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has to admit that the editors tried their very best in the final chapter of the book in which they
summarise the main findings, relating them to the hypotheses and formulating challenges for
possible future research.

All in all, the book presents an exceptional contribution to the study of populism, and despite
some minor drawbacks it offers both an original theoretical framework and well-written in-depth
case studies that illustrate the performance and impact of different kinds of populist parties in
different institutional and democratic settings. The authors and the editors of the volume did a
very good job: the book should not be missed by anybody who is interested in current party poli-
tics in general and in the relationship between populism and democracy in particular.

Vlastimil Havlík
Department of Political Science, Masaryk University

Email: havlik@fss.muni.cz
© 2013, Vlastimil Havlík
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There is no doubt that the Central and East European countries have experienced a fundamental
economic, political and social transformation since the fall of communism. Capitalist Diversity
on Europe’s Periphery makes a major contribution to our understanding of the institutionalisation
of capitalist democracy under the less than optimal conditions of postsocialism. The authors trace
the role of legacies and initial choices, as well as international forces and domestic politics to delin-
eate the emergence of three types of capitalisms in East Central European societies: a pure neolib-
eral type in the Baltic States, an embedded neoliberal type in the Visegrad countries, and a
neocorporatist type in Slovenia. The coupling of nationalism and neoliberalism resulted in
liberal capitalism in Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania. Poland, Hungary, Czech Republic and Slovakia
pursued foreign-led reindustrialisation together with an expansive welfare state. Slovenia’s capable
state instituted neocorporatism. The weak states in Bulgaria, Romania and Croatia have been
unable to yet form a consolidated regime, but the authors discern tendencies of neoliberalism in
Bulgaria and Romania and embedded neoliberalism in Croatia. Chapters 3–5 provide a wealth
of empirical material on the developments in each of these 11 countries that will benefit any
student of postsocialist transformation. The authors also provide a nuanced interpretation of the
responses to, and consequences of, the economic crisis in the region since 2008.

The book’s theoretical contribution to broader debates on comparative capitalisms lies in
adopting a Polanyian perspective, which emphasises the endemic tensions within the capitalist
system, with a push towards a self-regulating market and a protective counter-movement
against commodification, simultaneously. Therefore, a Polanyian analysis demands attention
not only to the bare bones of the economic systems but also to the inherent politico-economic
organisation of the postsocialist economies. In line with this, the diversity of East Central Euro-
pean capitalism reflects the various configurations and combinations of neoliberalism, welfare
capitalism, and democratic corporatism, resulting in the neoliberal, embedded neoliberal and neo-
corporatist types of postsocialist capitalism.

In explaining how these systems were consolidated, the authors point to the importance of the
initial choices of transformation strategies by postsocialist elites, which were constrained by the
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legacies of socialist and presocialist times. Importantly, legacies are not treated as some objective
constraints; the authors acknowledge that how citizens perceive these inheritances, whether as
assets or liabilities, is of crucial significance that shapes political opportunities and risks. These
are also significantly influenced by international and transnational forces, including a global neo-
liberal hegemony, so that the diversity of capitalism in postsocialist Europe is limited to diversity
within neoliberalism. Ultimately, domestic politics carries a lot of explanatory weight in the Bohle
and Greskovits model, but, importantly, the authors recognise its unfolding nature due to the con-
ditions of uncertainty and crisis that prevailed in the 1989–2009 period. This means that the three
configurations of neoliberal, embedded neoliberal and neocorporatist capitalisms are not a result
of some master plan set out from the onset but have much to do with trial-and-error, compromise,
and the unintended consequences of policy-making.

To what extent are these three systems consolidated and stable remains an open question in the
book. In this regard, one wonders whether the focus on diversity masks, nevertheless, important
commonalities of the postsocialist capitalisms, which made the whole region very vulnerable to
the present economic (and political) crisis. Moreover, the authors lay out the recent move towards
more open markets and less social protection in all countries, and the concomitant rise of radical
voices on the one hand and/or political apathy of the citizenry on the other. Opinion polls reveal
dissatisfaction with democracy, lack of trust in institutions, and perceptions of widespread corrup-
tion. The authors themselves note that the dealing with the current crisis has more to do with
country-level responses than those determined by the specific type of capitalism they outlined.
After all, it took centuries for capitalism to become institutionalised in other parts of the world,
a task that postsocialist Europe was expected to achieve within only a couple of decades.
Bohle and Greskovits acknowledge that the outcomes are far from settled. Nevertheless, the dis-
cussion in their thoroughly researched book will prove indispensable in the continuing scholarly
and policy debate on the character of postsocialist economic and political institutions. This
thoughtful and stimulating book, which takes on a demanding comparison of 11 countries
within a span of more than 20 years, is an impressive accomplishment and a must-read for scho-
lars of postsocialism and capitalism alike.

