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Abstract
This introductory essay reviews the literature on historical legacies in the post-communist area and
relates it to the study of enlargement and Europeanisation. The authors develop a framework for the
special section, specify various ways in which historical legacies can be conceived of aﬀecting
conditionality and compliance, give an overview of the contributions and summarise the ﬁndings.

THE EASTERN ENLARGEMENT OF THE EUROPEAN UNION (EU) IN 2004 AND 2007 is
often referred to, by practitioners and analysts alike, as the EU’s greatest foreign
policy success to date. Ten new member states from post-communist Eastern Europe
have been integrated into the structures and decision-making processes of the EU,
without major upheaval, after years of pre-accession reforms and accession
negotiations during which the candidates were routinely vetted for their democratic
credentials, monitored in their compliance with the acquis communitaire1 and
supported in the transition to functioning market economies with expertise, aid and
foreign investments. East European countries are now formally a part of Europe with
the security and economic beneﬁts that inclusion in Western organisations entails.

The authors would like to thank the participants and organisers of ‘The European Union after
Enlargement: Policies and Politics in a New Context’ Workshop held at the University of Washington,
May 2008, and the reviewers for their careful and critical scrutiny of the essays in this collection.
1
The acquis communitaire refers to the entire body of European laws, all 80,000 pages of it, that
includes all the treaties plus legislation passed by the European institutions.
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With the attainment of EU membership their process of democratic consolidation is
also deemed complete.
A mushrooming literature in EU studies has accompanied this process. One strand of
the literature focuses on the enlargement policy of the EU and tries to explain why the
EU expanded to the east and why it selected some East European countries rather than
others as candidates and new members.2 The other main focus has been on the
‘Europeanisation’ of Eastern Europe, including the transfer of EU norms and rules to the
accession countries, and the conditions under which they have adopted and complied
with these norms and rules (Schimmelfennig & Sedelmeier 2007; Sedelmeier 2006).
A common feature of this literature is the little attention that it paid to historical
legacies—both of the accession countries and the relationship between East and West.
Rather, it has almost exclusively focused on contemporary structures, institutions and
actor dispositions such as power asymmetries between the EU and the candidates, the
size and credibility of EU incentives for reform, the state of democratisation, the
composition of East European governments and the constellation of veto players in
their political systems. This neglect is even more striking as the comparativist and
transition literature had ﬁrmly established legacies as indispensable for a thorough
understanding and explanation of post-communist politics and political development
(Ekiert & Hanson 2003a; Kopstein 2003).
In this collection, we make the case for addressing and ﬁlling this research gap. At a
time when accession was in full swing and the EU appeared like an overwhelming
force dominating the politics and policies of the accession countries, the focus on
contemporary international and domestic constellations and conditions may have
been understandable and justiﬁed. However, for a number of reasons, now is a good
time to reconsider the impact of legacies.
First, Eastern enlargement has lost its momentum. After the accession of Bulgaria
and Romania in 2007, the EU has been reluctant to engage in new commitments, for
instance in the case of Ukraine. In addition, in the Western Balkans, where countries
have an oﬀer of membership from the EU, the accession process has markedly slowed
down, with Croatia likely to complete negotiations in the near future but none of the
other countries even having started negotiations. The contrast between the positive
trajectory of reform in the Central and East European post-communist countries and
the much slower progress made in the former Yugoslavia is obvious. In the former
case, domestic conditions and international factors, speciﬁcally, the EU’s externally
imposed reform conditionality, interacted in mutually reinforcing ways to produce
beneﬁcial outcomes for both sides. The seeming inability to replicate this mutually
beneﬁcial reform trajectory in the EU’s new ‘near abroad’ raises the question of
whether successful EU enlargement, as well as its limits, have been conditioned by
historical legacies both in the East European countries and in East–West relations.
Second, in the new member states, the impact of the EU has been ‘normalised’ in the
post-accession phase. Gone are the days in which EU membership was the overriding
political goal and policy making in the accession countries was predominantly oriented
towards adopting the acquis communautaire in order to conclude the accession treaty and
join the Union. In the current situation it can be expected that ‘Europeanisation’ will
increasingly be informed by domestic political structures and resource endowments that
2

