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Civil society in Central-Eastern Europe – what does it stand for and why

it is under attack? 

Despite short term optimism about developments of liberal democracy in Eastern Europe

expressed by many after the EU accession of Poland and Hungary, and later Bulgaria, present

political situation put to the test predictions about their unidirectional path. Among the growing

catalog of breaches against the rule of law and liberal minimum performed by the Hungarian and

Polish governments, there are also attempts to subsume the sphere of social activity hitherto not

dependent on the present governments. Various legal means, targeted controls and skewed

relocation of state funding severely undermined the existence of civil society organizations

(CSOs) in these countries (Mesežnikov, Gyárfášová, and Smilov 2008; Kabakchieva and

Kurzydlowski 2012; Vandor et al. 2017; Warso and Godzisz 2006; Wessenauer and Hunyadi

2016; Human Rights First 2017).

This rejection of CSO’s as important element of the functional modern society and the

corresponding attack is not, however, a detached attempt performed for pragmatic reasons by

state functionaries. Ostracism in discourse, cuts and relocations of funding and legal action are

not only aimed to remove the external checks, or place various sorts of clients in dependent but

lucrative positions. These steps are complicit with the broader ideological agenda, and the actual

platform on which the ruling political formations build their support at the ballot. Civil society as

a vehicle of liberal democracy, sphere of activities directed at empowering excluded groups,

questioning discriminatory practices or lobbying for environment-friendly solutions is on a firing

line and voting constituencies seem to support this offensive. The language used to forge

weapons in this battle is not new and is fully complicit with a broader architecture of Eastern

European nationalist populism. 

Investigating historical embedding of this language and its resonance among local societies

may shed light on the ongoing processes and assist in finding a way to counteract these

tendencies.  Correspondingly, the aim of this paper is to analyze the past practices of ostracism

and loss of citizenship under changing political regimes in Poland, Hungary and Bulgaria. In the

next step I will compare them analytically to the methods and rhetorics of today's politicians who

attack and undermine critical civil society voices. Historical knowledge of the messages and

methods used by various regimes and ideologies in the past are used to de-construct analytically

contemporary pressure against human-rights, environmentalist and pro-democracy organizations
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and groups.

Historical studies explicitly investigating the prehistory of civil society as a social practice,

and broader overviews of developments within public spheres of the region are either narrowly

focused on case studies or investigate conceptual histories of sorts (Lewis 1992; Hildermeier,

Kocka, and Conrad 2000; Götz and Hackmann 2003; Janowski 2003; Rittersporn and Behrends

2003; Pollack and Wielgohs 2004; Hackmann and Roth 2011). Not many of them address long

term developments (Bermeo and Nord 2000), yet less conceptualize encroachments against civil

society, with the exception of those scrutinizing repressive imperial states in the region. 

Addressing this lacuna this paper presents a narrative analysis of three cases. Historically

evolving civic spheres are presented against structural backdrop of their developments;

relationship to the state, social composition of involved actors and the main cleavages organizing

political struggles. There is no easy way to synthesize the existing knowledge in a way

informative for the present day questions. Any broader historical study has to justify the always

arbitrary streamlining of historical material. My aim is to reveal contexts responsible for the

relative vulnerability of civil societies in the region and determining the shape of the present

attacks on them and their broader resonance. 

A brief look at the arguments used to ostracize civil society actors by the nationalist-

populist governments shows that indeed they found broader resonance. They successfully

targeted alleged enemies of the community, not only in the eyes of party leaders but also broader

voting constituencies. They seem to share the proposed definitions of out-groups and in-groups;

the latter  allegedly represented by the ruling parties uttering the critique and imposing legal

measures against CSOs (usually claiming to represent the whole national body, as populist

discourse often does, see Müller 2016). Hence, it is useful to scrutinize a broader context of such

discursive configurations. They are not coming out of the blue; they have their own histories and

do build upon wide spread visions of social structure, often manifestly untrue, but nevertheless

real for their holders. As powerful political cleavages they carry distorted images of actual social

conflicts.

What is civil society?

When tackling this issue, the first challenge to be faced is a multiplicity of definitions of

civil society. It’s not easy to bridge the gap between their present normative entanglements and

reliable historical analysis. The notion of civil society owned its revival to the fruitful
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transnational exchange between discourses and practices produced by Eastern European

dissidents and Western intellectuals (von Beyme 2000; Arndt and Gawin 2008). This embedding,

however, did not stimulate major research on actual histories of civil society institutions in the

region. These institutions were, and are, much different in respect to the Western context, which

was the initial background to coin the concept of civil society (Dunn and Hann 2004). As Jan

Kubik noted, “the ever-changing and often tension-ridden interaction between the concept and

the realities within which it emerged (the modern West) and to which it is sometimes employed

(non-Western contexts)” instead of orienting research practice, often produce ideological

distortions (2015, see also Hann 2000; Hackmann and Roth 2011).

In order to avoid such a misleading universalism of the concept of civil society, it is here

used as a general descriptive category, with definite conceptual genesis characterizing any

analytical term (Załęski 2012), albeit generalizable above its initial uses (Kocka et al. 2001;

Janowski 2003). On a basic level I understand civil society as a sphere of associations and

institutions, not being part of the state, based on “ordered, nonclandestine, and collective

activities” (Bermeo and Nord 2000), which are able to generate critical potential regarding to the

state and but also in respect to themselves. This generic definition ought not to be substantialized

and filled with too much site-specific content (Kubik 2015) or normative element (as in Calhoun

1992; for critique see Kopecky and Mudde 2012). 

These practices and institutions form a social sphere which is highly relational in respect to

other domains of social and political practice. Just like the concept of civil society has been

historically changing, what could be referred to as civil society is also historically contingent.

Moreover, not every configuration of state, political power, social classes or family structure

facilitates the emergence of civic cooperation, and this variance opens the space for comparative

historical research (Kocka et al. 2001). In the same time, instead of looking for those practices

which constituted a historical civil society fitting the assumed and often ahistorically applied

definition, it is better to ask about the present space for action delimited by past structural

configurations and their historically unfolding outcomes.

Civil society, state and political cleavage

Historical sociologists have investigated the relationship between the state and civil society

– the latter being a factor facilitating the development of the independent sphere of reasoning.
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The fully-fledged civic sphere could emerge after the demise of absolutist monarchies. On the

other hand, though, the shape of civil society has been consequential for the further development

of the state structures. The major historical factor was the trajectory of social modernization. In

line with the classic depiction of social origins of democracy (Moore 2003), it is argued that the

concessionary attitude of the old landed elites and political inclusion of peasantry facilitated

emergence of democratic polity, parliamentarism, and in consequence emergence of civic

institutions under the auspices of bourgeois hegemony (Bermeo and Nord 2000). Such path was

viable in conditions of a stable statehood with sovereign power not questioned on a territorial

level. In such cases rising nationalism was funneled into liberal, pro-state patriotism and

gradually accommodated new social groups – but was not busy questioning state unites as such.

The stabilization of state-based unity preceded democratization; thus conflicts might have been

defined in class terms and represented in the emerging party system. Progressive parties

representing popular classes were struggling for generalization of the political community.

Contrary to this “Western” idealized model, in Eastern Europe the national self-assertion,

generalization of citizenship, and negotiation of class conflict did not proceed consecutively but

simultaneously (Bonnell 1983). Class conflict was displaced and entangled with counter-

imperial, national self-assertion. Political groupings were dispersed and conflicted along national

and ethic lines. This inhibited political institutions capable of mediating inequalities in wealth

and political participation (Bunce 2000). The accumulated struggles were additionally heated up

by import of ideas coined within the different temporality of the West, a condition once dubbed

as contemporaneity of the non-contemporaneous (Bloch 1977).

 Within large imperial states of Central and Eastern Europe civil society institutions

emerged in the context of strives for national self-assertion. It was no longer an embodiment of

civic socialities populating utopian landscapes of liberal visionaries (as portrayed by Habermas

1989). In inter-ethnic and multi-national imperial contexts associational culture was catering for

conflicted nationalized groups and delivered an important vehicle of democratic nationalism (S.-

L. Hoffmann 2006; Anderson 2006). Eastern European associations and professional bodies

developed not instead of, but because of (lacking) legal guaranties for the autonomy of the civil

sphere in relation to the state.

Contrary to a widely held conviction, Eastern Europe should not be seen in terms of lacking

institutions (in comparison to the imaginary West). The lacking conditions for civil society as
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seen by influential theoreticians (Arato and Cohen 1988; Cohen and Arato 1992), did not prevent

a thriving associational sphere to emerge. However, its characteristics and relationship to the state

was much different. It was either directly oppositional, i.e. founded not as a parallel alternative

but as an active actor questioning the state, or directly concessioned by autocratic administration

(See Hackmann 2003; Bradley 2009, respectively). As a result, civil society cannot be taken as a

unitary, universal concept or practice carrying stable set of values. It is more a set of historically

situated practices, connected by “family resemblance” (Bauerkämper 2003) but often playing

structurally different roles and possibly serving directly contradicting political goals (Berman

1997; Armony 2004). 

This heterogeneity has been noted by sociologists scrutinizing the contemporary civil

society of Eastern Europe. Previous research have often lamented the deficiencies of regional

civic activities, additionally underscored by the alleged spectacular robustness of alternative civil

society in the final years of state socialism (Lomax 1997a; Staniszkis 1999; Howard 2003). More

recent studies were more interested in various form of activity not fitting the idealized form of

associational life or NGO’s proselytizing liberal values. Various forms of “uncivil society” and

contentious politics entered the scope of interest (Kopecky and Mudde 2012), along with the

intensified study of legacies left by associational life during socialism (Rittersporn and Behrends

2003; Lane 2005; Ekiert and Kubik 2014). This lead to the conclusion that what came after state

socialism was not a rebirth of civil society from scratch, but a process within which “new and old

organizational forms and types of civic engagement coexist, combine, and sometimes compete

within a transforming political, social and economic environment” (Jacobsson and Korolczuk

2017, 6). Such a refocus stimulated the revisit of theoretical categories in favor of more

descriptive, and non-normative understanding of civil society.

The link between civil society and democracy has been weakened. The inclusion of various

anti-state or anti-democratic contentious activities demonstrated the difficulty with setting the

limits between civil society as a desired supplement of democratic polity and its “uncivil”

counterpart undermining democratic principles. This problem touches the sensitive nerve both

within the neo-Tocquevillian tradition, seeing in associational live a hotbed for thriving

democracy (Putnam 2001), and the Eastern European dissident tradition envisioning civil society

as an antidote for totalitarian ambitions of the socialist state (Arndt 2007).

This conundrum actually demonstrates the ultimate discrepancy of those traditions. They
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are often conflated as seemingly the term civil society in a common to both of them. However, a

closer look reveals that they may lead to contradictory empirical implications. Tocqueville was

fascinated with American associational life as a feeding soil for active citizenship, and admired

active interaction of citizens with the state (Tocqueville 2012; S. Hoffmann 2003; Mastnak

2006). In comparison, the understanding of civil society as a driving force of democratization

was much different in the writings of Eastern European dissidents. They tried to conceptually

grasp their struggle with the state socialist states. Here civil society was not facilitating

participation and the interaction with the state but was an allegedly apolitical site of resistance

against the state (Krauz-Mozer and Borowiec 2007; Arndt 2007). Moreover, when collective

activity is considered as enhancing civility, it is impossible to draw a line separating the pro-

democratic movements from those pushing rival ideas. All of them stimulate certain cultures of

cooperation. On the other hand, within the second tradition, it is troublesome to differentiate the

state to be resisted from the one which is already (or still) democratic and should not be

irresponsibly questioned. How can one conceptualize the historical lineages of civil society

against a backdrop of this normative conundrum, and asses the attacks on its emanations

nowadays?

The way out of this puzzle is a historically sensitive, sociological conceptualization of civil

society as relationally nested in a set of institutions and social structure. Whether civil society

acts in favor of democracy is dependent on its structural embedding. Not only is the relationship

to the state, and the political face of this state, what matters. The nature of prevailing social

conflicts and capacity of civil society to bridge conflicted social entities determines its

democratic capacities. If civil society institutions are able to mediate between groups on the

opposed sides of the class cleavage (Lipset and Rokkan 1967) and generally bind people

associated with different sets of interests, they carry a democratic potential. If, conversely, civil

society actions perpetuate cleavages and increase the atomization of society by, for instance

putting forward the narrowly defined interest of some sector of society, the repercussions are the

opposite (Foley and Edwards 1996). The capacity of mediation and bridging is in turn highly

dependent on explicit articulation of class interests and the inexistence of strong cultural or

national grievances and emotions mobilizing people in different directions (Bartolini 2000; Eley

2002). Thus, the character of main political cleavages defines the role of civil society, and may be

a background for its perception, and hence, successful marginalization. In itself, it is dependent
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on structural configuration of classes, estates and status groups, or the shape of the field of power.

The field of power is a crucial concept used by a sociologist, Pierre Bourdieu in order to

grasp power relations in general, understood as “the space of the relations of force between the

different kind of capital, or more precisely, between the agents who possess the sufficient amount

of one of the different kinds of capital to be in position to dominate the corresponding field”

(Bourdieu 1998, 34; Bourdieu and Wacquant 1993). In other words, it is there where dominant

political discourses in any society are forged, “where all types of elites in a given society meet,

battle, and negotiate their interests legitimizing, in effect, the common, unconscious national

frame of social relations in any society” (Zarycki, Smoczyński, and Warczok 2017, 362). The

crucial step I propose is to scrutinize the movable space which is occupied by civil society (both

as practice and as discursive object) in this field. Such analysis discloses the bridging capacities

of CSOs or groups which are their stakeholders. In a word, it describes the position of CSOs in

relations to dominating political cleavages. This allows me to study the background of ostracism

against civil society and its broader resonance.

Putting it into more operational terms, I argue that the attacks on civil society are often

nested in the shape of political debate reflecting on the actual social structure of the given polity.

Their resonance is grounded in a feeling shared among considerate social groups that civil society

acts as centrifugal, alien force in respect to their alleged community. It may be an entirely

misdirected criticism, but it nevertheless expresses perceptions of political cleavage. Not every

political narrative grips adherents; many political entrepreneurs try to push rival vocabularies, but

only some of them succeed. Any political interpellation has its conditions of felicitousness. Only

then the political message resonates with considerate parts of the population, when it addresses

some important demands and build upon already widespread basic convictions. This set of

relationships may be roughly illustrated by a graph containing vertically structured, mutually

dependent “layers”.
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[Graph 1]

The task of this study is to present three historical narratives, allowing me to tentatively fill

in the slots of this graph. Having done that, it will be possible to map out the respective fields of

power and relative placement of civil society practice and discourse. Historically analyzing

emerging cleavages and structural position of civil society actors, I will shed light on the reasons

why attacks on civil society do emerge in particular form and gain a considerate support. This, in

turn, may help to conceptualize possible responses.

The curse of society fighting for a national self-assertion - Poland

The research on civil society in Poland can be roughly divided into two camps, envisioning

differently its role and significance. More recent research tends to stress actual practices of self-

organization and associational culture, not referred to any normative benchmark or democratic

teleology (Ekiert and Kubik 2014; Kubik 2015; Jacobsson and Korolczuk 2017). However,

within the tradition more entrenched within the Polish mainstream sociology, civil society has

been envisioned among the universal panacea for democratization on the way out of state
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socialism. 

