
Ossetia), and as a result has very tense relations with
Moscow.

In the chapter on Lithuania, Clark echoes Bremmer,
describing the evolution of Lithuanian nationalism from
overwhelmingly ethnic in the late Soviet period to a more
civic stance, and he ascribes it primarily to the desire to
join NATO and the European Union. Kuzio argues in the
next chapter that Ukraine has also witnessed a pragmatic
evolution from a muted ethnic to a more civic form of
nationalism (though he assigns “civic” a somewhat differ-
ent meaning from the other contributors), and he defends
the state’s ongoing efforts to support linguistic Ukrainiza-
tion as restitutive justice in order to overcome past “wrongs”
committed against the Ukrainian language and culture.
Panossian argues that in Armenia, the ability of ethnic
nationalism to mobilize Armenians has again diminished
since independence and a return to “normal politics,”
although it is difficult to assert that the Armenian state has
embraced a more civic understanding of the nation because
there are no longer significant minority populations in the
country. Finally, Jones argues that “‘ethnic’ passions of
Georgians have waxed and waned, depending on political
and economic circumstances,” but that as in Armenia “the
issues that dominate Georgian newspapers today are not
nationalist ones” (p. 266). Georgia will not, however, adopt
a more civic form of nationalism, despite pressure from
Europe, “largely because Georgia’s own national minori-
ties find this unacceptable” (p. 268).

This is a very useful and well-written volume that should
be in the library of any serious student of comparative
nationalism. It offers cogent discussions of key concepts, a
useful analytical framework, some testable hypotheses
(notably the general trend toward a more inclusionary
conception of the nation after independence and claims
about factors that explain that trend or its absence), and a
good deal of well-researched empirical material. Most
importantly, it invites further comparative analysis of an
important but understudied question—what happens to
nationalism after independence.

Institutional Capital: Building Post-Communist
Government Performance. By Laura Brunell. Lanham, MD:
University Press of America, 2005. 270p. $59.00. cloth, $39.00 paper
DOI: 10.1017/S1537592707071940

— Louise K. Davidson-Schmich, University of Miami

This book makes an important theoretical contribution
by opening the “black box” linking social capital and dem-
ocratic performance. Spurred by Robert Putnam’s observed
correlation between social capital and budget promptness
(Making Democracy Work, 1995), Laura Brunell seeks to
explain the causal mechanisms connecting a vibrant civil
society to good government performance.

Brunell does so by introducing the concept of “insti-
tutional capital,” defined as “the assemblage of institu-

tional traits that permits the state to penetrate civil society
and afford itself of its resources and, at the same time,
allows civil society to penetrate the state and appropriate
public sector resources and state power” (p. 11). Where
governments promote civil society and are open to work-
ing collaboratively with it, and where a vibrant array of
civil society groups are present and are willing and able
to work constructively with the state, she argues, “part-
nership performance” will emerge and democracies will
work best. In the absence of either of these conditions,
regime performance will be poor or attributable to idio-
syncratic individual relationships that she labels “patron-
age performance.” Rounding out the fourfold table are
two mixed outcomes that Brunell designates “statist per-
formance” and “third sector performance.” The former
occurs when government is strong and civil society weak,
leading to high performance in policy areas where state-
controlled resources are most important. The latter results
when government is weak but a strong civil society is
able to achieve high performance in some policy areas.
The author makes an additional important argument:
Because civil society may be stronger on some fronts
than on others, and because different arms of govern-
ment may have varying predispositions to engage civil
society, regime performance may differ from policy area
to policy area even in the same polity at the same time.

To test these theoretical expectations empirically, Brunell
spent two years living in Lodz and Krakow, Poland, and
studying their policy processes in great detail. Institu-
tional Capital paints a fascinating and historical portrait
of two very different cities. Drawing on secondary sources,
Brunell finds that over the centuries, Krakow enjoyed
self-government and a vibrant array of cultural and edu-
cational organizations. Despite the best efforts of com-
munist rulers, these groups did not disappear under Soviet
rule but were instead joined by well-organized workers.
In the later years of communist rule, these organizations
worked together with the church to carve out alternative
spaces for Krakowites to express themselves. After the fall
of communism, Brunell’s own research found, this vibrant
array of third-sector organizations continued to thrive,
and many—but not all—in the city government were
happy to listen to and provide information to these groups.
Lodz developed quite differently. The city was tradition-
ally administered by inept outside rulers, and civil soci-
ety consisted primarily of labor unions and some German
and/or Jewish professional associations. The latter were
wiped out by World War II. Throughout history, Lodz’s
predominantly female textile workers clashed with fac-
tory managers, capitalist as well as communist. Brunell
found that after Poland democratized, Lodz’s third sector
remained less diverse than Krakow’s and that strained
state–society relationships continued.