For an overview, see Schimmelfennig and Sedelmeier (2005b).
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have been shaped by legacies. Greater variation of outcomes across policy domains is to
be expected, as the new member states respond to EU initiatives according to their
uniquely conﬁgured institutional and socio-cultural capacities. Explaining these
variations will, inevitably, turn our attention to historical legacies and their diﬀerential
impact on post-entry policy making and implementation.
For example, although evidence to date indicates that the new member states, as a
whole, have continued their pattern of compliance with EU mandates and directives
(Epstein & Sedelmeier 2008), concerns have been expressed over the policy
implementation capacities of the new member states (Falkner & Treib 2008) and the
extent to which social actors can play a role in monitoring government compliance
with EU directives and with European rights and normative standards (Jacoby 2004;
Sedelmeier 2008). Local civil societies and domestic administrative and technical
capacities may simply not be up to the task of achieving compliance that goes beyond
formal, legal transposition into national law. Clearly, domestic factors such as
budgetary constraints, administrative capacities and levels of societal mobilisation, all
factors that can be linked to historic legacies, matter for compliance in the postaccession period (Sedelmeier 2008). Even during the accession process, analysts noted
that domestic factors, often rooted in legacies, produced variation in the timing, spirit
and form of compliance in speciﬁc policy domains, even as candidate countries
remained committed to a framework of overarching compliance with EU conditionality (Jacoby 2004; Grabbe 2006).
In this introductory article, we will ﬁrst brieﬂy review the literature on enlargement
and Europeanisation in order to show that legacies have largely been neglected as
explanatory factors. We will then turn to the Comparative Politics literature on the
region and discuss which legacies have been emphasised there and how they have been
theorised to matter. On this basis, we will propose several ways in which enlargement
policy and Europeanisation interact with historical legacies. The article concludes with
an overview of the contributions to this special section.
The study of enlargement: legacies disregarded
The literature on enlargement analyses the enlargement decisions and policies of the
EU as well as the impact those decisions and policies have in the non-member states
(‘Europeanisation’). It is fair to say that legacies have not played a major explanatory
role in either strand of this literature. Instead, the almost exclusive focus has been on
contemporary structures, institutions and actor dispositions.
Explanations of EU Eastern enlargement come in roughly three varieties. Liberal
inter-governmentalist explanations account for the EU’s decision to expand to the
East and the outcomes of the accession negotiations in terms of state preferences and
bargaining power. The state preferences in question, however, are explained by
perceived expectations of trade and budgetary costs and beneﬁts from enlargement
and international interdependencies of the 1990s rather than by traditional patterns of
alignment and conﬂict between old and prospective new member states (Schimmelfennig 2001, pp. 49–56). In turn, according to both Moravcsik and Vachudova (2003)
as well as Plümper and Schneider (2007), the outcomes of the accession negotiations
may be attributed to contemporary domestic and policy-speciﬁc interests as well as to
power relations between members and candidates. The geopolitical explanation of
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enlargement, for example by Skålnes (2005), emphasises security rather than
commercial and ﬁnancial interests but again regards contemporary security problems
such as the wars in Yugoslavia as the most important events.
Finally, ideational or constructivist explanations of enlargement focus on
constructions of EU identity and EU norms. These explanations do indeed draw on
legacies, but on legacies of EU policy (rather than on Central and Eastern European
legacies) that created an obligation to admit ex-communist countries. This is true for
the Western promise of inclusion and support for reform during the Cold War (Fierke
& Wiener 1999), the ‘special responsibility’ (Sedelmeier 2000, 2005) and the ‘sense of
‘‘kinship-based duty’’’ (Sjursen 2002, p. 508) of the EU to Central and Eastern
Europe, as well as for the EU’s identity as a pan-European liberal-democratic
community (Schimmelfennig 2001). In this view, the selection of new members from
the Central and East European countries also depended on their current achievements
in liberal democratic reform and consolidation rather than on their history.
Explanations of external democracy promotion and, more generally, the
‘Europeanisation’ of Central and Eastern Europe also focus on the interplay of
contemporary international and domestic conditions. The ‘external incentives model’
that has been found to provide the best overall explanation for this process
(Schimmelfennig & Sedelmeier 2004, 2005a) suggests that the adoption of democratic
and human rights norms as well as EU legal norms depends on the size and credibility
of tangible, material incentives provided by external actors as well as on the political
costs that target governments occur when adopting and implementing these rules
domestically (Vachudova 2005). In particular, it is the prospect of EU membership
rather than communist or pre-communist legacies that motivates the behaviour of
Central and Eastern European governments. To what extent the membership
perspective is positively used by these governments depends in turn on the preferences
of the major parties and party coalitions and the power of veto players.
Alternative explanations of Europeanisation emphasise social learning processes
and conditions such as collective identities and the legitimacy and resonance of
European or Western rules (Schimmelfennig & Sedelmeier 2005a). Here again, the
focus is on the perceived legitimacy of current international norms and rules and
the contemporary identiﬁcation of the governments and societies of the region with the
Western international community. In this perspective, the ‘return to Europe’ is a
reaction to the end of communism and Soviet hegemony and an expression of
normative realignment in a changed political environment.
Overall, explanations of enlargement and Europeanisation are in line with those
theories and explanations of post-communist liberalisation and democratisation that
focus on contemporary constellations of conditions and that question the relevance of
legacies. From the perspective of democratisation theories, as Crawford and Lijphart
(1997) point out, political elites, as rationally motivated actors, will respond ﬁrst and
foremost to the incentives and cues of their immediate environment; an environment
that, in the post-communist context, was characterised by an institutional vacuum
ﬁlled by new liberal capitalist institutions, the hegemony of liberal democratic norms
and international pressures for compliance with those norms. Elite behaviour and
institutional outcomes, it is argued, follow from the combined inﬂuence of these
factors, not from proximate or deep legacy factors. In general, new institutions, by
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aﬀecting the distribution of resources, by empowering reform-oriented actors while
constraining opponents, ‘can structure preferences and constrain choices in ways that
