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Democra� c Transi� on in Taiwan and in Hungary1

Regional Developments of Democra� za� on and Civil Society: 
Transi� on, Consolida� on, Hybridiza� on, Globaliza� on

Máté Szabó 

Abstract
Diff erent star� ng points, similar processes and diff eren� ated outcomes need to be iden� fi ed 
when comparing East Central Europe and East and South Asia. They share similar global 
challenges and regional pa� erns of democra� za� on and crises. East Central Europe was 
economically marginalized during the Communist period in the world economy, whereas 
some parts of Asia were well integrated in the global economy under authoritarian rule. 
Europeaniza� on, and a favourable external environment helped former Communist countries 
oriented towards Western-type rule of law and democracy. Other external factors helped Third 
Wave democracies in Asia, especially South Korea and Taiwan, led by American and other 
global economic, military and cultural partnerships to develop their human rights culture and 
democracy while facing their totalitarian counterparts such as China and North Korea. The 
very diff erent posi� ons Taiwan and Hungary have in their respec� ve regions are based upon 
diff erent capaci� es to transform management since 1988-89. Taiwan could preserve its leading 
role and stable democracy despite threats to its sovereignty from China. Hungary never had 
such an infl uen� al confl ict partner and received security and welfare partnership from the EU 
which Taiwan did not have. Taiwan’s security condi� ons were less, yet economic and social 
condi� ons were more favourable for democra� za� on than in Hungary. Hungary had a leading 
posi� on in the democra� za� on processes during the post-communist transi� on which was 
lost during the crisis and confl icts of the last decade since 2006 and especially since 2010. It 
can be stated that Western global concepts of democra� za� on help to iden� fy similari� es 
and diff erences, comparing stronger and weaker factors of democra� c transi� ons in Asia and 
Europe under Third Wave democracies.
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Introduc� on

Carothers (2002) seminal work on the farewell to the transi� on paradigm started a new era 
of studies on the mul� ple alterna� ves of the third wave transi� ons. Literature on illiberal 
tendencies, hybridiza� on and new authoritarianism resulted in a much-debated new approach. 
A few analysts, such as Ekiert (2011), Carothers and Brechenmacher (2014), Krasztev-Til 
(2015), Whitehead (2016), tried to make conclusions on the challenges of the crisis for post-
authoritarian and post-communist civil socie� es. However, Dahrendorf (1990) made clear 
that the new civil society and its poli� cal culture maturity would emerge a� er a long and 
confl ict-ridden period with the establishment of new cons� tu� onalism, a poli� cal system and 
market economy.  Linz and Stepan (1996) refl ected that civil society was the prerequisite of 
democra� c consolida� on embedded in the framework of democracy, the market economy, 
and the new rule of law. An embedded complex of democracy and rela� ons to civil society 
was the precondi� on for the democra� c stabiliza� on and consolida� on defi ned by Wolfgang 
Merkel (1994). The literature shows that a� er the global civil society enthusiasm of the 2nd 
millennium, a more self-cri� cal and self-refl exive approach appeared focusing on the eff ects 
of the economic and poli� cal crises on civic development (Berg-Schlosser 2015, Shin and Kim 
2016) which will be refl ected in this paper.

Transi� on literature based upon Southern European and South American tendencies is elite-
centered. Later, the analysis of East Asian and Eastern European transi� ons, mainly the 
la� er, focused on civil society (della Porta 2016). When discussing democra� c progress, it is 
important to diff eren� ate between the concepts of “liberaliza� on”, “democra� c transi� on” 
and “democra� c consolida� on.” For Juan J. Linz and Alfred Stepan (1996), the fi rst indicates a 
non-democra� c state with a mix of policy and social changes, such as less media censorship 
and the tolera� on of opposi� on; the second indicates free compe� � ve elec� ons; and the last 
indicates that democracy has behaviourally, a�  tudinally and cons� tu� onally become “the only 
game in town.” They proposed fi ve necessary arenas for working defi ni� ons of consolidated 
democracy: civil society, poli� cal society, rule of law, usable bureaucracy, and economic 
society (Linz and Stepan 1996:1-11). Consequently, we will adopt the abovemen� oned criteria 
for discussion for two reasons: 1) for its comprehensive theore� cal coherence; 2) for the 
possibility to dynamically and strictly assess the progress and regression of consolida� on. For 
Linz and Stepan, civil society refers to the polity where self-organizing groups, movements 
and individuals, rela� vely autonomous from the state, a� empt to ar� culate values, create 
associa� ons, and advance their interests. Thus, in this arena, they reckoned that the primary 
organizing principle would be “freedom of associa� on and communica� on”; furthermore, 
“the rule of law” which might establish legal guarantees would be one of necessary supports 
from other arenas (Linz & Stepan 1996:7, 14). 

