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INTRODUCTION 

In this book I present an interpretation of the changes which have 
been taking place in Poland since 1989. It is not, however, the history 
of the downfall of communism and the structure of this work has not 
been organized on a chronological basis. The interpretation of 
changes being proposed here fits into the mainstream of institutional 
sociology. When I speak about changes, I refer mostly to the changes 
in the economy, although political changes are also present in my 
analysis. 

In this work I look at three fundamental sources of change. I define 
these as changes within the system, changes outside the system, and 
changes to the system. Changes within the system are the reforms, 
changes outside the system are the diverse forms of adaptation 
mechanisms, consisting of "transgressing" the framework of formal 
rules, while the change to the system is the radical transformation 
initiated by the downfall of communism in 1989-90. 

We are dealing in Poland with the simultaneous existence of those 
three sources of change. Moreover, these sources influence one 
another. We can say that the reforms which never were successful 
and consistent under communism influenced, however, the shape of 
the system. Their influence was visible also in the fact that the 
unsuccessful attempts at reforms accelerated the erosion of the 
system. Changes "outside the system" contributed to that erosion, 
while they also exerted an influence on the changes within the 
system. In this work I indicate how certain new mechanisms, 
initially located in the informal sphere, penetrated into the official 
programs of reforms. Finally, both the changes within the system 
and the changes outside the system have contributed in a certain 
way to the change of the system, that is to its radical 
transformation. 

Since the beginning of the transformation remaining sources of 
dynamics have not, however, disappeared. Within the radical 
transformation of the economy we still hear echoes of earlier reforms. 
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Similarly, the informal adaptation processes, which substituted true 
legitimation under communism, have not disappeared in the 
post-communit period either. However, the functions of those mecha-
nisms are frequently completely different from the original ones. One of 
my theses states that the sources of changes discussed here under 
certain conditions become obstacles to changes. The mechanisms 
which led to the erosion and the downfall of communism often hamper 
further transformation. The dynamics of change and continuity is one 
of the most important subjects of my work. In principle, each of the 
sources of changes analyzed in this book in certain situations becomes 
also an obstacle to the subsequent changes. 

This applies to the reforms, which, after all, apart from modifying 
the shape of the system also lead to the consolidation of its 
fundamental features. Moreover, in the post-communist period certain 
elements of the "reformatory" thinking, inherited from the former 
system, such as the planned, rigid character of changes or the greater 
importance of a passive tolerance than of an active social participation, 
can, after initially aiding the changes, hinder further transformations. 

A similarly equivocal role was played by the informal adaptation 
processes. They modified the communist system and actually led to its 
erosion. However, they can simultaneously impede radical transfor­
mations toward a market economy. An example here would be the 
second economy, the rules of which, although they departed from the 
rigidity of the command economy, were, however, and are distant from 
those of a normal market economy. 

Finally, the systemic breakthrough itself constains not only 
dynamizing elements but also seeds of barriers to changes. The 
dynamics of the ongoing transformation has made it very clear to us 
how enormous is the difference between the logie, mechanisms, and 
social forces of the downfall of the old order and the logie, mechanisms, 
and social forces of the construction of the new order. The difference 
between the downfall of the old system and the formation of the new 
one is fundamental. What served the first aim is often dysfunctional in 
the second. There are many indications of this difference. Among them 
one could certainly mention the dramatic change in the position of 
workers. The main heroes of the downfall of communism, which had 
been achieved through their activeness, have transformed themselves 
into a non-homogenous, differentiated group. The economic interests 
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of this group are often seriously threatened, and its political position is 
weaker not only when compared with the final period of communism, 
but also paradoxically weaker when compared to the communist 
period. An analysis of these paradoxes of change and continuity 
constitutes an important theme in this work. 

Therefore, the basic assumption of the book is the author's 
conviction of the continuity of processes of change. They did not begin 
with the transformation of the political order, although it had a radical 
importance for their acceleration. Analogously, the barriers to changes 
are not a feature specific to communism, for we are dealing with them 
at present as well. 

The acceptance of such an assumption forejudges the character of this 
work. I reject in it the view according to which the change taking place in 
Poland and in the region of Central Europe is a direct transition from 
totalitarianism to democracy. I believe that such a definition of the 
essence of present changes mistakes its ideological vision for the true 
picture. Communism was neither - at least its Polish version 
- a realization of the totalitarian model (though the government had the 
intention of realizing this model), nor at present can we speak about the 
realization of the democratic model. This ideological vision is present in 
some approaches of the "transition to democracy" type, concentrating 
on the study of that transition from the point of view of the model of 
destination. This perspective is, in principle, nonexistent in my work. 
I am trying to substitute it with a different one, according to which the 
processes taking place should be studied without any far-reaching 
assumptions about their direction. Therefore, analyzing the final period 
of communism I suggest an approach other than the totalitarian 
approach, and explaining the present changes I concentrate more on 
their barriers and their hidden logic than on accentuating the democratic 
aim of those changes, which, nevertheless, is socially desirable. 

I have already mentioned that this work is not a historical analysis of 
the downfall of communism and of the changes that have followed. 
This justifies my focusing on selected problems. I have been interested 
in those which relate to the three distinguished sources of change. 
Therefore, it is not chronology, but this distinction, which constitutes 
the basis of the structure of my work. 

In the first chapter I discuss the three principle sources of change and 
the relations between them. 
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In the second chapter I analyze the reforms and their limits. The first 
part of the chapter concerns the limits to economic reform at the close 
of communism. In this part I advance a thesis on the evolution of limits 
to reforms at the close of the communist period. Before the downfall of 
communism, apart from the limitations of a political nature, there have 
emerged limits which I call "civilizational," and which go beyond pure 
politics and concern rather the disputes between more general 
ideologies. 

Apart from that, evidence supporting the thesis on the evolution of 
limits to reforms was the change and the approximation of the 
positions of the communist government and that of the hitherto still 
illegal Solidarity. As early as in the Spring of 1987, both of these 
political forces have strongly emphasized in their programs the 
importance of market reforms, and both, compared to their earlier 
positions, to some degree weakened their support for self-governmental 
options. The empirical analysis of the hitherto published programs, 
which I present in the chapter 2.1, entitles me to advance such a thesis. 
This thesis, it seems, is of crucial importance to the understanding of 
the evolutionary character of the systemic breakthrough in Poland: the 
will to move toward the market was visible among the Polish 
communist elites at least two years before the Round Table talks. 

In the second part of this chapter I will analyze the limits of and 
barriers to the present changes. One of those barriers is the very fact that 
the present transformations are to a certain degree being undertaken as 
a "paradigm of the reform." This, in turn, can cause a certain rigidity of 
changes (their inflexibility). Moreover, it results in the paradox of the 
post-communist transformations mentioned earlier. It consists in the 
fact that the changes, the goal of which is to promote social, economic, 
and political activeness, are implemented "from above," by the elites 
(see, e.g., C. Offe's concept of "political capitalism") expecting a passive 
acceptance of masses rather than their activeness. It is thus an 
inconsistency between the goal to be achieved (activeness and 
flexibility) and the methods for its realization (its rigidity and control 
"from above," which is usually characteristic of reforms). 

The third chapter is devoted to an analysis of extra-systemic informal 
adaptive processes. I discuss them as mechanisms substituting 
legitimation. The first part of the chapter is devoted to the analysis of 
the role of those mechanisms at the close of communism, while in the 
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second part I analyze the problems of legitimation after its downfall. 
The thesis of the whole chapter concerns two crises of legitimation. The 
first one, before the downfall, was a crisis of the lack of legitimacy, 
while the second, after the downfall, is a crisis of the formula for 
legitimation of the first post-communist period. It consists in the fact 
that the post-communist transformations cannot be justified by the 
ethos and the legitimating mechanisms of the first, "workers" 
Solidarity. In other words: the construction of capitalism requires 
a different kind of legitimation than does aiming at the downfall of 
communism. In this work as a whole, the analysis of the first 
post-communist period (1989-90) takes up an important part, because 
that period had its own interesting logic and dynamics. 

Finally, in the fourth chapter I present theses about the dynamics of 
the transformation itself, the dynamics of "the change of the system." 
It is in a sense a summary of many themes of this work, and the general 
thesis concerns the radical evolution of social strategies and structures: 
from the active adaptation during communism, through the passive 
politization of the first post-communist phase to the active 
depolitization in the second phase in 1990-93. 

* * * 

This work sums up a period of several years of studies undertaken by 
the author. Its initial idea, developed at the end of the 1980's, 
underwent a far-reaching modification which was an inevitable 
reflection of the changes taking place. However, during all that time 
I have attempted to fulfil the main goal of my work, namely the 
analysis of mutual permeation of the processes of change and 
continuity, of rejection and adaptation, that is all the things owing to 
which there is so much continuity in changes, and owing to which in the 
continuity there are hidden seeds of changes. 

Two fragments of this work appeared earlier in the form of 
articles. One of them (chapter 2.1) was published in Polish, the 
other (chapter 3.2) - in English. I present them in a modified 
and updated form. 





C H A P T E R 1 

REFORMS, ADAPTATION, AND BREAKTHROUGH: 
CONTINUITY OF CHANGE AND TRANSFORMATION 

1.1. SOURCES OF CHANGES IN COMMAND ECONOMIES1 

Can one speak of changes in command economies? Common opinion 
about such economies claims that these entities were rigid, centralized, 
and invariable. Their stability and conservative character were usually 
said to be conditioned by political factors. Sociologists and economists 
have demonstrated that it was the political fear of losing control over 
the economy that led to the relinquishing of economic reforms, the aim 
of which was to grant enterprises a certain independence and 
autonomy. 

The economic system, however, did undergo changes, though 
reforms failed. It is therefore necessary to differentiate between reforms 
and changes. A reform is a specific type of change. In the literature of 
the subject it is distinguished from rapid, revolutionary changes and 
from unintential and spontaneous ones (Lamentowicz 1987). Generally 
speaking, reforms are accepted as a variety of planned change. The 
distinction between reforms and changes is useful in that it allows us to 
refer to the role of each of these mechanisms as to sources of dynamics. 
Obviously, systems do not change exclusively through planned reforms 
or only through spontaneous changes. In this section I would like to go 
further than merely adopt one of the presented points of view. I intend 
to consider the mutual relationship between reforms and spontaneous 
changes. In my opinion this problem had special significance in Poland, 
because we were witness to two parallel processes: that of the failure to 
introduce economic reform and that of changes in the social and 
economic behavior of various social groups. The parallelism of these 

1 This section of chapter 1 is based on some parts of my article "Industrial enterprise 
during economic reform: factor of stability or change?" The Polish Sociological Bulletin, 
no. 2 (86): 1989, Wrocław: Ossolineum 1990. 
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two processes justifies the thesis that in Poland spontaneous changes 
were more common than planned reforms. More precisely speaking, it 
appears that deviations from the centralized model of management 
took place rather by way of spontaneous changes (so often analyzed by 
economists and sociologists) than through planned reform. Two types 
of such spontaneous changes may be distinguished: 

(1) violent changes characteristic of social riots and revolts - there 
were several of these in post-war Poland; 

(2) "everyday" changes accompanying various adaptation processes 
by way of which people try to modify the centralized system. 

This second type of spontaneous changes is the subject of this 
section. My intention is to reflect on their functions and to answer 
(among others) the following question: Did the adaptation processes 
"from below" always change the system or - maybe paradoxically 
- may they be ascribed a stabilizing function? The differentiation 
between two basic processes - the reforms "from above" and 
the changes "from below" - enables me to ask several questions 
about their relationship and mutual influence. While analyzing 
these issues I will refer to a hypothesis about a certain evolution 
of ideas and reformatory solutions. It seems that certain spontaneous, 
"from below" attempts at changing the system (expressed in the 
increase of "extrasystemic" aspirations and trends towards private 
models of economy) had to a certain degree penetrated into the 
official reformatory propositions. This will be analyzed in the next 
chapter. 

I would like now to elaborate on the thesis that in Poland during the 
last period of communism we were dealing more with changes than 
with reforms. 

At first glance, the systems of real socialism seemed to be rigid, 
centralized entities, unyielding to changes. Such features as a planned 
economy and a nearly complete monopoly in the sphere of politics were 
usually considered basie manifestations of their rigidity. However, the 
"reality of real socialism" to some extent strayed from this portrayal. 
One can say that such depiction referred to the ideological rather than 
the everyday shape of the system (Orzeł 1986). In practice, we saw 
constant dynamics; the centralized methods of management were 
"caked" with networks of informal, adaptive bargaining processes, and 
solutions which "monopolized" other spheres of life often led to 
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impetuous demonopolization. These processes have been frequently 
analyzed by sociologists and economists. 

Can these processes which modify the system be seen as due to 
reforms? Did change always imply a reform, i.e. a planned and 
conscious attempt at introducing changes? To some degree, certainly 
- but not entirely. I would like to defend the thesis that the system 
(together with the sphere of economy management) yielded rather to 
unintentional, spontaneous changes, while planned changes with their 
accompanying ideology, that is economic reforms, usually failed. This 
took place because the system had somehow acquired the ability of 
neutralizing reforms which had become a natural element of Polish 
post-war history. This led to a rather paradoxical situation where 
various spontaneous attempts at changes were more readily noticed 
than planned and effective reforms. The mechanisms of the "second 
economy," for example, the various adaptive strategies of enterprises 
and social groups were formed more readily and seemed to be more 
effective than the officially declared reforms. 

This bespeaks of at least two phenomena. First of all society did not 
stand idly by awaiting reforms but it tried to deal with problems as best 
it could, either through the "second economy," earning money abroad, 
or through other "extrasystemic" and "extrareformatory" methods. 
Secondly, this means that even if the offer and promise of reform were 
finally, consistently carried out, such might be of interest to a much 
smaller group of people. The scale of this "extrasystemic" activity 
should not, of course, be overestimated. It was not equally accessible to 
all. The point, however, is that a certain pattern of social and economic 
behavior was created, and it was neither passive waiting nor active 
pressure for reforms "from above." People tried to solve problems on 
a scale which they saw possible. This process has been a subject of 
interest for sociologists (e.g. Marody 1987) and economists (e.g. 
Bednarski 1985; Gruszecki 1986) who draw attention to the role of 
changes in spheres not controlled by the state. For the moment, let us 
put aside the problem of whether these phenomena stimulated the 
reform or blocked its chances for success. According to the thesis of 
this book, they played both roles: stabilizing and changing. No doubt 
as result of these spontaneous patterns of bahavior, in the long run the 
system underwent certain changes, though the direction of the change 
was often different from what it might have been as result of planned 
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changes based on democratic procedures. I merely want to stress 
the fact that society, that people, to the best of their ability, 
tried to fill in the gap created by the indecision of reformers. 
I am therefore strongly against the opinion that it was the apathy 
and passive attitude of our society that impeded the progress 
of reforms. 

In discussing the relations between reforms and spontaneous 
changes, reference must be made to some attempts at the theoretical 
conceptualization of both types of processes. Some Polish economists 
and sociologists referred in their works to the differentiation 
center/periphery, which constitutes a suitable framework for analyzing 
the relations between reforms and spontaneous changes. As 
illustration I can quote the analyses of K. Kloc and P. Marciniak 
(1988) as well as the works of J. Staniszkis (1987), who while not using 
this term directly, expressed her opinion about the role of changes 
outside the "socialist system of economy" and of those within it. We 
should not overlook a large number of works deriving in some way 
from studies of life styles. The subjects of analyses were alternative 
styles of life, behavior, alternative institutions and their attitude 
towards official ones. Those authors who have investigated the sources 
of the stability of real socialism systems suggest the analysis of 
"stabilizers" which are substitutes for legitimacy. Various adaptive 
processes are enumerated - they were "active," which means that 
adaptation did not only occur in relation to the institutional system, 
but that through various informal measures and deviation from 
official rules, the institutional system itself also underwent changes. 
These processes, therefore, were substitutes for legitimacy and also 
in a sense, substitutes for reforms. They will be analyzed in the 
chapter 3.1. 

To include these spontaneous attempts at changes (not revolutionary 
but "everyday") in the category of adaptation processes may at first 
seem a paradox. Adaptation is usually associated with stability, not 
with change. This paradox reflects the vagueness of the basic function 
of these processes: did they dynamize the system or stabilize it? Did 
they stimulate the process of reform or impeded it (Stark 1992)? In 
discussions on this subject one can easily fall into the trap of seeming 
paradoxes and barren scholasticism. Also in the case of reform one can 
say that their ultimate aim is to reinforce the system through change, 
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but such which takes place within it. Thus, a lot here depends on the 
precision of terminology. Such precision helps to overcome the seeming 
paradox that spontaneous, informal attempts at changes, both 
stabilized the system and, in the long run, changed it (though this may 
not be noticeable at once). This imperceptibility is due to the fact that 
the limits of what was "socialism" and what was not were not precisely 
determined. 

While considering the relations between such spontaneous, adaptive 
attempts at changes "from below" and reforms, it is easy to conclude 
that opinions in this subject widely vary. They range from opinions 
that these spontaneous, "extrasystemic" behaviors were the only 
significant reform existing in Poland, to the stance that they blocked 
reform. The former is to a certain degree present in one of the works 
of T. Gruszecki (1986), where among other matters he wrote: "We 
observe the formation of market mechanisms in various, isolated as 
yet segments of the economy. This process cannot be reversed. 
Everybody is looking for such a mechanism in the state owned sector 
of the economy while they appear elsewhere. This process is the ally 
of households" (p. 46). On the other hand, K. Kloc and P. Marciniak 
(1988), submitted a thesis that equally significant changes occurred 
both at the peripheries and in the core of the system. Still another 
opinion was expressed in the analysis of J. Staniszkis (1987) who 
discussed the dilemma of choice between two types of economic 
reform. One is to "institutionalize" the second economy and controlled 
expansion of the private sector. The second was privatization within 
state-owned sectors of the economy. The author was of the opinion 
that to institutionalize these peripheries would mean the reinforcement 
of "system-supporting structures." It would follow that she considered 
that such measures would block the true privatization of state owned 
sectors. A similar opinion we can find in M. Marody's (1987c) paper, 
in which she stated that the individual strategies could not be 
transformed to the systemic changes. There are also further opinions. 
A. Iwanowska (1988) analyzed the role of the private sector in the state 
economy and she opposes Marody's idea. In my opinion two 
dimension of changes were significant here: the proximity to the "core" 
of the system and the type of changes which occur (e.g. privatization or 
"socialization" through self-management). I will deal with this in detail 
in further parts of this section. 
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Between these stances there is still room for many other, intermediate 

opinions. For instance, quite a sensible hypothesis is that although 
"extrasystemic" and spontaneous changes of the "peripheries" could 
not be seen as a real substitute for state reform of the economic system, 
they did stimulate it and coerced transformations in the state-owned 
sector of the economy.2 Using analogies from the field of sociology of 
organization, one could say that such changes in the environment 
coerced adaptation processes in the state-owned sector, and this in turn 
might lead to transformations in the structure of this sector and to the 
general change of its functioning. This hypothesis is noteworthy 
because it draws attention to the mutual relationship of these two types 
of processes, as well as to the influence of "extrasystemic," 
spontaneous changes on the shape of official reforms. I think that such 
influence cannot be excluded a priori: that is why an attempt at 
complete separation and juxtaposition of processes at the "peripheries" 
and those taking place in the "centre" is risky. 

Among various intermediate stances and opinions yet another 
is worth noting. These processes "from below" can be seen not 
as the reform proper or its substitute, but rather as phenomena 
complementary to it. In my opinion this seems to be the most 
reasonable interpretation. In the last period of communism there 
were many interpretations of various alternative manners of behavior, 
styles of life, work, etc. This in connection with the failure of 
systemic reform caused the impression that these alternative changes 
were substitutes for the reform or maybe even were the reform 
itself. The whole of society, however, could not "step outside" 
the system. Besides, there was no reason to relieve the state of 
its responsibility for solving the problem of real systemic changes. 
The "complementary" stance therefore, is in my view much more 
realistic than the "substitutive" one.3 

2 For this idea I am indebted to prof. Włodzimierz Brus. We can study this process on 
several levels. Anna Iwanowska (1988) showed how on the technological and 
organizational level the private sector modernizes the state-owned enterprise through the 
process of cooperation. We can also see that some "market" ideas were grafted onto the 
official reform program, though firstly they were located "outside" the state economy 
(see next chapter). 

3 Introducing the complementary and substitutive approach I refer to the distinction 
of Morawski 1986. See also Iwanowska, Federowicz and Żukowski 1986. 
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However, one might submit a thesis that when there were also no real 
economic and political reforms the "substitutive" function of an 
"extrasystemic" mechanism would ultimately imply the change of the 
system itself, while their "complementary" function would rather 
stabilize the system in an unchanged form. 