create new political and economic cultures’ conducive to liberalisation and
democratisation (Crawford & Lijphart 1997, p. 9). Most importantly, the new liberal
democratic institutions that constitute ‘a competitive political system’ facilitate the
emergence of opposition elites capable of undermining the power of communist era
elites and vested interests.
Recent analyses have elaborated on the explanatory potential of political
competition in general and political party conﬁgurations in particular as generalisable
causal factors able to address and explain diverse post-communist outcomes, thereby
obviating the need for speciﬁcally tailored, historical legacy-based explanations. Beyer
and Wielgohs (2001), for example, ﬁnd that changes in post-communist privatisation
strategies are only ‘weakly constrained’ by the logic of path dependency as laid out by
Stark (1991). Rather than policy choices made early in the transition becoming locked
in,3 privatisation policies have been changed routinely, largely as a result of ‘major
changes in the political composition of the government’ (Beyer & Wielgohs 2001, p.
381). For Grzymala-Busse (2007, p. 21), as well, the ‘[h]istorical legacies of state
development mattered less than the immediate competitive context’ in determining
‘the variation in post-communist state exploitation’.
Nonetheless, as Pop-Eleches (2007a, p. 147) points out, for peaceful electoral change to
take place and, one might add, for political competition to become meaningful, a ‘minimal
degree of prior democracy is required’ which leads logically to the question of under what
conditions this minimal degree of democracy takes hold. This question then returns us to
the structural, institutional and cultural legacies diﬀerentially enabling and constraining the
transmission of liberal democratic norms, practices and institutions. Simply bracketing the
past and beginning causal analysis with the dynamics of electoral competition and the
strategic choices of actors in the immediate political context, still leaves open ‘the origins of
the power conﬁgurations’ that the analysis is based upon. In spite of such caveats, the
enlargement literature is, as we have seen, by and large dominated by approaches favouring
proximate explanatory factors over deeper historical legacies. Given the prevailing focus on
the present, can legacies usefully be incorporated into this literature?
How, for example, might the deeper structural legacies inherited from both the
communist and pre-communist eras, such as socio-economic levels of development,
state-building and nation-building processes and cultural patterns, have an impact on
the general responsiveness of political elites to EU incentives? In this context, the EU’s
more diﬃcult interactions with the countries of the former Yugoslavia have prompted
analysts to consider the deeper structural ‘prerequisites for using EU conditionality to
transform a country’ (Grabbe 2007, p. 120). In terms of acquis conditionality, how
might speciﬁc policy legacies and social legacies such as the presence or absence of
social actors and economic interest groups from the communist period aﬀect
compliance eﬀorts (Jacoby 2004)? Additionally, how might political actors interpret
and ‘construct’ historical memories and legacies to foster or challenge the legitimacy of
EU membership? While legacies are most often conceived of in structural terms as
3
These choices are themselves a reﬂection of the legacy of the ‘mode of extrication’ which, in turn, is
related to the legacies of Leninist rule.
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constraints on action, ‘tradition’, as Hobsbawm and Ranger (1983) have pointed out,
can be opportunistically invented to enable action as well.
As the concluding overview of the contributions to this special section demonstrates,
there are indeed a number of insightful and intriguing ways in which the subject of legacies
can be approached in the study of EU enlargement. Taken together, these contributions
underscore the analytical importance of legacies across a broad set of explanatory
undertakings. At the same time, however, diﬀerent legacies are identiﬁed as mattering in
diﬀerent ways, suggesting that there is no readily generalisable conceptualisation of
legacies and their causal impact that can work across multiple issue areas in the study of
Europeanisation in Central and Eastern Europe. Elegantly simple formulations, such as
those linking Leninist legacies to shared negative outcomes impeding democratisation, or
those linking pre-communist patterns of political development to particular outcomes in
individual countries, do not, therefore, exhaust the myriad ways in which domestic
legacies might interact with external inﬂuences and actors. Accordingly, incorporating
legacies into explanatory frameworks may be a much ‘messier’ and eclectic process than
some might like, but it is also arguably a necessary undertaking in the pursuit of more
nuanced theoretical approaches to complex interactions.
Comparative politics and the study of post-communist political development:
debating the ‘relevant past’
Although legacies have been deployed analytically in multifaceted ways, they are not
identiﬁed or deployed randomly as analysts, including our contributors, must consider
and select from the range of legacy conceptualisations that have been articulated and
reﬁned in pivotal debates in the ﬁeld of comparative post-communist studies.
Reviewing these debates, therefore, provides a useful context or backdrop against
which to place their work. Indeed, one can argue that as the analytical use of legacies
becomes increasingly eclectic, it is important to recognise the extent to which these
myriad uses are in fact rooted in deeper intellectual traditions and disputes. Moreover,
the range of these disputes, and the variety of legacy-based analyses thereby generated,
may itself be responsible for the turn to eclecticism in the deployment of legacy-based
variables in EU enlargement studies.
While legacies can be deﬁned, at the broadest level, as the inherited aspects of the
past relevant to the present, and while a high degree of correlation can be established
between legacies such as religion, levels of socio-economic development and interwar
political traditions and contemporary post-communist outcomes (Janos 2001; PopEleches 2005, 2007a, 2007b), exactly which aspects of the past might hold explanatory
value and how exactly they might be causally connected to outcomes have been subject
to vigorous contestation. Speciﬁcally, questions have arisen over which past matters
the most, the shared Leninist past of the region or the uniquely conﬁgured past
histories of individual countries. Secondly, the degree to which legacies operate as
structural constraints or enabling conditions, or as discursively constructed or
situationally activated factors has also been addressed. Perhaps not surprisingly, our
studies reﬂect and replicate these debates by attempting to weigh the causal
signiﬁcance of variables derived from various pasts (communist and pre-communist),
or by choosing to work with either structural or constructed legacies.
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In general, legacy-based explanations maintain
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that resource endowments and institutions that precede the choice of democratic institutions
must have a distinct impact on the observable political process under the new democratic
regime. Moreover, such explanations claim that democratic institutions themselves depend on
legacies because they are endogenously chosen by political actors emerging from the old predemocratic systems. (Kitschelt et al. 1999, p. 11)