As analysis of civil society development in former communist countries has shown, a 
diff eren� ated social map of new civil socie� es emerged (Ekiert and Kubik 2014, Bába 2016, 
Ekiert and Foa 2011, 2017). Eastern and Central Europe were close to European models; 
post-Soviet Russia and Central Asian regions closer to new authoritarianism. In the process 
of EU accession, the East Central European and the Bal� c regions made progress in following 
European and global models. The risks of the democra� za� on processes were stressed in the 
transi� on literature against the evolu� on-progress-based strict stage models (Schmi� er and 
Schneider 2014). Issues of hybridiza� on were discussed, especially related to the mul� plicity 
of forms of poli� cal par� cipa� on and of poli� cal confl ict-solving (Morlino 2009, Levitsky and 
Way 2010).  For a long � me, East Central Europe was seen as a success story compared to 
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other regions (Merkel 2010.). However, problems of consolida� on, and recent economic and 
poli� cal crises produced counter-tendencies to democra� c consolida� on in Hungary and 
elsewhere (Ekiert 2011). Hybridiza� on, illiberal tendencies endanger pluralism and tolerance, 
core values of old and new civil socie� es, weakening of the rule of law with governmental 
interven� on against the autonomy of civil society (Bozóki and Hegedűs 2017).
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Eastern and Central Europe: 
A Transi� on towards European Civil Society? 

In Poland, the mass movement Solidarity, in Czechoslovakia the small intellectual network 
Charta 77, and in Hungary diff erent networks of cri� cal intellectuals ar� culated the demands 
of civil society (Bába 2016). Na� onal autonomy and independence opened for civil society 
within the policy of the individual communist countries but was limited by Soviet interven� on 
in Hungary 1956, Czechoslovakia 1968, and the Soviet-supported Polish military takeover 
in Poland 1981, and Russia/SU maintained the forced integra� on in of the former ‘socialist’ 
countries. 

The crisis of the planned economy, centralized one-party rule, and interna� onal, East-West 
confl icts opened more possibili� es for autonomous “na� onal” policies within the Eastern bloc 
in the 1970s and 1980s. The general trend in East Central Europe was the using of the poli� cal 
space by the communist elite to gain popular support by formula� ng autonomous foreign and 
domes� c policies. There were some experimental openings towards civil society in Hungary 
and Poland (Arato 1992, Frentzel-Zagórska 1990), but authoritarian pa� erns were reinforced 
and civil society survived in a catacomb existence. The liberaliza� on processes in Poland and 
Hungary opened up poli� cal spaces for the development of civil society and poli� cal opposi� on 
(Falk 2003).

The legacy of the past, of pre-communist and an� -communist civil society played a role from the 
beginning.  Social solidarity, Chris� an and Catholic social and moral values, na� onal tradi� ons 
and democra� c aspira� ons could establish strong civil society as a mobilizing force in Poland 
through the 1980s (Ekiert and Kubik 2014). Their organiza� onal and symbolic unity in Solidarity 
(Ekiert 1996) was not, however, preserved in the framework of pluralist democracy a� er 1989. 
Strong organiza� onal unity even hindered the development and diff eren� a� on of a mul� -
party system. Compared with Poland, since 1956 there was considerable poli� cal stability in 
Hungary (Tőkés 1996). Kádárist policy opened up possibili� es for the second economy, and 
forma� on of civil society. A much less poli� cized civil society emerged this way in Hungary than 
in Poland (Michta 1997, Miszlivetz 1999, Renwick 2014). Fragmenta� on and diff eren� a� on of 
intellectual opposi� on groups and circles developed already before the system transforma� on, 
and their possibili� es for poli� cal bargaining with reformers of the Hungarian Socialist Workers 
Party were much greater than in Poland. No huge waves of repressions like” marshal law” in 
Poland were imposed in Hungary since 1956 revolu� on and its a� ermath. Thus, no “umbrella 
organiza� on” represen� ng na� onal solidarity could be established, only the temporary unity 
of opposi� on groups for bargaining with communists at a “Round Table” as only transitory 
coopera� on existed (Tőkés 1996).

Protest movements and civic organiza� ons emerged as leading forces of the democra� c 
breakthrough from 1988-1990. The resurrec� on of civil society development, self-organizing, 
“bo� om up” approaches, new groups of elites and their compe� � on, new organiza� onal 
forms gave a fast shape to the civic sphere, emerged from the former “catacomb” networks of 
na� on-wide mass mobiliza� ons that reshaped the state and society (Arato 1992). united civil 
society will be fragmented by movements and counter-movements mobilized. 