Given these varying stocks of institutional capital,
Brunell investigates government performance in three areas:
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waste disposal, economic development planning, and assis-
tance to domestic violence victims. Her conclusions are
based on an impressive array of sources, including partici-
pant observation, surveys of nongovernmental organiza-
tions, personal interviews, and analysis of government
documents. By choosing three disparate policy areas, she
is able to portray variance in the democratic performance
of the same city government.

In terms of waste disposal, Krakow and Lodz present
stark and convincing contrasts in democratic perfor-
mance along the lines that the institutional capital hypoth-
esis would expect. Both cities were charged with relocating
their solid waste facilities following the fall of commu-
nism. In Krakow, a broad range of environmental groups
came together with the city government at a “Green Table”
to plan environmentally sound waste disposal and recycling
policies, resulting in the authro’s partnership perfor-
mance. In contrast, the Lodz city authorities clashed with
neighborhood groups, and the two sides failed to agree on
a new waste disposal facility. As a result, the city resorted
to the costly solution of exporting its garbage.

The two cities exhibited similar patterns in terms of
economic development planning. Following the fall of
communism, Krakow’s “Oval Table” was established as a
forum for city officials and national and international orga-
nizations, as well as local economic, cultural, and other
NGOs, to collaborate on extensive development plans. In
contrast to this high level of partnership performance,
Lodz failed to create a comprehensive development plan
at all and simply decided to rely on the presence of low-
wage labor as a means of attracting international invest-
ment. While these latter outcomes are consistent with the
amount of institutional capital present, this case seems
overdetermined. Given its world cultural and historical
importance, Krakow had many more development options
open to it in the 1990s than did industrial Lodz; the
latter’s lack of planning may represent more its lack of
development options than its lack of institutional capital.

Lodz, however, also failed to structure coordination with
civil society in the realm of social service provision. In
contrast to Krakow, the city has not established a shelter
for its high number of domestic violence victims. Here,
“third sector performance” has at least emerged, as com-
petent independent women’s organizations have been able
to provide a high level of services to victims of domestic
violence at an independently run hostel that receives some
public funding.

In the realm of social service provision, Krakow failed
to obtain the partnership performance it did in the first
two policy areas. Although a vibrant array of women’s
organizations were present in the city, there was a lack of
will on the part of public administration to collaborate
with them. The city’s Department of Social Services shut
an experienced feminist NGO out of the bidding process
for a contract to run a shelter for battered women, failing

to provide them with comprehensive information about
the bidding process and changing the deadline for bids
immediately after receiving a bid from an inexperienced
Catholic charity that the department’s Catholic bureau-
crats found amenable. The latter organization has failed
to provide appropriate services to domestic violence vic-
tims in Krakow, and competent NGOs have been denied
resources they could have used to provide such services.
Here, Brunell makes a convincing case that there is not
always a one-to-one correlation between a dynamic civil
society and high government performance. If the govern-
ment is hostile to the participation of voluntary organiza-
tions, their expertise cannot be used to improve policy
outcomes. One wonders, however, if the author would
have come to the same conclusion had feminist bureau-
crats used similar tactics to exclude the Catholic charity
from bid consideration.

On a stylistic note, the book would have benefited
from better copyediting. Persistent grammatical and typo-
graphical errors throughout the book detract from Brunell’s
innovative theoretical framework and detailed empirical
chapters. Footnotes often lead to irregular line spacing as
well.

Overall, however, Institutional Capital offers a logically
convincing mechanism linking civil society and govern-
ment performance. The case of waste disposal provides
strong empirical support for Brunell’s hypotheses, while
the economic development case is less persuasive. The dis-
cussion of domestic violence provides compelling evi-
dence that high government performance is not always
guaranteed, even when a dynamic civil society is present.
The book tells an absorbing tale of two very different
Polish cities, which is sure to be of interest to students of
Polish politics, in addition to those who study civil society
and government performance more generally.

Confronting the Weakest Link: Aiding Political
Parties in New Democracies. By Thomas Carothers.
Washington, DC: Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, 2006.
272p. $57.95 cloth, $22.95 paper.
DOI: 10.1017/S1537592707071952

— Regina Smyth, Indiana University

Thomas Carothers is a leading voice in the investigation
of the success and failure of democratic transitions. Writ-
ing from the viewpoint of a practitioner, Carothers pro-
vides a unique perspective on the scholarly discussion of
democratic transition and the actions of democracy assis-
tance organizations. His previous insights into the weak-
ness of the “transition paradigm” or modal framework
that scholars use to study democratic transitions under-
scored important flaws: the expectation of linear demo-
cratic development, the lack of attention to state building,
and the focus on democracy as the only potential out-
come of the process. While most of these flaws have been
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