Legacy-based explanations diﬀer, however, in terms of which legacies have most
impact on the structuring of choices and incentives for political actors in the postcommunist environment: the shared Leninist legacies across the region that ‘explain
post-Communist transformation as a function of the social, cultural, and institutional
structures created under Leninist regimes and Soviet domination in Eastern Europe
that persist in the present period’ (Crawford & Lijphart 1997, p. 2), or the varied
legacies associated with the entire history of a given case or set of cases. For this latter
perspective, the past unfolds in a sequence of temporal periods that can be linked
either more proximately or more deeply to contemporary outcomes. As Kopstein
(2003, p. 233) summarises,
the relevant past has been identiﬁed as the policy choices in the initial post communist years
that have been inﬂuenced by the path of extrication from Communism, whether roundtables
or revolutions, that have in turn been determined by the types of Communist regime that are
themselves the product of the types of precommunist state and society, which ultimately
reﬂect the level of modernization at the time of national independence after World War I.

Hence, analysts can focus either on linking the immediate policy choices following
from the mode of extrication to subsequent developments, as in Stark and Bruszt
(1998), or they can locate the ‘relevant past’ in the pre-communist era and, for
example, trace how contemporary political party system formation is conditioned by
the initial timing of bureaucratisation and the expansion of democratic suﬀrage
(Kitschelt et al. 1999) which subsequently determined the type of communist regime
which, in turn, determined the particular cleavages and the general structuring of party
competition in the aftermath of 1989 (Kopstein 2003).
Although the communist period is signiﬁcant to both legacy approaches, the
‘Leninist legacy’ argument, as articulated most forcefully by Ken Jowitt (1992),
focuses exclusively on the Leninist past and places far greater analytical weight on the
shared negative consequences of communist (mis)rule, given the extent to which these
regimes were characterised by distinctive formal institutions and informal practices
that decisively shaped consciousness and conduct across the region and, more or less,
uniformly produced states that were ‘long separated from the West; they had little
experience with markets, the rule of law, liberal citizenship norms, and the workings of
civil society’ (Crawford & Lijphart 1997, p. 2). Extrapolating from Jowitt’s work,
Crawford and Lijphart (1997, pp. 11–12, 35) identify seven key Leninist legacies that
may ‘cast a long shadow on the present’, ultimately undermining democratisation
eﬀorts: a cultural legacy which reinforced a ‘history of backwardness, victimization
and intolerance’; a social legacy characterised by ‘the absence of an established
successor elite’ and autonomously organised social interests; a political legacy of
communist party monopoly rule leaving behind ‘weak party systems with shallow
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roots in society’; an institutional legacy of surviving Leninist institutions and
personnel; an administrative legacy of centralised states; an economic legacy of
command economies and ‘vertically integrated conglomerates’ that produced a very
speciﬁc socioeconomic division of labour and patterns of distribution in which ﬁrms
‘doubled as the marketplace, becoming the only focus of social life’; and, ﬁnally, a
national legacy of ‘interrupted’ nation building.
While the contributions to Crawford and Lijphart’s edited volume do not uniformly
support the dynamics and outcomes predicted by the Leninist legacies approach,
namely that the legacies of Leninism will individually and cumulatively block
liberalisation by structuring the choices and incentives of elites in ways that impede
reforms, the editors admit that the ‘legacy of incomplete nation-building is perhaps the
most important threat to the project of economic and political liberalization’ (1997,
p. 25), given the extent to which communism may have increased the intensity of
ethnic mobilisation, and concede the continued power of the ‘centralized state’ (1997,
p. 30) as statism remains an enduringly important feature of political development
across the region. Other analysts agree that common problems remain acute across the
post-communist region that can be directly linked to Leninist legacies. These include
problems such as ‘low and declining state legitimacy’; impeded or contested economic
reforms; disparities between formal institutions and informal norms and practices
(Chen & Sil 2006, p. 12); and continued problematic democratisation as weak political
parties, weakly organised labour interests, weak civil societies, high levels of electoral
volatility and public mistrust of democratic governance and the public good have all
prevented the hoped-for convergence with Western democratic practices and
standards (Howard 2003; Pop-Eleches 2005). Accordingly, ‘the persistence across
the post communist space of xenophobic, ethnocratic, authoritarian, and often violent
subcultures and movements’, combined with ‘a regional portrait of eroding
governmental stability and eﬃcacy, and an impoverished democratic culture’ (Seleny
2007, p. 156) suggest the continued viability of the Leninist legacies argument.
In spite of these commonalities, very diﬀerent national trajectories of postcommunist development have emerged since the collapse of communist regimes across
the region. Some polities have, in fact, been characterised more by continuities with
the Leninist past than discontinuities while others seem to have escaped the ‘long
shadow of the past’, initiating successful democratisation and market liberalisation
reforms culminating in European Union membership. In other words, while the
behavioural and attitudinal consequences of problematic Leninist legacies are still
suﬃcient to characterise the region as ‘post-communist’ (Chen & Sil 2006; Pop-Eleches
2005), deﬁning and bounding that region in comparison to other regions such as
Western Europe or Latin America, these legacies do not carry equal weight across the
region. In some cases, they appear to be determinate of institutional development,
while in other cases they have not substantially impeded the evolution of liberal
democratic institutions even if they might have an impact on the quality of these
institutions.
It would appear, then, that the assumptions underlying the Leninist legacies
approach need to be revised to take these varied outcomes into consideration. In
contrast to Jowitt’s expectation of substantial continuities and universally problematic
liberalisation based on the relatively uniform cultural and institutional experiences

Downloaded By: [The University of Manchester] At: 19:58 15 June 2010

EUROPEANISATION BEFORE AND AFTER ACCESSION

429

under communism, varied outcomes suggest that the period of communist rule needs
to be disaggregated to trace the eﬀects of variable communist era legacies.
Accordingly, Ekiert and Hanson (2003a, p. 29) propose considering how ‘the types
of communist takeovers; the degrees of enforcement and institutionalization of
Marxist ideology, Leninist party rule, and Stalinist economics; modalities of transition
to a post-totalitarian regime; and modes of deconstruction in the ﬁnal years of state
socialism’, may diﬀerentially aﬀect the impact of Leninist legacies. Seleny’s work
(2007, pp. 156–57) on informal political institutions in East-Central Europe is similarly
predicated on the assumption that ‘state–society relations varied across countries even
during the communist period, which has left in its wake a variety of institutional,
political, and socioeconomic endowments across the region’. These variously
conﬁgured endowments interact as informal ‘practices, networks and incentive
structures’ (Seleny 2007, p. 157) with formal democratic institutions to produce
diﬀerent forms of political contestation.4 Nor are these varied endowments or legacies
necessarily all negative in their impact. As Ekiert and Hanson (2003a) point out, the
legacies of state socialism such as urbanisation, education, status and income equality
need to be diﬀerentiated from the legacies of Leninist party rule. In this context,
Kopstein (2003, p. 246) observes that ‘it is diﬃcult to deny that there is a greater
aﬃnity between democracy and Polish and Hungarian society today than seventy
years ago’, given the communist era achievement of creating ‘a rough and ready
material and status equality and, therefore, the basis for democracy of the sort that
could not have possibly existed in the interwar societies’.
Alternatively, perhaps the best way to explain varied outcomes across the region is
to minimise the explanatory primacy of the communist past, especially given the extent
to which the varieties of communist rule have themselves been conditioned by diﬀerent
pre-communist historical trajectories, which can indeed produce either negative or
positive legacies. Consequently, broader conceptualisations of legacies have been
formulated that encompass temporal periods both prior to and after communist rule
(Kitschelt et al. 1999; Linz & Stepan 1996; Elster et al. 1998; Ekiert & Hanson 2003a).
Here the general focus is on the ‘speciﬁc ways in which history provides very diﬀerent
resources for and constraints on political and economic development in diﬀerent
places’, which, in turn, entails analytical sensitivity to the ‘quite speciﬁc historical
experiences’ of individual countries (Ekiert & Hanson 2003a, p. 30). As proposed by
Ekiert and Hanson (2003a, p. 20), historical legacies can usefully be broken down into
structural, institutional and interactional levels of analysis, each comprising a diﬀerent
temporal dimension. At the deepest, structural level, factors such as ‘semi-peripheral
economic status, religion, patterns of foreign domination and state formation and
cultural habitus’, matter most. At the intermediate, institutional level, the focus is on
‘regularized patterns of social action enforced by the institutional characteristics of
particular regimes’, while the most immediate, interactional level, traces the
‘contingent events, choices and decisions engendering processes of increasing returns
and reactive sequences’.

