, and democracies, such an assumption may seem justified. Yet
in many countries that are not yet consolidated democracies, a nation-state policy often has a different logic
than a democratic policy. By a nation-state policy we mean one in which the leaders of the state pursue
what Rogers Brubaker calls "nationalizing state policies" aimed at increasing cultural homogeneity.

Consciously or unconsciously, the leaders send messages that the state should be "of and for" the nation. 13

In the constitutions they write and in the politics they practice, the dominant nation's language becomes the
only official language and occasionally the only acceptable language for state business and for education;
the religion of the nation is privileged (even if it is not necessarily made the official religion); and the culture of
the dominant nation is privileged in state symbols (such as the flag, [End Page 23] national anthem, and
even eligibility for some types of military service) and in state-controlled means of socialization (such as
radio, television, and textbooks). By contrast, democratic policies in the state-making process are those that
emphasize a broad and inclusive citizenship that accords equal individual rights to all.

Under what empirical conditions are the logics of state policies aimed at nation-building congruent with those
aimed at crafting democracy? Empirically, conflicts between these different policies are reduced when
almost all of the residents of a state identify with one subjective idea of the nation, and when that nation is
virtually coextensive with the state. These conditions are met only if there is no significant irredenta outside
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the state's boundaries, if there is only one nation existing (or awakened) in the state, and if there is little
cultural diversity within the state. In these circumstances (and, we will argue, virtually only in these
circumstances) leaders of the government can simultaneously pursue democratization policies and
nation-state policies. This congruence between the polis and the demos facilitates the creation of a
democratic nation-state; it also virtually eliminates all problems of "stateness" and should thus be considered
a supportive condition for democratic consolidation. Under modern circumstances, however, very few states
will begin a possible democratic transition with a high degree of national homogeneity. This lack of
homogeneity tends to exacerbate problems of "stateness."

Democracy is characterized not by subjects but by citizens; thus a democratic transition often puts the
question of the relation between polis and demos at the center of politics. From all that has been said thus
far, three assertions can be made. First, the greater the extent to which the population of a state is
composed of a plurality of national, linguistic, religious, or cultural societies, the more complex politics
becomes, since an agreement on the fundamentals of a democracy will be more difficult. Second, while this
does not mean that consolidating democracy in multinational or multicultural states is impossible, it does
mean that especially careful political crafting of democratic norms, practices, and institutions is required.
Third, some methods of dealing with the problems of "stateness" are inherently incompatible with
democracy.

Clear thinking on this subject demands that we call into question some facile assumptions. One of the most
dangerous ideas for democracy is that "every state should strive to become a nation-state and every nation
should become a state." In fact, it is probably impossible for half of the territories in the world that are not
now democratic ever to become both "nation-states" and "consolidated democracies," as we have defined
these terms. One of the reasons for this is that many existing nondemocratic states are multinational,
multilingual, and multicultural. To make them "nation-states" by democratic means would be extremely [End
Page 24] difficult. In structurally embedded multicultural settings, virtually the only democratic way to create
a homogeneous nation-state is through voluntary cultural assimilation, voluntary exit, or peaceful creation and
voluntary acceptance of new territorial boundaries. These are empirically and democratically difficult
measures, and hence are exceedingly rare.

The other possibilities for creating a homogeneous nation-state in such settings involve subtle (or not-so-
subtle) sanctions against those not speaking the language, wearing the attire, or practicing the religion of the
titular nation. Under modern circumstances--where all significant groups have writers and intellectuals who
disseminate national cultures, where communication systems have greatly increased the possibility for
migrants to remain continuously connected to their home cultures, and where modern democratic norms
accept a degree of multiculturalism--such sanctions, even if not formally antidemocratic, would probably not

be conducive to democratic crafting. 14 If the titular nation actually wants a truly homogeneous nation-state,
a variant of "ethnic cleansing" is too often a temptation.

Another difficulty in the way of building nation-states that are also democracies derives from the manner in
which humanity is spatially distributed across the globe. One building block for nations is language. But as
Ernest Gellner observed, there are possibly as many as eight thousand languages (not counting important

dialects) currently spoken in the world. 15 Even if we assume that only one out of every ten languages is a
base for a "reasonably effective" nationalism, there could be as many as eight hundred viable national

communities. 16 But cultural, linguistic, and religious groups are not neatly segmented into eight thousand or
eight hundred nationalities, each occupying reasonably well-defined territories. On the contrary, these
groups are profoundly intermixed and overlapping.

