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Comparing Democratization
in the East and the West
by Doh Chull Shin, Ph.D. and Junhan Lee,
Ph.D.
Abstract
This paper ascertains the differences and similarities of democratic transition and consolidation in Asia and Eastern Europe. To this end, this
study focuses on the four important aspects of democratization: the
modes of democratic transitions, the institutional choices after the transitions, the magnitudes and patterns of democratic development, and the
levels and patterns of popular support for democracy. As a result, we
concluded that the modes of democratic transition did not vary across the
two regions, whereas there are remarkable differences in institutional
choices, democratic progress, and attitudinal orientation toward democracy.

The current, third-wave of democratization began to
spread from Southern Europe to Latin America and other
regions in the mid-1970s. After over two decades of steady
diffusion, it has now reached every region of the globe
stretching from Central and Eastern Europe to South America
and from Asia to Africa. How does the process of democratization differ across various regions? Do the differences really
matter for the successful establishment of complete rule by
the people and for the people? These questions have recently
become a subject of increasing concern in the comparative
study of democratization.1
To date, much of the cross-regional research on democratic transitions and consolidations has been devoted to
comparing Southern Europe, Latin America, and Central and
Eastern Europe.2 In the literature on third-wave democracies,
only a handful of cross-regional studies have attempted to
compare and distinguish the Asian patterns of democratization from what has been noted especially in former Communist Europe.3 Even these attempts are extremely limited in
both breadth and depth. As a result, little is known about how
the contours, dynamics, and sources of democratization in the
Asian states differ from those in the former Communist
European countries.
This paper is a first systematic effort to compare Asia and
post-Communist Europe in terms of four important aspects of
democratization. Specifically, the paper first compares the
modes of democratic transition in the two regions. Then it
focuses on the institutional dimension of democratization in
these regions with an emphasis on governmental structure
and electoral systems. This is followed by a comparative
analysis of substantive democratic progress or retrogression
in the two regions. Finally, this paper will identify regional
differences in the general levels and patterns of popular
support for democracy. In a nutshell, the present inquiry
seeks to offer a comprehensive account of Asia-Europe
differences and similarities in democratization during the
mid-1980s and 1990s. To this end it examines not only the
transition and consolidation phases of democratization, but
also its three key dimensions featuring, respectively, instituhttp://www.pacificrim.usfca.edu/research/perspectives
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tions, political rights and civil liberties, and pro-democratic
and anti-authoritarian political orientations among the mass
public.
In Asia a total of nine countries completed their transition to
democracy during the mid-1980s and late-1990s. The nine
countries are Bangladesh, Indonesia, Mongolia, Nepal,
Pakistan, the Philippines, South Korea, Taiwan, and Thailand.
Pakistan has recently reverted to military rule and can no
longer be considered a new democracy. In Eastern Europe
seven countries ended decades of Communist rule, and
joined in the current wave of democratization by the late
1980s and early 1990s; they are: Albania, Bulgaria, Czechoslovakia, East Germany, Hungary, Poland, and Romania. Of the
15 member states of the former Soviet Union, eight still
remain under authoritarian rule or are in a state of civil war.
Only seven of those member states can be considered new
democracies; they are: Estonia, the Kyrgyz Republic, Latvia,
Lithuania, Moldova, Russia, and Ukraine. With the subsequent breakup of Czechoslovakia into two separate states, a
total of 15 post-Communist European countries are under
investigation, along with nine Asian countries in the third
wave of democratization. All member countries of former
Yugoslavia are not included in this regional comparison for
the reason that the process of their democratization has been
distinguished from that of their former Communist European
peers by successive waves of violent ethnic cleansing.

Conceptualization
In the large body of the literature on third-wave democracies; there is consensus that democratization is a continuing
process of change or transformation that proceeds in multiple
directions and at different paces. Being a dynamic process, it
involves a multitude of events and phases that do not
necessarily evolve in a teleological fashion. To properly
understand such a process, this present study rejects the
notion that democratization, as a movement toward democracy, is a dichotomous or unidirectional phenomenon. Instead
of focusing on one particular event or phase, such as the
introduction or consolidation of democracy, this study seeks
to examine upward and downward movements toward
democracy. By examining where new democracies are coming
from and where they are now, this paper plans to offer a
dynamic account of those movements.
Democratization is conceptualized here as a multidimensional phenomenon. Political scientists tend to equate
democracy merely with free competitive elections and fail to
examine the human meaning of democratic change, especially
from the perspective of the masses experiencing it.4 For the
masses who have suffered a great deal of political oppression
and injustice, democracy symbolizes much more than the
abolition of repressive political institutions and the replacement of authoritarian political leaders. Democracy represents
opportunities and resources for a better quality of life. It also
represents “a more equitable and humane society.”5
Grounded in the substantive notion that democracy is rule for
the people, the present study takes into account the extent to
which those masses experience political rights and civil
liberties in the wake of democratic regime change.
Comparing Democratization / Shin & Lee · 40
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Democratization is also conceptualized as a multi-level
phenomenon. It is a process of transformation taking place at
the levels of the political regime itself, political institutions,
and individual citizens. At the macro levels democratization
involves the replacement of an authoritarian regime with a
democratic one, and the installation of institutions that
represent the interests and preferences of the ordinary
citizenry. Various changes in the laws, institutions, and other
formal rules, however, will not matter unless individual
citizens broaden, deepen, and strengthen their support for
democracy not only as political ideals, but also as political
practices. To move toward the completion of democracy
requires changes in the cultural values that those citizens
uphold. Democratic support among the mass public is,
therefore, considered in this study as an essential component
of democratization.
Theoretically democratization is viewed as being shaped
by the political and cultural legacies of the past. Path-determined theories of change suggest that new democracies
reflect their differences in starting points, and take on different paths toward the completion of democracy.6 The legacies
of developmental dictatorship in Asia and post-totalitarian
rule in Europe are hypothesized to have differentially shaped
the process of democratization in the respective region.
Theories of cultural uniqueness hold that fundamental
differences in Asian and post-Communist European values
make for regional variation in democratization.7

Databases
Several sets of data were assembled for the present
comparative study of democratization across the regions of
Asia and former Communist Europe. The divergent modes of
democratic transitions were compared across the two regions
with references of some earlier studies on this subject.8 The
regional difference in institutional democratization was
explored primarily on the basis of the data compiled by the
International Institute of Democracy and Electoral Assistance
in Stockholm. Annual accounts of political rights and civil
liberties by Freedom House (hereinafter FH) in New York
served as the primary database for our regional comparison
of substantive democratization. Finally, the third wave of the
World Value Surveys (hereinafter WVS), conducted in 1995
and 1996, was the main database for ascertaining the regional
difference in cultural democratization.