Generally speaking, I would be of the opinion that relationships 
between systemic reforms and "extrasystemic," spontaneous attempts 
at changes were multilateral. In my view, these processes became allies 
of systemic reforms rather than their substitutes. In certain 
circumstances however, some of them (e.g. "second economy") 
blocked the reform. 

Why was it that in the last years of communism the scale of these 
"extrasystemic" behaviors had so noticeably increased? The first 
argument draws attention to the role of social activity in dealing with 
situations of crisis when no systemie reform existed. But again there is 
need for a second explanation which answers the question of why the 
state tolerated these alternative mechanisms. There are several answers. 
First of all, the significant fact is that "peripheral" transformations 
might - according to the government - for a certain period of time have 
reduced both the need for reforming the system itself and the social 
pressure towards it. Besides, according to the already quoted J. Sta­
niszkis, these processes might have preserved, and stabilized, the core 
of the system. Let us add still another factor: the state hoped that in this 
way responsibility and costs of the reform would be partially reduced. 
There is still another possible explanation. Tolerance of these 
"extrasystemic" changes and adaptation mechanisms might testify of 
the process of further determining the limits of the system. Tolerance of 
any deviation from official rules implied that the state located it outside 
the system. Perhaps, then, the expansion of these "peripheries" meant 
that the state, while minimalizing the sphere of its monopoly, wanted at 
the same time to have better control over what is left (cf. Kloc and 
Marciniak 1988). This hypothesis is not very probable because the 
process of including something within a "system" and of placing 
something else in "extrasystemic" spheres was never brought to an end 
during communism, despite calls for doctrinal purity which appeared 
from time to time. The next section of this chapter deals with the 
relationships between different sources of changes in post-communist 
times. 
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1.2. THE POST-COMMUNIST PERIOD: LIMITS TO THE 
REFORM PARADIGM AND OTHER SOURCES OF CHANGE 

My thesis is that there are three main sources of the institutional 
(mainly economic) changes: previous reforms, spontaneous processes 
of adaptation, and political breakthrough. Each of these sources of the 
change is also the source of the specific limits to it. Let us start with the 
role of the reforms. 

The history of the communist system in Poland is the history of its 
reforms. Except for the period of Stalinism, which was more a period of 
the forming of the new order, each of the political leaderships started 
with the ideology of change and reform, and none of them put this 
ideology into practice. By reform I mean here a change that is prepared 
by the ruling elite, is planned and fits within the logic of the system. 
Why were reforms so attractive for communist elites and why were they 
never implemented? After the first years of imposed industrialization 
(Morawski 1980) communist economic systems reached the limits of 
their effectiveness (Gomułka 1989, p.l). The need for improving 
economic efficiency became one of the most important factors shaping 
political life under communism. This was why each political leadership 
tried to legitimize itself through the ideology of economic reform, but, 
due to the fact that the reform proposals always called for the 
decentralization of decision making, the reforms collapsed. The fear of 
losing political control over the economy was one of the most 
important reasons. In this way the issue of reform revealed its political 
character. Demand for reform was one of the important slogans of the 
political opposition made up of the revisionists within the elite and later 
also integrating dissent movements. Limits to the reforms were an 
important political issue. But starting from the mid-1980's the very 
notion of reform revealed its limits. After many years of using this 
slogan without implementing it, the slogan itself lost its credibility and 
was perceived more as a propaganda tool than an instrument of 
change. There are data that confirm this phenomenon. In sociological 
research carried out in 1988, it was found that society perceived that the 
power elite was the strongest supporter of the reform. At the same 
moment the prestige of the reform supporters was rather low. As 
a result the reform was not supported by any prestigious group 
(Adamski and Rychard 1989), reflecting the delegitimization of the 
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reform slogan. Reform was supported mainly by the power elite and by 
representatives of some intellectual groups, such as scientists and 
journalists. On the other hand, the groups that could support the 
reform because of their interests, such as representatives of the private 
sector were located low on both the scales of support and of prestige. 
The notion of the economic reform during the last period of communist 
rule seemed to be more an issue for politicians and for intellectuals than 
one for other interests groups. Overintellectualization of the reform is, 
in my opinion, a stable feature of the thinking about Polish reforms. 
My thesis is that, although the reform paradigm generally cannot 
explain ongoing changes, it does have some limited usefulness. The 
post-communist changes repeat some important elements of the reform 
pattern, and this is also the source of limits to these changes. This thesis 
will be elaborated later on, after I discuss the role of other sources of 
change. 

The second source of economic changes are spontaneous adaptation 
processes. By spontaneous processes I mean all the adaptive processes 
through which people were trying to adapt to the centralized system. 
This was to some extent a reciprocal process with society trying to 
adapt itself to the system while also modifying it. Opportunities were 
provided by phenomena such as informal structures in the enterprises, 
bargaining processes between enterprises and their supervisors, visits 
abroad to earn money, and the parallel economy. 

If reform was the change, or attempted change, within the framework 
of the system, these phenomena were often outside the system or, to be 
more precise, outside its official sphere. As a result, the system was 
modified to some extent, becoming less centralized and rigid. 

Despite the disputes on the role of these phenomena, the most 
important thing is that some of the elements of these "extrasystemic" 
mechanisms that were formerly located on the periphery of the system 
also influenced its center. Consequently, the changes outside the system 
influenced the system itself. For example, the ideas of privatization and 
competitive markets were at first present only in the informal activities 
outside the official system but later on penetrated the official reform 
programs, not only those of Solidarity but also to some extent the 
communist reform program of 1987 (which I will analyze in the next 
chapter). Finally, after the political breakthrough of 1989 they became 
the pillars of the Solidarity government's economic program. 
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However, society was sure that these extrasystemic mechanisms 
could not be a substitute for the real reform of the core of the system. In 
the study "Poles 88," respondents were asked about the future they 
wanted for their children. The idea of this question was to analyze the 
popularity of the intrasystemic and extrasystemic life strategies. 
Intrasystemic strategies included a job in a state-sector, work devoted 
to the country and other people, and a political career. Among the 
extrasystemic strategies were emigration, a job in a private sector, work 
that could yield easy gains, and a job in the state-sector with the 
possibility of parallel economy activity. Table 1 shows the popularity of 
these different strategies. 

Table 1. 
Parental preferences of intra and extrasystemic life strategies for the child* 

Intrasystemic Extrasystemic 

Find an enjoyable and lucrative 78.7 Go abroad, earn some money 36.5 
job in the state sector and come back 

Do something for the country 76.5 Find a job in the private 14.5 
and the people sector 

Try to make a political career -66.1 Find a job in the state sector -31.7 
with the possibility of the 
parallel economy work 

Source: Rychard 1989, pp. 422-3. 
* Percentages of net support are "yes" answers minus "no" answers. 

The results show that, for the majority of people, the state-owned 
sector of the economy was the most important frame of reference when 
planning the future of their children. Only a political career was 
completely unpopular during the last year of communism. One can 
argue that after the political and economic breakthrough, this picture 
would be different. It is possible, for example, that the support for work 
in the private sector will be greater. But the reason I have presented 
these data is to show that during the fall of communism, where there 
was no real systemic reform, the expectations toward the state-sector 
were quite great. The extrasystemic strategies, though popular, were 
not perceived as real substitutes for intrasystemic reform. They were 
instead considered to be complementary mechanisms. For example, in 
the whole sample the biggest group (42.4 percent) consisted of those 
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respondents who simultaneously advised their children to find a job in 
the state-sector and also in the private sector, as they probably wanted 
to maximize the opportunities for their children. 

These results are especially interesting in view of the previous data 
showing the erosion of the credibility of the notion of reform. Society 
did not believe in the reforms, but simultaneously it expected a lot from 
the state-owned sector and placed its aspirations mainly on it. These two 
contradictory beliefs combined reflect the scope of social frustration. 

Finally the time for radical reform has come. Did these spontaneous 
adaptation mechanisms survive or not? There is some evidence that 
many of these mechanisms of the active adaptation from the period 
when the system was not modified and people adjusted to it still existed 
during the era of the Balcerowicz plan (Kolarska and Rychard 1990). 
Such phenomena as the parallel economy, corruption, and informal 
networks seem to be more universal rather than connected only with 
the communist system. It is possible that their continued existence can 
create obstacles to the program of economic transformation. The third 
and the most important source of economic change is the political 
breakthrough of 1989-90. Although communists in their last years 
tried to introduce some market measures into the economic system, 
their measures were, as usual, inconsistent, due to the ideological and 
social constraints they faced. This was not the case with the new 
Solidarity government. The ideological bias of a planned economy was 
rejected, and the tremendous social support for the new government 
gave it the greatest chance in post-war Poland for real economic 
change. As a matter of fact, the economic change promoted by the new 
government was a part of a general transformation from the 
communist to the post-communist system. From this point of view, the 
change reveals two most important features. It combines the radical 
character of the economic transformation with evolutionary and 
non-violent political change. The "big bang" approach in the economy 
was necessary because of the depth of the Polish crisis. Poland, with 
a 1989 per capita GNP of about 22 percent of that of the United States 
came only before Romania among the European communist countries 
in terms of living standards. Moreover, this per capita GNP was 
estimated to be equal to just 98 percent of the 1980 GNP (Eastern 
Europe..., 1990, p. 4). On the other hand, the Polish communists rather 
smoothly decided to give up power and maybe this was the reason 
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why political changes were rather evolutionary. This evolutionary 
character of change in which some institutional mechanisms of political 
pluralism are still not developed sometimes is regarded to be not only 
chance for transformation, but also its constraint. I will deal with this 
later on. 

To sum up we have to deal with three sources of changes: 
(1) reforms, which were the attempts at change in the system with 
maintaining its identity, were planned, and were made from above, 
(2) spontaneous processes of adaptation, which were the attempts at 
change outside the system, and 
(3) the political breakthrough, i.e., the change of the system.4 

All of them interacted with each other in the primary phase of 
post-communism. Factors (1) and (2) are the legacy of communism, 
but they are in play now also. According to the thesis of my book, 
each of these three sources of change could also be regarded as 
a limit to change. Each economic reform and transformation tou-
ches upon the problem of the system's identity. Communism in 
Poland never had a clear, well defined identity. This provided some 
opportunities for the reforms: it was very hard to define their limits 
since the limits of the system were not precisely defined. But there 
was one concrete limit, the dominance of the communist party in 
political and economic life, and this was the core of the system's 
identity. Any real reform could not succeed in these conditions. To 
overcome this limit meant a change of the system. If someone still 
wants to defend the thesis that communism is or was reformable, 
such would be possible only in the case where we understand the 
reform as the end of a communism. But what type of identity does 
the post-communist period have, if any? 

4 The distinction between changes within the system and changes to the system is 
present in the literature (Boskoff 1976, p. 345). A. Kamiński (1988) makes a distinction 
between reform (which is implemented within the system's identity) and revolution 
(which changes this identity). The concept of reform as a change that is radical but still 
fits the system's rules is accepted by Polish scholars (Kowalik 1988; Balcerowicz 1985). In 
this three-element typology I use some distinctions presented in the concept of the 
"fourfold system" (Rychard 1987). I would like also to recall A. Kamiński's (1989; 1992, 
p. 256) concept of the three policies of the communist state toward society: coercion, 
corruption, and reform. However, I do not analyze the policies of the state, but rather 
sources of changes (see also chapter 3.1, pp. 82-3). 
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Post-communism is to some extent a period of no system, neither 
communism, nor any new order. By analogy, it also seems to be at first 
glance the period of no identity. The legacies of previous reforms, 
spontaneous informal strategies, and the political breakthrough have 
been mixed together during this time. But within this mixture we can 
see some logic which created the elements of the systemic identity of the 
post-communist period. 

The collapse of the communist system has provoked one more 
discussion regarding the economic reforms. According to some 
opinions, the source of this collapse lies in the very nature of the 
economic reforms. Attempts at their implementation have eroded the 
centralistic legitimacy of the system (Nee 1992). On the other hand, we 
can say that the collapse of this system resulted not from the reforms 
but from the lack of them. The tragedy of the communist institutional 
system consists of the fact that both opinions are true. A. Kamiński put 
it in such a way: "Thus, the Soviet leadership faces a Catch-22 
situation: both the decision to reform and the decision not to reform 
carry dramatic threats" (Kamiński 1992, p. 336). 

However, even if the economic reforms were unsuccessful, they 
contributed to the final erosion of the system, not because of the 
successes of the reforms but as a result of their failures and rising social 
expectations. It paved the way to the fundamental change of the 
system. 

1.3. CHANGES AND LIMITS TO IT: CONCLUSIONS 

Let me start with one of the theses mentioned above: the sources of 
changes are simultaneously the limits to it. In the case of the reforms we 
can say that their "limiting" role consists of some rigidity and 
inflexibility which is embodied in the reforms' programs. The 
extrasystemic, spontaneous, and adaptive processes can also slow 
transformation. The problem is whether their rules and mechanisms 
are in line with market reform or are spoiling them. I am of the opinion 
that sometimes they do not adapt themselves to the market 
environment but adapt market rules to themselves, modifying them. 
Similarly, many informal processes which survived the collapse of 
communism (and contributed to it) changed their form though their 
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nature remained the same. This is the case of corruption which moved 
from consumer markets to the capital market, but its core features 
survived. Finally, the political breakthrough and its features also has 
some constraining influence. This is the case of the main social actors 
who contributed to the collapse of communism. These were the groups 
of skilled industrial workers working in the big state enterprises. In the 
course of the transformation their structural base will be deeply 
modified, some enterprises will be privatized, some of them can even go 
bankrupt. This is threatening workers interests and may cause some 
groups of to tum against the revolution they helped to achieve. 

All these phenomena will be analyzed in my book. The thesis that 
sources of changes are also the sources of limits to them may be 
understood in two ways. First, it means that some processes 
simultaneously play the dynamizing and stabilizing role. For example, 
the informal mechanisms while helping to fulfil peoples' interests and 
making the system work, simultaneously "implicated" social groups in 
it and stabilized the system. Second, some of these mechanisms at first 
played a dynamizing role and then their "limiting" character came into 
being. This happened to some extent in the case of workers who 
contributed to the collapse of the communism but for whom the 
emerging new order can be dangerous. 

According to the general assumption of my book, there is 
a continuity of changes. The legacy of communism seen from this 
perspective is not only the legacy of stability. Communism has also 
created the sources of its dynamics, which contributed to its collapse 
but finally may endanger further transformation. One distinction is 
very important to me. It is a distinction between the collapse of the old 
system and the emergence of the new one. More than three years of 
post-communism has debunked one "transformational" myth: that the 
collapse of the old regime will instantly result in the creation of a new 
system based on the market and democracy. This view now definitely 
belongs to ideology, not to the scientific description of reality. In reality 
it turned out that we are witnessing a long and complicated 
post-communist period during which neither full market nor full 
democracy are in play. On the contrary, one can see many threats to the 
market and democracy. This justifies the distinction mentioned above. 
The logic and the social forces of the collapse are different than the 
logic and the actors of the creation of a new system. 
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The next myth which was debunked was that post-communism is the 
period of a chaotic mixture of the "old" and "new" elements and that it 
has no internal logic and identity. It is now clear that this mixture is not 
so chaotic and that it has its own dynamics, logie, and identity. This is 
also one of the assumptions which underlies my analysis. 

The study of the role of the three sources of changes and their 
constraints will start with the analysis of the role of reforms. In the next 
chapter I will try to identify the main limits to the communist-led 
reforms and then I will analyze the post-communist reformatory limits. 



C H A P T E R 2 

REFORMS AND THEIR LIMITS 

2.1. LIMITS TO THE ECONOMIC REFORMS 
AT THE CLOSE OF COMMUNISM1 

2.1.1. INTRODUCTION 

In the preceding chapter I advanced the thesis that the system of real 
socialism to a larger degree seemed to be undergoing changes which 
were unintentional, unplanned, and which were the unexpected results 
of planned actions, while the planned changes, with their own ideology 
(e.g. reforms), were usually unsuccessful. They were unsuccessful 
because the system somehow gained an ability to neutralize the 
reforms. The reforms themselves, on the other hand, became an 
element of history so natural, that one could even say that they were an 
instrument of exercising power, and not a method of changing it. On 
the whole this leads to a quite paradoxical thesis that the systems of real 
socialism were undergoing changes rather than reforms. And they were 
undergoing spontaneous rather than planned changes. 

In this chapter I would like to focus on the role of two fundamental, 
as I believe, types of limits to economic reforms: structural limits and 
limits of consciousness. Against the background of this distinction 
I would also like to defend a thesis about a certain evolution of limits to 
reforms. In some way (which is necessarily incomplete) I will try to 
illustrate this thesis empirically. In the following chapter I will present 
an analysis of limits to economic changes in the post-communist 
period. 

1 1 am indebted to dr. S. Gomułka and dr. G. Skąpska for their comments on this 
chapter. This text was initially published in Społeczeństwo polskie u progu przemian 
(edited by J. Mucha, G. Skąpska, J. Szmatka and I. Uhl), Wrocław: Ossolineum, 1991. It 
is published in this volume with minor changes. This chapter was initially prepared as 
a part of project "Limits to Economic Reforms," directed by S. Gomułka. 
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2.1.2. THE LIMITS OF REFORMS AND THEIR PLACE IN THE SYSTEM 
OF REAL SOCIALISM 

By 
economic reforms I mean the changes which consist in making 

enterprises independent, in basing the rules of their functioning on 
market mechanisms, and in a fundamental limiting of political and 
administrative domination over the whole economic system. 

As it is known, several reforms of this type were attempted in post-war 
Poland. Although they varied in scope and in their degree of radicalism, 
they had one common feature: they were unsuccessful. There are several 
reasons for their failures. Such analysis would exceed the framework of 
this chapter (on this matter see, for example, Kozek 1986). Defining its 
parameters, however, I should list right at the beginning the types of 
sources of the failures (and indirectly - the types of constraints) of 
reforms which will be left outside the scope of this analysis. 

I will not be dealing with problems linked to questions of ownership 
in economy. I mention this because, according to various views, it was 
the ownership structure - in the shape which existed for more than 
forty years - which constituted the major constraints and the source of 
the failures of economic reforms. However, discussing this subject 
would actually require a different type of analysis. Therefore I will 
leave it outside my discussion, realizing that this will restrict my ability 
to inquire into the sources of limits to reforms. 

Since the point of departure in my analyses is the assumption that 
reforms were an element of the system's identity, the problem of limits 
to reforms becomes simultaneously a problem of identity, of limits to 
the essence of that system. The thesis on the difficulty in defining the 
essence, the identity of the system of real socialism in Poland, will play 
an important role in this chapter. That thesis will be my point of 
departure in defining the limits to reforms. 

I am of the opinion that these limits (in the sense of restricting 
boundaries) cannot be defined through scientific analysis.2 Since the 
essence of real socialism was not completely defined, the limits to 
reforms could not be defined either, for we cannot equivocally state, for 
example, that from a certain moment the reform disturbed the identity 
of the system. This is only one part of the truth. If we were to take the 

2 In this part of analyses I will rely on the concepts included in my paper 1987c. 
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above theses literally, then the fate of unsuccessful economic reforms 
could be explained solely by the lack of consequent reformative will on 
the part of the authorities, or by the social resistance to the reforms. 
These factors undoubtedly played an important role, but, as I believe, 
not the fundamental one. Although it is difficult to speak about 
theoretically defined limits to reforms, the practical constraints to those 
reforms are easily perceptible. I am advancing a thesis, then, on the 
difficulty in demarcating the "theoretical" limits to reforms and on the 
important role of practical constraints. In other words, I mean that the 
system's doctrine and ideology set less clear limits to reforms than did 
the practice of real socialism. By practice I understand above all the 
way of exercising power and leading the economic system. These 
constituted the most serious barriers to reforms in the communist 
period. 

Various frequently analyzed incoherences together formed the 
incoherent identity of the system, in which there were present elements 
of different kinds of logic (Besancon 1981; Kamiński 1983; Rychard 
1983). As I have written elsewhere (Rychard 1983), such a situation 
could be favorable to reforms, since in a situation lacking a single 
coherent identity of the system, this identity cannot be changed by 
reforms.3 

It is true that one "side" of those incoherent principles of identity 
will always be changed, but never all of them as a unit. In this way one 
could say that the susceptibility to the continuous undertaking of 
unsuccessful reforms was an effect of "unfinishing" real socialism. For 
the reforms did not change the rules of the system but rather still 
co-produced them. 

