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Structural and Axiological Determinants of 

Support for Democracy. 

/A Comparative Analysis between Poland and Bulgaria/ 

 

 

Preface 

 

The proposed study is inspired by the E. Wnuk-Lipinski article 

"Fundamentalism versus Pragmatism: Two Responses to a Radical Social Change"/ 

E. Wnuk-Lipinski, 1993/. That article, together with the increased engagement of the 

Polish social sciences with the problem of values evoked quite provoking theoretical 

questions for me being taught in Bulgaria. The main was why there is no enough 

theoretical examination of the concept of values in Bulgaria and its applicability in 

studying the Bulgarian context is too low. There were a number of studies on the 

notion of interest in Bulgarian social sciences, and its use as explanatory concept in 

the empirical data analyses was significantly higher than the concept of values. These 

observations brought me to the conclusion that behind the mentioned gnosiological 

emptiness some ontological specifics of the Bulgarian societal formation existed 

which directed my attention to the historical factors of societal development that 

neglected the values' issue in the Bulgarian humanities, in contrast to the Polish.  

Understanding that I had to search for the ontological causes of such an 

overlook lead me to the theoretical problem how to examine a common event through 

common concepts, that, however, function in different national /structural and 

cultural/ contexts. As the common event I consider the radical social change of the 

fall of communism in central and eastern Europe, and the followed support/ non-

support for democracy in two countries - the Central European Poland and the South-

Eastern European Bulgaria - examined by seemingly 'commonly' relevant concepts of 

values and interests.  

Thus, trying to define the most salient determinants of support of the new 

regime in these countries in between values and interests, I went into deeper studying 

of the historically grounded national specifics of construction of social reasoning that 

defined another line of the study - a theoretical clarification of the processual 
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connection /relationship/ of  attitudes, reasoning  and social actions. That direction of 

the study is not only theoretically grounded but is ontologically reasonable, for 

studying the Polish society I found striking differences in the ability for collective 

actions' formation in Poland and Bulgaria that needed to be explained. 

An additional and very important to me viewpoint should be announced here. 

Living for quite long time outside Bulgaria allowed me a distance to study the 

Bulgarian society released from the restricting ideological constructions that each 

society and nation build about themselves, and to find other properties of my native 

country that I was not conscious while living there. The best expression of that 

phenomenon of understanding by 'outside' I found defined by M. N. Strinivas as a 

process of being " 'thrice born', once in {one's} own society of actual nascent, a 

second time by coming to terms with another culture, and a third time by returning to 

{one's} own society" and applying a new perspective to it. Through that third birth, 

"{w}e find that the familiar has become exoticized; we see it with new eyes. The 

common place has become marvellous"1

 

. 

 

              Introduction 

 

The subject of our study is an aspect of the earlier period of transformation in 

Bulgaria and Poland /the end of 1990 - the beginning of 1991/. Along with passage of 

time quite different results of that beginning are revealed- positive and prosperous for 

Poland and delayed and painful for Bulgaria. The explanations for these outcomes are 

numerous and only seemingly clear. Their roots are usually examined in the field of 

political elite strategies and suspended economic transformation, and not so much on 

the side of different historic and cultural traditions of the two nations that influence 

the later socio-political development and even modify the type of the experienced 

political regimes. One of the characteristic lines of theoretical reasoning concerns the 

explanation of post-communist transformation outcomes from the standpoint of 

communist legacies of post-communist countries.  

                                                           
1 1for the source of quotations see F. Manning, 1983; J. Kubic, 1994/. 
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In this study, we affirm that the answer of the question why Poland has been 

so successfully transforming, but not Bulgaria, is not merely based on the fact that 

they belong to two different types of former communist countries - Poland - to the 

former reformist communist countries (Hungary, Yugoslavia) and Bulgaria - to the 

former orthodox communist countries (Soviet Union, Romania, East Germany, 

Czechoslovakia). If it is the only reason for the differences in the speed and scope of 

post-communist transformation, we cannot explain why Czech Republic has 

succeeded in post-communist change unlike Slovakia and Bulgaria. We will look for 

causes that go beyond that apparent fact and try to find explanations in the cultural 

and structural preconditions for the possibility of opposition formations within the 

communist system in Poland and the lack of such resources in Bulgaria. These effects 

upon the communist regime characteristics induce the very mode and the speed of 

post-communist transformation in the two countries.  

Hence, in this study, we concern the significant differences in the mode of 

post-communist transformational processes as an effect of the specifics of communist 

legacies that are based on pre-communist cultural and historical heritages of the 

countries under consideration. 

The Bulgarian failure to be prosperously transformed we use as main reason to 

compare the two countries, trying to find an explanation in the specific legacies of the 

two countries that influence the post-communist transformation. All above mentioned 

determines the way the comparison should be done - Poland will be considered as 

controlling case from the viewpoint of which Bulgarian case will be examined. In 

other words, Polish case will be used as a point of reference through which the 

processes in Bulgaria at the beginning of transformation will be concerned, aiming at 

answering of the following questions:  

1. Do the distinct cultural and structural pre-communist and communist 

legacies and thereon formed public attitudes of support for democracy at the initial 

period of post-communist transformation, pre-determine in some degree the success 

or failure of the very transformation?  

2. Also, what is the role of public political attitudes in post-communist 

transformation at its earlier stage - are they convincing for its speed and 

implementation, or, the success or downfall depends more on other factors like 
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political elite readiness and political elite strategies for economic and political 

transformation?  

The above stated questions contain two lines of causal determination. One is 

based on cultural and historical bases of attitudes formation, and another is 

understood as well with the same legacies, this time influencing the very formation of 

political elite and its strategies. These questions put the problem of involvement of 

mass public in the processes of post-communist transformation and forces the 

researcher to examine what is of greater importance for the advantageous political and 

economic post-communist transformation - mass public attitudes or political elite 

strategy and work. This theoretical dichotomy corresponds to the two types of 

definition of the post-communist transformation -  as inclusive vs. exclusive process, 

and involves the problematic of interest representation within the sphere of the 

analysis. /see L. Bruszt, also  Evans/ 

Going back to the main concepts of our study - structural and axiological 

determinants of support for democracy - we should announce the examination of 

these determinants as two types of basis for popular response to the radical social 

change in the post-communist countries. Moreover, these determinants will be 

considered as a locus through which national cultural traditions and historic specifics 

are manifested. Therefore, we have to look for pre-determination of political attitudes 

by some historically produced structural and cultural factors.  

By structural determination of political support we mean the socio-economic 

and socio-structural influence on support for the regime by peoples' interests and 

needs. Respectively, the axiological determination is read as culturally /and 

historically/ generated and transmitted set of values and ideologies that constitute the 

system of meaning of political reasoning and action. 

We will deal with the attitudinal level of political behaviour, which is pre-

determined by the primary use of the results of an attitudinal study for the analysis /a 

cross-national comparative survey/. Additionally, an extended description of 

historical construction of the structural and cultural characteristics in Poland and 

Bulgaria is made aiming at elucidate the specifics of meaning systems of the two 

populations. Thus, the subjective dimension of the structural effect upon political 

support is one of the main focuses of interest in this study. Consequently, toleration of 
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inequalities is considered as the main indicator for structural determination of 

political dispositions to the new regime. As axiological determinants of support for 

democracy we concern values and ideologies that support or counteract to the new 

political order. 2

The main question we will try to answer is which of the mentioned 

determinants, the structural or axiological, mostly influence support for the new 

regime. The second question aims at testing if there a consistency between structural 

and axiological determinants of support for democracy or there is a contradiction 

between them.  

 

The possible configuration of the above stated determinants of support for 

democracy should be taken in a wider context of the macro-realities of the political 

and economic transformation in post-communist countries, and as following by the 

specific historical cultural and structural heritage of the countries under consideration. 

An additional question, caused by the observed striking differences in the 

political and economic results of transformation in the two countries is: does the 

differences between the countries in mentioned attitudinal responses to the radical 

social change are decisive, or they are not convincing for the failure of the 

transformation in Bulgaria and its success in Poland. Thus, the response of that 

controversy will help to verify one of the two theoretical definitions of post-

communist transformation - as inclusive process / involvement and direct dependence 

of transformation on the mass public/, or as exclusive process /exclusion of mass 

public preferences and elite governing process only/. The examples of Poland and 

Bulgaria from the perspective of the recent results of transformation give the best 

opportunities of answering that dispute. 

One limitation should be stated at the very beginning. Because of the lack of 

long-time series data which can allow us to identify clear tendencies, only tentative 

conclusion can be made about the credibility of our hypotheses. 

  

 

                                                           
2 For it is difficult to grasp the deep symbolic dimension of political support by a standardised 
attitudinal survey, we will use, also, the mediation of the concept of specific support./see D. Easton, 
1965/ 
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Chapter I: Common Theoretical Frameworks  

 

 

1. Defining the term of „post-communism” 

 

We have to define the common theoretical framework of regime change we 

should rely on in our analysis, conceptualising the term “post-communism”. The 

concepts of support for democracy attitudes should also be concerned from the point 

of view of a general understanding of what is going on in Eastern Europe after the 

collapse of communism. It means that among the different approaches and theories of 

the transition or transformation we ought to choose that approach which will allow us 

in the best way 1/ to analyse the public attitudes of support for democracy from the 

point of view of its real socio-structural and cultural determinants, and 2/ to supply 

the analysis with the most appropriate tools for an informative cross-national 

comparison - revealing of the differences and similarities between the  countries 

under consideration. 

Since the collapse of communism, a huge amount of literature appeared in 

which political scientists, sociologists, economists and politicians have been trying to 

explain the character of the changes, their consequences and the future paths of 

transformation. At first, there were attempts to “name” what had happened in Central 

and Eastern Europe. Indeed, the naming of a unique social event is in itself a process 

of categorising through terms used for description of other historical and social events 
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that already had happened in the human history. We can recall some of them - 

"revolution", "systemic change", "negotiated revolution", "revolution from above", 

"velvet revolution", "transition to democracy", "transformation".  

The important moment here is that the process of naming contains within itself 

the very definition of the collapse of communism. It is well known, that scientific 

definition should define the parameters of the analysis, i.e., from the very beginning, 

the analysis is guided by the definition of the problem, by its naming. At the same 

time, the naming somewhat appears as a kind of ideologisation, at least by taking into 

account different constructions of the radical change from different ideological 

perspectives.  

Very important feature of the different definitions and theories about the 

collapse of communism is the paradox that, although often contradictory, in sum they 

create a real picture and explanation, of course in pieces, of what happened in Eastern 

Europe after the fall of communism. The reason is that the very character of the 

radical change consists of processes and relations which are mutually contradictory 

and have an existence thanks to that contradictory character.   

May be it is not accidentally that scientific discussions about the events in 

Central and Eastern Europe 1989-1990 are concentrated around nearly “dichotomous” 

approaches.  The main division line between them concerns the problem of the 

continuity and discontinuity between the two phases of the radical change - the 

demolition of the old system and the creation of the new.   

The most widespread theoretical “dichotomy” is the transition to democracy 

vs. transformation paradigms. Here, the main division line is between teleological 

character of the TD approach against the non-teleology of the latter. The main 

question is the direction  - “where the east European societies are going to” - to 

capitalist liberal democracy and market economy or to “nobody knows yet”. The very 

direction of changes presupposes a pattern as well as a clear end to be followed which 

is questioned by the transformation paradigm. The very term of transition to 

democracy or to capitalism is in itself a “teleological construct driven by hypothesised 

end-state” /D.Stark, 1992: 22/ and emphasises on a normative pattern of 

transformation - quick implementation of the institutions of the Western capitalism. 

Its main conviction is based on the belief that as the communism is destroyed there 
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are no difficulties for implementation of new institutions and rules to be borrowing 

from the developed societies of the West. According to this approach, the change 

ought to be based mainly on a kind of designed project and implemented “from 

above”. Thus, the only guarantee for the success of that designed project is seen to be 

in the competence of the ruling elite and experts. The more reform implementation 

coincides with the prescriptions of the blueprint for the new society, the more 

successful will be the creating of the new order. This presupposes that if there are 

difficulties in the reform implementation it is due not to the bad quality of the 

blueprints but to the wrong fulfilment of the project prescriptions.   

One of the main beliefs of the supporters of that paradigm is the presumption 

that socialist society was a society which was built in a wrong way, it is destroyed 

now and what is needed is to build the new socio-political system in the right way on 

the ruins of the old. The followers of that paradigm assume that there is some natural 

state of economy, society and human behaviour. While the liberal political principles 

along with market principles are implemented in a given society, so conditions for 

normal and natural /formally-rational / behaviour of that people relevant to the new 

systemic principles is expected. As A. Rychard has expressed it, this type of theories 

suffer from the illusion  

“that communism was only the artificial armour covering the natural 

forces and attitudes of the society and that, after this straightjacket was 

removed, these natural forces would somehow supposed to come into 

prominence automatically”/ A.Rychard, 1994: 6/ 

As we will show further in our analysis, it turns out that there is no pre-given 

natural state of things in a society which should be revealed since all there is socially 

produced. Every product of a society is, so to say, normal, natural, and the only 

possible one under the social conditions that have brought it into life. Indeed, the 

attempts for designing of democracy and free market have met significant difficulties 

grounded in systemic peculiarities of real socialism which could not disappear 

together with the demolition of the leading role of the communist party and near 

symbolic, at the beginning, breakdown of communism. As D. Stark rightly pointed 

out, the errors of modernisation theories are repeated in the assumption of 

“preordained destination.”/Stark, 1992: 6/. This presumption along with the decisive 
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role played by so called “subjective factor” in the face of scientific experts and the 

politicians have quite strong similarity, even thought only formal, with communist 

blueprint implementation, and it is due to the strong modernisation grip of that 

paradigm. / see Bauman, 1993b, 1996; Offe, 1991/  

Another theoretical pair of competing approaches is “imperatives of 

liberalisation” vs. “legacies of the past” approaches./Crawford and Lijpart, 1995/ 

In its deep content, this dichotomy contains Transition to Democracy vs. 

Transformation paradigm, but stressing on the different causal factors explaining the 

ways of the development of the post-socialist societies. Here, the transformation 

paradigm is more detailed, showing the basic structural and historical obstacles to the 

successful implementation of the political and economic reforms.  

Legacies approaches define post-communist transformation as a function of 

the social, cultural and institutional structures created under real socialism. / Crawford 

and Lijpart, 1995: 172/ According to this view, the real socialism has left social and 

institutional structures which continue to exist despite the demolition of communism 

as a political system. These kept social structures, and thereon based social interests 

could be a serious obstacle for the liberalisation process.  

Also, “legacies of the past” approaches emphasise the significance of the 

specifics in the individual cases of post-communist regime change. Thus, according to 

their proponents, the concrete social, cultural and political forces, but not so much the 

new institutions that should be created will shape the identity of the different Eastern 

European societies.  

The six key legacies are distinguished by Crawford and Lijpart in their article 

concerning the two competing approaches: 1/ the history of “backwardness”, 

victimisation and intolerance; 2/ the absence of established successor elite; 3/ weak 

party systems with weak roots in society; 4/ the interrupted process of national 

building; 5/ the continued persistence of institutions established under the old regime; 

and 6/ the legacy of the centralised state and command economy. / Crawford and 

Lijpart, 1995: 179/ 

The alternative approach underlines on the “imperatives of liberalisation”. 

According to that approach the implementation of new democratic institutions and the 
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international pressure are enough to suppress the negative influence of the communist 

legacy /Crawford and Lijpart, p.172/. Proponents of that approach suggest that 

introduction of the universal rules of liberal capitalist democracy is strong enough to 

diminish the heritage of communism. Not the historically formed old structures and 

institutions, but the immediate context, created by the adoption of the new 

institutionalised democratic principles is decisive for the post-communist 

development. And again, as within the transition to democracy paradigm, here is 

insisted that the model of liberal capitalism “provides strong guidelines for institution 

building”. The differences between the Central and Eastern European countries in this 

case will vary only to the degree these institutions are rightly and quickly 

implemented. 

As a whole, the “imperatives of liberalisation” vs. “legacies of the past” 

approach tries to answer  to the question whether the development of Eastern Europe 

will follow the logic of development of the Western capitalist societies, through 

successful working of the institutions of the liberal democracy there, independently of 

the different historically produced social and economic conditions in which they are 

applied, or, the specific heritage of socialism will cause substantial difficulties in the 

process of  transformation. To put it in another way, this is a question what is decisive 

- the implantation of the Western institutions of the liberal democracy that proved to 

work or the inherited structures of communism. Both above mentioned dichotomous 

approaches express the optimism of the new institution building vs. the pessimism of 

the difficulties of their proper working under the conditions of societies where these 

institutions have not natural roots.  

Another dichotomy concerns the initial drive of the dismantling of the 

communism from the point of view of main actors, or whether it is elite-based - 

radical social change from above, or it is based on mass unrest - radical change from 

below. P. Schmitter and T. Carl argues that the two models vary between different 

countries according to the ways of exit from the communist rule /see P. Schmitter, 

1991; 1992/ 

The common methodological framework we will rely on is the post-

communist transformation paradigm. We are choosing ‘legacies of the past’ approach 

as a basic methodological orientation of our analysis.  
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Accepting legacies of the past approach we do not presume that the 

breakdown of post-communist transition will follow as a consequence of difficulties 

based on the communist heritage. We chose that paradigm in order to explain the 

specifics of public’s perception and attitudes which are most of all conditioned by the 

pre-communist and communist past. No teleological presumptions with regard to 

post-communist transformation collapse are meant here. 

By using the intellectual instruments of the legacies of the past approach we 

aim at testing whether the differences of the pre-communist and communist heritage 

could explain the variances in the very mode of transformation in both countries. 

 

2. The specifics of the post-communist systemic change - revolution, 

restoration or reform?  

 

In the next pages we will try to connect the different dichotomous paradigms 

with the most general descriptions of such traits of the systemic change as revolution, 

reform, restoration, etc. This is the theoretical question whether the collapse of 

communism can be called a revolution, or perhaps the leading role of the negotiation 

between the communist and opposition elite, as well as the 'velvet' character of the 

radical changes, does not allow the events after 1989-1990 to be conceptualised as 

revolution. 

It is widely acknowledged that what is going on after the 1989-1990 could be 

defined under the general concept of systemic change. The problem is how it is 

described and understood, and more precisely, what point of reference is chosen for 

its categorising. Here, we will rely on E. Wnuk-Lipinski's  methodological reference 

that every analysis of post-communist transformation is based on the choice of initial 

assumptions about the nature of the very process which should not be taken 

intuitively because it " not only shapes the model of analysis but to a considerable 

extent determines the conclusion of the analysis." /E. Wnuk-Lipinski, 1997: 2/ 

Some of scholars rest on the evolutionary character of the changes within the 

communist system that brought into life the collapse of communism. From that point 

of view the 1989-1990 events in Central and Eastern Europe could be considered as a 
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symbolic turning point, expressed, for example, in round table discussions that 

resulted in the public legitimisation of the informal structures and rules aiming at 

legitimisation of the acquiesced already property rights by the nomenklatura during 

the last phase of socialism /Staniszkis, 1995/. This is an understanding of the systemic 

change as a kind of hidden restoration of the nomenklatura's power under the changed 

'rules of the political and economic game'.3

The other understanding of systemic change as restoration is based on TD 

paradigm, for there the restoration is viewed as a revival of the normal, i.e. liberal-

democratic order in society, existed in some of east European countries before the 

imposition of the communist rule. /A. Arato, 1994; also, G. O'Donnell, 1995/. In this 

case, the restoration of new order is understood, to some degree, as deliberate 

installation of the institutions and conditions, necessary for establishing or re-

establishing of the democratic order. /for a stimulating summary, see E. Wnuk-

Lipinski, 1997/. An interesting paradox is that both understandings of restoration - 1/ 

as legitimising of the new type of power of the communist elite /establishment of  

new rules of the game with the old elite actors/, and 2/ as establishment or re-

establishment of the well known institutions of the democratic order -  are seemly 

right. Something more - that paradox could be seen as an essence of the radical social 

change in Eastern Europe and the price that had to be paid for its 'velvet' character. 

  

Those scholars that use explicitly the concept of revolution for the description 

of the systemic change in eastern Europe, stress mainly on discontinuity with the old 

communist system while these accepting the gradual vision of the changes, emphasise 

on the mutual connection and continuity between the old and the new order.  

Also, it seems to us, that the use of both terms is more or less conventional 

because it usually relies on the type of viewing of the phases /stages/ of the systemic 

change and taking one of them as main point of reference for the definition of the 

entire transformation.i

                                                           
3 Within Wnuk-Lipinskis classification of the types of theoretical reasoning of the post-communist 

 Hence, if the starting point of the whole process of 

transformation is taken in account, i.e. the sudden collapse of the communist regime - 

the entire process is defined as revolution. However, when the next step that follows 

after the collapse of the old order is considered, somehow naturally the total change is 

perceived as a reform.  
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In this context, it is worthy to concern the description of the east European 

systemic change as containing of two relatively independent processes, created in two 

steps - 1/ demolition of the old communism system, and  2/ building up of the new 

socio-political and economic order.  In that periodisation, the division of the two 

stages is usually based on the difference in the main actors, driving the social and 

economic changes. It is generally acknowledged in the post-communist 

transformation literature that those forces responsible for the end of communism do 

not constitute the main force for the new system building. In opposite, the same 

agents that had supported and try to reinforce the old communist order become at the 

beginning the embryo of the new /J. Staniszkisz, 1995/. As it is expressed by E. 

Wnuk-Lipinski, "... 'social geography' of proponents and opponents of the initiation of 

a radical change did not match 'social geography' of winners and losers." /E. Wnuk-

Lipinski, 1997: 13/.  

There is another vision of the systemic change as eventually revolution, where 

the revolutionist character of the changes is taken as possible and probable, but not 

predetermined and certain outcome of post-communist transformation /E. Wnuk-

Lipinski, 1997/. Here, not the starting point - the demolition of the communist order, 

but the successful result of the difficult process of economic and political 

transformation, where the point of no return to the old rules of the game is reached, 

describes the post-communist transformation as revolution. Thus, the post-communist 

radical social change might be defined as revolution after the completion of a difficult 

process of implementation of the democratic institutions and rules that could not be 

changed by the voluntary will of any political force obtaining power. Within this 

understanding, not the point of departure, but the point of arrival is the chief criteria 

for describing what has happened after the collapse of the communist regime.  

We will use the concept of  radical social change as a common banner to cover 

the whole process of post-communist transformation. Here we rely on Wnuk-

Lipinski's understanding of post-communist transformation /E. Wnuk-Lipinski, 1997:   

19/.ii

                                                                                                                                                                      
transformation, it is called 'soft restoration'. /E. Wnul-Lipinski, 1997, p.8/; 

 From this point of view, already mentioned above description of the 

transformation period as consisted in two stages - demolition of the communist order 

and beginning of the building on the new will be considered as interconnected. This 
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supposes that the way of exit of communism constitutes the specifics of the post-

communist transformation, as we shall show on the examples of Poland and Bulgaria.  

The important moment is that the link between the two stages is determined by 

concrete socio-cultural context. What we consider as specific for the Polish case, 

unlike Bulgarian, is the mass participation during the first stage of the dismantling of 

the communism, as well as the negotiated character of the change of political elite. 

For Bulgaria, the most characteristic at that stage is the initiation of the social change 

from above /imposition form above/, although there was an imitation of negotiation 

between the old and the opposition elite. This imitation is caused by the specifics of 

the initiation of the social and political change there, which was almost entirely 

leaded by the communist elite that practically established the new political opposition. 

The whole process of changing the rules of the political game in Bulgaria has been 

done without the mass participation of the population.  

Therefore, we will read the radical social change  at the beginning of the 90s 

in the countries under consideration, as 1/ prepared from below, and thereafter 

negotiated as a kind of elite’s social contract where the anti- communist elite is 

constructed from below /Poland/, and 2/ as imposed from above in Bulgaria. The fact 

that political change was imposed from above gives additional and very important 

features and consequences on the whole process of radical social change but does not 

change its systemic character. Both types of exit from communism are points of 

departure by which the costs of future transformation become acceptable to the 

communist elite. /see Staniszkis, 1995: 27/.  

Hence, we should view the public attitudes of support for democracy in the 

light of the understanding of radical socio-political changes as imposed from above 

for Bulgaria and negotiated or contracted for Poland. 

The profound political change, despite the way it is done - with or without 

mass participation - is only a part of the systemic one. Demolition of the old political 

regime contains the first step of the systemic change, which creates the conditions for 

the new system building process. The second stage, the very creation of a new 

systemic order is possible when the problem with political power is solved and the 

rules of the political game are already defined. Bringing into life the project for a new 

socio-economic system is a task of the ruling elite which gives them the exclusive 
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power in its implementation. That is the reason which makes the concept of specific 

support or support for a new system of power so indispensable / see the last paragraph 

of the current Chapter, also D. Easton, 1965/. 

Thus, the second step - the creation of a new socio-economic system, is 1/ 

based on the competence of political and intellectual elite, 2/ is state or government 

elite managed process, and 3/ could be implemented only as based on popular 

political support.iii

Another periodization of post-communist transformation is recently presented 

by E. Wnuk-Lipinski /1997/. It is connected with the theoretical understanding that 

radical social change in Central and Eastern Europe is process based, i.e. is 

processually characterised, which allows for a causal analysis of post-communist 

transformation, beginning with the events coming form the last stage of communism. 

 

The key of the success of the whole transformation process, as it is seen by us, 

is grounded on the degree of the radicalism of the initial phase of the post-communist 

change. It also means that the formation of new values and its strength during the first 

stage of the transformation is what determines the magnitude of possible development 

of interests’ formation and the way of defence and pursuit of interests in the next 

phase.  

In this respect, we should mention the contrast distinctions between the initial 

phases in Poland and Bulgaria taking as a point of reference the Polish experience 

/see E. Wnuk-Lipinski, 1997/. The initial phase is an unique mixture of internal and 

external factors, that usually are characterised by 1/ a continual deficiency of social 

legitimisation; 2/ failing of the ideological promises of the communist elite to provide 

decent standard of life, as well as 3/ deep social deprivation in the domain of civil 

rights. Also, the Western point of reference of the popular perception is mentioned, 

which contains in public visibility of widening economic, technological and 

civilizational gap between Western countries and Communist block. From the point 

of view of the population, vital for the extend of the change at that phase is a 

generalised hope for the future, and consequently, a perception of reality in terms of 

values rather than in terms of group interests.  

A peculiar fact is that almost no one of the above mentioned factors 

identifying the initial stage of post-communist social change in Poland are  typical for 
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the Bulgarian case: there is no a deficit of legitimacy of the communist order, except 

among the tiny group of intellectuals without established connection with the 

population. Also, the social deprivation connected with the standard of life is not so 

salient, for the economic crisis in Bulgaria during the last communist years was not so 

deep as it was in Poland. At the end, social deprivation in the area of civil rights was 

not observed, but within the mentioned intellectuals groups, because of the dominant 

role of the communist ideology and the lack of other ideological alternative. The only 

feature identifying the initial stage of transformation on the side of public perception 

during the last years of communism was the beginning of a formation of the Western 

point of reference that was predominantly a vision of the economic and technological 

gap between the two social systems.  

All that peculiarities of the Bulgarian initial phase of post-communist 

transformation produces the difficulties at the next stage and pre-determines, we 

hope, not so much the point of arrival of the whole process, but the speed and the 

degree of radicalism, and as a consequence, the degree of economic transformation 

needed for the completion of the entire process of radical social change. 

 

3. Structural Legacies of Socialism 

Real socialism was a social system with its own logic of functioning and its 

own systemic properties. The rapid change of economy and property relations after 

the socialist revolution provoked changes in the mechanisms of social differentiation 

and through this - in the character of social structure. The social status of the main 

socio-economic groups /workers or the peasants/ was not mediated by the 

spontaneous socio-economic process but was directed by the central planner what 

made possible almost complete discontinuation with pre-socialist social structure. 

/Mokrzycki, 1994/. Therefore, socialism has produced organic changes within the 

society shifting the structure of group interests so that the position of individual and 

group corresponded with the place of this group within the system of central 

distribution of goods in which one of the main mechanisms of distribution was the 

system of privileges. Different group interests which arose as a result of socialist 

transformation were based on systemic benefits /guaranteed employment/, on 

systemic inefficiencies /different access to scarce goods and services/ and on systemic 
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weakens/ illegal appropriation of scarce goods and services /see E. Wnuk Lipinski, 

1994/. Being illegal and distributive /dependent on the state/ these interests could not 

be a base of class structure but resulted in an emergence of a peculiar etatist social 

structure. 

The network of group interests generated by this process was grounded on the 

existing network of economic institutions and especially - socialist enterprises. 

According to this, the socialist working class and even peasantry were pure socialist 

products which define their social status in the framework of socialist economy, 

mainly within the socialist type of enterprise managed through soft budget subsidising 

and privileges. Being not institutionalised, these interests existed as a set of claims to 

the state that was the main distributor of goods and services. 

The threat for the social statuses based on the socialist structures and 

correspondingly, for the interests of huge elements of society /mainly workers and 

peasantry/ created conditions for a reaction, or even mobilisation of these groups 

against the economic reform.  

On theoretical level, the mentioned real /practical/ problem can be expressed 

as an existence of a contradiction between the new economic rules and the old social 

structure. On one hand, the social structure is more inflexible to the changes which 

take place in the sphere of economy and, on the other hand, the radical economic 

changes are difficult without corresponding changes in social structure. Therefore, it 

turned out that there are not only political and economic obstacles to the 

transformation process but one of the main difficulties rests on the old type of social 

structure which has an impact both over economy and politics /Mokrzsycki, 1995/.  

The mentioned above difficulties of the neo-liberal economic reform 

implementation can be expressed in different ways - trough mass scale riots, as in 

Latin American case, or through re-distributive claims transmitted to the  political 

sphere by political parties which are trying to represent and mobilise the threatened 

social groups.  

However, as the recent analysis, made by B. Greshkovich proves, above 

mentioned variant of anti-reformist orientations has not happened in Central and 

Eastern Europe during the eight years transformation /Greshkovich, 1998/. Another 

variant of public political reaction to the transformational crisis was observed - 
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because of demobilising effect of the economic crisis over the collective action 

possibilities, the most common expression of protest by people whose group interests 

were threatened was and still is  the use of voting procedure against the reformist 

governments.  

Hence, the understanding of above mentioned finding from the point of view 

of the main task of our analysis - support for democracy determinants - requires 

additional concept to be taken in account, namely the concept of specific support for 

the incumbents of a new system and for the authorities. We will argue further that 

attitudes of toleration of inequalities and support for the regime will be extremely 

strongly influenced by the support for the incumbents. 

 

4. Does transformative interest exist? 

Now we can put the question what will be the character of attitudes that 

support democracy and their direction in a situation where economic liberalisation, 

which main purpose is the demolition of the socialist state, threats the system of 

group interests, created under the socialism.  

The market mechanisms of allocation of resources presuppose total change in 

the mechanisms of social differentiation, forming of the socio-economic groups with 

totally different principles of wage earning and consequently, of group interests. As 

Mokrzycki expressed it, the economic mediation of the state distribution of goods is 

functional counterpart of the market circulation goods /Mokrzycki, 1991-1992/. 

Therefore, he speaks about the existence of two incompatible social axiologies - 

market principle axiology and that of distribution and social privileges. At some 

initial phase of the transformation, it is most possible, that former belongs mostly to 

the reformer’s and intellectuals’ point of view and is guided by ideological arguments 

while the latter is structurally based. 

The essence of the neo-liberal plan lies on its liberalisation program. It was 

assumed by the reformers that liberalisation will create the conditions needed for the 

liberating of social energy and initiative and - which is purely liberal motive - the 

setting up such conditions will maximise by itself an economic self-interest so 

indispensable for the creation and successful functioning of market economy. To put 
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it shortly, it was supposed that by the new economic freedom transformative interest 

will appear as a natural characteristic of human beings. However, it turned out that it 

is difficult to find social basis on which such transformative interests could exists. On 

the other hand, old group interests based on the still existing social structure formed 

on the principle of state re-distribution of goods, positions and privileges appeared to 

be quite lively. As far as social structure is shaped by such property relations where 

there is a predominance of state property at the initial phase of transformation, there is 

no economic group’ interests linked to the social transformation.  

Now it is time to discuss the way in which the interests based on the old social 

structure affect the support for democracy at the beginning of the post-communist 

transformation. It seems legitimate to ask the question what could enforce these 

interests to be transformed into supportive for the new democratic regime, the same 

that will destroy current social statuses of huge segments of society. The existence of 

structural interests produced by the socio-economic system at the very beginning of 

the systemic change permits to understand why the reform finds support mainly... in 

“theoretical interests" /Staniszkis, 1992/. Transformative interests do not exist yet, 

and theoretical interest is in a conflict with the old group interests. The absence of 

transformative interest expresses the existence of old social structure which should be 

gradually dismantled by the process of economic reform. This leads to a paradox: 

support for democracy means support for a reform that will destroy the current social 

statuses of huge social groups, and will restructure a population according to different 

principles of social and economic stratification.  

Here we can put the question how the existence of mass support for 

democratic regime is possible under the conditions of a lack of transformative interest 

among the population at the beginning of post-communist transformation. This is one 

of the key questions that can be explained by the degree of toleration of inequalities. 

The toleration of inequalities is connected with the different modes or principles of 

social differentiation. Under the socialist socio-political system basic instrument for 

social differentiation is the state re-distribution of goods. Its functional opposition is 

the market principle / see Mokrzycki, 1991-1992: 113/. By attitudes of toleration of 

inequalities we mean here mainly the acceptance of market principles of production 
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and allocation of desired goods and social positions in the society contrary to 

egalitarian and etatist orientations that works against liberal reforms. 

The threat for the old interests by neo-liberal economic reform could be one of 

the reasons for rising egalitarianism. The problem to be explored is the question 

whether the reform will strengthen egalitarianism because of the threat of the old 

group interest, or toleration of inequalities will rise with opening the opportunities for 

economic initiative of the citizens? Nonetheless, a contradiction between the support 

for democracy and attitudes of toleration of inequalities might appear in a case if, on 

the one hand, support for the regime is ideologically biased and, on the other hand, 

toleration of inequalities is mainly influenced by the old socialist type of interests 

Therefore,  the very political regime, defined as democracy, and the acceptance of 

new market principles that produce a new type of social differentiation  could appear 

in the perception of the population as two not too much connected things. 

In order to explain the above mentioned controversies between the previously 

formed interests of the population and the mass acceptance of the regime change, the 

concept of ‘system honeymoon’ effect will be introduced /see the last paragraph of 

the current Chapter/. It means that “the new democracies may initially be credited a 

certain reservoir of regime support provided that either the revival of the previous 

authoritarian regime is a credible threat, or there are some credible foreign models to 

follow” / Toka, 1995: 236, see also E. Wnuk-Lipinski, 1997/.  

Hence, at the initial phase of post-communist transformation, support for 

democracy should be considered as based on values mostly, and on ideological 

support for a project of a system which is supposed to satisfy one's consumer’s needs 

in higher degree than the previous one. However, the mass rejection of communism 

has had mainly symbolic character and was followed by redistributive claims for the 

satisfaction of material needs. /Staniszkis, 1995: 23; E. Wnuk-Lipinski,  1994/. 

Here we have to mention one more feature of post-communist attitudes toward 

economic and political transformation, namely its politicisation. Due to the 

communist legacies, all social problems at the beginning of post-communist 

transformation seemed to be politicised in a sense that everything is somehow 

connected with the still impotent state. 
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The role of omnipotent state as legacy of communism and as a ‘real reality’, if 

we can use that tautology, is the main condition under which the transformation of the 

system and of the very state is done. As Bauman observed, under socialism: 

 “the state is the agency to which complaints are addressed as 

naturally ... as have been the expectations of better life... Aiming at the 

regulation of all aspects of social and economic activity, the state assumes ... 

the explicit responsibility for all and every failing and suffering. All 

grievances are authoritatively interpreted as the outcome of the 

malfunctioning of the state, and automatically politicised / Bauman, 1993a:  

6-7/. 

Thus, all public attitudes, whatever area of life they are related to, are 

politicised too. This phenomenon is still in force because of the mentioned structural 

heritage of communism. Hence, attitudes towards toleration of inequalities are 

politicised too in a sense that they are naturally related to the state and its policy. One 

can presume that their content might be strongly mediated through the ‘policy 

behaviour’ of concrete government and ruling elite.  

State paternalism is one of the main factors that shape the attitudes toward 

inequalities. It also influences the very perception of the incumbent of new system as 

well as, we suppose and will test it, the support for democracy. That paternalism 

could be even anti-communist but, as Mokrzycki pointed out, its proponents see the 

main division line between the communist and the democratic regime as simple 

replacement of “their” government by “our” government, “their” state by ‘our’ state 

/Mokrzycki, 1994: 279-280/. The drama of the people initially involved and actively 

supporting the demolition of communist system is in the existence of a conflict 

between their “choice of political system in general, on the one hand, and their class 

interests, understood as the need to defend one’s socio-economic life space, on the 

other hand.”/ Mokrzycki, 1995: 7/.  

Here, it is worthy to discus Mokrzycki’s statement, that principles of market 

economy are taken for granted by the bulk of the population. What is questioned, he 

writes, are only the consequences of these principles. He is right when suggesting that 

a distinction should be made between the ideological acceptance of market principles 

and the approval of their economic results. But one has to be aware of the recognition 
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of market principle only because it is an element of regime ideology which can be 

considered by itself as an expression of regime support, on the one hand, and on the 

other hand, its assessment in terms of everyday life of households. Being one of the 

ideological foundations of democracy, market principle is taken as a normative 

element of democracy and is not questioned in its ideological form by these who 

support the new political regime. Yet, this fact does not mean that, at the beginning of 

post-communist transformation, most of people are conscious of the substantial 

meaning of the market principle as a general condition under which they have to live.  

 Our attempt will be to check out whether the present political and economic 

situation in these countries could be explained through the modes of relation of the 

people to economic and political reforms at the initial stage of the transformation.   

 

5. Discussing the Concept of Political Support 

 

The definition of political support is indispensable for the proper analysis of 

its determinants formulated as main purpose of our study. In ordinary language 

"support" is a notion that refers more frequently to action and behaviour than to 

attitudes. Webster's dictionary defines support as "upholding something by aim, 

countenance or adherence; the active promotion of the interests or cause of an object; 

defining something as valid, right, just or authoritative; or giving assistance". The 

emphasis here is given to overt behaviour, as action appears to be. 

It seems to us that an open discussion about whether support is attitudinal or 

action determined is proper only when a connection and, at the same time, a clear 

distinction is made between attitudes and actions as two phases of political support 

expression. /see Chapter II/. D. Easton is right mentioning that evaluative attitudes are 

implicit for overt behaviour. He describes support "as an attitude by which a person 

orient himself to an object either favourably or unfavourably, positively or 

negatively" and adds that such an attitude may be expressed in a parallel action. 

Further, however, he adds that " support refers to the way in which a person 

evaluatively orient himself to some object through either his attitude or behaviour" /D 

Easton, 1975: 436/. This is the exact point in which we disagree with such a definition 
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of support, for the Easton's definition takes behaviour /action/ and attitudes as nearly 

equivalent components of support. Yet, we consider that there is a processual 

connection between actions and attitudes, which is an object of theoretical 

clarification in the next Chapter of our study. What we should mention at this stage of 

our analysis is that we consider attitudes and actions as two phases of development of 

social reasoning toward some social object. In such a view, support appears to be a 

subject of processual development of attitudes that eventually may grow to actions.  

The very development of attitudes to action is conditional and depends on some 

external circumstances and their apprehending and understanding by individual. This 

is what makes support an evaluation based category and, at the same time, something 

which can be manipulated and mobilised from outside, but only through moulding of 

evaluative motivation for political action on the side of individual, or group. Political 

support could be implicit /or attitudinal/ and explicit /or action oriented/. On the 

behavioural stage of attitudes two different types of support appear - interests based 

or value grounded. 

Thus, political support appears both as a result of individual evaluation of 

some political object or process, and as an effect of mobilisation of evaluative 

abilities of individuals by political elite. In the next sub-chapter the ways of such a 

mobilisation of support are described.  

Now we will return to the problems of the levels or dimensions of political 

support. From above mentioned, it is clear that support is object oriented. Hence, 

political support might be oriented towards different objects. In political science 

literature, the distinction between support for the regime and support for the 

authorities is well described /D. Easton, 1965; Parsons, 1967; F. Weil, 1989/. The 

distinction between so called diffuse support (political support for the regime itself) 

and specific support (support for the authorities) is grounded on individual motivation 

for supportive action. That motivation is always object directed - to the regime, its 

principles and rules, or to the political authorities, government and authoritative 

persons.  

Thus, individual motives for supportive behaviour could be generalised, based 

on near unquestionable trust /values based/, or they could be guided by interests. In 

the latter case political support will be oriented to the outputs of political system and 
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authorities functioning - only if the functioning of both produces results beneficial for 

individuals, then political support is possible. Therefore, the first case of support 

oriented behaviour is based on symbolic satisfaction with the general principles of the 

political system, whereas the second type of political support motivation is 

predominantly interests-grounded. 

 

A.  Support for the Political Regime /Diffuse Support/  

Diffuse support-alienation continuum is a type of affect which is distinct from  

short-run evaluations of individual incumbents and their policies. Easton considers 

diffuse support as directed primarily to "evaluations of what an object is or represent - 

to the general meaning it has for a person - not of what it does" / D. Easton, 1975: 

444/ as against short run dissatisfaction of the population. Diffuse support measures 

the relations of the public to political system as a whole and political institutions of 

that system, independently of individuals which run that system and institutions. The 

meaning of diffuse support, according to him, refers to evaluations of what the 

political regime is or represent, or to general sense it has for a person. It consists in a 

reservoir of approving attitudes that helps population to accept or tolerate outputs 

which are even damaging to their wants. Yet, outputs and authority performance may 

correspond or not to individual preferences and demands while diffuse support for the 

regime is an enduring "generalised attachment." /Easton, 1965/. In Easton's terms, 

diffuse support "is not contingent on specific incumbents or rewards of any kind, 

except in the very long run. On a day-to-day basis, if there is a strong inner conviction 

of the moral validity of the authorities or regime, support may persist even in the face 

of repeated deprivation attributed to the outputs of the authorities or their failure to 

act" / Easton, 1965: 278/. 