Modes of Democratic Transition
Huntington classified democratic transitions into three
distinct modes: replacement, transformation, and
transplacement.9 According to him, the first mode of replacement refers to the transition in which opposition groups
successfully oust the group in power and establish a democratic regime. The second mode of transformation takes place
when the elites in power play the key role in ending authoritarian rule and establishing a new democratic regime. The
third mode of transplacement involves both the ruling elites
and opposition forces, whose joint actions lead to the installation of a democratic regime. This particular mode of transi-
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tion is further distinguished in this present study from that of
pacted transition in order to highlight the regional differences
more precisely. While both modes feature joint actions
between the two rival groups, it is the pacted mode that
allows the ruling elites to make formal accords with the
opposition groups before they step down. A pact may include
an ‘exit guarantee’ for the old elites who have abused human
rights or personalized national wealth. In pact bargaining,
thus, the property rights of the old elites or the interests of the
military are likely to be guaranteed. The outgoing leaders
want to make sure that there would be no prosecution or
retaliation against their wrongdoings at the exchange of
power. Therefore, the political pacts are sometimes considered conservative and even reactionary in nature.10 In the
transplacement mode the ruling elites accept the opposition’s
demands first without formal agreements behind the scene or
at a roundtable. In this mode the incumbents sometimes
resign in response to the democratic demands made by the
opposition forces. Then a serious negotiation takes place
among the various groups of political leaders and ordinary
citizens in order to draft a new constitution and establish the
schedule for elections.
The first two columns of Tables 1 and 2, respectively, list
the names of nine Asian and 15 post-Communist European
countries in the third-wave of democratization, and the
modes of their transitions to democratic rule. In Asia, six of
nine countries (67%) brought about democracy by the mode
of transplacement. They were Bangladesh, Indonesia,
Mongolia, Nepal, Pakistan, and South Korea. Each of the
other three countries ushered in democracy by a different
mode, i.e., replacement in the Philippines, transformation in
Taiwan, and pacted transition in Thailand.
Table 1. Democratization in Asia
Country
Bangladesh
Indonesia
Mongolia

Transition Mode

Government
Type

Transplacement Parliamentary

Pre-transition:
combined rating*

2000-2001:
combined
rating

Difference

Pattern of
Progress

3.8: 1989-1990

3.5 (partly)

0.3

Fluctuating

Tranplacement

Semi-

6.25: 1996-1997

3.5 (partly)

2.8

Progressive

Transplacement

Semi-

Stable

2.5: 1991-1992

2.5 (free)

0

Transplacement Parliamentary

3.3: 1989-1990

3.5 (partly)

-0.2

Stable

Transplacement

Semi-

3.8: 1986-1987

5.5 (not)

-1.7

Fluctuating

Philippines

Replacement

Presidential

3.5: 1984-1985

2.5 (free)

1

Fluctuating

S. Korea

Transplacement

Presidential

4.3: 1985-1986

2.0 (free)

2.3

Stable

Taiwan

Transformation

Presidential

4.0: 1990-1991

1.5 (free)

2.5

Progressive

Thailand

Pacted

Parliamentary

4.3: 1990-1991

2.5 (free)

1.8

Progressive

3.7

2.97

0.98

Nepal
Pakistan

Average

Note: * Political rights and civil liberties were respectively rated on 7-point scales, from 1 (most free)
to 7 (least free). These ratings were combined and averaged into a similar 7-point scale. The combined
ratings were then divided into three categories—free (1-3 points), partly free (3-5.5), and not free
(5.5-7). Source: Handbook of Electoral System Design 1997. Stockholm, Sweden: International
Institute for Democracy and Electoral Assistance.

In former Communist Europe, ten of 14 new democracies
(71%) came into being by the mode of transplacement. These
include Albania, Bulgaria, Czechoslovakia, Estonia, Hungary,
the Kyrgyz Republic, Latvia, Lithuania, Moldova, and
Ukraine. Two new democracies, East Germany and Romania,
were established through the mode of replacement. On the
other hand, Poland is the only country in this area that took
on the mode of pacted transition. Russia is also the only
country in this region where democracy was established by
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the mode of transformation in which ruling elites played the
key role.
Table 2. Democratization in Former Communist Europe
Government
Type

Country

Transition Mode

Albania

Transplacement Parliamentary

Pre-transition:
combined rating*

2000-2001:
combined
rating

Difference

Pattern of
Progress

5.3: 1989-1990

4.5 (partly)

0.8

Retrogressive

Bulgaria

Transplacement Parliamentary

3.0: 1989-1990

2.5 (free)

0.5

Fluctuating

Czech Rep.