4

See also Böröcz (2001).
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Debating legacies: predetermined destiny or malleable ‘tool kit’?
Whereas most analysts conceptualise historical legacies in terms of path-dependent
processes,5 the scope for political actors to appropriate, reject or construct historical
legacies may be greater than commonly assumed. From a diﬀerent, more agencyoriented perspective, actors do have an innate ability to respond consciously to their
environment by reconﬁguring their legacies or cultural ‘tool kits’, even if the successful
capacity of actors to reconstruct and reinvent their past histories or geographical space
will be determined by the prevailing ‘structural constraints and historical circumstances’ (Swidler 1986, p. 280).
In particular, the context of rapid social change may actually promote the successful
‘invention of tradition’ whereby selected aspects of the past are either adapted or
newly constructed to suit changing circumstances (Hobsbawm 1983, pp. 4–5; Swidler
1986, pp. 277–78). This insight is echoed by Elster et al. (1998, p. 62) who ﬁnd that
under the unique post-communist circumstances of ‘rebuilding the ship at sea’, the
past can, in fact, be consciously and selectively used by political elites as guiding
templates for institutional change or as authoritative reference points legitimating
speciﬁc institutions and political agendas. The speciﬁc, immediate context of postcommunist transition characterised by ‘new institutions, hegemonic norms and
international imperatives’, also leads Crawford and Lijphart (1997, p. 31) to suggest
that these conditions will determine ‘which past legacies become politically central’
and which will increasingly become irrelevant. They, as well, point out that ‘among
elites, cultural legacies of passivity and intolerance seem to be losing their power in the
political process’, and hence these elites are fully capable of becoming, as Kubik notes
(2003, p. 343) ‘cultural–political entrepreneurs’ constructing ‘discourses about the
past’ from the cultural legacies of state socialism.
In the case of post-communist Europe, discursive battles have indeed been fought
over national identity wherein all sides involved have ‘invented’ diﬀerent narratives
of historical continuity to justify and legitimate their respective visions of the
nation state. While the construction of such narratives is ‘constrained by speciﬁc
cultural and rhetorical legacies that frame the discursive ﬁeld on the nation, as well
as by speciﬁc political and institutional arrangements’ (Zubrzycki 2001, p. 631),
their speciﬁc content cannot be ‘read’ directly from these legacies and ﬁxed
arrangements, since narratives evolve and take shape in response to the changing
circumstances in the ﬁeld of political contestation as well. In this context, Linz and
Stepan (1996, p. 409) observe that the evolution of an exclusionary nationalist
discourse in post-independence Latvia and Estonia was driven not just by the
demographic legacies of Soviet imperial rule but also by the conditions of political
contestation where ‘mutually destructive accusations’ over which political groups
were better suited to advance national interests pushed elites initially supportive of
inclusionary policies to the ‘exclusionary nationalist option’.6 Conversely, Bulgarian
5
Once set in motion by contingent choices or critical junctures particular patterns of institutional or
cultural development will logically reproduce themselves beyond the control or intervention of
individual actors.
6
See also Kubik (2003, p. 341) on Poland.
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political elites have largely beaten negative, legacy-based expectations that national
identity issues would be framed in ways to exclude the Turkish minority (Vassilev
2002). In another positive example of how post-communist national identity can be
constructed in terms more favourable to integration with West European norms
and standards, Šabic and Brglez (2002) ﬁnd that Slovenian cultural–political
entrepreneurs appear to have, for the most part, constructed a national identity
compatible with EU membership; one in which, surprisingly and contrary to
expectations, the ‘smallness’ and hence vulnerability of the Slovenian state to more
powerful external actors, has not been mobilised as a factor justifying resistance to
European integration. These examples suggest that political actors can construct
‘usable’ pasts deployable for various purposes, including legitimating or challenging
the ‘return to Europe’.
Clearly, as this overview of the comparative politics literature demonstrates,
historical legacies have not just informed research on post-communist political
development but have also given rise to a lively series of debates over which legacies
matter most (deep or proximate legacies; structural or constructed legacies) and in
what ways (with direct causal eﬀects or mediated through interaction with
contemporary political actors and institutions). These debates have inevitably
produced a certain eclecticism in how legacies are used analytically in the ﬁeld’s
ongoing eﬀorts to explain post-communist outcomes.
What role for legacies?
Whereas there is also considerable debate about the relative merits of the diﬀerent
explanations of enlargement and Europeanisation, the main debate is about the
explanatory power of contemporary conditions and processes. This includes questions
of the relative importance of economic and ideational factors as well as questions of
the respective roles of hard bargaining and argumentative persuasion in bringing
about enlargement and Europeanisation processes. What role could we then envisage
for legacies? Because explanations based on contemporary, post-communist conditions have been tested empirically on a wide range of cases and have gained broad
acceptance, we will not argue that they should be completely replaced by alternative
models featuring legacy eﬀects. Rather, we will outline ways in which communist and
pre-communist legacy eﬀects may be conceived to complement and interact with postcommunist conditions and their eﬀects. Figure 1 gives an overview of such extended
explanatory models.
Legacies as deep conditions
The ﬁrst and probably most widespread way to introduce legacies into existing
explanations is to conceive of post-communist conditions as being partly or to a large
extent shaped by communist and pre-communist conditions. Complementing
explanations of enlargement and Europeanisation in this way would not change
these explanations but give them more historical and causal depth. In other words,
post-communist conditions would attain the status of proximate causes or
intermediate steps in the causal path from legacies to contemporary outcomes. In
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Note: For reasons of simplicity, let Y be any enlargement and Europeanisation outcome, X be a constellation
or vector of contemporary, post-communist conditions, and L a legacy or a set of legacies.
FIGURE 1. LEGACY-BASED EXPLANATORY MODELS