Hence, a well known phenomenon is registered through the distinction 

between diffuse and specific support - that members of a society might find 

themselves dissatisfied with the political authorities represented by concrete persons, 

discontented with their life conditions and even prepared to throw the incumbents out 

of office. Sometimes, such feelings could lead to a fundamental change of entire 

political system. Yet, at times, there may be a high level of confidence in the political 

regime itself, in spite of the widespread discontent with the concrete authoritative 
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rulers. This means that poor at times performance does not weaken support for 

democracy/regime/. 

Another terminology, used for the description of the same phenomenon is 

Almond and Verba "system affect" which refer to "generalised attitudes toward the 

system as a whole" /Almond and Verba, 1965: 63/. We can mention, also, the well 

defined 'alienation-allegiance' continuum of Citrin, McCloski, Shanks, and 

Sniderman, where at the right end of the continuum the alienated from political 

system are located as opposite to the left end of the continuum in which these who 

feel psychologically and legally an integral part of the political system are positioned 

/Citrin, McCloski, Shanks, and Sniderman, 1974: 3/.  

So, political discontent has different levels, or objects, and is not always a sign 

of basic political change. True, some types of peoples' evaluation of political matters 

are closely related to what the political authorities do and how they do it. Others are 

more fundamental in character because are directed to some basic aspects of social 

and political system. They can last even if people oppose the incumbents of office but 

yet keep respect for the institutions themselves. Exactly that differentiation is tried to 

be catch by the Easton's distinction between diffuse and specific support, or in terms 

of E. Muler and T. O. Jukam, by incumbent-system distinction. That problem is also 

presented as a problem of the distinction between "effectiveness" versus "legitimacy." 

/see E. Muler and T. O. Jukam, 1977: 1563/ 

The main forms of expression of diffuse support are trust as against alienation, 

read as feeling that system can function to provide just outcomes, and of legitimacy, 

described as one's conviction that the political system correspond to personal moral 

principles about what is right in political sphere /D. Easton, 1965; see also E. Muler 

and T. O. Jukam, 1977/. Trust is defined by Gamson as " the probability... that the 

political system /or some part of it/ will produce preferred outcomes even if left 

unintended. In other words, it is the probability of getting preferred outcomes without 

the group going to bring them about." /W. Gamson, 1968: 54/. The presence of trust 

means that people feel that their own interests will be presented even if the authorities 

are exposed to little supervision. Such trust for the regime is a symbolic satisfaction 

with the main principles and processes of the political system. 
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 B.  Political Legitimacy 

It is commonly accepted among political scientists that the conditioning of a 

sense of legitimacy is the most effective tool for diffuse support regulation. Thus, 

legitimacy is seen as a fundamental component of diffuse support.  It is defined by 

Easton as a belief that authorities and regime conform to an individual's own sense of 

what is right and proper in the political area. However, he rightly points out that the 

basis of acceptance of the regime rules can be grounded not only on legitimacy but on 

fear or force, habit or expediency. In every political system there is a combination of 

all these types of obedience bases to gain the possibility that the system and authority 

outputs will be accepted as obligating. 

The concept of 'legitimacy' originates particularly form the Weberian 

analytical tradition. It is conceived as generalised normative validity in the eyes of 

population both of social order and of the authorities. When there is a belief in 

legitimacy of rulers their commands are seen as valid and are considered as morally 

binding. Weber distinguishes four types of legitimacy: traditional, effectual faith, 

value rational faith and legal rational legitimacy. It is accepted from some authors that 

the classification of these bases of legitimacy rely on his typology of social action /M. 

Barker, 1980: 239; P. Blau, 1963:308-310; M. Spencer, 1970: 123-134/. There are 

controversies among scholar whether the Weberian typology of legitimacy is based on 

pure analytical principles or it is a classification of a historically existed forms of 

domination but it is clear that Weber should not be read only in evolutionist 

perspective /see G. Roth, 1968/.      

However, legitimacy concept is not all embracing notion in the Weberian 

understanding. Along with legitimate ruling there are types of domination that are not 

based on legitimacy but on some non-legitimate bases as habitual domination, 

expediency, domination based on fears /see J. Pakulski, 1993: 69-70; also, D. Easton, 

1965: 301-302/. He argues that actions oriented to a given social and political order 

can be based on different motivations. The development of human society 

inextricably leads from motives of tradition and expediency to the belief in the 

legitimacy in both authorities and the political order. /Weber, 1947: 114-115/.  

Using system analysis approach, Easton regards every system, including 

political system, as a tool for converting inputs into outputs and providing means for 
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institutionalising the resources of the system to the achievement of goals through 

mobilising the energies of the population for the common tasks. In their purpose to 

suggest a coincidence between system and individual goals, authorities rely on 

different tools - from persuasion, appeals to self-interest and tradition, to force use. 

Another tool for attainment of a belief that there is coexistence between common and 

individual goals is the belief in the legitimacy of the authorities and regime as a 

source of obedience to them. The belief that the authorities and the social and political 

order are right and proper indicates a tendency to accept the political system outputs 

as authoritative and restraining.  

There are two basic type of legitimacy - authority based legitimacy, and the 

regime legitimacy on the basis of common symbols. Nevertheless, what is common of 

the two types of legitimacy that are divided according to the objects toward which the 

legitimacy is directed, it is justification of the exercise of power.  

In the systems where a belief in legitimacy of authorities exists, a centralised 

and hierarchical organisation of power is possible and thus, authorities are able to 

allocate the human resources to achieve the goals pursued in the name of system. 

Easton widens the Weber's conception of legitimacy toward referring it not 

only to the authorities and elite, but to the political regime itself and defining two 

types of legitimacy, that oriented to authorities and that toward the regime, i.e. the 

structure and norms of the political system. Additionally, he distinguishes three 

sources or origins of legitimacy sentiments 1/ as grounded on ideological principles, 

2/ from the loyalty to the structure and norms of the regime, or 3/ from faith to the 

concrete authorities because of their personal qualities. Thus, sources of legitimacy 

are defined by him as ideological, structural and personal. These types of legitimacy 

help to determine the distinct kinds of response mechanisms to the eventual system 

tensions. 

Legitimising ideologies serve to mobilise support by validating the regime and 

itself through some set of values, organised in ideology, which consists of ethical 

principles that justify the way power is organised, used and limited. It justifies the 

moral right of authorities to rule. Therefore, each legitimated power relies on an 

ethical predisposition to accept the actions of authorities. Thus, a belief in legitimacy 

appear as a motive for action that flows from ethical conviction /or a feeling of 
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obligation./ The structure of a regime and its norms may independently be approved 

as right and proper by the same ideological principles that apply to the authorities. 

There are two aspects of legitimising ideologies - expressive and instrumental. 

Expressive aspect of ideology establishes a strong link with the motivational structure 

of the members of the system. It has power to even modify the motivational 

structures. Thus, ideology is a belief system. Taken in its instrumental or 

manipulative aspect ideology is a mean for mobilising the energies of the population 

for  particular goals as defined by authorities which provides people with categories 

of thought for receiving their support /see the last paragraph of Chapter I /. 

What Easton defines as structural legitimacy is measured by the independence 

of legitimacy belief which, once established, consists in independent belief in validity 

of the political structure and norms. On the side of authorities it overflows from the 

belief in structure to the incumbents of the authority roles. /Easton, 1965: 287/ He 

assert that every system has roles through which authority is wielded and some rules 

governing the use and exercise of political power. The fact of occupying these roles 

and of lasting by the rules applying to them will normally place the stamp of moral 

approval upon authorities. Here he means mainly the American constitutional 

experience, which however is exceptional and does not allow its extrapolation as a 

common principle, although Easton mentions that exemption. He considers here the 

effectiveness of the institutionalised structures and practices as independent validating 

factor that can not be seen in systems under radical social change. There is a strong 

tendency, he insists, for the members to develop attachment to the structure and 

norms of regime itself, quite independently of the underlying moral principles to 

which they also subscribe /D. Easton, 1975: p.299-301/.  

Another type of legitimacy that is distinguished by Easton is personal and 

charismatic legitimacy, which he describes as a predominant characteristic of the past 

times. Yet, he maintains that his conception of personal legitimacy includes more that 

the Weberian charismatic legitimacy. The narrow relationship between leaders and 

followers in which the followers obey because of the heroism and exemplary 

character of the leading person is extended by the involvement not only of the 

charismatic leaders but all authoritative persons that succeed in building of their own 

legitimacy.  
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What Easton additionally asserts is the principal possibility of transferability 

of sentiments form persons to norms, structures and goals as a means for generating 

diffuse support for the regime and its authorities. Thus, he marks three main sources 

of legitimacy as ideological, structural and personal referring on its difference from 

Weber through the delineation of structural legitimacy. 

There is, also, more recently propose by Jan Pakulski matrix of legitimation 

that is built in a manner which takes into account and tries to explain the communist 

and post-communist political experience. In that matrix Pakulski distinguishes objects 

of legitimation form the subjects of legitimation, that is, what is legitimised and by 

whom. As object of legitimation he considers national state, regime and the rulers. 

Thus, to well known Easton's classification he differentiate national state as a distinct 

object of legitimacy. The subjects of legitimation are the state, political-administrative 

apparatus, strategic categories, and the masses. As main devices or idioms of 

legitimation he considers national interest, good society, and good leaders. 

What we intend to show in our study is the difference in the degree and the 

type of legitimacy of communist order in Poland and Bulgaria which flows from the 

distinct structural and cultural legacies of the two countries. 

 

C.  Specific Support 

If diffuse support reflects the relation of people to the basic characteristic of 

the political regime they habituate, specific support reflects the concrete relation of 

population to the authoritative individuals in government and party offices. 

 The peculiarity of specific support lies in its relation to the satisfaction that 

people obtain from the perceived outputs and performance of political authorities. It 

assumes that people are aware of these who are responsible for day-to-day actions 

taken in the name of a political system. Specific support is directed to the perceived 

decisions, policies actions, utterances or general style of these authorities.  

It is a widespread understanding that the applicability of this concept depends 

on the assumption that people can be aware of a relationship between their needs, 

wants and demands, on the one hand, and the behaviour of political authorities, on the 

other hand, as well as they are able to evaluate the activities of political authorities. 
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This assumption relies on the fact that there is no clear popular perception of the 

difference between the system and its principles and deep political values and the 

authorities which act to perform these values in non-problematically functioning and 

long-lasting political systems with no silent cleavages. Indeed, this effect of political 

stability is a reality in some Western democratic regimes. But even these political 

systems are not guarantied frоm the appearance of crisis situations, which as we shall 

show in Chapter III, could bring out an increased awareness to the discussed 

difference between the political regime as a whole, and the concrete incumbents 

acting on the name of that regime and its political community. As E. Muler and T. O. 

Jukan express that specific, the relationship between attitudes and behaviour is 

influenced by situational variables /E. Muler and T. O. Jukan, 1977: 1575/. 

The specific support can be defined from the side of popular attitudes as 

unquestioned acceptance of authorities outputs, based either on prolongation of the 

diffuse support to the authorities itself and their actions, or on charismatic leader' 

legitimisation. This is the case in most revolutionary situations. I this case specific 

support is primarily value-based and can be called affective specific support.  

There are various ways of affective specific support emergence. One is 

through charismatic legitimation of a concrete leader, where the support both for 

authorities and for regime is created by the respect to a leader. It taps an aspect of 

diffuse support called by Easton personal legitimacy which "derives from the estimate 

of personal merit and worth of authorities rather than only from the validity of their 

positions in the system or their compatibility with the ideological premises of the 

members" /D. Easton, 1965: 303/. Only in this sense we can read the Gamson's 

understanding of trust as tapping mainly the diffuse but not specific support. /W. 

Gamson, 1968: 45/.  

Yet, there is another understanding of trust to authorities as for example, that 

of J. Citrin who argues that trust to government is more sensitive to incumbent than to 

system affect and should be classified in the category of specific support /J. Citrin, H. 

McCloski, J. M. Shanks and P. M. Sniderman, 1974: 1-31/. We share that point of 

view about system vs. incumbent affect measurement and will consider trust in 

concrete incumbents, especially in governments as an indicator of specific support.  

As a number of studies shows, not so much trust in authority system, but the ideology 
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and community culture are decisive for the diffuse support for the regime./see E. 

Muler and T. O. Jukan, 1977/. 

  Another way to relate to incumbents actions is through considering the 

authority outputs from the point of view of individual or group's interests. It is 

predominantly instrumentally based specific support or, correspondingly, lack of 

support. Also there is a reward oriented support for authorities, which is grounded on 

rewards receiving in return to conformity with the decisions and actions of authorities 

that satisfy some wants of groups or individuals. Easton mentions that under some 

conditions only specific support may exist, as a return to obtained rewards. A 

possibility exists of prolongation of supposed discontent from the side of authority 

policy to the very political system, if the incumbents' outputs hurt the primary 

interests of some social groups. However, we should stress that such a possibility is 

mainly theoretical for in order to shatter the very diffuse support not only on 

attitudinal level, but by actions, additional conditions must exist - an ideal of 

alternative political order together with formed and powerful enough political 

organisation that could transform the popular or group's discontent into purposeful 

actions.    

 

6. Economic determinism or  Political primacy. Two arguments about the 

drives of support for democracy during the transformation period.  

 

Supports for democracy attitudes of population in a wider societal context are 

strongly connected and dependent on the processes of democratisation and economic 

liberalisation in a given country, or broadly speaking, on the interaction between 

politics and economics.  

Since 1989 Central and Eastern European countries have been attempting to 

establish simultaneously mass democracy and market economy but some tensions 

between the two processes have appeared. The link between the consolidation of 

democratic order and the capitalist transformation of declining East European 

economies turned out to be problematic. That is to say that seemly completely stable 

equation “democracy = market economy” may be disputed. 
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The required coincidence of economic and political transformation and the 

observed contradiction between them are reflected on the level of mass attitudes 

toward market economy principles and the support for the regime. This means that 

these popular attitudes should be considered in the broader context of the mutually 

dependent processes of democratisation and economic liberalisation. 

Different arguments exist about the relationships between the economic 

reform and transformational economic crisis, on the one hand, and the political 

stability and the fate of democracy in Eastern Europe, on the other hand.  

The most frequently used argument is about the incompatibility of 

simultaneous economic and political transformation. One of the most significant 

examples of advocating that argument can be found in the Przeworski’s book “Market 

economy and democracy”. The main worry of the proponents of that argument 

consists in considering the deprivation originating in economic crisis and neo-liberal 

reform as the most important reason for the erosion of democratic support. As 

Przeworski defined it, “the durability of the new democracies will depend ...to a large 

extent on their economic performance”/ Przeworski, 1991: 189/.  

The above mentioned understanding of the transformational processes can be 

defined  as a kind of economic determinism . 

A.   Economic crisis argument 

As it was above mentioned, two theoretical arguments exist about the possible 

configuration of the structural and axiological determinants of the support for 

democracy.  

The first concerns the consistency between them, i.e. between toleration of 

inequalities and axiological support for democracy. According to the economic crisis 

argument, though capitalism and democracy are often considered to be natural 

associates, in the case of post-communist countries they sometimes pull against each 

other.  

Economic crises are usually identified as the most serious obstacles to 

democratic consolidation in Central and Eastern Europe. According to Gibson, Duch 

and Tedin /1992/ democratic consolidation is supposed to be endangered by only one 
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factor /socio-economic problems/ instead of two or three different factors /socio-

economic, cultural and possibly political problems/.  

Another scholar, Przeworski /1991/, begins with the presupposition that the 

new regime needs radical economic reforms in order to be economically successful. 

Yet, the high costs of economic reform may provoke mass riots leading to a slowing 

down of economic reforms. According to him, the economic prosperity depends 

mostly on the introductory steps of the reforms. If the reforms are not radical enough, 

the public demands will weaken the reform’s attainment and economic detriment will 

become constant. Przeworski’s model can be outlined as follow: popular aversion 

with policy output -> slow down of reform-> declining efficiency of economic policy 

resolutions ->popular aversion with economic policy outputs -> loss of legitimacy-> 

under some conditions - serious threat to democratic consolidation.  

Thus, democratic stability can be threatened by economic crisis, or, using the 

Greshkovich utterance, a contradiction might appear “between the exclusionary logic 

of rapid marketization, and the participatory logic of democratic politics.” 

/Greshkovich, 1998/. The costs of economic transformation in terms of growing 

unemployment, new impoverishment, lost of social safety, cuts in welfare spending, 

increased inequality and inflation together with inherited group interests based on a 

still persisting socialist-type social structure and socialist type huge enterprises may 

reduce the support for the new governments and regime and could be seen as a drive 

against the implementation both of economic and political transformations. In most 

Central and Eastern European countries unemployment was practically non- actual 

during the socialism. After its breakthrough, unemployment increases to 5-14 percent. 

It is difficult to criticise people for the public hostility, if the forty years of state 

socialism spread popular expectations of a paternalist state. 

Therefore, a problem arises of gaining popular support for the new democracy 

under hostile economic conditions. 

Economic crisis argument /or economic explanation / could be applied to the 

post-communist period to elucidate an eventually diminishing support for the regime 

with rising redistributive demands and egalitarian tendencies among the population. 

According to this argument, with increasing economic hardship the toleration of 

inequalities will decline and consequently - the support for the democratic regime. 
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Despite the inherited egalitarian income distribution pattern and still limited 

extent of poverty in Central and Eastern Europe in comparison to the extremes in 

Latin American cases /see Greshkovich, 1998/, the visibility of the inequalities 

measured both by the socialist egalitarian type of distribution and by the declining 

standard of life for the bulk of population makes the perception of seemingly rapid 

polarisation of income a source of deprivation. The visible results of large-scale 

privatisation are possible to benefit just a few, while it can harm the safety of many. 

Thus, the new regime’s economic policy may bring about strong hostility in 

some parts of citizens. As Bauman expresses it, “the spirit of patriotic sacrifice may 

not for long neutralise the impact of the clash of interests, and economic realities may 

decide the shape of post-communist politics”/ Bauman, 1996: 33/ 

B.   Honeymoon period argument 

A political argument can be used to counter the first - the so called 

“honeymoon period” argument. This concerns some contradiction between 

structural and axiological determinants of support for the regime. According to it, 

regime support can be mobilised to prevent deep confrontations between 

contradictory economic interests which can endanger the survival of the whole 

system. Independently of economic crisis and deterioration of living standards for the 

mass of population in post-communist countries, support for democracy will be still 

high due to the initial reservoir of support for the new regime.  

This argument is connected with the expectations of citizens that they declare 

actually greater satisfaction with the new democracies than would be expected on 

account of economic conditions, because citizens accuse the previous regime for 

economic deterioration and estimate the new political system from the point of view 

of the previous, less favourite totalitarian regime /Toka, 1995/.  

It is commonly accepted in the scholarly work that well developed 

democracies hold the reservoir of regime legitimacy which allows democracy to 

survive even some hard times of poor policy outputs.  However, the new Central and 

Eastern European democracies cannot rely on such an earlier stored ‘reservoir’ of 

diffuse support. Yet, several factors allow to speak about “honeymoon period” or an 

extension of credit to democracy. Honeymoon period, according to Weil, can 
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sometimes serve as a functional equivalent of a previously saved reservoir of regime 

support and might limit the transformation of economic hardship into deep 

legitimisation crisis /Weil, 1989: 694/. 

The first factor should be searched in connection with the near communist 

past. Being witnesses of previous totalitarian regime, citizens usually condemn the 

antecedent regime for the economic decline because they estimate the new political 

regime from the point of view of the outputs of the former system. As it is suggested 

by McDonough, Barnes and Pina on the example of Spain, in countries where regime 

change has happened within the living memory of most people, citizens are able to 

make distinction between different types of political systems and not only between 

different incumbents. “ ...[An] overarch sense of legitimacy may decay, rather than 

accumulate, over time as ‘common enemy’ (e.g. Francoism) recedes into the past” 

/McDounough, Barnes and Pina, 1986: 736-37/. Toka speaks about the influence of 

the very novelty of the democratic regime that adds to its legitimacy /G. Toka, 1995/. 

The second factor is best described by Weil / F. Weil, 1989/. He notices that 

citizens may “extend credit to an unproved regime or make an ‘advance payment’ to 

the reservoir of regime support on the basis of taking foreign democracies as models, 

even before they experience them in their own country. In such case, the prestige of 

democracy abroad is already high at a country’s own point of transition. Such 

‘demonstration effect” may be restricted to “reference groups” of countries that 

believe their conditions are comparable” /Weil, 1989: 699-700/.  

Hence, a threat of revival of the communist totalitarian regime together with 

acceptable foreign model countries create the support reservoir of the new 

democracies which can be spent in case of poor incumbent performance. However, 

the honeymoon effect factor could evaporate quite quickly if political and economic 

dissatisfaction in Central and Eastern Europe expands. 

We intend to connect the above mentioned second factor for “honeymoon 

system effect”, namely, popular using of Western democracies as a model that should 

be followed during the transformation as one of the core explanation about the 

support for the regime. Even after the evaporation of honeymoon system effect, the 

mentioned factor could be used as a rationalisation for acceptance of regime measures 

directed against short-term interests of individuals or social groups. 
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What we aim to analyse further is to explain what are the mechanisms making 

possible the existence of honeymoon period which is connected with concerning 

political primacy argument. This argument insists that despite of the mutual 

interdependence between economic and political reform, the relative autonomy of 

politics has to be necessary considered / Greshkovich, 1998/. Greshkovich rightly 

observes that, “ the now dominant political view that politics is best approached 

through the economy, does not seem to help understanding how democracies could 

survive even during as difficult as the post-communist transformational 

recession”/Greshkovich, 1998/.  

The above noticed views best fits to our analysis of empirical data trying to 

understand the relationship between the two types of attitudes - connected with 

economic sphere/ acceptance of market principles/ and with political sphere /support 

for democratic regime/. Using data analysis from the initial stage of post-communist 

transformation in Poland and Bulgaria, we have to answer to the question which one 

of these processes - economic transformation or political transformation - is mostly 

decisive for the forming of particular attitudes toward the regime support and 

acceptance of market principles. To put it shortly, which one - economic or political 

argument best fits to the explanation of concrete configuration of attitudes of support 

for the regime and acceptance of market principles.  

The role of transformative state and political elite /or, the role of politics/  

from the point of view of their connection with the popular will should be concerned 

as one of the main originators of the factors forming the concrete state of mentioned 

relationship. 

As we already noticed, the role of the state in post-communist period of 

transformation in inevitably strong.  Under the conditions of lack of civil society, 

destroyed mechanisms of interest articulation and representation as well as the 

peaceful character of political transformation, the post-communist state and political 

elite are almost independent of popular will /see Wesolowski, 1992, also Bauman, 

1996/. The transformative state has taken the task to diminish itself in the process of 

political and economic transformation of the society. During the fulfilment of that 

incredible mission, the state and politicians have had to solve a number of problems 

crucial for the population, following the deep changes in economic structure 
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concerning the establishment of private property which, in turn, were threatened of 

some group's interests created within the communist system.   

The relationship between the elite and society has a specific nature which 

determinate the extreme high weight of elite decisions in transformation process. The 

main peculiarity in that relationship is that society cannot define well its interests and 

thus it entrusts the political power represented by a given party or coalition to do this. 

To put it simply, society entrusts its representatives to define its political interests and 

to work for their realisation. According to Wesolowski, that situation “...gives to the 

political elite considerable freedom to choose the precise path of reform and to 

determine how the “general will’ ought to be translated into detailed measures....” 

/Wesolowski, 1992: 84/. Consequently, support for the regime is quite closely related 

with specific support or the support for ruling authorities. The explanation for that 

could be found in legacies of paternalist type of relation of citizens to communist state 

as well as in the destroyed structures of civil society and the deficiency of channels of 

interests’ articulation from the near communist past. 

The writings of a number of scholars support the second argument about the 

primacy of political sphere in transformation period because of the relative 

decisiveness the politics to the changes in the economic sphere.  

 

7. The Political Influence upon the Popular Attitudes of Support for the 

Regime. /Applying the Bourdieu's theoretical concepts/. 

 

The political primacy argument could also be will used in explaining both 

market principles acceptance and the approval of new regime. The ideological crisis 

in popular perception of the world following the breakthrough of communism, 

requires production of new forms of  consistent vision of the social world,  new 

principles of perception of its division and at the same time production of new 

political interests. All these tasks are in the sphere of ideological production which is 

created within the political field and is in the competence of political elite. Hence, the 

ideological production of political interests “from above” should be considered in 

order to understand the forming of perception and attitudes toward radical social 



 38 

changes. Here we have to add the Wesolowski’s remark that without exerting a 

political influence on interests formation “there can be no articulation and 

crystallisation of “interest”/ Wesolowski, 1994: 276/.(extended description and 

explanation of the concept of interests will be presented in Chapter II). 

The Bourdieu's theory about the political field proposes an interesting 

explanation of political influence on popular perception and group formation. 

According to him, the field of ideological production and the creation of objective 

perception of social world, which the political field appears to be, is relatively 

autonomous, where the instruments of understanding of the social world are 

produced. Within the ideological field the definition of the politically possible is 

made, i.e. the legitimate problematisations of the social world are formed.  

Bourdieu notices that trade unions and political parties construct social 

technologies of mobilisation and manifestation of interests that are institutionalised 

tools of perception formation, /and, we can add, interests formation too/. Thus, 

political decisions of the electorate appear as a product of classification schemes on 

the base of which division and thus, vision of the world is created, introduced solely 

by professionals of the political field. 

Political principles function in relation of economic and social determinants 

and allow moulding of opinions and practices that are often contrary to the personal 

interest, in spite of the fact that the shared political views are not independent of these 

determinants. Hence, the mass opinions’ construction depends on 1) what is learned 

with the help of political ideology / pure ideological reasoning/ and, 2) (on) 

historically and culturally moulded attitudes of the ethos to which a group or an 

individual belongs. /Bourdieu, 1992b/  

It is well known statement that the perceptions and the visions of social world 

are included within the very functioning and reproduction of that world or, using the 

Bourdieu’s expression, there is a correspondence between the mental structures and 

objective structures of society. One of  the main methodological assertions that  he 

uses, which we will apply in our analysis, insists that the whole history of social field 

exists in two forms - materialised form - as institutions /parties, trade unions, etc./ and 

incorporated form - in attitudes of social agents with whose efforts the institutions can 

function.  
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Thus, the maintenance or transformation of the social world is possible 

through maintenance or transformation of the vision of social world and the principles 

of perception of the divisions of that world, aiming at preservation or transformation 

of the existing social divisions trough transformation or conservation of the systems 

of classification of the social world /see Bourdieu, 1992b /.  All above mentioned is in 

the sphere of the competence of political elite. As Bourdieu pointed out, the existing 

political institutions work for the persistence or alteration of these classifications 

through its legitimisation. Thus, legitimisation is understood as predominantly 

political product aiming at representation of the existing social order as natural one in 

people’s perception and thoughts. 

Hence, politics from the point of view of Bourdieu, appears as a monopoly of 

production and transmission of legitimate divisions of the social world and through 

that of mobilisation of social groups. Mobilisation and legitimisation are the main 

political tools of the elite for getting power and at the same time the consequence of 

their political work. 

Thus, politics takes a form of symbolic struggle for controlling views and 

beliefs, for predicting, prescribing and suggesting knowledge about the social world. 

Bourdieu defines political power as a kind of symbolic power based on belief and 

recognition, a power which exists only because someone  obey to it and believe that it 

exists.  

Political parties as agents of this struggle are able to mobilise maximally 

possible number of people who have common vision of the social world and its future 

through so called ‘prescribing predictions’ contained in political speeches. Bourdieu 

notices that the very description of a current or future event by the political speech 

always has prescriptive and predicting character. The very political mobilisation is 

done trough suggesting knowledge about the world, through forming principles of 

vision and division of that world, or, in a word, through modelling the perception of 

that world. In politics, to speak means to act, i.e. to offer knowledge and recognition 

of the principles of vision of the  division of social world, for example, “by slogans 

which produce its own verification through group's creation and, which is the same, 

through creation of  some social order.” This is the self-fulfilling prophecy of the 
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political speech of the political leaders by which a group is mobilised /Bourdieu, 

1992b/. 

Thus, mobilisation is based on the very nature of political representation 

through which a group receive an objectified existence. The belief of the collective 

being and the common aims of a group, which is symbolically produced with the help 

of political representation, is in itself a kind of mobilisation of the group for joint 

actions. 

Bourdieu describes politics as sublimated form of class struggle thanks to 

homology between the structure of political theatre and the structure of represented 

world /Bourdieu, 1992b/. Through that homology, the position of political 

professionals in the political field coincides with the positions of the group they 

represent in the structure of social field. The concept of homology aims at showing 

that nothing is irregular within the sphere of politics and also, that the structure of 

political representation and political struggle reflects, in last account, the objectively 

existing social structures of a given society.  

 A. Theory effect 

Theory effect upon the popular perception of social reality and its alteration 

has quite real existence in human history. It is enough to mention the influence of 

Marx’s social theory on the 20th century societies, the consequence of which are still 

experienced by a number of generations across wide areas of Europe and Asia. Also, 

such 'theory effect' could be recognised as a consequence of the ideological work of 

political elite during the post-communist transformation in Eastern Europe. This is the 

reason we believe that the consideration of that concept is indispensable for 

understanding of popular attitudes toward economic and political changes in that 

region. 

Bourdieu holds that every social theory has two main functions:  it serves as 

an explanation of the social reality and at the same time, it provides a program of 

popular perception. He argues that one can change social reality by changing public 

schemes of perceptions and thought of it. 

Therefore, a real possibility exists of changing the social world by changing of 

its perception through modelling of a pre-vision /or vision of the future/ that can 
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function as everyday sense which is a tool of comprehension of the social world as 

natural.  Hence, the production and the function of political legitimisation is directed 

toward moulding the popular perception in a desirable way by using future oriented 

projects, programmes, utopias. The political pre-vision, says Bourdieu, is in itself pre-

diction which aims to bring about what it utters.  

Thus, the political speech is necessary in order to put the start of pre-reflexive 

dispositions through words, which by their political nature are made shared and 

communicable and therefore, real. According to Bourdieu, words, slogans and 

theories help to create the social order by imposing principles of vision and division 

of that order. /Bourdieu, 1992a; 1992b/ 

Hence, the theory effect is understood as the effect of “imposition of the 

principles of division which occurs whenever an attempt is made to make something 

explicit. Here, the categories of perception of the social world and the groups 

produced accordingly to these categories are simultaneously constructed.”/Bourdieu, 

1992b: 123/. It is worthy to mention here, that in order a group to be "objectified" i.e. 

to receive real, public existence, both for its members and for the outsiders, a political 

representation and organisation is usually needed. By the same that, the political 

interest of the group is articulated and formed/ see also Wesolowski, 1994/. 

Therefore, political professionals bring forth ideas which are able to produce 

groups and thus to manipulate through these ideas in a way that create supporters. In 

this case, production of ideas about social world is always submitted to the logic of 

winning political power which is power for mobilisation of the maximal number of 

people. The power of the proclaimed ideas is measured not by the value of truth but 

by the power of these ideas to mobilise, i.e. by the power of the group which 

acknowledge these ideas through silence or absence of rejection. This power is 

demonstrated in two ways - 1/ by theatrical manifestation - collecting of the group on 

one place, and 2/ practically - by voting procedure.  

We can infer that the ideological production of political elite has significant 

impact in formulation of political interests and, taking into account the concrete 

example of post-communist transformation - it is due to ideological work of the 

political elite through which so called from Mokrzyski and Staniszkis ‘theoretical' or 

'transformative' interest and Wesolowski's transgressive interest has come into life.  
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 However, despite of the theoretical rightness of the argument insisting that 

the “political subversion presupposes cognitive subversion, a transformation of the 

vision of the world” /Bourdieu 1991, 1992b/, the way in which it works is not direct 

and has not immediate effect.  

 Nonetheless, the ‘theory effect’ is still working through influencing the mass 

attitudes toward the new regime and the reforms, making them non-reflected and 

natural for their ordinary bearer in spite of often contradictory character these 

attitudes might have within the people's heads. The Wesolowski's concept of 

'transgressive interest' defined as 'imagined' one which existence "depends on the 

brightness of political programmes offered by the elite" conceives in a best way the 

specifics of politically formed interest if it is accepted form the bulk of the 

society./see Wesolowski, 1994/. It could appear in the times of radical political and 

social transformations when the modification of old interests under the new social, 

economic and political changes is under way. The politically induced interests’ 

formation is a result of the ability of the political elite to persuade the vision of future 

and, thus, thinking in terms of future-oriented results. That process is based on 

already explained by Bourdieu ability of politics to produce reality by changing the 

perception of the world and the vision of the future reality. It is called by Wesolowski 

"a projective articulation of the 'transgressive interests" which have imaginative 

character /Wesolowski, 1994: 282/. He rightly points out that the effectiveness of the 

transgressive or imagined interests depends on the clarity of the political programmes 

of the political elite that are presented to the society. Therefore, transgressive interests 

might be considered as 'theory effect' consequence implemented through the 

mobilisational potential of political programmes of the elite. It is considered, also, as 

another way of interest formation that is initiated "outside" the group vs. interests' 

articulation that is originated within the group. This could be a possible source of 

contradiction between the 'transgressive' and existential interests of some social 

groups /see Wesolowski, 1994: 282/. 

We argue that ‘theory effect’, brought about by the ideological work of 

political elite, significantly influence the mass attitudes toward support for democracy 

and the economic reform. So, one of the tasks of the thesis will be to elucidate the 

degree of that effect and the contradiction that might appear if the “suggested” 
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attitudes and interests challenge the immediate personal interests and the habitual 

ethos dispositions. 

Hence, two contradictory hypotheses will be examined in our study, 

corresponding to structural vs. axiological determinants of support for democracy: 

does support for democracy at the initial phase of post-communist transformation in 

Poland and Bulgaria is guided predominantly by 'transgressive' interests, or is it 

structurally based on existential and old group interests. 

A necessary clarification should be additionally made. We consider that 

although 'transgressive' or imagined interests are ideologically grounded, they are not 

totally separated frоm pragmatism, and thus, have not fundamentalist character. 

Rather, they could be described as future oriented pragmatic behaviour in the case 

when they are connected with calculated personal and family well being. Of course, 

the opposite variant is also possible when the ideological motifs dominate over the 

pragmatic and future oriented interests calculations. 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                           
          i The more the stages of that process are seen as independent and grounded on 
distinct principles, the more the description of the systemic change as revolution 
prevails. Here, the differentia specifica of each phase is particular and even 
conflicting which gives the reason to the scholars to call the whole process 
revolutionary. The emphasis on discontinuity and the threshold point dividing the 
stages of post-communist transformation - the dismantling of the communist rule and  
the creation of the new order is constitutive for the viewing the systemic change like 
having revolutionary character. Generally, when taking the starting point of the 
systemic change as a main perspective for definition of the process of transformation 
in its discontinuity from the next stages, it is seen like a kind of revolution 
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            ii Therefore, if one relies only on "discontinuity" from the point of view of the 
main actors of social transformation, it is easy to view transformation as divided in 
two phases. When taking in account the mass mobilisation and unrest, a characteristic 
of the first stage, it is easy to see the whole process as revolutionary. Consequently, if 
the second phase is considered, which is marked predominantly by elite participation 
and reversing of the main actors of transformation in comparison with the first stage, 
the entire process is viewed as a type of reform /installation of new rules of the game/, 
or restoration of the old elite actors. 
 

iii The second step, the very creation of a new socio-economic system is, 
according to many authors /Bauman, Mokrzyski/ a project implementation and state 
initiative mainly, which could be done with the help of large-scale social engineering. 
Its character is described in a good way by Mokrzycki: 

 “The motor of this deep ... revolution is the state. It is acting in the 
interests of all society, or strictly so speaking of society as a whole, following 
abstract ideological assumption and not, as is usually in the case in 
revolutions, specific social forces activated by group interests. In short, this is 
a revolution without a social subject and without revolutionary ideology; an 
enforced revolution in which the ‘top’ is all alone because the rest of society, 
while endorsing the abstract and far-reaching goals of the revolution, does not 
generally accept the specific, intermediate measures” /Mokrzycki, 1995: 210/. 

Bringing into life of the project for a new socio-economic system is a task of 
the ruling neo-liberal elite which gives them the exclusive power in its 
implementation. That is the reason which makes necessary the concerning of the 
concept of specific support or support for authority system so indispensable/ for the 
concept of specific support, see Chapter I, paragraph 5, also D. Easton, 1965/. One of 
the main specifics of the radical social change is the fact that, during its second stage, 
it is not a result of a mass mobilisation of support for a given ideal of an alternative 
system /Bauman, 1993a, 1996/. The specific of post-communist systemic change 
contains  in the fact that mass mobilisation process, as far as it existed in some East 
European countries at the very symbolic breakdown, is directed mainly  against the 
old socio-political order and not so much for a clear socio-political ideal. Hence, 
those forces that played a key role in the breakdown of the communism proved to be 
dysfunctional for the development of the market and other democratic institutions 
/Staniszkis, 1995: 51/ According to Bauman, “the link between failure of the old 
system and the required traits of the new one is construed in the course of political 
struggle between competing theories conceived and preached by intellectual schools.” 
/Bauman, 1993a/ 

The problems, connected with the nature of public support for the creation of 
new socio-economic system, which appear at the second step of systemic change, are 
as follow: 

1/ the legacy of old socio-political system, with old group interests which 
recreate itself under the condition of radical economic reform; 

2/ the lack of “transformative” interest within the post-communist society and 
its substitution with “theoretical” interest of the reformers. /Mokrzyski, Staniszkis/; 
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Chapter II:  

Defining Values and Interests: Between Culture and Social Structure 

 

While the previous chapter has been concerned with the relationship between 

economics and politics as influencing people’s reactions to the radical social change 

on macro level, in this chapter, a description of the relationship between interests and 

values and their definitions as bases of the types of people's response to the radical 

social change on individual and group levels, will be the main focus of interest. That 

description will be based first, on an attempt for theoretical clarification of the 

relationship between social perception, cognition and action, and, second, on an 

elucidation of the relations between culture and social structure.    

Turning back to the previous chapter, the two mentioned theoretical 

arguments - economic crisis argument vs. honeymoon period argument - correspond 

to two types of popular reply to the radical social change - structural / based on 

interests/ and axiological or ideological / based on values/. 

 Therefore, the task of the thesis will be to find out   1) which of these types of 

determination - socio-economic or axiological - dominates support for the regime in 

the countries under consideration at the initial period of systemic transformation as 

well as, 2) what kind of specific features of communist and post-communist period, 

different for Poland and for Bulgaria, shapes these types of determination.  

The above mentioned statement, concerning pragmatic /based on interests/ and 

axiological /based on values and ideologies/ determinants of support for the regime 

and their definition, should be theoretically clarified in the course of the present 

chapter. Here, we have to notice that the thesis will be guided by the presupposition 

that a sharp distinction of values and interests is quite simplified analytical tool and 
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does not provide the analysis with sufficient theoretical openness, so indispensable for 

the interpretation of the empirical data. Nevertheless, there could be found a 

methodological advantage in concerning the interest - value dichotomy, for  putting 

the question in its simple form marks clearly the area of scholar's interest as well as, 

makes apparent the connection between, on one hand, the generalised conceptual 

terms which will be used as tools for the interpretation of the data and, on the other 

hand,  the requirements for a shaping of distinct hypotheses about the relationship we 

are interested in. 

It is, first, necessary to formulate a terminology that will be used, in order to 

outline the set of concepts with help of which we intend to perform our analysis. At 

the beginning, the common methodological framework have to be matched again, this 

time concerning the different perspectives in social science, connected with the 

presupposed  interest- values dichotomy.  

Our methodological approach of viewing values and interests will be presented 

through solving the theoretical and methodological dichotomies as presented in the 

history of sociological thought /objectivism vs. subjectivism; holism vs. 

individualism; structure vs. agent, etc./ by searching of a kind of mediation between 

them. Also, we will link the problem of interests and values with the old 

methodological problem about the relationship between action and disposition /or 

action and perception/ which can be expressed through the question: under which 

circumstances and to what degree social action is predominantly ideologically or 

social-structurally determined; what are the mechanisms of individual and collective 

cognition and perception of the social world? What are the driving forces of human 

action - wholly conscious, i.e. rational, or based on routine? 

Putting these general methodological questions, we do not aim at their complete 

theoretical resolving within the framework of the thesis we present here. What we are 

interested in, can be characterised as looking for theoretical motivation of viewing the 

social action through and as based on some regularities of production and 

reproduction of schemes of perception and cognition, which will be used as 

explanatory background for defining of values and interests relationship. 
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 Thus, before putting the question of the determinants of social actions, we will 

begin with short observation of the understanding of human action as it is seen by the 

classic sociological thought. 

The general theoretical division, we made, of the types of social response to 

systemic transformations in post-communist society as axiological and pragmatic, 

relies on the classical sociological tradition related to the problem of action and the 

relative distinction of two types of action - normative  action, based on values, and 

rational or pragmatic. 

The scientific analysis of action is represented in the history of sociological 

thought by two theoretical poles - 'objectivist' and 'subjectivist' approaches. The 

former consider action as mechanistic and wholly predictable to the stimuli of 

environment while the latter insists that action is motivated by something inside the 

individual and has not objective structural determinants out of what exists in people's 

minds.  

Both approaches to social action correspond to two divisions in sociological 

thought connected with the old methodological distinction between holism and 

individualism. It can be said that while objective functionalism and structuralism 

stress the priority of the social totality over its individual elements, the hermeneutics 

and interpretative sociology/ phenomenology and ethno-methodology/ insist on the 

primacy of human subject over the objective social structures/ see Giddens, 1984; J. 