Such a situation of reforms leads to certain dangers. The following 
question arises: if the reforms were in some sense a "normal" way of the 
system's functioning, can they be at the same time a useful instrument 
of change, of throwing the system out of balance? Wiesława Kozek, in 
her analysis of the causes of the failure of Polish economic reforms, 
formulates the thesis that: "The reproduction of reform is an evidence 
of adaptive processes of the state and the society and a method of their 

3 A. Kamiński wrote about the role of incoherent principles of identity for the chances 
of reformability; he believed that leaving "several institutional elements of a libera] 
project" in the state structure gave chances to reforms, although this chance was smali 
(1988, p. 41). 
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mobilization" (Kozek 1986, p. 59). This thesis reflects well the essence 
of the situation. If this is the case, then the major limitation to reforms 
consisted in an easier absorption of the reform by the system, in its 
"taming" and neutralization. 

21.3. THE NEED FOR A NEW APPROACH TO THE SOURCES 
OF REFORMATORY LIMITS 

The widespread in Poland (though not only there) approach to limits to 
reforms and to the analysis of their conditions often ends in the following 
dilemma: whether the authorities or society were the foremost factor in 
either the restriction or the success of economic reforms (see, e.g. Kozek 
1986). Not negating the importance of this dilemma, I would like to 
suggest a different approach, introducing a different typology of limits. 

It seems to me that, above all, two types of limits should be 
distinguished: structural limits and limits of consciousness. By 
structural limits I understand the constraints imposed on reforms by the 
mstitutional structure (starting with the structure of the political 
system, through to the structure of the industry managing system, and 
to the organizational structure of enterprises) and the social structure 
(understood in a dynamic way - as a structure of social behavior rather 
than structure of separate groups and classes). By limits of 
consciousness I understand the constraints imposed by the dominating 
types of thinking, stereotypes, and economic visions of the people in 
power as well as the representatives of various social groups. I will 
attempt to justify this approach below. 

Treating structural limits as one common group, I am following an 
assumption that the functioning of the political system in the post-war 
period introduced important changes to principles regulating not only 
the functioning of institutions (e.g. bureaucratization of management), 
but also of the social structure. There have appeared new types of 
advancement and of impeding social mobility, new sources of 
inequality, and new areas of diminishing the differences. These 
phenomena in the social structure are conditioned in a systemic way, 
therefore it is worthwhile to analyze them together. Moreover, despite 
the obvious possibility of separating the socialist political system and 
defining the boundary between "the authorities and society" (this 
boundary is particularly visible in the periods of revolt and rebellion), 
there are periods and "areas" in the system, where this boundary 
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becomes more fluid and blurred. Just as at the ideological level some of 
the socialist slogans were socially accepted, also at the pragmatical level 
many official solutions became socially rooted, often through various 
informal mechanisms. In effect, the rules which governed the processes 
taking place in the social structure cannot be analyzed without considering 
their institutional conditions, which often constituted the basis and the 
source of various social interests.4 The importance of structural limits 
therefore does not diminish the importance of clearly political limits. On 
the contrary -political preconditions had created the situation in which 
many official solutions were "woven" into the social fabric. 

One could point to still different reasons for the proposed 
distinction. It is the thesis on the evolution of limits to reforms in 
post-war Poland, understood as a constant discovering of new barriers. 
Because all of the barriers always existed, the evolution refers to social 
consciousness rather than reality. We can distinguish, then, a period 
when the barriers to reforms were seen in the personal traits of the 
people in power or in the cómposition of the government (1956-58). Later 
came a period, when the role of structural constraints, understood 
twofold, was discovered (once as a political structure - this phase of 
discussion started clearly in 1980-81). Also the role of social structure 
was noticed, especially the political and economic interests dominating 
within it. It has been shown that although there are correlations 
between them (e.g. Kolarska and Rychard 1982), the lines dividing 
according to political views and the lines dividing according to 
economic interests do not overlap (which was shown by Kolarska 1982; 
1986). Finally, at the end of 1980's, ideological-civilizational5 

constraints, related to different "civilizational orientations," became 
visible. They consisted in, roughly speaking, the dispute as to whether 
Poland should pursue the escaping modernization - and if so, how - or 
give up the race, change its aspirations and choose the "rustic-
-axiological" variant. Also within the modernizational-reformatory 

4 Here I rely on the concepts introduced by Narojek (1986) and Staniszkis (1984), and 
on my earlier analyses (1987). 

5 Here I refer to the distinction between the ideological, political, social, and 
intellectual limits, introduced by Gomułka (1987). The interesting typology of the limits 
to the reforms was also presented by Morawski (1988) who distinguished psychological 
determinants, economic policies, institutional mechanisms and finally fundamenta] 
systemic characteristics as determinants for the chances of the economic reforms. 
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variant there were differences going beyond political and economic 
conditions. In the disputes about "privatization" or "socialization" 
there appeared ideological orientations, which point to the role of 
axiological choices. I will elaborate on that later. This evolution of 
limits has three characteristic features: 
(1) each subsequent limit was not reducible to the preceding one. For 

example, limits in the sphere of political structures cannot be 
explained by personal traits, lack of political will or the 
composition of the cabinet in power, and the "ideological-
-civilizational" limits are not reducible to different political and 
economic interests, therefore they differ from political and 
economic views; 

(2) all of them always existed, and discovering new ones did not mean 
transgressing the old ones; 

(3) in effect of the evolution and mutual overlapping of limits and their 
irreducibility, unexpected alliances could form. For example, one 
could find advocates of the "rustic-axiological" orientation among 
the representatives of the authorities as well as among the 
representatives of the opposition or independent circles. One could 
say that the discovery of every new limit - from the political will, 
through personal and institutional-structural limits, to the dispute 
between the "civilizational" orientations - was at the same time 
a discovery of increasingly wider barriers facing reform. Reform 
was not only an internal matter of the power apparatus anymore 
(personal limits). Neither was it only a subject of the 
government-society dispute (structural limits). It became also 
a subject of the dispute between orientations dividing 
political-economic alliances. 

This process was already visible at the end of the communist period. 
The dispute over the variant of development, crossing the then-existing 
political divisions, was something new in the communist period. 
Although it was obscured by the basic political division between the 
authorities and the rest of society, nevertheless it was already visible. 
I am pointing this out because the dispute between separate 
civilizational orientations became fully visible after the collapse of 
communism. It is reflected in the differences between the pro-market 
and pro-West option and the rather national, less "market" option. As 
it is known, these disputes divide the post-Solidarity alliance. The result 

http://advocat.es
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of that is, to some degree, a dispersion of the existing political scene. 
This is not a subject of analysis in this book. I would like to stress, 
however, the fact that the first indications of deeper divisions between 
ideological-civilizational orientations were already visible at the close 
of communism. 

The fact that the limits to reform cannot be seen only in the above 
constraints, was caused, in my opinion, by the more clearly 
apprehended costs of the reform. The political discussion about the 
reform created a kind of illusion that a willingness to change 
a conservative structure is enough to carry out the reform. This created 
a myth of a homogeneous society being in favor of the reform. In 
a situation when the problem of the inevitable costs of modernization 
arose, the homogeneity of society became less clear. The dispute was 
also reflected in the governmental structure. 

Was the evolution of limits to reforms an indication of some 
cumulation of experiences? Were we, in other words - to refer to the 
concept introduced by T. Gruszecki (1987), who believed that 
reformatory thinking changes in our country in "leaps" - at that time 
in a new "leap"? Did this bring us closer to a possibility of true 
realization of reform? My answer would be no. Adding new barriers did 
not remove the old ones. In fact, all of those barriers existed in parallel, 
and the passing time and experiences did not create new barriers, but 
rather revealed the existence of emerging ones. It was a process of social 
learning - by the government and by society. Initially it was assumed 
that the reform is only a question of the politicians' will, subsequently 
the role of structural constraints was noticed, and finally the 
significance of civilizational orientations, irreducible to politics and 
economics, was discovered. 

Having justified the distinction between structural limits and limits 
of consciousness by the thesis on the evolution of limits, I will now turn 
to a discussion concerning the institutional constraints. 

2.1.4. INSTITUTIONAL LIMITS TO REFORMS 

I will start by discussing these limits at the macro level. The problem 
concerns the role of the political system in the process of promoting 
and implementing economic reforms. Its significance for the success or 
failure of reforms was widely known. I have already mentioned the 
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frequently arising conflict between the struggle to retain power and the 
struggle for effectiveness, which has been analyzed elsewhere. Both 
airns, co-existing in the political system, contributed to the meanders of 
the fate of Polish economic reforms.6 Here, however, I would like to 
discuss the role of the structures of the political system. By the political 
system I mean a set of institutions and rules designed to retain power 
and to make central decisions. The limits of this chapter do not allow 
for a detailed analysis of the system's construction and functioning. 
However, I would like briefly to point out those characteristics of the 
construction and functioning of the political system which I perceive as 
the most important for defining reformatory limits. 

First of all, we should discuss two problems: the degree of the 
system's uniformity and the role of the communist party within that 
system. Positions concerning the first problem oscillate from 
approaches stressing homogeneity to those which expose its internal 
diversity. Other dimensions related to this problem are the dimension 
of formality-informality of the system and the dimension of the degree 
of its influence on the real economic processes. It is worthwhile to note 
the concepts according to which the communist political system was 
not fully uniform, to a large degree was based on informalities, and had 
a minor influence on the economy. In effect - some say - since there is 
no single center of power, the reforms cannot be made "from above". 
Since the informal processes play a significant role, reforms cannot be 
introduced by acting upon formal structures (this was one of the 
positions discussed by W. Kozek in her analysis, 1986). Although in my 
earlier analyses I myself pointed out the role of "social entanglement" 
and the entrenchment of the basic systemic choices, I do not agree with 
these theses. These processes did not result in a loss of an essential part 
of power over the economy by the political system, which consisted in 
the control of personal politics (the mechanism of party nomenklatura) 
and a control through the ability to impede various initiatives. It is true 
that under real socialism the role of hidden lobbies functioning within 

6 At the end of 1980's we had first indications of transgressing this limit. 
Ineffectiveness of the system already endangered the reproduction of the power elite. 
Thus, possibly reaching the limit to reproduction of political system was, at the same time, 
the first indication of transgressing the major political limit, namely the reluctance to 
decrease the range of control. The government became interested in the reform to an 
increasingly higher degree because of its interest in the reproduction of the system. 
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the industrial system and exerting pressure on the politicians was 
increasing. It is also true that there have formed informal rules of 
action. But we should not forget that the mechanisms generating this 
informal adaptive behavior were the government and the formal 
structure. If their rules would be changed, new types of adaptive 
behavior could form. 

Informality and partial formalization should not be taken, then, for 
indications of a loss of power. A good example is the activity of the 
Polish Workers' Party in the economy. The Party, though not fully 
formalized, played an important role. Moreover, I believe that, in 
accordance with earlier discussion, this partial formalization could 
become a chance for, and not only a barrier to, the reform. Thus, 
I would say that the Party retained a significant amount of power 
within the state and the economy, but simultaneously - because of its 
partial formalization - the scope of its power seemed to be susceptible 
to changes. This interpretation of "partial formalization" of the Party's 
role in some sense had its confirmation in the communist regime's 
decision to negotiate with the opposition in 1989, which resulted in the 
change of the political order and in the initiation of systemic 
transformation. This partial formalization, however, resulted also in 
arbitrary decisions and interference in the economic life, impeding and 
warping the reforms. The point is that at the end of 1980's it seemed 
impossible to obtain an approval for the fundamental political and 
social forces for a clear definition of the role of the Party in the 
economy. In this situation its real role depended on the structure of 
power and interests in the country and outside its borders. The fact that 
the role of the party in its doctrine was not fully formalized later helped 
this structure move in the "pro-reformatory" direction. It provided the 
so-called "reformationists" with a possibility to act, although their 
actions were highly limited by the existing political system of power. 

The fundamental problem concerning institutional constraints 
consisted of the relations between the political and the economic 
system, in particular - the relationships between the shape of the 
political system (how democratic it was) and the level of economic 
effectiveness. Let us briefly discuss those relations with respect to the 
models for "managerial" and self-governmental reforms. Neither of 
the two models establishes decisive principles concerning the shape of 
the political system. Both can be implemented in either an autocratic or 
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democratic system. Polish realities were such that reforms of both 
managerial and self-governmental type were introduced within the 
unchanged political system. In the case of the managerial variant, it 
caused a quick failure of the reforms, because the political system 
retained full control over management. Under the self-governmental 
variant it was to some degree a sign of substitution of political 
democracy by economic democracy (Morawski 1986). On the whole, 
this could produce a counter-effect in the economic effectiveness.7 I rely 
here on the thesis by W. Morawski (1986a) on the double-sided 
politization of an enterprise: from above and from below (by 
self-governments). Thus, both variants hampered effectiveness: under 
the managerial model the reform was easily neutralized (see Osiatyński, 
Pańków, Fedorowicz 1985), and under the self-governmental model 
mechanisms of "negotiational rationality" would be introduced in the 
economy excessively, which in turn had to clash with the remaining 
mechanisms of "politization from above". Their conflict, in turn, is 
unfavorable to economic rationality. 

The source of flaws of both alternatives was the lack of democracy in 
the political sphere. This is related to the dispute discussed earlier, 
which can be reduced to the following question: whether in difficult 
economic conditions, when introduction of reform means certain social 
costs, it is easier to implement these kinds of decisions in a system 
of democratized political power or in an autocratic system? The 
advocates of the first option say that it gives a possibility of mobilizing 
social support or at least provides the society with "something in return" 
for the costs they have to bear - it provides political democratization. Its 
opponents, on the other hand, claim that simultaneous democratization 
and unpopular decision can result in chaos and can increase resistance 
against those decisions. In my opinion, this judgement is based on the 
illusion that in a difficult economic situation an autocratic government 
is able to provide stability. In the meantime, sociological analyses 
indicate that under difficult economic conditions, systems without 
political legitimization have greater tendencies to destabilization than 
do politically legitimized systems (cf. Lipset 1963). In short: under such 
conditions democracy seems to be a more stabilizing factor than 

7 This is a classical controversy in social sciences. One of the most significant is the 
discussion by W. Brus and S. Gomułka (see Bruss 1975; 1980; Gomułka 1977). 
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autocracy, which provides delusive guarantees. Polish society divided 
its sentiments more or less equally between a judgement that 
democracy is propitious to effectiveness, and a judgement that the two 
matters are independent of one another. The belief that democracy 
bears little economic cost had a very low popularity. A very low 
popularity gained the belief that democracy is some kind of an 
economic costs (Kolarska and Rychard 1982). Although the research 
showed, in fact, that trust in government - and not in a democratic way 
of electing it - played a crucial role in government's appraisal, in over 
40 years of communism in Poland this trust could not be built through 
the system of autocratic political power. 

We can see, then, that depending on the option chosen, totally 
opposing models - democratic or autocratic - could be treated as limits to 
reforms. Curiously enough, these two variants could be possible both 
among the advocates of orientation toward modernization (i.e. 
reformatory) and among those of conservative orientation, both of 
which did, in fact, appear. 

One should not forget that in the Polish situation the success of 
reforms depended in a specific way on democratization. Because of the 
delegalization of Solidarity under martial law, the reform was being 
implemented in a period of a suppressed - but not resolved - political 
conflict. Social support or at least acceptance were crucial to its success. 
In mobilizing support the government encountered barriers which it 
could not overcome. That is why the subsequent attempts at 
communist-led reforms failed. 

2.1.5. SOCIAL STRUCTURE AND THE LIMITS TO REFORMS 

The unclear support for reforms, ascertained in many studies and 
consisting in a clearer acceptance of general slogans rather than specific 
mechanisms, can be a point of departure in this part of analyses. This 
consisted also in a more frequent support for reformatory slogans 
among groups with a critical attitude toward the government, which in 
turn, as stated elsewhere (Adamski, Jasiewicz and Rychard 1986), 
created structural problems with mobilization of a pro-reformatory 
lobby. In addition, during the last communist period there appeared 
the "civilizational" division mentioned above, not completely reducible 
to economic nor to political divisions. All those factors complicated the 
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generał picture of economic orientations in the social structure. Going 
from "the top," among the representatives of the government we had 
groups against the reform (for doctrinal or pragmatic reasons), next 
there were pragmatists supporting the reform, more and more clearly 
visible groups of people trying to act economically "outside the 
system" (emigration, sector of Polonia, second economy), smali groups 
trying to support the reform within the system (mainly self-government 
activists), and finally - large groups of people increasingly endangered 
by the prospect of costs of the reform (with ideological support in some 
independent circles). Using sociological studies limited to public 
opinion analysis alone, it was impossible to estimate the number of 
People within each group. 

One can advance the thesis that the movement of limits to reforms did 
not indicate increased pro-reformatory consciousness but rather a clearer 
polarization of that consciousness. Referring to the thesis by L. Kolarska 
(1986) on the increased role of "anti-egalitarian" orientation in 1980-84, 
I would say that during the last communist period the "pro-egalitarian" 
orientation was growing in strength as well. One could infer that the 
proportions were more or less equal, and the changes consisted in 
a greater crystallization of views within each of those orientations. 

What were the sources of those various economic orientations? It is 
sometimes said that Polish society is excessively attached to its moral 
values, and that it lost the way of thinking in categories of interests. The 
opponents to this position argue that the role of economic interests is 
increasing, and that interests often lie at the basis of this type of 
behavior, which we would be inclined to define as motivated by values 
(Kolarska 1987). However, I believe that in the final years of 
commmunism in Poland, one could not presume that the sources of 
economic behavior (pro- or anti-reformatory) were in economic interests. 
As the researchers referring to the school of "property rights" (e.g. 
Staniszkis) indicate, in Poland there was a lack of structural conditions 
for creating economic interests (by which we understand actions 
concerning the sphere of production, not the sphere of distribution). 
This, however, does not demonstrate - in my opinion - that basing 
economic behavior on values rather than interests will always result in 
"anti-reformatory," "anti-effective" actions. I believe that a substantial 
part of pro-development and pro-effective economic behavior had at its 
basis values rather than economic interests. Perhaps, then, it was also 
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the case that what appeared to be caused by interests, was in reality 
concealing values. 

Such interpretation seems convincing when we look at observations 
made by sociologists about the role of axiological motives in moving 
toward the private sector (e.g. Koralewicz 1985), pointing to the 
importance of autonomy and independence. Some observations cannot 
be explained by referring to interests only.8 

The expression "civilizational orientations," used to name two 
options, pro- and anti-reformatory, becomes clearer after the above 
discussion. The differences between the two orientations are not only 
differences of economic interests, but rather the differences of 
worldview orientations, often based on axiological, not economic, 
choices. Thus I believe that at the end of the 1980's, the economic 
orientations of Polish society not only were irreducible to political 
dmsions, but they also could not be perceived within a framework of 
different economic interests. 

As mentioned earlier, sociological research is used primarily to 
document theses about the degree of support or rejection of particular 
reformatory options. It seems to me, however, that it would be more 
interesting to use the research from the fields of the sociology of 
organization or the sociology of social structure rather than using 
public opinion analyses. Thus I believe that for the comprehension of 
limits to reforms there were many interesting conclusions coming from 
studies of management or the studies of social mobility. On their basis 
one could advance the thesis that the processes of social mobility in 
post-war Poland were one of the more crucial pro-reformatory factors. 
The industrial and educational advancement of a large segment of 
population undoubtedly was a fundamental issue here. In 1945-56 
reforms were impossible not only because of stalinism. There was a lack 
of industrial labor force, weakened by the war and the post-war 
repressions. After 1956 there were, however, skilled workers educated 
in post-war Poland. In addition, the aspirations of the more 
"industrialized" workers became visible. 

The analyses of processes of mobility, however, point also to serious 
obstacles hampering the reforms. I have in mind mainly the disruption 

See studies on self-government (Rychard 1987). 
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of the relationship between labor input and qualifications on one side, 
and the possibility of attaining a "good" social position on the other. 
These constraints worked in two directions. First, they often made an 
advancement in the formal structure hindered or unattractive for some 
groups (e.g. people who were not members of the party). Second, they 
introduced a mechanism of selection based on criteria of political 
loyalty rather than on substantial criteria for other groups (mainly 
managing groups, through the mechanism of nomenklatura) (see e.g. 
Wesołowski and Mach 1986). 