Transplacement Parliamentary

4.0: 1988-1989

1.5 (free)

2.5

Stable

3.8: 1988-1989

1.5 (free)

2.3

Stable

Transplacement Parliamentary

2.8: 1990-1991

1.5 (free)

1.3

Progressive

Transplacement Parliamentary

2.8: 1988-1989

1.5 (free)

1.3

Stable

4.5: 1991

5.5 (not)

-1

Retrogressive
Progressive

E. Germany
Estonia
Hungary

Replacement

Kyrgyz

Transplacement

Latvia

Semi

Presidential

Transplacement Parliamentary

3.0: 1991-1992

1.5 (free)

1.5

Lithuania

Transplacement

Semi

2.5: 1990-1991

1.5 (free)

1

Stable

Moldova

Transplacement

Semi

4.5: 1990

3.0 (free)

1.5

Progressive

Poland

Pacted

Semi

4.3: 1987-1988

1.5 (free)

2.8

Stable

Romania

Replacement

Presidential

6.3: 1988-1989

2.0 (free)

4.3

Progressive

Transformation

Presidential

5.5: 1987-1988

5.0 (partly)

0.5

Retrogressive

N/A

1.5 (free)

N/A

Progressive

3.0: 1990

4.5 (partly)

-1.5

Retrogressive

4

2.6

1.27

Russia
Slovakia

Transplacement Parliamentary

Ukraine

Transplacement

Presidential

Average

Note: *free (1-3), partly free (3-5.5), and not free (5.5-7). *FH scores were only available for the
noted single year in the Kyrgyz Republic, Moldova, Ukraine. Source: Handbook of Electoral System
Design 1997. Stockholm, Sweden: International Institute for Democracy and Electoral Assistance.

In the two continents the current wave of global democratization washed up on their shores by all four different
modes of transitions. Across the two regions transplacement
was the most prevalent mode of democratic transition, while
transformation and pacted transition were the least popular
mode. It is fair to conclude that Asia and post-Communist
Europe differ very little in the way democratic political order
was planted, each on their respective soil, although their
cultural legacies and political histories were vastly different.

Institutional Democratization
Democratization, as a movement toward democracy,
requires the restructuring of authoritarian institutions into
democratic ones. This process of institution building necessarily involves the making of two important choices, one
concerning the general form of democratic government, and
the other dealing with the particular system of electing
legislators.11 What forms of democratic government are most
and least popular in Asia and post-Communist Europe? What
systems of elections are most and least popular in each of the
two regions? This section addresses these two questions to
determine how the two regions differ in the institutional
makeup of democracy.
Forms of Government

Three forms of democratic government are considered to
identify regional difference in governmental structure. They
are generally known as presidentialism, parliamentarism, and
semi-presidentialism (or semi-parliamentarism). In the
presidential form of government there is no fusion of executive and legislative powers. As a result, the president is
elected directly by ordinary citizens, not by their legislators,
to serve for a fixed term. In normal circumstances, the
president cannot be forced to resign by the legislature. In the
parliamentary form of government, executive and legislative
http://www.pacificrim.usfca.edu/research/perspectives

powers are fused in such a way that the head of the executive
branch is selected by the legislature, and can be dismissed
from office by its vote of no confidence. In the semi-presidential or semi-parliamentary form, there are two leaders of the
executive branch, a president and a prime minister, who share
executive powers. The president is elected directly by the
voting public for a fixed term. His or her prime minister can
stay in power only with the legislature’s approval and
support.
The third column of Tables 1 and 2 shows the distribution
of these three forms across new democracies in Asia and
former Communist Europe. In Asia nine countries are evenly
divided into each of these three forms. The Philippines, South
Korea, and Taiwan have adopted the presidential form, while
Bangladesh, Nepal, and Thailand have done the parliamentary form. In Indonesia, Mongolia, and Pakistan, the semipresidential or semi-parliamentary government has been
chosen. From this distribution, it is clear that there is no
prevalent form of democratic government in Asia.
In post-Communist Europe, however, nearly half (47%) of
new democracies have adopted parliamentary government.12
Of the 15 countries in this region, this form of government
has been put in place in seven countries, including Albania,
Bulgaria, the Czech Republic, Estonia, Hungary, Latvia, and
Slovakia. The semi-presidential system has been adopted in
four countries, including East Germany, Lithuania, Moldova,
and Poland. The presidential system has been adopted in
another group of four countries: the Kyrgyz Republic,
Romania, Russia, and Ukraine.
While there is no prevalent form of government in Asia,
parliamentary government is preferred to the other two forms
of government by a large margin of nearly two to one in postCommunist Europe. In addition, the pre-democratic governmental structure remains, by and large, intact in Asia. In the
former Communist region, however, such structure has been
largely altered after transition to democracy in order to
prevent the concentration of power. These are two notable
regional differences in institutional democratization.
Electoral Systems

Three principal forms of parliamentary elections are
considered to identify regional differences in electoral
systems.13 They are: (1) pluralist and majority system that
includes the first-past-the post and block vote formulae; (2)
proportional system that includes the party list and mixed
member formulae; and (3) semi-proportional system combining pluralist and proportional systems. As in the forms of
government, the distribution of electoral systems significantly
varies across the two regions.
In Asia plurality (or majority) is the most popular system
of electing legislators. This system has been adopted in six of
nine countries (67%). The first-past-the post formula of the
pluralist system has been used in Bangladesh, Mongolia,
Nepal, and Pakistan, while its bloc vote formula has been
used in the Philippines and Thailand. The semi-proportional
system has been used in South Korea and Taiwan. The
proportional system has been adopted only in Indonesia.
In striking contrast, the proportional system is the most
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popular electoral system among new democracies in postCommunist Europe. Nine out of 15 (60%) countries have
adopted this system, in one form or another. Its party list
formula is currently used in seven countries—Bulgaria, the
Czech Republic, Estonia, Latvia, Poland, Romania, and
Slovakia. The mixed member formula is used in East Germany and Hungary. Next to this system of proportional
representation is the semi-proportional system used in four
countries—Albania, Lithuania, Russia, and Ukraine. The
majority system is used in two countries, the Kyrgyz Republic
and Moldova. None of the new democracies in this region has
adopted the pluralist system, which is most popular in Asia.
The electoral system that has been dominant among new
democracies in Asia has not been adopted by their peers in
post-Communist Europe. The system that has been dominant
in the latter, on the other hand, has been avoided by their
peers in the former. In electing their parliaments, the two
regions are diametrically opposed to each other. Undoubtedly, this is another notable regional difference in institutional
democratization.
What institutional models of democracy are most and
least prevalent in the two regions? In Asia, the parliamentary
form of government, combined with the plurality system, is
most prevalent. Three of nine Asian new democracies (30%)—
Bangladesh, Nepal, and Thailand—feature this model of
democracy. This model is the one avoided by all new democracies of post-Communist Europe. Most prevalent in this
region is the parliamentary form of government combined
with the proportional system, which exists in six of 15
countries (40%)—Bulgaria, the Czech Republic, Estonia,
Hungary, Latvia, and Slovakia. This particular model is the
one rejected by all new Asian democracies. Institutionally,
new democracies in the two regions are the opposites of each
other.