Alexander, 1990/. While for the objective sociology, structure has a primacy over the 

action, for interpretative sociology the action and its meaning has superiority in 

explanation of human behaviour regardless of outside social constrains. As Giddens 

rightly pointed out in The Constitution of Society, the mentioned above differences in 

the perspectives of sociology are not only epistemological but ontological also, as we 

shall show later in our analysis.  

 The central question that classical social theory directed to defining the nature of 

action is to what degree human action is rational. The centrality of this issue has made 

the question of what kinds of means/end relations are rational and irrational / rational 

vs. non-rational dichotomy/ one of the most disputed issues in Western social thought. 
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The approach to action is a decision about whether and to what extent action is 

rational in the instrumental calculative sense.    

The most important contributor to the understanding of the action issue within 

the classical sociological tradition is Max Weber. In Economy and Society he 

effectively articulates the instrumental/normative distinction in his discussions of the 

four specific types of social action made on the basis of three distinctions: 1/ between 

non-rational and rational conduct /or between habitual and spontaneous action vs. 

deliberate and leaded by consciousness action/; 2/ between formal and substantive 

rationality /distinction between zweckrational action, oriented to calculated goals, and 

wertrational action, oriented to consciously realised values/, and 3/ between 

subjective and objective rationality. Thus, both zweckrational and wertrational 

actions are rational types of actions, but express differend kinds of rationality - the 

former is oriented toward achievement of some goals that are expected to be a result 

of purposely oriented action of the individual through calculatively chosen by him 

means, while the latter is directed by the realisation of  some value "believed to be 

inherent in a certain way of acting" irrespectively of the result of that action /......The 

Limits of rationality: 50/. Hence, while both being subjectively rational, 

zweckrational action is based on structurally conditioned means/ends calculability 

(instrumental rationality) and wertrational action is grounded in the individual value 

system, which consciously leads the agent to chose such action (substantive 

rationality). From that point of view two kinds of rational social actions appear - 

value-rational and instrumental rational. In Weber's vocabulary, the former 

corresponds to the so called ideal interests and otherworldly world-views leading, as 

shown in Protestant Ethic and the Spirit of Capitalism, to restless inner-worldly 

activity which includes as its necessary characteristic the zweckrational actions.  

Hence, two dimensions of motivation of actions come into view, which are 

hardly divided in the course of every-day activity. To put it in another way, the 

division of the two types of rational action could be done analytically, but in habitual 

life they may coincide. Required self-reflexivity of the two kinds of action 

presupposes their explanation, or discoursive character / in Giddens' understanding/ 

and then in some circumstances the zweckrational action could be rationalised as 

wertrational.  
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Parsons' own acknowledgement reformulates Weber's synthesis of the idealist 

and materialist traditions of Western thought, proposes  some kind of 

multidimensional conceptualisation /see J. Alexander, 1990/. According to him, the 

theory of action is a conceptual scheme for the analysis of the people's behaviour. 

Actions are not discrete but appears in constellations which Parsons calls "systems" 

and distinguishes three systems as modes of organisation of the elements of action: 

elements of action organised as social systems, as personalities and as cultural 

systems /Parsons and Shils, 1951/. The first two systems are considered as organized 

by actor whose actions are oriented toward goals and needs satisfaction being at the 

same time normatively regulated. 

 The third system is specific in comparison to the former two systems - it is 

constituted neither by organisation of interaction nor by the organisation of actions of 

the individual but "by the organisation of values, norms and symbols which guide the 

choices made by actors and which limit the type of interaction which may occur 

among actors"/ Parsons and Shils, 1951/. Thus, a cultural system is a pattern of 

culture which forms value systems, belief systems and systems of expressive symbols. 

Hence,  Parsons writes that cultural system is essential to the theory of action because 

value norms and patterns of culture function trough its institutionalisation on the level 

of social systems and its interiorisation on the level personality systems and thus, 

regulate actors in respect to both ends and means of their actions. Therefore, culture 

in Parsons's view is not only a set of symbols for communication but set of norms for 

action. The patterns of value orientations are organisers of the integration of the 

whole systems of action. 

 Parsons make another distinction between the two types of systems, social 

and personality systems on the one hand, and the cultural system on the other hand - 

while he considers the first two systems as functional, the latter he defines as 

symbolic where its elements have meaningful rather than functional relationship with 

each other. Also, introducing the concept of functional imperative, Parsons insists that 

the peculiarities of the human organic nature as well as the scarcity of resources, 

impose functional imperatives on action that may create a tension with the value 

orientations which can be resolved by some mode of adjustment between the systems. 
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Thus, functional integration is based on the integration of values within the systems of 

action. 

In spite of the fact that Parsons's approach is itself functionalist, he tries to 

unified the empirical social reality by creating a relation between the culture and 

material social world trough referring on the triple character of action as symbolic, 

social and motivational. Only the understanding of the concrete interrelationship 

among the three aspects of action can provide adequate analysis of the empirical 

reality. Thus, human agents can act merely on the basis of interiorised meaningful 

order which cultural system appears to be. As J. Alexander rightly pointed out, 

Parsons overcomes the mechanistic understanding of the character of social action. 

"The analytical autonomy of cultural, social and psychological systems promises a 

way out of the mechanist-subjectivist dichotomy... There is a space for culture but it 

is only a relatively autonomous sphere"/ J. Alexander, 1990: 4-5/. The very Parsons' 

multidimensional analysis of society attempts to concern culture from the point of 

view of its institutionalisation as the way it is connected with the social systems. 

Thus, he focuses on values, on the meanings that can be institutionalised, rather than 

on intrinstic character of symbolic system as such. J. Alexander defines the ironic 

effect of such an approach as reproduction of objectivist-subjectivist dichotomy on 

more abstract level trough the using of mechanistic vocabulary for the analysis of 

meanings concerned as value-orientations. Therefore, he writes, "we arrive at the 

paradoxical situation that the functional approach to meaning has undermine cultural 

autonomy in significant ways" /J. Alexander, 1990: 6/. 

A methodological distinction can be composed on the basis of the above 

presented theoretical approaches toward structure vs. agent relation, which is more 

closely connected with the definitions of interest and value. This is the distinction 

between the methodological monism which gives primacy to static structures (system 

or agent, structure or actor, etc.), that could be commonly called 'substantive approach 

vs. relational approach' to social reality, the methodological relationalism that gives 

primacy to social relations and social processes. It can be argued that within the 

framework of methodological monism, a hidden presupposition exists, which is 

connected with the main component of societal construction. We argue that even the 

deepest structuralism and functionalism paradoxically presupposes the primacy of 
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individual as such constitutive unit, independently of the fact that the actions of this 

individual may be considered as restricted and dependent by the objective social 

structures.  

Contrary to that covert methodological individualism, relational approach 

regards the very social relations as the primary constitutive element of society. In 

Giddens' and Archer's writings it is expressed through the duality of structure and 

agent.  

Through his notion of structuration, or duality of structure, A. Giddens  goes 

far in the attempt  to resolve the dichotomy of, on one hand, actor, subjectivity and 

meaning and, on the other hand - structure and structural constraint. "The constitution 

of agents and structures are not two independently given sets of phenomena, a 

dualism, but represents a duality. According to the notion of the duality of structure, 

the structural properties of social systems are both medium and outcome of the 

practices they recursively organise." /A. Giddens, 1984: 25/.  

The main domain of Giddens' study is processually ordered social practices. 

He relies on the recursive character of social activities as self-reproducing processes. 

Thus, the processual character of social activities emphasises on the understanding 

that these activities are not a primary product of social agents over social structures or 

vice versa, but are continuously re/created by them through the means by which both 

social agents and social structures are reproduced. Hence, the primacy is given to 

social activities as constellation of both social processes and agents reproducing them. 

Agents and social order have an existence only through these activities which 

reproduce both social conditions and actors living in these conditions. Here, it is 

presupposed a continuity of practices which are organised through reproduction of 

discrete social processes.  

Margaret Archer continues the debate about the nature of relationship between 

structure and agent, presenting them as constitutive to one another. The notion of 

morphogenesis indicates "the complex interchange [between structure and actions] 

that produce change in a System's given form, structure or state" / M. Archer, 1985: 

xxii/. Later she introduces the term of 'double morphogenesis' as a process "in which 

the elaboration of both structure and agency are conjoint products of interaction. 



 52 

                                                                                                                                                                      
Structure is the conditioning medium and elaborated outcome of interaction: agency 

is shaped and reshapes structure whilst reshaping itself in the process" /Archer 1989: 

33; see also Sztompka's analysis on Archer's work/. 

One of the main methodological statement that guides our analysis, aiming at 

overcoming 'structure - agent' dichotomy is Bourdieu's understanding of the  'double 

objectivity' of social world. Bourdieu uses the old idea of Durkheim and Mauss /1903/ 

applied in their classical survey "Some Primitive Forms of Classifications", according 

to which cognitive systems that act in primitive societies are embodiment of their 

social systems, and the collective categories of reasoning are organised in consistency 

with the social structure of the group. / P. Bourdieu and J. D. Wacquant, 1991/. 

Bourdieu applies that idea to the developed societies as a principle of socio-centrism 

of the system of thinking. He argues that social divisions and mental schemes are 

structurally homologous because are genetically connected, where the mental 

schemes of cognition are a result of social divisions. The continuous habituation of 

the individual in one and the same social conditions creates enduring dispositions as 

interiorisation of the individual's social environment. The latter is embodied inside 

individual as structural constrain of outside social reality. Thus, structures of 'the 

objectivity of second order' are embodiment of 'the objectivity of first order', which 

invokes the theoretical necessity of a continuation of the analysis of the objective 

structures on the side of subjective dispositions. The 'objectivity of the first order' is 

constituted of the distribution of material resources and means of appropriation of 

socially scarce goods and values (species of capital, in Bourdieu's terminology), 

whilst the  'objectivity of the second order' consists in the form of systems of 

classification, the mental and bodily schemata, cognitive maps, that function as 

symbolic templates for practical activities - conduct, thoughts, feelings and 

judgements - of social agents. Thus, a correspondence exists between objective social 

structures and mental structures, which defines the latter as internalised social 

structures.  

Hence, the perception /cognition/ of the social world can be defined as based 

on systems of division and classification, reflecting the objectively enduring social 

divisions, created in the process of collective history of a given society.  
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Objectively existed relations of domination and subordination in a society 

represent the real social structures and divisions in a society and are personified by 

power relations. The ideological production of political elite reflects that objective 

social allotment which receives special representation in people's minds.  

Thus, neither total outside determination of human action, nor wholly 

subjectively motivated behaviour exists in reality. Rather, we can speak about a 

peculiar mediation between the objective and subjective determinants of action which 

ideologies appear to be. Being structurally determined, ideologies are the mechanism 

that transform and transmit the outside necessities and structural characteristics into 

individual cognitive and motivational schemes of reasoning and action.  

Therefore, individual and collective cognition of the social world is not direct, 

but mediated through 'symbolical' or, ideological work of elites. The grounds for such 

influence is based on the very relationship between perception and action, which we 

put at the beginning of that chapter as a main focus by which, we promise, the 

interests vs. values dichotomy will be resolved. We confirm that the way attitudes and 

dispositions can be transformed into concrete social actions goes through the 

mediation of political and religious ideologies, or is ideologically mediated. That fact 

is grounded on the very basis of the existence of the ideological form of struggle 

between different elite groups. Without the possibility to reshape individual and 

collective perception and cognition in a given way, /aiming at defending one's 

interests/, such a form of political struggle  would not last.  

Therefore, the field of politics understood as power relations, regarding the 

possessing ideological, i.e. symbolic tools for domination, appears as a natural 

mediator between social cognition and action. The sphere of politics and symbolic 

production of patterns of understanding is the field where the ideologies are built as 

mobilising techniques for social action. 

The role of ideology is understood, also, as legitimising the common 

perceptual schemes of classification and thus - of perception and social thinking, and 

as one of the constitutive elements of reasoning about the social world. Social 

perception and cognition and their core, what the structures of signification and 
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meaning seem to be, mirror within itself the societal structures of domination and 

legitimisation as schemes of recognition and classification.  

Hence, to put it differently, the very signification and meaning systems of 

perception and cognition of the social reality and one's place within it, are implanted 

with power relations and are the way of representation of the objective social relations 

and divisions of a society in the people's minds. Thus, social reality is symbolically 

structured in the individual's mind by the help of elite's ideological production and 

through the ideologically modified  representation of the world.  

The two levels on structuring the human perception and cognition - the 

individual level, based on the ordering of classificatory schemes and principles during 

the every-day-interaction, and the institutional level, where collective actors as 

political parties, the Church, trade unions, mass media institutions, etc. are presented, 

intermediate in a way that institutional /or collective/ level of cognition exists trough 

the individual, and the latter is shaped in accordance of institutional. 

Thus, the objective social structures /relations/ and divisions are represented 

on the level of individual and collective consciousness - by means of the systems of 

classification which are a joint product  of, on the one hand, the historically inherited 

every-day classificatory schemes of one's community, social and professional group, 

and on the other hand, as a result of the institutionally shaped  struggle for power 

which outcome is the ideological production and transmission of ideologies.  

Hence, introducing power relations and its main tool and, at the same time, a 

product, which ideologies seem to be, as a mediator between cognition and action, 

and affirming that they appears as a mediator between culture and social structure too 

(power relations as existing both on the level of social structure /relations/ and on the 

level of social perception), we can return back to the problem of values and interests 

definitions. 

Usually, in literature, interests are defined as structurally based and as 

connected with human behaviour and action, whilst values are concerned as cultural 

phenomenon and as determinants of social attitudes /see  E. Wnuk - Lipinski, 1993: 

71-72/. Thus, on abstract theoretical level, the relationship between interests and 
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values has to rely, on one hand, on the analysis between social structure and culture, 

and, on the other hand, on the relationship between attitudes and action.  

Guided by recent theoretical approaches /Giddens, 1984; Bourdieu, 1991; 

Archer, 1988; Sztompka, 1994/ concerning the relationship between structure and 

agents, in the next pages we intend to complicate an eventual simplification of 

presenting the relationship between the normative and the structural determinants of 

action as the main basis of  interest vs. values dichotomy. We consider that the 

mentioned dichotomy is possible to be resolved not merely on the ground of structural 

vs. normative determinants of action, where primarily the relations between culture 

and social structure are taken into consideration, but also, relying on the domain of 

action-cognition relations.  

 

1. Definition of the concept of interests 

The notion of interests has been developed on the basis of economics as a 

manifestation of the new economic conditions of the Modern society where individual 

receives economic freedom to act on his behalf.  The concept has been taken from 

economic theory and further developed by utilitarianism. Created in concrete social 

conditions, it was usually meant to express economic interests, but later, the content 

of the notion has expanded. It is not by chance that the problem of rationality of 

action becomes a central area of analysis at the end of 19th and the beginning of 20 

century. The above described Weber's reasoning about zweckrational and 

wertrational actions is guided by the idea of rationality as a basic characteristic of 

capitalist society by which it differs from pre-modern societies.  

Hence, firstly we will analyse the concept of interests through its relation to 

every-day or routine character of action as it is seen by recent theoretical approaches 

of Bourdieu and Giddens. Our attention to that problem is directly connected with the 

question of action and its drives, as the vision of the world appears to be.  

The most widespread definition in the current literature defines interest /from 

the point of view of methodological structuralism/ as objectively determined and 

based on the different access to valuable and scarce goods and positions in society. If 

the relational approach is considered, however, a different and more elaborated 
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description will be added to former definition, which problematises  1) the 

'objectivity' of interests and 2) the rationality of individual actions, if it is defined as 

constant feature of human behaviour. 

One of the best applications of relational methodological approach is proposed 

by Bourdieu. He insists about inadequacy of utilitarian understanding of interests as 

conscious rational and strategic calculation of means/end relations. Through his 

concepts of habitus and field, the problem of rationality and action finds different 

ground of explanation, which he defines as anthropological foundations of a theory of 

action or practice /Bourdieu, 1988/. Here, the very basis for understanding of rational 

interest is changed accordingly to the new understanding of action - 1) people's 

actions are not always a result of rational computation aiming at reaching some goals 

which correspond to their interests in a best way; 2) reasonable action differs from 

rational / as Giddens also pointed out in his theory of structuration/. Bourdieu 

considers the explicit cognitive operations as unusual for the human practices. Rather, 

people are leaded in their every-day-life by a "sense of the game" which is based on 

implicit understanding of the rules of social space which individual habituate. The 

knowledge he posses about this space is pre-reflexive and subconscious "which 

functions as the principle of strategies devoid of strategic design, without rational 

computation and without conscious positing of ends"/ Bourdieu, p.2/; 3) interests are 

defined within the relationship between the habitus and the field where the latter is 

understood as specific human practices based on division of labour; 4) habitual 

existence is disrupted only in situations of crisis, and then a rational and conscious 

action is involved.  

Similar understanding we observe in Giddens' writings. Because of recursive 

ordering of social practices, reflexivity of that practices is presumed, which is 

understood not as self-consciousness but as "monitored character of the flow of social 

life" /Giddens, 1984: 3/. The very action is monitored by the agents via its 

rationalisation which Giddens conceives as the ability of actors to explain the grounds 

of their activity. He distinguishes reflexive monitoring and rationalisation of action 

from its motivation, referring that motives are based on wants, which drive action, 

and not on reasons. According to him, motivation is not directly /as reflexive 

monitoring and rationalisation/ connected with action, but is based on the potential for 
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action, rather than to the reproducing mode of the action. Motives, he mentions, might 

have a direct impact on action only in extraordinary situations which shatter the 

course of every-day-life. This is so, because most of our behaviour is not directly 

motivated by values, beliefs, etc., but by routine, or, using the Giddens' 

understanding of social practice, by the very social activities /or relations/ which are 

running independently of actors wants but through their reflexive monitoring. 

Thus, it is stated that rational and calculative behaviour and actions are much 

rare than it is assumed by substanstionalist approaches.  

Interest, in accordance with Bourdieu's understanding, is always specific and 

concretely defined through "strategies of habitus as a sense of the game". He defines 

the concept of habitus as a manifestation or a form of well-understood interest which 

does not need to ground itself in a conscious and calculated understanding of interests 

/Bourdieu, 1988: 3/.  

As a summary we can say that 1/ interest is relational to the concrete social 

space situation, i.e. can be defined only on the grounds of concrete analysis of 

relations of the agent within the field he occupies 2/ it depends on the social position 

which the actor posses within that concrete field, where his practical interest /or 

habitus/ as sense of the rules of the game, is formed.  

Hence, we can speak about a kind of subjective practical interest /instead of 

Bourdieu's habitus/ which perceives the world through a kind of non-self-reflected 

'teleological orientation' where the things and social objects exist for every-day 

individual to the extend in which they allow some advantages in one's activity and 

existence.  

Therefore, we can already define the term of 'interest' as relational concept, 

which means that it can be described solely in relation to a given social object or 

process that is "perceived as advantageous to individuals or groups". / Wesolowski, 

1994: 243/. Thus, except being connected with a given social object or process, 

interest has to be additionally defined as perceptual phenomenon and, as Wesolowski 

rightly pointed out, "not as something 'given' to groups and individuals due to their 

location in permanent social structure." /Wesolowski, 1994: 276/. Hence, from such a 

perspective, it is useless to speak about the existence of an "objective interest" that is 
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practised by a number of Marxist scholars /see, for example, Balbus, 1972/. 

Paradoxically, not the connection of interest with the people's perception and vision 

of the social world, and thus, its 'implantation with subjectivity', but actually the very 

objectification of the term leads to 'scientific' ideologisation and to the 'subjectivity' of 

the concept.  

So, besides being structurally based on the ground of one's location in social 

space, interests are perceptual phenomenon and the all rules that are applicable to the 

construction of social codes of cognition are relevant to the concept of interests too. 

It is clear from the above proposed that the crisis in every-day existence or 

social activity is that creates objective possibilities for self-reflective, i.e. consciously 

done behaviour. Not only the description of action as rational and means/end oriented 

characterises interests as such. As it turned out from the above proposed analyses, 

subconscious and routine based actions which are not rational /but rationalised/ could 

be also defined as representing a kind of interests which we have called 'subjective 

practical interests'. These interests are not explicitly motivated by wants but by every 

day habitual existence. The way in which an interest could be self-consciously 

pursued goes through some crisis situations that provoke a clear-cut motivation and 

reasoning. Hence, rational in a sense of self-conscious and self-reflected action in the 

explicit understanding of its motives is feasible only in the moments of disruption of 

'normal', or habitual activities. Then, a second type as rationally pursued interests is 

possible which involves explicit cognitive operations based on clear defining of wants 

and consequently, means of their achievement. 

Hence, we affirm that exactly the same situation of crisis, independently of the 

way it is created - as a result of objective disruption of normal every day processes or 

activities, or through ideologically reinforced belief that such a crisis exists, relates 

social action with  perception and cognition. 

It is well known statement that the perception and the vision of social world is 

included within the very functioning and reproduction of that world. The main 

peculiarity of social system is that it operates through 'consciousness' and contains its 

own representations within itself as a necessary element of its functioning and 

reproduction. The relations of individual toward every social object and process are 
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mediated through the whole system of social relations and the exchange of activities 

between people and thus, these relationships are not transparent for the involved 

individuals. 

In this sense, Bourdieu is right when speaking about the correspondence 

between objective structures of society and the mental structures which defines the 

latter as internalised social structures /Bourdieu, 1991; 1992a; 1992b/. However, this 

correspondence is not direct and usually, from the first glance, it takes completely 

opposite forms because of mentioned non-transparency of the social relations for 

every-day individuals.  

Bourdieu speaks about the role of ideological mediation in modelling the 

perception and cognition of the social world. That mediation, actually, is possible due 

to the specific of the mentioned of him correspondence, /or homology/, which 

mechanisms on individual level, yet he does not explain. Because of that lack in his 

writings, his theory has quite static and descriptive character and does not explain the 

very process by which individual reasoning is formed. Rather, the collective 

formation of social vision is the main focus of his interest. Because of the deficiency 

of individual level explanation of the mechanisms of perception and cognition, it 

seems that there is no individual activity in his theory. Thus, the concept of habitus 

together with the conception about the domination of ideological fields in the creation 

of a collective understanding of the social world, do not allow the active character of 

individual cognition to be interpreted. 

 Hence, Bourdieu's theory well explains why people act and think as they have 

to, which is prescribed by the laws of the social order they inhibit and is reproduced 

on ideological level by political and cultural elites. He is right when writing that 

people's perception could be changed by the ideological work of political elite, but he 

does not clarify why it happens that some people think differently from what they 

have to think.  Thus, in spite of the relational approach to social reality, individual 

looks like almost totally determined by his habitus, political representatives, social 

conditions, etc. There is no explanation of a very important question: how it is 

possible individuals with similar habitus to think and act differently?  

That question could not be solved on the macro and mezzo level of social 

analysis, but on micro level, taking into account the individual mechanisms of social 

thinking formation. Here, the problem of culture and the concept of values it implies, 
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should be concerned as an additional way of structuring individual perception and 

action. 

We affirm that the  problem of culture and social structure has to be resolved 

on different levels and should rely on cognition-action relationship. Collective actions 

as determined by interests are predominantly ideologically induced and require 

special conditions for its appearance. The same we assert for values defined collective 

behaviour. What is needed is to reveal the conditions for individual level action's 

appearance. 

Also, we claim that the proper definition of interests is possible only in 

relation to values. That is why we do not propose at the end of that section a 

conclusive /final/ definition of the term of interests. Thus, the further task of the 

analysis will be to show under what conditions a division between interests' leaded 

and values' leaded actions is possible. For that reason, an analysis of concept of values 

in its cultural connotation shall be made. 

 

2.  The concept of values 

The concept of culture upon which the very concept of values rely on, is 

concerned in sociological thought within the same 'subjective -objectivist' /or 

structural/' dichotomy, where subjective or objective determinants of behaviour and 

action are examined.  The classical tradition of sociology of culture considers culture 

as containing "attitudes, values, and beliefs that are shared by all or most members of 

the population," where "questions of cultural integration and cultural consensus 

become a major issue" /Crane, 1995: 3; see also Swidler, 1986/.  

Contemporary anthropology reformulates the notion of culture "to include all 

social practices, not just norms, values and beliefs ...From this point of view culture is 

'embedded' in social structure, in a sense that all social structures convey cultural 

meanings, rather than being somehow a distinct and separate phenomenon" 

/Crane,1993: 4/. As Crane rightly points out, under this new understanding, it is 

difficult to absorb cause-effect linear model of explanation in social research and the 

emphasis is under the notion of meaning and its interpretation as a research 

technique for analysis.  
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According to J. Alexander /J. Alexander, 1993/, the main failure of value 

analysis is to grasp the significance of social structure. Taking the problem within the 

framework of the relationship between 'structure, culture and action' in social 

sciences, he argues that the problem of value analysis is solved at the expense of 

meaning itself. He considers value analysis as unable to cast much light on the realm 

of the subjective and ideal. "Values were analytical constructs which analysts derived 

on the basis of observed behaviour" and failed to explain "the internal working of the 

cultural environment"/Alexander, 1993: 155/. Alexander and Smith argue that only 

through the strong analytical division between both social structure and action the 

problems that value analysis could not answer are resolvable. Thus, they regard the 

relationship of culture and action conceiving culture as “one of the internal 

environments of action”, or as a source of embedding the human action with meaning. 

Here we should mention the widely discussed A. Swidler's understanding of 

interrelationship between culture and social structure where culture is viewed as 

shaping strategies of action, creating motivations and evaluation of reality and 

producing modes of conduct. By the construction of strategies of action, she believes, 

culture interacts with social structure. She affirms that "culture has enduring effects 

on those who hold it, not by shaping the ends they pursue, but by providing the 

characteristic repertoire from which they build lines of action". /A. Swidler, 1986: 

284/. However, being generally right, Swidler does not explain the way these 

strategies of action are formed in concrete society as well as the way they work out. 

 

3.  Symbols and meaning 

Relying on the above mentioned theoretical presuppositions, we consider that 

it is not enough to declare that culture is connected with social structure through 

action. What we are interesting is the way the action is 'doubly' shaped. To do this, the 

primary component of culture, its basic elements on which it is build, should be 

carefully thought about.  

In contemporary understanding of culture, there is a widespread view that 

culture is embodied within meaning systems, or within sets of symbols. 

Consequently, culture is considered by J. Alexander and P. Smith as a structure 
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composed of symbolic sets. "Symbols are signs that have a generalised status and 

provide categories for understanding the elements of social, individual, and organic 

life" /J. Alexander and P. Smith: 1993: 156/ According to them, symbols pattern 

action by creating patterned order in the same extent as social structures do.  

Hence, J. Alexander and Smith  define  symbols as located in sets of binary 

relations organised into discourses, that structure reality in a cognitive way /which we 

shall distinguish as social signs or 'social symbols'/, and, as the second their task - 

perform evaluative functions /which we name 'cultural symbols'/. Moreover, further 

we shall maintain that the evaluative function of symbols as primarily a cultural 

property, appears under specific conditions and thus, is not a routine every-day-

feature of the system of social cognition. 

Following the principle about the double objectivity of the social world, we 

can say that social symbols are representatives /in the form of signs/ of social 

relations which, otherwise, are hidden in its complexity for the individual 

consciousness. From methodological point of view, the problem of social symbols 

and its resolving presupposes conceiving of individual consciousness as non-

transparent. It means that a specific mediator, a system of organised signs and 

symbols as giving significance of the world, lays between the individual and the 

social reality, throughout which that reality is represented in his mind and thought by 

him. Therefore, social reality is not directly 'given' in individual perception. 

The assumption of multiplicity of the symbolic sets within various cultures or 

subcultures, different for the different communities and social groups, and at the same 

time, changeable historically, puts the problem about the multiplicity of individual 

and collective truth /i.e. rejects the presumption of the existence of an 'objective truth' 

and objective singular point of view about social world/. The opposite presumption - 

that there is a transparency between, from the one hand, the individual perception and 

cognition, and from the other hand, the social world which is perceived, would lead to 

the theoretical consequence that the social world is totally understandable from 

outside observer /an observer who is outside of a temporally and spatially defined 

society and is alienate to the historically produced symbolic systems that a part of that 

society. 
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To put it differently, perception and the cognition of the society in all its forms 

and levels, the very vision and understanding of what is going on, is mediated through 

symbolic systems /systems of signification/ as objectified forms of socially and 

culturally produced public consciousness and this is the way of existence both of the 

social world as constituted of acting individuals, and of individuals themselves as 

inhabitants of a given historically defined society, community, etc.  

Thus, symbols, 'fixed' by social signs, appear as real forms of social being of 

individuals and as objectiveiii forms of thinking, despite of the 'reversed' forms they 

represent social realityiii  

It is almost common scientific understanding that symbols are a kind of 

complex signs. But, in Ricoeur's understanding, not all signs function as symbols. He 

considers that signs put the problem of the "double sense" - when they do not function 

as symbols, they appear as a substitute for something else, some  object as for 

examples 'money', are a substitution or reversed form of social signs. When signs 

function as symbols they lead to other meaning /cultural symbols/. In this case, the 

most general definition of symbols is their considering as condensed meaning in the 

form of sign. Thus, signs can be defined as the material bearers of the symbols, the 

form in which they are 'dressed'.  

Accepting Riceour's principally right division between cultural symbols and 

social signs, we shall assume, however, that social signs are also a kind of symbols 

which functioning follow the logic of working of symbols as such. As well, we 

presume that social structure patterns action also though the help of a kind of 

symbols. In order to explain the tiny difference between the double patterned action - 

by culture and by social structure - through symbols, we have to distinguish two types 

of symbols - social and cultural. Nevertheless, we have to stress that such a division is 

primarily analytical but not so much ontological iii, for it is difficult, in the course of 

the perception of every-day-life, to build an exact boundary between social and 

cultural symbols because of their existence in a sincretic form. The main division line 

between them stresses the primarily evaluative and moral character of cultural 

symbols.  
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When the moral evaluation becomes explicit, another kind of actions are 

possible, which Mamardashvily describes as symbolic or additional to human 

existence, and exactly this type of actions are the way in which every individual is 

involved in culture. Thus, on personal level, cultural symbols implement the function 

of 'constructive tools' through which individuals are involved into given culture. 

Culture here is double read as - on macro level - a type of symbolic order within 

which social interactions are possible as commonly shared and understandable, and - 

on micro level - as the possibility for building of individual behaviour away from 

direct structural determinants. The second aspect of symbolic actions /in the form of 

'possession' or embedding of cultural symbols/ could explain the potentiality of 

relative cultural autonomy of individual or group, independently of the structural 

determinants in the form of social and occupational position and educational and 

family background, etc. This type of actions - symbolic one - is motivated by 'values' 

and could confront to the actions directly motivated by interests.  

Thus, symbols, independently if they are called social or cultural, are a priory 

principles of understanding of the social world and can be called 'cultural' at the 

moment they perform evaluative function in which moral terms are involved. Hence, 

cultural symbols always sketch what is 'good' and 'bad', or they have evaluative, 

classificatory and inclusive vs. exclusive functions /see Stanishkis, 1989: 123-131/. 

While functioning in its sincretic form, symbols  represent the real social 

relations and substitute them within the symbolically patterned order that is 

maintained by tradition and ideology. Symbols are connected with the structures of 

signification, from which, as Giddens points out, domination and legitimisation are 

separable only analytically /Giddens, 1984: 33/, and thus, are a representation of 

power relations in a society in people's heads. The above proposed elaborated analysis 

of Bourdieu about the ideological work of elite for shaping the appropriate vision of 

the world is precisely a description of the creation and working of social symbols 

through the help of ideological production of political elite. Reflecting in a mediated 

way the social relations in a society and its system of domination and subordination, 

symbols are a interiorised representation of the system of power relations in a society. 

/This is, also, the way in which the vision of group's belongings as well as the vision 
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of relationships between different social groups and communities is shaped through 

the elite's ideological influences./  

As it was above stated, the essential function of the social symbols is to 

generalise meaning necessary for reproduction of one's habitual existence. In its social 

form, symbols are unquestionable motivational obviousness, a priory accepted forms 

of reasoning that implement regulative social functions within given discourses 

without the need to be reflected as normative and obligatory. As such they are 

institutionalised and fulfil the Parsons' requirement that culture and social structure 

are connected through institutionalisation of meaning. Only in this way could be 

understood the statement of Alexander and Smith that symbolically patterned order is 

external to the individual action, i.e. on individual level that order could not be 

created.  

The question that should be answered is, how the symbolic order is produced 

and maintained, and in which way it is build.  

 

4. Institualisation of culture 

We assert, that the problem of the connection between social structure and 

culture on the macro level is resolvable by concerning that culture is united to social 

structure through the institutions and institutional activities and rests upon the 

normative referents defined by them. Using Parsons' utterance, "it is through 

institutional setting that discourses are able to play a crucial role in defining and 

regulating the most significant structures and processes in practical social life" 

/Parsons, 1951: 159/. 

Hence, we argue that the connection between culture and social structure rests 

upon the institutional activities and structures, or through the institutionalised 

production and reproduction of meaning and signifying of the social objects and 

processes which is the task of ideology. Only in such a way we can understand the 

Giddens' statement that signification, domination and legitimisation are separable 

only analytically. It means that meaning system implants within itself power relations 

and stratificational distances, or, it is created on the basis of really existing objective 

oppositions in society which are represented in symbolic form. Thus, systems of 
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signification are embodiment of power relations which are possible only within given  

institutional frameworks.  

Thus, every value /or meaning/ system is congenital with power relations and 

every power is based on a system of values. Each value system is a crystallisation of 

abstracted and immersed institutionalised relation of power held through the help of 

ideology. Symbols which are on disposal of every-day people, have to be produced 

and function within a kind of institutionalised field - as, for example, politics and 

religion appears to be. In other words, in order commonly shared values to be formed, 

their production and transmission should be institutionalised. Even tradition as a 

source of value patterns should be institutionalised and reproduced through the 

system of rituals, for example. 

Thus, the concept of values could be defined merely within some institutional 

framework or, using Bourdieu's terminology, within a given field.  

 

5. Defining  the concept of values 

The notion of values, commonly used as purely analytical tool, is always 

specifically defined by the analyst according to his particular scientific purposes. In 

this analysis, however, we shall be leaded mainly by the above stated methodological 

presuppositions. If we have chosen the relational type of analysis as main  

methodological  framework of analysing interests, a logical requirement follows in 

relation to value analysis, that values cannot be taken exclusively as individual 

characteristic, which individual takes purposely and consciously into account when 

acting. 

 Generally, on societal level, values are historically and relationally created 

and can be commonly defined as shared cultural codes of understanding. Thus, values 

can be concerned as a product of these social institutions which posses the tools for 

creation, transfer and application of shared patterns of meaning and understanding.iii  

We use a double meaning of ideology. On societal level ideologies are read as 

institutionally produced and transmitted systems of categories for perception and 

cognition, and thus, of legitimation, which are a result of the work of institutional 

elites /'integrative' understanding of ideology/. On individual level, ideology is well 
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outlined by Staniszkis' as a type of reasoning that replaces the really existing 

connections between objects in the social world with illusionary, or as the form the 

thinking receives when using social symbols as explanatory archetypes of social 

events /the Marxian understanding if ideology, see Staniszkis, 1992/.  

Yet, on individual level, we shall characterise values not merely as 

interiorised norms of functioning of these institutions, causing normative constrains to 

the individual and collective action and composing, in the terms of Swidler, a well 

defined set of strategies for action, but as symbolic argumentation of individual 

reasoning and consequently, of action. That symbolic argumentation functions as 

motivation for given behaviour based on ideological linking of the events and objects 

in reality through their evaluation, which is done in moral terms.  

To put it differently, symbolic argumentation appears in a situation where 

some moments of real processes in the social world are lost and are substituted, in the 

very motivation of the action, with ideological connections functioning within binary 

sets through which the good and desirable is explicitly distinguished from the bad and 

the contempt /see also J. Alexander and Smith, 1993: 156-158/. Hence, it is not 

enough for one to say that values are meaning-embedded structure of individual and 

collective behaviour. We argue that meaning of human action is created within given 

set of cultural codes that posses evaluative dimensions which works trough cultural 

symbols.  

Here, we will not concern values merely as attitudes but, rather, as a kind of 

evaluative reasoning that, when functions as motivational schemes, leads to actions. 

However, there are special conditions in which the evaluative symbolic reasoning 

appears and ones more specific circumstances in which it turns into explicit 

evaluative motivation that tends towards social actions.  

Thus, two levels of values existence is introduced here - the first concerns the 

implicit moral evaluation of social objects /attitudinal level of values/, while the 

second, through the building of motivational schemes, directly shapes some actions, 

which we have named 'symbolic'. Symbolic actions appear as additional to human 

existence and could not be easily defined in terms of one's advantage and 

disadvantage. 
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Also, we consider that the existence of different types of action, as based, on 

the one hand, on interests and, on the other hand, on values, is a difference not so 

much in the kind of actions but in its motivation based on different kind of reasoning 

that, by the same that, leads to different reactions and directions of these differently 

motivated actions. 

Here, the question about the relationship between attitudes and actions appears 

again. We argue that its resolving is connected with the very relationship between 

values and interests and goes through the concept of crisis.  

 

6. Values and interests relationship 

We have stressed that in the course of routine every-day-life there is no need 

of outspoken/explicit/, conscious, and self-reflected evaluative reasoning done 

through the help of moral terms which we have called values embedded reasoning. 

We argue that habitual existence does not distinguish values from interests /as the 

latter were above defined by us/. It means that the routine actions in every-day-

course-of-life are by themselves an implementation of habitually pursued interests 

well defined by Bourdieu as a sense of the social game /habitus/, or named by us as 

'subjective practical interests' /or latent interests from the point of view of their 

articulation and manifestation on collective level/. In the course of these routine 

actions there is almost a 'natural' understanding what is advantageous and 

disadvantageous for the individual because it is determined by rules of the concrete 

social space one's habituates.  

Hence, subjective practical interests could be also defined as routine 

monitored interests, organised by habitual pursuing of some goals using definite and 

unquestioned means. That practical interest is individual level carried on and is not 

'prepared' for collective level manifestation and defence, for there is still no need for 

that. The turning of the individual practical interests into collective goes through the 

readiness for collective social actions. Furthermore, the very preparation for social 

actions passes through some steps of individual and collective cognitive evolution, 

and involves values, understood as above defined both on societal and individual 
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level. That cognitive evolution necessary goes through explicit opinion building done 

through the symbolic argumentation for actions.  

Thus, values and interests somehow coincide in the course of routine life and 

their division is created under the conditions and in the process of preparation for 

social action through the different motivational bases that action receives. 

Hence, we affirm again /and now shall clarify it/ that there are special 

circumstances under which the evaluation of the events in social world and one's 

place within it are possible. We state that in the course of routine and non-

problematised every-day-life no conscious and self-reflective evaluation of one's 

actions and behaviour as 'good' and 'bad' is done. In such routine conditions, symbols 

/which we, for the purpose of simplicity of the analysis have called 'social'/ as 

uncomplicated mental substitutions of social relations and as reversed forms of 

understanding of the complex character of social relations represented in social signs, 

are involved. Within that mental substitutions as condensed and reversed form of the 

concrete social processes in which individual habituates, the practical interest is 

implemented.  

Thus, we suggest that the first type of interests we have distinguished - the 

routine practical interests - exists in a sincretic coincidence with values as deep 

historically formed for a given community, structures of understanding of what is 

'good' and 'bad'. Interests and values exist in conjunction in every-day activity in the 

form of strategies of habitual existence /or habitus/, which is not necessary grounded 

in self-reflected understanding of one's interest, but is rather a practical interest 

implemented  on customary  level. That can be defined within the category of  

'habitually rational' action /in the Giddens' sense of reflective monitored action/ 

because it follows the logic of the concrete social space within which individual 

exists. Hence, the conjunction of values and interests in the form of habitual being is 

doubly determined 1) by the very social practices in which individual is involved, and 

2) by the symbolical or ideological form which these practices posses in order to be 

socially kept. 

 Arguing that both values and interests, in their developed forms as 

motivational schemes for actions are symbolically mediated means that both are 
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objects of ideological influence and, thus, to some degree are shaped by ideologies. It 

is due to the mechanisms of perception and cognition formation through the 

mediation of the above described social symbols.  

The effect of the evaluative dimension of symbols as cultural, concerning the 

usage of moral terms in the reasoning about the social world, is possible solely in 

situation of crisis. The social /and respectively, the personal/ crisis makes possible the 

breakdown of the sincretic character of social symbols as reversed or illusionary 

forms of thinking, and the fraction and manifestation of cultural symbols of moral 

evaluation and explicit opinion building. Through the same process, the every-day 

unity of practical interest and the attitudinal level of implicit /hidden/ understanding 

of what is 'good' and 'bad', is broken down. 

Further, we argue that two forms of interests - as subjective practical interests 

and as non-routine rational, manifested and prepared for collective defence interests -

appear as two phases of development of interest formation and the division line 

between them lies in category of crisis as well.  The same we argue for the two levels 

of values existence- 1) the attitudinal level of implicit, historically inherited, and non-

reflexive understanding of what is good and bad and, 2) the explicit motivational level 

of values as symbolic argumentation for individual and collective action, 

institutionally influenced and thus, ideologically mediated.  

The main point of our understanding of the relationship between values and 

interests, we repeat again, is that it is difficult to distinguish them on the first two 

phases of values and interests' existence, for they stand in a synthesis. Their division 

and, at the same time, development, measured by building of explicit motivational 

schemes for social action, goes through some crisis situations where the routine 

habitual existence of individual or social group is crushed and the symbolic form 

which legitimate it, is disrupted.  

Unless the theory of Bourdieu is prepared to explain relatively stable and well 

functioning, or normal social periods and does not aim at explaining social change 

periods as the post-communist revolution appears to be, it is, nevertheless, worthy to 

apply his concepts and his relational approach to the post-communist transformation. 

