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Mykhnenko’s concluding remarks observe,
this agenda has been exogenous to the na-
tional state-oriented VOC perspective.

The real contribution of the chapter
on CEE can be particularly appreciated if
the contributions are read together. King's
chapter show that Eastern European econ-
omies cannot be understood sui generis,
through the lenses of a nation-state perspec-
tive. Instead, we need to analyse the insti-
tutional forms in CEE countries in relation
to the nature of the international integra-
tion of these countries. Here, the strategies
of major MNCs and foreign banks will be
key elements linking domestic comparative
institutional advantages and international
competitiveness. Focusing solely on domes-
tic institutions, Feldmann’s contribution
tells us much about the economic potentials
that the two very different institutional con-
figurations can offer. By identifying impor-
tant differences, Feldmann invites us to un-
pack the LDPC model and investigate vari-
ations in the nature of dependent develop-
ment in the region. Moreover, he provides
important insights on micro-foundations of
the two modes of coordination and on the
importance of state strategy in constituting
their regulatory underpinnings. This is par-
ticularly important in order to understand
Slovenian exceptionalism. The Estonian case
reads more as a story of destruction of ‘the
old” and reliance on a new generation of ac-
tors, most notably foreign investors, to take
over. By bringing in the economic analysis,
Mykhnenko starts were Feldmann (unfortu-
nately) stops. This allows him to investigate
actual economic effects the institutions may
have and thus link domestic mechanisms of
coordination with the nature of internation-
al integration. Here, he manages to make a
number of important steps in what I see as
a major post-transition research agenda.

Sociologists working on Eastern Eu-
rope should not be impressed by the pro-
pensity of the VOC approach for a mechan-
ical classification of institutional forms.
Yet, especially those employing the tools
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of ‘soft economic sociology’ (i.e. project-
ing the logic of other socio-cultural activi-
ties into the economic at the expense of the
specificity of the latter) could benefit from
the ‘hard political economy’ inputs of the
VOC approach. These include the concern
with comparative institutional advantage
and competitiveness of the companies (in-
fused by VOC's rational-choice institution-
alist micro-foundations) in general and the
implication of the dependent international
integration of the Eastern European region
in particular.

In sum, the book provides a ‘state of
the art’ look at a very interesting and fruit-
ful research paradigm. For this reason,
it will be appreciated by researchers and
advanced students alike. By addressing
questions that are new to the industry, the
Eastern European section probably comes
closest to the promise of going beyond the
VOC. Yet, when it comes to an analysis that
would go beyond the mechanical applica-
tion of the framework, the authors tend to
stick to where they apparently feel strong:
making sense of ‘transition’. We are thus
left with a number of crucial questions that
emerged in the region about the nature of
VOC that have yet to be answered. This is
by no means a bad achievement.

Jan Drahokoupil
Max Planck Institute for the Study
of Societies, Cologne

Sean Hanley: The New Right in the New
Europe: Czech Transformation and
Right-Wing Politics, 1989-2006
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Some time in 1990, a short article written by
Véclav Klaus appeared in the Czech daily
Lidové Noviny, entitled “The Concealed As-
sumptions in Our Political Controversies’
("Zamlcené pfedpoklady nasich politickych
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sportt’). In it Klaus stated what could be
considered his main political creed. Refer-
ring to Thomas Sowell, he classified exist-
ing worldviews as variants of the two ba-
sic ‘different views of man and society’,
and claimed: ‘The first of these worldviews
is statist, the second one truly democratic,
the first one is intellectual, the second one
is populist (in the positive meaning of the
world), the first one knows the truth, the
second one seeks the way for the truth to
be discovered and manifested... the first of
these worldviews brought to life the French
Revolution along with unlimited power,
the second dominated the American Rev-
olution, which led to limited constitution-
al government (and which dispensed with
the guillotine and mass fury)’. Belittling
the importance of contemporaneous politi-
cal arguments — such as the Czech-Slovak
‘hyphen conflict’” or the controversy over
whether ‘dirty money’ is a meaningful eco-
nomic category or nor — Klaus called for
these two visions to be politically articulat-
ed rather than concealed (‘let them contest
elections’). The story of the Czech right in
the post-communist period can be viewed
through the prism of Klaus’s creed, as an
attempt to make ‘concealed assumptions’
pronounced.