Correspondingly, the occidentalist common knowledge of the social science has been busy

with bemoaning the lacks of Polish social activism associated with the legacy of state socialism.

It was often seen as foreign imposition on Polish civility, trumping the blossoming flowers of the

civic thought and activity (Poboży 2007; Sztompka 1993, 1996; Staniszkis 1999). In a broader

historical overview this argument incorporates the legacy of partitions. The subsuming of the

Polish population under three imperial powers in the 19th century has been the reason for anti-

state attitudes and distrust to civic activity (Kowalewski 1991; Markiewicz 2010; Sowa 2012).

This discourse forged several keywords, repeated as ready-made tokens no longer carrying much

analytical meaning. 

For instance, the 1970’s sociologist, Stefan Nowak, described “sociological void”, an

empty space between the socialist state and family units, which in Polish society was not filled by

intermediary associational sphere (Nowak 1980). This argument was later recirculated countless

times to justify the weakness of civil society after 1989 (for critical re-assessment see Pawlak

2015). The foreignness of the state combined with the withdrawal to the family and a long-bred

drive to the national self-assertion against the state. The result was a bipolar affiliation to the

family, which created practical loyalty, and imagined allegiance to the nation, which after all

hardly created practical responsibilities, as legal action, adherence to the rule of law, or citizens’

patriotism (Dzwończyk 2009). This combination has been held responsible for a particular form

of nationalist “amoral familialism”, a term drawn from research on southern Italian deficiencies

of the rule of law (Banfield 1967) and willingly applied to the Polish case. It has been recently

resurrected in critical analyses of the neo-feudal work-place culture and the revival of facade

nationalism (Leder 2014). 

All these components were referred to a broader cultural configuration of a foreign-

imposed immaturity of the homini sovietici, another token term widely present among

Westernizing, mainstream sociology of the 90’s. It replaced class analysis with functional theory

of stratification and cultural criticism targeted at the popular classes as obstacles for capitalist

modernization (for critical reassessment see (Woźniak 2014; Ost 2015a, 2015b).

Although in many forms such argumentation is highly ideologized, the history of the state

is certainly an important factor rendering the place possible to be occupied by civil society

institutions. Some of the arguments will be reassessed below. However, I want to focus on more
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structural explanations and trace the main cleavages within Polish society and polity. I am

interested in their possible repercussions on the level of symbolic organization of the current

public sphere, within which CSO’s were criticized, rejected and captured.

The vagaries of distorted modernization. The prehistory of the Polish

public sphere

There is no singular path of development of the public sphere and civil society. However,

in rough comparison with the Western European pattern, epitomized by the Habermasian ideal-

typical, but also normative, model (Habermas 1989), it can be said that in Central and Eastern

Europe, the development of the public sphere and civil society, followed much different pattern.

The reasons lay both in particular historical background and the then-present political

circumstances. The developmental trajectory of the region was determined by different economic

paths than in the West, however both were already closely integrated (Małowist 2010). In

addition, in the Kingdom of Poland in the late 19th and early 20th centuries this process was

directly muffled by political autocracy and national suppression.1 

The agrarian nature of the country, the widespread illiteracy of popular classes, the political

weakness and small number of bourgeoisie, and finally – the domination of Szlachta and noble-

origin Church hierarchy in narrow-minded public life – all these factors inhibited the

development of institutions commonly associated with the emerging bourgeois civil society. The

Szlachta's manors, which were the real centres of public life in Poland, rather represented a court

lifestyle. Thus, there was no distinction between the private and the public, so the entire edifice

conditioning the ethos of individuals acting in public sphere, typical for the Western bourgeoisie,

did not emerge (Tazbir 1978). Even the very notion of citizen (obywatel) was tightly connected

with the land ownership and the culture of the manor house (Janowski 2003). Under these

circumstances, the development of an early modern Western type of civil society and its

characteristic institutions was highly improbable.

In the Russian-controlled Kingdom of Poland, the 1864 agrarian reforms pushed thousands

of now free, but unemployed peasants as well as bankrupted nobles from rural areas to cities. The

1

� The fragment below is a reworked version of an analysis presented in (Marzec and Śmiechowski 2016)
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latter started to develop rapidly because of the rapid pace of industrialization (Nietyksza 1986).

Not surprisingly, this period of impressive industrialization, supported by Russian trade

protectionism, dramatically remodelled both the existing social structure and the nature of Polish

politics. The second half of the 19th century was a time of intensive class formation in the

Kingdom of Poland, resulting in the appearance of new social agents: capitalist bourgeois, an

industrial working class and urban intelligentsia. 

What distinguished the new social structure of urban areas was that they were controlled

almost exclusively by German-born and Jewish bourgeoisie. With a partial exception of the

former capital, Warsaw, this tendency was strong enough to prevent cultural Polonization and

generally indifferent to Polish national strivings (Żarnowska 2004). Researchers of the Central

European civil society have noted the importance of local publics for emerging counter-imperial

nationalisms (S.-L. Hoffmann 2006), and the strong polarization of urban public spheres along

national and ethnic divisions (Hofmann and Wendland 2002). Consequently, nationalistic Polish

intellectuals regarded the urban non-Polish elites rather as a threat than as agents of economic and

social modernization (Śmiechowski 2014b; Zysiak 2014). This polarized setting intensely

influenced the rising modern Polish public sphere and shape of civil society formed under the

auspices of the local intelligentsia.

The public sphere of the intelligentsia

When the centre of the Polish civic activity moved from manors to cities after 1863,

economic elites, formed mostly by Jews and Germans, did not assume the mantle of opinion-

makers. This position had become occupied by the intelligentsia, which appeared to be the only

group able to replace szlachta as the predominant creators of socio-political and cultural

discourse and public opinion. The former was often direct descendants of the latter, and inherited

many cultural legacies of the noble class (Chałasiński 1947). It was neither a bourgeois

intellectual elite nor a middle-class composed of professionals more common in Western

European societies (Kocka and Mitchell 1993; Frykman and Löfgren 1987). Intelligentsia used to

be sometimes defined as an underspecified “sphere of society” (Czepulis-Rastenis 1973), with

specific “ethos”, calling or vocation to social service, buy also important “missionary” attitudes

(Walicki 2006). What allegedly characterized this group was the strong self-identity and certain

exclusiveness despite close links to other social strata (Micińska 2008).  As Tomasz Zarycki
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notes, the major factor constituting the intelligentsia in this part of Europe was cultural capital,

derived from the level of education. The bourgeoisie had economic capital on their disposal, but

was deprived of the social recognition which limited its real powers (Zarycki 2008) and

prevented the intelligentsia from cooperation with the financial elites (Janowski 2003).

The result was a narrowness and factionalism of the civic sphere, participation in which

was limited to a small number of literate members of the intelligentsia, old aristocratic and

Church elites, and the meek Polish bourgeoisie. The members of the radical intelligentsia

considered themselves missionaries of progress, leading the lower classes to a better future. This,

paradoxically, also inhibited the actual inclusiveness of the public sphere (Sdvizkov 2006;

Iwańska 2006). It caused the relations between the enlightened elites – represented by

intelligentsia – and the masses, especially workers, to take on a very paternalistic nature. As a

result, almost the entire Kingdom's social and political discourse manifested a supposed

universality, despite the fact that it hardly represented anything besides the intelligentsia's

particular standpoint (for comparison and general logic of the process see Kocka and Muller-

Luckner 1986; Kocka 2015, chap. 6).

The corresponding mode of thinking was to a large extend anti-political. It is worth noting

that the Polish elites, with a minuscule exception of aristocratic loyalists, generally refused to

cooperate with the tsarist state, seen unanimously as foreign, threatening, uncivilized and hostile.

Indeed, Russian policies in the Kingdom of Poland left much less place for civic activity than in

mainland Russia. Thus, even a moderate development of state-licensed civil society institutions

was virtually non-existent (contrary to situation in Russia, see Bradley 2002, 2009).

Consequently, the rift between state and the (non-existent) civil society was stronger than

elsewhere. What developed, in the context of Western absolutist monarchies, as a civil alternative

to a sovereign state (Koselleck 1988), or concessioned sub-sphere facilitating the development of

knowledge (S.-L. Hoffmann 2006), in Poland could remain a prospective vision very detached

from any serious political activity.

 What mushroomed in abundance, however, were various forms of tightly-knitted networks

of clandestine activity as political agitation or alternative patriotic teaching (Miąso 1960;

Mencwel 2009; Cywiński 2010). Subscribers of magazines or newspapers could read that

something important should be done in the whole country or in their hometowns, but in actuality

no one had the courage to indicate those responsible for the status quo. Unsurprisingly, the real
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results of these ‘actions’ were very modest and disappointing (Śmiechowski 2014a). The

developed visions of the moral order of public activity prevented it from including non-

prescribed phenomena, both from above (state politics) and below (a popular contentious public).

In the same time, the community of belonging was in a growing extend defined through

ethnicity, as it was not possible to build civic identity mediated by the state or any idea of a

political nation (Walicki 1989; Porter 2000). In these circumstances the liberals, if not strictly

speaking elitist, aimed at spreading knowledge among the people until they reached the “entry

conditions” of rational public participation. This ‘plan’ could simply not have worked during the

rapid rise of mass politics.

Following the rapid entrance of the popular classes into politics during the 1905 revolution,

Polish enlightened elites remained almost helpless (Blobaum 1995). The “fear of the masses”

(Balibar, Stolze, and Giancotti 1989) intensified in a way which prevented the Polish liberal

intelligentsia from acknowledging and recognizing the proletarian civic activity. The long strive

for public recognition of popular classes in England or France was marked by gradual polemics,

with proletarian contenders raising claims and renegotiating with a still not ossified capitalist

order (Thompson 1963; Steinberg 1999; Lottes 1979; Aminzade 1993; Sewell 1980). In such

circumstances, it was possible for emerging elites to at least partially recognize their claim for

political visibility. The oligarchic elites of the ancien regime and nouveau riche bourgeois alike

were eagerly trying to define the situation in their own way, however it was not possible to fully

preclude and dismiss the proletarian claims and the plebeian public as the mere inarticulate calls

of an uneducated mob (Eley 1992). In Russian Poland it was much easier to make this distinction,

and the progressive milieus were able to neglect the proletarian public at ease, excluding the

democratic tendency brought about by popular struggle (Marzec 2016b).

It seems that “foreign” tutelage of the Polish people, i.e. the workers driven by Jewish or

foreign socialist agitators, was easier to admit than a redistribution of social leadership. Thus, it

was a stock explanation at hand, helping to comprehend the new, “unbelievable” political agency.

This general structure of explanation blazed the path for various Jewish conspiracy theories that

gradually came to the fore. They addressed the same need to explain what was unexplainable

from the elitist point of view. By rendering the masses as unavoidably passive and reactive, they

built upon the same scaffolding as the more benign ethos of social mission and tutelage.
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Nationalists take over

When the liberals lost the ground under their feet, facing socialist contention and popular

demands, the nationalist party, so called National Democracy gained the upper hand (Krzywiec

2013; Marzec 2016a). What followed was a long lasting nationalist hegemony which blocked the

articulation of social claims, setting the tone for the mainstream political discourse. It was the

National Democrats, already embarking on the project of a fully blown ethnic nationalism

(Wapiński 1980), who orchestrated the public debate in subsequent rounds of Duma elections in

1907 and 1912. What tainted this seizure was a widespread deployment of antisemitism and

etnicization of political difference. Political opponents or simply voters of other political parties

than Polish nationalists were marked as non-Polish or at least controlled by some alien (usually

Jewish) forces  (Blobaum 2001; Ury 2012). After the revolutionary surge even the “progressive

circles” to an increasing degree accepted the language of the political right. The process went so

far that Polish liberals were not hesitant to launch a very particular product of Polish politics, so-

called “progressive antisemitism” (Weeks 1995; Krzywiec 2009).

This situation created a twofold, ethicized political cleavage. On the one hand many elite

actors claimed the popular contention epitomized in socialism to be manipulated by the Jews. On

the other hand, popular classes were successfully mobilized by antisemitic nationalism promising

economic triumphs over Jewish competitors. Within this discourse the Jews were rendered as a

privileged group, and the working class and peasant antisemitism gained anti-elitist tones of

popular self-assertion. These double-bind would have long lasting consequences for the major

cleavages within Polish public sphere. Its initial structure, determining the future place and

reception of civil society actors, would last along with the hegemony of intelligentsia,

successfully carrying its cultural capital through major historical breaches (Zarycki 2003, 2015;

Zarycki, Smoczyński, and Warczok 2017). 

No wonder that this major ethnic cleavage was successfully used by the right orchestrating

also the inter-war political debate. Antisemitic elements were widely exploited to induce patriotic

fervor during Polish-Bolshevik war, and willingly used to delegitimize the class left. During the

election of the first president of the new-born state, his nationalist opponents turned over

backwards to delegitimize his candidacy because of the support of national minorities. The rising

hostility lead to his assassination by a self-proclaimed defender of the “Polish majority”

(Brykczynski 2016). For years to come, antisemitism was the core of political programs of the
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nationalist right, organizing the main divisions on the Polish political scene (Blobaum 2005;

Krzywiec 2014; Lipski 2015; Michlic 2006). The struggle over defining the national idea was

after all won by the right, even if not holding formal power – the Piłsudski’s regime, especially

after his death, drifted in the growing extend to the right (Plach 2006). The idea of citizenship

was closely interweaved with the affirmation of the national idea, and the latter was ethnically

defined (Wapiński 1991; Kizwalter 1999; Hackmann 2003). This effectively prevented successful

class mobilization and democratic mediation of economic interests. As a result, major social

demands (as for instance land reform) were left unaddressed also after the reconstruction of the

Polish nation state. 

Antisemitic anti-elitism

They were brought back on the table only after the disastrous WWII catastrophe and later

realized from above by the Stalinist state. Although it offered inclusion of the popular classes to

the new socialist social imaginary, it nevertheless remained highly hierarchical. On the one hand,

in some areas the domination of intelligentsia was maintained, on the other, when it was

effectively questioned, the disenfranchised intelligentsia used all the available cultural resources

to reproduce classist hatred against the new contenders. This was a considerate fuel for general

contempt of the socialist order among the old elites (Lebow 2013; Kizwalter 2014; Zysiak 2016). 

At the same time, the ethnic cleavage started to mutate into an imaginary division

separating the real Polish nation from its foreign, more and more spectral, Jewish, enemies. The

great revolution in property relations after the WWII gave the formerly disenfranchised peasants

access to the urban premises and professional positions, as Jewish petit bourgeoisie perished and

Polish gentry was expropriated. In popular experience this lumped together former noble classes

and even moderately propertied Jews (Kersten 1991; Tokarska-Bakir 2007; Gross and

Grudzińska-Gross 2012; Leder 2014). In conditions of poor Jewish populations inconspicuously

missing, the way to build the imaginary connection between the Jews and the elites despising the

people was now open.