Following the Bourieou's methodological presupposition about the double objectivity 
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of social world, we can say that when the objectivity of the first order is under change 

and the position of the individuals, their social statuses within different fields are 

unstable, it is normally the old classification of the social world, structured on the 

grounds of already changed social rules to be shaken. Then, when the objectivity of 

first order is hammered and the social reproduction of habitual social life is shattered, 

the very codes of every-day being are disordered and questioned too. Then a 

corresponding change in the systems of classification is going on, which shift the 

mental schemes of perception and cognition.  

To put it in another way, the break between values /as attitudes/ and practical 

interests and their evolution into the second phase as explicit schemes of reasoning, 

differently motivated - by cultural symbols or by pragmatic rationality, is possible  in 

a situation where the symbolic body of mental schemes /or, 'habitus'/ according to 

which individual orients himself, is shattered because of breaking of the normal 

reproduction of some social processes. In such circumstances, personal behaviour has 

to be consciously done in accordance with clear-cut motivational principles for action 

aiming at defence of one's habitual being. This is the exact point of development of 

values and interests as explicit principles motivating individual conduct, for, in order 

to cope with the social and thus, individual crisis one's behaviour should be already 

consciously done and based on some explicit codes for action orientation. These 

motivational rules for overcoming of the crisis can be grounded, on the one hand, on 

explicit symbolic argumentation for action in terms of good and desirable vs. bad and 

contempt /values/, and, on the other hand, on individual already consciously and 

rationally pursued interest for defence of one's current social status and conscious 

self-direction to achievement of some goods and positions in society. The latter could 

be defined as self-reflectively pursued interests. 

We argue, also, that what distinguishes values from interests on the second 

stage of crisis overcoming, is not mainly based on different directions to action they 

might lead to, but is grounded on the different type of motivations for action they 

offer - symbolic motivation in the case of values, and rational /in terms of one's 

advantage and disadvantage/, in the case of interests.  
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What distinguishes the two phases of interests’ development is the possibility 

the rationally pursued and self-reflected interest to be manifested and articulated, and 

thus, represented as collective on societal level. 

When the process of habitual life is shattered, it is possible an individual 

process of non-routine or social thinking to start as based on the adaptation of the 

old classificatory schemes to the new reality and its replacement with new. On the 

side of the abstract schemes of perception and evaluation, two ways of development 

are possible: 1/ to keep the old perceptual schemes in spite of changed reality and 2/ 

to accept the new, which are on ideological disposal as a result of the political work 

of elites. In this case, the change of mental schemes is done by the use of ideological 

suggestions by introducing new systems of classification and explanation of the world 

and its future by putting a new place of the individual within symbolically described 

and uttered, and by the same that, created social order. That is why Bourdieu recently 

speaks about interest as 'illusio' /see Waquant and Bourdieu, 1991/. 

 All this means an application of the old or new values - absorbed from the 

rules of the old game, or based on new ideology - and existing already in the form of 

abstract principles of appreciation and rejection. On the basis of the separation of the 

old schemes of recognition and valuation from the codes of 'right conduct', in a sense 

of advantageous conduct, in accordance with the changed rules of social /and 

habitual/ existence and the involvement into a new rules, the necessity of conscious 

and calculative conduct as self-interest oriented behaviour appears as a possibility. 

But it is not always realised because a conflict could appear between the old values 

and new interests to different explicit motivational patterns. 

 

7. Mechanisms of social action production 

We shall begin the explanation of the mechanisms of building of social actions 

which we relate closely with the understanding of the relations between values and 

interests as it is focused by our analysis, by the right Staniszkis' observation about the 

Polish anti-communist experience. In her book "The Ontology of Communism" she 

argue that the Solidarity dramatic rejection of the system in symbolic terms is not 

accompanied by alternative thinking in institutional terms /Staniszkis, 1992/. This 
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means that the social action is possible particularly as based on values and not only as 

based on consciously pursued rational interests well articulated and understood 

through the use of  rational categories of defining what is advantageous and 

disadvantageous. Hence, we should be able to explain the mechanism through which 

social actions are build on, i.e. the way from attitudes to actions and behaviour, and 

more, the way in which interests and values appear as different motivational sources 

of human behaviour.  

From the point of view of the process of development of social thinking 

aiming at explanation of the changed rules of one's existence and the adaptation to 

them, we can speak about two directions of motivation for social action. Something 

more, we could also describe them as two phases of development of social thinking. 

Thus, we affirm that the two types of social reasoning  - by the help of cultural 

classificatory and evaluative symbols /moralising ideologies/, and by institutional 

terms /categories/ through which the social rationality is better grasped - are two 

phases of development of social reasoning from the point of view of the readiness to 

social action. 

Hence, in the following pages, the process of evolution of social thinking 

should be explained and, by that, the way from attitudes and dispositions to social 

actions and from values to interests will be elucidated. 

Turning back to the discussion about the distinction between attitudes and 

actions, we shall propose a processual theory of Andrei Raychev /1986/ about the 

individual level development of perception and evaluation of social objects and the 

process of production of motivation for action. With the help of the concept of crisis, 

that theory proposes a way to explain socio-structural bases for individual search of 

meaning. Also, using that theory we can concern the values and interests division as 

two ways of development of individual social reasoning as a process leading to 

individual social actions. 

Some additional methodological presuppositions should be mentioned again. 

We argue that the perception of social objects is always leaded by some processes on 

the side of the very object in its practical connection with the individual.  
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We presume that the sociological question WHO and HOW apprehends the 

social objects should be substituted with the question about WHAT is thought by the 

individual or how it is possible a given social object to be a subject of social thinking. 

This approach is trying to answer the question why people think different things and 

how it is possible from one and the same social position different things to be thought 

about one and the same object; what kind of conditions could transform a given object 

into the subject of social thinking or, to put it in a different way, what kind of state of 

the very object in its relation to individual could transform it into the subject of 

interest /Andrei Raychev, 1986/.  

 The proposed by A. Raychev theoretical presumptions are the following: The 

realisation of the socio-political importance of a given social object for individual is 

going trough different but sequentially ordered phases which  methodologically 

means that the different types are hidden phases, which is an old evolutionist idea 

coming from Darwin and Freud. Hence, one and the same type or invariant of 

perception and cognition, shared by some amount of people, should be thought as a 

phase or a level  of the people's relation to given social object. The point according to 

which these phases are thought is social action. Further, a hierarchical ordering of 

these invariant relations to the social object could be reconstructed. Thus, the 

different representations of the social object in the people’s minds and the different 

way they are conceived, appears to be different phases of thinking or cognition of this 

object. 

The second methodological assumption views the types of reasoning of a 

given social object as a sequence of phases of developing or building of the individual 

social action. It is argued that the point of stability of evolution of social thinking is 

social action understood as non-routine, non-every day action.  

We define social action as an individual or collective action which aims at 

changing one's place within the existed social structures and/or every action directed 

to the transformation of the social structures as such. We insist that social action 

could be pursued in two ways - trough cultural symbols or values and through 

interests that are articulated, manifested and represented as collective.  
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Actions, driven by moral evaluation through the help of cultural signs could 

be defined as social actions, motivated by moral symbols. Thus, we will connect the 

definition of values in their explicit form, with social action motivated by cultural 

symbols /or evaluative moral categories/. Thus, the category of social action is wider 

than the concept of rational action. Rational action is leaded by the motive of what is 

advantageous to one's existence and what is not, and does not necessarily aim at 

change of one's positions in social structures or, the change of the very social 

structures. There could be a coincidence of rational and social action, in the case of 

consciously pursued rational interest that is crisis evoked, but the motivation to social 

action could have different grounds when it is ideologically coloured and is not 

restricted to the achieving of something that is directly 'advantageous to me'.  

Therefore, we consider, that the difference between rational and social action 

is a good basis for explanation of the difference between the two phases of interests 

development. For an interest to be a base for social action means its representation 

and manifestation as collective through the help of ideological symbols. 

Following A. Raychev, it could be found three phases in developing of the 

relation of the individual to the social object. On so called 'zero phase' the social 

object is seen as natural with the postulate that this object simply exists and thus there 

is no problematisation of the object of this phase. The main procedure of social 

cognition used on this stage, is naturalisation. Naturalisation is created from the 

properties of social space. It is a representation of the social things as natural, as a 

substitution of the social connections with natural in one's head. It means the 

perception of some characteristics of given social object not as produced by the social 

relations in which that object is involved but as natural feature of the very object, as 

its attribute. 

On the second phase of the development of the relation between the individual 

and the social object, the latter losses its naturality and becomes an object of interest. 

The relation of the individual to the object at this stage can be defined as a kind of 

tension / for example a person likes or hates the object/. This is the phase of building 

of rationalisations about the already non-naturally perceived social object. These 

rationalisations are built on the basis of ideological explanation, mostly based on 

moral terms. 
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 The third phase contains in perception and cognition of the real connections 

of social reality, or thinking in institutional terms as used by Staniszkis, which is 

trying to comprehend social rationality that is already problematic to the individual. 

That phase is connected with the ideologisation of the object. The individual already 

interprets the connections of this object with other social objects, or he is thinking it 

in its social context trough commentaries and explanations of the object /A. Raychev, 

1986/. The relation of the individual to the social object is already stable which is 

based on the fact that ideological connection between the objects built by the 

individual are stable and in some aspect, external form of existence of his own 

relation to the object This is way in which these ideologies /or interpretative schemes/ 

could be exchanged between the individuals, playing communicative and socialising 

role. This phase is based on explicit problematisation of the social object. To think 

given object means that it is not enough for someone as natural. When some social 

object begins to mediate some conditions of one’s life which put him into the position 

or situation of deprivation and inequality, he is forced to think it. 

 Thus, the fact of deprivation connected with the object makes the latter 

visible for the individual, it becomes an object of interest and is already seen not as 

natural but as mediated. The act of mediation of this object involves its interpretation 

or building of ideologies or explanatory schemes about it. This is a process of 

transformation of the object from natural into social one or, using the Bourdieu's 

utterance - from unformulated into constituted one. In such a way the individual is 

going out of the self-evidence of the social order and out of his routine every-day-life. 

To be non-naturally perceived for a social object means that behind it can be seen 

another object that is 'better and true' and as the right state of the same object which, 

unfortunately, does not exist. The reality is doubled trough the appearance of some 

kind of utopia about the right state of the object. This is the last step to the  social 

action as last phase of developing of the social thinking. The way in which this 

process could be carried into effect is connected with some kind of crisis of routine 

life as reproducing itself activity. 

 

8. Definition of the Concept of Crisis 
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On macro /societal/ level, the reproduction of social activity is the  base on 

which given social order is maintained. Sometimes, however, that social order could 

be shattered because of appearance of crisis of its reproduction in the form it regularly 

exists. Thus, we can speak about existence of crisis in a situation in which some 

relations or things cannot be reproduced as usual. Then, additional mediation, or 

additional activity for the restoration of the normal reproduction of social order is 

required.  

We should add that the crisis of the social object can be also imagined or 

manipulated vision of an object which is forced to be perceived in a given way. This 

is possible by exploiting cultural signs, myths, moral values, etc.  It means that the 

ideologised vision as falsified cognition of the real connection between the objects in 

reality with imagined ones could be done as based on cultural and political myths, and 

not only as real crisis that might appear in the relation of the individuals to a given 

social subject. What is most important here is, that in order to be effective, culturally 

based perception should be connected, in last account, with some degree of crisis in 

the relation  'individual/s - the conceived social object'. Also, the outside application 

of culturally based values and signs can be a second step for the resolving of the 

appeared already tension between the individual and the social object. 

Using again the principle about the double objectivity of social world as 

homology of the objective social relations and their perception and cognition we can 

say that only crisis could transform the perception and cognition of given social 

object from direct and natural into mediated, social one. Thus, behind the usual and 

naturally perceived social object, social relations, or other people and their social 

positions are seen. Being in crisis, the object cannot be already perceived as natural. 

Thus, it is interpreted and explained. Paradoxically, by that building of ideologies 

about the objects of interest, people defence themselves from action. When some 

object is a problem for a person, instead of action he begins to think it, trying to 

understand it. Thus the explanatory schemes through which an individual is 

explaining the problematic for him social object, are the way for the individual not to 

act, or, more precisely, the way not to act yet. But the described ideological defence 

from action only seems as defence because it forms the way in which the action is 

prepared. By the ideologies which could be read among the different types of thinking 
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of the social object, an inference about the type and the direction of the future social 

actions as well as, about the distance to these actions can be made.  

Thus, we can summarise that two forms /or phases/ of interests and values 

development exists. The first is a sincretic unity of values /on subconscious attitudinal 

level/ and interests, understood as subjective practical interests which are routinely 

pursued according to the laws of social space which individuals live in. 

 The second phase or form of interests and values existence contains a 

possibility of division and even contradiction between them. That phase or form 

appears merely in situations of social and personal crisis and makes both values and 

interests explicit schemes of motivations for social actions which are based on 

different grounds - for values, on cultural symbols, as symbolic argumentation done 

in moral terms, and for interests - as consciously pursued collectively articulated, 

manifested and preserved interests /collective level representation/, or /on individual 

level/ as based on conscious motivation for actions aiming one's advantageous 

defence of current social position and its bettering. 

 

 

Chapter III 

 

Poland and Bulgaria: Historically Formed Cultural and Structural 

Peculiaritiesiii * 

 

As it was already mentioned, the structural and axiological  differences in 

support for the new regime between Poland and Bulgaria are viewed by us as an 

effect of the specifics of communist legacies that are concerned not only as resulting 

from the communist rule but primarily as a variation of pre-communist cultural and 

historic heritage of the countries under consideration. In this chapter, we shall 

concern historically formed structural and cultural societal characteristics of both 

countries causing significant impact upon the mode of communist regime and in the 

following post-communist transformational processes. 
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Here, we concern the relationship between social structure and culture as 

mutually influencing each other levels of societal organising, where culture is viewed 

as embedded in social structure through institutionalisation of meaning and 

construction of strategies for social action /see Chapter II/. What we intend to 

emphasis on the example of the two countries is that the cultural matrix and socio-

structural specifics of each country are always a result of  concrete and long term 

historic development of a given society. We consider that the communist specifics 

alone could hardly explain the distinct characteristics of post-totalitarian political 

support and it itself needs to be clarified. The significant differences of the popular 

attitudes to communist regime in Poland and Bulgaria are a result of deeply rooted 

historically moulded societal /structural and cultural/ peculiarities. Thus, a necessary 

comparison will be done between the structural specifics and the cultural models of 

historical development of the two countries. 

One more clarification should be made here, concerning the necessity of such 

an extended involvement in the historical matters. It is connected with the proposed 

above understanding of values and interests and their habitual existence on every-day 

level as historically shaped products that are based on the specific circumstances of 

historical existence and experience of each nation and on the nation-specific social 

conditions and systems of meaning. 

Thus, we will compare some historical characteristics of the two countries that 

lead to different cultural and socio-structural archetypes of nation formation aiming at 

explaining in which way these archetypes were transformed during the communist 

period.  

Polish case will be used as a frame of reference through which the processes 

in Bulgaria will be analysed, which determines the way the comparison is done in the 

current chapter. The extended historical description of the Bulgarian social structure 

and cultural model will dominate the Polish. The stressed contrast with some Polish 

historical specifics will announce the differences that are considered significant for 

the purpose of our study - revealing of the formation of the axiological and structural 

peculiarities that are decisive for the specifics of communist legacies and, later - for 

the particular political attitudes of support for democracy. 
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No axiological superiority and inferiority will be presumed during the analysis 

of historical specifics of the two countries. What we will try to achieve is disclosing 

of the objective structural and cultural conditions that facilitate the formation of 

democratic supportive values in Poland and the difficulties in the same process in 

Bulgaria. So, if there is any superiority, it should be searched only in relation to the 

formation and the level of support for democracy attitudes in the earlier post-

communist period /1990-1991/.  This is so because the reference object’ approach we 

are using here means choosing of more developed component in a system through 

which the development of its equivalent from the compared system is examined. That 

reference object could be selected only from the viewpoint of a well-defined process, 

as the east European post-communist transformation appears to be in our case.   

What we look for is the answer of the question: do the distinct pre-communist 

and communist cultural and structural legacies could explain, and to what extent, the 

post-communist public attitudes of support for democracy at the initial period of post-

communist transformation in the countries under consideration. 

Here we should mention again that by structural determination of political 

support we mean the socio-stratificational influence on support for the regime. 

Respectively, the axiological determination is read as culturally produced and 

transmitted set of values and ideologies that constitute the meaning system of political 

reasoning and action. The specific national system of values and ideologies is always 

a product of centuries lasting process of historical development, a result of cultural 

continuity, the outcome of which the contemporary cultural model appears to be. 

Consequently, public political attitudes are not an exclusive result of the recent 

political ideologies transmitted by political elites and are not only a reflection of the 

concrete configuration of political forces at each moment of political process, but 

have much more stable and enduring basis grounded in the whole historically formed 

national cultural and stratificational structure.  

Also, it is necessary to stress that the notion of political culture will not be 

used as main concept of our analysis.. The term is predominantly present day linked 

and reflects only relatively recently formed features of public attitudes and behaviour. 

What is called 'political culture' can be distinguished only analytically form the 

stream of the historically established popular and national culture and appears both as 
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a result and an intristic element of national culture in its historical connotation. Taken 

as a distinct concept without explicit connection with the broader concept of national 

culture, it loses its explanatory power, especially for the purposes of cross-national 

comparison. National 'political culture' could be considered only as based on the 

structure of institutionalised and internalised culture itself on which ground the 

national political tradition is formed. 

 

 

1.  The Bulgarian Historical Peculiarities 

 

We shall try to elucidate, at the beginning, some of the most salient specifics 

of the South East European Bulgarian cultural history which significantly differs from 

the Central European Polish cultural history. We aim at showing that the different 

cultural and stratificational models rest on the grounds of different national cultural 

and socio-psychological popular stereotypes /habitus/ of the two countries.   

The two countries differ significantly in the type of Christianity traditions. 

Whereas Poland belongs to Roman Catholic religious and cultural sphere with all 

following consequences in regard to social and state organisation, value systems, and 

the types of community level solidarity, Bulgaria belongs to the Eastern Orthodox 

Christianity and, during the Middle Ages, /till the beginning of 15th century/ has been 

strongly influenced by the Byzantine civilisation. Thus, historically based cultural 

differences between Poland and Bulgaria are actually, civilizational divisions 

grounded on different geopolitical location of the two countries - Central European 

vs. South Eastern European.  

The main differences between the Roman Catholic and the Orthodox forms of 

Christianity are quite significant. They moulded two cultural models that had 

important impact upon the specifics of value systems of the populations under the 

influence of the Byzantine Orthodoxy and respectively of the Roman Catholicism. 

These two different civilisational orbits created  distinct popular cultural /ideological/ 

understandings of the meaning of life and death, the role of action and its purpose in 

one's life, the degree of solidarity between people, the way of life and the specifics of 

moral norms. These religious systems had, also, different implications over the socio-

political sphere and the relation between the church power and the state power. 
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Without delineating the main features and differences of the two Christian religious 

systems it is not possible to understand not only the distinct cultural development of 

Bulgaria and Poland but even the specifics in the current national value systems as 

well. 

The Roman Catholicism was formed in a constant struggle with the barbarians 

in contrast with the relatively calm Byzantine Empire. That fact generated the 

civilisational spirit of the Catholicism and the intellectual temptations of the theology 

never known as explicit feature of Orthodox Christianity. In the realm of politics, it is 

necessary to mention that the Byzantine church was not involved in resolving of 

political questions, and was not connected with the questions of law which were left 

to the state power, unlike the Roman Catholicism where the temptation of the Pope to 

the ‘this-worldly’ power and rational norms was significant. Earth's law was not 

included in the sphere of interest of the Orthodoxy - something more, form the point 

of view of the Orthodox fight, "this-worldly" law and order did not have value, for the 

religious truth was considered above the law /S. Nikolski, 1997/. There is an 

ideological disconnection between the earthly matters and the religious matter which 

emphasises on the mystical individualism and anti-sociality of the Orthodox preaches. 

While the Catholicism emphasises on the collective /on community level/ 

responsibility to the God, the Orthodoxy considers that repentance is always 

individual. 

In the realm of morality, a peculiar characteristic of the Orthodox religion is 

the fact that it did not require morality in the same degree as the Catholicism. In one 

and the same situation, the Orthodox priest could give different advises to different 

people. There is an absence of NORM, and as a result, the radical requirements to 

Person disappear too. This is the exact source of the eastern condescension to the 

sinners /see S. Nikolski, 1997/. Not the moral requirements to the individuals are the 

object of the Orthodox religion but the miracle and the hope. Orthodox Christianity 

gives hope to everyone but it does not give certitude.  The Catholic antithesis between 

heroism /feat/ and activity is solved in the Orthodoxy by highly evaluated image of 

the anchorite in the name of God who combines within himself heroism and 

humbleness. The east Christian religious tradition maximally limited the pretensions 

in respect to social life - 'not to build the paradise on the earth while not allowing the 

hell on it' /Vl. Solovijov, quoted by S. Nikolski, 1997/. Thus, the Orthodox religion is 
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not concentrated on the heroism of the best, as the Catholic - contrary to the latter, 

there is a tremendous interest and condescension to the sinners and the deviantsiii. 

Mysticism of the Orthodox Church is opposed to the Roman Catholic dynamism and 

the involvement in the earth' matters. The specific and quite elusive concept of 

Orthodox heroism is concentrated in the image of anchorite who is not "this-world" 

acting person but non-acting one.  

All these religious differences are only seemingly disconnected with the 

current cultural distinctions for they constitute the deep structures of national world-

view schemes, the meaning and the strategies of action.  

The distinct religious models had significant consequences for the very model 

of the relationship between the Church and the state which was constitutive for the 

Middle Ages society. The Bulgarian religious culture was developed under the direct 

influence of the state and followed the model of Byzantine Orthodox culture, which 

was marked by its official character that relied on the Caesar-Pope principle 

organisationally connecting the Church with secular political power.  

     Hence, the Byzantine cultural model widely influenced the formation of the 

Bulgarian statehood. The latter has been created with strong resemblance to 

Byzantine socio-political system. Not only the Orthodox Christianity but the socio-

political structure of Byzantine Empire was taken as chief models in foundation of the 

Bulgarian state.  

These religion-based cultural specifics formed the consequent socio-

stratificational and political peculiarities /reflected in the national perceptual schemes/ 

without which centuries reproduced and transmitted attitudes to political authorities 

could not be understood. The political models formed on the grounds of different 

civilisational orbits having ages enduring existence are hardly overcome by recent 

history. They developed and reproduced a specific popular perception and modes of 

action as well as a sense of what is allowed and what is not to the different social 

strata. There are not contemporarily observed peculiarities of political behaviour that 

are without national historical analogue or could not find a historical explanation. 

This fact does not mean that we accept strongly historical causality of recent political 

attitudes of the populations. What we indeed look for is an awareness of genetic 

specifics of national socio-structural, cultural and political models because we hold up 

the methodological presupposition that the essence of a social event could be 
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understood only through looking at its genesis. This is in accordance with the 

processual approach that has been chosen as the main methodological premise of our 

analysis. 

 There were some peculiarities of the socio-political system of Byzantine that 

moulded the specifics in which it differed from Roman Catholic cultural and socio-

political system. The Eastern cultural and political archetype was much more 

hierarchical than the western Roman Catholic. One of the specifics was that the 

religion and its institution - the Church, were submitted to the state. The state itself 

was highly centralised. No independent from central power landowners existed, and 

the land possession was arranged through the system of emperor's gifts given to those 

aristocrats that behaved in accordance to the emperor's will, and as a result of their 

obedience to him. Exactly that socio-political system of strong centralised state power 

with permanent mobility of the social strata was imposed upon the newly formed 

Bulgarian state at the middle of the 9th century.  

The state was the leading factor within the whole system of political, social 

and cultural relations. That feature defined the property relations as well as the 

relation to property of the highest social stratum - the aristocracy. The aristocracy did 

not rely on private property but on state distribution and redistribution. That fact kept 

their position of state bureaucrats who depended entirely on the central power in the 

hands of the emperor. If an aristocrat at some time was landowner, it was because he 

was in power at that moment - but he was not in power because he was a landowner, 

like in the case of the classical feudalism of Western type. There was not feudal 

property with guaranteed immunity, and consequently, there was not feudal hierarchy, 

but state or political hierarchy. The Bulgarian aristocracy from the Middle Ages was 

not an economic but political category. Something more, culture and particularly, 

religion and its chief institution - the Church - existed as based on political power and 

not as independent agent. Every change in the political power relations influenced the 

Church and the clergy. What was true about the land gifts to aristocracy was true to 

the Orthodox clergy. Therefore, the model of Church power in Bulgaria in the Middle 

Ages times was also the Byzantine. Following the spirit of the Byzantine political 

conception, the Church power was submitted to the Tsar too, who not only appointed 

the high church priests but the very head of the Orthodox Church - the 'episkop'. 

Those who dominated politics dominated culture too. Till the beginning of the 15th 
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century, Bulgarian culture was dependent from the state and the state's possibilities 

for cultural investment. The state was that institution by which the strength and the 

fate of culture relied /see N. Genchev, 1988/.  

Property relations were the other peculiarity. This was a ground on which the 

socio-political system of the Byzantine model was formed. The serfdom was not 

known here for the state was the only authorised landowner. The peasants were not a 

property of the aristocrats and they totally depended on the will of the emperor/tsar. 

As a rule, they were free and had a restricted right to inherit and even to sell their 

land. However, that situation could be changed at any moment according to the wish 

of the head of the state. That formed the aristocrat's attitudes to the land - his property 

was just temporally owned by him and the peasants living there were continuously 

plundered by taxes on behalf of aristocrat for it was never known when the land could 

be taken away form him. 

These peculiarities of the Byzantine socio-political model drove historians to 

speak about two different types of feudalism - the economic feudalism of the Catholic 

Western world and the political feudalism of the Eastern cultural model which had its 

roots in Byzantine cultural and political model. The Eastern cultural model influenced 

to a significant degree the model of social relations. 

Due to the fact that from the time of its constitution Bulgarian state was with 

close relations and was formed on the basis of Byzantine  Empire's socio-political and 

religious model, there were a number of specific features in the very formation of its 

statehood and social and political structures of the Middle Ages. There was a lack of 

traditional feudalism as it was known in its Western and Central European, and even 

Asiatic variants. Thus, the genesis of the Bulgarian statehood differs significantly 

from the Polish. 

The end of the independent Bulgarian state was already a fact at the end of 

14th century due to the Ottoman conquest of the Balkans. The Muslim Turkish culture 

that was alien to Christianity co-existed with it for five centuries and had a significant 

impact on national mentality and the later Modern Bulgarian culture. It is impossible 

to describe the structural and cultural changes caused by the ruling of the Ottoman 

Turks without description of the system of ownership of the Ottoman Empire. It was 

characterised by modified version of Asiatic mode of production, a new version of 

Byzantine type of political feudalism. The Ottoman Turkish feudalism was based on 
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centralisation of the means of production /or land possession/ by a peculiar eclectic 

and even illusory way. There was a triple ownership over the land. The first and 

superior landowner was the state represented by the 'sultan'. The 'sultan' gave for 

temporary use the land to some representatives of administration or military 

aristocracy called 'spahia' or to some Muslim institutions. The peasant, who continued 

to live on land inherited from his parents, received a document called 'tapia' which 

arranged its right to use, inherit and yield the land to another person. Hence, there 

were three subjects pretending to have the ownership rights over one and the same 

piece of land - the central power, the administrative and military Turkish aristocracy, 

and the peasant. Thus, the relations of land ownership were arranged and depended on 

the strength or weakness of central power and were regulated through taxes. 

However, there was no guarantee of the land possession neither for the Turkish 

aristocracy, nor for the peasants because the central power could change the rules of 

possession at any moment.  

Another very important structural peculiarity was the fact that there were no 

any prohibitions for peasants to move from place to place which was specific feature 

of Ottoman feudal political system, and was strengthened because of the large amount 

of free land on the Balkans. Thus, the system of serfdom continued to be entirely 

unknown here, in contrast to the Western, Central European and the Russian regions. 

The Ottoman political system was sustained through political military power but not 

through economic mechanisms, as it was in the West Europe.  

From cultural point of view, the Ottoman invasion over the Bulgarian state 

means a unique cultural inversion. It meant, above all, a destruction of the Bulgarian 

statehood and interruption of the elitist cultural tradition and creativity which caused 

a transformation of the entire cultural structure, still experienced in our days. It 

provoked a serious cultural discontinuity in Bulgarian historical development. Before 

the Ottoman conquest, the Bulgarian state has been that organisational structure 

which accomplished the cultural development, built and ruled the cultural centres /the 

churches/, and sustained the cultural tradition. Because of dependence of the church 

from the state power, the liquidation of the state hurt the very existence and cultural 

functions of the church and the official religion. 

 The Bulgarian Middle Ages institutionalised culture was destroyed through 

ruining of the only institutions of the Christian culture - the churches. Thus, the 
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institutionalisation of religion that was traditionally following the specifics of 

Byzantine religious and socio-political model was diminished once again because of 

Muslim character of the imposed Ottoman socio-political model in 15th century. The 

specific Caesar-Pope principle of close connection between the church and the state 

power means that the liquidation of the state power by the Ottoman Turks was at the 

same time cultural incident that destroyed the official cultural system and altered 

culture to its every-day forms restricting to minimum elitist cultural creativity. The 

religious centres - the churches - were totally destroyed during the beginning of the 

Ottoman conquest which caused deep changes in popular cultural life. Thus, 

Bulgarian culture lacked for centuries a stable cultural and ideological centre. The 

elitist cultural line in Bulgarian history has been also interrupted for a long time.  

The old aristocracy was also liquidated and thus, the mechanism of 

transmission of the old cultural experience was interrupted and the continuity of 

cultural production was stopped. The ceased for centuries elitist line in Bulgarian 

culture caused irreducible consequences for Bulgarian culture and Bulgarian socio-

psychological character. It created totally new condition in which Bulgarians entered 

the Modern times during the late 18th and 19th century.  

 Due to all these reasons, both structural and cultural, after the Ottoman 

conquering Bulgaria population was formed and existed for five centuries as 

exclusively peasant in character with salient egalitarian cultural characteristics, 

enforced by the lack of hierarchical social stratification. 

After the destruction of Byzantine Empire, the Eastearn Orthodox cultural 

sphere was disintegrated and after 15th century Byzantinism lost its historical 

perspective. That fact cut off Bulgarian culture form a leading cultural and religious 

centre.  

The Ottoman conquest divided Bulgarians from Europe and the Slavic cultural 

area and involved them in the Muslim civilisation in its Ottoman Turkish model. The 

Muslim civilisation was based on the Arabic culture. Its main feature was a fusion 

between political and religious powers that strengthened the state centralisation which 

was connected organically with absolutism of the religious authority. The result was a 

theocratic political system with very well synchronised social and ideological 

structures  /see N. Genchev, 1981/. iii 
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The Ottoman conquerors did not totally repress the local religion and the 

cultural tradition but created a complex conglomerate of different cultures in the 

Ottoman Empire, each with its own language and different religion. The 

communication with Turks connected partially the Bulgarians with the well 

developed cultures of Persia and the Arabic Halifax. That line in the Bulgarian 

cultural heritage was grounded on some standards of material every-day life, the 

means and the way of production as well as  of some elements of arts and some 

popular- philosophic understandings about life /oriental style of life/. Therefore, the 

five centuries long Ottoman rule in Bulgarian land has created a significant impact 

upon the Bulgarian culture which lasts till our days.  

Another unique consequence caused by Ottoman presence on the Bulgarian 

lands was the fact that the Bulgarians have lived for centuries without aristocracy. 

The Ottoman conquest exterminated not only the Bulgarian state, but also the 

Bulgarian aristocracy. For five centuries the elitist cultural creativity of the Bulgarian 

language was stopped. The liquidated dominant role of Orthodox religion on the level 

of official structures was substituted with popular and every-day level Balkans 

culture. That culture of the low social strata perpetuated for centuries a strange 

mixture of the Balkans-Turkish mentality where the cultural sphere itself coincided 

with every-day practice. As a result, family appeared to be the main transmitter and 

guardian of the Bulgarian culture in its forms of Bulgarian language and the Christian 

religion tradition kept on the level of every-day morality only. Thus, family structure 

accomplished the functions of the whole cultural system but on the level of archaic 

patriarchal every-day relations. The connection between individual and society was 

performed through low level patriarchal institutions - peasant community and family, 

and not trough the high level clerical cultural institutions as church, for example, like 

it was in Western and Central Europe. For centuries the Bulgarians lived without the 

national state and the national church. This fact produced some important specifics of 

the meaning system and social behaviour of the Bulgarians that are kept till present.  

The Ottoman conquest caused a substantial discontinuity with the Middle Age 

Bulgarian culture, and annihilated the connection of the Modern Bulgarian culture 

with the elitist and aristocratic stream. This is the reason why it keeps till now 

predominantly democratic character that is based mainly on the popular cultural 

sources. The Bulgarian nobility was not among the bearers of the Modern Bulgarian 
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culture for it was extricated. Therefore, the transformation of the traditional Bulgarian 

Middle Ages culture into modern during the 18th and 19th centuries was done without 

the participation of that social stratum. iii 

The reappearance of elitist culture or bourgeoisie culture as opposed to the 

patriarchal became possible in 18th and 19th century under the influence of Western 

European Renaissance and Enlightenment and the following secularisation of culture.  

The peculiarity of the Bulgarian Renaissance /the Bulgarian National Revival/ 

as a starting point to the Modernity contains all specifics that distinguish Bulgarian 

culture and its national meaning system from other cultures of the Western and 

Central Europe. Because of that, we consider necessary to describe more completely 

that formation period of the Bulgarian modern culture and thus, of the typical features 

of the Bulgarian social mentality. Through revealing of the roots of the modern 

Bulgarian culture that are grounded on the Bulgarian National Revival we will be able 

to find the differentia specifica of the contemporary Bulgarian value system in 

comparison to the Polish one. This is well known fact that the communist period 

influenced much more the Bulgarians than the Poles, and we consider that the roots of 

that outcome could be searched in the genesis of the Bulgarian modern culture. 

The Bulgarian National Revival was accomplished in the shadow of the 

European Renaissance and as an organic part of it, in spite of the fact that it has begun 

and has been completed three centuries later. The Bulgarian times from 17th to 19th 

century really repeated some general and specific features of European Renaissance 

but, at the same time, it had different historic motivation and different ideological and 

cultural background. iii 

The Western Renaissance and Enlightenment influence received quite 

anaemic form in Bulgaria due to the fact that it has come in the Bulgarian land 

through Greek and Russian version together with a mixture of Byzantine-Greek, 

Turkish, Russian and Asiatic tastes. Thus, cultural choice could not be direct and a lot 

of elements of pseudo-European and Oriental cultural production were transmitted 

within the Bulgarian culture. Therefore, the Bulgarian Revival could be defined as a 

synthesis between the traditional taste and the modern cultural standards. The 

difficulties of Europeization came from the established oriental relationships between 

culture and politics. The Bulgarian culture preserves some archaic Asiatic-oriental 
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and Slavic-Byzantine residuum till present and thus, is a cultural amalgam /see N. 

Genchev, 1988/.  

There was not a repetition of the historical continuity of the phases of classical 

European transition to the Modernity that passed through Renaissance, Classicism, 

Enlightenment and bourgeoisie revolution because the Bulgarian Revival was all that 

together, contained in one process. Thus, the Bulgarian Renaissance could be 

described as a compensation epoch which differed significantly from its chief model - 

the European transition to the Modernity. Firstly, the European Renaissance was a 

return to the ideas of Antiquity, while in the Bulgarian variant there was no active 

connection with Antiquity which had further consequences in defining the cultural 

ideas of the Modernity itself. As a result of this, Bulgarian cultural interest to the 

national past was focused on the cultural values of the Middle Ages. However, as we 

said before, the Bulgarian culture of the Middle Ages, predominantly aristocratic, was 

lost due to the Ottoman conquest. Church institutions were almost totally destroyed 

and nobility liquidated. Therefore, the Bulgarian Revival had to be accomplished in a 

situation of lack of elitist culture. Exactly that cultural gap did not allow the Bulgarian 

society to use directly the Middle Ages cultural experience and created a serious 

discontinuity with the national cultural tradition /N. Genchev, 1988/. Consequently, 

the genesis of the Bulgarian Modernity was a primitive and lacked a clear national 

continuity with the previous historic times which had important outcomes for the 

deepness and the speed of the future cultural development. The Bulgarian Revival 

was not nourished by the pre-modern Middle Age national cultural tradition 

represented by the cultural products of nobility. It was mainly a result of the 

spreading of the European cultural values and the European civilisation from its 

centre to the periphery. However, the learning process and adaptation to the European 

civilisation of the Modernity was specific due to fact that it was accomplished within 

the backward conditions of the oriental Ottoman Empire. 

The very specific of the Orthodox Christianity in its Byzantine variant that 

was characterised with a significant distance between public and private spheres kept 

alive the elements of paganism in culture and value systems of the Bulgarians for the 

whole Bulgarian history. These paganist elements were further strengthened because 

of the lack of institutionalised religious influence represented by the church. Thus, the 

real bases on which the Bulgarian Revival was accomplished were the spoken 
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language and the Christian conventional morality, represented from the popular 

culture on every day level. Hence, the Bulgarian transition to Modernity was 

exclusively accomplished on the grounds of popular culture. Religion was personified 

not by the Church institution but was demonstrated by the religious rituals, 

transformed on private community level.   

Despite of the building of the grounds of bourgeoisie civic culture and the 

widening of the boundaries of the town's life, the development of the oriental 

capitalism within the boundaries of the Ottoman Empire kept the archaic economic 

and social forms alive and, by that preserved the peasant's patriarchality. The 

bourgeoisie opposition to the archaic cultural tradition was too anaemic. A 

characteristic of Bulgarian Revival was not so much the bourgeoisie culture that 

transformed the patriarchal popular culture but the fact that bourgeoisie culture itself 

became imbued with patriarchal spirit and kept it till the late Modernity times.  

The popular culture till the very end of 19th century preserved its leading role 

and has been in a complex connection with bourgeoisie cultural ideas and the new 

bourgeoisie elitist stream in the Bulgarian culture. The final overcoming of the 

traditional archaic culture was already a fact yet at the beginning of 20th century. 

However, the popular archaic cultural flow was still vital due to the peasant's 

character of the Bulgarian society and the prevailing petty ownership over the land in 

agriculture and crafts. The Bulgarian bourgeoisie as a social group has always been 

economically and culturally weak and connected by its genesis with peasants and 

craftsmen cultural tradition. iii 

Also, there was no well established clerical cultural line that could oppose the 

domination of the traditional popular culture of the Middle Ages. As it has been 

already said, in the middle of 15th century Bulgarian Church lost its independence and 

was ruined almost totally. The Christianity religious tradition was kept partially 

within the monasteries but their influence on every-day life of the population was not 

significant. Thus, the Christian tradition was reproduced on every-day level within the 

family and peasant's community. During the following centuries till the middle of 19th 

century, the Bulgarian Church was under the rule of Greek patriarchy. Bulgaria was 

the only Balkan country under the Ottoman rule that lost entirely the independence of 

its Church. In that direction, additionally to the lack of aristocratic cultural line, there 

was not well developed religious flow in the Bulgarian culture. The diminished role 
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of religion in the Bulgarian cultural life is due mostly to the limited role of the Church 

institution in Bulgarian history. As a consequence, the Bulgarian Revival soon 

distinguished  the two parts of its culture - clerical and modern - and diminished to 

minimum the possibility for cultural supremacy of the Church due, also, to the 

dominance till the beginning of 19th century, of the Greek church and clergy, 

perceived form the Bulgarian population as alien. iii 

Thus, the Modern cultural building of the Revival was liberated from both the 

aristocratic and the clergy opposition. On one hand, it produced the democratic spirit 

of the Bulgarian culture but, on the other hand, the absence of control or, at least, a 

direct participation of national church hierarchy in the independent cultural building 

deprived it from the regulators of religious morality.  

The Bulgarian Modernity lacked well defined bourgeoisie cultural line too. 

This is one of the paradoxes in the development of the Bulgarian culture in a sense 

that there was not distinguished elitist bourgeoisie culture. The new bourgeoisie 

cultural flow was thus, inextricably fused with the popular culture. Therefore, the 

most peculiar feature of the Bulgarian modern culture is its democratic character, 

which should be evaluated not only as something positive for it diminished the moral 

and spiritual scope of that culture. iii 

The Bulgarian social structure of the beginning of the New Times was not 

well differentiated and had predominantly egalitarian character based on archaic petty 

ownership over the land in agriculture and the archaic handicrafts. The genesis of the 

main social groups that were formed within the egalitarian social structure established 

under the Ottoman rule and endured with some modifications till the Second World 

War, could explain a number of present cultural peculiarities of the Bulgarians. On 

the grounds of a description of the main characteristics of the chief social groups in 

the Bulgarian history in its dynamics /a processual description of social structure/ we 

will be able to understand better the pre-communist period and, consequently, the 

communist period impact upon the profile of the social structure and the value system 

of the Bulgarian society. Only relying on such an approach leading to a historical 

explanation of the post-communist period we can elucidate why the Bulgarian society 

has been so rigid, unable to group on national level solidarity in the name of high 

ideas and so "communist" in ideology almost till the very beginning of 1997. In the 



 93 

                                                                                                                                                                      
last account, we should answer on the simple question why the Solidarity movement 

was not possible in Bulgaria, but happened in Poland. 