On the basis of these and other analyses one could advance the thesis 
that the processes of mobility had a pro-reformatory character 
regarding the working class to a certain period, although at the end of 
communism, mobility "outside the system" was becoming increasingly 
visible (Wesołowski and Mach 1986). With regard to the management, 
constraints (the mechanism of nomenklatura) turned out to be more 
important. However, despite the functioning of this mechanism, which 
was indicated by other studies (Kostecki 1979; Drążkiewicz and 
Rychard 1981), the management in industrial organizations was 
strongly professionally oriented and educated, despite the functioning 
the nomenklatura. 

On the whole then, despite certain constraints, one could see in the 
social structure a chance rather than a barrier to reform. However - as 
will be indicated by analyses in the chapters concerning reforms and 
changes in the post-communist period - these chances had their limits. 
The cost of radical economic transformations was particularly high in 
the case of some groups of workers who made a major contribution 
toward the subversion of communism, but now have to pay the high 
costs of economic transformation. 

As mentioned before, economic actions could take place either 
within the framework of the state economy system, or in various 
"extrasystemic" spheres. The latter - of the second economy and 
private sector type - were (and still are) decisive for the fate of reforms. 
M. Marody (1987) argued that actions in the sphere of private "smali" 
initiative were an indication of a split between the private and the 
public spheres, and that they were not translatable into institutional 
activity. My opinion is slightly different. These actions (to a large 
degree informal, if we stick to the example of the second economy) were 
not an indication of the separation of the private and public spheres, 
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but rather a mechanism obliterating those differences and adjusting 
both spheres to one another. It remained an open question whether 
they stabilized the most flagrant irrationalities. In other words - do 
they constitute a peculiar substitute of the inefficient system or the 
seeds of change? 

At the end of 1980's it seemed that the stabilizing functions of those 
mechanisms prevailed, although the system stabilized by them was 
already somewhat different, a bit more adjusted to people's aspirations. 
However, the institutionalization of those mechanisms could not 
constitute a path leading to reform, nor could the enlargement of the 
size of various "extrasystemic" enclaves, like the private sector or the 
Polonia sector, etc. do so. Without a fundamental change in the state 
sector of the economy, the essence of the system remained the same. 

The mechanisms described here indicate that the social structure 
always creates spontaneous regulators of behavior and ways of 
adapting to a difficult situation. The reform could consist neither in 
their simple liquidation, nor in an equally non-reflective copying in the 
official structure, but in making the use of initiative and creativity. It 
was simply unrealistic within the institutional structure of that time. 
And it still remains an open problem as to what degree it is possible in 
the post-communist institutional structure. I will deal with this problem 
in the next chapter. 

2.1.6. THE DILEMMAS OF THE REFORMATORY IDEAS: BARRIERS 

OF CONSCIOUSNESS AND IDEOLOGTCAL-CIVILIZATIONAL BARRIERS 

These barriers are linked to the specified "ideological-civilizational" 
orientations. Therefore, my analyses will make it possible to illustrate 
empirically the thesis about the evolution of limits. Let it be reminded 
that, according to this thesis, at the end of the 1980's, those limits which 
were irreducible to the constraints resulting from political and 
economic interests, were becoming more and more important. There are 
many different results of empirical studies, which point to the role of 
extra-political and extra-economic limits to reforms, i.e. "civili-
zational" constraints. I have in mind here the idea of J. Staniszkis 
(1986) based on empirical studies, about the "deeper" structures of 
thinking about economics. According to this idea, the acceptance of the 
option of "economizing" economics was not related to political 
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affiliations. Similar results were obtained in another study, "Poles '84," 
where it was shown that there existed two ways of "rejecting" the 
existing system: in the narrowly political dimension and in the 
political-economic dimension, irreducible to thinking in the categories 
of power only (Kolarska and Rychard 1986). This thesis can also be 
explained by the role of value systems in thinking about the economy. 
Finally, the increasingly understood importance of this type of limits 
was tied to the general discussion on the subject of whether Poland 
should pursue of the run-away train of civilization or go in a totally 
different direction and on foot. Different positions in this dispute also 
overcame barriers in the strictly political and economic disputes. 

The discussion below is based on a comparison of four programs of 
the restructuring of the economy: governmental; that of the official 
trade unions; Solidarity's; and one reflected in the recommendations of 
the western financial institutions. A common feature of these programs 
is that they were published at approximately the same time, in 1987. 
The question arises as to whether the analysis of the reform programs 
of that time has a solely historical value. I believe that it does not. It 
enables us to notice some phenomena, which after the downfall of 
communism became more visible. I have in mind, for example, the 
evolution of the approach to the ąuestion of self-governments, present 
both in the program of reforms prepared by the communist 
government and in the one prepared by the then still illegal Solidarity. 
I think that at the end of the communist period new dividing lines were 
becoming visible; their importance has increased considerably in the 
post-communist period. 

Analyzing each of the four options, we have a chance to identify 
political limits: every one of those programs represents a group with 
different interests. At the same time, if we look at all of them 
together, we can discern what was common to all, or what was jointly 
concealed. These elements could already be caused by extra-political 
conditions. Such analyses - the results of which I am presenting here 
- also enable us to see how the structural limits were as well as the 
limits of consciousness perceived by the authors of particular reform 
programs. 

A comparison of various programs and ideologies, including 
proposals of reforms, can be done in at least two ways. First, they can 
be of interest as suggestions of certain practical actions seen as 
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desirable. Secondly, they can be of interest as an articulation of a vision 
of the social world, politics and economics, without regard to the 
intention of their authors. In this case, we are interested in the 
programs as indicators of a certain social philosophy and ideology. We 
can inquire about some hidden principles included in them or about the 
interests represented by them. This second type of analyses is of greater 
interest to me, which does not mean that I will set aside the practical 
realm of particular programs. 

Discussing each of the programs I will pay attention to three main 
groups of problems: (1) the vision of the economy; (2) the vision of the 
relationship politics/economy; and (3) the vision of the social forces 
which could be the addressee of a given program, of promoting and 
hampering forces. In each of these points I will try to find the limits to 
reforms visible in a given program. After presenting short 
characteristics of each of the programs I will give general conclusions 
concerning all of them. 

THE GOVERNMENTAL PROGRAM9 

This program underwent an evolution of a sort. In 1981 some matters, 
in particular in the sphere of the relationship politics/economy, were 
accentuated differently than this was done in "The Theses of the 
Second Stage of Reforms". Let us begin, however, with the basic vision 
of the economy. The main driving force of its development was 
supposed to be initia the, the leading slogan in the theses. As it has been 
indicated (Kolarska-Bobińska 1987), the slogan was limited to the 
economic sphere, actually ignoring the socio-political conditions for 
initiative (see also Kamiński 1988). In the economic vision of the 
governmental program, what was striking was the accentuation of the 
problematic of economic equilibrium as one of the main goals, e.g. 
theses 2 and 6: "The common element of all diagnosis is the assumption 
that there Will be no success of reform without equilibrium, just as there 
will be no equilibrium without the reform" - wrote the authors. The 
costs of attaining this equilibrium were strongly accentuated; in April 
these costs were being hidden behind a quite enigmatic phrase about 

' In the analysis of this program I rely on two basic documents: "Kierunki reformy 
gospodarczej," 1981 and "Tezy w sprawie drugiego etapu reformy gospodarczej" 
(propozycje do dyskusji), Rzeczpospolita, April 1987. 
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the need for undertaking a "price-income operation" (thesis 3), but in 
the autumn of 1987 they were discussed in a more straightforward 
manner. 

The assumptions and proposals concerning the relations between 
Politics and the economy (both at the macro and the enterprise level) 
mcluded in the governmental program, were very interesting as far as 
the limits to reforms are concerned. The program proposed (in one of 
its variants) the substantial enlargement of the possibility of the 

economic self-organizing" of society, consisting in giving up the 
domination of the state administration in the creation of enterprises 
(thesis 120). 

Surprisingly, these deep possibilities of changes were actually 
Proposed without referring to the role of the communist party in the 
economy. On this issue the position of the government underwent 
evolution in 1981-87. The "Directions of the Economic Reform" 
(1981) addressed the issue of changing the role of the party in the 
economy (in principle it was supposed to act only through its members, 
not as an institution), but in the April 1987 theses nothing was said on 
that matter, except for some generalities. The reading also gave the 
impression that the party did not exist in the country and in the 
economy. This could mean two options: a quiet desire to continue the 
status quo or a revolutionary assumption that the communist party 
does not have a significant role to play in economics (in the 
institutional sense).10 The above-mentioned proposals of serious 
changes in the way of creating enterprises made the first option 
unlikely. It probably was not a desire for quite continuation, but at the 
same time there was no visible possibility of a revolutionary change - it 
would rather be something of a "quiet change" type. 

A hypothesis comes to mind that the governmental proposals could 
mean the opening of the path to the transformation of relations 
between politics and the economy, including the diminishing of the 
Party's role, but for ideological reasons this was not openly declared. 
The incomplete formalization of the party's role, resulting from 
the incoherence in the identity of the system supported the 

10 I would like to stress that I mean exactly the institutional role of the Workers' Party 
in the structure of the system, and not its ideological role which the Theses accepted by 
referring to the decrees of the 10th Congress of the Party. 
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pro-reformatory orientation on this issue. This incomplete 
formalization, as I mentioned before, was sometimes viewed only in 
a critical manner. Meanwhile, since the role of the party in the economy 
was not guaranteed in a formal way, no formal rules had to be broken 
in order to change it, because they did not exist. It would suffice to add 
new mechanisms, decreasing this role in practice. However, as it is 
known, none of the communist attempts to reform the economy made 
use of this apparent option. Despite the lack of formal barriers, the real 
shape of the power system disallowed true reforms. The positive result 
of the incomplete formalization consisted in the fact that it could create 
favorable conditions for the initiation of negotiations with the political 
opposition - which started two years later. 

The vision of society included in the governmental program was not 
clearly outlined. Although in effect it was supposed to gain (which was 
vaguely defined), first it had to bear the costs of reforms. The program 
also took into consideration a probability of conflicts caused by the 
economic reform, resulting from a clash between the economic 
rationality and the interests of particular socio-professional groups 
(thesis 2). It discussed only generally the issue of unemployment, calling 
it a problem of people "temporarily without jobs" (thesis 102). On the 
whole, the program did not include a precisely defined social addressee, 
whose support would be sought by the authors. It did not say to whom 
in particular would the proposed changes be attractive, and which 
group would mainly bear the costs. It is difficult to infer, in which parts 
of the social structure the authors expected major resistance or social 
support. 

THE SOLIDARITY PROGRAM11 

This was a comprehensive economic program. It stressed different 
issues, but also in this program we can see an evolution of 
orientations. 

This document was sharper in tone, and accentuated serious 
civilizational danger for Poland. Its approach to the economic order 
and forces driving the economy was somewhat different, but there were 
also some similar points. The basic postulate was the release of natural 

11 This analysis is based on the document "Stanowisko NSZZ Solidarność w sprawie 
przebudowy gospodarki polskiej," Warszawa 1987. 
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forces of economic activity and initiative. While the governmental 
Program stressed the importance of balance, the program of Solidarity 
emphasized social dynamism in the economic sphere. Multiple sectors 
of the economy and the role of the private sector and market 
mechanisms were stressed in particular. It was exactly on this issue 
where we see an evolution of position. While in 1980-81 there were 
already two conflicting tendencies within Solidarity: seeing a remedy for 
the economy in socialization (self-governmental) and in privatization, 
in the following period a greater emphasis was put on the socializing 
processes. Meanwhile, after a few years, an emphasis in the analyzed 
Program was put on the private sector and market mechanisms 
~ retaining to some degree the questions of self-governments. 

In the sphere of relations between politics and economics, the 
solidarity program stressed the relationships between the improvement 
of the state of the economy and democratization, pointing to the role of 
self-organization in economic activity, to the ability to create 
extra-material motivation through democratization, and to its 

importance for the western creditors. Since the communist party was 
Perceived as a constraint to reform, the program included a postulate 
to get rid of the nomenklatura. 

One of the most crucial features of this document concerned the 
politics-economy relations. I have in mind its internal contradiction 
between exposing the need for depolitization of the economy (the role 
°f market mechanisms), separating politics from the economy at the 
level of enterprise, and the emphasis on the development of 
self-governments. The authors of this program did not seem to notice 
that self-government is also a form of politization but "from below," in 
contrast to the governmentally-led politization "from above" (which 
was pointed out by Morawski 1986a). This contradiction would 
disappear, if it was shown that self-governments were centers of 
economic rationality, which was indicated by some fragmentary 
conclusions of sociological studies. 

The vision of society in this program was that of a dynamic and 
self-organizing society. The authors directed their program particularly 
to the young generation of Poles. Also in this program, the proposed 
vision of "economization" of the economy included social costs. 
Although it did not see the danger of unempłoyment, some 15 percent 
of workers were supposed to move to the sector of services. 



46 

PROGRAM OF THE TRADE UNIONS12 

It was not really a program of economic reforms, but rather the 
position of the official, non-Solidarity trade unions on the question of 
"the theses of the second stage of the reform." Despite this limitation it 
had comprehensive ambitions. 

What distinguished it from the two preceding programs the most, 
was the generality of the language used, the relatively smali number of 
specifics, but in turn a large number of slogans. A strong emphasis was 
put on the need to restructure the economy in order to make up for 
Poland's civilizational decline. Restructurization was supposed to 
decrease the pressure on the capital-absorbing areas, e.g. mining, and 
lead to development of new market sectors. According to the program, 
aiming at weakening the pressure from industrial branches was 
necessary (pp. 12-3), as was the stabilization of food prices. The 
program included obvious inconsistencies and contradictions. On one 
hand, emphasis was put on the need for restructurization (in, for 
example, mining), on the*other - nothing was said about the costs or 
the problems, which this could cause for the union (except for a general 
declaration of a firm defence of the interests of workers in the 
companies undergoing liquidation). The program criticized the 
pressures of industrial branches despite the fact that the union structure 
itself strengthened them. The food was supposed to be inexpensive and 
available, but the same should hold concerning housing, cars, and 
personal computers (p. 9). Implementation of this program (even if it 
would be possible), would cause serious internal conflicts both within 
the unions - separating "the top from the bottom" - and between 
specific unions and federations. There was no indication in the 
program that this was expected. 

It seems that it was the adding of new accents of "civilizational 
acceleration" to the traditional picture of official unions as a force 
concentrating on the sphere of distribution and claims, which 
introduced these contradictions. An example is also the attitude to the 
private sector, which on the one hand is supported (p. 12), and on the 
other is perceived as a privileged sector, which should be subjected to 
limitations (p. 10). 

12 Its analysis is based on the document "Alternatywna koncepcja realizacji założeń 
reformy gospodarczej. Punkt widzenia," Warszawa: OPZZ, March 1987. 
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As to the politics-economy relations, the program accepted the status 
quo, expressing a fear that continuation of the economic policy of that 
time, criticized by the unions would lead to "attempts to negate 
socialism and the role of the Party" (p. 3). Interestingly, the program 
did not formulate any vision of relations between the unions and the 
self-government (the word "self-government" did not appear in it at 
all). Along with a declaration of support for the principle of one-person 
management, would it mean that the unions favored rather the 
"managerial-union" model? 

A few times the program defined the social addressee of the union 
proposals. It considered the poorest strata of society and the retired. 
Their relatively high membership in the structures of non-Solidarity 
trade unions was probably one of the reasons. One could also find signs 
of "anti-wealth" orientation. We read: "It is necessary to increase taxes 
(up to confiscation) on fortunes which do not have any legal grounds" 
(p. 10). This tone was well known in Poland. But it is difficult to 
reconcile it with the need for the civilizational acceleration declared by 
the unions. The addressees of the program (mainly the poor and 
underprivileged) was not the one who would implement this program, 
what more - some of the addressees could be in opposition to that 
program. This was another inconsequence in the position of unions. 

In sum, I would not hesitate to define many formulations of the 
program as demagogical. These are: the acceleration of development, 
but without wealth (for example, as the source of capital), inexpensive 
food and availability of housing, along with the civilizational race, the 
need for restructurization stressed stronger than in other programs, 
and the emphatic protection of workers. Thus there were clear union 
and "anti-union" elements. In the search of new identity, the unions 
decided to combine many contradictory options. 

THE POSITIONS OF WESTERN FINANCIAL INSTITUTIONS REGARDING THE 
REFORMS13 

This is not an analysis of a reformatory program, since none of these 
institutions has formulated one. But being interested in Poland's 

13 Based on the lecture by prof. W. Trzeciakowski "Stanowisko MFW wobec 
problemów wychodzenia Polski z kryzysu," presented during the OW PTS Conference, 
June 5-6, 1987, entitled "Społeczne problemy zmian w gospodarce polskiej," on my 
commentary to a speech by prof. Trzeciakowski presented during the same conference, 
on the work by Gomułka (1987). 
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regaining the position of a credible borrower, they formulated their 
recommendations as goals to be attained by the economy, and not as 
means, although they clearly favored the ideas of market reform. 
Recommendations of financial institutions implicated mainly the need 
for "hard" economic measures, tied to making the enterprises 
independent, but not to the "socialization" of those enterprises. 
Political conditions, when they were expressed, were understood as 
political rather than economic democracy. 

However, from those recommendations we can deduce two models 
for the introduction of socially costly modernizational changes: under 
the cover of an autocratic government and under democracy. This 
does not mean that both models are included in them. If any of the 
two is, it is rather the prodemocratic one mentioned in the reports 
done by political institutions (e.g. the US Congress). I would just like 
to say that from the point of view of western capital interests it did 
not seem to matter whether the chosen path would be democratic or 
autocratic. 

It is worth consideration which social forces could be interested in 
the autocratic variant and what unexpected alliances it could cause. 
This variant, of a strong political authority with an internally 
independent economy, though it would require substantial changes in 
the politicians' approach to economy, could, however, support 
consolidation of the political status quo. Paradoxically, the interests of 
financial institutions and of the communist governmental elites could 
turn out to be objectively concurrent: the economy would become more 
"market-type" (which was the desire of the western capital), and the 
political system would not undergo significant changes (which was the 
desire of the government of that time).14 A possible social antagonism 
formed as a result of this variant would mean that also at the other side 
of a probable conflict we would encounter a quite unexpected alliance. 
The following citation indicates the alliance I have in mind: " Polish 
trade unions - whether those based on Solidarity or the new official 
unions - gave a firm negative opinion on the majority of moves which 
will probably be recommended by I M F " (February 27, 1985) (Jan 
Vanous, cit. after Gomułka 1986). Attaining social support in this 

14 I am indebted to J. Wertenstein-Żuławski for this remark. 
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variant was illusory; on the contrary, it could integrate the hitherto 
existing opponents. 

This process became visible in the period of economic changes 
introduced after the collapse of communism. As many analyses and the 
course of some strikes in 1991-93 indicate, frequently the Solidarity 
and non-Solidarity (OPZZ) trade unions cooperate against the 
economic changes advocated by the Solidarity governments. These 
facts confirm the thesis advanced in this chapter that already at the 
close of the communist period the attitude toward reforms divided both 
political groups: the Solidarity and the non-Solidarity. Thus the 
disputes over reforms could not be reduced only to the differences 
between political groups. 

In sum, although the recommendations of western financial 
institutions were an objective reformatory factor, they defined neither 
the character of this reform, nor the political conditions necessary to its 
implementation. 

* * * 

Let us now move to the analysis of features of those programs and 
to the presentation of general conclusions resulting from those 
features. 

First of all, the ability to compare few reformatory concepts formed 
more or less simultaneously was a precedence of a sort in the post-war 
history of Poland. For the first time, four socio-political forces 
presented their positions regarding one ąuestion - in this case the 
economy. This in itself constituted, in my opinion, crossing some limits 
to reforms and indicated a pluralization of political life.15 

Interesting is the fact that in principle all of these forces presented 
comprehensive concepts about changes in the economy. Although 
they represented different "functional" sectors of society, i.e. the 
government, trade unions, independent social movements, and western 
financial institutions, they all focused on a comprehensive analysis, 
not limited to the specifics of their role in the socio-organizational 

15 An example was the session of Polish Sociological Association "Social Problems of 
Change in Polish Economy," where these four concepts were presented, although in 
a more "individual" version, and not as a presentation of the documents discussed here. 
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"division of labor." These concepts, despite significant differences, had 
many common features, among which the conviction about the need for 
the restructurization of Polish economy and about the ability to do it by 
the means of reform can be considered to be the most important ones. 