In fact, the government reaction to the Kielce pogrom of 1946 was one of the first bones of

contention between the working class constituencies (defending the perpetrators) and the socialist

power, allegedly persecuting benign Poles (Kenney 2012). The trope of Judeocommunism

(Śpiewak 2012) was a widespread coin in popular anticommunism but it was also fruitfully used
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in an inner-party struggle, marking an important dimension of destalinization, seen as

nationalization of the local communism (W. Jedlicki 1962). The most intense revival of this

cleavage came about in 1968, when nationalist faction around the first secretary Władysław

Gomułka productively used the antisemitic and anti-elitist  undertones to launch an anti-Israeli

campaign, crush the dissident opposition of leftist Polish-Jewish intellectuals, and simultaneously

expel thousands of Jewish Poles from the country (Osęka 2008).

The same dissidents resurfaced to the scene ten years later, however. They had already

abandoned the Marxist revisionism, shocked by the excesses of popular politics which so easily

had turned into antisemitic outbursts (Gawin 2013; Siermiński 2016). Meanwhile, workers

suffered economic hardship and political violence under first secretary Edward Gierek’s crisis

management in the 1970’s. The dissident intellectuals embraced them not only with guidance but

also direct support, successfully overcoming the isolation of scattered oppositional cliques. The

core of the Workers' Defense Committee (Komiter Obrony Robotników – KOR) were highly

educated Polish-Jewish intellectuals self-consciously stylizing themselves as taking the baton of

the radical intelligentsia from the tsarist times (Friszke 2010; Arndt 2013). This created a unique

feedback loop between working class constituencies and the self-proclaimed intelligentsia

leadership.

Both groups joined forces in an unexpected, yet short lived, bridge between intellectuals

and working class protesters who merged in a common social movement of the first Solidarity. It

was a singular moment when the class-cultural cleavage was effectively questioned and

overcome. There is no single answer to the question to what extend Polish massive oppositional

movement of the early 1980’s was created by workers or by intellectuals – it was rather an

intense cross-class alliance changing in real time and haunted by numerous tensions (Kennedy

1991a). The working class input was much larger than most of the intellectuals have been ready

to admit or even capable to notice (Laba 1991). Nonetheless, the intellectuals were able to give

the protest a universalist momentum and secured its recognition as an act of general resistance of

historical significance, and not a protest of particular regional or professional group. The scale of

the movement and proportion of popular participation was unique in Eastern Europe, also among

the cases investigated here (Bernhard 1993).

A previously very hierarchical political field underwent a cultural modernization and

democratization of sorts. Workers acquired languages of description of their situation, voicing
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protest and articulating their political strives in new ways (Staniszkis 1984). The concepts

allowing for more abstract articulation were delivered by oppositional intellectuals. They were,

however, no longer using heterodox Marxist parlance as a dozen of years before. Now it was the

universalist discourse of human rights and moral truth opposing totalitarianism which guided

self-understanding of the protesters (Ost 1990; Gawin 2013). Soon, the long enduring curse of

paternalism stroke back, however.

Already during the negotiations with the government in 1980 there was a noticeable

tendency to alienate workers from their protest for the sake of more “rational” action of the

intellectuals. The latter found an unexpected common ground with the government officials with

whom they often shared an elite social background (Staniszkis 1984). This discrepancy between

intellectuals and the people grew as the mass movement started to dissolve and gradually lost

popular support. Already in 1981 Solidarity lost control over the strikes, and the government

accused the disorders for the economic hardships. When General Wojciech Jaruzelski introduced

the martial law in 1981, he yet again drawn from the nationalist legitimacy of the state to pit both

factions of the opposition against each other. Solidarity lost much of its popular support, and its

intellectual leaders the faith in the popular classes (Mason 1985). In the mid. 1980’s it was

already clear that they were ready to one more time patronize workers and decide about the wise

policies above their heads (Ost 2005). 

Civil society in transition

Interestingly, in the days of genuine cooperation with the workers, Solidarity intellectuals

were not using the term civil society as a form of self-description. They described their practice

in the neo-republican discourse instead. Only later, along with transnational cross-fertilization

with the Western intellectuals, they reconceptualised their past practice as civil society (Arndt

and Gawin 2008; Załęski 2012). Civil society was a term already signifying their political

transformation concerning the inter-class communication and political goals. It was later used as

one of the keywords legitimizing the transformation after 1989. The same intellectuals and higher

echelons of Solidarity labour union decided to unfold a “protective umbrella” over harsh

measures applied during the transition into market economy. This transformation begs for

explanation against the backdrop of their previous ideological choices.

The previous idiom of thinking and speaking forged against the socialist government was
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grounded in “life in truth” paradigm. This moralized critique assumed a direct access to

knowledge, which later made it difficult to accommodate political conflict. Popular protesters on

the streets (Ekiert and Kubik 2001) were easily delegitimized as uttering just ungrounded

demands of the dark masses not understanding the rationality of transition and their own interests.

Liberal elites sided frantically with market reform, acting not only against interest of the working

class constituencies which brought them to power, but also flipping sides in favor of strong

discourse of class hatred and fear of the masses (for instance their flagship journal Gazeta

Wyborcza spearheaded condemnation of economic strikes in the 90s). The role of the self-

proclaimed ensigns of civil society and of the term itself was not limited to facilitating this

change.

The transition was negotiated among the state-socialist and oppositional elites. The state-

socialist past was declared to be separated from the future by a “thick line”. This allowed the

post-communist elites to soon establish new careers. The place they created for themselves was

directly backed up by the notion of civil society. The term was willingly used by the state-backed

press just before the transition, creating a space for semi-state organizations where former

apparatchiks might find stable positions (Łoś and Zybertowicz 2000; Załęski 2012). 

Meanwhile, actual grass-root organizations of socialist provenience, which created

numerous spaces for civic activity and self-expression for the popular classes, were either

smashed by austerity measures or largely delegitimized as unwanted, non-transparent residues of

the past. Participants and members of those institutions – from local village woman circles, to

township houses of culture, to various clubs and associations attached to larger factories, lost

their filiation and funds. It happened regardless of the fact that those institutions were usually

“political at the top and non-political at the bottom” (Buchowski 2004, 81).  Adding insult to an

injury, their members were mocked and despised as passive soviet people or victims of the

socialist propaganda (Hann 1992). 

All in all, the concept of civil society was an important ideological token after 1989. In the

same time its previous referents (dissident organizational culture) vanished rapidly as they were

defined largely relationally against the (socialist) state (Ost 1990; Hackmann 2003). In new

circumstances, proponents of this discourse were legitimizing the new capitalist state and were no

longer interested in actually building the independent sphere of debate. Neither were they willing

to support actually existing practices of the (post-socialist) civic cooperation. Both tasks were
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retaken by the nationalist right instead.

They targeted the post-communist elites and their civil society, and offered grass-root

participation at the same time. There was a tradition to build upon, as late 19 th century civic

activity in the name of the nation (“organic work”) had had its nationalist variety (Janowski

2003). The right-wing political milieus to some extend appropriated the term civil society as their

own, signifying  a “genuine” citizens’ activity (Gawin and Gliński 2006). Yet again the idea of

civil society appeared to be entangled with the national idea as directed against the state and

dedicated to build the national strength in conditions of danger (Hackmann 2003), this time

associated with post-communism but also Westernization and the global crisis of values.

This coincided with more general demise of recognition toward the working class. Workers

were not only massively sacked (Tittenbrun 2007; Karpiński et al. 2013). They were also

deprived of symbolic significance and basic human dignity, they used to have under state

socialism (Dunn 2004). Yet again blocked channels of class-based political articulation prevented

the emergence of political constituencies capable of effective resistance (Mrozowicki 2011). The

badly hurt dignity and search for at least symbolic self-assertion in times of economic hardships

turned back the popular classes from liberal politics (Ost 2005).

Political elites, post-communist and post-oppositional alike, were able to keep the

unwanted populist nationalism, with its anti-Jewish and anti-Intellectual elements, at bay for

some time. Nonetheless, it lived on the margins of the political scene, and in deeper commitments

of  large populations (Zubrzycki 2006; Tokarska-Bakir 2008; Nowicka-Franczak 2017). The

mainstream political scene was in fact structured by the ethnic definition of the nation (Zubrzycki

2001), which provided a feeding soil for its rapid transformation to the right. Popular classes did

not regain the much wanted dignity even during economic upswing, while still subjected to

highly unequal and condescending workplace cultures and patronizing attitudes of the liberal

elites (Burszta et al. 2017). These emotions and demand for equality, at least within the

homogenous body of the nation, were successfully addressed by the present right wing

government. 

Civil society captured

This narrative presentation allows me to now fill in the tiered model of societal structure

conditioning the historical functioning of civil society. The presented analysis demonstrates what
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was the historical structural embedding of civil society institutions.

[GRAPH 2]

The field of power in the Polish case is highly intelligentsia centered. Most of the struggles

are culture-center “fratricidal” struggles of the intelligentsia (Zarycki, Smoczyński, and Warczok

2017). Within the public sphere populated by the members of the intelligentsia, historically civil

society was fairly exclusionary and positioned in stark opposition to the working class and

peasant constituencies. The elites vs. the people cleavage was willingly used by various factions

of the intelligentsia to delegitimize opponents or by newcomers in order to secure a place for

themselves. This cleavage often assumed a mantle of toying with popular antisemitism (1912,

1922, 1956, 1968). 

Post-transformation civil society practice was highly fractured. Liberal elites did not

recognize the role of provincial, grass-root and post-socialist associational culture. This alienated

its practitioners and further directed them against civil society of liberal NGO’s perceived as
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elitist and foreign-driven, part and parcel of liberal establishment. The actual deployment of the

very term civil society in the public discourse, widely used as a tool for the disenfranchisement of

popular classes whose cultural capital was not complicit with the visions of liberal modernizers,

and simultaneously to create a space of action for liberal, post-dissident and post-communist

elites alike, only made things worse. 

This situation was easily used by the right wing intelligentsia, coopting the popular classes

in their populist project bringing the promise of an imaginary equality within the national body

politic. Civil society was easily associated with the negatively evaluated pole of the populist-

nationalist discourse. It was invested, not with actual relevance for civil society as practice, with

components such as foreignness, non-Polishness, exclusionary elitism and serving external

interests (O’Neal 2017). The foreign/cosmopolitan/Jewish element is exploited not only because

unresolved antisemitic legacies but also the long-term struggle for national self-assertion and

weak programmatic identities of political parties (Korycki 2017). In sub-imperial contexts, often

the field of power is structured by the opposition between comprador elites of sorts and the (often

self-proclaimed) defenders of national sovereignty (Steinmetz 2008; Go 2008).  

The still present ethicized idea of national community delivered a discursive reservoir to

imply that civil society, especially in cases of foreign donors involved, acts against the Polish

national community. On the one hand, the older patterns of argumentation (history of

antisemitism, anti-elitist discourse) are now recirculated in order to assist in the present

deligitimization of civil society organizations. On the other hand, the actual role of civil society –

as class-embedded practice and as an ideologically laden term – shed light on the backdrop for

success of these argumentative strategies.

Its discursive, movable perception can be illustrated with a “tennis ball” model. I propose to

see it as visual representation of civil society within discursive battles in the field of power.

Objects in the field are perceived differently from different standpoints (roughly ideological

worldviews). Simultaneously, the drawing is a representation of a sphere – the viewer can grasp

the location of objects only imperfectly. As with maps representing the globe, the place of the

viewer and convention of representation creates a parallax effect, a distortion. And this

illustration should be taken just like this – as representing both relational ontology of the field of

power, positionality of actors and their perspective, and last but not least the epistemological

distortions of the analytical view. This picture is subject to structured gaze of (liberal) academic
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observation and represents positions of actors within the field of power as seen by the right-wing

populist standpoint – thus it represents an actually existing background for the discourse

ostracizing civil society.

[GRAPH 4]

It is a tennis ball because of the type of suture of the flat material used to construct a sphere.

There just two pieces of material and these two plains of the material are continuous. Thus, the

analytical gaze of the academic observer “knows” that the upper and bottom parts are intimately

connected, as actual threats for the domain represented by the intelligentsia. Upper part is to large

extent an ideological misrepresentation, the bottom a structural actuality of class society, but

realms cannot be neatly separated. Both of them are policed out from the horizontal realm on
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both sides of the vertical division left-right and help to constitute its border (suture of two plains).

The liberal-nationalist division is staged as conflicted along the cultural lines but after all both

sides share a common structural embedding. 

Dual social structure and fractured elites – Hungary

History of Hungarian society and politics, like in the Polish case, has been shaped by a

relatively numerous noble class. Whereas in Poland the wide group of middle gentry shaped the

long lasting and influential ethos of the intelligentsia, in the Hungarian case the legacy of the

nobility was crucial for cultural patterns prevalent among urban elites. Contrary to Poland,

however, the higher echelons of aristocracy remained influential for the state structure and

actively shaped political divisions. The reason was a larger degree of state autonomy in the

crucial period of the modern state formation.

The aristocracy widely sided with the Habsburg state and often chose Catholicism as their

religion, in compliance with the official religion of the Habsburg monarchy. It later supported

conservative political forces and the imperial idea, whereas the gentry remained the hotbed of

Hungarian liberal nationalism. This liberalism had its limits, however, and the Hungarian national

project willingly excluded numerous national minorities, who in these circumstances supported

the supranational aristocratic circles. This division among the elites remained influential and

marked the main political camps at least to the interwar period. Within the authoritarian regime,

the regent Miklós Horthy, still had to skilfully maneuver between both ideological currents,

himself coming from the social milieu bridging the opposite camps (he was a Calvinist noblemen

but a loyal admiral in imperial Austro-Hungarian army, see Janos 2012). 

Origins of the dual structure

While political culture was marked by this division, the distribution of influence did not

correspond neatly with the development of the social structure. This mismatch was a result of a

double social structure of sorts. New hierarchies and networks of political influence emerged

independently and not by transformation of the older order of ranks. In rapidly modernizing

urban areas, new values and hierarchies developed parallely to the preserved social world of the

landed elites. The cultural exchange between these realms was limited and unidirectional. New

urban elites were attracted by states positions, access to which was possible only for Hungarian
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noble elites. As a result, new contenders adopted some noble class values (as representational

consumption). The modernizing impulses were not transferred back, however. The noble ethos

was built around civil service and not commercial activity which remained in low esteem.

Commercial elite developed separately, and its occupations were marked as foreign and not so

benevolent for the Hungarian society. As a result it did not have significant influence on political

power and hierarchy in the public sphere, still controlled by the Hungarian elites, liberal gentry

and conservative aristocrats (Hanák 1984; Gyani 2002). This double development had its roots in

the national composition of the urban dwellers.

Urban populations were composed in a large extend from German settlers and Jewry. This

had an impact on the social composition of the rising commercial elites (Hanák 1984). Both

groups assimilated to Hungarianess, often via the gentry’s ethos of the liberal national idea but

also conspicuous consumption. They remained hostile to each other, which fanned the flames of

antisemitism in urban areas. Not only was it wide spread among German Bürgertum but also

among the Hungarian urban dwellers. The former were fearful of new contenders, the latter

wanted to self-assert themselves as commercial and industrial elites but faced the already

establish Jewish  competitors (Szelényi 2006). The result was a high level of political antagonism

corresponding to the social origin of particular urban milieus. Liberal and socialist Jewish urban

middle class was viciously attacked by the assimilated German and Hungarian supporters of the

modern antisemitic right alike.