We are not arguing against democratically crafted "velvet divorces." We should note, however, that relatively
clear cultural boundaries facilitate such territorial separations. Latvia would like to be a nation-state, but in
none of its seven most-populous cities is Latvian spoken by a majority of the residents. In Tallinn, the capital
of Estonia, barely half the people of this aspiring nation-state speak Estonian. For these and many other

countries, no simple territorial division or "velvet divorce" is available. 17

Democracy and Multinational States

Some analysts were happy when the separate nationalities of the USSR became 15 republics, all based on
"titular nationalities," on the assumption that democratic nation-states might emerge. In fact, many political
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leaders in these republics sounded extreme nationalist (rather than democratic) themes in the first elections.
One possible formula for [End Page 25] diminishing conflict between titular nationalities and "migrants" is
what David Laitin calls the "competitive-assimilation game." That is, it becomes in the best interests of some
working-class migrants to assimilate in order to enhance the life chances of their children in the new
environment. This may happen to Spanish working-class migrants in culturally and economically vibrant
Catalonia, but is it likely to occur among Russians in Central Asia? In 1989 in Almaty, the capital of
Kazakhstan, Russians constituted 59 percent of the population, and the Kazakhs, the titular nationality, only
22.5 percent. Less than 1 percent of the Russians spoke the titular language. In Bishkek, the capital of
Kyrgyzstan, the comparable percentages were virtually identical. In such contexts, shaped by settler
colonialism, it is utterly implausible that a nation-state would emerge voluntarily through a process of

competitive assimilation. 18

So how can democracy possibly be achieved in multinational states? We have a strong hypothesis about
how not to consolidate democracy in multinational settings. The greater the percentage of people in a given
state who either were born there or arrived without perceiving themselves as foreign citizens, and who are
subsequently denied citizenship in the state (when their life chances would be hurt by such denial), the more
unlikely it is that this state will consolidate democracy. Phrased more positively, our hypothesis is that in a
multinational, multicultural setting, the chances of consolidating democracy are increased by state policies
that grant inclusive and equal citizenship and give all citizens a common "roof" of state-mandated and state-
enforced individual rights.

Such multinational states also have an even greater need than other polities to explore a variety of
nonmajoritarian, nonplebiscitarian formulas. For example, if there are strong geographic concentrations of
different groups within the state, federalism might be an option worth exploring. The state and the society
might also allow a variety of publicly supported communal institutions--such as media and schools in different
languages, symbolic recognition of cultural diversity, a variety of legally accepted marriage codes, legal and
political tolerance for parties representing different communities, and a whole array of political procedures

and devices that Arend Lijphart has described as "consociational democracy." 19 Typically, proportional
representation, rather than large single-member districts with first-past-the-post elections, can facilitate
representation of geographically dispersed minorities. Some strict adherents to the tradition of political
liberalism, with its focus on universalism and individual rights, oppose any form of collective rights. But we
believe that in a multinational, multicultural society and state, combining collective rights for nationalities or

minorities with individual rights fully protected by the state is the least-conflictual solution. 20

Where transitions occur in the context of a nondemocratic, multinational federal system, the crafting of
democratic federalism should [End Page 26] probably begin with elections at the federal level, so as to
generate a legitimate framework for later deliberations on how to decentralize the polity democratically. If
the first competitive elections are regional, the elections will tend to favor regional nationalists, and

ethnocracies rather than democracies may well emerge. 21 However, the specific ways of structuring
political life in multinational settings need to be contextual-ized in each country. Along these lines, we believe
that it is time to reevaluate some past experiments with nonterritorial autonomy such as the kinds of partially
self-governing ethnic or religious communities exemplified by the Jewish Kabal of the Polish-Lithuanian
Commonwealth, the millets of the Ottoman Empire, or the "national curias" of the late Hapbsburg Empire.
These mechanisms will not eliminate conflict in multinational states, but they may moderate conflict and help
make both the state and democracy more viable.