Substantive Democratization
Democratization involves much more than the election of
governors and legislators. Substantively it refers to enacting
legislation and implementing public policy in response to the
changing preferences and demands of the citizenry. It also
refers to the expansion of political rights and civil liberties
that the masses can exercise as citizens of a democratic state.
Using the combined ratings of political rights and civil
liberties annually compiled by FH, this section seeks to
compare substantive democratization in the two regions.
Each year’s ratings are reported in the following year’s
January/February issue of its Freedom Review since 1973. In
this annual report, first political rights and civil liberties are,
respectively, rated on a 7-point scale ranging from a low of 1
(most free) to 7 (least free). These ratings are combined and
averaged into a similar 7-point scale. Then, the combined
ratings are divided into three categories: being free (1-3
points), partly free (3-5.5 points), and not free (5.5-7 points).
Level of Democracy

How do Asia and former Communist Europe compare in
terms of the current levels of substantive democratization?
This question is explored with the combined ratings for the
http://www.pacificrim.usfca.edu/research/perspectives
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year 2000-2001 (see the fifth column of Tables 1 and 2).14 The
country ratings for new democracies in Asia are 1.5 for
Taiwan, 2.0 for South Korea, 2.5 for Mongolia, 2.5 for the
Philippines, 2.5 for Thailand, 3.5 for Bangladesh, 3.5 for
Indonesia, 3.5 for Nepal, and 5.5 for Pakistan. These ratings
indicate that five of nine third-wave democracies in Asia are
free, three are partly free, and one not free. In this area less
than two-thirds (56%) of those democracies are currently
rated as being free.
In post-Communist Europe, the combined averaged
ratings are 1.5 for the Czech Republic, Estonia, Germany,
Hungary, Latvia, Lithuania, Poland, and Slovakia; 2.0 for
Romania; 2.5 for Bulgaria; 3.0 for Moldova; 4.5 for Albania
and Ukraine; 5.0 for Russia; and 5.5 for the Kyrgyz Republic.
According to FH’s verbal scale, 10 of the 15 European new
democracies are free; four are partly free; and one is not free.
In post-Communist Europe, free countries account for 66.7
percent. When this average figure between 2000 and 2001 is
compared with the one for Asia as a whole, it is fair to
conclude that the general levels of freedom or substantive
democracy are higher in post-Communist Europe than in
Asia. In other words, the average combined rating of 2.60
(free) in post-Communist Europe is better than that of postauthoritarian Asia (2.97, free).
Magnitude of Democratic Change

How do the two regions compare in terms of the extent to
which freedom or substantive democracy has progressed in
the wake of democratic regime change? To explore this
question, the extent of changes in the level of freedom is
estimated for each country by subtracting, from its average
rating for the 2000-2001 period, the one for the two years
prior to its transition to a democracy. The timing of democratic transition is measured by the year when a founding
election was held in each country. A founding election is the
first democratic election after political liberalization.15
Although we do not fully follow Shumpeterian minimalist
notion of democracy, there is no doubt that founding election
provides a good and universal measurement of when democratic transition genuinely occurred by forming a new
democratic government.16
In five of nine Asian countries (55%) political rights and
civil liberties have been expanded to significantly greater
degrees (see column 6 of Table 1). In the wake of their transition to democracy, the Philippines, South Korea, Taiwan, and
Thailand have been transformed from partly free to free
countries, and Indonesia has been transformed from not free
to partly free. Their increases in the general level of freedom
averaged 0.98 points on FH’s 7-point scale, which suggests a
meager progress in the general level of substantial democracy
between the periods of pre-transition and 2000-2001. Of these
four countries Indonesia has experienced the greatest degree
of increase with a difference of 2.8. Bangladesh, Mongolia and
Nepal, by and large, remain where they were during the pretransition period.17 Pakistan is the only country that has
experienced a significant decrease in the overall level of
freedom. Democracy simply no longer exists in this country
in the aftermath of a successful military coup in October 1999.

Comparing Democratization / Shin & Lee · 43

USF Center for the Pacific Rim
Before its transition to democracy in 1988, the country was
rated as partly free.
In former Communist Europe, the Kyrgyz Republic has
experienced such a major setback from partly free to not free
at the turn of the millennium. Only four of 14 countries (29%)
have achieved no substantive progress (see column 6 of Table
2). Albania, Russia, and Ukraine remain partly free, as they
were before they joined the family of third-wave democracies
more than a decade ago. Estonia, Hungary, Latvia, and
Lithuania, on the other hand, remain free, as they were a
couple of years before they held the founding election.18
Bulgaria, the Czech Republic, East Germany, Moldova, and
Poland have improved their standing from being partly free
to free states.
In terms of the magnitude of progress six countries (43%)
have made significant advances. Included in this group of
advancing democracies are Bulgaria, the Czech Republic, East
Germany, Moldova, Poland, and Romania. Especially, three
countries—the Czech Republic, Poland, and Romania—have
gained the greatest degrees of progress in expanding freedom
with more than 2.5 points on the same scale. These postCommunist societies achieved greater degrees of democratic
progress (1.27), on average, than their counterparts in Asia
(0.98). This is partly resulted from the fact that Communist
regimes in Europe were more repressive than authoritarian
regimes in Asia. In fact, the average rating for the pretransition period in the nine new Asian democracies is 3.7,
which is lower than that of their counterparts (4.0).
Patterns of Democratic Change