Meanwhile, the industrial development proceeded in a way disproportionally burdening the

popular classes. They were not protected by any extensive measures and did not find substantial

political representation. The inflow of capital was often of speculative character and not an

organically growing result of industrious spirits. Thus, it was easier to present capitalism as an

exploitative manipulation of foreign elements. Consumption of foreign goods complicit with

modern standards, but inaccessible for broader populations, and insular investments of imported

capital equally contributed to the alienation of the commercial elite from the local society (Janos

2012). Local liberalism was tightly intertwined with nationalism which prevented it from

building a platform of support bridging ethnic divisions. Social differentiation overwrote ethnic

divisions, hence broader political constituencies aiming at moderate reforms in the name of the

general social welfare were hardly possible (Gerő 1995).

In this context an anti-metropolitan (not necessarily strictly rural) national populism
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became an important player on the political scene. It encompassed a plethora of political currents.

Some of them endorsed pro-peasant rural romanticism, some of them were closer to nativists

fascism targeting Jewish capital, which allegedly threatened the existence of Hungarian peasants.

The latter groups were not able to build a broader social base while facing ethnically different

bourgeoisie, who was obviously not welcome in the volkish Political alliance (Janos 2012).

However, the peasant resistance against cosmopolitan, urban ideas, communism and capitalism

alike, was an important factor. It contributed significantly to the defeat of the Bela Kun’s

Communist republic of 1919. Later it was an important tributary the nationalist, but anti-German

current in the last days of Horthy’s rule during IIWW (Trencsényi 2014). Some of the provincial

intelligentsia supporting the populist idea played an important role in the anti-communist

dissidence after the IIWW.

Diverging biographies and polarization of the elites

Hungarian communist party, which seized power after IIWW, was not particularly

intellectualized. Nonetheless it attracted intellectuals, especially in the first period of its rule.

Communist rule in Hungary could boast important improvements in social welfare and industrial

development. Like in Poland, it confronted various old elites dissatisfied with the new order. The

main problem, however, was a growing gap between triggered consumerist aspirations and a

drive to self-assertion among new professional elites – in a large part educated already in the

socialist state. State-supported modernization created a class whose aspirations could not be

easily satisfied. The state could not keep up with them bound with ideological rigidity and

requirements of militarized Soviet geopolitics (Tökés 1996). These professional circles were one

of the main pillars of the anti-regime opposition. This process was detected early by the very

same dissidents (Konrád and Szelényi 1979). Meritocratic professionals attempted to find their

way in the system by cooptation or opposition, depending on circumstances. They did not

stopped on seizure of the party structure, but finally replaced the party as such (Falk 2003). 

Also among socialist working class the aspirations grew. Although Janos Kadar took power

in 1956 as a political ally of the Soviet hardliners, he was able to buy social piece only for the

price of broad economic concessions to the mass consumerist society in socialist style.

Consumerist aspirations loomed large after the regime chose the promise of welfare as a

legitimization strategy. The legal and economic framework and regime tolerance allowed pockets
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of market exchange to function and facilitated semi-legal privatization of small amounts of public

assets. Hungarian working class was more individualized and because of the regime laxity

motivated to seek material satisfaction rather via individual strategies than collective protest

(Bartha 2013). Thus, contrary to Poland, there was hardly any mass resistance and no inter-class

alliance of intellectuals and workers was formed. 

The transition was conceived among the intelligentsia, who also constituted the post-

transition parliament, even less variegated in respect to class than in Poland (Kennedy 1992).

Despite similar class origin, the dissident milieus in Hungary were much diversified, however.

Perhaps more important from standard political differences was the split between so called

urbanists and populists (Szabo 2004). 

The former were urban (mainly Budapest) based elites, often with Jewish background and

history of involvement in communist party. Coming out from Marxism, not always did they

renounce it straight away, as some of the Polish revisionists. The circle of disciples gathered

around renowned Marxist philosopher György Lukács developed a critical variant of Marxism

and criticized the nominally Marxist regime. Similarly, figures as Georgy Bence and Janos Kis

contributed to the self-understanding of critical Marxism up to leaving it behind entirely (as

developed in their book published under pseudonym, see Rakovski 1978). These milieus later

constituted the core of the Budapestan liberal-democratic elite.

The populist, in turn, were mostly based in smaller urban centers (division between capital

and the rest of cities is very strong in a highly centralized Hungarian state). They cultivated

nationalist and agrarian traditions of the interwar and were occasionally coopted by the socialist

party by promises of pro-nationalist solutions or cultivation of Hungarian culture among large

Hungarian populations left beyond the state borders after the infamous Trianom treaty,

concluding the defeat in IWW. This milieu was a backdrop for nationalist populism which

dragged through mud and mire occidentalist modernizers, wide-spread among Budapestan

liberals. Certainly not only nationalist convictions and ideological commitments but also

resentment against the self-appointed elites residing in Budapest contributed to this hostility,

perhaps more than anti-Jewish prejudices directed against the same liberal elites (Kennedy 2002).

Only occasionally the opposition against the socialist state unified those circles, but indeed there

were personalities able to build bridges between them, as for instance a sharp, yet understanding

cultural critic Istvan Bibo.
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This division was to play an important role on the post-communist political scene. Two,

post-dissident parties were formed. One, the Alliance of Free Democrats was mostly

metropolitan, liberal-democratic, and after all more willing to cooperate with post-communist

socialists. Another, Hungarian Democratic Forum, initially explicitly drawing from rural-national

populist movement, was appealing to nationalist sentiments. It was later successfully hollowed-

out and practically retaken by Fidesz (Falk 2003). The urbanist-populist divide was revived as a

new cultural cleavage in the early 1990’s (Bozóki 1999), and to some extend later after 2000,

when a technocratic consensus build by the ruling socialist party withered away. This cultural

cleavage found also an interesting recodification in the presence of antisemitism in the current

Hungarian political debate. 

Earlier, pre-IIWW antisemitism was often direct means of expression for antimodernist

political convictions. The urban Jewry indeed historically played an important role in the

implementation of Western values in Hungary. It was often associated with Westernization and

unwanted cosmopolitanism, liberalism or communism, endangering the specific qualities of the

Hungarian nation. This traits resurfaced in the debates between urbanists and populist but not

necessarily expressing directly the anti-modernist agenda. The exclusionary discourse closing

Hungarianess against external influence recirculated old tropes to perpetuate the flames of

discourse of national sovereignty, self-asserting itself against foreign enemies. 

In addition, however, the conflicted intellectual elites were not able to create positive

political programs different enough to grip the voters. As a result, the polemic was moved to the

terrain of memory and identity conflict. It widely used antisemitism as a token of political

allegiance, one of the “historical and ideological symbols to distinguish themselves from one

other” (Kovács 2011, 189). The symbolic domain became the principal arena for constructing

party identity among intellectuals. “[T]he language of the “Jewish question” — which in previous

decades had already served to express beneath the surface the self-identity of the various

intellectual camps — soon became the language of the identity discourses and rapidly became

embedded in the political context” (Kovács 2011, 189). Thus, the “Us” and “Them” dichotomy

denoted not strictly speaking modernist and anti-modernist cultures but “definable intellectual

groups”; antisemitism functioned as a code of political identity rather than as a cultural code of

anti-modernity. This contributed further to the polarization of the elite.
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Elites and class power

All these conflicted groups, however, were not free of predicaments typical for detached

thinking of powerless oppositional circles. Their receipts, as life in truth, had been good slogans

against the hollowed language of state socialism, but poor instruction for doing real politics once

they were finally able to do so. Their thinking was heavily infected with prescribed dogmatism

and elitist moralizing and was often ineffective, or even harmful, in new realities. Many of them

adored the ethos bordering the idea of philosophers-kings – enlightened, educated elite who lead

its people to the new, unknown word. This was only partially counterbalanced by the fact that

they accepted popular legitimization and democratic control as necessary requirements of a good

rule (Falk 2003). Such mode of thinking was often a burden after transition and certainly did not

help to legitimize their initiatives among broader social groups. Also material differences deepen

the rift between intellectual elites and popular voters.

New patterns of wealth distribution placed many of former intellectuals in privileged

positions. Who benefited from the transformation were the groups able to transform their political

connections into economic assets. It was not possible for all formerly privileged party members,

and not limited to them. What enabled a transfer of political position into economic opportunities

was cultural capital. These were urban, educated party elites, technocratic specialist and some

urban based dissidents who were able to do this, but not political functionaries in the narrow

sense or provincial elites clinched in the anti-state resistance (Eyal, Szelényi, and Townsley

2000). Once established as new economic elites, either through seizure of industrial assets or

careers in media, these milieus lost connection with conditions of existence of broad populations

still entrenched in post-transition misery.

Such a situation was not only predicted by critical intellectuals but consciously supported

by some oppositional groups, explicitly aiming at meritocratic self-assertion of the professional

elite (Lomax 1997b). There was no betrayal of intellectuals as in Poland where inter-class

alliance was broken (Kennedy 1991b; Ost 2005), but just “intellectuals on the road to class

power” as the title of the famous book on the problem announced (Konrád and Szelényi 1979). In

many cases those fighting for democracy were actually contemptuous toward the people and

wanted to carefully police out the unwanted elements of uneducated mob from participation in

the public sphere. What perpetuated the idea of civil society was often the idea of civil

participation limited to the republic of owners. The inclusiveness of those ideas was highly
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limited to the propertied and educated (Lomax 1997b, 1999).

Such elitist political imagination was not without its counterpart on the ground. Actual

political practice of NGO’s, even if run not by the same intelligentsia pundits, was also detached

from many social groups and not free of condescending assumptions about them. The spatial

distribution of civil society development corresponded with metropolis vs. provinces division.

The vast majority of powerful organizations with considerable budgets concentrated in Budapest.

Tiny and poor organizations of the provinces hardly counterbalanced this domination. Expressing

local strives and interests, they have been often resentful against their more successful

counterparts from the capital (Schreier 2016).

Civil society and political cleavages

The cultural cleavage between intellectuals neatly resonates with the voting patterns.

According to analyzes of voting preferences in Hungary, there are three main cleavages dividing

voters and hence political programs capable to mobilize them. These divisions are religiosity vs.

secularism, post-communism vs. anticommunism, and urban vs. rural. They do not crisscross

each other but create a bipolar division, very difficult to disentangle. They are not grounded in

economic position and therefore make uttering economic arguments difficult. This in turn easily

prevents serious mobilization around redistributive policies. The success of the Fidesz party was

to a large extend grounded in evolution form appealing to an identity voter focused on nationalist

agenda and historical traumas, to a more general voter interested in self-assertion of national

identity and attracted by promises of some redistributive measures supporting Hungarian

families, which were absent before (Mesežnikov, Gyárfášová, and Smilov 2008). At the same

time, polarization of the elite along the same lines, contributes to its tight relationship with the

politicians.

There are very few intellectual leaders independent of political parties or circles. Due to the

particularities of the privatization process in the 1990s. Hungarian-owned large corporations are

scarce. Just like during the 19th century industrialization, getting wealthy by rent-seeking has been

much easier than achieving actual market success. Thus many successful business owners are

attached to (or, before Fidesz took control in 2010, were attached) political parties. The

intelligentsia and the cultural elites had little choice but to turn to these “politicized financers”.

As a consequence, many business and intellectual elites are dependent on the state and cannot
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contribute to or criticize policy-making. This also has an effect on CSOs: fulfilling the role of

‘watchdogs’ and ‘gatekeepers’ in a heavily politicized climate is very difficult, as their actions

will be translated as taking a side by one of the parties.2 

Political domination and capture of the state by the political force, whose platform was

based on the nationalist sentiments, made independent civil society organizations a natural target.

It was fully complicit with party official ideology and hence not opposite to the voters’

convictions. In early years of post-communist Hungary, there were significant tax leaves for

NGO’s dedicated to boost civic activity envisioned in dissident discourses before. They were

widely abused for suspicious business deals, however, and hence it was easy to crack down the

civic sphere framing it as rebuilding the rule of law by the state (Vandor et al. 2017). There was

no coincidence in the attack on NGO’s launched by Viktor Orban’s government. The structural

embedding of CSO facilitated its broader social acceptance. The government successfully framed

it as boost in the agency of the state against unwanted, non-national internal enemies and external

influences limiting the country’s sovereignty. The government’s discourse created an ideological

package, a set of features applied to all civil society organizations regardless of their particular

profile, and tainting all of them with the label of alienated from the people, foreign and

intransparent. The corresponding structural configuration is illustrated by the graph below.

2
� This paragraph was contributed by Zsófi Bajnay
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[GRAPH 5]

In Hungary, as in Bulgaria, the sphere of civic activity in socialism was fairly limited and

focused differently than Western-oriented political imagination would envision it. The baby was

thrown out with the bathwater and the civic sphere was to be built anew after transition. Thus,

CSO’s were slotted in a different structural place than in the well-established western

democracies. Initially they were supported as fulfilling the ideals of civil society nurtured among

intellectuals of post-dissident provenience and western policy makers alike. They indeed

promoted liberalism and democracy but in local circumstances this program was fairly political

and skewed toward particular ideological option, which by no means remained uncontested. That

is why they approached opposition.

As coming from outside, often foreign funded, and underpinned by ideological agendas of

their donors, they were not sufficiently integrated into the local social ties. It caused their actual

estrangement and watered the mill of critique. They indeed often ignored vernacular contexts and

served ideological purposes, which rendered their exclusion much easier. At the same time, they

were highly dependent on foreign funds or the state (here situation differed in all three cases), so

it was easily to eliminate them or make docile. Keeping a low profile in terms of critical function
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towards the state apparatus became a condition of institutional survival and many organizations

accepted such necessity (Gessler 2015). Meanwhile, the national government was already strong

enough to use state resources and previous experience of political mobilization to build parallel,

directly dependent form of civil society.

Already in opposition, the Hungarian right successfully built their own civil society,

explicitly putting into practice an import substitution strategy of sorts. Rejecting foreign

influences which allegedly endangered national sovereignty, the right boosted the activity of local

political circles (so called Civic Circles Movement). These grassroots constituencies were easily

mobilized in subsequent elections, partly won landslide by the Fidesz party from 2010 up till

2018. The movement had hegemonic aspirations and was able to stir mass membership mainly

among middle-class voters leaving in urban areas beyond the center of Budapest (Molnár 2016;

Greskovits 2017). The same logic later urged them create national capitalist class (highly

dependent on the state). Both strategies proved successful – Fidesz spectacularly build a state-

backed conglomerate of political patronage encompassing business elites and civic sphere,

proving to be great inspiration for the Polish right who willingly embarked on a similar project,

put into practice even more rapidly.

The problematic legacies of egalitarianism - Bulgaria

The Bulgarian story is also entangled in the post-imperial legacy. This time, however, it is

the Ottoman Empire and not (mostly) Russian Empire as in the Polish case, or Austro-Hungarian

monarchy marking the Hungarian trajectory. While the Ottoman state was not strictly speaking a

re-nationalizing one, it made important imprints on the economic development and the agrarian

structure of the Bulgarian lands. In a centralized state there was no strong landed aristocracy, and

in Ottoman Bulgaria individual peasant ownership of land existed (Crampton 1983, chap. 10;

Todorova 1996). Later, when the Bulgarian state emerged in 1878, many Muslim owners and

leasers fled the country and migrated to Turkey, thus allowing even more peasants to establish

individual, property based households. The late ottoman economy was far from pre-capitalist

subsistence agriculture and it created complex commodity chains and forms of exchange.