 

2.  Historic profiles of the main social groups in Bulgaria. 

 

        A/  The Peasantry 

The peasantry is a permanent and even an overwhelming social category in the 

Bulgarian history. The most silent peculiarity of the Bulgarian peasantry was the lack 

of the experience of serfdom before and during the Ottoman rule. Its dependence on 

the central state power and the Bulgarian aristocracy, and after that, on the Turkish 

nobility was regulated by tax system. The politics of the Ottoman Empire did not 

allowed big land ownership which perpetuated the figure of the peasant petty 

landholder nearly till the communist imposition. This characteristic was strengthened 

by the peculiar Bulgarian heritage tradition where the majoritet of heritage is 

unknown and all children, even the girls had the right to inherit the father's land in 

equal parts. That specific norm kept alive the egalitarian landholding structure. In 

1934 figures,  63.1 percent of all landholdings were between 0 and 5 hectares and 

only 0.4 percent held over 30 hectares /Shopflin, 1994/. Exactly these centuries 

lasting socio-economic characteristics formed the inextricable Bulgarian small 

property instinct. It was very difficult for the peasant to beyond his individual private 

interests and to find the connection between private and common and, consequently, 

to take personal or even group initiative. Additionally, the absence of influential 

Church institution deepened their inability for common value based actions. The 

peasant lived in a world marked by the seasons characterised by a lack of functional 

specialisation, by low levels of technology and little incentive to improve on this, and 

by a kind of negative egalitarianism that look for equalise downwards. These value 

characteristics were carried over the political sphere of the Modernity period with a 

sense of suspicion to the politics and politicians. /see Shopflin, 1994/ 

Peasant's social psychology left enormous influence upon the mentality of the 

Bulgarian nation and the behaviour of the other social groups, all of which were born 

form the peasantry. The short capitalist period in Bulgaria between the end of the 19th 

and the middle of the 20th century and the increased social stratification and 

differentiation was somehow accomplished without complete dismantling of the 
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peasant mentality which features were presented in all other social groups and classes 

of the Modernity- workers, bourgeoisie and intelligentsia, i.e. the new citizens, and 

were kept in a way during the communist time till our days. The nationalisation of the 

land after the communist revolution and the transformation of the peasant mentality 

and its peculiar rebirth not only under the worker's clothes is an unexplored field in 

the Bulgarian humanities. During the whole socialist period peasant's elements of 

behaviour and mentality appeared and sometimes were dominating all non-peasant 

social groups. 

 

B/  The Aristocracy and the Clergy in the Bulgarian History 

The lack of traditional aristocracy and lack of traditional authority based on 

clergy religious influence is the most noticeable characteristic of the Bulgarian 

cultural history in comparison with the Polish one. It is not the only difference 

between the two countries that makes us interested in that aspect of the Bulgarian 

history, for the mentioned peculiar historical fact underlies of all other specifics of the 

Bulgarian national value system that has significant behavioural consequences at 

present. These behavioural side-effects have serious political implications too that 

will be analysed later. 

The lack of aristocracy as a social group liberated people from the submission 

to the Middle Ages rights of heritage, crest and historical merits. In socio-

psychological aspect, the early disappearance of aristocracy influenced significantly 

the cultural structuring of the Modern Bulgarian society. Before all, every attempt for 

aristocratic manias and stance of superiority will be perceived by the Bulgarians as 

comical and unworthy. This will nourish every day democratic conduct of the 

ordinary people, their sense of equity and dignity, and their conduct free of servility to 

titles and preserved social position /see N. Genchev, 1986/. Thus, the Bulgarians were 

quite early released from the rituals of endogenic superiority that divide people. That 

fact has built the free behaviour of Bulgarians which lacks social prejudices and 

distinctive manners based on status. For example, the French 'sense of one's place', as 

internalised awareness of one's social position within clear-cut and highly 

hierarchised social structure that influences all spheres of one's behaviour, style of 

life, life chances and expectations, is impossible to be found as a characteristic of 

Bulgarian mentality. That peculiarity indeed forms the Bulgarian behavioural 
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egalitarianism in a sense that all people are perceived as initially equal and are truly 

released form status grounded behavioural submission. To put it differently, the 

differences in status positions are not perceived by anyone as a reason, neither for 

behavioural submission, nor for superior or inferior self-perception. There is no 

cultural and clear-cut social hierarchy and thus, there is no obedience based behaviour 

grounded on hierarchical social and cultural statuses. This phenomenon is - in my 

view - mainly due to the lack of aristocratic and elitist flow of the Bulgarian culture 

which, from another point of view, kept predominantly the popular character of 

Bulgarian culture for quite long period. These are the roots of the democratic secular 

education created at the beginning of the Modernity which is basically immune to any 

kind of privileges or status based limitations.iii  

However, the fact of total discontinuity with the aristocratic cultural tradition 

and the lack of traditional religious authority have created a number of peculiarities in 

the Bulgarian national value system which we will consider as one of the explanatory 

facts for the specifics of the post-communist political behaviour of the Bulgarians. 

 

 

C/  The Bourgeoisie  

The Bulgarian bourgeoisie differed significantly from the classical European 

capitalists in its genesis, realisation and socio-psychological characteristics. During 

the Ottoman rule, the egalitarian social structure of the Bulgarian lands was sustained 

due to the lack of conditions and even a prohibition for appearance of upper wealthy 

classes and economically independent social groups. Thus, the Bulgarian bourgeoisie 

was born from the peasantry and petty craftsmen in a difficult process, and had not 

any connection with the old aristocracy. It began its social life from almost zero 

economic and cultural level.  

The discontinuity between the upper classes in the Bulgarian history cut off 

the Bulgarian bourgeoisie from the aristocratic mania based on heritage, but also 

deprived it from the conscious of historic dignity that diminished its ability to fight in 

the name of high national ideas. Not only the peasant's sense of the small "me" 

formed the economic helplessness of that social class. Its cultural impotence was 

based on disrupted links with the old high culture and the old upper social strata. This 

was a source of the social inability of the Bulgarian bourgeoisie for political 
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organisation and common political actions in the name, of not only ideological, but 

even economic aims. iii The newly formed Bulgarian bourgeoisie was psychologically 

still connected with the land and kept its peasant mentality that define it as socially 

anaemic group till the end of its existence in 1944-1948.  

After the achieving of the national independence in 1878, the Bulgarian 

bourgeoisie did not rely so much on its own initiative because of its peasant's fears to 

invest significant amount of capital in industry. The long tradition of state dependence 

coming from the Byzantine socio-political model and the peculiar Ottoman state 

property relations was deeply-rooted habit for the population of the South East 

Europe. Thus, again the Bulgarian bourgeoisie of the capitalist period chose the 

secure bureaucratic positions, like a part of intelligentsia did, instead of developing 

entrepreneur activities. A truth is that the Bulgarian bourgeoisie, depended on the 

state, relied on its economic support and political shelter.  

Therefore, for the whole capitalist period till end of Second World War, 

Bulgaria was a country without advanced industry and without modern bourgeoisie. It 

might be curious to stress that the Bulgarian bourgeoisie has been easily transformed 

into the ideological fellow of the communists after their coming to power. It is due, 

again, to the conformist and peasant genesis of that social class which dominated 

upon its furtive liberal temptations. Always looking for security and physical survival 

under the conditions of economic and cultural backwardness and permanent 

insecurity of the region, a significant part of the Bulgarian bourgeoisie was easily and 

almost invisibly involved into the communist life. 

 

D/  The Intelligentsia 

We consider that there was no historically formed social group of 

intelligentsia in Bulgaria in a sense of long lasting and reproducing itself / in a 

number of generations and within common cultural tradition/ social stratum, like it 

was in Poland or in Russia.  

As it is known, the term "intelligentsia" has appeared in 19th century' Poland 

and Russia. Common in the understanding of the functions of the intelligentsia is its 

social attachment to given national socio-political ideas. It is considered as 'spreader 

of Enlightenment' to other social groups in the name of common and socially 

significant aims. The connection with given socio-political cause is elicited as one of 
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the main characteristics of intelligentsia that defines the belonging to that social 

stratum. Therefore, the social and political attachment is a primary characteristic of 

intelligentsia that not only result from its status of educated social group but makes its 

social status as distinct in comparison to the rest social strata.  As S. Koleva rightly 

points out, the genetic presupposition in the analysis of intelligentsia and its chief 

characteristic is the activity connected with the intellectual ability to know and 

understand the world /S. Koleva, 1998: 143-144/. 

In the specific historical context of the partitioned Poland, the term 

"intelligentsia" meant the educated stratum of the population /having higher school 

diploma/ whose knowledge on Polish literature and history formed self-consciousness 

of a guardian of the national culture. Polish intelligentsia has its origin mainly form 

economically impoverished szlachta that defended its values against the rising 

bourgeoisie. 

In contrast to the Polish, the Bulgarian intelligentsia's features of functional 

social category are more salient than its definition as a self-reproducing social group 

with its own traditions and cultural specific traits and common understanding of the 

national idea. The messianic ideology and high ideals of the Polish intelligentsia, their 

basically nobility origin and connections with the old aristocratic culture were totally 

unknown phenomena in Bulgaria. The Bulgarian intelligentsia emerged from the 

peasantry and craftsmen, as all other social groups of the Bulgarian modern society, 

and was created by the historical logic of the Modernity period, extended to the South 

- Eastern Europe and the Orient. It appeared without direct connection with the pre-

modern cultural tradition and without natural involvement of the noble intellectuals 

within the building of the new culture, as it was in Poland. Therefore, its cultural 

production was rather of low level and mostly consisted of cultural adaptation. Its 

peasant background kept its popular character and did not allow a clear distinction of 

the intelligentsia from the ordinary people. Hence, the intelligentsia did not differ 

significantly in its style of life, material standards, habits and behaviour from the rest 

of the population. During the Bulgarian Revival, it consisted primarily of teachers and 

clergy in the countryside. A very tiny stratum of citizen's intelligentsia was educated 

abroad. iii 

After the national independence achievement - from the end of 19th to the 

middle of 20th centuries, the newly established intelligentsia easily became state 
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bureaucracy, involved almost totally in the building of administration of the new 

independent state. The backward economic conditions in the new Bulgarian state did 

not allow and even did not require highly creative cultural production that could be 

paid well enough in order to allow relative financial independence of the 

intelligentsia. The absence of nobility background and the disrupted links with the 

elitist cultural tradition did not allow the Bulgarian intelligentsia to rely on high 

cultural models in its social behaviour and to stress on its superior or noble social 

status, as, for instance, a significant part of the Polish intelligentsia did. Neither its 

cultural, nor its social background could distinguish it from the rest of the society but 

only the ambitions and possibilities of taking high state administration position. 

Additionally, the Bulgarian intelligentsia was not free of solving the every-day 

problems of financial survival.  

The Bulgarian member of intelligentsia was not able to put stratifying noble 

origin or high income barriers between itself and the plebes. He could not be 

independent from the state /after the achievement of national independence / or 

independent from the public opinion because he could not rely on inherited wealth or 

inherited prestige. An  independent intelligentsia did not appear neither during the 

short capitalist period, nor during the time of communist rule.  

The cultural discontinuity, the bureaucratic and servant nature of the 

Bulgarian intelligentsia during the state independence period as well as the lack of 

connection with the aristocratic culture did not allow the noticeable cultural ideas to 

appear and, consequently, significant national and political ideas and values to be 

formed. The popular roots of the Bulgarian intelligentsia and the patriarchal flavour 

of its morality, which was pragmatically and every-day oriented, was naturally 

followed by  individualist struggle for bureaucratic positions in the state 

administration. The absence of stable viewpoints upon the national issue 

predetermined the relative lack of value-based behaviour of the intelligentsia. The 

Bulgarian intelligentsia of the Modernity till the World War II was not able to be an 

ideological leader of national identity building. 

Thus, having economically weak, poorly educated and politically confused 

bourgeoisie as a result of its inability to solve successfully the national independence 

problem, and having an intelligentsia without common national idea, that fluctuate 

between the attachment to the patriarchal Bulgarian tradition and the affiliation to 
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some foreign cultures /depending on the type of  foreign education received - Western 

or Russian/, being without strong Church and influential clergy as a result of not only 

the Orthodox specific of the religion but as a consequence of the disrupted connection 

with the official religion from the pre-Ottoman times, the Bulgarian nation before the 

World War II was left without a common and stable national ideological centre that 

could guarantee a strong sense of national identity out of the habitual national and 

patriarchal tradition and the every-day fears for the survival that characterised the life 

of the population in the underdeveloped and backward area of South- Eastern Europe.  

The closeness to ordinary people not only by origin, but in the style and 

standard of life, the need to survive under the conditions of poor and underdeveloped 

capitalism, and the dependence on the state had formed a practicism and a restricted 

individualism as the most salient characteristics of the Bulgarian intelligentsia. They 

were enforced by another feature of the birth of the Bulgarian Modern culture - a 

relative lack of humanistic spirit as a result of the lost connection with the noble 

traditions and the adaptive character of the Bulgarian National Revival.  

Now it is clear why it was impossible for that intelligentsia to keep itself and 

its ideas during the Communist period. It was not only due to the Communist 

extrication of some pre-war intellectuals but also, due to the adaptive attitudes of this 

social stratum that did not allow any echo of liberal or anti- communist ideas to be 

kept and manifested during that period. The extremely tiny group of dissidents were 

coming from the communist intelligentsia. 

A tremendous discontinuity was accomplished between the intelligentsia 

before and after the communist installation. Just emerged Modern intelligentsia was 

destroyed and was substituted once again with the worker's and peasant's origin 

intelligentsia. Thus, the generational continuity of the Bulgarian communist 

intelligentsia of the Modernity period was once more disrupted. 

 

 

E/  The Workers 

Till the end of the capitalist period of the Bulgarian history that finished with 

the installation of communism, there was not a dense and numerous proletariat despite 

the enormous poverty and the big amount of people who were potentially ready to 

turn into the proletariat. The main specific concerning the working class in Bulgaria 
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before the communist imposition was the asynchronic speed of pauperisation - on one 

hand, and the creation of proletariat - on the other hand. The poor social strata did not 

pass the boundary that divided them from hired labour due to, again, the peculiarity of 

the Bulgarian petty land ownership and the following "petty bourgeoisie" mentality.  

The social status of the hired labour in agriculture and industry during the 

Bulgarian capitalist period was also somewhat peculiar. A 'pure type' of proletariat, 

i.e. people totally deprived form property of the means of production, including the 

land, could be found in a very limited number during the whole capitalist period. The 

hired labour consisted of people who owned small amount of land or who were 

waiting to inherit land from their parents. They aimed at earning additional amount of 

money for buying more land in order to begin independent agricultural work as 

peasants again. This peculiarity was due to the fact that there was more land in 

Bulgaria then the peasantry could cultivate. This was the most important reason 

hampering the process of land loosing that delayed the process of forming of the 

agricultural and industrial proletariat. Another reason consisted in  the Bulgarian 

peasant's mentality. Even the peasants totally deprived of land who really relied only 

on their hired labour still possessed the mentality of the petty landowner because of 

their dreams to buy a land in the future. For quite long time it was popularly 

considered that to work in industry is something wrong, inferior and humiliating. Till 

the '30's of the 20th century the image of the worker was that of a person who 

experienced a failure. 

Thus, once again we can see how strong the roots of the petty ownership in the 

Orient were. As N. Genchev rightly pointed out, the birth of the classic worker who 

relied entirely on his hired labour was extremely painful and long lasting process 

under the historical conditions of the Orient that created a social and psychological 

atmosphere which nourished for centuries the worker's consciousness with the 

illusions for restoring his petty property over the land. It shows that the pure classical 

type of worker could not be born so easily in the Orient. /N. Genchev, 1986/ 

We will add one more specific feature to the above picture of the capitalist 

worker which lasted till most recently. It is his ability to be a worker and peasant at 

the same time, which is reflected in the effect of so called pendulum migration lasting 

during the whole 20th century. Almost each worker had and still has his own and 

usually very small piece of land which he cultivates during the weekends.  
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Thus, the Bulgarian workers till the World War II were not deprived of 

landowning and the relationship "worker - ownership" was very complicated. The 

Bulgarian worker for a century kept a mixed consciousness of worker and petty rural 

owner, and what is curious, "the worker will feed and revive the petty owner rather 

than the opposite" /N. Genchev, 1986: 153/. The strong fusion of the  two social 

statuses into one role / or doubling of the roles in one individual/ had been shaken in 

the '50's', after the imposition of communist rule, but even then within the social 

mentality of the worker a place for the mentality of the petty owner was preserved.  

Another problem connected with the Bulgarian workers was the quantity of 

that social class in comparison, for example, with the Polish, as well as the 

domination of the hand work and the small per cent of industrial workers in 

comparison with peasantry and craftsmen. To 1944 the industrial workers were only 

7% of the active population compared with the Polish 25%, /1920s figures/. /see N. 

Genchev, 1986; F. Gross, 1979/ Moreover, there were not traditional workers 

families, as in Poland. A persistence of oriental relationships between employer and 

employees was due to the fact that there were no compact worker's collectives and 

these relations were created in small informal groups and were still shaped by 

patriarchal habits. That feature had significant impact over the workers trade unions 

formation. They were not developed in accordance with the modern tendencies of the 

industrial world where the economic interests were the priority and shaped the face of 

the trade unions. Moreover, the Bulgarian trade unions at the beginning of the century 

were created from above, by the state. /see K. Petkov, 1996/. In its Bulgarian 

modification, the worker's trade unions soon became a tail of the political parties and 

therefore, the political interests presented there had dominance over the economic. 

Almost all strikes were caused because of political reasons and used for political 

interests. Economic programs had always played a secondary role, independently of 

the fact that the industrial workers were one of the most poorly paid workers in the 

world /together with Estonian  workers/. Thus, all workers’ trade unions in Bulgaria 

till the communist rule were political in its character and state governed. The political 

leaders spoke on behalf of the workers, but not the workers themselves. The workers 

interests were masked in wider political programs. Thus, at the very formation of the 

workers social class, the workers interests were submitted to politics. /N. Genchev, 

1986/. 
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3.  The Bulgarian Communist period 

 

Bulgarians met the communist imposition, a result of Soviet military invasion 

after the Second World War with: 

1/  the lack of ideologically stable and economically and politically 

independent from the state bourgeoisie; 

2/ the lack of traditional religious authority and powerful Orthodox Church, a 

necessary cornerstone of the independent national idea; 

3/ the lack of traditional intelligentsia as self-reproducing social stratum, 

independent from the state, that was able to keep, transmit and develop national 

cultural tradition, as well as to form an ideological centre for spreading of common 

national values and common national interests. All that significantly diminished 

involvement of cultural symbols in the Bulgarian national conduct as well as 

decreased the possibility of ideological influence upon the population; 

4/ predominantly peasant population with preserved patriarchal morality, 

initially alien to intelligentsia and bourgeoisie and opposed to the state, a perpetuated 

source of diffusion and preservation of the petty ownership social psychology; 

5/ strong 'Russia-oriented' ideological feeling among considerable part of the 

intelligentsia due to its educational cultural connections and the ideologising role of 

Russian Empire that took part in the achievement of the  Bulgarian independence 

through Russian-Turkish War 1978; 

6/ the traditional Russia-oriented sentiments of the population, who considered 

Russia as liberator of Bulgaria from the Ottoman rule. Due to the Russian-Turkish 

war 1878 Bulgarian state received independence. This is very important difference 

with the national attitudes of the Polish population to the expansion of Russia; 

7/ after the October Revolution in Russia, Russia-oriented sentiments were 

easily transformed into leftist political affiliation among these intellectuals who did 

not succeeded to find good positions in state administration. 

We consider that the Communist imposition caused much more tremendous 

axiological and socio-structural change in Bulgaria than in Poland. The reason for that 

understanding is based on the enormous migration from the countryside to the cities 
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and wide range of social mobility due to enforced industrialisation and the 

collectivisation of the land. Exclusively agricultural country with predominantly 

peasant population (over 80% /81,2%/ of the total population) turned for over two or 

three decades into predominantly urban population where the peasantry was 

diminished to 35% in comparison with the citizens - around 65% of the total 

population. /1985 data, National Statistical Institute, 1997/ 

The enforced industrialisation and the enforced social-structural change 

produced 'mixed' social groups form the point of view of their social psychology and 

value systems. 

Collectivisation of the land has been an very painful process of separation of 

the peasant from his land because it contradicted to his petty landowner mentality 

constituting the core of the Bulgarian national character. Due to that mentality 

specifics, the communist collectivisation of the land was done in two steps. The first 

step contained the collectivisation of the land in which the peasant did not lose totally 

his land that was, however, included within the big collective agricultural farms - co-

operatives. He still kept the right to receive an additional income proportional to the 

amount of his land included within the collective farm. The process of loosing of that 

right was done step by step and was completed in the late '70's' when the collective 

farms were transformed into so called 'Agricultural-Industrial Complexes' /farms/ in 

which the individual land possession was already erased. That last transformation was 

not so painful for the peasants because of rising of their material standards of life. 

However, within almost two generations, the petty land ownership instincts of 

the peasantry were kept alive due to one very peculiar characteristic of all social 

groups in the communist society. This is the continuous tradition of private and very 

small land possession. Not only the peasants but the workers and even a part of 

intelligentsia had a possession over very small pieces of land called by the communist 

regime 'personal subsidiary farms'. These private land possessions satisfied not so 

much the need for additional food subsidising of the citizens and peasantry, but the 

deep petty landowner's mentality of the whole Bulgarian population, which are still 

alive even today. For the whole communist period, the personal subsidiary farms were 

an additional private agricultural working place for almost entire Bulgarian 

population. During the last years of the communism even an increasing role of the 

personal subsidiary farms was registered, which was considered by some communist 
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sociologists as negative event that preserves "capitalist" mentality among the 

population and makes difficult the achieving of socialist social equality. /see 

K.Dimitrov, 1988/ 

The communist elite were not so blind not to understand the deeply rooted 

petty landowner's social psychology of the Bulgarian population. Without the 

compensatory effect of the private subsidiary farms it would not be possible for the 

communist elite to sustain its power so long. That comprehension was at the core of 

the Communist party decree from the mid '70's' in which each Bulgarian, even those 

with entirely lost connection with the land, could receive for free a piece of land as a 

'personal subsidiary farm'.  

The preserved connection with the land of the Bulgarian population were even 

more profound among the newly formed socialist working class. That working class 

was almost wholly based on peasant origin because of the tremendous migration to 

the cities and, also, because of lack of well established working class /based on 

generations lasting working class traditions/. That was the reason why the above 

mentioned pendulum migration was so characteristic for the socialist worker, being a 

worker for five days and a peasant during the weekends. Under such circumstances, 

no strong worker's consciousness could be formed because the worker did not depend 

totally on his salary and continued to keep its petty ownership mentality which was 

restricted to all which could be called "mine". Social unrest due to economic demands 

was unknown among the communist working class in Bulgaria, unlike Poland, for the 

practice of such unrest was rare even of pre-communist worker's heritage.  

The creation of the socialist intelligentsia is another example of again 

disrupted continuity of that social stratum in the Bulgarian history. It had also 

predominantly peasant origin, for the working class was a very tiny group with 

peasants’ origin as well. The communist power needed a numerous socialist 

intelligentsia which main purpose was to be a collective ideological apologist of the 

communist power and ideology. Due to the purposely done discontinuity with the 

capitalist period' intelligentsia, the new group kept its peasant features. Also, if it was 

any social group which was considered by the communist power in Bulgaria as 

privileged it was intelligentsia itself. It was difficult for the communist intelligentsia 

to become an initiator of dissident activities due to its peasant origin and disrupted 

connection with the previous non-communist cultural tradition as well as due to its 
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privileged role within the communist social structure. Being formed as first 

generation intellectuals, again disconnected with the previous national cultural 

tradition, and being totally dependent on the party-state, it lacked alternative to 

communism ideological viewpoint which predetermined its total submission to 

communist power. 

In order to make the structural and axiological differences between Poland and 

Bulgaria more clear we will try to answer the question why a mass movement like 

Solidarity in Poland was not possible in Bulgaria. The answer is connected not only 

with the communist period legacies but with pre-communist specifics of the historical 

and cultural development of the Bulgarian nation. We can generalise these 

peculiarities as based on traditionally egalitarian social structure of the Bulgarian 

society as well as the lack of influential ideological centre being able to mobilise 

population for somewhat social action on the grounds of national cultural symbols. 

However, the main distinction to the Polish historical experience is connected 

with the role of Church in Bulgaria. There was no alternative ideological centre as the 

Catholic Church appeared to be in Poland during the communism. That circumstance 

is most salient as explanatory factor of the differences between the two countries that 

form the consequent peculiarities of post-communist time. 

 The individual survival that is far from the highly sophisticated and humanist 

teaching of the Church dominated and still dominates the value system of the 

Bulgarians. It stays above all ideological constructions that could be commonly 

followed. Thus, no fundamentalist values could be presented here. Something more, 

such common or national level ideological constructions could not be formed because 

within the framework of the constitutive period for the Bulgarian Modernity - the 

Bulgarian National Revival - there was no a common ideological centre and well 

distinguished and prestigious  social group, such as intelligentsia in Poland, that can 

produce and transmit such national level values.  

The Bulgarian church has been exterminated at the very beginning of the 

Ottoman rule - the beginning of the 15th century and later, its enforced submission to 

the corrupted Greek Orthodox Church only diminished its role. The institutional 

revival of the Bulgarian Orthodox Church was too late /the middle of 19th century/ in 

order to be a successful creator of common national values frameworks. If the 

Christianity tradition survived in Bulgarian land during the Ottoman rule it was due to 
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its grounding in family structures. Also, the revived Bulgarian church had to compete 

with the secular orientation among the intelligentsia that followed the European 

Enlightenment ideas of the newly formed Bulgarian Modern culture. Thus, the 

Bulgarian Church lost the struggle /which is even difficult to be considered as a 

struggle due to the specific of east European Orthodox Christianity/ for ideological 

influence upon the population. 

The mentioned above specifics of the diminished influence of the Church 

institution in Bulgarian history together with the particular Byzantine and Ottoman 

property ownership formed a peculiar feature indicating the lack of personified 

traditional authority in the Bulgarian history since the death of the Bulgarian 

aristocracy and the last Patriarch of the Bulgarian Orthodox church at the end of 14th 

and the beginning of 15th century. The less we can speak about existence of 

charismatic authority too, like it is in Poland, for example because of the above 

noticed lack of acknowledgement of any status differences in the reasoning and 

actions of the Bulgarians. 

All these traits formed an absence of a common national ethical discourse as 

well, due to the vacancy for centuries of a common national ideological centre and of 

social group fulfilling the function of ideology-producer and transmitter. The only 

ideological centre of such scope /close to the Church institutional and cultural role in 

Poland, for example/ during the Modern Bulgarian history was the Communist party 

and its ideology. Thus, for the first time since the Middle Ages a common ideological 

centre appeared during the communist period - not before and not after that. That is 

why the communist values are still so strong among the old population. The church 

during the communism could not play the role of alternative ideological centre as it 

was in Poland not only as a result of the communist policy to the Church and 

religiosity, but also because of the historically formed weak ideological and cultural 

position of the Bulgarian Orthodox Church itself.  

No social movement like the Polish Solidarity could appear in Bulgaria due to 

the mentioned absence of alternative mobilising ideological centre in the face of the 

Catholic Church and also, due to the peasant's spirit of the Bulgarian workers during 

the whole communist times who even had not well established strike's traditions but, 

instead,  had well carried 'personal subsidiary pieces of land' which reborn and 

supported their peasant's mentality.  
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A characteristic of the Bulgarian history is that the population lacked 

ideological and political leadership represented by aristocracy and the clergy since the 

late Middle Ages till the communist installation, or for five century's period, which 

invoked tremendous difficulties in the symbolic construction of any type of common 

values and ideologies. This is the most salient cultural and, at the same time, 

structural distinction from the Polish historic tradition. 

 

 

 

4.  The Polish Historical and Cultural Specifics 

 

In that part we shall try to describe briefly only these Polish historical and 

cultural specifics that significantly contrast with the Bulgarian and are constitutive for 

important differences in the structural and axiological /cultural/ characteristics of the 

two countries till present days and may eventually be a factor explaining support for 

democracy. We should mention again our understanding that the concrete 

configuration of structural and cultural characteristics of a society is always a result of 

the long process of historical development of given national community. A number of 

the current features of a society only seem to be a result of present order of events and 

circumstances while, in fact, they are a hidden effect of the whole process of the 

historical evolution of that society.  

A principal distinction of the Polish historical development in comparison 

with the Bulgarian is the enormous role of the Polish nobility and elitist cultural 

tradition and the following from that increased significance of the national idea and of 

the unifying national values. 

What was peculiar in the Polish Middle Ages ruling gentry was the national 

and cultural identification by the Sarmatian myth, which defined Poland's role as 

Roman Catholicism's easternmost bulwark. Over the next centuries that myth was 

developed in political terms as manifested Polish version of mission and destiny 

where Poland was considered as a shelter of European civilisation and an armour of 

the Christianity against the Orthodox and Asiatic culture. The nobility of the 

Commonwealth of Poland appealed to their Sarmatian origins and connected all their 

duties with Poland's manifested mission. The myth of szlachta's common ancestry 
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also added to the integration of the diverse ranks of the nobility. An unique process 

developed among the nobility known as szlachta democracy which diminished the 

power of the king who was elected by the nobility /federalist republic of nobles/. 

Another interesting feature which formed the core of the structural and cultural 

differences between Poland and Bulgaria was the ideological exclusion of the Polish 

burghers and peasants form the nobility-based nation. Peasants were not treated as an 

integral part of the nation, for their ancestry was considered different. The Polish state 

was identified as being composed almost exclusively with the szlachta where the all 

noblemen enjoyed equal privileges within the szlachta democracy. Szlachta identified 

itself as the successors of the ancient Sarmatians and appealed to a kind of divine 

right of the nobility to govern. Thus, the specifics of the Polish state and nation 

construction tremendously differed from the Bulgarian.  

Another specifics found in Polish history was the "insurrection tradition" 

based on national solidarity of the later partition period in 19th century. That period 

increased the role of religion because many believed "that Poland, like Christ, was 

destined to suffer in order to redeem the sins of other nations so that they, too, would 

become worthy of liberty" /R. Taras, 1995: 37/ As R. Taras pointed out, the Catholic 

messianism helped Poles to reinforce the identity of a threatened people. During the 

partition time, it was established a fusion of the Polish national and Catholic identities 

which increased the social doctrine of the Polish Catholic Church.  

The Poland's interwar period class structure saved the nobility importance that 

was reflected in the growing role and number of intelligentsia which was also 

primarily noble origin based. For Gella, "the growth of the intelligentsia is 

attributable to the efforts of the imperial courts in Moscow, Berlin, and Vienna to 

'demobilise' the Polish nobility." /for the source of that quotation see R. Taras, 1995: 

41/. The kept prestige and importance of the Polish nobility and, after that of the 

intelligentsia stayed in the grounds of the preservation of the Polish national identity. 

Due to these reasons, the Polish intelligentsia was primarily ideologically well 

equipped and not so much commercial and entrepreneurial oriented. 

The working class was another growing social stratum which in 1920s 

consisted of 25% of the population. Actually, unlike the Bulgarian case, the Polish 

working class was well formed and long time existing social group as, for example, 

mining handicraftsmen who even hold its own folklore and cultural traditions as well 
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as group awareness of its interests. The continuity of the working class of the Polish 

Modernity period established a strong sense of worker's consciousness which never 

appeared in Bulgaria. Such old working class groups did not exist in Bulgaria, neither 

the old workers’ culture and customs. As Feliks Gross indicates, in the latter part of 

19th century salaried industrial class was already well established in Poland unlike 

Bulgaria, where it became more visible fact at the '30's of the 20th century. The 

working class in Poland was 1/ much more numerous than the Bulgarian and, 2/ it 

formed a social stratum with well defined cultural, economic and occupational 

features, well prepared for social struggles and able to expose solidarity. According to 

Gross, the insurrection tradition is a characteristic feature of the Polish working class 

that should not be forgotten when an analysis is made concerning more recent actions 

of that social stratum in Poland, including the Solidarity movement. The modern 

labour movement and organised powerful unions were also established and were able 

to defend the economic worker's interests, in contrast with the state centred Bulgarian 

trade unions. In contrast to the Polish working class, the Bulgarian never learned to 

defend its own economic interests, independently of outside and alien to the workers 

political influence. Almost all strikes in Bulgaria till the communist period were lead 

by political but not economic aims and not the ordinary workers were their initiators. 

The only similar features of the Polish and the Bulgarian social structure of 

the Modernity period concerned the main characteristic of bourgeoisie that was weak 

and never played an active political role. 

There are several peculiarities of Polish historic development on which we 

should concentrate in order to stress on the distinctions between the two countries: 1/ 

the ideological emphasis on uniqueness of Poland found in its messianic role which 

distinguished  it national mythology both form the East and the West; 2/ the uniting of 

the Polish nobility through myths; 3/ the nobility origin of the Polish statehood; 4/ the 

exclusive nation-integrating role of the catholic Church during the partition times and 

the communist rule period; 5/ the clear-cut social statuses based on distinct and 

hierarchised social groups and classes; 6/ the numerous working class with old 

solidarity traditions, and; 7/ the unifying ideological /messianism flavoured/ functions 

of the intelligentsia. 

Yet in the mid-fifteen century Poland was constructed not as culturally 

dependent from the West or the East and not as following outside cultural models but 
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as having its own national differentia speciffica grounded on common gentry ideology 

of unique Polish Sarmatianism. In contrast to the Polish, the Bulgarian socio-political 

and ideological Middle Age order was accomplished by aristocracy as near duplicate 

and adaptation of the Byzantine model but never achieved its sophisticated cultural 

perfection. /see N. Genchev, 1988/. No emphases on the cultural and national 

specifics were searched by the Bulgarian nobility. The dominance over Byzantine 

Empire was never-ending ideological goal and practical political purpose for the 

whole Bulgarian aristocracy till the Ottoman conquest, but it was never achieved. Of 

course, we should take into account the time gap that lay between the appearance of 

the Sarmatian myth among the Polish nobility /mid 15th century/ and the existence of 

the independent Bulgarian state and nobility form the late 7th till the end of 14th 

century. However, comparing the Polish and the Bulgarian nobility, independently of 

the time gap between the two processes of that social group construction, we aim at 

underlying the differences in the models of state constitution and its leading 

ideological motives that had serious consequences over the later national 

development. Due to the short and, historically, too early period of independent 

existence and the adaptive character of its ideological premises, the Bulgarian 

aristocracy was not able to leave distinctive national and cultural traits that could be 

put on the grounds of a national ideology. The Ottoman conquest at the end of 14th 

century put the end of the nobility line in the Bulgarian history. At that time, the 

Sarmatian ideology was coming to be developed by the Polish nobility. The later 

development of szlachta democracy was totally opposed to the Byzantine socio-

political type of total state dependence of the Bulgarian aristocracy - an object of 

ceaseless intrigue's manipulations of the Tsar. Thus, the Bulgarian nobility at the 

short time of its existence was never so united as the Polish - neither socio-politically, 

nor ideologically. The difference in the role and traditions of the both intelligentsia 

groups and their functions are, also, substantially different in Bulgaria and Poland.  

There is still going on discussion about the origin of Polish intelligentsia that 

is shaped in between two extremes. The first stresses the exclusive noble origin of the 

Polish intelligentsia, and the second - its total discontinuity with the former 

aristocracy due to numerous foreign invasions and the communist rule. Despite the 

above mentioned discussion about the sources of the current Polish intelligentsia, we 

can affirm that during the pre-communist period, Polish intelligentsia was primarily 
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culturally distinguished social group /stratum/. Not the economic, but cultural capital 

and the ability to express national identity values was what distinguished the 

intelligentsia and the nobility from the rest of population. Due to that specific, the 

intelligentsia of modernity period in Poland was able to transmit the national cultural 

traditions and to keep the national spirit. Because of the long lasting historic tradition 

of specifically Polish nobility's autonomous political and cultural existence, as well as 

of  distinct peasantry and working class traditions, Polish society was much more 

status-oriented than the egalitarian Bulgarian society. The intelligentsia and the 

nobility leading cultural and ideological stance formed clear cut social statuses which 

could hardly be overcome by high income and money achievement. Moreover, there 

was a long lasting tradition of near identification between the szlachta and the nation, 

something impossible for Bulgaria. Also, a fused identification existed between the 

nation and the church, especially during the partition time and the communist period. 

It shaped traditional and charismatic authority oriented society, based on high respect 

to the nobility and the Church as keepers of the national identity during the difficult 

Polish history. Therefore, traditional culture in Bulgaria and Poland differed 

significantly.  Polish culture is constructed on personalised cultural symbols and is 

much more hero-oriented, unlike the Bulgarian, which has exclusively pragmatic 

demystifying character.  

The whole modern Bulgarian culture was based on lack of traditional religious 

authority, lack of traditional nobility tradition and elitist cultural line. In contrast with 

the Polish case, nor nobility neither the Church was preserved during the Ottoman 

rule in the Bulgarian lands, so the traditional authority existed only as a patriarchal 

respect to the oldest persons within the small family or village community. That form 

of patriarchal authority easily evaporated under the capitalist influence at the 

beginning of 20th century. A curious example could be given in respect to the 

patriarchal flavour of Bulgarian Orthodox Church today. A strange name for the 

highest priest of the Church, publicly called "grand-father" as a title indicating his 

position within the Church hierarchy, is preserved. This is a residue of the patriarchal 

relations which influenced the Orthodox Church during the Ottoman rule and is a 

proof to the fact that not the Church influences the society and its values but the very 

society in its form of local community and family relations affects the Orthodox 

Church in Bulgaria. It is not by chance that the bi-polar political space after the 1989 
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strongly influences the Orthodox Church in a degree that, since 1990 till now, it is 

divided into two independent Churches in conflict and competition with each other, 

doubling the polarised structure of the Bulgarian political space. Thus, there are two 

Churches in Bulgaria today - the 'red' , i.e. socialist party /the BSP/ oriented and the 

'blue' which is oriented to the democratic anti- communist political forces. Even the 

recent apeal of the Bulgarian president Petar Stoyanov for uniting of the two 

Churches is without result. 

The patriarchal flavour influenced Orthodox church of the 19th and 20th 

century was not able to be involved in the process of national values building and 

values transmission, neither did the new Bulgarian intelligentsia with peasant's origin. 

There was no historically formed national symbolic discourse for there was not 

constitutive for the nation formation common ideological centre - the Church and the 

highly educated and respectable intelligentsia with clear ideology about its national 

role and mission. 

Thus, the only ideological centre of such a scope during the modern Bulgarian 

history was the Communist party ideology. Nothing was at hands to oppose that 

ideology, nor honourable liberal intelligentsia, neither a sophisticated theological 

ideology of an influential Church institution. 

There are, also, two different mental traditions - Poland's particular symbolic 

political culture and the unique role of the Catholic Church in that country vs. the lack 

of value based /fundamentalist/ mentality among the Bulgarian population that could 

perceive the society and the political reality in terms of values, sovereignty and 

dignity. The viewpoint of Staniszkis about the Polish history is in accordance with our 

understanding of the Polish cultural specifics: "It is typical for Poland that all 

revolutions and counterrevolutions were experienced through changes in culture and 

morality rather than in the form of thorough institutional reforms or new 

philosophical visions.....This trait was based on a cultural matrix rooted in over 100 

years of partition, when the society existed without its own state and nearly all social 

programs were built on a myth of the possibility of organising a substitutional society. 

Dream-like way of outliving Polish history appeared...Every political problem 

becomes doctrinal struggle between good and evil" - a kind of personification of 

politics. /Staniszkis, 1984: 187/. 
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Staniszkis speaks about proto-traditional legitimacy of power and a strong 

status order built on distance and exclusiveness that seems, until quite recently, to be 

the main feature of the Polish society, unlike the egalitarian social structure and 

democratic popular culture, in a sense of lack of well defined boundaries and 

principles of exclusion in Bulgaria.  

The noble origin of the Polish statehood created the strong and long existing 

roots of the elitist culture and, at the same time, perpetuated clear-cut social statuses 

based not so much on economic but on cultural and origin based differences. If there 

are some totally diverse historical and cultural features between Poland and Bulgaria 

which could be easily observed today, they are not so much based on the different 

Christianity traditions as on social statuses' specifics of the two countries which 

brought out important cultural and behavioural distinctions.  

As was above mentioned, the early extrication of aristocracy and elitist line in 

the Bulgarian cultural heritage due to the Ottoman invasion, combined with 

egalitarian social structure, a result of the specific system of ownership in the 

Ottoman Empire, and the lack of serfdom experience, resulted in an egalitarian social 

structure of the Modernity Bulgarian society that was almost impossible to be 

overcome during the short capitalist period. The cultural consequences of the 

egalitarian social structure was enforced by the absence of kept nobility cultural 

stream that could be put at the grounds of the Modern Bulgarian culture and the 

appearance of all modern social groups - bourgeoisie, intelligentsia, worker class - 

form the peasantry and handicraftsmen. These tendencies were intensified in a 

peculiar way by the communist rule and created the specific and quite stable 

characteristics of the communist regime in Bulgaria. In contrast with the Bulgarian 

case, the Polish deep-rooted and stable social structure with clear-cut status 

differences based on cultural and inherited criteria preserved and developed the elitist 

cultural stream even during the communist period when it became a nuclei of the 

dissident circles. The intelligentsia impact over the Solidarity movement is well 

known and does not need to be discussed here. These clear social status' boundaries 

allowed the apparent cultural and social profiles of the other social groups, as 

workers, peasantry, and intelligentsia to be formed together with the solidarity 

traditions within them. Thus, as Staniszkisz writes, pre-communist Polish society was 

based on status-oriented framework of social identification. In Poland, she writes, 
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there is a stress on the discrete and discontinuous qualities of social stratification with 

a tendency to mythologize the height of some social groups, such as the intelligentsia. 

This tendency resulted from the lack of social contacts between groups of different 

statuses, on the one hand, and because of basic cultural differences, for instance in 

terms of semantic skills, on the other hand /Staniszkis, 1984/.  

Below, we will try to show that exactly these socio-structural and cultural 

differences are constitutive for the explanation of the peculiarities of the following 

historical and social development of the two countries of the post-communist period. 