Democratization is not a unidirectional phenomenon.
Like many other political phenomena, it can evolve in a
multitude of different directions and at different paces.19 To
compare the dynamics of substantive democratization in the
two regions over time, this study has ascertained four distinct
patterns by examining how the general amount or level of
freedom available to the ordinary citizens has changed in a
country since its transition to democracy a decade ago. First,
the pattern of democratization becomes steadily positive or
upward when the aggregate level of political rights and civil
liberties increases on a continuing basis. Second, with continuing decreases in its aggregate level, the pattern becomes
steadily negative in nature or downward in spiral. Third, with
a combination of upward and downward changes in the
freedom level, the pattern becomes erratic or fluctuating.
Finally, the pattern becomes neutral with little or no significant change to the level in either upward or downward
directions.
In Asia three of nine countries (33%)—Indonesia, Taiwan,
and Thailand—have been steadily upward in their journey
toward a greater democracy. In the case of Taiwan, for
example, the general level of freedom has improved steadily
from 5.0 in 1990, to 1.5 in the year 2000, on FH’s 7-point
freedom scale. Its current level of political rights and civil
liberties compares favorably with those of consolidated
democracies in Western Europe. A group of three countries
(33%)—Bangladesh, Pakistan, and the Philippines, the
freedom level has been fluctuating considerably with upward
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and downward movements during the past decade. The
fluctuation in FH ratings is especially most severe in Pakistan,
which finally returned to a military rule. Another group of
three countries (33%)—Mongolia, Nepal, and South Korea—
have been on a stable course with little change in either
direction, positive or negative. FH ratings for these three
countries have remained virtually identical since 1993. None
of the nine Asian new democracies has been moving steadily
downward toward a lesser democracy.
Among 15 post-Communist European countries a group
of five countries (33%) has steadily become more democratic
over the past decade. They are Estonia, Latvia, Moldova,
Romania, and Slovakia. Of these steadily improving democracies, Romania has achieved the most impressive record of
democratic progress. The country’s freedom rating has
changed for the better from 7.0 in 1990, to 2.0 in the year 2001.
Another group of five countries (33%), on the other hand, has
changed little for the better or the worse. Included in this
group of stable new democracies are the Czech Republic, East
Germany, Hungary, Lithuania, and Poland. In four other
countries (27%)—Albania, the Kyrgyz Republic, Russia, and
Ukraine, significant decreases have occurred in the levels of
freedom. Bulgaria is the only country in the region where the
fluctuating pattern of democratic change has occurred.
There is no single pattern representing much of the
dynamics of democratization in each of the two regions (see
the far right column of Tables 1 and 2). Nonetheless, there is
one notable regional difference in the pattern of democratic
change. It concerns the incidence of backward democratization, i.e., democratic retrogression. While one-quarter of
European new democracies have steadily regressed from
what they were a decade ago, none of their Asian counterparts has experienced such steady downward movement.20

Cultural Democratization
Numerous surveys have documented the levels and
origins of support for democratization in Africa, Asia, Europe,
and Latin America.21 These surveys offer a couple of valuable
insights that will assist us in comparing popular support for
democracy cross-regionally. First, as empirical research has
recently revealed, there is a significant gulf between these two
levels of democratic support: normative and empirical
levels.22 To ordinary citizens, who live most of their lives
under authoritarian rule, democracy at one level represents
political ideals or values to be fulfilled. At another level,
democracy refers to a political regime, and the actual workings of the regime itself, which governs people’s lives on a
daily basis. The normative level deals with democracy-inprinciple, while the empirical level is concerned with the
various aspects of democracy-in-practice.23 A full accounting
of democratic support, therefore, can be made only when
both levels of support are considered together.
Second, democratic support, especially in new democracies, involves more than favorable orientations to democratic
ideals and practices. To their citizens with little experience
and limited sophistication in democratic politics, democracy
or dictatorship fails to offer a satisfying solution to many
problems facing their societies. Under such uncertainty, many
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of these democratic novices, more often than not, do embrace
both democratic and authoritarian political propensities
concurrently. A growth in their pro-democratic orientations,
moreover, does not necessarily bring about a corresponding
decline in their anti-authoritarian orientations and vice versa.
Popular support for democracy in emerging democracies,
therefore, depends on a majority of their citizenry, who not
only accept it, but also reject its authoritarian and other nondemocratic alternatives.24
To compare the levels and patterns of democratic support
in the two regions we analyzed data from the WVS III
conducted during the period of 1995-96 (see Appendix for the
wording of these questions). In Asia the survey data are
available for Bangladesh, Pakistan, the Philippines, South
Korea, and Taiwan. In former Communist Europe they are
available for Bulgaria, East Germany, Estonia, Latvia,
Lithuania, Moldova, Poland, Russia, and Ukraine. It should
be noted, however, that all the survey items to be explored in
this section are not available for Pakistan and Poland.
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Table 3. Support for Democracy in Asia
Levels and Patterns of
Support

Bangladesh

Pakistan

Philippines

S.Korea

Taiwan

Mean

System Preferences
Absolute
Relative
None
Both

98.10%
97.4
0.9
96.6

68.10%

84.40%
76.9
5.9
67.6

84.60%
91.6
2.6
78.7

93.10%
83.5
2.9
80.2

85.70%
87.4
3.1
80.8

Antiauthoritarianism
Civilian Dictatorship
Military Dictatorship
None
Both

93.3
93.2
1.3
88.5

38.5
59.8
28.6
26.9

34.6
46.7
34.7
15.9

68.2
94.9
3.8
67.3

59
84.4
10.9
54.8

58.7
75.8
15.9
50.7

2.4

3.4

3.2

3.2

45.2
60
34.6
39.9

24.9
31.1
65.8
21.9

35.6
39.2
47.8
29.6

41.5
53.7
39.8
39.5

55.1
50.6
31.1
36.7

77.9
77.1
13.4
68.5

73.7
66.3
15.1
55.5

73.8
69.2
16.8
60

Average Index

3.9

Institutional Confidence
Political Parties
Parliament
None
Both

70.8
84.3
11
66.4

Procedural Efficacy
Managing Economy
Maintaining Order
None
Both

88.5
82.6
7.6
79.4

Average Index
Types of Support
No Support
Normative Support
Empirical Support
Full Support
(N)

31

3.3

2.1

2.1

2.2

2.4

0.9
17.2
0.9
81

34.7
28
17.6
19.8

10.7
63.4
3.2
22.6

10.7
51.3
8.7
29.3

14.3
40
7.6
38.2

1200

1249

1452

1525

733

Source: World Value Surveys III. The WVS III did not cover post transition politics in Indonesia.