However, its legacy vanished abruptly after the emergence of the Bulgarian state, along with the

imperial administrative structure. Thus, it was subsistence economy of the individual peasant not

35



much plugged in to the market exchange, which marked the future political developments.

Meanwhile traditional forms of communal land management and the collectivist ethos of self-

sustaining communes long bore their imprint on the rural reality, long after the modern Bulgarian

state was created. 

Ideas of national revival preparing the independence, germinating from mid-19th century,

varied greatly. Some hoped for the liberalization and modernization of the Ottoman empire, while

others envisioned armed struggle in the name of democratic nationalism (Daskalov 2004). The

social support for these ideas differed, but what unified proponents of reform (more elite) and

independence (radical, also church-based, intelligentsia) was their growing detachment from the

peasant population.

While earlier the carriers of the national ethos where petty craftsmen and merchants in

urban areas under the orthodox millet, in the age of Bulgarian “national revival” (Daskalov 2004)

these was the rising intelligentsia who took the baton of the nationalist cause. They were

broadening school system and promoted literacy, which allowed the national idea to spread

(Meininger 1987). The Bulgarian independence was made possible by a particular alliance of the

nationalist intelligentsia and peasant supporters (Crampton 1983, chap. 18). However, once the

state was created, and modern but not entirely democratically operating parliament launched

(Perry 1993; Kostadinova 1995; Daskalov 2011, chap. 1), positions in state bureaucracy attracted

the new men of letters and coopted them to the state structure, unanimously considered a vehicle

of modernization (Dimou 2009, 27). As they gained access to lucrative state salaries, the urban,

Europeanized intelligentsia became a modern state elite and cut their ties with the peasant

constituencies (Crampton 2007, 179). The marriage of convenience which made modern

Bulgarian state possible ceased to exist.

Conspiratory politics in a peasant country

This created a lacuna in political leadership among the popular classes. It was soon filled by

a new group of radical leaders. Because of a similar social structure, the language semblance and

a geopolitical alliance, there was a vivid transfer of Russian populist ideas to Bulgaria. It sowed

the seeds for the socialist movement and the unique product of the Bulgarian political scene –

agrarian party. The socialist movement split in 1903 along the lines similar to those marking

other Eastern European controversies. While “the narrows” followed standard Kautskian
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orthodoxy (and later formed the Bulgarian Communist Party; Bell 1986), “the broads” tried to

build cross-class alliance nurturing an elastic umbrella program of counter-systemic populism

(Dimou 2009). Such trajectory was also stimulated under the pressure of the rising agrarian

movement.  

The Agrarians under Aleksandar Stamboliyski developed an original program combining

vast social reforms with the preservation of peasant private property. Their vision of

modernization did not exclude progress but aimed at equal redistribution of its cost, possibly little

harmful for the agrarian economy. After the defeats in the Balkan Wars and IWW, the agrarian

party took power and was able to form a government capable of broad but not always popular

reforms (Oren 1973; Daskalov 2011, chap. 2; Trencsényi 2014). Growing dissatisfaction of the

urban elites, irritated by redistributive schemes, but above all by measures radically questioning

their distinctiveness from the peasant mass (as universal, compulsory labor service), led to a

rightist conspiracy which finally took power in 1923.

Uniting urban liberals, right wing corporations, military elites and masonic lodges, this

unusual alliance brutally eliminated peasant resistance. Stambolijski was removed from the post

of the prime minister and murder. A wave of white terror was launched, especially after

communists concluded the bombing of the main church in Sofia, filled in with high-rank

officials. Changing governments slowly liberalized, but centrist popular block government was

soon removed by another coup d'état in 1934, led by a military-based Zveno conspiracy. Such a

juxtaposition of peasant reformers and urban-based conspiracies perpetuated distrust to

democratic legitimacy and stimulated thinking in terms of underground networks attempting to

seize control over the state and its resources (Crampton 2007).

The military spheres were marginalized after 1935 by King Boris III. He managed to

practically outmaneuver major political forces and establish a form of reversed parliamentary

monarchy, with the king controlling electoral and decision making processes (Groueff 1997).

This tactical maneuvering concerned also international politics. Bulgaria was allied with the

Nazi-led axis during IIWW. However, it was not a particularly ardent ally, postponing most of

the actual commitments, both in term of war effort and antisemitic persecutions. Nonetheless, this

did not prevent Bulgaria to fall under Soviet influence after the war.
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Pro-Russian modernization

This was not entirely staged external seizure of power, however. In fact the Fatherland front

uniting anti-fascist forces, and to a growing extend controlled by the communists, enjoyed

considerable support among local populations (Bell 1986). It was able to take control over the

state under the auspices of the Soviet Union and in much typical way marginalized other political

camps up to tightening the grip of Stalinist political order. What is important here, is that the

Bulgarian Communist party was quite apt in finding a working synthesis of the soviet model and

local political traditions, leading to a successful modernization project.

Stalinism was implemented without a personality cult resonating with the local peasant-

based egalitarianism. Todor Zhivkov “normalized” the situation along the agenda of the day in all

the Soviet bloc. He built around himself an egalitarian aura and skillfully maintained down to

earth communication with the Bulgarian people (Bell 1986; Daskalov 2011, chap. 4). At the same

time, agrarian economy was a relatively appropriate place to launch a forceful industrialization.

Soviet-style economy worked relatively well here, possibly better than in other allied countries.

Bulgaria registered an unprecedented industrial growth and an improvement in modern welfare,

in the same time transforming into an urbanized society (Oren 1973). The growth rate slowed

down after the world crisis of 1973, but remained a growth, by itself an exception among socialist

countries. As a result, the legitimization of socialism was higher in Bulgaria than in other states

allied in the Warsaw pact. Ties with the Soviet Union were close, building upon traditional pro-

Russian sentiments dating back to the Russian-Turkish war of 1877-78 and the crucial support of

Alexander II of Russia for the Bulgarian statehood. Socialism was not perceived as a foreign

imposition here.

Conflicts galvanizing public opinion intensified only in the late phase of socialism, when

many joined forces to oppose chemical pollution in Ruse and some provincial dissidents resisted

the campaign of compulsory nationalization of Bulgarian Muslims in the 80’s (Kabakchieva and

Kurzydlowski 2012; Pietrova 2004; Crampton 2007). Finally, these were not social protests

which forced Zhivkov to resign, but a palace coup, ironically staged by apparatchiks loyal to

Kremlin, now choosing more liberal line of perestroika and glasnost. 

Captive civil society

In these circumstances, civil society institutions in a modern sense were in Bulgaria a
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relatively late acquisition. Admittedly, there were alternative forms of grass roots activism which

should not be dismissed out of hand. For instance, associational sphere connected with various

journals or centralized voluntary organizations (as network of village cultural centers,

‘Chitalishte, the Bulgarian Red Cross, Hunters’ or War Veterans’ associations) was flourishing

after the creation of the Bulgarian state, especially in the interwar period (Valkov 2009). Just like

in Poland, there were profiled organizations in the post-1945 socialist Bulgaria, even if “political

at the top”, facilitating voluntary activity at the bottom. However, they were in disarray after

1989 and especially after the 1997 crisis and austerity measures, and did not pose a background

for successful implanting of western patterns.

Unlike in Poland and Hungary, there was no strong dissident milieu contesting the socialist

regime. The rapid industrialization meant that there were little bourgeois urban milieus with

preserved elements of pre-war public culture, which would possibly stimulate resistance. Perhaps

for these reasons the opposition was rather meek. The regime was able to “bribe” artists and

intellectuals by giving out state posts and creative funds which successfully disciplined

dissidence. The local intellectual milieus where rather coffee house circles and not mass

movements breeding future civic sphere or political organizations. Political dissidence was

limited to singular persons as the future president Zhelyu Zhelev, who wrote a book on fascism,

actually a coded depiction of socialist authoritarianism. In strong contrast with the Polish case,

there was no larger working class base for oppositional movements. Also bridging between the

capital city elites and struggles in the provinces was much weaker.

There was a stark contrast between Sofia-based intellectuals and the more spontaneous

activism from the countryside. The former often combined allegiance and criticism towards the

socialist government, and actively took part in the state-sponsored public debate, the latter

focused on particular issues important for local communities. This discrepancy resulted in

difficulties to generalize particular protests in a way gaining public attention. This further

contributed to mutual distrust and stereotyped images of both groups (Pietrova 2004). The elite

intellectuals, just like in Poland and Hungary, were often stemming from the party elite. Unlike in

the other cases, however, they remained directly connected with the party structure. This

affiliation offered them resources indispensable for critical reasoning and certain degree of

immunity, in the same time cutting the squares of their radicalism. These intellectuals were part

and parcel of the Eastern European intelligentsia – they had similar vision of enlightening the
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people from above. 

When discourses of civil society started to penetrate this milieu, they were not necessarily

interested in its augmentation. Instead they wanted to proselytize the idea above the heads of

those actually involved in various types of activities, not always fitting to the imaginations of the

intellectuals (Kabakchieva and Kurzydlowski 2012). The bridging of this gap was also delayed as

the penetration of the country by various forms of Western-style civil society practice was

delayed and weaker than in the previous cases.

The double edge of anti-corruption initiatives

The reason was atypical pathway of the transition. After post-1989 political liberalization,

the oppositional parties took power but were reluctant to introduce rapid economic reforms,

which they would not be able to fully control. Being a motley crew of oppositional political

forces, they lacked stable majority and substantial legitimacy which prevented them from taking

any strong course of action. Later the post-communist formation got back to parliamentary seats

and economy was only moderately modified, while revalorized state servants’ salaries and

subsidies for post-socialist companies were kept intact. This model crashed only in 1997 and the

reforms were introduced, taking their toll on welfare of the vast populations of the country

(Crampton 2007). In the meantime, the post-communist governments were able to secure

privileges for former party elites, carefully addressed transfers of state resources and some

stability for broader populations. The corollary of this situation was a growth of semi-legal

business oligarchies tightly controlling the state and facilitating corruptive practices. Dissolution

of this compound was a significant political challenge and made anti-corruption a pivotal element

in Bulgarian political discourse, with much consequential outcomes.

This discourses found vivid resonance in broader political rhetoric. The newest trajectory of

ups and downs of different political projects in Bulgaria shed light on line of divisions structuring

the political sphere. Contending political newcomers varied from liberal populism of the

movement of the royal heir Simeon II, celebrating a short-lived heyday in early 2000s, through

nationalist populism of Attaka, to center-right anti-corruption platform of Boiko Borisov. All

these formations contested ossified political divisions and successfully mobilized populist

sentiments directed towards established elites. They all built political support on a specific form

of post-transition revisionism. It did not target the unequal distribution of costs and benefits, but
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promised weeding out of corrupted and criminal structures (Mesežnikov, Gyárfášová, and Smilov

2008). Anti-corruption rhetoric became a pivotal element of the Bulgarian public discourse and

simultaneously a multi-edged sword. 

While the best receipt for political success is a promise of fighting corruption, all the

players, including the former suspects of this rhetoric, realized the payoffs. Effectiveness of anti-

corruption measures was lost, as competing networks of actors (in the police, the judiciary and

the political sphere) sought to strengthen their own institutional positions. Mutual accusations

muddied the waters in a way which removed credibility from any actual revelation of corruptive

practices. Anybody may be accused of corruption and many illicit connections are suggested, also

by actors operating on the problematic borderland of state and business spheres (Ragaru 2010).

They explicitly aim to delegitimize watch-dog organizations or environmentalist causes by

suggesting their corruptive character serving foreign interests. 

Civil society as parasitic oligarchies

Against this backdrop, the history of the civil society and its opponents is much more

understandable. The grass-root environmentalist protest was important to undermine the

legitimacy of the socialist regime – as in the renowned case of air pollution in Ruse. Later,

however, it lost momentum, being perceived as oppositional to developmental goals and material

aspirations of the post-communist society. While the power elite was focused on curious

economic interest, broader populations were busy with getting by and securing basic material

welfare. This lacuna was filled in by foreign-sponsored civic organizations who assumed the

mantle of supporters of environmentalist causes and transparent democratic procedures. Their

structure and operations were often sub-optimal in allocation of resources, especially when seen

against the backdrop of the Bulgarian society struggling to meet their ends meet.

 This dynamic contributed to their social alienation, willingly supported by some media

outlets describing the NGO’s as foreign interventions. Meanwhile, powerful actors in public

discourse were able to present oligarchic interests as boosting economic growth. In consequence,

actors resisting the capture of the state and destruction of natural resources were seen as foreign-

sponsored agencies endangering Bulgarian sovereignty and possibly “corrupted” by foreign

donors or international bodies (Giatzidis 2002). Interestingly, such strategy of delegitimization

against all sorts of protest was widely used by the state structure already when the post-
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communist party ruled.

For instance, protesters against ecologically destructive water-pipe construction near Sofia

in the 1990s were presented in official media outlets as opposing public interest and

modernization goals. They were accused of representing foreign interests (sometimes curious

enough – as Greek conspiracy aiming to deprive the population of Sofia of water supplies).

Media willingly assisted, presenting protesting groups in unfavorable light, and alienating civic

disobedience from broader social support. This contributed to the growing reservations against

any NGO practice critical toward the state or commercial activity. Very early, the trope of

involvement of foreign donors, explicitly mentioning George Soros, was exploited in the local

media (Daĭnov, Garnizov, and Zanev 1998). Also after intense 2013 protests, the government,

now center-right, accused the protesters of being foreign agents, coining the curious libel

“sorosoids” (Vandor et al. 2017).

At the same time, the legitimacy of NGOs was undermined by their actual penetration by

oligarchic structures, widely using them for money laundering or frauds in the 1990s (Triffonova

2005). Thus, civil society was accused both of serving foreign interests and being embedded in

corrupted, domestic political culture, depending on circumstances and political provenience of

the accusations. As a result, civil society institutions enjoy exceptionally low level of social trust

in comparison to other investigated states, but also while related to other institutions within

Bulgaria (Raichev and Todorov 2006, 350). The place of civil society in the public debate and its

structural underpinning may be illustrated as follows.
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[GRAPH 6]

These controversies about civil society were additionally reshuffled by untypical

development of political antagonism during the 2013 protests in Bulgaria. The delineation of the

boundaries of legitimate belonging to civil society have become a highly contested issue. Those

boundaries were drawn along class, aesthetic, epistemic and ethnic lines. “Civil society” became

a self-applied label, drawing from one of the literal meanings of the term, i.e. this relating to

civility. Civil society started to signify “the cultured domain of the greatest distance from

material necessity and need”. The middle class antigovernment protesters used it as means to

delegitimize other groups (constituting the body of pro-government counter-protests) as

uncultured, uneducated and misguided in a way excluding theme from the realm of citizens who

are entitled to take part in the public sphere. What emerged after this redescription was a tripartite

division no longer limited to the populist move pitting the oligarchic power against the people.

Now the latter is also divided between civil society of the new bourgeoisie and constituencies

excluded along the class and ethnic lines (Tsoneva 2017). This recirculation of the fear of the

masses, discourses depriving the popular classes of political agency by implying external

manipulation is supplemented by racialization of political difference. This demonstrates
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diverging possibilities in constructing political divisions, dependent of historical contexts. At the

same time, self-assertion of liberal civil society as a political identity may easily contribute to

even easier attack on civic activity by political parties representing those excluded from such an

elitist vision of civic activity.