principle, any contemporary constellation of actors, interests, ideas, power and
institutions could be traced back to the communist and pre-communist periods.
For instance, the eligibility of countries for accession depends on the member states’
perception of the borders of ‘Europe’, and these perceptions are to a large extent shaped
by history. Countries located beyond these boundaries will not be treated as European
countries and hence as potential candidates for EU membership even if their political,
economic, or security situation is similar (to the enduring frustration of Ukrainian elites
in particular). From the beginning of the 1990s, the EU has oﬀered diﬀerent kinds of
institutional ties to groups of countries with diverse histories. Whereas it concluded
Europe Agreements with the formally independent Warsaw Pact states and with the
Baltic countries, which had been independent in the interwar period, the EU signed
Partnership and Cooperation Agreements (PCAs) with the (other) successor states of
the Soviet Union. Consistent with these diﬀerent perceptions of ‘European-ness’ and
potential ‘EU-worthiness’, the EU encoded strong conditionality in the Europe
Agreements, as opposed to weak conditionality in the PCAs, thereby determining the
incentive structures faced by diﬀerent post-communist elites.
It is, however, the immediate domestic conditions of the Central and Eastern
European countries that are particularly likely to be shaped by the past.
Conﬁgurations of veto players, political parties and government coalitions are rooted
in pre-communist cleavages and national political trajectories (O’Dwyer 2006, p. 229),
and the resonance of EU rules usually has to do with how compatible they are with
older domestic norms and political traditions in the candidate countries. Legacies thus
may oﬀer a historically deep explanation of the extent to which external incentive
structures are eﬀective in shaping domestic outcomes.
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In his account of externally induced policy change in the Central and East European
countries, Jacoby has come closest to explicitly including legacies in this way. He
theorises the ‘national capacities and interests’ that condition the Central and East
European countries’ responses to the demands of international organisations as being
shaped by legacies such as ‘the density of policy sector actors evident at the end of
communism’, the pre-existing ‘statutory basis and the public administration’, and the
existence of societal actors with an interest in monitoring policy formulation and
performance. Implementation capacities, in particular, will depend on ‘historical
antecedents’ (Jacoby 2004, pp. 37, 34, 24).
In a similar vein, Janos (2001) highlights the inherent geopolitical vulnerability of
Eastern Europe to external powers by comparing the impact of the Soviet empire and
Western hegemony on the region. Both external powers impose ‘systems of imperative
coordination’, and both are ‘likely to clash with local habits and interests that are hard
to eradicate since they are deeply rooted in the local socio-economic structure, culture,
and historical memories’. Speciﬁcally, Janos identiﬁes three structural factors—precommunist levels of economic development, political culture (especially ‘attitudes
toward impersonal juridical norms’) and ethnic fragmentation—that will determine
the degree to which domestic political actors are receptive to EU conditionality and
institutionally capable of implementing both democratisation reforms in general and
EU mandated reforms in particular. Janos’ analysis provides a ﬁrm basis upon which
to conceptualise the structural prerequisites for a country to be transformed eﬀectively
by EU conditionality, as well as the conditions under which ‘the weak will have
opportunities to frustrate or corrupt the externally imposed political agenda by
simulation’ (Janos 2001, p. 223).
In addition to his focus on the ‘ﬁxed’ structural legacies that aﬀect how domestic
actors respond to external inﬂuences, Janos also considers how constructed narratives
about the past, particularly the WWII era, have had an impact on the accession
process. In response to Western eﬀorts to rank and divide candidate countries
according to their virtuous, complicit or, in the case of the post-war expulsions of
Germans, culpable behaviour, East European elites have pushed back:
From the West’s point of view, the ranking implicit in the hegemonic narratives has had some
perverse eﬀects, in that those most virtuous by western standards also tend to be the more
self-righteous and less malleable toward the larger project than those who live under a cloud
of past complicity. Thus Poles and Czechs have, on the whole, been tougher negotiating
partners of the West, quicker to ﬂaunt their sovereignty than Hungarians, Romanians, and
Bulgarians. (Janos 2001, p. 245)

The interactions of these constructed historical narratives help to explain why
structurally placed front runners for EU membership would also manifest contrary
behaviour, preferring at times to challenge EU hegemony directly (behaviour that has
continued since accession) rather than simply simulating compliance.
The other two ways in which legacies might matter build on this account of legacies
as deep causes but provide two modiﬁcations. Whereas the concept of ‘legacies as
enduring conditions’ adds temporal variation, the formulation of ‘legacies as
encompassing conditions’ posits that EU policies and domestic conditions and
outcomes in the Central and East European countries are shaped by the same legacies.
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Legacies as enduring conditions
In addition to specifying legacies as deep conditions, we suggest that their relevance
may also vary over time. Whereas at one point in time, the inﬂuence of legacies may be
sidelined or overridden by other powerful short-term factors, it may well be felt
increasingly in the longer run. At the apex of revolutions or periods of radical
institutional transformation, states and societies appear to be reinvented from scratch
and completely transformable. In addition, international orders based on new
principles and alliances seem feasible. Over the years, however, deeply embedded
practices will resurface and traditional political and social institutions and structures
as well as geopolitical realities will reassert themselves.
At the end of the Cold War, it thus appeared possible to overcome the East–West
division of the continent and traditional international conﬂicts and enmities. Old
spheres of inﬂuence and balances of power were to be replaced by a new international
order based on common norms and common security. Close relations and even
membership in the EU appeared to oﬀer a new perspective for the entire Central and
East European region. In the meantime, however, structural legacies from the Soviet
era such as resource dependency, trade routes and settlement patterns manifest
themselves and harden into new dividing lines between a Russian-dominated ‘postSoviet’ space and a zone of integration with the EU and NATO. This return of
geopolitics limits both the interest and the capacity of the EU in extending its
enlargement policy further east.
For those Central and East European countries ﬁrmly embedded in the EU
integration zone, Schimmelfennig and Sedelmeier (2005a) ﬁnd that accession
conditionality has been a powerful short-term factor. Before the new member states
had been granted a credible conditional membership perspective, they adopted EU
rules in a patchy, selective and adaptive form only. In this period, legacies had a
discernible impact on whether the Central and East European countries adopted
external institutions and rules, and which ones they selected from a variety of
oﬀerings. Once they had this membership perspective, however, and in particular
with the start of membership negotiations, EU conditionality trumped all
alternative inﬂuences. Whereas legacies have in some cases made an impact on
the amount of resistance the EU has had to overcome, in the end, all candidate
countries accepted the EU’s acquis rules. However, as the overpowering, externally
mandated inﬂuence of EU accession conditionality wanes after membership is
attained, we can assume that legacies will regain causal relevance after accession
determining, for example, when and where backsliding, non-compliance or even
over-compliance will occur. Further democratic consolidation, political behaviour,
policy making and administrative practices might be shaped by cleavages and
cultures inherited from a more distant past than the ‘revolutionary’ period of EU
enlargement and membership—at least in those areas that are not subject to
continued EU monitoring and sanctioning.
We may thus expect that the causal relevance of legacies is increasing at present as
EU incentives and conditionality are weakening. For Central and East European nonmembers, the reassertion of ‘geopolitical realities’ and structural dependencies in
Eastern Europe reduce the capability and willingness of the EU to oﬀer a conditional
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membership perspective. For Central and East European member states, the strongest
EU sanction—rejection of membership—is not a credible threat anymore.
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Legacies as encompassing conditions
As Kitschelt (2003, p. 68) argues, causal accounts in which the explanatory factors are
temporally quite proximate to the outcomes being explained risk formulating
‘excessively shallow explanations of post communist regime diversity’, especially
given the very likely possibility that a ‘deeper’ factor may actually be causing both the
proximate explanatory factor and the outcome. This is the most fundamental
challenge to established explanations of enlargement and Europeanisation because it
amounts to the conclusion that the assumed causal relationship between postcommunist conditions and outcomes is spurious.
In this view, both enlargement and its ‘eﬀects’ in the Central and East European
region were conditioned by deeper historical legacies. Hence, the legacy of Austro–
Hungarian, as opposed to Ottoman or Tsarist imperial rule, could be hypothesised as
creating both the West European impetus to regard the Hapsburg lands as natural EU
territory and the socio-economic, political and administrative traditions in particular
Central and East European candidate countries conducive to EU membership and the
adoption of EU rules. In principle, such legacies could have predicted as early as 1989
which countries would be democratically consolidated, economically liberalised and
integrated into the European Community 15 years later. Whereas some countries were
predetermined to succeed, others were doomed to fail or to experience highly
problematic trajectories in their eﬀorts to ‘return to Europe’ because of their very
diﬀerent legacies of socio-economic development, nation- and state-building.
Enlargement conditionality in this context may not have been completely redundant
but it was most of all a mechanism or trajectory through which structural legacies
manifested themselves. Political and academic claims giving the EU’s accession
process credit for the liberal democratic consolidation of Central and Eastern Europe
would thus need to be toned down (Pop-Eleches 2007b).
According to Kopstein (2003), for example, the region’s unique receptivity to the
hegemony of liberal norms is a product of speciﬁc historical circumstances, not of the
EU’s external incentives and sanctions:
. . . important for liberalism’s attractiveness was the relentless cultural cold war waged by the
West against the East for over a forty-year period that held up western Europe as a model
that could be emulated in the East, if only it were not for Communism.