Support for Democracy-in-Principle

To what extent do individuals prefer democracy-inprinciple to other types of political systems? To explore this
question we chose a pair of WVS items designed to tap one’s
absolute and relative preference for democracy. Affirmative
responses to these two questions were jointly considered to
estimate the general level of democratic system preference. In
every country only a minority showed no attachment to both
the absolute and relative preferences for the democratic
systems. As Table 3 indicates, the proportions in Asia averaged 3 percent. They varied from 1 percent for Bangladesh, to
6 percent for the Philippines. In contrast, the average of the
post-Communist countries were 10 percent (see Table 4). It
ranged considerably from 2 percent for East Germany, to 31
percent for Russia. Those not at all in favor of democracy as a
political system were, as a whole, more than three times
higher in the post-Communist states than in the Asian states.
On the other hand, those fully in favor of democracy were, as
a whole, slightly higher in the latter (81%) than the former
(75%). Moreover, the absolute and relative preferences for the
democratic systems were higher in Asia (86% and 87%) than
in the post-Communist European countries (83% and 72%),
respectively. When these four ratings were considered
together, it is clear that support for democracy-in-principle
was generally higher among the Asian countries than those of
the post-Communist states.
Among those who lived all or most of their lives in an
authoritarian or totalitarian system, preference for democracy-in-principle does not necessarily mean a complete
rejection of non-democratic rule. To what extent do individuals in the two regions oppose non-democratic rule in principle? To explore this question we chose another pair of WVS
items: one concerning a civilian dictatorship and the other a
military dictatorship. In every country a minority remained
fully attached to authoritarian rule by refusing to reject any of
civilian and military dictatorships. The proportions of those
authoritarians in Asia were, on average, 16 percent, whereas
those of the post-Communist countries were 7 percent, while
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anti-authoritarians of any kind accounted for almost the same
proportion in the two regions (51% vs. 50%). In Asia anticivilian-dictatorship was, as a whole, higher (59%) than in the
post-Communist countries (51%); anti-military-dictatorship
was higher in the latter (90%) than in the former (76%).
Perhaps the experience of the military-backed totalitarian
regime pulled the post-Communist Europeans away from the
military authoritarianism far more than the Asians.
Both pro-democratic and anti-authoritarian orientations
were considered together in order to ascertain differences in
the overall levels and patterns of support for democracy-inprinciple or normative support for democracy. To compare
such differences in the patterns of normative democratic
support, we singled out those who were fully pro-democratic
and fully anti-authoritarian in regime preference as genuine
supporters of democracy-in-principle. Genuine normative
democrats constituted 51 percent of the Asians and 43 percent
of the former Communist Europeans. On the other hand, the
proportions of such true democratic believers were significantly higher for Aisa than for its counterpart. On the other
hand, the proportion of post-Communist Europeans who
were fully anti-democratic and fully pro-authoritarian was
three times larger than that of the Asians (1.6% vs. 0.5%).
Therefore, from a normative perspective, the Asians were
more ardent in supporting the democratic systems than the
post-Communist Europeans.
Nonetheless, the normative democratic support appears
not to be a serious problem threatening the fate of new
democracies in either region, which is suggested by the
average of the combined index for democratic support. An
index of normative democratic support was constructed by
summing up the values of two 3-point scales (0-2), tapping
democratic system preference and anti-authoritarianism,
respectively. On this index, ranging from a low of 0 (no
support) to a high of 4 (full support), the Asian countries
averaged 3.2 and the former Communist countries 3.1. When
these percentage figures are compared across the two regions,
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parties or parliathe overall levels of Table 3. Support for Democracy in Post-Communist Europe
ment, respectively.
support for democ- Levels and Patterns of
E.
Support
Bulgaria
Germany
Estonia
Latvia
Lithuania
Moldova
Poland
Russia
Ukraine
Mean
As many as every
racy-in-principle
System Preferences
85.90%
95.20%
88.6
86.60%
87.60%
85.10%
57.60%
80.20%
83.40%
two in five Asians
exceeded the mid- Absolute
Relative
80.6
92.3
89.7
83.4
90.3
72.6
88.40%
58.9
76.5
71.7
None
9
1.9
3.6
6.3
3.7
9.1
30.7
11.8
9.5
(40%) had confipoint of a 5-point
Both
78.6
89.3
83.3
77.4
84.3
68.3
49.9
72.2
75.4
dence in neither
index, a score of 2 in Antiauthoritarianism
37.3
82.3
62.5
53.9
36.3
42.8
49.6
45.5
51.3
Civilian Dictatorship
democratic
the mid-1990s.
Military Dictatorship
83.2
97.9
95
94.8
94.2
89.1
79
88.2
90.2
None
11.9
1.4
3.7
3.8
4.3
8
14.1
8.5
7
institution; about
Surprisingly
Both
35.4
81.7
61.8
53.3
35.6
39.8
44.5
45
49.6
the same proporenough, it is
Average Index
3
3.7
3.4
3.2
3.1
3
2.5
3
3.1
Institutional Confidence
tion expressed the
Bangladesh that
Political Parties
29.2
10.2
23.2
10.3
14.4
17.6
12.8
19.4
20.2
17.5
very opposite
demonstrated the
Parliament
45.3
16.7
43.8
25
26.5
40.9
34.5
22.6
37.8
32.6
None
51.1
80.3
54.7
73.4
71.9
54.9
64.8
70.8
60.3
64.7
opinion. In
most positive
Both
25.4
6.5
21.2
8.3
10.5
13.5
10.7
11.9
17.5
13.9
addition, the
features of norma- Procedural Efficacy
55.3
77.1
77
72.4
57.6
47.9
53.3
39.9
56.9
59.7
Managing Economy
54.6
77.4
67.5
49.5
62.4
48.3
24.3
29.1
45.1
50.9
Maintaining Order
confidence of the