These concepts functioned to greater or lesser degree in public 
discussion. I would like to advance a thesis, that each of those 
institutions presented itself in its program in such way that it modified 
somewhat its hitherto existing picture in the eyes of society and its 
partners. It is not certain whether this was their intention, but the 
results are visible. Thus, the government strongly emphasized efficiency 
and initiative, proposing changes which would modify its role in the 
economy (although in April 1987 this was not openly declared yet). 
Solidarity presented a program, which included an emphasis put on 
self-governments together with, much clearer than before, 
market-privatizational accents. The pro-communist trade unions, 
commonly viewed as a somewhat "artificially" radical product, added 
to their program equally radical postulates of acceleration and 
participation in the civilizational race (in order to attain a different type 
of legitimation). Only western financial institutions remained in 
concordance with their social picture, but they did need to change their 
image - the interests of capital were justified and well defined. 

The evolution of reformatory programs, consisting among others in 
an increased emphasis on privatization, indicates the way in which 
directed and planned changes, as well as extrasystemic and 
intrasystemic changes, were entwined. In 1982-87 privatization was 
mainly an extrasystemic phenomenon. Its appearance in reformatory 
programs meant cooption of formerly "extrasystemic" mechanisms by 
institutionalized ideologies (here: programs). 

From this point of view the most interesting is the strong emphasis 
put on changes in the ownership structure. This is particularly visible in 
the governmental program. Although the term "privatization" was not 
used in the program, there is no doubt that this was the general 
direction of the proposed changes. The Solidarity program too put 
more emphasis on the ąuestion of privatization compared with the 
position of the union in the 1980-81 disputes. Thus the beginnings of 
further changes and the chances for agreement between a part of the 
communist elites and part of the Solidarity movement are visible when we 
compare these programs. To some extent the general features of changes 
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which took place in the Polish economic system in the 1990's are 
embodied in these programs. This also shows that political limits were 
not so important at the close of communism, as the communist 
government and Solidarity were quite close to each other in their 
visions of the future economic system. 

However, in 1987 communists probably assumed that this would be 
"their" privatization. The idea of privatization embodied in the 
governmental program was the "privatization from above." Stress was 
Put on transforming state enterprises into stock companies and there 
were no ideas as to how "average" citizens could create private 
enterprises. This may shed some light on later disputes on 
"privatization by nomenklatura." 

The fact that the programs were in a way "anti-programs," could be 
useful in public discussion and could indicate a negotiational attitude 
of the forces behind those programs. Therefore it could favour 
breaking anti-reformatory limits, since the authors of given programs 
turned out to be flexible. This phenomenon caused however the 
creation of many internal inconsistencies within each of the programs, 
as indicated above. These inconsistencies were also an unavoidable 
result of the fact that the programs articulated the positions of larger 
groups and institutions. This had to lead to compromises which 
Produced either dull or internally contradictory formulations. Thus 
a more negotiational attitude resulted, as always, in identity problems 
both before the forces being represented by a given institution and 
before its partners. In effect, this could have led to alliances between 
representatives of various "parts" of different programs. 
Consequently, the governmental and the Solidarity programs seemed 
to come close to one another in accenting the "marketizing" option. 
Although both sides discussed self-governments, the option of 
"socialization" was emphasized somewhat more weakly. This aspect 
was also visible in the program of the unions, where self-governments 
are not mentioned at all. There was no disagreement on this point with 
recommendations of western financial institutions. Clearly then, 
self-governments were loosing their institutional support.16 Possibilities 

16 The increasing role of market-privatizational option could be perceived as dysfunctional 
for the government system. Perhaps in 1987 the communist government believed that it will 
be able to use a variant of this option which would not reąuire intrasystemic changes, but 
rather the creation of certain "niches" next to the system (see also Staniszkis, 1987). 
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of alliances appeared also in other spheres - for example in the above 
mentioned convergence of interests of the western capital and of the 
conservative part of government in the case of the "effective-
-autocratic" variant, where at the opposite side there would be some 
convergence of the positions of Solidarity and of new unions. Let me 
add to that the possibility of the above mentioned alliances within the 
group advocating "acceleration" and within the group advocating the 
"simplistic-rustic" variant (e.g. some circles in the government and 
some independent groups), and the thesis on the irreducibility of 
disputes over the models of reforms to disputes resulting from different 
political and economic orientations will become much clearer.17 

Summing up the preceding discussion one can say that this 
irreducibility is associated with: 
(1) the role of "civilizational" orientations in thinking about reforms, 

with the orientations being irreducible to politics and economics; 
(2) the role of values and axiology as sources of economic motivation; 
(3) the internal contradiction within the programs resulting from the 

change of their image and their need for representing differentiated 
groups; 

(4) possibilities of seemingly paradoxical alliances mentioned above. 
The possibility of the creation of four models for changes, indicating 

these complicated lines of division, is on the whole functional for the 
reforms overall, since it allows for reaching the "deeper" limits which 
would remain undiscovered if it was not for the public articulation of 
different stands. This alone seems to be a crossing over of one barrier: 
that of knowledge and consciousness. 

2.1.7. CONCLUDING REMARKS 

A comparison of different programs of reforms, demonstrating the 
creation of many tangent points between these programs (with 
preservation of equally important differences) illustrates a more 
general process. I have in mind the following dilemma: were the 
spontaneous processes of mutual adjustments, in the course of which 
the initial programs of reforms undergo modifications, a pro-

17 Compare with the analogy of the West, where frequently the socialists introduced 
privatization. 
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-reformatory or anti-reformatory factor? Could they result in 
a coherent program of reforms or, rather, in the course of mutual 
compromises would the reforms neutralize themselves and become, as 
before, "tamed?" 

Going back to the dilemma sketched above, which can be reduced to 
the following question: whether the mechanisms of mutual 
compromises and agreements are overall a pro-reformatory or an 
anti-reformatory factor, I would answer in this manner: 

The answer to this ąuestion varies depending on what will be 
considered the most serious obstacle to the reform. If we regard as the 
main obstacle the socio-political conflict of late 80's, then the chances 
of compromises of various kind were a pro-reformatory factor, since 
they could contribute to the weakening of the level of conflict. But if we 
regard the lack of cohesive and radical program to be the main 
obstacle, then the mechanisms of agreements and compromises, 
hampering the creation of such program (since the essence of 
compromises is the neutralization of radicalism), would be an 
anti-reformatory factor. 

It seems that the specific case of Poland consisted in the coexistence 
of both obstacles, which created structural limits to the economic 
reform. We were dealing with a conflict, and its resolving required 
compromises, and those compromises were dysfunctional as far as 
coherence and radicalization of the reform are considered. This did not, 
however, change the fact that at the end of 1980's in Poland both 
a radical reform and solution to the conflict were needed. The point is 
that the subsequent course of events has confirmed that not the reform 
(and so a change within the system) but rather a radical transformation 
the whole system is possible. Only this transformation could make 
solving of the socio-political conflict possible. In some sense then, the 
postulates of reform (and thus the changes within the framework of the 
hitherto existing system) and solving the conflict were mutually 
exclusive. 

The problem also consists in the fact that the evolution of boundaries 
of limits to reforms has yet another dimension. Already in the 1980's, 
smaller and smaller part of society was still interested in the reform. 
I do claim that the state of social apathy could be a barrier to the 
reform. I believe that in some sense it is the opposite. The communist 
offer of reform came too late. More and more social groups, not 
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perceiving any chances for reforming the system, started to manage their 
problems on their own, in a way "apart from" the system (second 
economy, emigration, temporary work abroad). To those people and to 
the groups being formed the reform was not what they waited for any 
more. In this way we return to the dilemma outlined in the introduction 
to this chapter. Although as a result of these actions the specific reform did 
not receive support, the sum of spontaneous mechanism has transformed the 
system in the long run. Actions undertaken by the people were therefore 
a faulty substitute of real reform. The point is whether the 
transformations which took place as a result of those actions have 
facilitated a radical reconstruction of the economy in the post-communist 
period, or have they constituted a blockade to this reconstruction. The 
analysis of this problem will be undertaken in the next chapter. 

Studies on the limits to economic reforms at the close of 
communism, take as their point of departure the obvious fact that the 
main blockade to the real reform was the hitherto existing political 
system. Attempts to change the situation, begun in 1987 (through, for 
example, public discussions over different programs of reforms), were 
the first step to a radical change. Its realization, begun in 1989, could 
not be undertaken under communism, even most liberalized. 

2.2. LIMITS TO THE ECONOMIC CHANGES 
DURING POST-COMMUNISM18 

2.2.1. INTRODUCTION 

After the collapse of communism in 1989 it seemed at first glance that 
there were no limits, was no communism, and that economic changes 
were much more radical than the traditional "reform." But this is only 

18 I am indebted to Stanisław Gomułka who gave me invaluable help providing 
constructive critiques and comments in all stages of my work on this study. This chapter 
was prepared for the project "Limits to Economic Transformation" headed by 
S. Gomułka and has never been published before. 

This chapter was written during my stay in the Department of Sociology, the 
University of Chicago (Ford Foundation Fellowship Program), corrected during stay at 
the Polish Studies Center Department of Sociology (Indiana University) and finally 
revised after that. I would like to acknowledge the assistance of these Institutions and 
express my thanks to them. 
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half of the truth. There are still many limits to the ongoing changes 
though they have changed their character compared to the "limits 
under communism." It would be also an oversimplification to say that 
there is no communism at all in Poland. One can see many communist 
legacies at the level of the social structure, and in the social 
consciousness and social organization. Perhaps these are not legacies of 
communism per se, but rather permanent features of the society that 
cannot be changed as rapidly as the formal structure. Last, but not 
least, the general direction of the ongoing economic changes has some 
similar points with the goals of the communist-led reforms, though the 
latter were never implemented. 

All these reasons make it appropriate to analyze the limits to the 
economic changes being currently implemented now in Poland. The 
first Solidarity government proposed to draw a "thick line" in order to 
make a clear demarcation between the past and the present. Such 
a thick line can be easily understood as a political willingness to reject 
the former communist order and to mobilize people by means of an 
attractive vision of the future, but the socio-technical aim of such an 
idea is one thing, and the correctness of the description of the social 
reality implicated in it another. In reality there is no single thick line 
distinguishing between the past and present. There are rather many 
thin lines and networks linking the old and the new order, and not all of 
them were destroyed by the political breakthrough of the 1989-90. In 
Post-communist reality we can find both legacies of communism and 
former reform ideas. 

This is why it still seems reasonable to speak about limits to 
economic transformation. But this transformation is much more 
general and radical than reform and this is the reason why I prefer the 
term change. This change toward a market economy faces many 
constraints which I will try to analyze in this chapter. 

The preceeding chapter has described the limits to the economic 
reforms under communism. As a matter of fact, these reforms had to 
collapse because the most important limit to them was communism 
itself. From this point of view the real reform started after the political 
breakthrough of 1989. However, this change was the change of the 
system, not the change in the system, as "normal" reforms were. On the 
other hand, some features of this change, as mentioned above, its 
planned, designed character, and a centralistic way of implementation, 
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resembled some characteristics of a reform. I think that it is quite 
reasonable to adopt a third thesis: radical political breakthrough 
enabled the promotion of real economic reform. Transformation 
started with the radical change of the political elite. However, the 
economic structure with the dominance of state ownership, the 
artificial price system, etc, remained the same at the beginning. The 
process of changing it took the form of the economic reform being 
implemented in the "friendly" political environment or even promoted 
by the politicians, the reverse of the situation during communist era. 

The radical reform - or change - being implemented in the 
post-communist period is facing its limits, too. Some of them already 
emerged during the last communist attempts at reforms. I have in mind 
here the deeper, non-political limits described in the preceding chapter. 
In other words, non-communist reform has inherited some 
"communist" limits to it. This will be analyzed in the chapter. . 

When I speak about change and limits to it I have in mind the limits 
to the program of economic transformation the implementation of 
which started in January, 1990. This program has had two main goals: 
the stabilization of the economic situation, with the reduction of the 
near hyperinflation as one of the most important tasks; and a general 
systemic transformation of the Polish economy toward a market 
economy. Both goals, and, respectively, both stages of this economic 
program have their specific limits. The most obvious one, which is 
common to both, is the intellectual limit: nobody knows how the 
transformation from a communist to a market economy should be 
achieved. According to Balcerowicz (1990), who is the main architect of 
the economic transformation, the future model, i.e. the market 
economy, seems to be clearer than the way in which it can be achieved. 

The main goal of the stabilization stage was to reduce inflation by 
eliminating government subsidies, devaluating the Polish zloty, liberalizing 
prices, and imposing controls on wages. The second stage of the economic 
program is devoted to the general restructuring of the economic system. 
The privatization of Polish state-owned enterprises is its main element and 
this is supposed to improve the competitiveness and the performance of 
the Polish economy. As a result, the spirit of entrepreneurship should be 
the main driving force of the economy (Balcerowicz 1990, 1990a). 

In the first months of the implementation of the stabilization plan, 
monthly inflation rate decreased from the 78.6 percent in January 1990 
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to 3.4 percent in June 1990 (Rzeczpospolita, 30 July 1990). But the 
volume of sales of industrial production in the first six months 
comparing with the first six months of 1989 was lower by 28 percent 
{Rzeczpospolita 30 July 1990) and real wages dropped by 36 percent 
between January and May 1990 (Wstępna informacja..., 1990). The 
previously unknown phenomenon of unemployment emerged, grew 
quite fast and reached 4.2 percent outside of agriculture (Rzeczpospolita, 
30 July 1990). Three years later at the beginning of 1993, inflation was 
still present though controlled, the first signs of overcoming the recession 
had emerged, and the rate of unemployment had exceeded 12 percent. 

Some recession was planned as a tool of restructurization but the 
majority of the state enterprises at the beginning of the program's 
implementation reacted in a rather passive way to the demand 
constraints: a "wait and see" strategy seemed to be predominant (Czas 
recesji, 1990). But generally, the main goals of the "stabilization stage" 
of the program were fulfilled. Then the second stage, that of structural 
changes, was to have come. 

Although my analysis is mainly devoted to the first stage of 
Post-communism, which covers also the first stage of the economic 
Program (1989-90), I will also present some hypotheses on the 
constraints in the transition from the first to the second stage of 
a program. 

The starting point of my analyses is one of the theses of the previous 
chapter, that during the process of the evolution of the communist 
system, and also during the transitory period of post-communism, new 
limits and constraints were discovered. Each stage of development 
Produced its own limits. It is an open question whether this evolution of 
limits is the evolution of reality or rather the evolution of the 
Perception of limits. Nevertheless, different elements were considered 
to be the main obstacle to the economic reforms in the middle of the 
1950's, during the 1970's, during the decade of 1980's and also now, in 
the transitory period of post-communism. Although the main aim of 
my analysis is the description of the "post-communist limits," I will 
also be comparing them with the "old" communist limits. Moreover, 
I would also like to repeat the thesis that the characteristic feature of 
the evolution of the limits to transformation is that the new limits did 
not replace the old ones. Rather, each period creates its own limits, 
which combine with at least some of the previous limits to the reforms. 
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Limits to economic change differ not only in time, they are also 
socially differentiated. For many years, the ruling elite attributed 
obstacles to the reforms to the attitudes of society, while the latter 
considered the ruling elite to be one of the most important barriers to 
real economic transformation. We can ask: how does this social 
perception of limits look now? 

We can see that limits to economic changes were changing and 
flexible both during communism and post-communism. This flexibility 
of limits to changes reflects the flexibility and the unclear nature of the 
system's identity. Never, even during the darkest communist period, 
was it clear what was socialist and what could be labeled as 
"antisocialist." These definitions were the elements of a political game, 
and they could be changed very easily. 

From this point of view, the post-communist situation is even more 
unclear. It is not known what is the identity of this transitory period. 
On the other hand, the nature of the future model is described by the 
concepts of market economy, parliamentary democracy and civil 
society.19 These seemed to be precise enough to mobilize people 
against communism, but after its collapse their motivating capacity 
decreased. As a result, real limits are discovered in everyday economic 
and political practice, and they can differ from day to day. This is 
why it is so difficult to analyze these limits during the ongoing 
process. 

The main period which is covered by my analysis is the spring 1989 
- autumn 1990 phase of economic change, which was an element of 
a broader systemic transformation which started with the Round Table 
Agreement (spring 1989). This is the period of the primary stage of 
post-communism; the old system collapsed and the beginnings of a new 
one were created. The choice of this period can be justified by the fact 
that during that time the decisive changes in the Polish economic 
system took place. It was the first non-communist government of 
Tadeusz Mazowiecki which implemented the crucial measures of the 
stabilization plan. Three subsequent governments, those of Jan K. Bie­
lecki, of Jan Olszewski, and of Hanna Suchocka, have continued the 
general line of this policy and were still trying to implement the second 

19 See "Uchwała programowa II Zjazdu delegatów NSZZ Solidarność (projekt)," 
Gazeta Wyborcza 23 March 1990. 
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stage of the program, that of structural changes. I will also refer to 
these problems of the transition from the first to the second stage of 
the program. 

According to the main thesis of my paper, limits to the economic 
changes result both from the past and from the logic of the ongoing 
transition. The next section is devoted to the analysis of ideological, 
political, and social limits resulting from communist legacies and from 
the dynamic of the transition itself. 

2-2.2. THE OLD AND NEW LIMITS TO THE ECONOMIC CHANGES 

IN THE EARLY 1990'S 

TYPOLOGY O F L I M I T S 

Any typology of limits to economic change should recognize both the 
sources of limits which were presented in the first chapter, and the types 
of the limits, which will be presented in this part. But first of all, it is 
necessary to answer the following question: limits to what? This means: 
what types of economic changes are the objects of the limits? 

Poland is moving toward a market economy of the West European 
type. This is to be achieved through the so-called "Balcerowicz plan," 
which began to be implemented at the beginning of 1990. This plan was 
Probably only one of the possible ways toward a market economy, 
although no other complex and detailed programs were prepared. As 
I mentioned in the introduction, the general ideas of this program were 
continued during 1991 and even in 1992 by the Olszewski government, 
without Balcerowicz as a Deputy Prime Minister. Thus it is important 
to distinguish between the goal, the market economy, and the way to 
achieve it, the economic program of the government. Both of these 
Phenomena can face, or create, their own limits, limits to the goal of 
a market economy and limits to the way charted by the "Balcerowicz 
plan." Of course, many of the limits to the economic program of 
a given government are the universal limits facing every transition to 
a market economy, but some of the limits result from the specific way 
chosen to achieve this goal and may not be important if some other way 
to the world market economy is chosen. In spite of these two types of 
limits, a third one is also possible: We can consider some elements of 
the economic program to be the limits to achieving a market economy. 
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In that case, the very way to a market economy would be the limit to it 
("the way as a limit to the goal"). This seems to be rather speculative at 
the first glance, though in practice it is not. As I will try to show, some 
elements of the program can be analyzed in that way, especially from 
the sociological point of view. 

The distinctions presented above are in my opinion very important, 
though sometimes it is very difficult to draw them into an analysis of 
economic life. I would like to stress that in order to understand the 
ongoing changes in Poland we should not be too preoccupied with the 
economic program. We should also watch more general problems from 
a perspective in which the present program is just a step, though a very 
important one. This kind of analysis is also a way of avoiding the 
danger of the analysis becoming outdated, which is a real danger in 
a period of fast changes. 

The next part of my analysis will be devoted to a more detailed 
presentation of the different types of limits according to their typology. 
Constructing this typology means for me a typology of the sources of 
limits, a typology of the objects to limits and, finally, the typology of 
limits in their narrow sense. The first two typologies were presented in 
the first chapter. Let it be remembered that I there have proposed 
a thesis that the three main sources of changes are also generating 
barriers to changes. Thus, it is possible to consider reforms, adaptation 
processes, and political breakthrough not only as sources of changes, 
but also as limits to them. 

Concerning limits in a narrow sense, I propose to divide them into 
four categories: intellectual, ideological, political, and social.20 All these 
can be regarded as potential constraints to the economic 
transformation. Table 1 presents the typology of limits (see p. 61). 

Underlying my analysis is the general thesis that there is an evolution 
of limits. There was a period during which the barriers to economic 
changes were located mainly in the personal characteristics and 
composition of the political elites, but starting in the 1980's, the role of 
structural constraints could be perceived. These constraints were of two 
kinds. First of all there was the role of the political structure with the 
dominant role of the communist party that made crucial economic 

20 The role of the intellectual and ideological limits to the transformation was stressed 
by S. Gomułka. 
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Table 1. 