Sean Hanley’s book deals with the for-
tunes and travails of this creed put into po-
litical practice, enlightening the reader on
the concrete ways of tacit assumptions be-
ing politically voiced or, after all, ‘materi-
alised’. But this monograph goes beyond
that and can be considered a major con-
tribution to the study of Czech and post-
communist party politics. In spite of being
relatively short, the book gives the kind of
impression usually produced by ‘defini-
tive accounts’, but it leaves enough room
for additional thoughts and offers inspira-
tion for further research. Hanley’s book is
strong in many respects: it is a nice exam-
ple of the path-dependency approach and
frequently it challenges (sometimes de-
molishes) the many conventional assump-

tions and clichés used to explain the devel-
opment of post-communist party politics.
Hanley’s intelligent work on the Czech
case has methodological implications for
the entire field of study.

The first, theoretical, chapter deals with
‘getting the right right’ and summarises
a welcome conceptual contribution from
Hanley’s previous writings. Hanley defines
the post-communist centre-right in two in-
stalments, and, importantly, author sticks
to the logic of this definition throughout
the text. He describes the post-communist
centre-right ‘in the absence of a strong class
base” and without resorting to ad hoc solu-
tions and generalisations from one individ-
ual case — vices that are often encountered
in the study of, for example, post-commu-
nist populism. The sole exception occurs
when he draws the fault lines between the
centre-right and other groups of right-of-
centre parties. A more subtle distinction
between the radical and the extreme right —
as, for example, recently suggested by Cas
Mudde - would be of an enormous help to
Hanley’s argument. It could, for example,
help him somehow to avoid the problem-
atic ad hoc promotion of an empirical indi-
cator (‘larger and broader electorate’) to the
status of a defining factor separating the
centre-right from the ‘extreme’ right.

According to Hanley, ‘the centre-right
in ECE must be understood as essentially
‘new’ political forces, shaped by late commu-
nism and the subsequent politics of post-com-
munist transformation, rather than a simple
throwback to the authoritarian conserva-
tism and integral nationalism of the past’.
Those new forces try ‘to reconcile liberal-cap-
italist modernization with traditional and mor-
al values and specific local and national iden-
tities” (while ‘the extreme right [seeks] al-
ternatives to such modernization’). These
statements are the most useful conceptuali-
sation of the moderate centre-right around.
But in the light of the criticism provided,
the second statement on the extreme right
could perhaps be reformulated. To be sure,
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the whole definition holds perfectly with-
out mentioning the extreme right at all. But
when the category of the ‘extreme’ right
enters the argument, aforementioned divi-
sion between the radical and extreme right
would add clarity to some of Hanley’s
statements regarding the ‘extreme’ right.
Then, to stick to Hanley’s terms, rather
than seeking alternatives to liberal-capi-
talist modernisation, the radical right chal-
lenges the effects of its reconciliation with
national identity. The extreme right, next,
proposes alternatives to liberal democracy
in general without bothering with reconcil-
iation at all. This proposed distinction will
be gaining still greater significance in the
near future as the space of the right-of-the-
moderate-right in Czech polity has become
swiftly populated by a number of actors.
In the next chapter, on historical leg-
acies, Hanley follows many foreign re-
searchers and a few Czech ones in un-
derstanding the importance of the (rather
unusual) Czech nationalism for explain-
ing the country’s politics. Hanley is con-
sistent in framing the genetics of the new
right in ‘the Czech historical pathways” as
‘a consequence of the way the “moderni-
ty” of Czech society was filtered through
the politics of nationalism’. This disclos-
es the weaknesses of deductive meta-ap-
proaches which tend to take from the his-
tory of the nations in question only what
fits their broad ambition to explain the
whole region within a single framework.
Mainly, he offers the reader the notion of
the Czech post-communist right as anoth-
er successful articulation of the ‘perennial’
Czech ‘National Question’. In this respect,
parallels can indeed be drawn between the
Czech Civic Democratic Party (ODS) and
Vladimir Meciar’s People’s Party — Move-
ment for a Democratic Slovakia (HZDS),
which succeeded in persuading public in
achieving very much the same for Slovaks.
The new Czech right — unlike the old one
from the pre-war era — did not ‘betray’ the
Czech national idea and statehood formu-
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lated in consensual and cross-class terms.
On the contrary, by defining the new ver-
sion of it, ODS managed to overcome what
has traditionally been conceived as a con-
dition unfavourable to right-of-centre poli-
tics. But the pillar of the new Czech right,
the ODS, did not forge a new class-based
right either. It transcended the old class
politics and did away with necessity of pri-
oritising the survival of the nation state
over a clear ideological stance.