Nina Bandelj
University of California

Email: nbandelj@uci.edu
© 2013, Nina Bandelj
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	&p;&disp-quote;&p;There is a clownishness in Georgian politics, but a rawness too. (19)&/p;&/disp-quote;&/p;&p;Stephen Jones has written a very good book on the recent political, economic and social history of Georgia. It deals with almost all aspects of the life of Georgia&apos;s citizens from shortly before its independence in 1991 to 2012. The book leads up to, but does not discuss the election campaign and parliamentary elections of 1 October 2012 won by the party &ldquo;Georgian Dream &ndash; Democratic Georgia&rdquo; led by Bidzina Ivanishvili. Prime minister Ivanishvili now holds the country&apos;s most powerful position because, by arrangements made earlier in 2012, presidential powers have been transferred to the prime minister.&sup;1&/sup; President Mikheil Saakashvili himself doubtlessly had hoped to extend his rule &ndash; in the capacity of a prime minister &ldquo;new style&rdquo; &ndash; after the expiration of his presidential term in 2013. Stephen Jones notes that the most likely outcome of this latest constitutional change is &ldquo;a shift from super-presidentialism to super prime ministership&rdquo; (150).&/p;&p;Georgia since the late 1980s has a most complicated history. It is a history of an attempt at state formation, a history of repeated violent leadership change; Georgia&apos;s recent history includes civil wars and civil wars that are at the same time interstate wars (the 1992&ndash;1993 �Georgian&ndash;�Abkhazian war and, more markedly so, the August 2008 war about South Ossetia, when the �Georgian army fought the Russian army). It is a history of continuous constitutional makeovers, of changes in the electoral law and of hesitant and hasty attempts to separate the political sphere from the economic sphere and from the social sphere; it is a history of violent civil unrest, of robber barons with their armed retinue fighting against state authorities, and criminals with their armed retinue &ldquo;representing the state&rdquo;, thus blurring (again) the public&ndash;private distinction; a history of shameless corruption and enrichment by the few, and of corruption as perhaps the sole means of survival for many. Georgia&apos;s independence starts with economic collapse: the state goes from one of the well-to-do republics in the Soviet framework to utter destitution in merely a couple of years. Georgia took the road to democracy and independent statehood in 1991 and in the mid-1990s professed to be both a democracy and a unitary state, which it was not, and which it is still not.&sup;2&/sup;&/p;&p;Jones makes it abundantly clear that political parties are not organisations that educate and select political leaders, but that it is the other way around. Political personalities, or rather &ldquo;powerful individuals&rdquo;, make (and change and discard) political parties. Politics is highly personalised. Zviad Gamsakhurdia, Eduard Shevardnadze and Saakashvili have been made presidents by street politics rather than party politics, and they have been hailed (and for the most part failed) as saviours of the country. Jones has a remarkable talent for giving the reader a feel of politics �&ldquo;Georgian style&rdquo; and also provides a wealth of information about Georgia.&sup;3&/sup; His main feat is not that he succeeds in doing so without boring the reader (these &italic;are&/italic; interesting times), but that he succeeds in doing so without making the reader loose track.&/p;&p;It is an added bonus that Jones does not feel obliged to frame his tale within one single model. He refers to theories, uses and, to some extent, tests theories, but obviously no single theory exists (and I would surmise: not one such theory can exist), which encapsulates Georgia&apos;s development in the last 25 years. Jones&apos; book is a monograph on Georgia and not an explicitly comparative political science endeavour. And from this we benefit hugely. More explicit comparisons would have come at the cost of not being able to devote the same number of pages to, for example, the minority issues in Georgia as would be the case if Russia&apos;s and/or Ukraine&apos;s and/or, let us say, Azerbaijan&apos;s dealings with their respective minorities were considered as well.&/p;&p;Jones&apos; &italic;Georgia. A Political History since Independence&/italic; does raise questions, however, which answers need comparisons with, or general consideration for the influence of, other countries. Some of the constitutional changes and changes in the electoral system may well have been inspired by the &ldquo;near abroad&rdquo; (Russia and Ukraine). Saakashvili&apos;s economic policies were, it seems, ideologically close to the ideas and practices championed by &ldquo;market Bolsheviks&rdquo; such as Yegor Gaidar and Boris Nemstov in the Russian Federation, all of whom took their cue from the Chicago school.&sup;4&/sup; I tend to think that in discussing Georgia&apos;s foreign policy &ndash; and in discussing Saakashvili&apos;s impetuous haste to make for a militarily powerful Georgia and spending a quarter of the budget in doing so &ndash; the role of the USA has remained underexposed&thinsp;&hellip;&thinsp;And so, Jones&apos; book is not the one perfect study, but a remarkably good one.&/p;&/sec;&/body;&back;
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