The analytical typology of the limits to economic change in Poland 

SOURCES OF LIMITS: TYPES OF LIMITS: OBJECTS OF LIMITS: 

Previous reforms Intellectual Limits to the market (limits 
to the goal) 

Spontaneous adaptive 
Processes 

Ideological Limits to the program 
(limits to the measures) 

Type of political 
breakthrough 

Political 

Social 
The program as a limit 

(the way as a limit to 
the goal) 

reforms impossible. The role of the social structure was also important. 
According to many analyses, (Narojek 1986; Staniszkis 1985; Rychard 
1987) the patterns of social behavior, the informal ways through which 
people were incorporated into the system, made the system's change 
difficult. Also, some welfare mechanisms were deeply rooted in the 
social structure and consciousness. The structure of Polish industry 
Produced its own social structure. Strong branch lobbies, with strong 
groups of workers and enterprises, proved to be one of the most 

important political institutions (Morawski 1986, p. 133). On the other 
hand, according to the results of many sociological studies the majority 
of the population rejected the communist system in the political and 
economic area. During the elections of 1989, they also rejected it in 
practice. This internal inconsistency between structural cooption on the 
one hand, and ideologicai, or even behavioral, rejection on the other 
creates many tensions in the system and may be the source of the limits 
to the transformation. As per my thesis, after the collapse of 
communism we see more clearly this type of limits, a matter always 
Present though masked by the predominant role of the political limits. 

Resulting from the thesis on evolution there is the thesis on the 
change in the character of the limits. Some of the previous limits have 
now become a chance for economic change. This is the case with the 
Political situation, though some features of it can still create limits to 
transformation. On the other hand, some of the previous factors 
Promoting change are now constraints. This could be the case with 
crucial social groups' attitudes and behavior. During the communist 
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period the majority of society rejected the political order. Sometimes 
the slogans of democracy were popular ways of expressing protest 
against communist rule. Also the slogan of the market was used in 
a way that created the myth of a free market economy (Kolarska-
-Bobińska 1990). Will the support for them survive the conditions of 
the painful economic program and the difficulties with the beginnings 
of the democracy? This is the crucial problem for contemporary 
Poland. 

INTELLECTUAL AND IDEOLOGICAL LIMITS 
The most important ideological limitation to the ongoing changes 
toward the market economy is the problem of the incongruence 
between the legacy of Solidarity and the direction of these changes. 
Solidarity is still in the process of changing its identity from a symbol of 
the national will toward a set of heterogeneous units. The trade union is 
one of the most important of these units, but there is the problem of the 
rest of the "Solidarities," of their separate identities. 

Until the autumn of 1990 the lack of institutionalization caused the 
overideologization of economic disputes and this was another limit to 
economic transformation. Such ideological labeling was more popular, 
but these labels were sometimes used in a very peculiar way. The first 
Solidarity government (and following governments too) was sometimes 
described as neoliberal, and at other times as too leftist. The ideological 
labeling process was a way through which political actors tried to 
structure the social space. The danger of this phenomenon was that in 
a country in which these labels were artificial and not deeply rooted in 
any serious tradition they could at the same time limit the flexibility of 
the actors. There was one factor counteracting this process. This was 
the pragmatic and ideologically free orientation of the first 
non-communist government of Tadeusz Mazowiecki and its economic 
group. This government was trying to avoid ideological labeling and to 
present itself as a force trying to promote a normal economic system, 
without any ideological bias. This was a very interesting phenomenon 
in a country in which formerly everything was so strongly ideologically 
biased. The notion of a social market economy was used by Prime 
Minister Mazowiecki in his Sejm presentation in January, 1990, but 
without any elaboration. One can assume that constructing this notion 
was a way of compromising between certain traditions of Solidarity 
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and the demands of the program. Deputy Prime Minister Balcerowicz 
said in June 1990: "Privatization does not mean Poland's transition to 
wild capitalism in its 19th century version" (Balcerowicz 1990b). The 
notions of a market or normal economy were used more frequently 
than was the notion of capitalism. 

I am of the opinion that the need for ideological labeling and 
ideological vision was greater among the politicians opposing the 
government than within society. The pragmatic orientation of the 
government fit social attitudes quite well, because people were fed up 
with ideological visions. This was the real end of the era of ideology in 
Poland. Attempts at the ideologization of economic disputes can be 
regarded from this point of view as obstacles to transformation. They 
resulted from Poland's peculiar political structure and from the lack of 
Political pluralism. Mazowiecki's government successfully avoided these 
traps, and its strategy met social expectations. A pragmatic strategy in 
defining the future goal was also a way of decreasing the tensions that 
resulted from the inconsistency between the workers' legacy and the 
transformation. Using the word "capitalism" would be much more 
counterproductive from this point of view than the word "market." 

The liberal government of J.K. Bielecki was more "ideological" in 
a "market" sense while, on the other hand, Olszewski's government 
was sometimes rejecting some market slogans. But paradoxically, both 
of them were continuing the main line of the reform. 

One of the important ideological limits to the economic 
transformation was the lack of real programmatic differences between 
the political parties and the domination of "overideologization" in 
economic disputes. This was present in the first phase of 
post-communism, before the emergence of a multi-party system, but 
continued after that. Even today, three years after the collapse of 
communism, many analyses point out that the differences in economic 
Programs between political parties are not very clear. They are 
substituted by ideological differences. Sometimes some of them resemble 
the general options of a "civilizational" character: between pro-western 
and more autarchical orientations. These types of divisions had already 
emerged in the communist era and were analyzed in the preceding 
chapter. 

These types of limits result from the political breakthrough in which 
many legacies of the past still exist. The legacy of the Solidarity 
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tradition, with a strong bargaining power for the workers, is also a case 
in point. These are, in my opinion, the constraints to the general 
direction to the market economy. Part of the ideological and 
intellectual constraints result from the legacies of the former reform 
paradigm. The non-violent and evolutionary character of the changes 
reflected the obvious similarities between them and the previous 
reforms. The changes were implemented "from above" and the role of 
society was rather passive; this is also similar to the communist-led 
reforms. We should also add here some similarities in the general 
direction of the post-communist changes and previous reforms and 
some continuities in terms of individuals in important positions. 
Taking all these into account, it is hard to say that the reform paradigm 
was not working in Poland, at least in the first phase of 
post-communism. In reality, changes revealed many features of the 
reform, but they were implemented in a more radical way and in 
a completely different political environment. None the less, many 
reform features can be regarded as the limits to the ongoing 
transformation. 

The program of the transformation (especially the first phase of it, 
during Mazowiecki's government till the end of 1990) was the result of 
work done by people who during the communist era were well known 
reformers of that economy. Such continuities and legacies of the reform 
paradigm can be an obstacle from the intellectual point of view, but in 
order to answer this question conclusively, an economic analysis 
should be undertaken. From the sociological point of view we can only 
ask whether it is possible for such one-time reformers to conceive and 
carry out a truly radical transformation. 

This character of the reform could result in the overintellectualization 
of the transformation by raising issues to a level that is too scientific 
and thus well beyond the practical problems of private businessmen, 
managers, and so on. From this standpoint, with some overs-
implification we can say that the methodology of change rejecting 
communism is to some extent similar to the previous methodology of 
constructing communism. The ąuestion could be summed up as: is it 
possible to reject the planned economy in a planned way? This way of 
transforming the economic system was analysed by Claus Offe, who 
used the term "political capitalism." He writes: "In contrast to its 
western pendant, the market economy that is emerging in Eastern 
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Europe will be, if it in fact emerges, 'political capitalism.' It is 
a capitalism designed, organized and set into motion by the reform 
elites" (Offe 1991, p. 17). This is precisely the picture of the Polish 
transformation at the beginning of the 1990's. 

The carry-over of individuals from the previous reform efforts could 
also account for the inflexibility of the current program. There are two 
additional reasons for this inflexibility. First, the government in 
1989-90 was building its identity through opposition to the identity of 
the previous communist governments and their way of undertaking 
reforms. Those governments were effective in the process of creating 
communist but not in the process of reforming it. They were 
inconsistent and ideological, and social constraints neutralized their 
reforms. This was not the case with the first non-communist 
government. Consistency and perfection seemed to be very high in the 
consciousness of the Polish reformers. The second reason for some 
inflexibility stemmed from the electoral success of 1989. The new 
Political elite was the child of this electoral success, and it had no 
Practice in coping with problems and difficulties of the type they faced. 
Paradoxically, in such a situation the willingness to use some former 
communist strategies to deal with difficulties can occur. Scapegoating, 
artificial unity, and ignoring the difficulties could be such strategies. To 
adopt these strategies would be very unfortunate, because Polish 
society understands the meaning of such signs very well. Whenever 
a situation was getting better according to the state's propaganda, it 
was a sign that in reality it was getting worse. 

Also, Solidarity, which in 1980 protested against the pathologies of 
socialism but not against socialism itself, was and still is a slave to the 
reform paradigm to some extent. Ten years later, it started to promote 
radical systemie transformation and reject socialism. Was it possible 
for Solidarity to do so without any tensions and conflicts with its own 
tradition and social base? Until the middle of 1990 Solidarity was ąuite 
succesful in doing this, when it became necessary to institutionalize the 
social divisions resulting from these tensions. I will refer to this later on. 

We can hypothesize that the reform paradigm is to some extent the 
limit to the change. Reform as limit to change, this is one of the 
Paradoxes. 

The voices proclaiming the acceleration and radicalization of the 
political changes in Poland started getting louder since the middle of 
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1990. They resulted in the presidendial elections of December 1990, and 
then in the emergence of new governments (Bielecki, Olszewski, and 
Suchocka). These were the first steps toward the institutionalization of 
the internal splits within the Solidarity movement. With it we reached 
the end of the first phase of post-communism in the autumn of 1990. 
But to what extent did these processes accelerate or constrain economic 
change? I shall referring to this question in the next paragraphs. 

POLITICAL LIMITS 

In the first half of 1990 political limits resulted from the peculiar 
political structure that existed in Poland during that time. Although it 
has changed since that time, it is still far from being clear and still 
a constraint to economic transformation. It is very difficult to write 
about this type of limits in the middle of the process of political 
transformation. The peculiarity of the existing political structure 
results from the type of political breakthrough that has occurred and 
may impose some constraints on the economic transformation. 

The Round Table Agreement of the spring 1989 resulted in the June 
elections and in the formation of a government in which Solidarity had 
the majority. Still, some important areas were controlled by former 
communist politicians. This was a very peculiar situation: both sides 
of the political contract signed at the Round Table had their 
representations in position of power. However, the communists 
practically disappeared in a political sense and Solidarity had not 
appeared as a political organization. 

The first stage of post-communism was the period of a peculiar 
dichotomy, in which there was an undefined Solidarity movement on 
the one side, and, after the formal dissolution of the Communist Party, 
an empty space on the other one. I will refer to in subchapter 3.2 while 
describing the post-communist legitimacy crisis. This peculiar political 
structure influenced the politization of the economic disputes. In 
a situation where there was no well established political orientation, 
economic issues could be one of the most important instruments of 
political struggle. Paradoxically, this would be a continuity of the 
mechanism that was in play during the communist era. But during the 
first stage of post-communism (till the middle of 1990), criticism of the 
economic program of the government was not as strong as the criticism 
of its political program. It seems that it was a success of the economic 
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group within the government that it has managed to stay, at least to 
some extent, outside the political and ideological struggles. 

However, in the long run the lack of real political pluralism and the 
lack of an alternative economic program could result in 
a generalization and totalization of the critique. Lacking such an 
alternative, the only way of disagreeing would be to criticize the 
government's entire program. It is important to notice that according 
to the surveys, the opinion that the government's program was our last 
chance was held by 18.9 percent of those surveyed and the opinion that 
it was one of the possible ways of improving the economy was 
supported by 20.3 percent ("Społeczna ocena..." 1990). Thus, public 
opinion did not support the non-alternative way of thinking. The 
Problem is that there was no (and still there is no) other alternative that 
has been elaborated, and this could be a real limit to the 
transformations that arises from the political structure. 

The first sign of the end of this phase of post-communism was the 
moment in which this peculiar dichotomous political structure began to 
be transformed. It happened in the middle of 1990 when the first 
Political divisions in the Solidarity movement were institutionalized 
and then during 1991 when the first elements of a pluralistic political 
system emerged (among them the Democratic Union headed by T. Ma­
zowiecki and the Center Alliance: two groups which emerged more on 
the basis of their attitude to L. Wałęsa, than on the basis of a program). 
Finally, following the Parliamentary elections of November 1991 there 
were about 30 political parties in Parliament and many of them having 
only a few MP's. 

This process reflects the evolution from peculiar dichotomy to 
Peculiar pluralism. These are different phenomena but both of them 
can constraint the economic transformation. And, paradoxically, the 
Peculiar form of the present pluralism is to some extent the legacy of 
the peculiar dichotomy of the first half of 1990. This is one more reason 
why this first post-communist phase was so important. 

First, the political parties which have emerged represent to a greater 
extent the divisions in the political elite itself than in society. Splits 
between the reformers and trade unionists, between market and 
non-market orientations, and finally between losers and winners in the 
''transitory game," were not fully institutionalized. What was mainly 
institutionalized were the personal connections and affiliations. As 
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a result, the political scene is very unclear. Those who are left-oriented 
in the economic sense could be at the same time right-oriented in the 
political sense (Grabowska 1992). 

Second, although there were three governments, and two of them 
contradictory at a first glance (Bielecki's and 01szewski's), all of them 
were continuing the main direction of stabilization measures and none 
of them to date have succeeded in passing to the second stage of the 
program (that of restructuring the economy). The only important 
difference between two of them was that while Bielecki was openly 
using market slogans, Olszewski was sometimes criticizing while 
simultaneousely implementing them (which made his position more 
difficult from the sociotechnical point of view). 

These two phenomena show how the legacy of the first stage, represented 
by the peculiarities of the political structure, the lack of programatic 
disputes, and the lack of real representation is still functioning. 

Although the direction toward pluralism is the most probable, it is 
not the only one possible. A new post-communist autocracy can also be 
imagined. Such an autocracy could be associated either with a market 
or with an anti-market orientation (Kolarska-Bobińska and Rychard 
1990a). Thus right-wing or left-wing autocracies are possible scenarios 
for the future, but it is very hard to say whether an economic 
transformation would be possible under a right-wing autocracy. I want 
to emphasize that the political vacuum of the first stage of 
post-communism and the peculiar pluralism of 1991/92 can still be filled 
with different structures. Their shape will depend mostly on the popular 
support given to them. This brings us to the problem of social limits. 

THE SOCIAL LIMITS TO THE ECONOMIC TRANSFORMATION 
Social limits can be analyzed on the level of structure and on the level of 
consciousness. The importance of this distinction can be justified by the 
following thesis: in 1990 there was a discrepancy between the high popular 
support for the ongoing transformation on the level of consciousness and 
between the structural conditions, possibilities, and interests that could 
activate this support. This general thesis underpins my further analyses. 

The economic views of Polish society are by no mean clear and 
consistent. Many views and beliefs are still politically and ideologically 
loaded and it is very hard to estimate the support for general market 
slogans. Still, support for the market seems to be more a support for 
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a general and ideal type of an order than a support for the concrete 
solutions (Kolarska-Bobińska 1990). As I wrote before, the 
government in 1990 tended to present the market economy as the 
normal economy, without any ideological bias. The day on which this 
tendency becomes popular within society will be the day of overcoming 
one of the important limits to economic transformation. Of course, 
after general acceptance of the idea of the market, is the question of 
what type of market will arise - but this is the next step. 

In spite of this unclear but visible and conscious support, there is the 
Problem of the structural constraints embodied in the Polish system. 
According to many researchers the level of cooption in the structure of 
the communist organizational system was quite high. The same people 
who rejected communism at the level of their responses to 
questionnaires played their petty everyday games trying to gain as 
much as possible. I will analyze these strategies in the next chapter. I am 
not talking about the nomenklatura group, although this, too is also 
a problem. I mainly have in mind the hidden nomenklatura group, 
which is quite large. At the level of institutions this group can be 
identified as industrial lobbies whose interests are oriented toward 
a preservation of the industrial structure of the communist economy. 
These are not only the interests of the managers, these are also the 
interests of large numbers of workers (Celiński 1989), whose vested 
interests would be threatened in case of bankruptcy or the restructuring 
of the Polish economy. In my opinion, these lobbies are still more 
Powerful than the economic program of the government. At the 
beginning of the implementation of the program, recession was greater 
in light industry, where output fell by 40 percent in 1990 as opposed to 
a 15-20 percent fall in heavy industry (Polish stabilization..., 1990), 
where the strongest lobbies exist. It would be a misunderstanding to call 
the representatives of these interests pro-communists. In many of these 
cases their enterprises were the origin of the Solidarity movement. This 
reflects the tensions inside the Solidarity movement I described before. 

Despite these large structural interests, which could be limits to the 
economic transformation, there are also at play smali, everyday 
networks of interests, of informal bargaining processes, of relations 
between supervisors and subordinates that also could be destroyed by 
the market program. These represent the legacy of the former 
spontaneous processes of adaptation. 
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The next limit to the goal of the market is the nature of Polish 
solidarity. This is the result of the past communist years. Several years 
ago, the leading Polish sociologist Stefan Nowak wrote an article in 
which he posed a thesis that Poles are integrated on two extreme levels: 
on the level of national and religious symbols and on the level of the 
microstructures. The communication between these two levels is very 
weak (Nowak 1979, p. 160). The world of institutions placed in 
between these two extreme levels was perceived as alien. According to 
Nowak, only through informalities was it possible to adapt to this 
hostile world. According to the views of Elżbieta and Jacek Tarkowski, 
at the level of microstructures there is a struggle between the smali 
groups that are integrated internally but agressive toward one another 
(Tarkowska, Tarkowski 1990). 

These are pictures of society as a set of competing smali groups, who 
sometimes refer to such values as the Nation or Church and who are 
surrounded by hostile institutions that become domesticated only when 
corrupted. How does this correspond to a picture of society in which the 
leading role is played by a movement called Solidarity? I think that Polish 
solidarity, as a feature of the social structure and not as a movement, has 
some peculiar characteristics. First of all, this is more the solidarity of 
protest against something than solidarity for something. The prevailing 
role of the integrative function of protest was frequently noticed by 
students of Polish reality. Secondly, there still exists solidarity on the two 
extreme levels: macro and micro. The mezzo level, that of social groups 
and organizations is an integrating force only during protests. This level 
is the crucial one for the creation of a market economy and 
parliamentary democracy. The weakness of this mezzo-integration, the 
weakness of the institutional traditions of the associations, the difficulties 
in the creation of organizations from below can be regarded as one of the 
more important constraints to the economic transformation. This means 
that potential interests can emerge only on the micro level, since the 
macro level is dominated by moral values and there are no mezzo 
interests to serve, as the instrument of integration (Rychard 1987a, 
p. 100). This pattern of social integration was enough to destroy the 
communist regime, but it has not been sufficient to create a market 
economy. Finally, three years after the implementation of the program, 
some new tendencies in social self-organization have emerged. They will 
be analyzed in the last chapter of the book. 
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I have described above the limits to the goal of a market 
transformation resulting from the incompatibilities between social 
consciousness and social structure. The way to the objective, i.e. the 
economic program of government, faces similar limits. 

I would like to start with the phenomenon of the social support for 
the politico-economic establishment in the decisive first half of 1990. It 
is quite interesting to see what the relations were between the economic 
performance and the support for individual political figures during the 
first months of the implementation of the economic program. As the 
data in figure 1 show, the social support for the Balcerowicz plan 
decreased as the inflation rate decreased, and as real wages decreased. 
On the other hand, support for Prime Minister Mazowiecki was rather 
stable.21 

Sources of the economic data: (1) Real wages (August 1989 = 100): Polish 
stabilization program after two months (material for Economic Council of Government), 
(2) Monthly inflation rates: Rzeczpospolita, 30 July 1990. Report of the Central 
Statistical Office. 

21 Support for Balcerowicz's program and for Tadeusz Mazowiecki is net support. 
Sources of these data: results of the CBOS surveys published in Serwis informacyjny..., 
1990, no. 8. 

Figure 1. Relation between economic performance and social support 
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Below the highest and slowly decreasing line representing the 
support for Prime Minister Mazowiecki there is a jungle of lines 
representing the changing economic performance and changing 
support for the economic program of Deputy Prime Minister 
Balcerowicz. This is the first impression. 

But behind this first impression there is a certain logic, let 
us say social logic, underlying these results. We see that overcoming 
the inflation did not increase support for the economic program. 
This support, beginning from January, was decreasing, and the 
fall of real wages is correlated with it. This does not mean, of 
course, that the decrease of the inflation rate is the cause of 
the decrease of the support for the program. It means, in my 
opinion, that the gains resulting from the overcoming of inflation 
were perceived as less important than loses caused by the lowering 
of real wages, and, possibly, by unemployment and recession, which 
are not included in the chart. For the popular perception of the 
economic performance the "individual" perspective was of much 
more importance than the systemie one (represented by the inflation 
rate). 