We also believe that some conceptual, political, and normative attention should be given to the possibility of
"state-nations." We call "state-nations" those multicultural or even multinational states that nonetheless still
manage to engender strong identification and loyalty from their diverse citizens. The United States is such a
multicultural and increasingly multilingual country; Switzerland is another. Neither is strictly speaking a
"nation-state," but we believe both could now be called "state-nations." Under Jawaharlal Nehru, India made
significant gains in managing multinational tensions by the skillful and consensual use of numerous
consociational practices. Through this process India became, in the 1950s and early 1960s, a democratic
"state-nation"; but if Hindu nationalists win power in the 1990s and attempt to turn India (with its 115 million
Muslims) into a Hindu nation-state, communal violence would almost certainly increase and Indian democracy
would be gravely threatened.

Multiple Identities
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Let us conclude with a word about "political identities." Many writings on nationalism have focused on
"primordial" identities and the need for people to choose between mutually exclusive identities. Our research
into political identities, however, has shown two things. First, political identities are not fixed or "primordial" in
the Oxford English Dictionary's sense of "existing at (or from) the very beginning." Rather, they are highly
changeable and socially constructed. Second, if nationalist politicians (or social scientists and census-takers
with crude dichotomous categories) do not force polarization, many people may prefer to define themselves

as having multiple and complementary identities. 22 In fact, along with a common political "roof" of state-
protected rights for inclusive and equal citizenship, the human capacity for multiple and complementary
identities is one of the key factors that [End Page 27] makes democracy in multinational states possible.
Because political identities are not fixed and permanent, the quality of democratic leadership is particularly
important. Multiple and complementary political identities can be nurtured by political leadership, as can
polarized and conflictual political identities. Before the conscious use of "ethnic cleansing" as a strategy to
construct nation-states in the former Yugoslavia, Sarajevo was a multinational city whose citizens had
multiple identities and one of the world's highest interfaith-marriage rates.

Our central proposition is that, if successful democratic consolidation is the goal, would-be crafters of
democracy must take into careful consideration the particular mix of nations, cultures, and awakened political
identities present in the territory. Some kinds of democracy are possible with one type of polis, but virtually
impossible if political elites attempt to build another type of polis. Political elites in a multinational territory
could initiate "nationalizing policies" that might not violate human rights or the Council of Europe's norms for
democracy, but would have the effect, in each of the five arenas of the polity, of greatly diminishing the
chances of democratic consolidation.

An example of such "nationalizing policies" in each of five arenas would be the following: In the arena of civil
society, schooling and mass media could be restricted to the official language. In the arena of political
society, nationalizing citizenship laws could lead to a significant overrepresentation of the dominant
nationality in elected offices. In the arena of the rule of law, the legal system could subtly privilege a whole
range of nationalizing customs, practices, and institutions. In the arena of the state bureaucracy, a rapid
changeover to one official language could decrease other nationalities' participation in, and access to, state
services. Finally, in the arena of economic society, the titular nationality, as the presumed "owners" of the
nation-state, could be given special or even exclusive rights to land redistribution (or voucher distribution, if
there was privatization). In contrast, if the real goal is democratic consolidation, a democratizing strategy
would require less majoritarian and more consensual policies in each of the above arenas.

A final point to stress concerns timing. Potentially difficult democratic outcomes may be achievable only if
some preemptive policies and decisions are argued for, negotiated, and implemented by political leaders. If
the opportunity for such ameliorative policies is lost, the range of available space for maneuver will be
narrowed, and a dynamic of societal conflict will likely intensify until democratic consolidation becomes
increasingly difficult, and eventually impossible.

Problems of Simultaneous Reform

The widely held view that market reform and privatization can legitimate new democracies is based on the
dubious assumption that [End Page 28] economic improvement can be achieved simultaneously with the
installation and legitimation of democratic institutions. We believe that, in countries with imploded command
economies, democratic polities can and must be installed and legitimized by a variety of other appeals
before the possible benefits of a market economy fully materialize. Many analysts and political advisors
dismiss the case for giving priority to state restructuring because they assume that, due to people's
demands for material improvements, economic and political gains must not only be pursued but occur
simultaneously. Some even argue that simultaneous economic and political reforms are necessary, but that

such simultaneity is impossible. 23

We can call the two opposing perspectives about the relationship between economics and democratization
the "tightly coupled" hypothesis and the "loosely coupled" hypothesis. By "loosely coupled," we do not mean
that there is no relationship between economic and political perceptions, only that the relationship is not
necessarily one-to-one. For at least a medium-range time horizon, people can make independent, and even
opposite, assessments about political and economic trends. We further believe that when people's
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assessments about politics are positive, they can provide a valuable cushion for painful economic