Conclusions from comparison

The aim of this paper was to understand the present attacks on CSOs in Poland, Hungary

and Bulgaria. The means to do this was a historical analysis of unfolding pathways of civil

society and public sphere in these three cases. All of them share some common characteristics

widely present in the region. They are entangled in imperial legacies of three great transnational

empires, Russian, Austro-Hungarian and Ottoman, respectively. The modern national statehood

was created relatively late. Thus local elites were busy with national self-assertion and nurtured

irredentist ideals, sometimes envisioning the rebirth of the people from below (Poland and

Bulgaria), but nevertheless carefully weeding off political conflict which could weaken the

national strives. Along with high ethnic differentiation, this prevented the class cleavage to

emerge as a paramount political problem and inhibited creation of class-based parties effectively

struggling for welfare provisions on the parliamentary forum. In many other states this was the

condition for development of democratic bargaining and enhanced civic cooperation bridging

vertical and horizontal social divisions.

With a partial exception of Hungary, there was no strong urban bourgeoisie, which would

facilitate liberal ideas of inclusive associational culture, or at least delivered patterns of sociality

possible to be implemented among other social groups, as sometimes happened with the

associational life of the working class (Kocka et al. 2001). In the region scrutinized here, there

was hardly any mediation between the groups previously forming agrarian societies, apart from

patronizing practice of the intelligentsia, usually descending from the impoverished noblemen

(especially in Poland). The unbridgeable gap between landed gentry and peasantry (here Bulgaria

being the odd case) prevented the emergence of vertically bridging forms of civil society. In the

same time ethnic differentiation and nationalist conflicts prevented more horizontal forms of

cooperation to flourish. Even if sociometric differences are sometimes overcome in the civic

sphere, this requires low cultural barriers between the groups – here they were exceptionally high

(ex. between peasants and nobles or Poles/Hungarian and Jews).
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If only civil activity flourished, it was not launched as a counterbalance to the state. It was

either directly oppositional, i.e. founded not as a parallel alternative but as an active actor

questioning the state, or directly concessioned by autocratic administration. This was the case in

the imperial period, which lasted the longest in the Polish case (up to 1918). However, the

situation did not change much later. All three interwar states were authoritarian for most of their

existence. This pitting of civic activity against the state, and other way around, continued under

state-socialism. The space of action for independent civil society was slightly broader in the cases

where bourgeoisie or independent proletarian culture had been stronger before (Hungary and

Poland, see Pollack and Wielgohs 2004).

Looking at the problem from the other side, in all three cases the state-supported civic

culture, which offered some possibilities for participation, was practically abolished and even

ridiculed after 1989. Wester-type of civil society was created from scratch and at the same time

served ideological purposes and supported particular political solutions. Along with the crisis of

the state after 1989 and actual penetration of some CSO’s by commercial interests of dubious

provenience, the credibility of NGO-based civil society was severely undermined. 

In all cases argumentative packages used to discredit civil society are different, however.

One may try to refer their resonance to the historical developments in respective cases. In the

Polish case the post-feudal political division was remobilized along the antisemitic lines.

Legacies of anti-elitist antisemitism and ethnic definition of the nation facilitated an easy

etnicization of Political difference by the nationalist right. Political opponents are still implicitly

described as non-Polish, which serves purposes of the nationalist faction of the intelligentsia –

post-noble class formation still laying a leading role in the Polish public sphere. This matrix was

reactivated facing global economic forces and supra-state political agencies as the EU. Civil

society sphere was also easily divided between the “non-Polish” enemies serving foreign

interests, and organizations tightly bound to support particular goals of the nationalist right. 

In the Hungarian case, the elites are also highly polarized. The historical legacy of noble

class domination and ethnic nationalism is in many respects similar. The cultural cleavage is

more inward, however. The dual social structure and parallel development of Hungarian urban

political culture in respect to the world of agrarian landowners, produced a slightly different

outcome than the Polish seizure of the public sphere by the post-noble intelligentsia –

ideologically conflicted but recognizing the basic class kinship. The long present division
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between populists and urbanists had its antisemitic undertones too, and the attitude toward

alleged ethnic others has been an important factor differentiating political programs. At present,

this created a context for the attack on civil society similar to the Polish one (but put into practice

for longer time already). However, it bears more traces of the state-self-assertion against factors

endangering its sovereignty – internally and externally. In this sense, it’s more grounded in

institutional drives than symbolic struggles. 

Bulgaria is a visibly different case. CSO’s are attacked but more as realizing particular

interests of various curious groups, be it local oligarchies or international conspiracies. These

attacks are not framed as defence of nation, but more as prevention of illicit interests. The

background for such critique may be seen as a side-effect of the lasting culture of egalitarianism.

Long history of conspiratory politics and nontransparent proceedings cultivated suspicion against

any activity above the ground. More recent wide spread corruption affairs allowed the

anticorruption rhetoric to spill over: now it is used by all actors which practically abolished its

effectivity. It’s thus easy to accuse CSO’s for illicit practices, conspicuous consumption of funds

and inhibiting developmental goals, which are often just commercial interests harmful for

environment and local communities. This may be read as a struggle for organization of the new

social hierarchy. Without established elites, various groups – from mafia oligarchs to liberal

pundits from the CSOs – compete for legitimization as an actual elite within society who easily

rejects leadership.

46



Reference list

Aminzade, Ronald. 1993. Ballots and Barricades: Class Formation and Republican Politics in
France, 1830-1871. Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press.

Anderson, Benedict R. O’G. 2006. Imagined Communities: Reflections on the Origin and Spread
of Nationalism. Rev. ed. London ; New York: Verso.

Arato, Andrew, and Jean Cohen. 1988. “Civil Society And Social Theory.” Thesis Eleven 21 (1):
40–64.

Armony, Ariel C. 2004. The Dubious Link: Civic Engagement and Democratization. Stanford,
Calif: Stanford University Press.

Arndt, Agnes. 2007. Intellektuelle in der Opposition: Diskurse zur Zivilgesellschaft in der
Volksrepublik Polen. Frankfurt a. M.: Campus.

———. 2013. Rote Bürger: Eine Milieu- Und Beziehungsgeschichte Linker Dissidenz in Polen
(1956-1976). Kritische Studien Zur Geschichtswissenschaft, Bd. 209. Göttingen:
Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht.

Arndt, Agnes, and Dariusz Gawin. 2008. Discourses on Civil Society in Poland. SP IV 2008-402.
Berlin: Wissenschaftszentrum Berlin für Sozialforschung.

Balibar, Etienne, Ted Stolze, and Emilia Giancotti. 1989. “Spinoza, the Anti-Orwell: The Fear of
t h e M a s s e s . ” R e t h i n k i n g M a r x i s m 2 ( 3 ) : 1 0 4 – 3 9 .
https://doi.org/10.1080/08935698908657878.

Banfield, Edward C. 1967. The Moral Basis of a Backward Society. New York: The Free Press.
Bartha, Eszter. 2013. Alienating Labour: Workers on the Road from Socialism to Capitalism in

East Germany and Hungary. New York : Oxford: Berghahn.
Bartolini, Stefano. 2000. The Political Mobilization of the European Left, 1860-1980: The Class

Cleavage. Cambridge, UK ; New York: Cambridge University Press.
Bauerkämper, Arndt, ed. 2003. Die Praxis der Zivilgesellschaft: Akteure, Handeln und

Strukturen im internationalen Vergleich. 1. Aufl. Frankfurt [u.a.]: Campus-Verl.
Bell, John D. 1986. The Bulgarian Communist Party from Blagoev to Zhivkov. Histories of

Ruling Communist Parties. Stanford, Calif: Hoover Institution Press.
Berman, Sheri. 1997. “Civil Society and the Collapse of the Weimar Republic.” World Politics

49 (3): 401–29.
Bermeo, Nancy Gina, and Philip G. Nord, eds. 2000. Civil Society before Democracy: Lessons

from Nineteenth-Century Europe. Lanham, MD: Rowman & Littlefield Publishers.
Bernhard, Michael H. 1993. The Origins of Democratization in Poland: Workers, Intellectuals,

and Oppositional Politics, 1976-1980. New York: Columbia University Press.
Beyme, Klaus von. 2000. “Zivilgeselschaft. Kariere und Leistung eines Modegriffs.” In

Europäische Zivilgesellschaft in Ost und West: Begriff, Geschichte, Chancen, edited by
Manfred Hildermeier, Jürgen Kocka, and Christoph Conrad. Frankfurt/Main ; New York:
Campus.

Blobaum, Robert. 1995. Rewolucja: Russian Poland, 1904-1907. Ithaca: Cornell University
Press.

———. 2001. “The Politics of Antisemitism in Fin-de-Siècle Warsaw.” The Journal of Modern
History 73 (2): 275–306.

———. , ed. 2005. Antisemitism and Its Opponents in Modern Poland. Ithaca: Cornell
University Press.

Bloch, Ernst. 1977. “Nonsynchronism and the Obligation to Its Dialectics.” Translated by Mark
Ritter. New German Critique, no. 11: 22–38.

47



Bonnell, Victoria E. 1983. Roots of Rebellion: Workers’ Politics and Organizations in St.
Petersburg and Moscow, 1900-1914. Berkeley: University of California Press.

Bourdieu, Pierre. 1998. Practical Reason: On the Theory of Action. Stanford, Calif: Stanford
University Press.

Bourdieu, Pierre, and Loïc Wacquant. 1993. “From Ruling Class to Field of Power: An Interview
with Pierre Bourdieu on La Noblesse d’État.” Theory, Culture & Society 10 (3): 19–44.

Bozóki, András. 1999. “The Rhetoric of Action. The Language of Regime Change in Hungary.”
In Intellectuals and Politics in Central Europe, edited by András Bozóki. Budapest; New
York: Central European University Press.

Bradley, Joseph. 2002. “Subjects into Citizens: Societies, Civil Society, and Autocracy in Tsarist
Russia.” American Historical Review 107 (4): 1094–1123.

———. 2009. Voluntary Associations in Tsarist Russia: Science, Patriotism, and Civil Society.
Cambridge, Mass: Harvard University Press.

Brykczynski, Paul. 2016. Primed for Violence: Murder, Antisemitism, and Democratic Politics in
Interwar Poland. Madison, Wisconsin: The University of Wisconsin Press.

Buchowski, Michał. 2004. “The shifting meanings of civil and civic society in Poland.” In Civil
Society: Challenging Western Models, edited by Elizabeth Dunn and Chris Hann.
London  ; New York: Taylor & Francis. https://books.google.de/books?
id=B6eHAgAAQBAJ.

Bunce, Valerie. 2000. “The Historical Origins of the East-West Divide: Civil Society, Political
Society and  Democracy in Europe.” In Civil Society before Democracy: Lessons from
Nineteenth-Century Europe, edited by Nancy Gina Bermeo and Philip G. Nord. Lanham,
MD: Rowman & Littlefield Publishers.

Burszta, Wojciech, Adam Mrozowicki, Agnieszka. Kolasa-Nowak, and Krzysztof Jasiecki. 2017.
“ M o d e r n i z a c j a , p r a c a , p r z e d s i ę b i o r c z o ś ć w p o l s k i c h d y s k u r s a c h
(post)transformacyjnych,” no. 11: 13–30.

Calhoun, Craig J., ed. 1992. Habermas and the Public Sphere. Cambridge, Mass: MIT Press.
Chałasiński, Józef. 1947. Społeczna Genealogia Inteligencji Polskiej. I. Krakow: Czytelnik.
Cohen, Jean L., and Andrew Arato. 1992. Civil Society and Political Theory. Studies in

Contemporary German Social Thought. Cambridge, Mass: MIT Press.
Crampton, R. J. 1983. Bulgaria 1878-1918: A History. Boulder, Colorado; New York: East

European Monographs ; Distributed by Columbia University Press.
Crampton, R. J. 2007. Bulgaria. Oxford; New York: Oxford University Press.
Cywiński, Bohdan. 2010. Rodowody niepokornych. Warszawa: Wydawnictwo Naukowe PWN.
Czepulis-Rastenis, Ryszarda. 1973. “Klasa umysłowa.”: Inteligencja Królestwa Polskiego,

1832-1862. Warszaw: Książka i Wiedza.
Daĭnov, Evgeniĭ, Vassil Garnizov, and Svetoslav Zanev. 1998. The Government and the People:

Conflicts in Bulgarian Society in the Middle of the 1990s. Sofia: Centre for Social
Practices, New Bulgarian University.

Daskalov, Rumen. 2004. The Making of a Nation in the Balkans: Historiography of the
Bulgarian Revival. Budapest ; New York: Central European University Press.

———. 2011. Debating the Past: Modern Bulgarian History: From Stambolov to Zhivkov.
Budapest ; New York: Central European University Press.

Dimou, Augusta. 2009. Entangled Paths towards Modernity: Contextualizing Socialism and
Nationalism in the Balkans. Budapest; New York: Central European University Press.

Dunn, Elizabeth. 2004. Privatizing Poland: Baby Food, Big Business, and the Remaking of
Labor. Culture and Society after Socialism. Ithaca: Cornell University Press.

48



Dunn, Elizabeth, and Chris Hann, eds. 2004. Civil Society: Challenging Western Models.
London  ; New York: Taylor & Francis. https://books.google.de/books?
id=B6eHAgAAQBAJ.

Dzwończyk, Joanna. 2009. Polityczne aspekty rozwoju społeczeństwa obywatelskiego w Polsce
po 1989 roku. Kraków: Wydawnictwo Uniwersytetu Ekonomicznego w Krakowie.

Ekiert, Grzegorz, and Jan Kubik. 2001. Rebellious Civil Society: Popular Protest and
Democratic Consolidation in Poland, 1989 - 1993. Ann Arbor: The University of
Michigan Press.

———. 2014. “Myths and Realities of Civil Society.” Journal of Democracy 25 (1): 46–58.
https://doi.org/10.1353/jod.2014.0009.

Eley, Geoff. 1992. “Nations, Publics, and Political Cultures: Placing Habermas in the Nineteenth
Century.” In Habermas and the Public Sphere, edited by Craig J. Calhoun. Studies in
Contemporary German Social Thought. Cambridge, Mass: MIT Press.

———. 2002. Forging Democracy. The History of the Left in Europe, 1850-2000. Oxford; New
York: Oxford University Press.

Eyal, Gil, Iván Szelényi, and Eleanor R. Townsley. 2000. Making Capitalism without
Capitalists: Class Formation and Elite Struggles in Post-Communist Central Europe.
London: Verso.

Falk, Barbara. 2003. The Dilemmas of Dissidence in East-Central Europe: Citizen Intellectuals
and Philosopher Kings. Budapest: Central European University Press.

Foley, Michael W., and Bob Edwards. 1996. “The Paradox of Civil Society.” Journal of
Democracy 7 (3): 38–52.

Friszke, Andrzej. 2010. Anatomia buntu: Kuroń, Modzelewski i komandosi. Kraków: Społeczny
Instytut Wydawniczy “Znak.”

Frykman, Jonas, and Orvar Löfgren. 1987. Culture Builders: A Historical Anthropology of
Middle-Class Life. Translated by Alan Crozier. New Brunswick: Rutgers University
Press.