We rely again on the understanding that the deeply rooted socio-structural and 

cultural specifics formed in centuries long developmental processes are more 

significant explanatory tools for the current societal specifics, especially in cross-

national comparative study, than short run configuration of the current political and 

social events. Something more, the very possibility of appearance of some recent 

events and the specifics of their consequences is possible due to deeply rooted socio-

structural and cultural characteristics in the historical development of given country. 

 

 

5. The Polish Communist period legacies - the Catholic Church and the 

Solidarity movement 

 

In his recently published book about consolidation of Polish democracy 

Raymond Jaras considers the decline in regime performance by the 1980's' as the 

main factor producing new forms of expressed dissatisfaction with systemic 

deficiency. He argues that the macro-level economic change invoked micro-level 

change in the domain of values that caused a culture shift and reshaped the popular 

political behaviour. /R. Jaras, 1995/. What we have in mind, however, differ 

significantly with the methodological premises of that author. We claim that the poor 

regime performance and the economic crisis are not enough reason to cause so salient 

collective value shift that has political behavioural implications in such a scope as, for 

instance, Solidarity movement. Societal level value change is possible to appear and 

to be manifested in actions only through some institutional mediation as we 

theoretically argued in Chapter II. In the case of communist regime, it means that 

totalitarian state has to leave some space for alternative institutional and thus, 
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ideological influence. What is more important, that alternative institution should be so 

powerful and influential to be able to fight for its public place. In the case of Poland 

and only there, that role of institutional mediator for behaviourally expressed and 

organised value change was played by the Catholic Church. Without acknowledging 

of the transforming role of the Catholic Church and the pastoral mobilisation 

organised by it in the late 1960's and the 1970's, and particularly the first visit of the 

Pope Jan Paul II to Poland in 1979, the emergence of Solidarity movement could not 

be understood as unique Polish social and cultural phenomenon. Also, an answer of 

the question why the others East European communist countries did not have 

comparable to the Polish organised popular revolt against totalitarian regime could be 

given solely through emphasising of the tremendous significant role of the Catholic 

Church.  

The structural explanations grounded on specific class based origin of 

Solidarity are insufficient informative tool for, although slightly different, the social 

structures of all east European communist societies were significantly similar. That 

fact forces us to look for culturally based /or axiologically grounded/ explanation of 

the Solidarity case and to search in the domain of competing ideologies (Catholic 

religious and symbolically organised nationalism vs. atheist state-communist 

ideology), and the creation of counter-hegemonic discourse by the Catholic Church.  

Political attitudes are almost always affected by the recent social cleavages but 

the scope and the repertoire of the consequent political behaviour is culturally shaped 

and has historically rooted axiological and structural background. However, not all 

that are affected by social cleavages are likely to turn to political mobilisation. 

Political mobilisation requires institutional mediation either by alternative and well 

organised political centre, or by influential cultural institution. Cultural tradition and 

specific historically formed and deeply rooted modes of behaviour shape political 

action even stronger than recently organised political organisation. 

 It is true that the economic crisis of the Polish communist regime in the late 

'70's was much deeper and painful in comparison with the Bulgarian economic regime 

performance. This is a significant element of comparative distinction too. 

Nevertheless, the economic crisis of the 1970's could not explain why religion 

grounded cultural and political mobilisation appeared there instead of mass scale 

'hunger' revolts only. 
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The Catholic Church and the Solidarity movement. 

The debates about the origins of Solidarity movement best show the 

difficulties in understanding of the unique Polish cultural specific traits. These 

disputes are concentrated more on the structural bases of Solidarity rather than on 

cultural driving force of that unique movement. Thus, the students of the First 

Solidarity have centred on the question of "Who done it: workers, intellectuals or 

someone else?" /see J. Kubic, 1994; Osa, 1997/ Whether workers or intellectuals’ 

contributions were more significant for mobilising the people has come out to be a 

central question in the literature of Solidarity. It implies studying of Solidarity 

performed in class /structural/ terms as developing of the worker's 'class-for-itself'. 

Hence, Roman Laba, Lawrence Goodwyn and Michael Bernhard consider Solidarity 

as a social movement of the working class whose sources were in worker's 

insurrection tradition on the Baltic Coast /see Goodwyn, 1991; Laba, 1991; Bernhard, 

1993/.  

Other scholars as Valerie Bunce and David Ost concern the dichotomy 'state 

vs. society'. V. Bunce considers Solidarity as a manifestation of revolutionary 

proletariat responding to the changing political possibilities / V. Bunce, 1989/, while 

D. Ost analyses it within the domain of civil society emergence and concerns 

Solidarity as an indication of civil society whose roots are grounded in 'anti-politics' 

of the Polish opposition. He refers to the working class basis of Solidarity but also 

emphasises the leading role of leftist Polish intelligentsia in forming of working class 

mobilisation /D. Ost, 1990/.       

Another line of Solidarity's origin explanation took broader perspective out of 

the narrow class based descriptions of naming a single social group as the movement 

producer or civil society foundation' interpretation. Thus, it goes out of the restricted 

structural definitions of Solidarity appearance and looks for cultural and ideological 

background of the movement. /see J. Kubic, 1994; also, M. Osa, 1997; Stanishkis 

1992/.  

Maryjane Osa goes deeper into cultural and religious roots of the Solidarity 

movement and finds out that Solidarity mobilisation is prepared by the preceding 

pastoral mobilisation of the '60's. According to her, the question of religion and its 

relation to the emergence of Solidarity is constantly dismissed in the literature, 
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despite frequent references to the Church's role in sustaining Polish national identity 

/M. Osa, 1997: 339-340/. J. Kubic is another author that analyses cultural bases of 

legitimation and authority in the ideological discourses of the Church and the Party-

sate in his book "The Power of Symbols and the Symbols of Power" /J. Kubic, 1994/. 

He concentrates on cultural constructs rather than on religious institutional processes, 

as for example, Osa does. Solidarity is concerned by Kubic as representing an anti-

hegemonic cultural revolution through the establishing of oppositional political 

discourse with the help of the Catholic symbolism. A great importance is given to the 

first Pope's visit to Poland in 1979 as one of the main catalysts for Solidarity causing 

a breakdown of social isolation and atomisation of Polish society.  

The above described Osa's scientific perspective seems most fruitful as an 

explanatory tool of the unique movement of Solidarity because it elucidates the 

specific Polish cultural and religious peculiarities without which the Polish 

communist legalities could not be understood in its uniqueness. She chooses another 

paradigm for description of Solidarity's origin. Instead of "who has done it?" question 

presupposing structurally based answer, Osa looks for the genetic cultural events prior 

to Solidarity that initiate the protest cycle of the 1980's.  

It is well studied that every protest mobilisation requires common ideological 

framework containing elements of values, beliefs and social construction of meaning 

that is able to define problem situations and communicate action plans. In the terms of 

frame theory of social movement mobilisation of D. Snow and R. Benford, the 

resulting collective action frame "is an interpretative schemata that simplifies and 

condenses the 'world out there' by selectively punctuating and encoding objects, 

situations, events, experiences, and sequences of actions within one's present or past 

environment." Collective action frames, according to Snow and Benford, also 

"function simultaneously as modes of attribution and articulation" / D. Snow and R. 

Benford, 1988: 137/. We consider, together with Osa and Kubic, that the Polish 

oppositional collective action frame and consequently, the ideological framework of 

Solidarity movement are built through the Catholic Church pastoral mobilisation of 

the late 1960's and 1970’s. Such a possibility is grounded on the very specifics of 

Polish Catholicism. 

According to J. Kubic, the Polish Catholic Church in the post-war period was 

predominantly political, where the Episcopate had tremendous impact in modelling 
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public opinion. That peculiarity of the Polish Catholicism resulted from the fact that 

the Polish Church acted as a creator and propagator of national, civic and ethical 

values to a degree rarely observed in other national cultures.  Very important specific 

is also the fact that non-religious values and primarily national identity value 

constituted the core of the Church's discourse. Constant presence of nationalistic 

theme in the Catholic ideology strengthened the image of national identity in which 

religious and national dimensions were inseparable fused. The Church represented in 

a large scale its view on Polish patriotism and developed it as a significant alternative 

to the official discourse of the communist state. It means that individuals developing 

'strategies of action' found in Catholic discourse cultural schemes that were used when 

opportunity presented itself. Catholicism in the late 1970s turned to be an ultimate 

source of value standards that de-legitimises communist power.  

Therefore, in order to understand the Solidarity's origin and the specific of 

Polish communist period we should describe the events forming the Poland's pattern 

of protest wave from 1956 to 1980s. Osa conceives as main events leading to 

Solidarity appearance 1/ the events of 1956; 2/ the church's pastoral mobilisation, and 

3/ the Great Novena of the Millennium. What should be added is the Pope's visit to 

Poland in 1979 as the chief fomenter of popular axiological and political solidarity.  

The events of 1956 put the end of the Stalinist period and the beginning of the 

struggle of Polish society for its autonomy from the communist state. The instability 

among the Party leaders was caused by the struggle between the Stalinist hard-liners 

and communist reformers led by Gomulka. It was followed by mass protests /Poznan 

insurrection/ and the people's demand for the release from house detention of the 

Catholic primate cardinal Wyszynski. The main results of the 1956's revolt were the 

beginning of the negotiations between the Church and the state and the release of 

Wyszynski, the Party agreement to establish worker's councils, the diminishing of the 

censorship, and the abandonment of the agricultural collectivisation. This time put the 

beginning of many students' and professional clubs and newsletters and the formation 

of the dissident intelligentsia cultural activity, including mainly the Catholic 

intelligentsia united in Znak group and the KIK /Clubs of Catholic Intelligentsia/. 

Also, the independent institutional activities of the Church were assured by the state, 

thanks to Wyszynski's efforts. Thus, independent from the state public space for 
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collective action within the Church's activities was guaranteed. The intellectual 

dissident groups themselves were protected by the institution of the Church. 

The mobilising potential of the Catholic Church was implemented through the 

Great Novena of the Millennium that produced a mass religious movement, and 

created a symbolic and tactical protest paradigm. The Great Novena of the 

Millennium was a nine-year program leading to the Church's celebration in 1966 of 

the thousand years of Polish Catholicism aiming at stopping Party-state authorities to 

define the Polish Millennium in purely secular terms. The role of the Church in Great 

Novena celebrations was to emphasise its a thousand years long institutional history. 

The ideological composition of the Great Novena formed and articulated a 

clear and aim-oriented collective identity, opposed to the communist identity imposed 

by the Party-state. It was the beginning of pastoral mobilisation of the Polish 

population and the conflict between the clergy elite and party officials. That conflict 

took a form of 'symbolic politics' /see Osa, 1997: 351/. Therefore, the grounds of 

'symbolic politics' - so specific for the Polish communist period’ protests and 

Solidarity movement - were based on the pastoral mobilisation of the 1960's. The 

great Novena ideology and the followed activities organised by the Church, 

established a symbolic paradigm of confrontation - "the solidaristic nation (with a 

historic and religious tradition of which the Black Madonna was its primary symbol, 

and the Church as its defender) versus the atheist, artificial (traditionless) communist 

state.  

The ideology of the Great Novena was based on Cardinal Wyszynski's 

"theology of the nation", a combination of the different streams of Polish nationalism 

which emphasised on the national community values, and stressed the spiritual 

"values of the personal world and the unity of historical experience" /J. Lewandowski, 

1989, for the source of quotation see M. Osa, 1997: 349/. The Church main purpose 

was to affirm its authority over private life while leaving politics in the area of party-

sate matters. The Church represented a national culture, religious in spirit while the 

state pretended to represent 'internationalism' marked by the dominance of Soviet 

Union. Thus, Cardinal Wyszynski formed a new religious nationalism, an 

intellectualised version of the rural myth of Virgin Mary, and through that, in the 

words of M. Osa, made the very existence of the nation dependent on the Church and 

her royal/divine Protectress, the Virgin Mary, Queen of Poland. /M. Osa, 1997: 353/.  
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Hence, the existence and continuity of the Polish nation was wholly connected with 

the endurance of the Catholic Church in the Polish territory. That vision of the Church 

role was additionally enforced due to the continuous and well organised attacks of the 

state authorities on religion.  

Thus, an effective and strong ideological system, opposed to the communist 

ideology was formed by which the whole Polish history received an explicitly 

religious definition. Pastoral mobilisation came as near unintended consequence of 

the Great Novena of Millennium celebration and aimed to oppose the negative 

tendencies of state communism through intensifying religious culture of the 

population. The ideological basis of the pastoral mobilisation relied on the grounds of 

"us vs. them" paradigm of the popular perception of the Party-state that ascribed 

social hardship to the communist regime and connected the idea of solidaristic nation 

with the Polish national myths and the Catholic Church /see M. Osa, 1997: 354/. That 

mobilisation had as its main purpose strengthening of the links between the society 

and the Church through embracing the believers in intense common activities in the 

form of mass demonstrations and rallies. The expression of the religious values into 

the public domain and mass support for the Catholic Church indicated demands for 

shaping political and social order in accordance with the Catholic morality. Thus, 

being mainly axiologically based, pastoral mobilisation did not have explicit political 

aims in spite of the fact that it conveyed significant political connotations. 

During the Great Novena pastoral mobilisation, there were created new forms 

of collective action that were based on symbolic activities that declared an alternative 

to the official collective national identity which was hostile to that elevated by the 

communist state. The Catholic values of the theological nationalism were a natural 

negation of communist value system. Thus, the very axiological confrontation implied 

to some degree a political confrontation too, however, without articulated political 

goals. The protest action as a result of the Great Novena pastoral mobilisation in this 

sense appeared as unintended consequence of the symbolic politics of the Catholic 

Church.  

Therefore, so well studied phenomenon of the Polish social consciousness of 

the communist period known as "us versus them" dimorphism or dichotomy /see E. 

Wnuk-Lipinski, 1987/ has its roots in the pastoral mobilisation based on theological 

nationalism and the new religious ideology initiated by Wyszynski and the Catholic 
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Church and further developed by Joan Paul II in 1979. The Pope's visit in 1979 was a 

culmination of pastoral mobilisation and a final step in forming of public opposition 

cultural discourse. It was the end of Party-state monopoly over public discourse 

which was by itself the most important outcome of Pope's visit. Poles realised that 

alternative to the Communist discourse existed and could be used in social and 

political articulation. According to Kubic, after the Pope's visit to Poland people 

understood that civil organisation is possible and the development of "us"' 

consciousness crystallised embedded in the personality of Joan Paul II that was 

popularly perceived as the only true and moral political authority. It proved that 

charismatic authority is specific for Polish cultural and political life. Pope's visit as a 

transformative symbolic ceremony produced a revision of the rules of social game 

and rules of interpretation of the social world which served to articulate and 

aggregated social conflicts.  

Another consequence of the pastoral mobilisation of the 1960's and 1970's was 

the mentioned by M. Osa expansion of the parish social networks that united workers, 

farmers and intelligentsia into moral communities /M. Osa, 1997: 361/. She remarks 

one more feature of that period - the break with the insurrection tradition as earlier 

Polish pattern of resistance which marked a shift to non-violent forms of collective 

resistance against political power.  

All these specifics of the pastoral mobilisation together with the created 

cultural symbols and axiological articulation of the political conflicts could be found 

at the very origin of Solidarity movement and created its vocabulary for self-

expression. Symbols involved by the Church during the pastoral mobilisation were 

used during the Solidarity presentation in the Gdansk shipyard in August 1980. 

According to M. Osa, the "Solidarity semiology connected the movement of Poland's 

historical mythology and the touchstones of the Great Novena: the Black Madonna, 

the suffering Christ, the Christian nation." /M. Osa, 1997: 362/. There was even an 

involvement of the same priest of the Great Novena who took part in the Solidarity. 

One of them, Henryk Jankowsky argues that "The Great Novena program cemented 

the nation. It was the Nation's victory and fundamental for the later arising of 

Solidarity." /H. Jankowski, personal interview made by Osa, 1993/. The religious and 

historic based symbols of confrontation prepared by the church during the pastoral 

mobilisation of the Great Novena, increased the Solidarity possibility for mass 



 122 

                                                                                                                                                                      
mobilisation, moulded its predominantly axilologically based aims but, also, as 

Staniszkis pointed out,  suppressed it in the attempt to present more pragmatic 

oriented ends /see Staniszkis, 1984: 80-96/. 

Not the pragmatic goals but the symbolic politics was the specific of 

Solidarity movement. The symbolic victory was equated to real success and was 

defined as the symbolic trumping of the communist authorities without well prepared 

patterns for pragmatic action. /Osa, 1997: 363/.  Thus, as E. Wnuk-Lipinski and J. 

Staniszkis observed, not interests but values were the leading force for the Solidarity 

at the 1980's. As Staniszkis expressed it "the politics of status seems to be more 

important than the politics of interests....{T}he worker's leaders were infected by the 

virus of playing politics through symbols, so typical of the Polish intelligentsia" /J. 

Staniszkis, 1984: 81-82/. 

Thus, the collective action range of Solidarity movement of the '80's was 

connected with the religious nationalism and thus, was linked to Great Novena 

pastoral mobilisation, were the symbolic confrontation and the collective national 

identity were at the core of church's ideology. According to some authors /Staniszkis 

and Osa/ it overloaded the movement through over-symbolisation of political matters 

and its tendency to involve itself predominantly in symbolic confrontations which 

easily substitutes symbolic victories for actual /see Osa, 1997:364/.  

While the party-state dominated the official sphere of political power, the 

Church dominated in the realm of national symbols and historic authority. Polish 

Catholicism succeeded to relocate its confrontation with the communist authorities 

from the grounds of public policy to a higher level of symbolic politics where the 

Church and the society could win /Osa, 1997: 365/ The Church and the Solidarity 

created an independent oppositional culture, not observable in other east European 

countries during its communist period. Roman Catholic ethics and nationalism 

became the foremost source of principles for counter-hegemonic discourse developed 

both by pastoral mobilisation period and by Solidarity itself.  

Thus, in Poland, the cultural revolution preceded the political revolution in 

several years. /Kubic, 1994/ Therefore, anti - communist opposition in Poland was not 

limited to politics. It was articulated as public counter-hegemonic culture. Such public 

and widely convenient cultural and national symbols' based discourse never 

developed in Bulgaria. The opposition there was in this sense not popular but elitist 
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despite the specific flavour of the term 'elitist' in the Bulgarian cultural and historical 

legacies, as we shall show later.  

The question "why Solidarity movement appeared in Poland but not elsewhere 

in communist East could not be answered by relying on the concept of civil society 

earlier appearance but on the specific conditions of cultural institutionalised discourse 

created by the Church and developed by Solidarity. Solidarity movement united 

people from various social strata by common cultural-political vision developed by 

the Church through the late 1960 and continued in the late 1970s. That common 

vision contained two main elements - the vision of common enemy and common 

cultural-national framework. Solidarity became such an overwhelming opponent of 

Communism because it managed to mobilise millions of people through a set of 

"apolitical" symbols and discourses. /Kubic, 1994: 268/. The lack of single social 

class or group, that represent Solidarity and is its organiser out of the Church role, 

proves non-structural character of Solidarity and its definition as predominantly 

cultural phenomenon /see E. Wnuk-Lipinski, 1982/ 

 

 

6. The Bulgarian antithesis of Solidarity movement - the 'intellectual 

oasis' of the 1980's 

 

 "Political authority requires cultural frames in 

which to define itself and advance its claims, and so does 

opposition to it. A world wholly demystified is a world 

wholly de-politized"  

                                                                         Geertz 

In order to understand properly the cultural and axiological differences 

between Poland and Bulgaria during the communist period it is necessary to describe 

shortly a peculiar Bulgarian non-communist intellectual circle - the intellectual's 

group called 'Synthesis' - that appeared and developed in 1980-1988. The 

characteristics of that implicitly oppositional group elucidate all specifics of the 

Bulgarian cultural history projected into the totalitarian period. iiiWe consider, that the 

peculiar non-totalitarian communicational space in Bulgaria is a good point for 

illustration of the opposed cultural discourses that existed in Poland and Bulgaria. 
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 Due to the impossibility of establishing of an institution independent from the 

official communist communication, that group /or, rather a number of groups/ existed 

as a parasite upon the official cultural institutional forms like scientific conferences 

and professional clubs, etc. 

The mentioned interdisciplinary group of young philosophers, sociologists, 

poets, and artists was intellectual but not ideological alternative of the official 

communist discourse. The participants had not political but aesthetic and existential 

purpose to describe their own social and personal experience beyond the official 

communist language, and beyond the ideological boundaries of the communist 

hegemonic discourse. Because there was not an institutionalised ideological 

alternative of the totalitarian discourse in Bulgaria, as the Catholic Church in Poland 

appeared to be, the product of that non-totalitarian intellectual exchange was the 

creation of a specific demystifying language that tried to inflame the official 

totalitarian symbols. The substance for the establishment of the ironical, de-

ideologising, and profaning language of the circle was based on the use of number of 

theoretical paradigms - from structuralism to post-modernism and their exploitation 

out of their context. As one of the participants in that circle, A. Kijosev, points out, 

the reading of Foucault, Liotar, Derida, Adorno, Weber, Mamardashvili, Saint 

Augustin, etc. was based not on their diligent academic studying but on the purpose to 

find a free and non-totalitarian theoretical language that could allow to express the 

painful social experience of these living under communism, and additionally, to 

describe the terrorist procedures of the totalitarian ruling /A. Kijosev, 1994/ The last 

aim was not political but purely existential and intellectual.  

The above mentioned specifics of the formation of that non /but not anti-/ 

communist intellectual circle, as well as the historically based peculiarities of the 

Bulgarian culture created the specific products of the 'intellectual oasis' which 

appeared as intellectual but not ideological alternative of the official totalitarian 

cultural life. Their purpose was a theoretical deconstruction of the institutional 

assembling of the totalitarian reality and its symbolic products, aiming at showing the 

entire artificiality and the absurd of the symbolic constructions on which that reality is 

built. These intellectual efforts resulted in the appearance of scandal strategies of 

expression, an 'inflammation' of the official propaganda language and its sense, for 

which the totalitarian state had not control mechanisms. To put it differently, that 
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group of young people was engaged in destruction of the communist ideological 

language not through its opposing by alternative political ideologies but through 

building of theoretical procedures that de-mystify and disassemble its symbolic order 

aiming at provoking a sacrilegious disgust and repugnance to its false and terrorist 

values. That was an anti-utopian and anti-ideological answer to the false communist 

utopia. The strategy of provoking a "hypnotic disgust" /A. Kjosev, 1994/ to the false 

and terrorist  symbolic assembling of the communist world was accompanied by the 

feelings of godless ecstasy of the very ability to decompose the official ideological 

constructions by which they lose its naturalness and obviousness.  

Thus, through scandal and game-like theoretical procedures, the young 

intellectuals of that circle tried to 'inflame' each stable ideological /or values based/ 

fundament showing the profane nature of each 'ideology-creating-centre'. I think that 

there is nothing more adverse to the Solidarity ideological grounds than that godless 

and de-ideologising practice of the Bulgarian non-communist 'intellectual oasis'. Its 

peculiar discourse shows the whole specifics of the Bulgarian cultural history: 1/ The 

absence of commonly accepted authority on which the participants could rely to 

create a positive anti- communist ideology, something that is characteristic for the 

Bulgarian cultural and social life too. The lack of shared group's authority leaded to a 

search of 'spiritual Motherland' within the writings of number of authors, none of 

them Bulgarian, /Mamardashvili, Liotar, Foucault, the Bible, etc./ and of different 

paradigms as phenomenology, structuralism, post-modernism. 2/ No return to national 

history and no national unifying ideals was observed within the circle. Rather, there 

were well-prepared procedures that de-mystify the existing value system and proclaim 

the lack of any stable value system as the only point of revealing the truth about the 

communist world, the only social world the participants knew. Due to that anti-every-

ideology theoretical and intellectual direction of the circle, it has anti-political 

character. 

Therefore, what appeared in Bulgaria during the late communist period was 

not a cultural discourse based on anti- communist and national and religious myths, 

but non-communist and de-mythologising discourse. That profaning the official 

symbols discourse could not develop to a political opposition of the communist order. 

The reason should be searched in the lack of alternative non-communist ideological 
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institution that was able to propose an independent space for free communication, as 

well as alternative positive values to be followed.  

The intellectual oasis "Synthesis" was characterised by esotherism and 

informal closeness contrary to the popular character of Solidarity movement. It never 

had clear articulated values that were definitely anti-communist, neither aimed to 

form such values. It was values-free intellectual communication, for it was a part of 

the all-embracing totalitarian system that, in its Bulgarian variant, did not propose any 

independent space for non-controlled interaction. If there was some common and 

unconsciously fulfilled purpose among the participants of the long lasting discussions, 

it was the attempt to release themselves from the empty language of the official 

cultural life and to criticise the communist order by scandal profanation of its 

symbols. The participants of the 'intellectual oasis' neither looked for, nor had any 

public resonance which strongly contrasted to the public anti-communist discourse of 

Solidarity period in Poland. This was so because the "Synthesis" participants had 

nothing to propose - neither alternative political values, no clear idea for better social 

order.  

The explanation of that axiological emptiness of the only free from the 

communist ideology intellectual communicative space could be found not only in the 

deficiency of oppositional values in Bulgaria during the communist period. It lies on 

the historically formed absence of national and religious mythology due to the 

centuries lasting lack of common national cultural institution in the Bulgarian lands. 

In addition, historically noticed Bulgarian peculiarity of absence of commonly 

accepted and legitimated authority /cultural, social, or political/ led to national values' 

confusion because of the same lack of an ideological centre that was able to produce a 

common national ideology. As a result of these cultural specifics, the Bulgarian 

cultural and national symbols' construction was hampered, that diminished to 

minimum any ideology-based and symbols driven collective actions. Moreover, the 

often observable in Bulgarian history difficulty for collective action formation is itself 

based on the lack of a common and powerful enough national symbolic discourse. 

 

 

7. Conceiving the Communist and Post-communist period peculiarities - 

Poland and Bulgaria compared 
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As was earlier discussed in Chapter I, we are using the analytical resources of 

'legacies of the past' approach in order to describe the objective institutional and 

structural advantages and obstacles to post-communist transformation in Poland and 

Bulgaria and to test: a/  whether the differences in the type of communist heritage 

could explain the differences in the very mode of transformation between these 

counties, and: b/ whether the different cultural heritage based on different Christian 

traditions and thereon grounded differences in national cultural discourses and 

established value systems could account for the very mode of communist legacy and 

following responses to the systemic change. 

It was already mentioned that the specific Polish cultural heritage allowed the 

formation of an independent counter-hegemonic cultural frameworks during the 

communist period, based on the religious symbolic discourse and on the alternative 

institutional centre of power in the face of Catholic Church that facilitated the 

creation of the opposition political discourse of Solidarity movement. The absence of 

such an alternative counter-hegemonic culture and an independent institutional 

mediator in Bulgaria is used as the main explanation for the understanding of 

prolonged and relatively stable maintenance of the communist regime there and of 

differences not only in the mode of socialist legacy, but of post-communist 

transformation outcomes.  

Relying on that general cultural difference between the two countries, the 

contrasting character of institutional systemic legacies, legitimacy building and mass 

mobilisation processes will be examined for an elucidation of the connection between 

the type of communist regime and the post-communist outcomes of both countries. 

 Such a line of theoretical reasoning rests on the methodological 

understanding that there is an unbreakable connection between culture and political 

power, and that every type of power is exercised through cultural forms which have to 

justify it through interpretative categories of vision and cognition of  social order, that 

we call 'cultural discourse'. As we have showed in Chapter II, no explicit values, 

neither articulated interests could appear out of the institutional mediation of some 

mobilising cultural or political authority without such discourse. 

Hence, the main explanatory line of the differences between the two countries 

lies on the domain of the distinct cultural discourses in Poland and Bulgaria which is 
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a pre-condition and at the same time - an outcome of the characteristic institutional 

structures of these societies. 

 

A/  Institutional systemic legacies. 

In order to understand properly the differences between the two countries, we 

have to analyse the peculiarities of the communist institutional system in Poland and 

Bulgariaiii which could be treated as one of the main sources for the observed 

differences in the mode of transformation.  

The model of A. Rychard, proposes a typology of institutional and structural 

consequences of the effects of divergence between the communist system and the 

social aspirations on the shape of the institutional system in Poland during the decline 

of the communism. /A. Rychard, 1993/.  That typology of the institutional systems in 

Poland can be applied to the Bulgarian case, and the differences with respect to this 

model will show the peculiarities of the type of communist heritage.  

The author distinguishes four basic systems of institutional structure of real 

socialism - official and unofficial systems, non-system and anti-system.  

The official system is the core of socialist structure, including socialist sets of 

norms, institutions and organisations. It can be said that the unofficial system 

coincides with the secondary economy and exists in close relation to the official 

system. Non-system is defined as an incoherent category, whose principles are 

genetically alien to the ideological principles of socialism. In the economic sphere 

during the communist period in Poland, there is a private sector that can be 

considered as belonging to the non-system. A. Rychard describes the anti-system as a 

set of opposition groups. A specific characteristic of the anti-system consists in its 

functioning on the level of morality and politics that underlies its axiological 

character. The concept of 'system' is defined by Rychard as "entity with certain degree 

of institutionalisation and formalization, with clearly separated internal structure." /A. 

Rychard, 1993: 105/. Relying on that definition, the author rightly notices that not of 

the four systems could fit to that definition for not all of them have the form of formal 

organisational structure. Only the official system and non-system, /where the latter 

consists in Church, private agriculture and free trade/ fulfil the requirement of formal 

organisation accessible to mass participation while the unofficial and anti-system did 

not have the feature of formal organisations. The latter meant contacts not with formal 
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organisations but with informal groups which stress their non-legal character which 

did not allow its formalisation. These four systems represent distinct rules of every-

day practice within the communist society where the two of them - official and non-

systems are distinct organisations and the other two - unofficial system and anti-

system relied on informal groups connections. That fourfold system is related to the 

society, separated from the four systems only analytically, because one and the same 

individuals might be involved in relations with several of the four systems. Thus, for 

instance, the individual might gratify some of his economic interests by exchange 

with unofficial system through actions in the secondary sector of the economy, then 

he could shape his axiological convictions contacting with the non-system /the 

Church in Poland/ or with anti-system of informal dissident groups where he could 

satisfy his informational needs.  

The absence of non-system and anti-system in the Bulgarian institutional 

structure during the communist period created not only the features of the communist 

period but resulted in the outcomes of the post-communist period. We connect that 

distinction with the actual role of interests and values in Bulgaria in contrast to those 

of Poland. According to the model of A. Rychard, the non-system is that which allows 

the satisfaction of  religious and cultural types of exchange, while the unofficial 

system together with the economic sphere of the non-system are responsible for the 

economic type of exchange. "The exchange with unofficial system is connected 

mainly with the sphere of pragmatic interests but these exchanges did not have a 

group character - people participate in them as individuals. The unofficial system did 

not create its own culture either."/A. Rychard, 1993: 113/. Taking into account the 

above described theoretical model, we can say that unofficial system of economic 

exchange does exist in Bulgaria, and is studied by Bulgarian scholars under the 

concept of „the second web” /Andrei Raychev, 1985/ but because of a lack of non-

system, it has a different type of functioning as well as a specific character, which 

differs from that of Poland. The Bulgarian 'unofficial' system / or the "second web"/ is 

connected with the pragmatic interests on individual level and does not have a group 

character, though relies on a set of family and friendships relations. 

The 'second web' is particular parasite structural formation that is 

characteristics of all social relation of the communist period and is realised through 

the process of duality of individual social roles and their division into 'private vs. 
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official' /see also A. Rychard, 1993/. What was specific about the Bulgarian 'second 

web' is that it existed only on the micro-level, i.e. on individual level and did not have 

mezzo and macro-levels formations, or, it was not institutionalised or even united on 

social group's level. Thus, it does not fulfil the requirements of the Rychrd's fourfold 

system, for it did not appear as system at all and, consequently, did not have systemic 

character. Therefore, it could be defined as an additive sum of micro-processes and 

was purely a phenomenon of the micro-level exchange of activities in the form of 

exchange of material things and social statuses. The second web was totally realised 

on the level of every-day social relations by doubling the official social roles with 

informal roles. For example, the officially regulated relations "chief - subordinate" is 

substituted with the informal and unofficial relation "cousin - cousin" where the 

officially sustained interests are only the form behind which hidden private interests 

are satisfied /see A. Raychev, 1985/. Additional specific of the Bulgarian 'second web' 

through which the Bulgarian society was able to survive during the communist times, 

was its feature of distributive process. The 'second web' of exchange of scarce goods 

and social statuses did not exist in the sphere of production. Therefore, it could not be 

defined in the terms of unofficial system. Thus, from the fourfold system's model of 

Rychard, so informative for Polish society, only the official system existed during the 

communist rule in Bulgaria. The second web, thus, appeared as hidden privatisation 

of distributive mechanisms of the official social structures which was based on 

informal friendship relations, and on the kept patriarchal type of social relations 

between the relatives. Hence, the nature of communist social order paradoxically 

deepened the strength of old patriarchal relations within the Bulgarian society. The 

lack of alternative national ideological centre that is able to create counter-hegemonic 

discourse was totally absent there at the expense of the widening of the private webs 

that satisfied exclusively individual and family based practical interests.  

Consequently, one of peculiarities of the communist past in Bulgaria is the 

absence of non-systemic and anti-systemic culture, which further affects  the very 

expression not only of group interests, but creates significant difficulties for the 

formation of values, distinct from those being a part of communist ideology. To put 

this in different way, the very creation of democratic or non-communist values 

became a problem at the very beginning of post-communist transformation in 

Bulgaria due to the specific cultural and historic legacies there, additionally affected 
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by the communist period. It is almost impossible to talk about values on a group and 

national level which are different from the official system in Bulgaria during the 

communist period. Thus, it is difficult to separate values from interests as expressed 

or belonging to the group or national level which differs from official ideology. That 

distinction existed at an individual level only, but as individual level values are 

formed on the basis of group and national level values, it is hard to speak about such a 

difference. This fact influences the post-communist transition, where the support for 

democratic values has the character of acceptance of near-imported /or foreign/ values 

that were implanted with pragmatic meaning. Thus, an autonomous axiological 

sphere, or values opposite to the communist system at the national /macro/ level did 

not exist in Bulgaria during the whole communist period, because there was no 

alternative cultural discourse that can build cultural integration independent from the 

official one. The first attempt to create an opposite political discourse dates from 

1989, after the dismantling of the leading role of Communist party. 

 The above mentioned cultural peculiarity pre-determined the very character 

of the first stage of the transformation in Bulgaria, which had mainly 'anti-communist-

ideology' character, and can explain why the creation of the opposition after 

November 1989 was based on the ideology of rejection and had a near-negative, but 

not so much a positive ideological character. 

In order to understand the specifics of Bulgarian case, we have to describe the 

character of political transformation in the country which, with some differences, 

follow the common features of the model of democratic changes, going on in the 

other post-communist countries. 

Yet, in Chapter I we defined Bulgaria as a country which model of political 

transformation is described as " imposition of political changes from above" /see also 

T. Karl P. Schmitter, 1992/. The reason should be searched in the character of 

Bulgarian political life during the communist period. It is not even necessary to speak 

about the total lack of experience of self-organisation of the society and aggregation 

and manifestation of worker's interests in this period, which is also historically 

grounded in pre-communist times, and thus, appears as a consequence of the all above 

mentioned structural specifics and cultural insufficiency caused by the Ottoman rule. 

Hence, one could not wander that there never appeared protest movements in Bulgaria 

like these in Hungary 1956, Czechoslovakia 1968 and Poland 1980. It is difficult even 
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to speak about a dissident movement / the first  non informal groups with clear anti- 

communist political views were  formed only just in the spring of 1988/. At the 

moment of political change the dissident movement, if it is possible to speak about a 

movement as such, was very weak and not well organised and its actions could never 

relied on significant social mobilisation against the monopoly of the communist party. 

Additionally, the communist regime in Bulgaria enjoined much greater stability than 

in Poland. 

 

B/  Legitimacy building of the new regime and mass mobilisation processes. 

We consider legitimacy as a state of relation between individuals and the 

social order in which the latter is perceived as natural, i.e. as a situation where there is 

no tension in the mentioned relation and social order is not questioned. The very 

characteristics of radical social change presuppose the appearance of a legitimacy gap 

with the very fact of breakthrough of previous social order no matter how much it was 

questioned at the time of its existence. Imposition of legitimate vision of social order 

as a by-product of symbolic struggle over a production of common sense is long-term 

process in which  new symbols or words, explaining social reality, begin to function 

as a natural and self-evident state of things. 

As was mentioned in Chapter I, not all social systems require legitimacy in 

order to receive diffuse support. Hence, a legitimacy gap may not undermine support 

for democratic regime. There are differences in the type of legitimisation projects of 

political elite in both countries as well as in the specifics of the legitimacy gap. The 

basic legitimisation motive in Poland, expressed in the slogans of support for the 

Balcerowicz plan can be viewed as an attempt for continuation of Solidarity'  

legitimacy - by stressing that the Solidarity of the 1990s was implementing the 

program which grew out of the first Solidarity of 1980s. In Poland, during the time of 

conducting the survey - the beginning of 1991 - the question of power is solved 

already and the main problem of the new government is to receive popular support for 

unpopular economic measures. In Bulgaria during this period, the problem of power 

is unsolved and the main attempts of new democratic opposition /without yet being in 

power/ is to create adequate political symbols which could help them to mobilise 

mass support in order to  take political power. 
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That calmness of the Bulgarian political life during the communist period  

influenced to a high degree the post-totalitarian transformation as quite late formation 

of political opposition and slow moving process of emancipation of the new elite 

which allowed the re-named communist party/ BSP/ to legitimise itself as an active 

subject of political change.iii The foundation of the Union of Democratic Forces (the 

Bulgarian post-communist  opposition) as a mass movement can be described as an 

establishment of social movement from above, or as a result of "organisational 

entrepreneurship" of former communists /see Sztompka, 1994: 291/. Thus, keeping 

the effective control over the power resources, the BSP kept the right to dictate the 

speed and the direction of the future transformations which permitted the former 

communists to control the mobilisation political processes. This fact imposed the 

tactics of "mass protest" over the political opposition as  the only mean for its 

legitimation. The tactics of total political  confrontation  is enforced, in last account,  

by the peculiarity of the model of transition "imposed from above" and is realised in 

the dichotomous polarisation of political space / bipolar political model/.  

During the first phase of the transition, instead of political organisation of 

western type dominated by representative functions, there were consolidated political 

organisations with mobilising functions and strong political /ideological/ 

identification of the electorate. As a result of the political tactics of total 

confrontation, the BSP designs itself not  so much as a party (the BSP  appears like a 

party only in the top apparatus) but as an ethos  which promotes a heightened sense of 

belonging amongst its members,  a result of the threat of repression and isolation. /A. 

Raychev, 1992/ 

From this point of view one can say that support of BSP is created in some 

sense from the activity of the opposition /UDF/. This fact is supported by the strong 

etatism of the BSP which unites different social and ethnic strata from former 

nomenclature to peasants and pensioners, Bulgarians and Turks. There is a similar 

tendency on the side of the UDF - a tendency of a consolidation in opposition. This 

means that the rejection of the one political formation is the cause for rejecting the 

supporters and party alike. Hence, the contradiction between the lack of agreement 

and the need of solidarity determines the functioning of the two political coalitions as  

pseudo-communities in conflict. In this sense every political formation is interested in 

the existence of its opponents. /see P. Emil-Mitev, 1992/ 
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The period under consideration in Poland is that of decreasing of mass 

political mobilisation /or confusion in the mobilisation process of the masses/. 

According to Staniszkis, the reason for the legitimacy gap in Poland is the lack of 

political opponent. In Bulgaria, the very democratic forces are the opponent trying to 

mobilise the masses against the power of the former communist party. To make the 

contrast even deeper, while in Poland the ruling elite is looking for legitimisation of 

the new order, based on the symbolism of the First Solidarity as a sort of continuation 

of mass mobilisation, Bulgarian opposition is still trying to de-legitimise  communist 

government in order to gain the power.  

Due to the lack of an independent cultural discourse coming from the pre-

communist and communist time, the task of Bulgarian opposition was doubled and 

almost impossible. It had not only to win political support, but first to create an 

absolutely new cultural and political discourse, opposite to the communist one, and to 

begin the process of national values' formation. The first step of the Bulgarian 

democratic opposition was the attempt to de-legitimise the communist political 

discourse. The need for de-legitimisation was the reason for using of negative 

ideological symbolism. However, the cultural repertoire applied by the opposition 

was too short of positive symbols and too rich in negative slogans, that it created 

counter-effect that resulted in forming a 'communist ethos' within the population /in 

contrast with the existed 'Solidarity ethos' in Poland/. 

 Thus, by comparing socio-political stages in both countries at the time of 

making the survey - the end of 1990 and the beginning of 1991 - we can see that the 

attempts for mass political mobilisation in Bulgaria is ten years later than the Polish. 

This could be one of the reasons why  market principles  have a different meaning for 

Bulgarians at the time of conducting the survey- the end of 1990 - which is similar to 

the perception of market principles of the 1980s' in Poland. 