More broadly, the international environment faced by Eastern Europe, an
environment dominated by the European Union, ‘is itself the product of the legacies
of the past’ that have produced ‘a Europe of international institutions, of expanding
political and economic inclusion that helps transform its most needy members’ and
neighbours (Kopstein 2003, pp. 247, 248). Clearly, not just imperial legacies but also
World War II and its aftermath can be seen as a critical juncture unleashing interrelated processes in both parts of the continent that ultimately converge in the wake of
the revolutions of 1989, producing both the immediate post-communist conditions
and the ultimate outcome of successful EU enlargement. Lasas (2008), for example,
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describes the power of the ‘historical–psychological’ legacies derived from the World
War II era that shaped both the EU’s engagement in the Central and East European
countries, and the conviction in these countries that their destiny, heretofore brutally
denied, irrevocably lies within the EU. Painful reforms could thereby be pursued and
legitimated as consistent with the pursuit of that destiny. Therefore, World War II era
‘historical–psychological’ legacies may well represent ‘encompassing’ conditions that
produced both the EU’s commitment to the eastern enlargement and its ‘eﬀects’ in the
Central and East European region.
While establishing convincing causal narratives will always be something of a
challenge for deep, historically based explanations, these examples, as well as the
continued embrace of legacy-based approaches by comparative politics experts,
suggest the utility of incorporating legacies into the study of EU enlargement.
Conversely, as Schimmelfennig and Sedelmeier observe (2005a, p. 223), legacy-based
arguments could beneﬁt from considering ‘the EU as part of the structural context’ for
domestic political actors. It is the aim of this special section to contribute to this
dialogue or ‘creative confrontation’ (Kitschelt 2003, p. 81) by exploring the causal
relevance of legacies in the study of EU enlargement. Since both literatures are
predominantly structural in orientation (albeit not exclusively as we have seen in the
case of legacies), it should in theory be possible to identify the degree to which welldeﬁned combinations are possible (Kitschelt 2003, p. 81).
Four principal sets of questions can be identiﬁed as crucial for this endeavour. First, do
legacies in fact matter in the policy or issue area under investigation? Does the analysis
support the prevailing enlargement literature’s neglect of legacy-based domestic
conditions? If so, what explains the non-consequential nature of legacies? Second, if the
answers to the above set of questions are negative, which legacies matter in the accession
process or in the post-accession period? Are communist or pre-communist legacies
relevant? Can we determine with some analytical precision which pre-communist
legacies—religious, cultural, political, economic or administrative—have a systematic
impact on enlargement and Europeanisation? Or can we only specify which legacies matter
to particular policy or issue areas by tracing speciﬁc causal pathways? Third, how do
legacies matter? Generally, communist legacies are most likely to explain post-communist
commonalities and continuities in the region. By contrast, pre-communist legacies are
most useful in accounting for divergences and diﬀerentiation in the region. Fourth, which
causal mechanisms link historical legacies and Europeanisation outcomes? Legacy-based
arguments can be criticised for tending ‘to rely on powerful correlations, rather than on
clearly speciﬁed mechanisms by which the legacies of the past, for example, translate into
outcomes decades later’ (Darden & Grzymala-Busse 2006, p. 87).
While these are justiﬁed concerns, analysts committed to deeper causal analyses that
incorporate a region’s or country’s speciﬁc legacies have addressed the question of
causal mechanisms directly in order to specify more clearly how the past operates on
the present. Kitschelt (2003, p. 64), for example, observes that
[t]he search for causal mechanism and causal depth are mutually supportive but also mutually
constraining criteria in the construction of satisfactory explanations. The requirement that causal
mechanisms run through intentional action limits the spatiotemporal depth of explanations,
while causal depth criteria militate against minimizing lags between cause and eﬀect . . .
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Considering the question of how exactly legacies might interact with EU
enlargement and post-enlargement dynamics thereby raises several theoretical and
methodological challenges: to identify the relevant legacies and specify the causal
mechanisms that link them with post-communist development and outcomes; to
specify and test the interaction between deep and proximate causes; to control for
legacies when asserting the causal relevance of post-communist conditions; and to
control for post-communist conditions when asserting the causal relevance of legacies.
How have our contributors addressed the question of causality, speciﬁcally how have
they met these theoretical and methodological challenges? In the ﬁrst instance,
relevant legacies have been clearly speciﬁed and linked to outcomes using both
quantitative and qualitative methods. While the quantitative methods used by
Schimmelfennig and Scholtz, and Bandelj are best positioned to isolate key indicators
and to design models that control for various interactions, the qualitative case studies
make equally strong plausible assertions about the relationship between legacies and
conditionality using a variety of diﬀerent methods, including interviews, public
opinion polls, and textual and discursive analyses.
The study of enlargement: incorporating legacies
In reply to the ﬁrst principal question raised above, namely do legacies matter, all
of our contributors reach the conclusion that legacies in fact matter, albeit in
diﬀerent guises and with varied causal weights. For example, whereas Vermeersch
highlights the signiﬁcance of constructed legacies such as historical narratives and
their role in shaping the turn to Euroscepticism in Poland, others like
Schimmelfennig and Scholz focus on structural legacy eﬀects such as those
associated with ‘religious civilization’ or on the governance issues associated with
weak institutional development (Levitz and Pop-Eleches). In terms of causal
weight, the ﬁndings presented generally support the conclusion that historical
legacies function predominately as deep conditions. Thus, in speciﬁc issue areas
such as political party discourse (Vermeersch), state promotion of FDI (Bandelj),
and post-accession compliance in Bulgaria and Romania (Levitz and Pop-Eleches),
the interconnectedness of domestic legacy factors and external EU-driven factors is
stressed. As Bandelj (p. 482) observes, ‘the EU integration eﬀect worked in
conjunction with speciﬁc country legacies that facilitated globalisation of the postsocialist region’.
These issue-speciﬁc case studies, therefore, substantiate the expectation that the
compatibility or incompatibility of structural and constructed legacies with EU rules
and policy objectives will exert an impact on compliance outcomes. Accordingly, even
if Poland’s recent turn to nationalist, Eurosceptical discourse is largely constructed in
the context of domestic political competition, as claimed by Vermeersch, this discourse
has long roots in Polish history, reaching back to the inter-war years, and is deeply
incompatible with EU mandated norms, institutions and rules. Hence, persistent postaccession attacks on EU-oriented cosmopolitanism in general, and on sexual minority
rights in particular, have been legitimated by this discourse and have produced
unfortunate policy outcomes (O’Dwyer 2010). Given the degree to which compliance
with EU rules was forthcoming during the accession process and is now eroding in
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such issue areas as non-discrimination (Poland) and FDI promotion (Poland and
Slovenia), we may, in these cases, be seeing the eﬀects of legacies as ‘enduring
conditions’ as weaker EU sanctioning capacities interact with resurgent conservative,
nationalist political mobilisation.
In general, then, these studies, while not ruling out the signiﬁcance of external
factors such as EU conditionality, do substantiate the importance of addressing
legacy-based domestic conditions. Therefore, we echo Pop-Eleches’ conclusion (2007b,
p. 924)
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that historical legacies need to be taken seriously not only because of their own intrinsic
importance in post-communist democratisation but also because our understanding of
alternative explanations has to be embedded in the complicated reality of the region’s
intertwined historical legacies.