tive support for
None
34.2
12.4
17
21.9
29
37.5
44.6
56
37.5
32.2
45.9
66.4
61.7
44.6
51
34.2
23.2
26.3
40.7
43.8
post-Communist
democracy in Asia. Both
1.9
1.8
2.1
1.6
1.6
1.6
1.2
1.1
1.6
1.6
Europeans in
Bangladesh people Average Index
of Support
political parties
showed the highest Types
20
5.5
10.9
16.7
16.6
24.3
46.8
27.2
21
No Support
44.2
79.4
53.5
67.1
63.9
54
40.7
53.4
57
Normative Support
(18%) was the
proportions of
Empirical Support
2.8
0.5
2.4
1.6
1.7
2.6
1.5
2.4
1.9
33
14.7
33.2
14.6
17.8
19.1
11.1
17
20.1
lowest across all
democratic system Full Support
(N)
1072
1009
1021
1200
1009
984
1153
2040
2811
the categories as
preferences as well Source: World Value Surveys III.
well as across the
as anti-authoritwo regions, which was followed by their confidence in
tarianism. Also, genuine democrats accounted for 87 percent
parliament (33%). A majority (65%) of these Europeans had
and die-hard authoritarians 0.1 percent in Bangladesh. The
confidence in neither institution, and only 14 percent exaverage index reached the highest 3.9. In sharp contrast, the
pressed their confidence in both political parties and parliaPhilippines showed the smallest proportion of full democratic
ment. As in normative support, the Asians offered, on
support (68%) and the largest proportion of no democratic
average, a bit more positive assessment of institutional
support (6%). In addition, the proportion of anti-dictatorship
confidence than the former Communist Europeans.
of any kinds was the smallest (16%) and the proportion of
With respect to procedural efficacy, a majority of the
fully authoritarians was the largest (35%). The supporters of
citizens in Asia, as a whole, perceived democracy as the
democracy-in-principle accounted for the smallest 10 percent.
method of governance that was capable of managing ecoIn the former Communist countries East Germany and
nomic affairs (74%) and maintaining social order (70%). Only
Russia were located at the both extreme ends of the spectrum.
17 percent did not endorsed democracy’s capacity to tackle
In East Germany genuine democrats constituted 76 percent
those two most important tasks of governance, whereas 60
and die-hard authoritarians 0.3 percent. These percentage
percent offered the full endorsement of democratic goverpoints were the most positive among its fellow post-Communance. In addition, 60 percent of the post-Communist
nist European countries. In addition, the average index
Europeans endorsed the idea that democracy was capable of
revealed the highest 3.7. By contrast, 30 percent of Russians
managing economy and 51 percent did so about managing
claimed to be genuine democrats, while 6 percent still
order. While nearly one-third of people (32%) in the postidentified themselves with die-hard authoritarians. The
Communist countries dismissed democracy outright as
average index was the lowest 2.5.
incapable of handling any of its economic or social problems,
Support for Democracy-in-Action
44 percent believed democracy capable of managing both
To what extent do the citizens of the new democracies
economy and order. Generally, the Asians were more likely to
support the actual workings of the regime in power? To
endorse the procedural efficacy of democracy than the postmeasure and compare the levels of support for democracy-inCommunist Europeans.
action across the two regions, another two pairs of items were
Confidence in representative democratic institutions and
selected from the WVS. The first pair concerns popular
endorsement of the efficacy of democratic government are
confidence for political parties and parliament, the two key
considered together to compare the overall levels of support
institutions of representative democracy. The second pair
for democracy-in-action or empirical support for democracy
deals with the perceived efficacy of government agencies to
across the two regions. As in the case of normative demotackle economic and social problems by the democratic
cratic support, two 3-point scales of institutional confidence
methods or procedures.
and governmental efficacy were combined into an index of
Tables 3 and 4 suggest that institutional confidence was
empirical democratic support. On this 5-point index, ranging
quite low in every country. In fact, the category of institufrom a low of 0 (no support) to a high of 4 (full support), the
tional confidence commonly revealed the most negative
Asians averaged 2.4, whereas the post-Communist Europeans
features in the new democracies. Only 42 percent and 54
averaged 1.6. Evidently the Asian new democracies regispercent of Asians felt, on average, confident in either political
tered greater levels of empirical democratic support than their
http://www.pacificrim.usfca.edu/research/perspectives
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counterparts. In none of the Asian new democracies was the
overall level of empirical democratic support lower than the
midpoint of the 5-point index, i.e., a score of 2, but only
Estonia (2.1) among post-Communist European countries
passed the midpoint. This finding suggests that new democracies in post-Communist Europe lacked a great deal in
support for democracy-in-action.
As in the normative support category, citizens of Bangladesh distinguished themselves from their fellow new Asian
democracies by endorsing institutional confidence and
procedural efficacy by a big margin. The South Koreans,
however, revealed the worst confidence in democratic
institutions and the Philippines showed the worst evaluations
about the procedural efficacy of its political system. Likewise,
the ordering of the post-Communist European countries
changed in the category of institutional confidence. The confidence in democratic institutions was the highest in Bulgaria;
it became the lowest in East Germany. Yet East Germany
regained the most positive status with respect to procedural
efficacy and Russia showed again the most negative features.
Types of Overall Support for Democracy