Yet, if there was a kind of resemblance between the two countries /although 

ten years later/, it finished here, for the attempts for values and symbols that were 

supposed to evoke mass mobilisation of Bulgarian population in 1989-1990 were 

unsuccessful. The reason is that these mobilisation efforts were not grounded on 

national cultural values, but on almost alien for the mass public political values that 

could not gain the mass support even from the intelligentsia. Hence, the real mass 

mobilisation in Bulgaria has occurred at the beginning of 1997, though not as an 
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outcome of the mobilising political striving of the democratic opposition, but as a 

consequence of the deepest economic crisis of 20th century's Bulgaria - a result of the 

failed policy of the former communist party. Consequently, the roots of that already 

real mass mobilisation were entirely structural and pragmatic and not axiological. The 

winning of the democratic oppositions in the spring of 1997 was due to the handling 

of a pragmatic stance and was not based on the popular spreading of democratic 

ideology and values. In the case of the events of January 1997, the democratic 

political opposition was on the lead and was followed by the masses in their 

pragmatic demands. What is true, however, is that democratic political elite, due to 

historically determined cultural factors, was objectively unable, using predominantly 

political and ideological vocabulary, to create what has been absent during centuries - 

a commonly accepted and culturally based democratic political discourse that could 

unite the nation on axiological level. Support for democratic values does exist in 

Bulgaria but it is dispersed and cannot be considered as a characteristic of given 

social groups and strata, like it is in Poland. Orientation to democratic values and 

their acceptance is predominantly an outcome of a complicated individual /family and 

friendship circle/ evaluation process. That is supported by the results of our data 

analysis for Bulgaria, presented in Chapter IV, where support for democracy index is 

not correlated with education, for example, in contrast to Poland.  

 

C/ Poland and Bulgaria in 1990-1991- two stages of economic and political 

reforms 

Another distinction between the two countries is connected with the 

differences on the level of economic and political reforms at the time of conducting 

the survey. For Bulgaria /November 1990/ it was the period of the Lukanov 

government /the government of the former communist party, renamed the Bulgarian 

Socialist Party/ which was thrown out of the office by the help of mass protest that 

took place during the completion of the survey.  

During the rule of this government, there had been no rapid change in the 

economic sphere, and as a natural consequence - in the sphere of inequalities. In fact, 

at the moment of carrying out the survey in Bulgaria, a significant economic crisis 

was just in the initial stage. But there was an awareness of a huge political change in 

the sense of a high level of political polarisation in public space as a result of the war 
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of symbolic interpretations of  social change by the two biggest political formations - 

the UDF /The Union of Democratic Forces/ and the BSP /The Bulgarian Socialist 

Party/.  

What happened in the first years after 1989 in Bulgaria was exactly the process, 

described by Bourdieu as political elite driven process of perception formation and 

production of principles of classification of the social world. It was precisely 

appearance of the described by Bourdieu  "theory effect" phenomenon /see Chapter I/. 

For Poles, for instance, that ideological signification and evaluative division of the 

social world was prepared in the end of 1970's and the beginning of 1980's in the 

course of pastoral mobilisation and Solidarity movement mobilisation, but Bulgarians 

lacked such an experience. The well known symbolic division of "us" vs. "them" that 

appeared in Poland in '80's had to be introduced in the Bulgarian political space in 

1990. However, the creation of new symbolic divisions was not a result of some real 

crisis in people's habitual existence, but was totally initiated from above, for the 

purposes of political struggle and in accordance with the changing rules of political 

game. The Bulgarian political opposition was one alone in its work of formation of 

new political values, for there were no previously formed symbolic constructions that 

could verbalise an eventual socio-political alternative to the totalitarian order. The 

explicit process of new symbols construction that was started by the political 

opposition was not an easy task because of historically diminished ability of 

Bulgarians to think through cultural symbols and ideas. 

Thus, there was a significant difference in the degree of popular understanding of 

what was going on during the social transformation in Poland and Bulgaria. 

Additionally, there has never been some crisis in reproduction of the communist order 

in Bulgaria, as it happened in Poland in the end of the '70's, that could be a basis for 

some explicit value's formation, nor was some institutionally organised alternative 

symbolic discourse that could provoke questioning of the communist ideological 

discourse. Therefore, new values formation had to be done form above, as exclusively 

political elite influence upon the vision of the changing social reality.  

Yet, the ideological process of new values' formation was not as successful in 

1990, as was needed by the political opposition not because the Bulgarians were 

principally 'more communist-oriented' than other Eastern European populations, but 

because they historically have not been habituated to think through symbolic 
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constructions /values, common interest, high ides/ and to connect themselves as 

individuals with the context of the national whole, or whatever collective entity.  

In this political, social and economic context, democracy at that moment was still 

an idea without a solid social base. The results of the initial difficulties of post-

communist transformation, and particularly hard consequences of the economic 

reform were still unknown to people. There were no any signs of economic reform 

implementation, and the costs of radical economic transformations were not yet 

known. This means that it was not obvious at all who will be losers and winners as a 

result of the systemic social change. Thus, mobilisation of the old interests on a group 

level has not emerged at the time of our consideration. That is way they existed only 

on individual level, as a hope for better satisfaction of personal needs /subjective type 

of interests/. 

In spite of the vast ideological polarisation, one of our hypotheses is that the 

initial popular support for the democratic changes in Bulgaria (at the moment when 

the survey was taken) was based not only on values but on atomised individual 

interests. And, more clearly, if the form of the perception and evaluation of the 

systemic transformation had a symbolic character based on values, the content itself 

of this evaluation was based on atomised interests which a democratic future could 

satisfy. The very symbolic interpretation of the new democratic system was connected 

with the future and perceived like "advantageous for me and people like me".  

The survey in Poland /January 1991/ was made after the presidential election and 

during the time of the second non-communist government/ and a year after the 

Balcerowicz plan was launched.  

 We should mention some basic facts about the Polish reform in order to try to 

explain the differences of political support in Poland in comparison with Bulgaria. 

The reform started on January 1, 1990. In a few months' time stabilisation measures 

yielded spectacular results such as bringing down the rate of inflation. At the same 

time, the economy went into a great recession, real income fell sharply and 

unemployment appeared for the first time after the World War II. At the end of Spring 

of 1990, the protest against the stabilisation program began and involved various 

social and occupational groups. It was started by the farmers. In addition to them, in 

the Spring and Summer of 1990 there were protests from those occupational groups 

which had a weak position in the planned economy. The leading industrial branches 
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came out against the stabilisation program in the Autumn of 1990.  The opposition to 

this program had spread to all of the most important occupational groups. There was a 

systematic fall in the popularity of the government, Balcerowicz and "Solidarity". The 

attitude toward reform was becoming ever more ambiguous at the beginning of 1991 

/the time of the conducting the survey in Poland/ and, according to Mokrzycki, it 

reached a state of social schizophrenia /Mokrzycki, 1991-1992: 115/. The uncritical 

acceptance of the basic statements of economic liberalism and of the belief that the 

stabilisation program was the only way into a liberal economy began to be 

accompanied by an equally common condemnation of the real consequences of this 

program. The enthusiastic approval of economic liberalism has been replaced by 

ideological confusion as a preliminary to a regrouping on the ideological stage of the 

country.  Public opinion polls indicated that the categories of those who suffer most 

and those who oppose the reform measures scarcely overlapped.  

We can now endeavour the main differences between the political attitudes of 

the Bulgarian and Polish citizenry.  

The delay in economic changes in Bulgaria gives room for illusions about the 

costs of economic reform. This means that marketisation and democracy are almost 

wholly equated in the mass consciousness of the Bulgarians. Because of the visible 

consequences of the economic reform in Poland, such an illusion is absent there and 

marketisation and democracy are less equated, a fact seen in public opinion polls.  

We try to generalise these differences, relying on the model of  Andrzej 

Rychard /1993/ about the evolution of the institutional system in Poland, whilst 

making some extrapolation to the Bulgarian transformation. According to Rychard, 

the most important division during the first stage of the Polish transformation 

/between 1989 and the middle of 1990/ was between the new political structures 

represented by the new Solidarity governments and the old represented by the 

communists. No substantial division existed between politics and economics at this 

time. In the second phase of post-communism, which started from the middle of 1990, 

the most important distinction is the one between macro-politics and the micro-level 

of every-day life. A distinction between politics and the economy appears which is 

new with respect to the communist period as well as to the first stage of the transition. 

In other words, "two lines of division seem to be most important when defining the 

institutional structure of the second phase of post-communism: the micro-macro line 
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and the division between politics and the economic system, the latter becoming 

autonomous" /A. Rychard, 1993: 158/ 

Thus, we argue that the Bulgarian period of transition at the time of 

conducting the survey reflects the first stage of the model of A. Rychard, i.e. the 

period when there is no clear distinction between micro- and macro- level as well as 

between politics and the economic system. By this we mean that the orientation of 

Bulgarian respondents would represent mainly macro-scale orientations while we 

expect to find  an evolution of  orientations from macro- to micro- scale in the Polish 

case. Therefore, the main division line between the orientations of the Bulgarians is 

between the new and old  political structures and these of Poles could be divided into 

the mentioned above dichotomisations between micro- and macro- politics and 

economics. These two dimensional dichotomisations may be supposed to be formed 

on the basis of the economic reform experience. This allows one to conclude that 

pragmatic interests-based attitudes could be expected to be found among some social 

groups in the Polish case, affecting mainly specific support, but not in the Bulgarian 

case by reason of the existence of political and economic orientations mostly on the 

macro-level and the traditional atomisation of Bulgarian society, that makes difficult a 

group interests representation.  

 

 

 

 

 

Chapter IV : Empirical Findings 

 

 

1.  Analytical Pattern and Hypotheses 

 

What we are interested in are structural and axiological determinants of 

support for democracy in Poland and Bulgaria at the end of 1990- the beginning of 

1991. 

The structural and axiological determinants of support for democracy are 

considered as two types of response to the radical social change in the post-
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communist transformations. By structural determination of political support we mean 

the socio-economic influence on support for the regime by peoples' interests and 

needs that, at the same time, owe its specifics to historically existing socio-structural 

forms. Respectively, the axiological determination is read as culturally produced and 

transmitted set of values and ideologies that constitute the meaning system of  

political reasoning and actions which are historically rooted too.  

The general theoretical division of the types of social response to systemic 

transformations in post-communist society as axiological and pragmatic /structural/ 

relies on classical sociological tradition related to the problem of action and relative 

distinction of two types of action - normative  action, based on values, and rational or 

pragmatic.  

The first clarification that has to be done concerns the methodological 

presuppositions leading our analysis - methodological relativism as well as 

processually-genetic approach. Therefore, the primacy of historically formed social 

relations /as processes/ is presumed, and is applied to the process of values and 

interest's formation in the concrete time in Poland and Bulgaria.  

We are guided by theoretical conviction that the subjective dimension of the 

social reality, i.e. its perception and cognition, is involved within the very 

reproduction and change of the objective structures of the society. Relying on the 

Bourdieu's statement about the 'double objectivity' of social world, we use his 

methodological statement that social divisions and mental schemes of perception and 

reasoning are structurally homologous, where the mental schemes of cognition are a 

result of social divisions. Thus, the structures of 'the objectivity of first order' are 

embodied in the 'objectivity of second order' which invokes the theoretical necessity 

of a continuation of the analysis of the objective structures on the side of the 

subjective dispositions /attitudes/.  

These methodological premises do not allow structural and axiological 

determinants of support for the new regime /interests and values/ to be taken as 

initially dichotomous, but in its genetic, and thereby, logically primary form of their 

being. We analytically consider that, at the initial phase of existence of values and 

interest, they are fused in one's habitual practical interests, and could be divided and 

opposed to each other in later process of social change. Social crisis is treated as main 

condition under which a separation of values from interests may appear. Crisis 
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situation is - in other words - a disruption of one's habitual existence. Two ways of 

crisis' resolution are possible - 1/ building of survival strategies that are based on 

explicit pragmatic and rationally built schemes of action leading to personal or 

collective advantages in changed social environment /new interest formation or old 

interests preservation backed by new rationally formed strategies/, and 2/ using of 

cultural and ideological symbols /values/ as another way of crisis solution. Therefore, 

social crisis is perceived as possessing political mobilisation potential that could be 

implemented through either spontaneous mobilisation by popular or group's 

pragmatic interests, or through ideological mobilisation by values. 

The post-communist radical social change is then considered as a sort of crisis 

situation that has structural and axiological implications. We assume that radical post-

communist social change induces crisis of habitual existence of most of the people in 

eastern Europe, and to the extent in which that crisis distorts earlier practices of one's 

every-day being, a division between axiologically based /or values generated/ and 

interests based behaviour and action is possible.  

Also, a third possibility remains - that at the initial stage of radical social 

change will not be perceived as crisis in the habitual existence of some part of the 

population, i.e. it will not hamper one's habitual well being. In that case, a 

prolongation of one's practical interest as habitus and a persistence of the routine 

existence would dominate some individual's and group's life strategies. Therefore, a 

situation is possible where the previous habitual being /called by us 'subjective 

practical interest'/ as a conjunction of implicit values and routine' pursued interests is 

kept due to the lack of extension of the macro level political social changes to the 

micro level of every-day life. In Bulgaria, during the time under our consideration, 

that situation is a fact because of 1/ the imposed form above political change that had 

not as its communist legacy a counter-hegemonic and well institutionalised 

ideological bearer acting as mobilising factor on popular level, as it was in Poland, 

and 2/ due to lack of profound economic reforms that could bring to the micro level 

the feelings of real radical social change, or some kind of crisis of the communist 

habitual being.  

We consider support to democracy as new socio-political value that is 

supposed to correspond to one's interests or to contradict them, as well as to transform 

one's interests. What was going on in Bulgaria at the end of 1990 it was rather a 
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symbolic struggle of the democratic opposition /the UDF/ for popular introduction of 

that new socio-political value. No ground for new interests formation existed at that 

time because lack of any kind of economic reform. What was going on could be 

defined as politically induced crisis of every-day existence in terms of changed 

symbols for world perception and attempt to change the very vision of one's existence 

in that social world. This is the phenomenon that is mentioned in Chapter II: social 

and/or individual crisis appearance that makes possible distinction of values from 

interests, this time to be ideologically induced by the new political elite through 

introducing the new cultural symbols and thus, through building of new, forbidden 

and unknown for two generations democratic political values. Therefore, the first 

political mobilisation /1990/ that occurred after the dismantling of communism might 

be characterised as purely ideologically influenced from above - from the political 

opposition elite. That ideological mobilisation tried to provoke moral crisis of one' 

habitual existence by explaining one' past experience through cultural symbols which, 

by its very nature created a moral division among the population. Exactly that 

ideological and explicitly evaluating motif of the UDF was the first ideological step 

of new values introduction through which, however, the whole previous individual, 

group's and national moral habitual existence was put under question. Thus, it created 

as its side-effect the above mentioned "communist ethos" as a result of two factors: 1/ 

In the process of political struggle for power the former communist party had stronger 

positions in defining the rules of the political game which required a war of symbolic 

interpretations. The building of popular visions and divisions necessarily included 

different and even opposite symbolic interpretations of the past, the present and the 

future. 2/ Because moral crisis was evoked 'from above' it was artificial, for it was not 

homologous to the untouched habitual existence of the bulk of the Bulgarians, who 

never experienced neither significant economic difficulties that could provoke real 

crisis appearance in their perception, nor they were familiar with the ideological fact 

that "living under communism" and having communist party ticket is something 

shameful and even fatal for one's future positioning into the social space. The most of 

the population used the communist party tickets only for practical and interests based 

reasons and not for ideological reasons. The latter was not even required by the Party-

State. So, the domination of negative symbols of rejection not only of the past but of 

the mass public connected unwillingly with that past did not united, but divided the 
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nation. The lack of positive and uniting democratic symbols was decisive for short-

term effect of ideology-induced political mobilisation of 1990-1991. 

Therefore, an attempt for value based national integration was made, but, due 

to the key role of former communists in defining the rules on political game, rather a 

division of the nation and cohesion of the communist ethos against the new political 

principles occurred.  

In the construction of analytical pattern and the analysis of empirical findings 

we deal with the attitudinal level of political behaviour, which is pre-determined by 

the use of the results of an attitudinal study for the analysis /a cross-national 

comparative survey done at the end of 1990 and the beginning of 1991 in Poland and 

Bulgaria/. Thus, the subjective dimension of the structural and axiological effects 

upon political support is the main focuses of interest in this study. Consequently, 

toleration of inequalities is considered as the main indicator for structural 

determination of political dispositions to the new regime. Inequality perception is 

based on structurally grounded vision of hierarchy of social positions in societal space 

and one's own place within it. Usually, that perception is regulated by individual and 

group' habitual practical interests as well as by historically lasting schemes of 

perception of the social world. For instance, the lack of clear-cut stratification 

hierarchies and distances in Bulgarian history additionally influenced the 

egalitarianism of the population that was furthermore strengthened during the 

communist period. As axiological determinants of support for democracy we consider 

values and ideologies that support or counteract to the new political order. For it is 

difficult to grasp the deep symbolic dimension of political support by a standardised 

attitudinal survey, we will use, also, the mediation of the concept of specific support.  

The main question we will try to answer is: which one of these determinants - 

the structural, or the axiological - explains better the support for democracy in Poland 

and Bulgaria at the initial phase of post-communist transformation. The second task is 

to check out whether there is a consistency between structural and axiological 

determinants of support for democracy in the countries under consideration, or there 

is a contradiction between them.  

As it was described in Chapter I,  two theoretical arguments about the possible 

configurations between structural and axiological drives of the popular reaction to the 

post-communist transformation and the new regime exist in literature that are known 
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as "economic crisis" argument vs. "honeymoon period" argument. The two theoretical 

arguments respond to two types of  people's responses to radical social changes - 

pragmatic / based on interests/ and axiological or ideological / based on values/,  

/Wnuk-Lipinski, 1993/. 

These types of responses to the changes we treat as determinants or sources of 

political support. Consequently, the task of the thesis is to find out 1/ which of these 

types of determination - socio-economic or  axiological dominates support for the 

regime in the countries under consideration in the initial period of systemic 

transformation, and 2/ what kind of specific features of communist and post-

communist period, different for Poland and for Bulgaria, shape these types of  

determination.   

The most general hypothesis covers the question about which type of 

theoretical explanations will dominate in the countries under consideration. Our 

Hypothesis(1) is that support for democracy in both Poland and Bulgaria is not 

dramatically affected by economic interests but by politically and ideologically 

induced attitudes /either as fundamentalist orientations, or as transgressive or 

projective, i.e. future oriented and values based interests/ at the end of 1990 and the 

beginning of 1991. 

  The second level hypotheses are connected with the types of response to radical 

social change in the post-communist transformations. Our Hypothesis (2) is that 

axiological or ideological type of response to the changes will dominate in both 

countries, and "honeymoon period" argument is valid for both countries, taking in 

account the different sources of that axiologically grounded support, based on distinct 

historical and cultural background in the two countries.  

A significant peculiarity exists in Bulgarian case during the observed period 

which changes the height and applicability of honeymoon period argument and, also, 

alters the influence of economic crisis argument. Firstly, economic crisis in Bulgaria 

at the end of 1990 is not caused by the economic reform according to the new liberal 

principles of functioning of economy that could hurt some groups’ interests and could 

lead to increase of social inequalities. The specific of Bulgarian economic crisis is the 

empty stores without yet growing inequalities that was caused by the irresponsible 

politics of the former communist government of A. Lukanov. Therefore, toleration of 

inequalities as structural indicator for the response to the radical social changes could 
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not be equated with that of the Polish case. Secondly, the applicability of honeymoon 

period argument is also changed due to lack of a democratic rule that could be trusted 

despite the experienced economic difficulties by the population. Hence, in the 

Bulgarian case, support for democracy has exclusively value based and future 

oriented character and relies on ideological mobilisation of the population against the 

former communist political forces, and thus, is solely politically induced.  

Additionally, we share the conviction that new structurally based interests 

cannot appear at the initial phase of post-communist transformation because there is 

still absent a profound economic market-based change, and in consequence social 

structure remains intact. There is a necessary time lag in which changes in the 

economy could become an implemented reality and every-day experience of the 

population. Even more time is necessary for significant transformation of social 

structure that is more rigid. The aim of neo-liberal reform is two-fold: simultaneous 

accomplishment of both economic and political changes. As it was observed, if the 

strategy of economic reform implementation is targeted on the creation of social base, 

then the political changes should precede the economic reform. Thus, by the very 

essence of post-communist transformation at its first stage, that are merely old 

interests deeply structurally based can compete with so called imaginative /projective/ 

or 'transgressive' interests, /see Chapter I, also Wesolowski, 1994/. The latter are 

evoked by political elite and thus, have axiological roots. What we are interested in it 

is the strength of the old interests versus the possibility of imaginative interests’ 

formation.  

However, as it was already mentioned, the very value-based support for 

democracy as a foundation for future-oriented interests has country-specific features 

that influence the later phases of post-communist transformation. Thus - in turn - 

produces different results in Bulgaria and Poland. The transgressive interests 

themselves could be based either on supportive future-directed individual and/or 

group's advantages, or might be a basis for common interests’ formation. The whole 

Bulgarian history shows that exactly the formation of common national interest  

(based on of a common national ideology) is lacking as a consequence of centuries 

lasting lack of unified ideological centre and also, of the absence of social stratum 

that could produce such national ideology - contrary to the Polish experience. 

Therefore, the possibility of symbols' based unification of the Bulgarian nation is, so 
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to say, genetically and thus, logically diminished. So, if there is any success in 

ideological persuasion of new democratic values they are predominantly grounded on 

future oriented personal advantages. The short period of symbolic political 

mobilisation at the end of the 1990 proved that the democratic popular political 

attitudes in Bulgaria are fragile for they could be easily shattered by deterioration of 

economic situation /as the time of the UDF ruling in 1992 demonstrated/. Thus, 

political behaviour of Bulgarians is unstable and driven basically by individual 

pragmatic interests, whatever form it takes in a public sphere.  

The process of support for democratic regime in Poland followed the opposite 

direction of development because emerged quite early - at the beginning of 1980. It is 

upheld by well elaborated national and cultural symbols /axiological dimension of 

support for the new regime/ and in the process of symbolic struggle of Solidarity 

ethos against the communist order. What was a problem at the examined period - 

1990-1991 in Poland - could be formulated as how long the honeymoon period would 

last as well as whether the old socialist type of interests’ definition will influence 

somehow current support for democracy.  

Also, very significant differences between the two countries exist about the 

type of former communist party's formation. The former communist party in Bulgaria 

did not change its communist ideological character for the last eight years, and was 

not able to transform into modern left-wing social democratic party, as the SLD 

succeeded to do in Poland. The leading role of the Bulgarian neo-communists in 

creating the rules of political game at the formative period of Bulgarian post-

communism preserved its dominating position in further development of the 

processes of economic transformation till the beginning of 1997, and made the whole 

transformation quite painful for the population. A curious fact is that only the 

spontaneous political mobilisation, caused by deepest economic crisis in 20th century' 

Bulgaria, had stopped the political dominance of neo-communist party and almost 

destroyed it. 

In contrast with Bulgaria, such long living frivolity of former communists was 

impossible in Poland due to Solidarity experience of the society. Thanks to that 

experience and the long existing tradition of national solidarity, Polish society is more 

able to restrict from below its politicians in spite of the logic of post-communist 

transformation that allows the political class to have a high degree of freedom and 
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independence from the masses in taking the political decisions /see Wesolowski, 

1992/. In both countries political left turn had occurred. However, the very character 

of the left turn in Bulgaria was grounded on the distinctive communist legacies that 

permitted the neo-Stalinist communist party to determine the political space in 

Bulgaria in eight years period. In contrast to the Bulgarian, the Polish communist 

legacies enforced Polish communists to change its political profile very soon already 

in the dialogue of the Round table 1989, and to transform itself into European left-

wing party that basically ceased its connection with the communist ideology. 

Based on above mentioned, we additionally argue that the results of the 

Balcerowicz plan's implementation, launched a year before the survey was completed, 

will not diminish support for the regime in Poland and that toleration of inequalities 

will not affect support for democracy there during the time- interval under 

consideration /domination of axiological response to social changes/ - Hypothesis 

(3a). For Bulgaria, we predict a reversed relationship between the support for 

democracy and toleration of inequalities, where the very support for democracy 

strengthens toleration of inequalities due to the specifics of economic crisis at the 

moment which can shortly be characterised as economic crisis without 

implementation of economic reform under the conditions of former communist 

government rule, and with the democratic political elite in opposition - Hypothesis 

(3b). Hence, the deep motive for the effect of toleration of inequalities /still 

inexperienced as an economic fact on every-day level/ upon the support for 

democracy is based on individual pragmatic expectations /projective individual 

interests/ and dressed as political values. 

The third level hypotheses will concern relationship between specific and 

diffuse support in both countries. Thus, we consider specific support /support for the 

concrete incumbents/ as a litmus for the specifics of support for democratic regime. It 

is contended that there will be high correlation between support for the regime and 

specific support in Poland as a result of the relatively high degree of trust of the 

population in democratic government and extension of support for the regime over the 

incumbents in spite of the painful economic measures, unfavourable for the bulk of 

population - Hypothesis (4a). For Bulgaria, we expect that specific support will not 

affect support for democracy as a result of the rule of an anti-reformist socialist 
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/former-communist/ government and extremely high levels of mass protest against the 

government precisely at the time of conducting the survey - Hypothesis (4b).  

Also, we will try to outline a model of the relationship between economic 

attitudes /represented by the index of toleration of inequalities/ and political attitudes 

on two levels - diffuse support and specific support. We expect that specific support 

has a role of a mediator between the toleration of inequalities and diffuse support 

because of its simultaneous connection with the implementation of both economic and 

political changes. 

We should clearly notify that the data based attitudinal analysis which is not 

longitudinal might reveal some societal regularities and interconnections, but is not by 

itself an explanation of the whole complexity of the support for the new regime in 

both countries. Thus, taking that fact in mind, we rely mostly on historically grounded 

interpretation rather than on pure data results. The latter might guide only our 

attention to some general and typical forms of relationship between pragmatic and 

axiological determinants of support for democracy that help the explanation.   

 

Data and Methodology 

 

Data sources: 

The data source of our analysis is the cross-national survey "Political Culture, 

Political and Economic Orientations in Central and Eastern Europe during the 

Transition to Democracy" /1991/ with main Co-ordinator Prof. Janos Simon and 

Prof. Laszlo Bruszt, Institute for Political Science of the Hungarian Academy of 

Sciences. The survey was conducted in November 1990 in Bulgaria and in January 

1991 in Poland. It contains 1074 Bulgarian respondents and 919 Polish.   

We use multiple regression analysis in order to identify those variables 

/factors/ which have greatest effect on our dependent variables - support for 

democracy, specific support as well as toleration of inequalities. 

We created, also, additive scales, used as indexes, for these dependent 

variables in order to comprise bigger number of items as indicators for the mentioned 

synthetic dependent variables. These additive scales are made on the basis of the 

Cronbach's alpha coefficients /reliability item analysis/. The received alpha 

coefficients are as follows:  
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           for Polish sample                            for Bulgarian sample 

Support for democracy -> .60                 Support for democracy ->  .56 

Toleration of Inequality-> .67                 Toleration of Inequality-> .70 

Specific Support ->           .71                 Specific Support  ->          .74 

The variables /items/ that form the complex variable of the support for 

democracy tested with the help of Alpha coefficient are as follows: 

Support for democracy index: 

Q11a  - People associate democracy with diverse meaning such as those 

indicated on this card show. For each of them, please tell me whether for you. 

democracy has a lot of , something, not much or nothing to do with: 

• political liberties e.g. freedom of speech, freedom of association? 

• democracy: equal before the law 

• democracy: multi-party system 

Q50   -   Do you think that in democracy the problems of our country  

*  will be solved; 

*  will be getting more and more serious; 

*  will remain the same. 

Q54a -  Please tell me whether you agree with the following statements or 

not: 

*   We need political parties if we want democratic development. 

 

We wanted to create our index on the basis of the extent of the strength of the 

diffuse support, i.e. from the lowest to the highest diffuse support. In order to make 

this we had to recode the order of answers in some of these questions in the 

following: 

Q11a (1=4)(2=3)(3=2)(4=1) ). 

Q11f (1=4)(2=3)(3=2)(4=1) ). 

Q11k (1=4)(2=3)(3=2)(4=1) ). 

Q50 (1=3)(3=2)(2=1). 

Q54a (1=2)(2=1). 

After that procedure, each of the recoded variables we divide by the number 

of items it contained. 
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xQ11a = Q11a-1 

xQ11a = xQ11a/3 

xQ11f = Q11f-1 

xQ11f = xQ11f/3 

xQ11k = Q11k-1 

xQ11k = xQ11k/3 

xQ50 = Q50-1 

xQ50 = xQ50/2 

xQ54a = Q54a-1 

This procedure was performed in order to receive an equal weight for each 

question which has to be represented in the index. 

Hence, the additive scale of support for democracy index is built as an 

additive sum of the weights of modified variables xQ11a, , xQ11f, xQ11k, xQ50, and 

xQ54a. 

Support for democracy index = xQ11a + xQ11f + xQ11k +  xQ50+  xQ54a . 

The received index of diffuse support varies from 0 to 5.00 both for Polish 

and Bulgarian samples. 

The same procedure we made for the index of specific support as well as for 

the toleration of inequalities. 

The index of specific support contains the following variables, measuring the 

level of confidence in the current authority' system: 

Q33b -   In order to get ahead people need to have a confidence and to tell 

that they can trust themselves and others. To what degree do you think that you trust 

the following - totally, to a certain degree, little or not at all? 

*  the national government; 

* the .../the leading party of the government coalition/ 

* the political parties 

* the parliament 

In order to receive an index which can measure the extent of support for the 

authorities we had to recode, too, the sequence of answering of some of the 

questions; 

Q33b (1=4)(2=3)(3=2)(4=1). 

Q33n (1=4)(2=3)(3=2)(4=1). 
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Q33k (1=4)(2=3)(3=2)(4=1). 

Q33p (1=4)(2=3)(3=2)(4=1). 

After that we repeated the same procedure of dividing the variables by the 

number of their items: 

xQ33b = q33b-1 

xQ33b = xQ33b/3 

xQ33n = q33n-1 

xQ33n = xQ33n/3 

xQ33k = q33k-1 

xQ33k = xQ33k/3 

xQ33p = q33p-1 

xQ33p = xQ33p/3 

The index of specific support is received by summing up of the weight of the 

above modified variables: 

specific support = xQ33b + xQ33n + xQ33k + xQ33p. 

The produced index of specific support varies from 0 to 4.00 both for Polish 

and Bulgarian samples. 

 

The toleration of inequalities index contains the following variables: 

Q11G -   People associate democracy with diverse meaning such as those on 

this card show. For each of them, please tell me whether, for you, democracy has a 

lot, something, not much or nothing to do with : 

*  that the government control banks and large private enterprises; 

* more jobs, less unemployment; 

 Q44a -   On the whole do you think it should or should not be  the 

governments responsibility to 

*  provide a job for everyone who wants; 

* provide health care for the sick; 

* provide a decent standard of living for the old; 

*  reduce income differences between the rich and the poor? 

Inasmuch as the examined variables in the questionnaire were in direction 

from higher intolerance to higher tolerance of inequalities, we re-coded only the 
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missing cases from both samples - (0 = sysmis) - for each variable of the scale. Then, 

we repeated the procedure which gives equal weight to every variable of the index: 

XQ11G = Q11G - 1. 

XQ11G = XQ11G/3  

XQ11I = Q11I - 1. 

XQ11I = XQ11I/3 

XQ44A = Q44A-1 

XQ44A = XQ44A/3 

XQ44B = Q44B-1 

XQ44B = XQ44B/3 

XQ44C = Q44C-1 

XQ44C = XQ44C/3 

XQ44E = Q44E-1 

XQ44E = XQ44E/3 

Toleration of Inequalities index = XQ11I + XQ11G + XQ44A + XQ44B + 

XQ44C + XQ44E. 

The constructed scale of inequality tolerance varies from 0 to 5.33 for the 

Polish sample to 4.67 for Bulgarian sample. 

 

Then, we calculated for each country three equations of regression with  

diffuse support, specific support and toleration of inequalities as dependent variables. 

The set of independent variables was the following: 

Q 11J -   People associate democracy with diverse meanings such as those on 

this card show. For each of them, please tell me whether, for you, democracy has a 

lot, something, not much or nothing to do with : 

*  that economic conditions improve; 

             Q15 - In comparison with the last five years of the previous government, 

would you say that the economic situation of the country has improved, gone worse, 

or remained the same? 

Q21 - Compared with the most people in your neighbourhood, do you think 

that you are financially speaking, doing better, the same, or worse? 
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Q35a -  Our country has many problems to solve. Of those conflicts listed on 

this card, tell me, please, which do you consider very important, somewhat 

important, of little importance, or not at all important? 

*  between those with money and those without; 

Q37 -  Generally speaking would you say that this country is run by a few big 

interests looking out for themselves or that is run for the benefit of all the people? 

Q45 - If the government had to choose between keeping down inflation or 

keeping down unemployment, to which do you think it should give highest priority? 

Q49A - Please, tell me whether you agree with the following statements or 

not: 

*  our country needs a kind of development typical for the western 

countries; 

 Q49A - Please, tell me whether you agree with the following statements or 

not: 

• democracy will never be consolidated in our country; 

   Q 60A - Please, tell me whether you agree with the following statements: 

•  the capitalist economy, based on free private initiative, is best for our 

country; 

D5 -  Education /type of school/ - primary, second, post-second school; 

D15 - based on your estimation, where would you place yourself on the 

following monthly income scale? 

• poorest...2.....3....4....5.....6.....7.....8.......9.....richest 

D17 - To which class would you say you belong? 

  Upper 

 Upper - middle 

 Lower- middle 

 Working class 

The supposed multiple regression equation we made are the following for 

each dependent variable: 

Support for democracy = B1q21 + B2q37 + B3q45 + B4q49b + B5q60a + 

B6q11J + B7q35a + B8q45a + B9d5 + B10d15 + B11d17 + B12 q15 +B13 specific 

support index + B14 toleration of inequality index + Constant. 
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Specific support  = B1q21 + B2q37 + B3q45 +B4q49a + B5q60a + B6q 11J +  

B7q49b + B8q35a +B9d5 +B10d15 + B11d17 + B12q15 +B13 diffuse support index 

+ B14 toleration of inequality index + Constant. 

Toleration of inequalities = B1xq21 + B2xq37 + B3xq45 + B4xq49b + B5 

xq60a + B6xq 11J + B7q47a + B8q35a + B9d5 +B10d15 + B11d17 + B12 q15 +B13 

diffuse support index + B14specific support index + Constant. 

 

Results of data analysis: 

Table I       Support for Democracy as dependent variable 

 

Bulgaria                                                  Poland 

 

Multiple R .51                                                            Multiple R .52 

R Square .26                                                            R Square  .27 

 

                                          Beta                                                 Beta                    

q11j 

Democracy: economic 

conditions improve          -. 24 **                                            -. 21** 

q45 

 inflation or  

unemployment                  -. 11**                                            no direct effect 

q60a 

capitalist economy- 

best for us                        - .09*                                             -.13* 

Specific 

support                   no direct effect                                            .21** 

D5 

education              no direct effect                                            .16** 

Toleration  

of inequality                      .10*                                                 no direct effect 

Q49b 
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democracy will never be 

consolidated                       .27**                                           .17** 

 

Q35a 

conflict b/w rich 

and poor                            -.09*                                        no direct effect 

Q21 

comparison with               .09*                                        no direct effect 

neighbours 

 

N of cases: 

Poland -  369 

Bulgaria - 603 

* -    significance at the level  p =<  0.05 

** -  significance at the level  p =<  0.001 

 

 

Table II    Specific Support as dependent variable. 

 

Bulgaria                                                  Poland 

 

Multiple R  .57                                                            Multiple R  .50 

R Square    .32                                                            R Square    .25 

 

                                          Beta                                                 Beta                    

q37 

country: run by few big  

interests or for all people       -. 31 **                                            -. 23** 

q60a 

capitalist economy- 

is  best for us                         .17**                                        no direct effect 

D5 
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education                               no direct effect                                  -.10* 

Toleration  

of inequality                        no direct effect                                      -.17** 

Q49a 

country needs western 

like democracy                     .18**                                                  no direct effect 

D15 

income scale                         .13*                                                    no direct effect 

Q15 

economic situation            no direct effect                                      -.10* 

improve 

Q21 

comparison with               no direct effect                                       -.16** 

neighbours  

 

N of cases: 

Poland -  369 

Bulgaria - 603 

* -    significance at the level  p =<  0.05 

** -  significance at the level  p =<  0.001 

 

Table III    Toleration of inequality as dependent variable 

 

Bulgaria                                                  Poland 

 

Multiple R .53                                                            Multiple R .59 

R Square   .28                                                            R Square    .35 

 

                                          Beta                                                 Beta                    

q11j 

Democracy: economic 

conditions improve           .30 **                                               .46** 
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q45 

 inflation or  

unemployment                  no direct effect                                 -.15** 

Specific 

support                            no direct effect                                    -.14**      

D5 

education                        .18*                                                 no direct effect 

 Support 

for democracy                  .10*                                                 no direct effect 

q37 

country: run by few big  

interests or for all people       . 11 **                                      no direct effect 

q60a 

capitalist economy- 

best for us                        - .10*                                             no direct effect 

Q35a 

conflict b/w rich 

and poor                            .22**                                               .20** 

 

N of cases: 

Poland - 369 

Bulgaria - 603 

* -    significance at the level  p =<  0.05 

** -  significance at the level  p =<  0.001 

 

Therefore, the partial multiple regression equations are as follows: 

For the Polish sample: 

Support for Democracy =  -.13q60a + .16d5 - .21q11j +.21 specsupiii+.17q49b 

+ 3.38. 

Specific support = -.23q37 + .21 supdemiii - .10q15 - .10d5 -.16q21 -.17 

inequaliii + 2.44. 

Toleration of inequalities = -.15q45 + .46q11j - .14 specsup +.20q35a + 1.38. 
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For the Bulgarian  sample: 

Support for democracy = -.24q11j + .27q49b - .09q35a + .10 inequal - .09q60a 

- .11q45 +.09q21 + 4.48. 

Specific support = -.31q37 + .13d15 + .17q60a + 18q49a + 1.61. 

Toleration of inequalities =  -.10q60a + .30q11j + .18d5 + .10 supdem + 

.22q35a + 11q37  - .44. 

 

At the end, we have to remark that, in the building of multiple regression 

equations, we were not interested in finding the perfect models including whatever 

independent variables that can explain biggest percentage of the variance, but we 

have chosen such independent variables that could reveal mainly the structural and 

axiological determination of our dependent variables.  

 

Operationalisation of the Hypotheses. 

Structural based /or pragmatic/  determinants: 

We will consider the following variables - self-evaluation of the income/D15/, 

education /D5/, self-classification of the personal social status /D17/ as structural 

determinants for support for the regime. The effect of these variables upon the 

dependent indexes /diffuse support index, specific support index/ will help us to 

understand better the objective socio-structural determinants of the response to the 

radical social change. 

In addition, the effects of the index of toleration of inequalities will indicate the 

presence of a pragmatically based political support. The influence of the toleration of 

inequalities index on the diffuse support will signify a link between economic 

attitudes and political ones. A possible way of the interpretation of that connection, if 

it is positive, could indicate support for the core of the idea of democracy whose 

substantial element is the value of private property and meritocratic principle of 

legitimisation of inequalities. But we will accept, also, the version that the high 

positive correlation between the toleration of inequalities and diffuse support before 

the beginning of the economic reform in some East European countries /like Bulgaria, 

for example/ is not so much value-based as based on pragmatic future-oriented 

expectations, connected with the creating appropriate socio-economic conditions for 
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the improvement of personal financial status and standard of life. The negative effect 

of toleration of inequalities index on the support for democracy index will signify old-

structures-determined relation to the new political order. 

Also, the lack of a link between toleration of inequalities and diffuse support 

indexes would mean that there is a still discrepancy between economic and political 

attitudes, and that democracy is a value itself /value-based political support/ 

independently of egalitarian or non-egalitarian orientations, which have been changed 

as a result of the implementation of the economic reform. 

We will use, also, Q21 /a comparison of personal financial situation with that of 

the neighbours/ as an indicator of relative deprivation, and Q35a /vision of a presence 

or a lack of conflict between the rich and the poor/ as an indicator of the extent of 

legitimisation of existing inequalities on mezzo level, which is one of the main 

precondition and at the same time a result of the phenomenon of relative deprivation. 

We could interpret  Q15 /the evaluation of the economic situation of the country 

in comparison with the previous government/ as an  indicator  of evaluation of the 

economic performance of the incumbents which is connected with some kind of 

consideration of their outputs according to the  individual or groups' interests. The 

same role the specific support index can have on diffuse support. It could be an 

indicator of the awareness of the respondents to the concrete functioning of the 

regime implemented by the government, or the degree of satisfaction/dissatisfaction 

of the results of authorities presently in power. 

Values Based Response: 

The lack of effect of the toleration of inequalities upon the diffuse support could 

be used as the main indicator for value-based response. 

The effect of q49b /confidence that democracy will be consolidated in the 

country/, q60a /acceptance of capitalist economy based on private initiative/, and 

q49a /the country needs western type of developmen/t variables upon the diffuse 

support index will indicate ideology biased response to the radical social change as 

well as the mentioned above dichotomisation of the perception of social reality as 

new and old political structures. We will also use Q37 /on the existence of conflict 

between ruled and ruling people/ as an indicator of the extent of legitimisation of the 

political power itself. 
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Q 21 /variable about existence of relative deprivation/ could be used as an 

indicator for axiological reply too, when the deprivation of the respondents make 

them more supportive of the regime. 

 

 

3.  Empirical Inferences 

 

A/ Determinants of Diffuse Support in Bulgaria and Poland 

 

i / The Bulgarian case 

/See Table  I on page  162-163  / 

The most influential variable connected with the diffuse support is the confidence 

that democracy will be consolidated in the country /q49b -.27/. It is a result of 

unsolved question of political power for the democratic opposition as well as still kept 

positions of the former communist party and the ruling of its government that 

determines almost entirely the whole political process. This effect represents an 

ideological motif, and its strength in Bulgarian case is caused by the enormous 

ideological struggle between the two competing political forces /the UDF and the 

BSP/. That variable also has a significant effect upon the support for democracy in 

Poland, but it is much lower /q49b -.17/ which probably due to more advanced 

consolidation of democratic regime. Thus, in Poland, that variable has important 

effect upon the diffuse support only as the last echo of the dichotomous vision of 

society ("us vs. them"). At the same time, the impact of that variable in the Bulgarian 

results may be interpreted as a civilizational choice of a part of the Bulgarians of 

democratic political values that were for a long period forbidden and not well known 

for them. The strength of this choice is increased by the rule of former communists 

and the enforced ideological struggle of the political opposition /the UDF/. 