restructuring. 24 Let us look at the evidence concerning the relationship between economic growth and
democratization in the first five years of postcommunist Europe. Certainly, if we look only at relatively hard
economic data, none of the 27 countries in postcommunist Europe except Poland experienced positive
growth in 1992. Indeed, in 1993 all postcommunist countries were still well below their 1989 industrial-output

levels. 25

If we look at subjective impressions of economic well-being in six East Central European countries, the mean
positive rating (on a +100 to a -100 scale) among those polled between November 1993 and March 1994
was 60.2 for the communist economic system, but was only 37.3 for the postcommunist economic
system--a drop of almost 23 points. The tightly coupled hypothesis would predict that attitudes toward the
political system would also drop steeply, even if not by the full 23 points. What does the evidence show?
The mean positive ranking of the communist political system was 45.7. Thus a one-to-one correlation
between the political and economic evaluations would have yielded a positive evaluation of the political
system of 22.6. Yet the mean positive ranking for the postcommunist political system, far from falling, rose

to 61.5--or 38.9 points higher than a "perfectly coupled" hypothesis would have predicted. 26

How can we explain such incongruence? First of all, human beings are capable of making separate and
correct judgements about a basket of economic goods (which may be deteriorating) and a basket of political
goods (which may be improving). In fact, in the same survey [End Page 29] the respondents judged that, in
important areas directly affected by the democratic political system, their life experiences and chances had
overwhelmingly improved, even though they also asserted that their own personal household economic

situations had worsened. 27

We do not believe such incongruence can last forever; it does indicate, however, that in a radical
transformation like that occurring in East Central Europe, the deterioration of the economy does not
necessarily translate into rapid erosion of support for the political system. The perceived legitimacy of the
political system has given democratic institutions in East Central Europe an important degree of insulation
from the perceived inefficacy of the new economic system. Indeed, most people in East Central Europe in
1994 had a fairly long time horizon and expressed optimism that by 1999 the performance of both the new

democracy and the new economic system would improve significantly. 28

Thus the evidence in East Central Europe is strongly in favor of the argument that deferred gratification and
confidence in the future are possible even when there is an acknowledged lag in economic improvement.
Simultaneity of rapid political and economic results is indeed extremely difficult, but fortunately the citizens of
East Central Europe did not perceive it as necessary.

Democracy and the Quality of Life

While we believe that it is a good thing for democracies to be consolidated, we should make it clear that
consolidation does not necessarily entail either a high-quality democracy or a high-quality society.
Democratic institutions--however important--are only one set of public institutions affecting citizens' lives. The
courts, the central bank, the police, the armed forces, certain independent regulatory agencies, public-
service agencies, and public hospitals are not governed democratically, and their officials are not elected by
the citizens. Even in established democracies, not all of these institutions are controlled by elected officials,
although many are overseen by them. These institutions operate, however, in a legal framework created by
elected bodies and thereby derive their authority from them.

In view of all this, the quality of public life is in great measure a reflection not simply of the democratic or
nondemocratic character of the regime, but of the quality of those other institutions.

Policy decisions by democratic governments and legislators certainly affect the quality of life, particularly in
the long run, but no democracy can assure the presence of reputable bankers, entrepreneurs with initiative,
physicians devoted to their patients, competent professors, creative scholars and artists, or even honest
judges. The overall quality of a society is only in small part a function of democracy (or, for that [End Page
30] matter, a function of nondemocratic regimes). Yet all of those dimensions of society affect the
satisfaction of its citizens, including their satisfaction with the government and even with democracy itself.
The feeling that democracy is to blame for all sorts of other problems is likely to be particularly acute in
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societies in which the distinctive contributions of democracy to the quality of life are not well understood and
perhaps not highly valued. The more that democrats suggest that the achievement of democratic politics will
bring the attainment of all those other goods, the greater will be the eventual disenchantment.

There are problems specific to the functioning of the state, and particularly to democratic institutions and
political processes, that allow us to speak of the quality of democracy separately from the quality of society.
Our assumption is that the quality of democracy can contribute positively or negatively to the quality of
society, but that the two should not be confused. We as scholars should, in our research, explore both
dimensions of the overall quality of life.

Juan J. Linz is Sterling Professor of Political and Social Science at Yale University.

Alfred Stepan is rector and professor of political science at the Central European University in Budapest.