Another important feature of the data presented in figure 1 is that 
there was a weaker connection between the support for T. Mazo­
wiecki and the economic performance than between the support for 
the economic program and the economic performance. Support for 
Mazowiecki was also much higher than support for the economic 
program. This means, in my opinion, that there were two 
dimensions of support. The first one, strongly connected with 
economic performance, was the support, or the weakening of this 
support, resulting from threatened economic interests. This support, 
based on economic interest, was represented by the support for the 
Balcerowicz program. The second source of support was that based 
on moral values, symbols of Solidarity's success, and represented by 
the support for Mazowiecki. This type of support could absorb the 
possible social unrest caused by threatened economic interests as was 
the case during the first months of the implementation of the 
economic program. 

This dual nature of popular support seems to be the crucial feature of 
the first phase of transformation. There is a question how long this 
moral type of support could last without any support based on 
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economic interests or sometimes even in spite of these threatened 
interests. We see that this moral support was slowly decreasing, but 
interest based support was not increasing. This tendency could be 
dangerous if not stopped. The increase of the role of the interest based 
support would mean the real beginning of the second phase of 
post-communism. Some answers to this question will be presented in 
the last chapter of my book. 

The two types of support described above are characteristic of the 
two stages of the economic program: stabilization and reconstruction. 
Moral-based support was sufficient during the first stage, while 
during the second one interests were to stimulate economic 
restructuring. The transition from the first to the second stage 
engenders many tensions and these can be regarded as limits to the 
economic change caused by the type of the program. Below I present 
some of the possible tensions. 

There are two contradictory philosophies of social change embodied 
in the government program. The philosophy of the first stage, 
stabilization, was negative and "from above." Inflation had to be 
overcome and wages decreased, and these goals were to be achieved 
by central decisions rather than by spontaneous social activity 
(Rychard 1991). The philosophy of the second stage is completely 
different. It is positive and "from below." The economy should 
be restructured and the activity of the private business sector is 
to be crucial. "We create the economic system of the resourceful 
(entrepreneurial) people" said the Deputy Prime Minister Balcerowicz 
in the first public announcement of the need for the second stage 
of the program in April, 1990 (Balcerowicz 1990). These two 
contradictory philosophies were presumably necessary, but the 
transition from one to another cannot be easy. 

These philosophies require two different types of social behavior. 
The first one requires a passive personality, which will adapt to the 
Program and tolerate it. This was the nature of the moral-based 
support that was described above. This type of support was very 
effective in the first stage of the economic program, but is not sufficient 
during the next stage. This is supposed to be a stage in which an active 
society should enter the arena of economic life. It has to be a society 
that bases its activity not only on values but first of all on its interests. 
At least two problems arise here. 
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The first one is the ąuestion whether society can be easily transferred 
from the passive to the active state. The assumption that society can 
change itself easily is not justified. It was in the era of communist rule 
when the political elite believed that society can be easily molded. Such 
comparison is, of course, a great oversimplification, but it reflects, in 
my opinion, some elements of the reform paradigm in the designing 
of the present changes. 

The second problem is that according to many opinions there are 
structural limits to the activity of society. The process of 
demonopolization of the economy is starting very slowely, and 
privatization is the long range program. It is still simply very hard for 
people to implement the government's appeal to go and be 
entrepreneurial. The assumption that many of the unemployed will 
become the new class of entrepreneurs (Balcerowicz 1990a) turned out 
to be rather optimistic due to the fact that many private businesses were 
the victims of the recession and that the majority of the unemployed are 
not entrepreneurial in a psychological sense. 

During the first stage of the implementation of the economic 
program there was a consistency between the philosophy of the 
program, the type of popular support and structural conditions. In the 
second stage of the program, an inconsistency among these three 
elements can occur; the active philosophy can collide with the passive 
support and with the weakness of the structural possibilities of 
economic activity. 

After two years of the economic transformation the general popular 
support for changes remained unclear. According to the data gathered 
in September 1991 the results of the Balcerowicz plan for Poland were 
as good as bad in the opinion of 43 percent of the respondents of 
a national sample and more bad than good in the opinion of 35 percent 
of them (Przemiany gospodarcze..., 1991). On the other hand, the 
support for J.K. Bielecki, J. Olszewski, and H. Suchocka as Prime 
Ministers was lower than the exceptionally high support for the first 
non-communist Prime Minister, T.Mazowiecki. After two years the 
general, moral based support for transformation resulting from the 
rejection of communism has declined. This is a normal phenomenon. 

The support for the economic program (represented by the 
acceptance of the Balcerowicz plan) is still differentiated. The question 
arises as to whether this differentiated support is based on interests. 
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There are some signs that interests-based support is emerging very 
slowly (in 1991 the Balcerowicz plan was accepted mainly by groups 
located higher in the social structure) but these are only the first signs. 
The crucial factor here is the restructuring of the economy through 
Pnvatization, which will create real interests. This process is starting 
very slowly. 

As a matter of fact, there is a possibility of the development of active 
economic behavior based on interests, but the problem is that it could 
be directed rather against the economic program. As I wrote with 
L. Kolarska-Bobińska, the success of the economic program depends 
on the functioning of the enterprises and individuals according to its 
rules. But Polish society well knows how to ignore any inconvenient 
rules. This is the reason why through the mechanisms of corruption, the 
second economy and the black market, many rules of the program can 
be avoided (Kolarska-Bobińska and Rychard 1990). Also some wait 
and see passive strategies of the enterprises seem to reflect this 
phenomenon. This limit to the economic transformation results from 
the legacy of spontaneous adaptive processes, which are the universal 
and stable feature of any society. 

Other empirical results also show some peculiarities of the social 
support for the program in early 1990 and after. In early 1990 it was 
rather the program of the young, not the poor and educated persons 
working in the state-owned sector and being members of Solidarity 
("Społeczna ocena..." 1990). We can hypothesize that the support 
for the program was located more in the groups of the intelligentsia 
than in others. Could this mean the continuity of the process 
described earlier, while analyzing the communist-led reforms, that 
the transformation in the beginning of 1990 was more the issue of 
intellectual-political support and not the support given by interests 
groups? From that point of view, the situation would be quite 
similar: both communist-led reforms and the present transformation 
would be promoted mainly by their political supporters. The 
essential difference was in the scope of this support and its 
character. It was much greater in 1990 and based on the moral 
conviction of its necessity, while previous communist-led reforms 
were supported because of political loyalty. 

However, other data show that there are some important changes in 
the social support for the changes as compared between 1988 (the last 
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year of communism) and the end of 1990. In 1988, as I noted earlier, the 
authorities and intelligentsia were perceived to be the most important 
supporters of the economic reform. At the end of 1990 authorities were 
still highly located (although these are completely different authorities, 
non-communist) and - what is more important - the representatives of 
the private sector are perceived to be also one of the main supporters of 
the reform (which was not case two years earlier). This shows some 
beginnings of interest-based support. 

These data inform us also that the support for the economic 
transformation is diversified and the differences among groups are 
quite high. This could mean that there will be no national consensus on 
the program and that its implementation will cause many social 
conflicts. 

* * * 

The future of the Polish economic transformation is very unclear. It is 
facing many limits and some of these limits are created by the 
transformation itself. This is a normal process in which spontaneous 
and directed mechanisms interweave. Each day shows us new 
challenges and limits, but the most important difference between this 
period and the communist one is that now, in spite of many difficulties, 
society can feel that the general direction of change is consistent with its 
aspirations. This is a major opportunity for the transformation. The 
problem is how to nurture this belief and not to waste it. 

Polish society was always very capable of avoiding and neutralizing 
official measures which were not in accord with to its values and 
interests. These "everyday reforms" took the form of the adaptive 
behavior. They still last and can modify the transformation. Their 
sources lie in the communist era when people were trying to substitute 
real reform and real legitimacy by individual adaptation strategies. The 
next chapter is dealing with these phenomena. 



C H A P T E R 3 

ADAPTIVE PROCESSES AND CRISIS 
OF LEGITIMACY 

3.1. BEYOND LEGITIMACY: ADAPTIVE PROCESSES 
DURING THE DECLINE OF COMMUNISM1 

3.1.1. ACTIVE ADAPTATION 

A significant part of literature devoted to the systems and societies of 
"real socialism" contains, in my opinion, a serious gap. It is dominated 
by a picture of systems rejected by society "en masse," the history of 
which was a continuous sequence of rebellions and conflicts. The 
causes and the course of those conflicts have been discerned far more 
successfully than what has happened in the periods between them. The 
assessment presented above has been intentionally exaggerated in order 
to outline the purpose of this chapter more clearly. I am going to search 
in it for an answer to the question why did people "join" amonocentric 
system imposed from above (and often rejected). 

What are the advantages of studying the adaptation processes during 
the decline of communism? They were a substitute for legitimation. 
Although the degree of legitimacy of the system after the downfall of 
communism has risen considerably, there have remained certain 
Problems with legitimation, which sometimes allow us to speak about 
a new form of crisis of legitimation. There have also remained various 
forms of adaptative actions. Discussing these phenomena in the 
subsequent chapters I will therefore refer directly to the concepts and 
conclusions of this chapter. The concept presented here is, in an 
indirect way, a discussion with the totalitarian approach as a way of 
explaining the communist reality. I am proposing here a competitive 

1 The initial version of this chapter was a part of a project "Crisis in Soviet Systems," 
coordinated by Z. Młynar. This chapter is being published for the first time. Some of its 
Preliminary ideas are included in my article "Konflikt i przystosowanie: dwie koncepcje 
ł a d u społecznego w Polsce" in M. Marody and A. Sulek (eds), Rzeczywistość polska 
i sposoby radzenia sobie z nią, Warsaw University, 1987. 
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model of explanation, which accentuates the role of the internal 
dynamics of the former system and its ability to meet with "social 
entrenchment." 

I will present here an outline of a theoretical concept, which could 
explain the sources, forms and conventions of the people's "joining" 
the functioning of this type of institutional system with the example of 
Poland at the end of the 1980's. Thus it is an attempt to answer the 
question about the mechanism stabilizing a monocentric system. 
Empirical studies clearly show that, although the institutional system 
was evaluated rather low, there was, however, something that caused 
this evaluation to be differentiated (positive aspects were perceived as 
well), and which, above all, caused the negative opinion in a "symbolic 
sphere" (i.e. manifested by attitudes) to result less often than it would 
be expected in contesting behavior. 

Hence the main purpose of the work presented here is to identify the 
cementing and stabilizing factors. I should, however, point out at the 
beginning what will not be the subject of this analysis, although it had 
a certain stabilizing effect. I will leave outside this analysis the role of 
Poland's position in the Warsaw Pact, and (in principle) the role of 
repressions and the fears of those repressions. Many people could say: 
what, in that case, is there left to be analyzed and studied, since those 
were the main factors stabilizing the system? Perhaps this is true. But 
I am interested in those stabilizers, which the system had worked out in 
Poland during its history of over 40 years - those which did not consist 
in repressions. This chapter will aim at proving their existence, 
understanding their sources, and showing their functions. 

I will start the analyses with an introductory outline of concepts of 
active adaptation as the most general conceptual framework, in which 
I will analyze the sources of stability. Next I will undertake a discussion 
(theoretical and empirical) with the concepts of legitimation as a way of 
explaining stability. In my conception, rejecting violence as the main 
stabilizer, I similarly ąuestion (or similarly point out significant 
limitations of) the concept of legitimation in explaining the sources of 
stability. In the following part I will attempt to analyze more 
thoroughly the forms of "active adaptation," with a special 
consideration given to the role of values and interests, as well as to the 
role of informal mechanisms. Next I will present an outline of a concept 
generalizing mechanisms of active adaptation, i.e. the concept of 
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a "fourfold system." In the last chapter of this book I will refer to this 
concept, analyzing its usefulness in the description of post-communist 
reality. Naturally, analyzing the adaptation processes, I will also 
discuss the "conditions of moving" from the state of peace to a state of 
social uprising, from adaptation to revolt. Some adaptation 
mechanisms can also be analyzed as initially stabilizing, but secondarily 
and indirectly destabilizing. Theses on that matter will be presented in 
the last part of the chapter. 

In a discussion about adaptive processes, it sometimes seems that 
these are processes in which passive individuals or groups adapt to the 
requirements of their partners (in our case, to the requirements of an 
mstitutional system). I propose a different concept, according to which 
adaptation is understood as an active process, in the course of which 
not only an individual or a group is undergoing transformation, but 
also the "system" is modified by those who are adapting2 (Rychard and 
Sterniczuk 1985, pp. 16-9). I will be interested mainly in those 
adaptation processes which, although they did not always consist in 
aiming at general values of the type of democracy, they caused certain 
modifications of institutional systems. As a result, the real needs and 
values of individuals did not have to be realized solely in the private 
sphere. A specific feature of those adaptive processes was the fact that 
a majority of them occurred not in the people-people, but in the 
People-system relations. People's partners in those processes were not 

2 The processes of a spontaneous modification of the system in the course of adaptive 
actions in Poland were described most thoroughly in the conception of Jadwiga 
Staniszkis (e.g. 1976), who analyzed these phenomena on the level of industrial 
organizations (see also Beksiak 1982, p. 110). Activism as a feature of some individual or 
collective adaptive processes is also emphasized in the works of Koralewicz-Zębik (1983), 
Turski (1985), Sułek (1984), Narojek (1986). The adaptive processes would consist, 
therefore, in a creation of possibilities to realize personal or group goals and aspirations 
within the structure of the existing system. This phenomenon has been described by 
Koralewicz-Zębik (1985) and Wnuk-Lipiński (1985) as a process of "taming" the hostile 
society created from above into a friendly society (mainly - according to the authors 
- through democratization, although they also clearly point to the role of a private sphere 
and smali groups). In foreign literature we could point to the already classical work of 
Selznick (1966) or the work of Crozier and Friedberg (1982). The proposal presented here 
Would belong to the trend of this type of analyses. In Polish literature see also Sterniczuk 
(1984). From among recent works we could also list Marody's (1988) concept of 
'collective sense," or a comprehensive analysis of the functioning of Polish society under 

real socialism (Marody [ed.] 1991). 
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other groups of people (most often), but institutional structures. This 
is a result of structural solutions in the sphere of politics, which gave 
the state structure a certain omnipotence and limited "horizontal" 
relations. W. Narojek (1986) calls this process "putting human 
interaction under state control." This does not mean that horizontal 
relations did not exist. They were important, especially in the periods 
of open phases of conflict (e.g. 1980-81). This only means that I see 
the importance of people-system relations as an indication of identity 
of this type of order, and that I am analyzing adaptation processes 
taking place at this level. The domination of vertical relations over the 
horizontal ones has, moreover, a fundamental significance for the 
forms of adaptative processes. For this means that they always require 
a reference to the system, that these processes and mechanisms exist 
only as long as we discuss them along with their relation to the system. 
Concerning this matter we can see a fundamental difference between 
these processes during the communist and the post-communist periods. 
As the analyses ia the last chapter will show, in the so-called second 
phase of post-communism adaptive processes had mainly a horizontal 
character, and concerned the relations between people (individuals and 
groups), not between people and the institutional system. 

When I am writing about a system, I have in mind a set of 
institutionalized rules of behavior, which mostly have a form of 
specific organizations functioning in the political, economic, 
administrative, and other spheres. Among those rules and 
organizations, the most important was undoubtedly the part which 
referred to the rules of exercising power (therefore, the system 
in a political sense), although analyzing the adaptation processes 
I will often discuss those which existed in the economic sphere 
as well. 

We can view the period of almost 45 years from the end of the 
Second World War as a dramatic time, during which both sides - i.e. 
the "system" and the society - tried to adapt to each other. This means 
that the representatives of government tried to shape the society 
according to their doctrinal and ideological goals, and society, not 
wanting to give up its traditions, culture, and value systems, tried - in 
various ways - t o "adapt" the system to its expectations. I do not mean 
to suggest here that this was a game of two eąual partners: the 
superiority of force and means of influence on the side of the 
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government seems to be obvious. But in this case it is even more 
worthwhile to take into consideration the limited effectiveness of those 
actions of the government in Poland, which were supposed to "build 
socialism." There are various indicators of this limited effectiveness, 
but as the most important among them one could recognize certain 
structural features (e.g. the fundamental significance of private 
ownership of land in agriculture, the role of the Catholic Church in 
Public life) and certain social processes (the continuity of serious 
political conflicts and rebellions directed against methods of governing, 
a certain pluralization of social life). These two sides had not, of course, 
equal possibilities of activity. The system of power, controlling the 
economy and other spheres of life, had at its command as mechanisms 
of influence mainly the control of processes of work and employment 
and the control of political activity, thus making the behavior of classes 
and social strata dependent on the ideal preferred by the doctrine and 
ideology. However, society did not lack influence. The point is that its 
influence was being realized not within the formal structure of the 
system, but usually in spite of it, or "next to it." It often took a shape of 
outbursts of discontent, usually combined with strikes in the state 
industry system. As a result of these open conflicts, some elements of 
the system were undergoing change and started to suit social 
aspirations better. However, usually after those periods there was 
a "comeback:" changes were hampered, and sometimes the structural 
methods were becoming even more "repressive" than they were before 
the moment of outburst. In spite of that, the system was somewhat 
"different" than before the outbreak of conflict, although the degree 
and scope of this difference are not easy to define. 

Apart from violent struggles for change, there were also other, more 
"hidden" mechanisms of adapting "the system to the people." These 
mechanisms functioned during the so-called "normal" periods, i.e. 
without strikes or rebellions. I have in mind here the whole sphere of 
informalities, deviations from official rules of functioning. I have 
described them in the first chapter. 

The analysis of informal processes and phenomena has a certain 
tradition in Polish sociology. For a few years now, there have appeared 
new perspectives in their study. In sociology, the perspective of 
"pathology" has almost disappeared, while a tendency to analyze 
systemie functions of those informalities, and to study their role in 
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micro-arrangements in group life, has started to dominate. These 
problems are being dealt with under different theoretical perspectives.3 

At least two essential features distinguish those theoretical approaches. 
Firstly, their authors assume a various degree of intentionality of the 
government's functioning in allowing the informal processes to form. 
Thus we encounter opinions that the authorities themselves in a way 
"created those informalities" in order to level the ineffective 
functioning "from above" of the created system. There are also 
opinions that those processes were being created spontaneously, and 
were at most tolerated and/or strengthened by the authorities when 
they were propitious to their goals. I am inclined to share this particular 
view. Secondly, the analyses may concentrate on macro-social or 
micro-social results of actions of this type. The subject of analysis in 
this chapter are the macro-social results of this type of phenomena. 

Among the recent works on these problems one should mention the 
analysis of A. Kamiński (1992) who interprets mechanisms of 
corruption as one of the three strategies adopted by the communis state 
regarding society. The first strategy, coercion, has been replaced by 
corruption, which is negative in character. The only positive strategy is 
reform. However, its implementation can be dangerous for the political 
system (Kamiński 1992, pp. 256-59). Although the adaptation 

3 For example, scientists analyzing the industry and the sociology of organization, 
described various types of bargaining and games for adjustment. As an example, we 
could point to the works by Staniszkis (e.g. concept of authodynamics of structures, 
1976), Kurczewski and Frieske (1974), Kolarska-Bobińska (1984), Iwanowska (1982), 
Sterniczuk (1982; 1984), the collective work by Federowicz, Iwanowska and Żukowski 
(1986) presenting the concept of "reciprocal services" as an adaptation mechanism, or 
the works by Federowicz (1992a) and Poleszczuk (1991). The same subject - but not in 
reference to industry, but as an element of the whole order - appears also in the concept, 
introduced by Krzemiński (1984), of a feudalization of the social system in the Gierek 
era. There are also interesting perspectives for analysis of other subjects: of local 
authorities (e.g. the client-patron concept of Tarkowski, 1981), theorelical concepts of 
corruption (Kamiński, 1986), "micro-organizational" and "macro-organizational" 
perspective (mainly Narojek 1982; 1986; Nowak 1979). I should point here as well to the 
analysis of the "economics of daily life," describing informal processes with reference to 
the theory of exchange, by Pawlik (1985). I have in mind also studies of individual and 
collective strategies for "survival" (Marody 1985; 1987), for "innovational adaptation" 
(Turski 1985), or the "reaction to a situation of an outside compulsion" 
(Koralewicz-Zębik 1983; 1985). We could also include here the analyses by Nowak (1984) 
about various ways of going "outside the system." 
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strategies analyzed here are much broader than the corruption 
mechanisms and I do not consider them to be the strategies adopted by 
the state but rather by society I would like to point out Kamiński's idea 
that the corruption has to be studied from the macro perspective. This 
is an important mechanism penetrating the institutional structure of 
the communist order together with two other mechanisms analyzed by 
Kamiński - coercion and reform. 