After putting historical legacies in con-
text, Hanley proceeds with identifying the
factors shaping the post-1989 right in the
era of late communism. He contends that
‘it is in the failed reform communist project
of 1960s and reactions to that failure that
the roots of the new Czech right of 1990s
are to be found’. In his fascinating account
Hanley identifies the persons and ideas
that later came to shape the right within
the counter-elite produced during the nor-
malisation era. His conclusion about the
weakness, fragmentation and elite-driven
intellectual character of the Czech “proto-
right’, and its impact on the post-1989 for-
mation of right-wing party political alter-
natives is fundamental, yet perhaps under-
estimated by other research.

The next three chapters describe the
fortunes of the new right within Czech poli-
ty. It is relatively brief, yet very informative,
without omitting anything important. The
success of ODS as (party) organisational
strategy, policy programme, and the source
of the vision for Czech society is convinc-
ingly accounted for. Passages pertaining to
the ‘other’ right — the Christian Democrat-
ic KDU-CSL and the ‘anti-establishment
right” around the Quad-Coalition — are, by
all means, a vital and original contribution
to the English-language literature. While
those ‘narrative’ chapters are very good,
the chapter on ‘building the new ideology
of the right’ is probably the most important
part of the book. The text is captivating and
novel. Hanley employs a (post)Gramscian
discourse-theoretical approach to ideology
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as his methodological frame. Even though
Freeden’s ‘liberal” conceptualisation of ide-
ology remains very useful, there is no ques-
tion Hanley has largely achieved his goal
of illustrating the logic and emergence of
the “ideological compound’ that ODS pro-
duced. Indeed, this post-Marxist approach
appears very suitable for reconstructing the
ideology of the party’s ‘revolutionary con-
servatism’. Perhaps the most valuable con-
tribution of the entire monograph lies in
the ways in which it disentangles the no-
tion of the ‘civic” politics of the Czech right
and identifies the political concepts it con-
tains and ‘de-contests’. Hanley is perfectly
aware how another post-communist right-
wing party, Hungary’s Fidesz, managed to
offer a strong political identity to a note-
worthy segment of the electorate built upon
the party’s own definition of ‘civic” politics.
Finally, the author provides a smart though
not always fully convincing explanation of
why and under which circumstances ODS
radically — by the standards of the moderate
right — redressed its ‘civic’ version of transi-
tion politics to one based on defending the
national interest. This chapter will certainly
be fascinating for those who are not Czech
nationals and are not familiar in detail with
the topic, but it may be surprising and elu-
cidating for most domestic readers, too. In
spite of the many claim to the contrary, it
shows that ideologies have played an im-
portant role in post-communist transitions.
All in all, Sedn Hanley’s treatment of
the political ideology of the Czech right
constitutes this book’s greatest achieve-
ment. Ideology and its changes are pre-
sented here as a factor enabling us to un-
derstand the interconnection between the
pragmatism of party-political competition
and the more or less sincere effort to po-
litically articulate the ‘concealed assump-
tions in our political controversies” — in the
Czech way.
Peter Uceri
Comenius University, Bratislava
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Welfare states, in allocating resources, to
different age groups, affect various aspects
of the citizens” wellbeing and life chanc-
es, from educational opportunities to la-
bour and financial markets, family forma-
tion and family structure, fertility, and so
forth. Moreover, different welfare states af-
fect younger and older populations differ-
ently. While some countries focus on po-
tential risks during childhood and working
life, education, child care, the family, hous-
ing and active labour market policy, other
countries highlight the needs of the elder-
ly, by means of generous pension benefits
and medical care. Prioritised social spend-
ing may thus generate inequalities among
age groups. Julia Lynch’s Age in the Welfare
State sheds much-needed light on this phe-
nomenon, dubbed the age orientation of
welfare states. Lynch examines how social
policies in prosperous OECD democracies
deal with the risks facing the elderly, the
young, and working adults; what is done
in different countries towards different age
groups in the populations; the reasons why
policies vary from country to country and
over time, and the political consequences
of different strategies for redistributing re-
sources across different age groups in so-
ciety.

Lynch examines direct expenditures,
tax expenditures and housing policy in
twenty OECD countries, on average, be-
tween 1985 and 2000, and thus draws con-
clusions on the age orientation of social
policy. Direct expenditures include ‘in-
come supports and services for the elder-
ly; unemployment and active labor mar-
ket policies; public spending on occupa-
tional injury and sickness programs; pub-
lic spending on cash benefits and servic-
es for family per person under 15; public
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