Gawin, Dariusz. 2013. Wielki zwrot: ewolucja lewicy i odrodzenie idei społeczeństwa
obywatelskiego 1956-1976.

Gawin, Dariusz, and Piotr Gliński, eds. 2006. Civil Society in the Making. Warsaw: IFiS
Publishers.

Gerő, András. 1995. Modern Hungarian Society in the Making: The Unfinished Experience.
Budapest ; London: Central European University Press.

Gessler, Theresa. 2015. “NGO and the Public Sphere as Targets of Illiberal Democracy.”
Budapest: Central European University.

Giatzidis, Emil. 2002. An Introduction to Post-Communist Bulgaria: Political, Economic, and
Social Transformations. Europe in Change. Manchester [UK]  ; New York: Manchester
University Press.

Go, Julian. 2008. “Global Fields and Imperial Forms: Field Theory and the British and American
Empires.” Sociological Theory 26 (3): 201–29. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-
9558.2008.00326.x.

Götz, Norbert, and Jörg Hackmann, eds. 2003. Civil Society in the Baltic Sea Region. Aldershot,
Hampshire, England ; Burlington, VT: Ashgate.

Greskovits, Béla. 2017. “Rebuilding the Hungarian Right through Civil Organization and
Contention : The Civic Circles Movement.” EUI RSCAS 37.

Gross, Jan Tomasz, and Irena Grudzińska-Gross. 2012. Golden Harvest: Events at the Periphery
of the Holocaust. New York: Oxford University Press.

49



Groueff , Stéphane. 1997. Crown of Thorns. Lanham, MD: Madison Books.
http://public.eblib.com/choice/publicfullrecord.aspx?p=1050207.

Gyani, Gabor. 2002. “Key Problems of the Bourgoise Transformation in Hungary.” In The First
Millennium of Hungary in Europe, edited by Klara Papp and Janos Bartha. Debrecen:
Dup.

Habermas, Jürgen. 1989. The Structural Transformation of the Public Sphere: An Inquiry into a
Category of Bourgeois Society. Translated by Thomas Burger and Frederick G Lawrence.
Cambridge, Mass.: MIT Press.

Hackmann, Jörg. 2003. “Civil Society against the State? Historical Experiences of Eastern
Europe.” In Civil Society in the Baltic Sea Region, edited by Norbert Götz and Jörg
Hackmann. Aldershot, Hampshire, England ; Burlington, VT: Ashgate.

Hackmann, Jörg, and Klaus Roth, eds. 2011. Zivilgesellschaft im östlichen und südöstlichen
Europa in Geschichte und Gegenwart. München: Oldenbourg.

Hanák, Péter. 1984. Ungarn in der Donaumonarchie: Probleme der bürgerlichen Umgestaltung
eines Vielvölkerstaates. Wien: Verlag für Geschichte un Politik.

Hann, Chris. 1992. “Civil Society at the Grassroots: A Reactionary View.” In Democracy and
Civil Society in Eastern Europe: Selected Papers from the Fourth World Congress for
Soviet and East European Studies, Harrogate, 1990, edited by Paul G Lewis. London:
Macmillan. https://link.springer.com/openurl?genre=book&isbn=978-1-349-22176-9.

———. 2000. “Skeptische Uberlegungen eines entnologen.” In Europäische Zivilgesellschaft in
Ost und West: Begriff, Geschichte, Chancen, edited by Manfred Hildermeier, Jürgen
Kocka, and Christoph Conrad. Frankfurt/Main ; New York: Campus.

Hildermeier, Manfred, Jürgen Kocka, and Christoph Conrad, eds. 2000. Europäische
Zivilgesellschaft in Ost und West: Begriff, Geschichte, Chancen. Frankfurt a. M.: Campus.
https://books.google.pl/books?id=GJ3gUdueOakC.

Hoffmann, Stefan� Ludwig. 2003. “Democracy and Associations in the Long Nineteenth
Century: Toward a Transnational Perspective.” The Journal of Modern History 75 (2):
269–99. https://doi.org/10.1086/380141.

Hoffmann, Stefan-Ludwig. 2006. Civil Society, 1750-1914. Studies in European History.
Houndmills, Basingstoke, Hampshire ; New York: Palgrave Macmillan.

Hofmann, Andreas R., and Anna Veronika Wendland, eds. 2002. Stadt Und Öffentlichkeit in
Ostmitteleuropa 1900-1939: Beiträge Zur Entstehung Moderner Urbanität Zwischen
Berlin, Charkiv, Tallinn Und Triest. Forschungen Zur Geschichte Und Kultur Des
Östlichen Mitteleuropa, Bd. 14. Stuttgart: Steiner.

Howard, Marc Morjé. 2003. The Weakness of Civil Society in Post-Communist Europe.
Cambridge, U.K. ; New York, NY: Cambridge University Press.

Human Rights First. 2017. Poland’s New Front A Government’s War against Civil Society.
Human Rights First.

Iwańska, Marzena. 2006. “Garść refleksji i postulatów badawczych w związku ze stanem badań
nad inteligencją łódzką w dobie zaborów.” Rocznik Łódzki LIII: 89–113.

Jacobsson, Kerstin, and Elżbieta Korolczuk, eds. 2017. Civil Society Revisted: Lessons from
Poland. Studies on Civil Society. New York: Berghahn.

Janos, Andrew C. 2012. The Politics of Backwardness in Hungary, 1825-1945. Princeton, N.J:
Princeton University Pres.

Janowski, Maciej. 2003. “Gab es im 19. Jahrhundert in Polen eine Zivilgesellschaft? Erste
Überlegungen.” In Die Praxis der Zivilgesellschaft: Akteure, Handeln und Strukturen im
internationalen Vergleich, edited by Arndt Bauerkämper, 1. Aufl., 293–318. Frankfurt

50



[u.a.]: Campus-Verl.
Jedlicki, Witold. 1962. “Chamy i Żydy.” Kultura, no. 12: 3–41.
Kabakchieva, Petya, and Desislava Hristova Kurzydlowski. 2012. Civil Society in Bulgaria.

NGOs versus Spontaneous Civic Activism? Sofia: Open Society Institute.
Karpiński, Andrzej, Stanisław Paradysz, Paweł Soroka, and Wiesław Żółtkowski. 2013. Jak

Powstawały i Jak Upadały Zakłady Przemysłowe w Polsce: Losy Po 1989 Roku
Zakładów Zbudowanych w PRL-U. Warszawa: Muza.

Kennedy, Michael D. 1991a. Professionals, Power, and Solidarity in Poland: A Critical
Sociology of Soviet-Type Society. Soviet and East European Studies 79. Cambridge
[England] ; New York: Cambridge University Press.

———. 1991b. Professionals, Power and Solidarity in Poland. A Critical Sociology of Soviet-
Type Society. Cambridge; New York: Cambridge University Press.

———. 1992. “The Intelligentsia in the Constitution of Civil Societies and Post-Communist
Regimes in Hungary and Poland.” Theory and Society 21 (1) : 29–76.
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF00993462.

———. 2002. Cultural Formations of Postcommunism: Emancipation, Transition, Nation, and
War. Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press.

Kenney, Padraic. 2012. Rebuilding Poland: Workers and Communists, 1945-1950. Ithaca, N. Y.;
London: Cornell University Press.

Kersten, Krystyna. 1991. The establishment of Communist rule in Poland, 1943-1948. Berkeley:
University of California Press.

Kizwalter, Tomasz. 1999. O nowoczesności narodu: przypadek Polski. Warszawa: Semper.
———. 2014. W stronę równości. Kraków: Universitas.
Kocka, Jürgen. 2015. Arbeiterleben und Arbeiterkultur: die Entstehung einer sozialen Klasse.

Bonn: Dietz.
Kocka, Jürgen, and Allen Mitchell, eds. 1993. Bourgeois Society in Nineteenth-Century Europe.

Oxford: Berg.
Kocka, Jürgen, and Elizabeth Muller-Luckner, eds. 1986. Arbeiter und Bürger im 19.

Jahrhundert: Varianten ihres Verhältnisses im europäischen Vergleich. München:
Oldenbourg.

Kocka, Jürgen, Paul Nolte, Shalini Randeria, and Sven Reichardt. 2001. Neues Über
Zivilgesellschaft. Aus Historisch-Sozialwissenschaftlichem Blickwinkel.

Konrád, György, and Iván Szelényi. 1979. The Intellectuals on the Road to Class Power. New
York: Harcourt Brace Jovanovich.

Kopecky, Petr, and Cas Mudde. 2012. Uncivil Society?: Contentious Politics in Post-Communist
Europe. Hoboken: Taylor and Francis.

Korycki, Kate. 2017. “Memory, Party Politics, and Post-Transition Space: The Case of Poland.”
E a s t E u r o p e a n P o l i t i c s a n d S o c i e t i e s, Apr i l , 088832541770026 .
https://doi.org/10.1177/0888325417700263.

Koselleck, Reinhart. 1988. Critique and Crisis: Enlightenment and the Pathogenesis of Modern
Society. Studies in Contemporary German Social Thought. Cambridge, Mass: MIT Press.

Kostadinova, Tatiana. 1995. Bulgaria, 1879-1946: The Challenge of Choice. Boulder; New
York: East European Monographs ; Distributed by Columbia University Press.

Kovács, András. 2011. Antisemitic Prejudices in Post-Communist Hungary. Leiden  ; Boston:
Brill.

Kowalewski, Zdzisław. 1991. Społeczeństwo obywatelskie w doświadczeniu historycznym.
Warszawa: Instytut Wydawniczy Pax.

51



Krauz-Mozer, Barbara, and Piotr Borowiec, eds. 2007. Czas Społeczeństwa Obywatelskiego.
Między Teorią a Praktyką. Kraków: Wydawnictwo Uniwersytetu Jagiellońskiego.

Krzywiec, Grzegorz. 2009. “The Polish Intelligentsia in the Face of the ‘Jewish Question’ (1905-
1914).” Acta Poloniae Historica, no. 100: 133–69.

———. 2013. “Z taką rewolucją musimy walczyć na noże: rewolucja 1905 roku z perspektywy
polskiej prawicy.” In Rewolucja 1905. Przewodnik. Warszawa: Wydawnictwo Krytyki
Politycznej.

———. 2014. “Eliminationist Anti-Semitism at Home and Abroad: Polish Nationalism, the
Jewish Question, and Eastern European Right-Wing Mass Politics.” In The New
Nationalism and the First World War, edited by Lawrence Rosenthal and Vesna Rodic.
New York: Palgrave Macmillan.

Kubik, Jan. 2015. “How to Study Civil Society: The State of the Art and What to Do Next.” East
European Politics and Societies 19 (1): 105–120.

Laba, Roman A. 1991. The Roots of Solidarity: A Political Sociology of Poland’s Working Class
Democratization. The Roots of Solidarity: A Political Sociology of Poland’s Working
Class Democratization. Princeton: Princeton University Press.

Lane, David. 2005. “Civil Society and the Imprint of State socialism.” In Participation of civil
society in new modes of Governance: The Case of the New EU member States. Part 1:
The state of Civil Society, edited by Heiko Pleines. Arbeitspapiere und Materialien 67.
Bremen: Forschungstelle Osteuropa.

Lebow, Katherine. 2013. Unfinished Utopia: Nowa Huta, Stalinism, and Polish Society, 1949-56.
Vol. 67. Ithaca: Cornell University Press.

Leder, Andrzej. 2014. Prześniona rewolucja: ćwiczenia z logiki historycznej. Seria historyczna.
Warszawa: Wydawnictwo Krytyki Politycznej.

Lewis, Paul G, ed. 1992. Democracy and Civil Society in Eastern Europe: Selected Papers from
the Fourth World Congress for Soviet and East European Studies, Harrogate, 1990.
London: Macmillan. https://link.springer.com/openurl?genre=book&isbn=978-1-349-
22176-9.

Lipset, Seymour M., and Stein Rokkan. 1967. Party Systems and Voter Alignments: Cross-
National Perspectives. New York: Free Press.

Lipski, Jan Józef. 2015. Idea Katolickiego Państwa Narodu Polskiego: zarys ideologii ONR
“Falanga.” Wydanie pierwsze. Seria Historyczna 20. Warszawa: Wydawnictwo Krytyki
Politycznej.

Lomax, Bill. 1997a. “The Strange Death of ‘Civil Society’ in Post� communist Hungary.”
Journal of Communist Studies and Transition Politics 1 3 ( 1 ) : 4 1 – 6 3 .
https://doi.org/10.1080/13523279708415331.

———. 1997b. “The Strange Death of ‘Civil Society’ in Post� communist Hungary.” Journal of
C o m m u n i s t S t u d i e s a n d T r a n s i t i o n P o l i t i c s 1 3 ( 1 ) : 4 1 – 6 3 .
https://doi.org/10.1080/13523279708415331.

———. 1999. “The Inegalitarian Nature of Hungarian Political Culture.” In Intellectuals and
Politics in Central Europe, edited by András Bozóki. Budapest; New York: Central
European University Press.

Łoś, Maria, and Andrzej Zybertowicz. 2000. Privatizing the Police-State: The Case of Poland.
New York: Palgrave Macmillan.

Lottes, Günther. 1979. Politische Aufklärung und plebejisches Publikum: zur Theorie und Praxis
des englishen Radikalismus im späten 18. Jahrhundert. München ; Wien: Oldenbourg.

Małowist, Marian. 2010. Western Europe, Eastern Europe and World Development, 13th-18th

52



Centuries: Collection of Essays of Marian Małowist. Edited by Jean Batou and Henryk
Szlajfer. Leiden; Boston: Brill.

Markiewicz, Grzegorz. 2010. Między państwem obcym a ideą państwa własnego: Świadomość
państwowa polskich elit intelektualnych w latach 1864-1914. Łódź: Wydawnictwo
Uniwersytetu Łódzkiego.

Marzec, Wiktor. 2016a. “Die Revolution 1905 bis 1907 im Königreich Polen – von der
Arbeiterrevolte zur nationalen Reaktion.” Arbeit Bewegung Geschichte, no. III: 27–46.

———. 2016b. Rebelia i reakcja. Rewolucja 1905 roku i plebejskie doświadczenie polityczne.
Kraków; Łódź: Universitas; Wydawnictwo Uniwersytetu Łódzkiego.

Marzec, Wiktor, and Kamil Śmiechowski. 2016. “Pathogenesis of the Polish Public Sphere.
Intelligentsia and Popular Unrest in the 1905 Revolution and After.” Polish Sociological
Review, no. 4.

Mason, David S. 1985. Public Opinion and Political Change in Poland, 1980-1982. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press.

Mastnak, Tomaž. 2006. “The Reinvention of Civil Society: Trough the Looking Glass of
D e m o c r a c y . ” E u r o p e a n J o u r n a l o f S o c i o l o g y 4 6 ( 0 2 ) : 3 2 3 .
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0003975605000111.

Meininger, Thomas A. 1987. The Formation of a Nationalist Bulgarian Intelligentsia, 1835-
1878. Modern European History. New York: Garland Pub.

Mencwel, Andrzej. 2009. Etos lewicy: esej o narodzinach kulturalizmu polskiego. Wyd. 2.
Warszawa: Wydawnictwo “Krytyki Politycznej.”