The concept accepted here does not restrict adaptation processes 
only to informal phenomena. They constituted and still constitute their 
important part, but only a part of them. The next assumption of my 
analysis is thus a conviction that the processes of active adaptation 
often take the forms of informal phenomena, although they can also 
appear as very "formal" processes. 

The concept of active adaptation is, however, in no case 
equivalent to accepting the convention of a game, or the 
"negotiational" convention. Except for short periods in history when 
these categories described real social processes according to their 
original meaning, I do not see their usefulness in the analysis. 
Firstly, as I mentioned before, analysis in these categories assumes 
equality of partners, which was not the case in the Polish situation, 
when one of the partners could change the rules of the game while it 
was being played, could invalidate its results, etc.4 Secondly, the 
convention of a game and negotiations assumes that both players 
have a strategy directed at a positive outcome of the game. I believe 
that both sides played somewhat different "games." The communist 
authorities played for "real socialism," while the people played for 
individual or group self-fulfilment. What I mean is that not always 
at the foundations of a majority of the people's actions modifying 
the system, in the course of active adaptation processes, lay a cons­
cious desire for such modification. Not always was there a conscious 
Policy directed at changing the system, but there was a conscious 
desire to make the system more bearable to oneself (Rychard and 
Szymanderski 1985). These last remarks refer to the so-called normal 
periods, since in the periods of open forms of conflict such 
conscious policy was followed. 

4 M. Crozier and E. Friedberg (1982, p. 111) argue that these conditions are not 
necessary for the game. 
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I would incline to a thesis that in the post-war period both the system 
and society have changed in the course of those twofold adaptation 
processes. 

Referring to the above observations, I would like to stress that I do 
not perceive government-society relations as a process of easy and 
continuous "plastical" shaping of society by an effective and 
purposeful government. Such a view is to me as equally simplified and 
untrue as the opposing view, according to which the relations between 
the two forces were an unending sequence of rebellions, rejections of 
the system by the society, and repressions of that "disobedient society" 
by the authorities. I reject both of these extreme views, for although 
each has some elements of truth, none of them alone touches the 
essence of the problem. It is clear to me that the dynamics of relations 
between the institutional communist system and society should rather 
be perceived as an unstable balance between the desire of the state to 
"etatize society" (a phrase used by Narojek 1986, and Krzemiński 
1984) and the desire of society to "socialize" the state. Both sides used 
different tactics adapting their partner to their visions and ideals, but 
they also adapted themselves and changed in the course of this process.5 

It sometimes also occurred that both sides were giving up part of 
their original goals or had actually modified them. I am inclined to 
suppose that the government gave up its original goals at least a few 
times. I also believe that the authorities gradually became used to the 
thought that in Poland the realization of the "ideological program of 
socialism" will be marked by certain differences, compared to other 
countries of real socialism. These differences - initially only tolerated 
- during some periods were becoming legalized differences, and were 
made into elements of programs (e.g. the slogan of the "Polish road to 
socialism" or the constitutional entry about individual farms). 

What, then, stabilized the system, which was perceived as an element 
in adaptation processes occurring between the government and society? 
As the above analyses indicate, I see the sources of that balance and 
stabilization neither - on the one hand - only (or even mainly) in 
"legitimation," i.e. in a conscious political support, nor - on the other 
hand - only in terror and fear of repressions. What really built that 
unstable balance, was the whole, difficult to define area spreading 

5 In sum, this was a process of "dual dependency," described by W. Adamski (1985). 
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"between" classical legitimation and the terror and fear of repressions. 
Exactly between those boundaries lies most of the above-mentioned 
adaptation processes. These processes sustained the system in spite of 
its low social acceptance. The system had, of course, other, more 
powerful safeguards, resulting from its placement among other 
communist countries and from military alliances. These were 
self-evident. However, to sociologists more interesting seem the 
"internal" stabilizing mechanisms, resulting from the dynamics of 
mutual adjustment processes taking place between the authorities and 
society. This type of balance was socially costly. Lack of alternatives 
and pragmatic adaptation in behavior with a simultaneous lack of 
acceptance in attitudes - these phenomena deepen the divergence 
between the sphere of "thinking" and "acting," between the "private" 
and the "official." However, the essence of real socialism in Poland 
consisted of the existence of such splits and divergences in various 
spheres of life. They were an effect of inconsistency in the normative 
Principles of the system. The analysis of adaptation processes in 
categories of legitimation also points to the existence of those 
incoherences. 

3.1.2. LEGITIMATION AND ADAPTATION: LIMITATIONS AND CHANCES 
OF THE CONCEPT 

Emphasizing the limited usefulness of concepts of legitimation in 
explaining the sources of stability, I am at the same time indicating the 
direction of analysis which I will not follow. This choice, however, 
requires a theoretical and empirical justification. From the discussion 
of limits of this concept will simultaneously emerge more clearly the 
direction of analyses to be developed in the subsequent parts of this 
chapter. 

From the sociological point of view, concepts of legitimation6 are 
a convenient tool for analysis because they create a theoretical 

6 From among Polish authors the following have discussed legitimation with reference 
to the final years of communism in Poland: Staniszkis (1979; 1984), Pańków (1981), 
Jasińska and Siemieńska (1981), Jasińska (1984), Wesołowski and Mach (1983), 
Morawski (1980), Nowak (1984), Mreła (1984), Lamentowicz (1983). We could also 
include here the collective work edited by Rychard and Sułek (1988). 
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framework for the study of processes taking place between political and 
economic systems and the society. It is the legitimacy (or the lack of it) 
which creates a perspective through which the particular strata of the 
society perceive their country. A study of processes of legitimation, 
must therefore mean in practice an analysis of relations between social 
interests and aspirations, and the shape of the system of power. 

Most generally speaking, as a legitimized system we would consider 
a system, in which the conformability of its citizens' behavior to the 
decisions of the governing centers is the result of a normative 
acceptance of the principles creating the legitimacy of the system and 
the decisions resulting from those principles. Thus we can speak about 
legitimation of the political as well as of the economic sphere. We can 
also analyze the degree of legitimation of the social structure 
understood as the degree of acceptation of the rules governing social 
promotion and degradation, rules of attaining various social positions. 
In the general definition given here I have tried to distinguish the 
concept of legitimation from obedience resulting from sources other 
than conscious acceptance - e.g. from fear or from a certain pragmatic 
adaptation. This way we touch one of the theoretical dilemmas. For if 
we restrict the concept of legitimation, it will be easy to defend a thesis 
that the main sources of obedience and stability lie outside of 
legitimation, and that they can often be found in a specific pragmatic 
adaptation resulting from instrumental motives (Mann 1975; Mayntz 
1975). In such a situation we clearly point to limits of the usefulness of 
the concept of legitimation, and it seems reasonable then to speak 
about consent and adaptation (for the purpose of describing those 
pragmatic sources of obedience) rather than legitimation. 

Actually, the discussion presented here refers to this theoretical 
dilemma. The main ąuestion is: did the sources of obedience lie in some 
type of legitimation or rather in a pragmatic adaptation? Here 
I transcend the framework of the perspective of legitimation. I am 
looking for the sources of systemic stability, the sources of "joining" 
the institutional system (Mann 1975). The source of these processes is 
not always legitimation. With such an approach we have a chance, 
then, to define the limits of usefulness of the perspective of legitimation. 
For one could assume that the specifics of the Polish situation meant 
the low degree of legitimacy of the system at the level of rules of 
exercising power, with a simultaneous, more widespread, consent to 
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a number of definite solutions visible in daily life. This type of consent 
created adaptation resulting mainly from pragmatic motives. I will 
attempt to continue this discussion later.7 

Empirical research of the "Poles" series, undertaken in Poland in the 
1980's. convinces that a centralized political system, and in particular 
the hegemonic role of one party, did not possess mass legitimation. The 
percentage of those who supported this model oscillated from 14 
Percent to 28 percent, depending on the way of asking the question 
(Rychard 1985; 1989). Moreover, as I will show in the next chapter, this 
already very weak legitimization underwent an apparent erosion at the 
end of the 1980's. Other studies indicate that a possibility of consent 
appeared at the level of social micro-organization (e.g. in the industrial 
enterprises). A systematic analysis of the perceived sources of 
obedience has demonstrated that Polish society saw those sources less 
often in the democratism of the government, in the charisma of the 
leader (less than 50 percent believed that the majority of people in 
Poland obey the authorities; in fact, 45 percent did obey), and more 
often in negative-pragmatic factors and in the legality of the 
government. The first three motives of obedience mentioned were: fear 
of punishment, advantages in daily life, and belief in the legality of the 
government (all three were chosen by over 70 percent of those 
respondents who believed that people are obedient, [Rychard and 
Szymanderski 1986]). Thus it was a peculiar conglomerate of negative, 

7 Distinguishing between the political-ideological sphere and the practical-pragmatic 
one already has a certain tradition in Poland (e.g. Lamentowicz 1982; Wesołowski and 
Mach 1983, 1986; Nowak 1984, the concept of "consent" of Morawski 1980, or the 
concept of legitimization included in the works by Staniszkis, e.g. 1979). Relationships 
between these types of legitimization have been discussed in various ways. It has been 
noted that one type of legitimization can substitute the lack of legitimization of another 
type, but only to a certain degree (e.g. Tarkowski, 1988), that political legitimization can 
hamper the building-up of a revolutionary situation as a result of decreased level of 
satisfying the needs (Pacewicz 1983, p. 173). Some argue that also the legitimization of 
the pragmatic type cannot take place without "doctrinal grounds" which, although 
originally of electic character, in the period of stabilization of the new system is 
increasingly being perceived as more uniform (Wesołowski and Mach 1986, p. 23). 
Foreign authors point to the increasing role of pragmatic legitimization as the political 
order stabilizes (e.g. the concept of the system's "normalizing" of Heller 1982, or the role 
of paternalism in legitimization: Feher 1982). The role of pragmatic factors was also 
described by Markus (1982) in his concept of the "overt and covert" types of 
legitimization, and by Mann (1977) in the categories of "institutional fit." 
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pragmatic, and legitimizational factors (other elements of legiti-
mization were mentioned less often, among them the democratism of 
elections, and trust in the leader the least). 

To the largest groups of respondents among those convinced about 
obedience to the authorities, this obedience resulted from the fear of 
repressions, from expecting advantages in the daily life, and from the 
legality of the government. Legality was mentioned quite often, despite 
the relatively low popularity of the view on a democratic procedure of 
election. To some respondents, then, the legality did not have to be an 
effect of the democratic procedure of electing the government. 

These results can be seen as a partial confirmation of the hypothesis 
on the role of extra-legitimizational "stabilizers" in the social system 
(partial - because some elements of legitimization, e.g. legality, scored 
high, while some extra-legitimizational, e.g. geopolitics, relatively 
lower). They remain in concordance with theoretical concepts 
describing the reality of the countries of real socialism. One could 
assume that they confirm a more general regularity as well: after all, 
M. Mann's concept regarding "institutional fit" (1975), or the work by 
R. Mayntz (1975) on the sources of stability other than legitimation, 
referred to the western realities. The phenomena of the "deficit of 
legitimation" and of the substitutional character of other stabilizers 
would have, therefore, a more universal character, though, of course, 
the sources of the lack of legitimation in the two systems would be 
totally different. 

The results of studies indicate moreover that the conviction about 
the importance of pragmatic sources of adaptation was significantly 
less dependent on the declared political views than was the conviction 
about legitimizational sources of obedience. Thus one could advance 
a thesis that adaptation was (is?) in some sense apolitical, which means 
that both the advocates and the opponents of the existing institutions in 
the system of power could agree on the fact that the system was based on 
the extra-legitimizational sources of stability. Going further, one could 
assume that both the advocates and the opponents of the political 
system could accept the adaptation mechanism and use it in practice in 
daily life. 

The results of various studies, being referred to here, confirm, 
therefore, the rightness of the initial assumption of the research 
consisting in separating the sphere of legitimation and the sphere of 
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adaptation. Such separation allows for advancing theses on political 
delegitimization and on a simultaneous adaptation as a structural 
factor describing the relations between the "system" and society. The 
analytical step of separating both spheres of phenomena does not 
mean, of course, that we cannot speak about interrelations between 
them. The lack of possibility of pragmatic adaptation (consisting in, for 
exarnple, satisfying material needs) can be a factor additionally 
delegitimizing the political sphere (on that matter see, for example, 
Pacewicz 1983, p. 173). This was, it seems, a process occurring in 
Poland, where references to economic needs were often used as means 
to legitimize the government (Tarkowski 1988), while inability to 
satisfy those needs deepened the deficit of political legitimization. 

The next part of my deliberation, although it concerns mainly the 
analysis of certain adaptive processes, will include theses on the 
interdependence of various spheres, or the levels of adaptation and 
legitimization. 

3.l.3. ACTIVE ADAPTATION: AN ATTEMPT TO SPECIFY 
THE PHENOMENON 

The initial characteristic of processes of "active adaptation," presented 
in the first part of the chapter, included some of their features, which 
I would like to present here in a more ordered manner. Although I am 
describing here processes functioning in real socialism, many of them, 
as the analyses in the subsequent chapters will show, have survived the 
downfall of the system. 

Firstly, these processes are characterized by the fact that they always 
take place between society and the system. As I wrote before, it is more 
often a relation towards institutional structures than a relation towards 
other people. 

Secondly, these processes have an active character, which means that 
adaptation did not consist solely in a plastical transformation of the 
adapting individuals, but also in a modification of the system, in its 
"redefining" in the course of adaptation.8 Activism is, therefore, 

8 The analyses of Ph. Selznick have shown this in an already classical way. He wrote: 
"— our search for the meaning and significance of the grass-roots policy verifies the 
hypothesis that the channelling of administrative responsibilities through previously 
existing institutions results in conseąuences for the role and character of the initiator 
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understood here as a characteristic of both "sides" of the adaptation 
process: the people and the system. 

Thirdly, modifications of the system as a result of adaptive actions are 
characterized by a various degree of intentionality. Among them there are 
those which are undertaken with the intention of a conscious change of 
the system, its modification even in the micro dimension, or at least they 
are accompanied by a reflection, an awareness of this modification. There 
are also those among which a desire for such modification does not exist, 
which is forming as an unintended consequence, and the only intention 
here is "making it" individually or as a group (Rychard and 
Szymanderski 1986). A thesis could be advanced here that the higher the 
degree to which we are dealing with adaptation processes motivated by 
axiology or political interests, the more apparent is that intentionality. 
Such processes which concern the sphere of material interests usually do 
not have any modifying intention (although this is not a rule). At the same 
time, "transformations" taking place within the society are usually the 
effect of conscious systemic pursuits resulting from the ideological 
program, although they are not always effective and some of them were 
given up by the government. On the whole, this two-way process means 
that the "system" consciously wanted to change the society, while in effect 
the "society" (not always consciously) changed the system. 

Fourthly - and this is a feature directly related to the previous one 
- the adaptation processes in the sense being developed here, although 
they describe the behavior of large groups of people, usually do not 
play the role of integrating people during those actions. Most often, 
individuals act during those processes exactly as individuals. 
Integration is practically limited to smali groups (e.g. certain types of 
"micro-arrangements," in which individuals are aware of being a part 
of the arrangement, which creates the "esprit de corps" of such 
a group). I believe that these processes do not generate integration on 
a mass scale, e.g. that of class. W. Narojek (1986) has advanced a thesis 
that the adaptive behavior motivated pragmatically has an 

which were not anticipated by the formal theory or doctrine" (Selznick 1966, p. 184).This 
"activism" takes place through various types of mechanism of cooption (see also the 
analyses by Kamiński 1976, p. 156, in which he emphasizes adaptation of the system to 
the external interests as a result of informal cooption. Crozier and Friedberg (1982) 
clearly point out the activism of an "actor" directed toward the "system," describing 
these relations in the categories of game. 

J 
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individualistic character. However, in his work he analyzes 
group-making phenomena forming during the course of processes of 
this type. Thus, if I assume here that the discussed adaptive processes 
do not have a group-making character, then maintaining this position 
is possible on the grounds of such a concept of a group when it is 
perceived as an entity aware of its group character and when, in 
principle, groups are being discussed in the micro-social sense. 

Fifthly - these processes fulfil dual functions. On the one hand 
they stabilize the existing institutional order by the fact that they 
make the realization of individual and group interests possible. This 
is, after all, an almost definitional feature of all adaptation 
Processes. On the other hand, some of their forms can disintegrate 
society (e.g. second economy), produce a destabilizing effect 
(numerous pathological phenomena fulfilling "adaptive" 
functions), or create a favorable climate for an outburst of social 
discontent (when these processes are grounded in an ineffective 
economy and the system lacks other stabilizers, e.g. political 
legitimization). 

The features of the adaptation processes presented above describe 
their functioning in so-called normal situations, i.e. in the periods of 
hidden phases of conflict. When the conflict enters its open phase, the 
individual adaptation processes change into collective actions, 
integrating large groups of people, undertaken with a conscious 
intention to reform the system. I will discuss some of the conditions of 
the transition from the state of adaptation to the state of rebellion in 
the subsequent part of the chapter. 

The sources of these processes thus understood are sometimes seen in 
the divergence between the interests, aspirations, and values of the 
society and the shape of the system (e.g. Sharlet 1984; Adamski 1985). 
This divergence generates social tensions, which result in attempts 
action: of the government wanting to adapt society to its conceptions, 
and of society wanting to adapt the institutional system to its 
conceptions. 

In order to characterize the nature of adaptation processes more 
precisely we should consider the fact that this divergence is different at 
different levels of the system. On the basis of concepts and results of 
studies done in industry (Rychard 1987d), confirmed later in mass 
representative research, I have advanced a thesis on three levels at 
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which we can analyze the degree of legitimacy of the existing system: 
ideological, institutional, andbehavioral (pragmatic).9 

The multi-tiered character of the phenomenon of legitimacy consists 
in the fact that the ideology of the system and its main slogans were 
relatively more accepted socially than the institutional solutions, 
especially those concerning the political sphere (as the results of the 
studies mentioned above indicate). Still, at the third, behavioral, leveł, 
people's behavior was often (except for the periods of rebellion) 
acquiescent to the "systemic requirements," but not because of their 
normative acceptance, but rather because of pragmatic adaptation. In 
effect, the system was to some degree (and to a certain moment) 
legitimized "ideologically," accepted "behaviorally," and the area of 
the deepest "deficit" of legitimacy was the middle level: of the 
institutional structure. 

9 The interpretation of legitimization accepted here, referring to the classical concepts 
of M. Weber and using my earlier analyses based on empirical studies, accentuates two 
aspects of legitimization: subjective and objective. On one side there is the existence of 
belief and claims to legitimacy. On the other, we are dealing with objective norms (e.g. 
"to each according to his work done"), institutional rules (e.g. "governing role of the 
party"), and behavior. This objective sphere can be a subject of claims to legitimacy or 
can be endowed with belief. We could say that this objective sphere legitimizes the system 
through the fact that it simultaneously defines and justifies the rules of people's 
participation in the functioning of the system. According to the reasoning accepted here, 
the objective sphere legitimizing the system exists at three distinct levels of social reality: 
ideological, institutional, and behavioral. As the results of empirical studies indicate, the 
degree of legitimation of these three levels is perceived differently by public opinion. Let 
us add that the ideological level fulfils in this distinction dual functions. On one hand it 
one of the three areas being legitimized, on the other it supplies the lower levels 
- institutional and behavioral - with legitimizing norms. For example, the principle 
included in this level "to each according to his work done" can be analyzed as a norm 
which itself is legitimized or not, and it can be analyzed as a norm which is supposed to 
legitimize institutionalized rules of distribution of goods, existing at the second level. 

On the whole, then, we speak about legitimization when there exist the ruling and the 
ruled (according to M. Weber, legitimization always refers to systems of domination, see 
e.g. Weber, 1978, pp. 952-55) and some spheres of reality (e.g. the three levels distinguished 
by me) - this is the objective side of the phenomenon. The rulers advance claims to 
legitimacy regarding particular spheres of reality, and the ruled endow these spheres with 
legitimizational beliefs - and this the subjective side of the phenomenon. I abstract here 
from the sources of legitimizational belief. In an ideal situation of full legitimacy there is 
a balance between legitimizational clamis and belief regarding each of the three levels of 
reality. However, as observation and results of studies indicate, in Poland such balance did 
not exist. Distinguishing the three levels, at which we can analyze legitimacy, allows 