The general levels of normative and empirical democratic
support are considered together to explore regional differences in the quality of democratic support. To this end, 5point indices of normative and empirical democratic support
were first dichotomized into low (0-2) and high (3-4) categories, using the midpoint as a cutoff. Those two categories of
normative and empirical support were then considered
together to identify four distinct types of democratic support.
The most negative type of non-democrats includes those who
support democracy neither normatively nor empirically. The
most positive type of fully committed democrats includes those
who support it both normatively and empirically. Between
these extreme patterns are two other types of partial supporters
of democracy, i.e. those who support democracy-in-principle
only and those who support democracy-in-action only.
Fully committed democrats in Asia (38%) were found, as
a whole, twice more frequently than in post-Communist
Europe (20%). The proportions ranged from 20 percent for
the Philippines, to 81 percent for Bangladesh in Asia. Among
the post-Communist Europeans the proportions ranged from
11 percent for Russia to 33 percent for Estonia and Bulgaria.
By contrast the general level of unqualified commitment to
the political ideals as well as political practices of democracy
was higher in post-Communist countries (21%) than in postauthoritarian Asia (14%). The proportions of the nondemocrats in Asia ranged from 1 percent of Bangladesh, to 35
percent for the Philippines; their counterparts in the postCommunist countries ranged from 6 percent (East Germany),
to 47 percent (Russia). Generally speaking, self-identified
democrats were more numerous in Asia than in post-Communist Europe.
Another noteworthy is that normative support was far
greater than empirical support in both regions. On average
the Asians offered normative support five times more than
the empirical support (40% vs. 8%). Likewise, post-Communist Europeans endorsed support for democracy-in-principle
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about thirty times more than support for democracy-inpractice (57% vs. 2%). In principle citizens of new democracies in the two continents offered support, and they were
eager for democracy after decades of non-democracy, but they
were disappointed by or dissatisfied with the actual performance of new democratic regimes.
Overall 81 percent of citizens in Bangladesh identified themselves as fully committed democrats, while only 1 percent
identified themselves as non-democrats. These figures were
the most impressive throughout the countries under investigation. At the other extreme end is Russia. Almost half of
Russians (47%) identified themselves as non-democrats; only
11 percent subscribed to democracy from both normative and
empirical perspectives.

Summary and Conclusions
This study has compared the processes of democratic
transition and consolidation in Asia and former-Communist
Europe. In terms of the prevalent mode of transition, the two
regions differ very little; a majority of their new democracies
were instituted by joint actions between the ruling and
opposition forces, i.e., the transplacement mode. In contrast,
transformation and pacted transition were commonly the
least popular mode in the two regions.
A greater difference between the two regions concerns
the makeup of political institutions. The parliamentary
structure of government formed by the proportional system is
the most common form in post-Communist Europe. This
particular model of democratic institution has been rejected
by all new democracies in Asia. The presidential form of
government elected according to the pluralist system, which
was rejected by all of post-Communist European democracies, was and is most popular in Asia. As far as the institutional dimension of democratization is concerned, the two
regions have very little in common.
The two regions differ considerably in the extent to which
their citizens have lived in freedom in the wake of democratic
regime change. On the whole, a larger proportion of new
democracies in post-Communist Europe exist as free states,
and they have made greater progress in expanding freedom
on a steady basis. It is also in this region where a greater
proportion of those countries became less free states during
the past decade. On the contrary, none of their Asian counterparts has experienced such steady downward movement,
while the democratic progresses made in the new Asian
democracies, on average, during the same years, measured by
FH, appear to be smaller as compared to the European peers.
The most notable difference has to do with the cultural
dimension of democratization. In the two regions, a majority
of the masses is yet to embrace democracy as the most preferable regime or a lesser evil. The people who remain unattached to democracy, either normatively or empirically,
appear after years of democratic rule to vary a great deal
across the regions. In the two post-authoritarian East, nondemocrats comprise a very small minority. By striking
contrast, they constitute a substantial majority in the two
post-Communist states. In the Eastern world of new democracies, one or the other type of democrat, constitutes a large
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majority. Such inference may be inconclusive to be generalized in the context of the East and the West. Hopefully, future
research will expand this across many other countries in the
two continents with the WVS IV (1999-2000).
What conclusions can be drawn on the basis of these
findings? On the whole, a regional difference in democratization is more likely to emerge in the phase of consolidation
than that of transition. During the consolidation phase
regional difference is more likely to persist with the unwillingness of the masses to embrace democracy as the most
preferred political system rather than the inability of their
political system to guarantee political rights and civil liberties
on an increasing basis.25 The legacies of Communist rule have
been conducive to the destruction of the old government
structure designed to maintain one-party dictatorship. Those
Communist legacies of the West, however, appear to be more
detrimental to the growth of democratic legitimacy and the
maintenance of a free state rather than the authoritarian
legacies of the East. These regional differences are likely to
affect the ultimate fate of the current wave of democratization
in each region.
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APPENDIX
SURVEY QUESTIONS
A. Democratic System Preferences
V157. For having a democratic political system, would you say it is a
very good, fairly good, fairly bad or very bad way of governing this
country? (Absolute Preferences)
V163. Could you tell me if you agree strongly, agree, disagree or disagree
strongly with the statement: Democracy may have problems but it’s
better than any other form of government. (Relative Preferences)
B. Antiauthoritarian Orientations
V154. For having a strong leader who does not have to bother with
parliament and elections, would you say it is very good, fairly good,
fairly bad or very bad way of governing this country? (Anti-CivilianDictatorship)
V156. For having the army rule, would you say it is very good, fairly
good, fairly bad or very bad way of governing this country? (AntiMilitary-Dictatorship)
C. Institutional Confidence
V143. Could you tell me how much confidence you have in political
parties: is it a great deal of confidence, quite a lot of confidence, not very
much confidence or none at all?
V144. Could you tell me how much confidence you have in parliament:
is it a great deal of confidence, quite a lot of confidence, not very much
confidence or none at all?
D. Procedural Efficacy
V160. People sometimes say that in a democracy the economic system
runs badly. Do you strongly agree, agree, disagree, or strongly disagree
with them?
V162. People sometimes say that democracies aren’t good at
maintaining order. Do you strongly agree, agree, disagree, or strongly
disagree with them?
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