This article is drawn from their forthcoming book, Problems of Democratic Transition and Consolidation,
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presented in August 1995 at an international conference in Taipei, Taiwan, on "Consolidating Third Wave
Democracies: Trends and Challenges." The conference was co-sponsored by the Institute for National Policy
Research of Taipei and the International Forum for Democratic Studies in Washington, D.C.

Notes

This essay is largely drawn from excerpts from our forthcoming book, Problems of Democratic Transition
and Consolidation: Southern Europe, South America, and Post-communist Europe (Baltimore: Johns
Hopkins University Press). Interested readers can find more detailed documentation, analysis, and
references there. We thank the Ford Foundation and the Carnegie Corporation of New York for help in our
research.

1. See Robert A. Dahl, Polyarchy: Participation and Opposition (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1971),
3.

2. We document the incomplete status of the Chilean democratic transition in chapter 13 of our book. For
military prerogatives, see Alfred Stepan, Rethinking Military Politics: Brazil and the Southern Cone
(Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1988), 68-127. For the electoralist fallacy in Central America, see
Terry Lynn Karl, "The Hybrid Regimes of Central America," Journal of Democracy 6 (July 1995): 72-86.
Dahl in his Polyarchy has an eighth institutional guarantee, which does not address elections as such, but
rather the requirement that "[Institutions] for making government policies [should] depend on votes and other
expressions of preference," (p. 3). This addresses our concern about reserve domains.

3. Some readers have accused our work--and other studies of democratic transition and consolidation--of
being teleological. If this means advocating a single end-state democracy, we decidedly do not share such a
view. If, however, teleological means (as the Oxford English Dictionary says) "a view that developments are
due to the purpose or design that is served by them," our analysis is in part teleological, for we do not
believe that structural factors per se lead to democracy and its consolidation. Social actors (and in some
measure particular leaders) must also act purposefully to achieve a change of regime leading to some form
of governing that can be considered democratic. The design of democracy that these actors pursue may be
different from the one resulting from their actions, but without action whose intent is to create "a" democracy
(rather than the particular institutionalized form that results), a transition to and consolidation of democracy
are difficult to conceive. The processes that we are studying do, therefore, involve a "teleological" element
that does not exclude important structural factors (or many unpredictable events). In addition, there is not a
single motive but a variety of motives for pursuing democracy (as we define it) as a goal.

4. For other discussions about the concept of democratic consolidation, see Scott Mainwaring, Guillermo
O'Donnell, and J. Samuel Valenzuela, eds., Issues in Democratic Consolidation: The New South American
Democracies in Comparative Perspective (Notre Dame: University of Notre Dame Press, 1992).

5. In essence, this means that the literature on democratic breakdown, such as that found in Juan J. Linz
and Alfred Stepan, eds., The Breakdown of Democratic Regimes (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University
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Press, 1978), would be much more directly relevant to analyzing such a phenomenon than this essay or
related books on democratic transition and consolidation. This is not a criticism of the transition literature;
rather, our point is that the democratic-transition and democratic-breakdown literatures need to be
integrated into the overall literature on modern democratic theory. From the perspective of such an
integrated theory, the "breakdown of a consolidated democracy" is not an oxymoron.

6. On the relationships between constitutionalism, democracy, legal culture, and "self-bindingness," see Jon
Elster and Rune Slagstad, eds., Constitutionalism and Democracy (Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 1988), 1-18.

7. Robert A. Dahl, in a similar argument, talks about two arrows of causation that produce this result; see
his "Why All Democratic Countries Have Mixed Economies," in John Chapman and Ian Shapiro, eds.,
Democratic Community, Nomos XXXV (New York: New York University Press, 1993), 259-82.

8. See, for example, John R. Freeman, Democracies and Market: The Politics of Mixed Economies (Ithaca,
N.Y.: Cornell University Press, 1989).

9. For an excellent analysis of inevitable market failures, see Peter Murrell, "Can Neoclassical Economics
Underpin the Reform of Centrally Planned Economies?" Journal of Economic Perspectives 5 (1991): 59-76.

10. Adam Smith, The Wealth of Nations, 2 vols. (London: J.M. Dent and Sons, Everyman's Library, 1910),
2:180-81.

11. Robert A. Dahl's line of reasoning follows a similar development. See his "Why All Democratic Countries
Have Mixed Economies," cited in note 7 above, 259-82.