In terms of which legacies matter most, our ﬁndings are less conclusive and largely
issue-dependent. For example, if the intent is to evaluate the determinants of
democratisation in the region, Schimmelfennig and Scholtz ﬁnd that ‘religious
civilisation captures a relevant, enduring and systematic structural legacy eﬀect’
(p. 456) that somewhat ‘reduces the strength and signiﬁcance of the conditionality
eﬀects’ (p. 458) and overshadows other potentially signiﬁcant legacy factors such as the
period of independent statehood, Leninist or imperial legacies. They ‘therefore
conclude that fundamental cultural predispositions play an important role in
democratisation and, possibly, shape the relationship between neighbourhood
countries and the EU as well’ (p. 457). Bandelj, in contrast, focuses on a mix of precommunist legacies such as the history of state-sovereignty, communist legacies such as
experience with economic reform, and immediate legacies such as post-communist
privatisation strategies as relevant to her case study of FDI promotion, and ﬁnds that
‘[s]tate decision-making is signiﬁcantly inﬂuenced by both EU conditionality and
legacies, but legacies have more weight’ (pp. 494–95). She cautions, however, that
[t]his is not to say that for any policy outcome the relative weight of EU conditionality and
legacies will be such. In fact, we should expect great variation across policy domains and the
task for future research is to explain why EU conditionality matters more in certain policy
domains or aspects of transformation but less in others.

And, one might add, why certain legacy conﬁgurations matter in certain policy
domains and not in others.
In this context, it is important to note that Schimmelfennig and Scholtz (p. 458)
stress that civilisational legacies, while facilitating or impeding the eﬀectiveness of EU
conditionality, ‘determines neither the use nor the success of EU democracy
promotion’. Even with greater legacy-based obstacles to overcome in the Orthodox
and Muslim world, conditionality should consequentially assist democratisation
especially if the EU can ﬁne-tune its conditionality strategy to address the greater
challenges of Europeanisation in current and future candidate countries. While Levitz
and Pop-Eleches are in agreement ‘that with the proper precautions, such as later
accession dates and the use of appropriate safeguard clauses and post-accession
monitoring, the EU can adjust to weaker legacies in aspiring member states’ (p. 477),
as evidenced by their analysis of the inﬂuence of external factors in preventing
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post-accession backsliding in Bulgaria and Romania, they stress that we should not
‘conclude that the right external incentives can overcome any type of domestic
economic and political legacies’.
Even as legacies are increasingly brought into the study of EU conditionality, Levitz
and Pop-Eleches conclude that
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we still do not have a clear understanding of the scope of the conditions under which EU
conditionality can be genuinely eﬀective, or about how the interaction between diﬀerent types
of domestic legacies aﬀects the prospects for the types of political reforms required for
successful European integration. (p. 477)

It follows from this that a uniform answer cannot be given to the question of how
exactly speciﬁc legacies matter. Since particular outcomes such as FDI promotion or
weak judiciaries and high levels of corruption are associated with a layering of legacies
from several diﬀerent eras,7 it is diﬃcult, on the basis of our contributions, to sustain
the generalisation that communist legacies explain commonalities and continuities
while pre-communist legacies account for divergences and diﬀerentiation across the
board. Legacies, in short, do matter but in a variety of complex ways that do not lend
themselves to a single, dominant explanatory formula. This can, of course, be seen as a
weakness of legacy-based approaches if a broadly generalisable framework is the
primary objective. On the other hand, if richer, more nuanced and textured analyses of
the interplay of EU conditionality with domestic conditions are desired, then legacies
can, as our contributors demonstrate, be fruitfully incorporated into the study of
enlargement and Europeanisation.
University of Washington
Center for Comparative and International Studies (CIS), ETH, Zurich
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