Another powerful determinant of support for the new socio-economic system is 

the belief that economic conditions under democracy will improve /q11j -.24/. The 

effect of that variable indicates that a positive economic consequences are equated 

with the installation of the new political system, and the democratic political 

principles are equated with economic efficiency. So, in a situation when that 

expectation is shattered due to deterioration of economic conditions, support for 
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democracy might diminish as it indeed happened in Bulgaria in 1994. An effect of 

that variable is observable in the Polish case where it is slightly lower /q49b -.21/.  

Also, there is an effect upon the diffuse support in both countries of the 

acceptance of capitalist economy based on private initiative. In Bulgarian data that 

effect is lower /q60a -.09/ than in the Polish /q60a -.13/ due to, on the one hand, the 

Bulgarian communist legacies as lack of second economy experience under the 

communism, unlike the Polish, and on the other hand, due to total absence of real 

economic changes at that initial moment of the Bulgarian post-communist 

transformation.  

Another purely economic attitude connected with the diffuse support is the choice 

that is made between lower inflation and lower unemployment /q45 -.11/. The more 

supportive to democratic principles are the respondents the more they prefer lower 

inflation instead of lower unemployment. It is hardly possible to explain that result 

with the higher economic culture of the Bulgarians. Rather, it is connected with still 

inexperienced and moved far in the future by the communist government a threat of 

unemployment which was already a fact in Poland at these times. Probably, because 

of that reason the mentioned variable has no effect upon the diffuse support in the 

Polish results. 

The most interesting result, being at the same time the most striking difference 

between the Polish and the Bulgarian cases, is the effect of toleration of inequalities 

index over the diffuse support in the Bulgarian data and the lack of such effect in the 

Polish one. Thus, the more non-egalitarian are the Bulgarians, the more supportive to 

the new order they are /+.10/. That index reflects the macro level of toleration of 

inequalities - the preferences of the type of property relations or perception of 

principles of distribution of the means of production and the support/non-support for 

marketisation of the economy. The found positive effect means that there is an 

acceptance of the pro-market ideas on macro -level of functioning of the social system 

as a natural feature of the democratic order. We accepted the interpretation of that 

effect as a result of ideological political mobilisation. It is considered as future-

oriented supportive political attitude in a country where there is no structural changes 

as a result of economic reform. In this case, that future-oriented political support 

could easily disappear with the increasing feeling of the reform damaging effect on 

one's material standards of life.  
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Hence, the findings show that, at the initial phase of post-communist 

transformation in Bulgaria, marketisation and democracy are equated by these who 

approve democratic principles. However, that result should not mislead us in defining 

the source of that harmony, because the next observed effects of inequality vision that 

reflect mezzo and micro level of its perception shows quite different picture of the 

determinants of the supportive political attitudes of the Bulgarians. While accepting 

the very source of inequality existence that flows from the property relations, 

Bulgarians are not ready to accept the visible wealth distinctions /group' or mezzo 

level of existence of inequalities between rich and poor /q35a -.09/. Also, it turns out 

that the support for democracy raised with the increase of the relative deprivation, 

measured by comparison of one's financial situation with that of his neighbours - q21 

+.09/ what supports our hypothesis about support for democracy based on projective 

interests. There is no effect of these variables in the Polish case. Therefore, not so 

much the problematisation of the property relations models on the macro level as that 

on mezzo level of groups' inequality could diminish the diffuse support in Bulgarian 

case. Here, long living petty ownership' instincts of the Bulgarians are awaken 

allowing them to approve private property. But, at the same time, equally long living 

egalitarianism, formed centuries before the communist imposition, does not accept 

visible inequalities to emerge.  

Also, we cannot observe an effect of structural demographic determinants such as 

income, self-evaluation of social status and education which shows that there are still 

not objective factors in the social structure influential enough in relation to support 

for democracy. There is no any effect of education over the diffuse support in the 

Bulgarian results, which is quite distinct from the Polish ones /d5 +.16/. The 

explanation again should be found in the lack of stratifying effect of the neo-liberal 

economic reform because of its delay, but also, due to the fact that under the 

totalitarian regime intelligentsia had most privileged status and is still ideologically 

closer to the communism. The absence of dissident movement tradition is a reason 

and at the same time, a consequence of that peculiarity of the Bulgarian educated 

group. What we can deduce as an outcome of these observations is that the level of 

toleration to inequalities, in Bulgaria, can directly influence the diffuse support. It 

also means that the appearance of situations that may provoke an increase in 

egalitarianism can have a long term effect on the support for democracy in Bulgaria. 
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Such an increase may undermine the trust in the political system itself and through 

this might alter voting behaviour as was already observed in 1994 elections. 

Thus, tendency to non-egalitarianism in the Bulgarian results can be understood 

as an acceptance of the existence of inequalities as a feature of the democratic regime. 

However, it is due to the lack of a real basis for manifestation of egalitarianism. The 

reason is that there is still no ground for a clear distinction between economic and 

political principles of the new system in Bulgaria during the time of doing the survey, 

for there were no changes in the economic sphere as well as any visible changes in 

social inequalities that could be perceived. Even if there are strong egalitarian 

attitudes in mass consciousness, there is still no inner reason which could bring into 

life this type of orientations to the social changes. The contradiction between diffuse 

support and the level of toleration to inequalities has not conditions to be born yet. 

There is no economic reform and thus there is no social basis for such kind of 

contradiction. 

The drawn picture of the Bulgarian support for democracy specifics allow us to 

accept the Hypothesis (3b), for the symbolic political mobilisation produced 

toleration of inequalities effect. 

 

ii/ The Polish case 

The most significant difference between the two countries consists in the specific 

support effect upon the support for the new regime. While the most significant 

determinant of diffuse support in Poland is approval for the incumbents /+.21/, there 

is no such connection in the Bulgarian case and we can accept the Hypothesis (4a) for 

the Polish case and the Hypothesis (4b) for the Bulgarian one. The latter fact is 

understandable and could be easily explained by the ruling of communist successor's 

government which is supported by strengthened communist ethos of that party. 

Another peculiarity is the lack of impact of toleration of inequalities over the 

diffuse support in Poland what may be a result of 'Balcerowicz plan' implementation 

and followed deterioration of the standard of life. It proves our Hypothesis (3a) for 

the Polish case that support for democracy is axiologically determined there as a 

prolongation of the Solidarity political mobilisation upon the regime and governing 

authorities. In our results, that fact is supported by high positive effect of the specific 

support index upon support for the regime index. An interesting conclusion could be 
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done when comparing both countries - the increased egalitarianism would not 

diminish support for democracy of Poles but dropped specific support might do it. 

Another difference between the Bulgarian and the Polish case is the influence of 

education upon the diffuse support. In the Polish data, that effect is quite significant 

/d5 +.16/, as we above mentioned, but there is no such correlation in the Bulgarian 

data. This proves our theoretical argument about the axiological /ideological/ 

weakness of the communist Bulgarian intelligentsia that cannot be considered as 

bearer of national values as well as of new political ideas. As we will see later, when 

concerning the determinants of toleration of inequalities index, the effect of 

educational status upon the latter index verifies again that the nature of the Bulgarian 

intelligence is much more pragmatic oriented rather than engaged with expression of 

unifying national values and progressive political ideologies. 

The results we received can be explained by the model about the distinction of the 

different spheres of economics and politics on macro and micro levels /the A. 

Rychard's hypothesis/. The lack of  effect of toleration of inequalities index over the 

diffuse support in Polish case could be explained in direction to lowering of the 

significance of  generalised vision of social inequalities and particularly, property 

problems on macro level over the support for regime. We can say that there is a shift 

to an increase of the effect of the evaluation of incumbent performance as 

determinants of diffuse support in Polish case. This is still a continuation of 

honeymoon period of the regime support in Poland and still a prolongation of the 

passive support for the regime. Not so much the perception of social inequalities on 

macro level as evaluation of principles of the relation between citizenry and the 

government toward the economic production and distribution, like in the Bulgarian 

case, but the mezzo and micro level of consideration of social inequalities where the 

emerged  link between personal needs and interests already formed new structure of 

distribution are what determine political attitudes at the second stage of the transition 

from communism in the Polish case. 

Support for democracy in Poland at the beginning of 1991 is primarily 

determined by the legitimacy of governing authority and, also, on pragmatic hope that 

economic conditions will easily improve with the changed political rules.  

 

B/ Determinants of specific support in Poland and Bulgaria  
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/see Table II on pages 163-164/ 

The determinants of specific support factor which has a direct effect over the 

support for democracy index in both countries can help us to understand better not 

only the peculiarity of the specific support but the nature of the diffuse support itself 

within its relation to the specific support. Thus, it is necessary to find the determinants 

of that independent variable considered as one of the determinants of support for 

democracy, as well as to outline its specific mediating effect. The specific support 

determinants in Poland and Bulgaria at the initial stage of post-communist 

transformation portrays the specifics of political situations and, more, draws the two 

opposite political ethos - the former communist party ethos in Bulgaria, and the pro-

Solidarity ethos in Poland.  

 

i/ The Bulgarian case 

Due to the ruling of communist successors, the support for the ruling incumbents 

is anti-democratic and anti-reform based. A very interesting correlation between 

specific support and the disagreement with the ideological statement that the country 

needs western type of development /q49a +.18/ as well as the disagreement with the 

position that capitalist economy based on private initiative is best for the country 

/q60a +.17/ shows unique determinants that are not found in Poland as well as among 

the determinants of diffuse support and toleration of inequalities index in the 

Bulgarian case. The latter variable /q60a/ which has an opposite influence, related to 

diffuse support, shows that support for the ruling authorities and support for 

democracy develops in opposite directions.  

The most influential effect on the specific support is the opinion that the country 

is run by few big interests and not for the benefits of all people /q37 -.31/. That 

variable is most salient in the Polish data concerning specific support /q37 -.23/ but 

the meaning determining the significance of that item is, we suppose, different for 

Poland and Bulgaria. The common interpretation of that variable is to register the 

distance between the ruled and the ruling and of how well people feel themselves 

represented by the political authorities, i.e. it is an indicator for deprivation and 

distance from politics. However, in both countries the political deprivation increases 

specific support and the awareness of the distance from the political class does not 

diminish the support for the ruling government, i.e. the feeling that people are 
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underrepresented does not reduce the specific support. In Poland, it is due to the 

specifics of the Solidarity political elite driven systemic post-communist reform at the 

initial period of transformation. As it is expressed by Wesolowski,  

"...[S]ociety itself finds it difficult to define its interests. To be sure, 

society knows that it wants to entrust political power to a particular group/ 

Solidarity/ but it does not know what kinds of decisions it wants this group 

to take. This gives the political elite considerable freedom to choose the 

precise path of reform and to determine how the "general will" ought to be 

translated into detailed measures... The choice of both the end model and the 

path of the reform to be taken to get there has been left to the political elite." 

/Wesolowski, 1992: 89/. 

Also, the fragmented Polish political space gives additional strength of that 

awareness of being away from the political decisions making.  

Yet, the sources for the feeling of being politically deprived in Bulgaria are 

different for the Polish ones. The specifics of the accomplishment of the political 

class is grounded on enormous political polarisation /between the BSP and the UDF/ 

and the danger of democratic change experienced by the communist ethos. Thus, the 

effect of the discussed variable in Bulgarian case is based mostly on the 

dissatisfaction of the communist ethos from the popular protest against the ruling 

former communist government of Lukanov, that is perceived by them as political 

manipulation of the political opposition /the UDF/. It is dream-like reaction about the 

communist times and type of politics. 

The most interesting indicator of specific support in the Bulgarian data is the 

effect of self-evaluation of the income /d15 +.13/ - the richest are the respondents, the 

more communist's supportive are they. That effect reveals the structurally grounded 

support for the pro-Communist government. The lack of negative effect of support for 

democracy indicator upon the specific support means that not so much the ideological 

and value-based arguments are that determine the support for the communists 

successors, but primarily structurally based factors, a result of communist legacy, as 

the level of income, as well as the above mentioned variables reflecting the danger of 

economic and political reforms that might threaten their current economic status. 

Thus, we can conclude that the support for the former communist government is 

mainly structurally grounded. The absence of the effect of income over the indexes of 
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diffuse support and toleration of inequalities in both countries, as well as the lack of 

such an influence upon the specific support in the Polish case is a proof of the 

structural character of the support for the pro-Communist government in Bulgaria. 

The lack of effect of toleration of inequalities index on specific support could be 

interpreted as little concern of pro-Communist ethos with the macro-economic 

changes connected with change of property relations. We suppose that at the end of 

1990, mass-scale distribution of Communist party money has begun among the part of 

most attached to the totalitarian regime. Further, that led to enormous economic 

difficulties in the country due to that purposely done stealing of the state's money and 

transforming them as private property of a number of communist's alike. Also, the 

lack of that effect might be based on the awareness of the communist ran-and-files 

that they will not be the losers in the process of systemic transformation, and the 

successful transformation of political capital into economic one will be done. Thus, 

pro-Communists are not against the private property if they have confident 

expectations that it will be advantageous to them.  

 

ii/ The Polish case 

The most interesting results from the Polish data connected with the support for 

the incumbents is the positive effect of support for democracy index /+.21/ and the 

negative impact of toleration of inequalities /-.17/. A quite peculiar result is connected 

with the effect of the index of the toleration of the inequalities over the specific 

support in both countries. In Poland, one supports the incumbent system more if he or 

she is more egalitarian as well as less relatively deprived. It means that the more 

egalitarian are the respondents, and the more they support the political principles of 

the new regime, the more they will support the ruling authorities in office. A striking 

contradiction exists between the low toleration of inequalities and the high support for 

democratic regime among the supporters of Solidarity government and of just elected 

president Walesa. The low toleration of inequalities is easily explainable, first, by just 

experienced results of economic reform and Balcerowicz plan leading to the initial 

deterioration of standards of life of the population. Secondly, it is a result of 

egalitarian attitudes of the Solidarity ethos itself that came from the communist 

legacies. That it is pro-Solidarity ethos which is egalitarian and more supportive to 

the ruling elite is proved additionally by the fact that those with lower education are 
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mostly supportive to the rulers, i.e. the less educated are respondents, the more they 

support the current political authorities /d5 -.10/. Furthermore, the less they are 

experiencing relative deprivation, the more they are supportive too /q21 -.16/. It 

means that the worse the respondents estimate their financial situation, the less they 

are supportive to the government. This is some kind of confidence in social 

consciousness that the contradictions in the sphere of income differences can be 

solved with the help of incumbents which means again bigger influence of the issues 

about inequalities over the voting behaviour and not on democratic principles itself. 

That tendency was proved in the 1993 election and the following left turn in Poland, a 

result of the harmful effect of economic reform over some social group's interests.   

At the same time, in Poland, the specific support is higher when the evaluation of 

the economic situation of the country is described as better compared with previous 

government performances /q15 -.10/. There is no such kind of connection in the 

Bulgarian case. For Bulgaria, one of the reasons of non-support for the Lukanov 

government is the lack of radical measures in the economic sphere. Hence, the 

economic optimism of the Poles is an important factor determining the specific 

support in the country. What is more interesting, despite the neo-liberal and right 

wing government of Bielecki, engaged in further implementation of the economic 

reforms, it is the fact that anti-Communist and Solidarity origin power elite itself 

makes people more supportive both for the authorities and for democratic political 

rules. It means that not the authority efficacy, i.e. the result's oriented support for the 

political elite is observed here, but still ideologically based specific support. Thus, 

that support is due to not so much some egalitarian policy of that government, but to 

the fact that this is Solidarity and anti-Communist government. In addition, that 

value-based specific support has structural ground as well. The effect of low relative 

deprivation among the concrete government supporters means that with the increase 

of relative deprivation among them, the possibility of declining of authorities support 

will grow.  

Therefore, a person can highly evaluate the idea of democracy in Poland and at 

the same time he or she can have an egalitarian vision about inequalities. In some 

respects that means the existence of a discrepancy between political and economic 

attitudes during the second phase of transition. The content of the idea of democracy 

in mass consciousness in any case does not depend on acceptance/non-acceptance of 
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the existence of inequalities on a macro-level. Rather there is the presence of a vision 

that the incumbent system /or government/ is responsible in social consciousness for 

the latter . 

In this respect we can say that the increase of egalitarianism in Bulgaria could 

have a long term effect /because of the significant connection between the toleration 

to inequalities and the diffuse support/ and may undermine the trust in the regime 

itself while in Poland the trust in the regime and its principles is almost independent 

from the changes in the toleration of inequalities. Only voting behaviour might be 

altered as a result of higher egalitarianism. 

 

C/ Determinants of Toleration of Inequalities index in Poland and Bulgaria 

/See Table III on pages 164-165/ 

The most salient results with almost equal weight in both countries, are the effects 

of the variable expressing the belief that with democracy the economic conditions will 

improve /for Bulgaria q11j + 30, and for Poland - q11 +.46/, as well as the variable 

articulating the necessity of diminishing the conflict between rich and poor in society 

/for the Bulgarian case - q35a +.22, and for the Polish - q35a +.20/. Quite peculiar 

observation is that these effects upon toleration of inequalities index follow the 

opposite directions in comparison with the same variables when affecting the support 

for democracy too. The more non-egalitarians are the respondents, the more they do 

not believe in a quick improvement of economic conditions as a result of change of 

political and economic rules, and the less they perceive as real a conflict between the 

rich and the poor. That tendency is enforced by preference of low inflation instead of 

low unemployment by non-egalitarian Poles /q45 -.15/ which, in the Bulgarian case, 

has an effect not upon the toleration of inequalities index but on diffuse support. 

Thus, the acceptance of significant differences between the rich and poor /mezzo level 

of inequalities perception/, and acknowledging the high costs of post-communist 

reform are the determinants of the non-egalitarianism in both Poland and Bulgaria. 

There are notable differences between the two countries connected with the effect 

of diffuse and specific support upon the toleration of inequalities. While support for 

democracy increases non-egalitarianism of the Bulgarians /SD+.10/, there is not such 

connection in the Polish case. Instead, there is an opposite impact of specific support 

on the inequalities toleration index - the less supportive to the authorities in office are 
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the Poles, the more they are non-egalitarian - /-.14/. It is connected with high political 

and economic neo-liberalism of a part of well-educated Poles that perceives the speed 

of the economic reform as being too slow.  

 As well, in the Polish case, there is no an education effect upon the toleration of 

inequalities index, while the only impact of education on some of the dependent 

variables, registered in the Bulgarian case, is found here - the more educated are the 

Bulgarian respondents, the more they are tolerant to inequalities /d5 +.18/. It proves 

our hypothesis that not so much political values but the expectations of radical 

structural changes that will allow better satisfaction of personal interests is what 

determine the reasoning of the Bulgarian educated group. The fact that there is no 

effect of education on support for democracy draws predominantly pragmatic-

oriented thinking /attitudes/ of a part of the Bulgarian intelligentsia. 

Another notable correlation consists in the effect of legitimisation of political 

authorities and the feeling of being represented by the existed system of political 

interests. Thus, the more the Bulgarians believe the country is run for the benefit of 

all people, the more they tolerate inequalities /q37 +.11/. That connection is missing 

in the Polish results. For the Bulgarian case, the effect of that variable is due to the 

belief in the rightness of political transformation that is extended to economic realm. 

Such an interpretation is supported, also, by the effect of support for democracy index 

on toleration of inequalities index /SD+.10/ and proves again the Rychard's 

hypothesis of hardly made connection between economic and political realm at the 

first phase of the societal transformation. 

The lack of effect of diffuse support upon the toleration of inequalities index in 

the Polish case probably means a pragmatically determined orientation among the 

non-egalitarian population.  

 

 

Summary 

 

We can infer that the legitimisation of the new political order is not accompanied 

with legitimised perception of inequalities in Poland. So, the political reality and 

economic reality are not so much connected in the Polish case in contrast to the 

Bulgarian case. This fact proves our hypothesis about the discrepancy between 
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political and economic attitudes in Poland and yet a lack of such a discrepancy in 

Bulgarian case.  

Significant differences exist between the national samples in relationship to 

specific support, diffuse support and the toleration of inequalities indexes.  

Toleration of inequalities does not affect the general principles of the new 

political system in Poland and thus, changes in the degree of egalitarianism can not 

diminish the trust in the new socio-political system /unlike the Bulgarian case/. The 

increasing of non-egalitarian measures of government could diminish only specific 

support and to throw out the incumbents of office /left turn/ but it could not touch the 

diffuse support. In Bulgaria, the existence of connection between toleration of 

inequalities and support for democracy means that the increased egalitarianism and, 

mostly, an appearance of income based startificational distances could decrease the 

very support for democracy /as it happened/, however, not due to some results of 

economic reform but to the artificial stratifying effect of redistribution of the 

communist Party-state money in few private hands, and consequent appearance of 

Mafia  economic structures . 

The tendency to non-egalitarianism in the Bulgarian results in relation to the 

support for the principles of democratic order can be understood as an acceptance of 

the existence of inequalities as a feature of the democratic regime itself. Thus, support 

for democracy in the Bulgarian case could be defined as value-based despite the short 

living effect of the ideological mobilisation of 1990-1991. The effect of toleration of 

the inequalities over the diffuse support makes possible its decreasing in appropriate 

social conditions that can give rise to higher egalitarianism. The reason is that there is 

still no basis for a clear distinction between economic and political realm in Bulgaria 

during the time of the survey completion for there are no changes in the economic 

sphere as well as any visible changes in social inequalities which could be perceived. 

Even if there are strong egalitarian attitudes in mass consciousness as a historical 

legacy, there is still no inner reason which could bring into life that type of orientation 

to the social changes. The contradiction between diffuse support and level of 

toleration of inequalities has not conditions to be born yet. There is no economic 

reform and thus, there is no social basis for such kind of contradiction. It is proved by 

quite high effects on the variables of legitimisation of conflict vision of the group's 

inequalities - the less there is a social inequalities' perception on the mezzo and micro 
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levels of, the more the respondents support the regime. To put this in a different way, 

the higher level of diffuse support depends on the lack of conflict vision of social 

inequalities.   

For Poland, we can observe the appearance of the two, mentioned in the model of 

Andrzej Rychard, levels of distinction of the institutional structure of the social 

system during the second phase of the transition - that between the micro and  macro 

level of the system. By this we mean that there are two variables which reflect that 

system's levels and have an effect upon the specific support in Polish results - the 

relative deprivation variable and the toleration of inequalities index. While the 

variable about relative deprivation reflects the micro-level of the relation to the 

system /or practical level/, the index of toleration of inequalities is connected with the 

macro-level of the system. On the micro level, the most supportive to the authorities 

are the less deprived, while on the macro level the most supportive are the more 

egalitarian ones. Therefore, the outcomes of the implementation of the economic 

reform result in some kind of anti-market attitudes which, however, do not destroy the 

support for the idea of democracy itself among those who do not feel themselves 

relatively deprived. This is a type of co-existence of a contradiction in social 

consciousness between the anti-market economic attitudes /egalitarian ones/ and 

liberal political attitudes. This contradiction is a way the social reality to be perceived 

as "right" and the building of the democratic order to be legitimised. These results 

prove, also, the Rychard's hypothesis that there is a discrepancy between the political 

and economic attitudes in the process of implementation of the economic reform in 

Poland and this discrepancy exists on both micro and macro levels. 

Thus, we can conclude that support for democracy is based on a kind of 

axiological response to the social changes in Polish case and an attempt for individual 

adaptation to anomie and solving of conflict between needs and interests, hampered 

by the bitter outcomes of the economic program reflected in the level of 

egalitarianism, on the one hand, and the idea of democratic order, on the other hand. 

The increasing of relative deprivation of the people can harm easily the specific 

support, but not the support for the political principles of the new regime. Thus, 

economic crisis would alter the support for the government but not support for 

democracy, and the egalitarian attitudes of the Poles do not touch support for the 

regime itself. What we can say about the relationship between perception of social 
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inequalities and political attitudes is that not so much the generalised vision of the 

principles of property relations, considered as something which is in the sphere of 

competence and responsibility of the governing elite, is decisive about political 

attitudes, but the reflection of these inequalities in every-day life and relative 

deprivation connected with them could affect the support for the regime in Poland. 

For Bulgarian case, determinants of the diffuse support are the variables which 

reflect the attitudes on  macro level of social system (such as the toleration of 

inequalities index) that could be interpreted as an  ideological form of perception of 

the changes, a result of symbolic political mobilisation which culmination coincides 

with the time of conducting the survey. Thus, we can conclude that the type of 

response to the social changes during the transition period depends on the 

development of  the perception of socio-political reality which graduates from 

equation of economics and politics on macro level  during the first phase /Bulgarian 

case/ to more complex distinctions on the next phase /Polish case/, where the  

structures of the market economy are established already and some contradicting 

economic interests are formed. There are still no big differences that can affect the 

long term well being of the people since there are  still no big economic differences 

between previous regime and the new one, there being no government at the moment 

which can bring them into existence. The new democratic government after the fall of 

Lukanov was formed at the very end of 1990. 

According to our concept of crisis based division of values and interests /vs./ the 

habitually pursued interests of the unproblematic daily existence, and the considering 

of the radical social change as crisis inducing socio-political process, we can say that 

that crisis indeed appeared among pro-Solidarity ethos in Poland. Our results prove 

that in Poland at the beginning of 1991, this crisis was primarily of axiological 

character, and thus, relied on anti - communist and nationalistic values. The later 

developed old interests’ mobilisation as a reaction of the threatened interests of large 

part of Solidarity proponents. However, they influence specific support only through 

eventual change in voting behaviour, as did happen in 1993 elections, but these old 

and anti-economic-reform interests do not touch mass support for the principles of 

functioning of democracy itself.  

In Bulgaria, there are not economic conditions for real crisis of one's habitual 

being which means a continuation of socialist type of habitual existence. However, 
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the there are strong political attempts for ideologically induced crisis, i.e. a process of 

political mobilisation by values is going on since the end of 1990. Thus, externally 

created crisis of habitual life /reinforced values creating crisis/ is at hand there. At that 

time, the real habitual crisis exists only for pro- communist ethos that results in 

pragmatic or interests based response to the democratic socio-political change.   

Therefore, we can accept the Hypothesis (1) about axiologically determined 

support for democracy for both countries, taking into account the above mentioned 

differences in values' formation and values' stability, as well as the differences in 

crisis situation' creation. The Bulgarians for centuries experienced a confused national 

values building and an absence of national cultural institution and respectable social 

intelligentsia that could create conventional national ideologies. For that reason, there 

are not stable and long lasting traditional values on national level, but rather 

situatively formed and externally persuaded short living values, easily changeable by 

some variation of one's personal situation. What dominate social and political 

behaviour of the Bulgarians are mainly pragmatic personal interests. Only if the 

proclaimed political values could be connected in one's reasoning with future-oriented 

personal advantages /projective interests/, we may expect them to be accepted. Thus, 

it is hardly possible for fundamentalist attitudes to emerge in Bulgaria, unlike Poland, 

for instance, and that distinction is based on historically produced cultural and 

structural differences. 

At the initial phase of the post-communist transformation in Bulgaria, the lack of 

conditions for structurally based contradiction with the new political values is at the 

core of axiologically determined support for democracy which allowed some degree 

of success of the symbolic political mobilisation evoked by the political opposition in 

1990. Thus, at the considered period, toleration of inequalities in Bulgaria could be 

considered not as structural but as ideologically induced indicator for acceptance of 

democracy. 

On that ground, we can accept also Hypothesis (2) as valid for Poland and 

Bulgaria too, taking into account the above explained principal differences between 

Poland and Bulgaria.  
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Conclusion 

 

In this study we examine structural and axiological determinants of support 

for democracy in Poland and Bulgaria at the initial stage of post-communist 

transformation - the end of 1990 and the beginning of 1991. 

The structural and axiological determinants of support for democracy are 

considered as two types of response to the radical social change in the post-

communist transformations. By structural determination of political support we mean 

the socio-economic influence on support for the regime by peoples' interests and 

needs that, at the same time, owe its specifics to historically existing socio-structural 

forms. Correspondingly, the axiological determination is read as historically and 

culturally produced and transmitted set of values and ideologies that constitute the 

meaning system of political reasoning and actions.  

The general theoretical division of the types of social response to systemic 

transformations in post-communist society as axiological and pragmatic /structural/ 

relies on classical sociological tradition related to the problem of action and relative 
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distinction of two types of action - normative  action, based on values, and rational or 

pragmatic.  

The first clarification that has to be done concerns the methodological 

presuppositions leading our analysis - methodological relativism as well as 

processually-genetic approach. Consequently, the primacy of historically formed 

social relations /as processes/ is presumed, and is applied to the process of values and 

interest's formation in the concrete time in Poland and Bulgaria.  

These methodological premises do not allow structural and axiological 

determinants of support for the new regime /interests and values/ to be taken as 

initially dichotomous, but in its genetic, and thereby, logically primary form of their 

being. We believe that, at the initial phase of existence of values and interest, they are 

fused in one's habitual practical interests, and could be divided and opposed to each 

other in later process of social change. As main condition of division of values from 

interests is considered the appearance of social and/or personal crisis which makes 

possible the disruption of one's habitual existence and two possible ways of crisis' 

resolution - 1) building of survival strategies that are based on explicit pragmatic and 

rationally built schemes of action leading to personal or collective advantages in 

changed social environment /new interest formation or old interests preservation but 

with new rationally formed strategies/,  and 2) using of cultural and ideological 

symbols /values/ as another way of crisis solution. Therefore, social crisis is perceived 

as possessing political mobilisation potential that could be implemented through 

either spontaneous mobilisation by popular or group's pragmatic interests or through 

ideological mobilisation by values. 

Thus, we can summarise, that analytically can be distinguished two forms /or 

phases/ of interests and values development. The first is a sincretic unity of values 

and interests /on subconscious attitudinal level/, understood as habitual practical 

interest, which is routinely pursued according to the laws of social space which 

individual lives in.  The second phase or form of interests and values existence 

contains a possibility of division and even contradiction between them. That phase or 

form appears merely in situations of social and/or personal crisis. Social and personal 

crisis is that makes both values and interests explicit schemes of motivations for 

social actions which are based on different grounds - for values - on cultural symbols, 

as symbolic argumentation for action which is done in moral terms, and for interests - 
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as consciously pursued and collectively articulated, manifested and preserved 

interests /collective level representation/, or as based on conscious motivation for 

actions aiming at one's advantage /individual level/. 

The post-communist radical social change is then considered as a sort of crisis 

situation that has structural and axiological implications. We assume that radical post-

communist social change induces crisis of habitual existence of most of the people in 

Eastern Europe, and to the extent in which that crisis distorts earlier practices of one's 

every-day being, a division between axiologically based /or values generated/ and 

interests based behaviour and action is possible.  

Also, a third possibility remains - that the initial stage of radical social change 

will not be perceived as crisis in the habitual existence of some part of the population, 

i.e. it will not hamper one's habitual well being. In that case, a prolongation of one's 

practical interest as habitus and a persistence of the routine existence would dominate 

some individual's and group's life strategies. Therefore, a situation is possible where 

the previous habitual being /called by us 'subjective practical interest/ as a 

conjunction of implicit values and routine' pursued interests is kept due to the lack of 

extension of the macro level socio-political changes to the micro level of every-day 

life.  

Thus, what we aimed to show are these historical peculiarities that produce 

tremendous structural and axiological differences between Poland and Bulgaria, and 

are reproduced even in the current period of post-communist change. From that point 

of view, the structural and axiological determinants of the support for the new regime 

are examined not only as moulded by the current and situational economic and 

political processes, but as having deeply-rooted historical background. That historical 

background appears as "definition of the context" within which the processes of post-

communist transformation are understandable only. 

In last account, the hidden question we try to answer through stating the 

problem of structural and axiological determinants of support for democracy is: why 

Solidarity movement has appeared in Poland and not in Bulgaria? It seems to us that 

this question is a quintessence not only of the different historical contexts of the two 

countries but is a key of post-communist period differences that are grounded 

themselves on these concrete historical contexts. 
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What we have found is that historically rooted process of values' formation 

has different genesis and development in the Bulgarian history and in the Polish. In 

contrast to Poland, there have always been difficulties in national and social 

integration in Bulgaria, a result of centuries lasting national existence without 

National Church and of any kind of educated social stratum. The property relations' 

specifics of the Balkans region of the Middle Ages times determine extremely 

egalitarian social structure based on the lack of serfdom and permitted small land 

possession of the peasants, as well as the Ottoman rule not to allow a wealthy social 

group to appear on the conquered territories. That egalitarianism is deepened by the 

absence of educated group or distinct social stratum. All characteristic social groups 

of the Modernity period - bourgeoisie, intelligentsia, and workers - have appeared 

from the all-embracing peasantry. 

 Thus, the socio-stratificational egalitarianism is accompanied by cultural 

egalitarianism and absence of any sense of social or cultural hierarchy based respect. 

It is well known fact in the Bulgarian history that all nation-mobilising insurrections 

against the foreign rule has failed and the reason for that lies in the centuries lasting 

lack of national ideology creating centre. As E. Wnuk-Lipinski rightly points out, 

national and social integration occurs in categories of values and axiology, and 

exactly that process of national values' formation has historically grounded difficulties 

in its establishment in Bulgaria, and is confused till now. It comes from cultural 

discontinuity caused by the Ottoman rule and the followed loss of the elitist cultural 

line, as well as the diminished role of the Church institution in national values 

formation. Therefore, the lack of national ideological centre has had quite damaging 

effect upon the abilities of the Bulgarians for national integration. That peculiarity in 

the Bulgarian national development is still alive and could not be easily overcome. 

The historically observed absence of respectful national symbols and myths created 

by whatever high cultural structures, and its defining on every-day community level 

explains the lack of sacred space for common values' formation. This peculiarity 

increases demystifying and profaning character of the Bulgarian way of social 

thinking. It means that deeply rooted matrix of the Bulgarian social reasoning is based 

not on symbols and myths but on profaning whatever is outside imposed symbolic 

constructions. On that basis, it is difficult to build common group' or national actions, 

for that type of thinking demystifies each authority and its motives. This is one of the 
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deepest contrasts with the Polish social reasoning that relies on a fusion of the 

religious and national symbols and myths, and has tremendously strong solidarity 

based mobilisational potential for common actions. 

What is leading in the Bulgarian social behaviour is exactly the mentioned 

subjective habitual interest that in crisis periods is easily transformed into explicit 

one, seeking for one's survival or advantages. The reason for customarily atomised 

individual and family interests' resolving of crisis situations instead of it definition by 

cultural symbols is grounded on historically determined absence of steady national 

symbolic constructions as well as a lack of mobilising authority that could facilitate 

the exit from social crisis by the help of unifying national values. In contrast to the 

Bulgarian, the Polish specific symbols' regulated reasoning and the leading role of the 

Catholic Church in all struggles for national independence predetermine an ability for 

crisis resolution through common actions defined by values and symbols. 

All these centuries lasting historical peculiarities influence not only the post-

communist present but the communist past. We consider Solidarity movement 

appearance as based predominantly on pastoral mobilisation of the late 1960's and the 

1970's and not so much as a result of communist system economic malfunctioning in 

the late 1970's. This general definition of the Solidarity roots as national symbols' 

based does not mean to neglect the structural drives for its appearance and actions. 

We regard economic and political malfunctioning of the Polish Party-state as crisis 

inducing factor that is not able alone to lead to Solidarity appearance without the help 

of symbolic mobilisation initiated by the Catholic Church. Thus, the very involvement 

of national cultural symbols predetermines the crisis resolution by values and not by 

interests.  

Therefore, in Poland, the mass political mobilisation against communist 

regime was accomplished by Solidarity movement at the beginning of 1980's. Thus, it 

was ten years earlier than the imposed from above by just formed political opposition 

attempts for symbols' based political mobilisation in Bulgaria in 1990-1991.  

The Bulgarian situation of the time period under consideration is characterised 

by 1/ imposed form above political change that had not as its communist legacy a 

counter-hegemonic and well institutionalised ideological bearer acting as mobilising 

factor on popular level, as it was in Poland, and 2/ by the lack of economic reforms 

that could bring to the micro level the feelings of real radical social change, or some 
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kind of crisis of the communist habitual being. Rather, an attempt for invoking of 

values' crisis form above by the new political elite was at hand, but it did not rely on 

some previously formed and even known by the population non-communist symbols. 

Thus, no values' crisis existed on every-day life level, for it did not exist during the 

communist period - a result of lack of non-communist authority centre. What was 

going on at the end of 1990 could be defined as politically induced crisis of habitual 

being by substitution of the symbols for world perception and attempt to change the 

very vision of one's existence in that social world. In that case, support for democracy 

was exclusively ideologically coloured and based on political mobilisation by 

symbols.  

Therefore, the first political mobilisation /1990/ that occurred in Bulgaria after 

the dismantling of communism might be characterised as purely ideologically 

influenced from above - from the political opposition elite. It tried to provoke moral 

crisis of one' habitual existence by evaluating one's past experience in terms of new 

cultural symbols which, by its very nature created a moral division among the 

population. That explicitly evaluating motif of the UDF ideology was aimed at new 

values introduction. However, due to extremely negative connotation of the UDF 

ideological strategy, instead of new values induction, it rather put under question the 

whole previous individual, groups and national moral existence. Thus, it created as its 

side-effect the above mentioned "communist ethos" as a result of two reasons: 1/ In 

the process of political struggle for power the former communist party had stronger 

positions in defining the rules of the political game which required a war of symbolic 

interpretations that necessarily included different and even opposite symbolic visions 

of the past, the present and the future; 2/ Because moral crisis was evoked 'from 

above' it was artificial, for it was not homologous to the untouched habitual existence 

of the Bulgarians who never experienced either significant economic difficulties that 

could provoke real crisis in their perception of communism, or were they familiar 

with the ideological fact that 'living under communism' and having communist party 

ticked is something shameful and even fatal for one's future positioning into the social 

space.  

So, the domination of negative symbols of rejection not only of the past, but of 

the mass public connected unwillingly with that past, did not united, but divided the 

nation. The lack of positive and uniting democratic symbols was decisive for short-
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term effect of ideology-induced political mobilisation of 1990-1991. An attempt for 

values based national integration was made, but, due to the key role of former 

communist in defining the rules on political game, rather a division of the nation and 

cohesion of the communist ethos against the new political principles occurred.  

The next political mobilisation in Bulgaria, this time successful, occurred at 

the beginning of 1997 as spontaneous and economic crisis based, and thus, pragmatic 

by its character. A specific characteristic of the second mass mobilisation was that it 

was street leaded. Again, as many times in Bulgarian history there was no clear 

political and ideological authority that could unite people by values. The UDF took 

the possibility of taking the political power and indeed channelled the popular 

discontent, but was no more able to unify people by political or national symbols, a 

result of the unsuccessful ruling of the UDF which political mandate finished with 

coalition government /1991-1994/. The above mentioned Bulgarian specific of 

conceiving the social world by its profaning was manifested by a very curious fact. A 

favourite comedians' group that had very popular weekly TV show created the uniting 

symbol of the second mass mobilisation, instead of some respectful political, religious 

or cultural authority or ideological centre. There were the comedians who made an 

appeal that every Bulgarian should put a stone on the public square of  each Bulgarian 

town and village as an expression of the popular discontent from the communist rule. 

The built stone's hills, according to the TV comedians, would be a demonstration of 

the solidarity of the Bulgarians against the communist government, something that 

was by itself unusual for the Bulgarian behaviour, and even not observed historically. 

A day latter every television broadcast showed how these hills were built everywhere 

in the country. The curiosity here consists in the fact that not legitimate and respectful 

authorities, but a group of young comedians, accustomed to profane the functioning 

political symbols, succeeded in building on the only Bulgarian positive symbolic 

ritual I know that was commonly followed. More, it seems that whatever form of 

symbolic ritual these comedians have proposed, even the most absurd, it would be 

followed by people at that moment due to the need of some "authority" centre of that 

street leaded political mobilisation. Another reason is the historically grounded lack 

even of materialised national symbols that could be used as symbolic mobilisational 

motive at crisis situations, in contrast to the Polish symbol of crest in the Solidarity 

mass mobilisation. Carnival nature of the street-leaded political mobilisation  and the 
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profaning students' theatrical representations of, for example, "funeral of 

communism" on the streets of Sofia, aiming to provoke public satirising of the 

communists, strongly contradict to sacred symbols and religious services in the 

Gdansk shipyard  in 1980. These simple examples proves again the opposite cultural 

constructions of the two nations.  

Thus, a brief expression of  the contrast grounds of the support for democracy 

in Poland and Bulgaria is presented in the following table: 

 

 

 

 

                                            Poland                          Bulgaria 
 
Cultural drives   ->              sacred               vs.           profaning 
 
Dominant political ethos ->  Solidarity ethos   vs.    Communist ethos 
 
Type of successful             axiological and       vs.     structural/pragmatic/ 
mobilisation            ->       national symbols                
                                           based /1980's/                       /1997/ 
 
Mobilising             ->         the Church             vs.          comedians 
authorities               
 

Hence, it was not by chance that not values' driven symbolic political 

mobilisation of 1990-1991, but economic crisis' determined and leaded from below 

spontaneous mass mobilisation achieved to change the habitual attachment to 

communism in Bulgaria and to open the route to successful economic transformation. 

What is going on in the Bulgarian political life now is an increased 

accountability of political elite and quite significant impact of public opinion upon the 

political elite's decisions as a result of political mobilisation of 1997. This is again 

understandable within the traditional lack of symbol's based respect to authorities of 

the Bulgarian social reasoning that in 1997 proves its ability to lead to social actions. 

All that makes one confident that the communist rule will never return in Bulgaria 

and the Bulgarians will slowly accustom to live under the new political rules and by 

habituation will support them. 
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