12. In postcommunist Europe, the Czech Republic and Hungary are well on the way to becoming
institutionalized economic societies. In sharp contrast, in Ukraine and Russia the writ of the state does not
extend far enough for us to speak of an economic society. The consequences of the lack of an economic
society are manifest everywhere. For example, Russia, with a population 15 times larger than Hungary's and
with vastly more raw materials, only received 3.6 billion dollars of direct foreign investment in 1992-93,
whereas Hungary received 9 billion dollars of direct foreign investment in the same two years.

13. See Rogers Brubaker's "National Minorities, Nationalizing States, and External National Homelands in the
New Europe," Daedalus 124 (Spring 1995): 107-32.

14. See, for example, the outstanding monograph by Eugen Weber, Peasants into Frenchmen: The
Modernization of Rural France, 1870-1914 (Stanford: Stanford University Press, 1976), which analyzes in
extensive detail the wide repertoire of nation-state mandated policies in the schools, the civil service, and the
military that were systematically designed to repress and eliminate multilingualism and multiculturalism and to
create a nation-state. From today's perspective, similar endeavors of modern states appear far from
admirable and represent a cost that many of us would not like to pay. However, it is not just a question of
how we evaluate such efforts of state-based nation-building, but of how feasible these efforts are in the
contemporary context.

15. See Ernest Gellner, Nations and Nationalism (Ithaca, N.Y.: Cornell University Press, 1983), 44.

16. This conjecture is developed by Gellner in Nations, 44-45.

17. See the excellent, and sobering, book by Anatol Lieven, The Baltic Revolution: Estonia, Latvia,
Lithuania and the Path to Independence (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1993), 434.

18. For David Laitin's analysis of what he calls a "migrant competitive-assimilation game" in Catalonia, and
his analysis of a possible "colonial-settler game" in the Central Asian republics of the former Soviet Union,
see his "The Four Nationality Games and Soviet Politics," Journal of Soviet Nationalities 2 (Spring 1991):
1-37.

19. See Arend Lijphart's seminal article "Consociational Democracy," World Politics 21 (January 1969):
207-25.
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20. For interesting arguments that some notion of group rights is, in fact, necessary to the very definition of
some types of individual rights and necessary to the advancement of universal norms in rights, see the work
by the Oxford philosopher Joseph Raz, The Morality of Freedom (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1986),
165-217. Also see Will Kymlicka, Multicultural Citizenship: A Liberal Theory of Minority Rights (Oxford:
Oxford University Press, 1995), 107-30.

21. We develop this point in greater detail in our "Political Identities and Electoral Sequences: Spain, the
Soviet Union and Yugoslavia," Daedalus 121 (Spring 1992): 123-39; and in our Problems of Democratic
Transition and Consolidation in the chapters on Spain, on "stateness" in the USSR, and on Russian
speakers' changing identities in Estonia and Latvia.

22. In our Problems of Democratic Transition and Consolidation, we show how in Catalonia in 1982, when
respondents were given the opportunity to self-locate their identities on a questionnaire offering the following
five possibilities--"Spanish," "more Spanish than Catalan," "equally Spanish and Catalan," "more Catalan than
Spanish," or "Catalan"--the most-chosen category, among respondents with both parents born in Catalonia,
as well as among respondents with neither parent born in Catalonia, was the multiple and complementary
category "equally Spanish and Catalan." We also show how identities in Catalonia were becoming more
polarized and conflict-ridden before democratic devolution.

23. The title of a widely disseminated article by Jon Elster captures this perspective; see "The Necessity and
Impossibility of Simultaneous Economic and Political Reform," in Douglas Greenberg, Stanley N. Katz,
Melanie Beth Oliviero, and Steven C. Wheatley, eds., Constitutionalism and Democracy: Transitions in the
Contemporary World (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1993), 267-74.

24. The voters might, due to negative economic performance, vote incumbents out of office, but the overall
economic policies of their successors might well continue to be roughly the same. Poland in 1993-95, and
Hungary in 1994-95 come to mind.

25. See our Problems of Democratic Transition and Consolidation.

26. See Richard Rose and Christian Haerfer, "New Democracies Barometer III: Learning from What is
Happening," Studies in Public Policy No. 230 (1994), questions 22-23, 32-33. Percentages rounded off.

27. Rose and Haerfer, "New Democracies," questions 26, 35, 36, 39, 40, and 42.

28. Rose and Haerfer, "New Democracies," questions 24, 26, 35, 36, 39, 40, 42, and 34.
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