Mesežnikov, Grigorij, Oľga Gyárfášová, and Daniel Smilov. 2008. Populist Politics and Liberal
Democracy in Central and Eastern Europe. Institute for Public Affairs. Bratislava.

Miąso, Józef. 1960. Uniwersytet dla Wszystkich. Warszawa: Państwowe Zakłady Wydawnictw
Szkolnych.

Michlic, Joanna B. 2006. Poland’s Threatening Other: The Image of the Jew from 1880 to the
Present. Lincoln: University of Nebraska Press.

Micińska, Magdalena, ed. 2008. Dzieje inteligencji polskiej do roku 1918. Warszawa: Instytut
Historii PAN; Wydawnictwo Neriton.

Molnár, Virág. 2016. “Civil Society, Radicalism and the Rediscovery of Mythic Nationalism:
Civil Society and Nationalism in Hungary.” Nations and Nationalism 22 (1): 165–85.
https://doi.org/10.1111/nana.12126.

Moore, Barrington. 2003. Social Origins of Dictatorship and Democracy: Lord and Peasant in
the Making of the Modern World. Beacon Press.

Mrozowicki, Adam. 2011. Coping with Social Change: Life Strategies of Workers in Poland’s
New Capitalism. Leuven: Leuven University Press.

Müller, Jan-Werner. 2016. What Is Populism? Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania Press.
Nietyksza, Maria. 1986. Rozwój miast i aglomeracji miejsko-przemysłowych w Królestwie

Polskim, 1865-1914. Polska XIX i XX Wieku. Państwowe Wydawnictwo Naukowe.
Nowak, Stefan. 1980. “Value Systems of Polish Society,.” The Polish Sociological Bulletin 50

(2): 5–20.
Nowicka-Franczak, Magdalena. 2017. Niechciana debata: spór o książki Jana Tomasza Grossa.

Warszawa: Wydawnictwo Akademickie Sedno.
O’Neal, Molly. 2017. “The European ‘Other’ in Poland’s Conservative Identity Project.” The

International Spectator 52 (1): 28–45. https://doi.org/10.1080/03932729.2017.1277645.
Oren, Nissan. 1973. Revolution Administered: Agrarianism and Communism in Bulgaria.

Baltimore: The Johns Hopkins University.

53



Osęka, Piotr. 2008. Marzec ’68. Kraków: Wydawnictwo Znak; Instytut Studiów Politycznych
Polskiej Akademii Nauk.

Ost, David. 1990. Solidarity and the Politics of Anti-Politics: Opposition and Reform in Poland
since 1968. Labor and Social Change. Philadelphia: Temple Univ. Press.

———. 2005. The Defeat of Solidarity: Anger and Politics in Postcommunist Europe. Ithaca,
N.Y.: Cornell University Press.

———. 2015a. “Class after Communism: Introduction to the Special Issue.” East European
Politics and Societies 29 (3): 543–64. https://doi.org/10.1177/0888325415602057.

———. 2015b. “Stuck in the Past and the Future: Class Analysis in Postcommunist Poland.”
E a s t E u r o p e a n P o l i t i c s a n d S o c i e t i e s 2 9 ( 3 ) : 6 1 0 – 2 4 .
https://doi.org/10.1177/0888325415602058.

Pawlak, Mikołaj. 2015. “From Sociological Vacuum to Horror Vacui: How Stefan Nowak’s
Thesis Is Used in Analyses of Polish Society.” Polish Sociological Review, no. 1(189): 5–
27.

Perry, Duncan M. 1993. Stefan Stambolov and the Emergence of Modern Bulgaria, 1870-1895.
Durham: Duke University Press.

Pietrova, Dimitrina. 2004. “Bulgaria.” In Dissent and Opposition in Communist Eastern Europe:
Origins of Civil Society and Democratic Transition, edited by Detlef Pollack and Jan
Wielgohs. Burlington, VT: Ashgate.

Plach, Eva. 2006. The Clash of Moral Nations: Cultural Politics in Piłsudski’s Poland, 1926-
1935. Ohio University Press Polish and Polish-American Studies Series. Athens, Ohio:
Ohio University Press.

Poboży, Błażej. 2007. Społeczeństwo Obywatelskie w Polskiej Myśli Politycznej Obozu
Rządowego 1939-1945. Warszawa: Oficyna Wydawnicza ASPRA-JR.

Pollack, Detlef, and Jan Wielgohs, eds. 2004. Dissent and Opposition in Communist Eastern
Europe: Origins of Civil Society and Democratic Transition. Burlington, VT: Ashgate.

Porter, Brian. 2000. When Nationalism Began to Hate: Imagining Modern Politics in Nineteenth
Century Poland. New York: Oxford University Press.

Putnam, Robert D. 2001. Bowling Alone: The Collapse and Revival of American Community.
New York, NY: Simon & Schuster.

Ragaru, Nadège. 2010. “How Do Anti-Corruption Initiatives Fly ... And Where to? –A Bulgarian
Case Study.” Suedost Europa Mitteilungen, no. 3.

Raichev, Andrey, and Antony Todorov. 2006. “Bulgaria: Democratic Orientations in Support of
Civil Society.” In Democracy and Political Culture in Eastern Europe, edited by Hans-
Dieter Klingemann, Dieter Fuchs, and Jan Zielonka. London: Routledge.

Rakovski, Marc. 1978. Towards an East European Marxism. New York: St. Martin’s Press.
Rittersporn, Gábor T., and Jan C. Behrends, eds. 2003. Zwischen partei-staatlicher

Selbstinszenierung und kirchlichen Gegenwelten: Sphären von Öffentlichkeit in
Gesellschaften sowjetischen Typs. Frankfurt/Main: Peter Lang.

Schreier, Christian, ed. 2016. 25 Years After: Mapping Civil Society in the Visegrád Countries.
Oldenbourg: Walter de Gruyter.

Sdvizkov, Denis. 2006. Das Zeitalter der Intelligenz: Zur vergleichenden Geschichte der
Gebildeten in Europa bis zum Ersten Weltkrieg. Göttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht.

Sewell, William. 1980. Work and Revolution in France: The Language of Labor from the Old
Regime to 1848. Cambridge ; New York: Cambridge University Press.

Siermiński, Michał. 2016. Dekada przełomu. Polska lewica opozycyjna 1968-1980. Warszawa:
Książka i Prasa.

54



Śmiechowski, Kamil. 2014a. Łódzka wizja postępu: oblicze społeczno-ideowe “Gońca
Łódzkiego”, “Kuriera Łódzkiego”, “Nowego Kuriera Łódzkiego” w latach 1898-1914.
Łódź: Księży Młyn Dom Wydawniczy.

———. 2014b. “Searching for a Better City: An Urban Discourse during the Revolution of 1905
i n t h e K i n g d o m o f P o l a n d . ” Praktyka Teoretyczna, no. 3(13): 71–96.
https://doi.org/10.14746/pt.2014.3.4.

Sowa, Kazimierz Zbigniew. 2012. Szkice o sferze publicznej i polskim społeczeństwie
obywatelskim. Kraków: Wydawnictwo Uniwersytetu Jagiellońskiego.

Śpiewak, Paweł. 2012. Żydokomuna: Interpretacje Historyczne. Warszawa: Wydawnictwo
“Czerwone i Czarne.”

Staniszkis, Jadwiga. 1984. Poland’s Self-Limiting Revolution. Edited by Jan Tomasz Gross.
Princeton, N.J: Princeton University Press.

———. 1999. Post-Communism: The Emerging Enigma. Warsaw: Institute of Political Studies,
Polish Academy of Sciences.

Steinberg, Marc W. 1999. Fighting Words: Working-Class Formation, Collective Action, and
Discourse in Early Nineteenth-Century England. Ithaca, N.Y: Cornell University Press.

Steinmetz, George. 2008. “The Colonial State as a Social Field: Ethnographic Capital and Native
Policy in the German Overseas Empire before 1914.” American Sociological Review 73
(4): 589–612. https://doi.org/10.1177/000312240807300404.

Szabo, Mate. 2004. “Hungary.” In Dissent and Opposition in Communist Eastern Europe:
Origins of Civil Society and Democratic Transition, edited by Detlef Pollack and Jan
Wielgohs. Burlington, VT: Ashgate.

Szelényi, Balázs A. 2006. The Failure of the Central European Bourgeoisie: New Perspectives
on Hungarian History. New York: Palgrave Macmillan.

Sztompka, Piotr. 1993. “Civilizational Incompetence: The Trap of Postcommunist Societies.”
Zeitschrift Für Soziologie 22 (2): 85–95.

———. 1996. “Trust and Emerging Democracy: Lessons from Poland.” International Sociology
11 (1): 37–62. https://doi.org/10.1177/026858096011001004.

Tazbir, Janusz. 1978. Kultura szlachecka w Polsce: rozkwit, upadek, relikty. Warszawa: Wiedza
Powszechna.

Thompson, Edward P. 1963. The Making of the English Working Class. Vintage Giant. New
York: Vintage Books.

Tittenbrun, Jacek. 2007. Z deszczu pod rynnȩ: meandry polskiej prywatyzacji. T. 3: ... Poznań:
Zysk i S-ka wydawn.

Tocqueville, Alexis de. 2012. Democracy in America. New York: The Library of America.
https://www.overdrive.com/search?q=DEC42723-E76D-4CFD-84EC-A1ABD55A2487.

Todorova, Maria. 1996. “The Ottoman Legacy in the Balkans.” In Imperial Legacy: The
Ottoman Imprint on the Balkans and the Middle East, edited by Leon Carl Brown. New
York, NY: Columbia Univercity Press.

Tokarska-Bakir, Joanna. 2007. “Śrubka w polskiej wyobraźni.” Gazeta Wyborcza, February 17,
2007.

———. 2008. Legendy o Krwi: Antropologia Przesądu: Z Cyklu Obraz Osobliwy. Warszawa:
Wydawnictwo WAB.

Tökés, Rudolf L. 1996. Hungary’s Negotiated Revolution: Economic Reform, Social Change,
and Political Succession, 1957-1990. Cambridge  ; New York: Cambridge University
Press.

Trencsényi, Balázs. 2014. “Transcending Modernity: Agrarian Populist Visions of Collective

55



Regeneration in Interwar East Central Europe.” In “Regimes of Historicity” in
Southeastern and Northern Europe, 1890-1945 Discourses of Identity and Temporality,
edited by Diana Mishkova, Balazs Trencsenyi, and Marja Jalava. Basingstoke: Palgrave
Macmillan.

Triffonova, Elena. 2005. “Civil Society - A Key Element of the Post-Cold-War Zeitgeist.” In
Black Sea Politics: Political Culture and Civil Society in an Unstable Region, edited by
Ayşe Güneş-Ayata, Ayça Ergun, and Isıl Çelimli. London ; New York: I.B. Tauris.

Tsoneva, Jana. 2017. “Quantity vs Quality Сitizens and Anti-Citizens in the Bulgarian Protests of
2 0 1 3 . ” Socio.Hu, n o . S p e c i a l i s s u e : 1 1 1 – 3 0 .
https://doi.org/10.18030/socio.hu.2017en.111.

Ury, Scott. 2012. Barricades and Banners: The Revolution of 1905 and the Transformation of
Warsaw Jewry. Stanford University Press.

Valkov, Nikolay. 2009. “Associational Culture in Pre-Communist Bulgaria: Considerations for
Civil Society and Social Capital.” VOLUNTAS: International Journal of Voluntary and
Nonprofit Organizations 20 (4): 424–47. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11266-009-9093-0.

Vandor, Peter, Nicole Traxler, Reinhard Millner, and Michael Meyer, eds. 2017. Civil Society in
Central Eastern Europe: Challenges and Opportunities. Vienna: Erste Foundation.

Walicki, Andrzej. 1989. The Enlightenment and the Birth of Modern Nationhood: Polish
Political Thought from Noble Republicanism to Tadeusz Kosciuszko. Notre Dame, Ind:
University of Notre Dame Press.

———. 2006. Polish Conceptions of the Intelligentsia and Its Calling. Department of East and
Central European Studies.

Wapiński, Roman. 1980. Narodowa Demokracja 1893-1939. Ze studiów nad dziejami myśli
nacjonalistycznej. Warszawa [u.a.]: Ossolineum.

———. 1991. Pokolenia Drugiej Rzeczypospolitej. Warszawa; Wrocław: Ossolineum.
Warso, Zuzanna, and Piotr Godzisz. 2016. Information on the Recent Challenges Faced by

Human Rights Defenders and Civil Society in Poland. Warsaw: Human Rights Defenders.
Weeks, Theodore R. 1995. “Polish ‘Progressive Antisemitism’, 1905–1914.” East European

Jewish Affairs 25 (2): 49–68.
Wessenauer, Veszna, and Bulcsú Hunyadi. 2016. “Hungary.” In 2016 Report on the State of Civil

Society in the EU and Russia. Berlin: EU-Russia Civil Society Forum.
Woźniak, Wojciech. 2014. “From Underclass to Homo Sovieticus. Human Constraints towards

M o d e r n i z a t i o n . ” Prak tyka Teore t yczna, n o . 3 ( 1 3 ) : 1 7 1 – 9 9 .
https://doi.org/10.14746/pt.2014.3.7.

Załęski, Paweł Stefan. 2012. Neoliberalizm i społeczeństwo obywatelskie =: Neoliberalism and
civil society. Wydanie pierwsze. Toruń: Wydawnictwo Naukowe Uniwersytetu Mikołaja
Kopernika.

Żarnowska, Anna. 2004. Workers, Women, and Social Change in Poland, 1870-1939. Burlington,
VT: Ashgate.

Zarycki, Tomasz. 2003. “Cultural Capital and the Political Role of the Intelligentsia in Poland.”
Journal of Communist Studies and Transition Politics 19 (4) : 91–108.
https://doi.org/10.1080/13523270300660030.

———. 2008. Kapitał kulturowy: inteligencja w Polsce i w Rosji. Warszawa: Wydawnictwo
Uniwersytetu Warszawskiego.

———. 2015. “Class Analysis in Conditions of a Dual-Stratification Order.” East European
Politics and Societies 29 (3): 711–18. https://doi.org/10.1177/0888325415599199.

Zarycki, Tomasz, Rafał Smoczyński, and Tomasz Warczok. 2017. “The Roots of Polish Culture-

56



Centered Politics: Toward a Non–Purely Cultural Model of Cultural Domination in
Central and Eastern Europe.” East European Politics and Societies 31 (2): 360–81.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0888325417692036.

Zubrzycki, Geneviève. 2001. “‘We, the Polish Nation’: Ethnic and Civic Visions of Nationhood
in Post-CommunistConstitutional Debates.” Theory and Society 30 (5): 629–68.

———. 2006. The Crosses of Auschwitz: Nationalism and Religion in Post-Communist Poland.
Chicago: The University of Chicago Press.

Zysiak, Agata. 2014. “The Desire for Fullness. The Fantasmatic Logic of Modernization
Discourses at the Turn of the 19th and 20th Century in Łódź.” Praktyka Teoretyczna, no.
3(13): 41–69. https://doi.org/10.14746/pt.2014.3.3.

———. 2016. Punkty za pochodzenie. Powojenna modernizacja i uniwersytet w robotniczym
mieście. Kraków: Nomos.

57