During the phases of system transforma� on, the change of the social-poli� cal subjects 
occurred. Social movements mobilized by crisis and protest set up transitory coali� ons with 
temporary organiza� onal consequences. The emergence of party systems is important for 
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ins� tu� onaliza� on (Dawisha and Parrot 1997). With the free elec� ons, the distribu� on of 
power and formula� on of na� onal policy concluded in the setup of new ins� tu� onal structures 
that represented “na� onal” interest within pluralis� c, confl ict-based modern society. Civil 
society with its networks was established on the basis of the new economy, cons� tu� onalism, 
rule of law, regional and global networking. Associa� ons, founda� ons, and diff erent types of 
NGO’s networks were established. Civic ac� vism progressively developed in the respec� ve 
countries when not hindered by war, ethnic confl ict or authoritarianism.

The processes of system transforma� on in East Central Europe had similar dynamics, but also 
considerable diff erences. There are some common elements based on common historical and 
cultural heritage and geography, economic and social � es to Western Europe in this region, if 
we compare this dynamic with the post-communist development in the Balkans and former 
Soviet Union. Some of the important dis� nc� ve features in East Central Europe was the absence 
of violent ethnic and territorial confl icts, which followed the dissolu� on of mul� -ethnic federal 
states, like the Soviet Union and Yugoslavia. Despite the fact that territorial- based ethnic 
minori� es do exist, they do not provoke violent mobiliza� on of majori� es, or do not serve 
as star� ng points for such kind of mobiliza� ons. Ethnic violence seems to be under control 
in this region, where new poli� cal ins� tu� ons, cons� tu� onal framework and poli� cal par� es 
are used as accepted channels for the distribu� on of power. The Europeanisa� on process, the 
dynamics of European integra� on and its eff ects produced a largely suppor� ve trend for the 
development of East and Central European civil society.

The interna� onal, as well global and regional dimension of democra� za� on were obvious 
within the revitaliza� on of civil society. Interna� onal organiza� ons and foreign governments 
became main supporters – the new capitalists were less involved in philanthropy in a new 
market system. While government support was rare during transforma� on to a market 
economy, NGOs did not par� cularly seek government support anyway. So the scarcity of 
internal resources is one reason why foreign, especially interna� onal and Western aid, was 
and is so important for the new NGO sector in the new EU member countries (Jensen and 
Miszlivetz 2006). 
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Transi� on, Consolida� on and Civil Society in East 
Asia

A general star� ng point of discussion is if the democra� c transi� ons in Asia could at all be 
interpreted with the same theore� cal concepts as democra� c transi� ons all over the world 
and especially in Eastern and Central Europe (Co� on 1997, Shin-Kim 2016). Already in the 
1990s, the research on democra� c consolida� on seriously ques� oned East Asian Third Wave 
democracies, with diff eren� ated arguments that remain relevant today. Against homogenizing 
approaches, a regional analysis of limits and achievements of democra� za� on was proposed, 
which is s� ll in elabora� on. The Western-style pluralist “opposi� on” as an important agent 
and actor against the authoritarian regime was apparently a less marked phenomena than in 
Southern and Eastern Europe.  The blooming economy under benevolent authoritarian rule 
(Taiwan, South Korea, Singapore) established more openness to the authoritarian past than in 
Eastern Europe or South America.

However, there are many aspects which validate the comparison of post-authoritarian Asian 
countries and the East Central European, and wider post-communist EU member states, based 
on the following shared problems:

• Struggling with the past

• Lack and weaknesses of a human rights culture

• Instability of cons� tu� onalism and human rights regimes a� er transi� on

• Tendencies of economic and fi nancial crisis 

• External factors, such as authoritarian or civic neighbourhood, local confl icts and tensions, 
waves of migra� on  

This research paper tries to explore the alterna� ve ways of civic engagement and par� sanship, 
development of civil society and the sustainability of the achievements of civic development 
(Schack-Hudson 2003, Alagappa 2004, Broadabent and Brockman 2011).  The two regions are 
dis� nct from each other, in geography and in cultural tradi� ons, but they are bound by global 
networks. In this sense, they are both divided and integrated by the eff ects of globaliza� on. 
In both regions, a wide range of literature has established some focal points as characteris� c 
for each region. In East and Central Europe, there is the tradi� on of planned economy, the 
need to rebuild the market economy a� er Communism, the chances of European networking, 
extended welfare services, tradi� ons of interwar developments (Dawisha and Parrot 1997). In 
Asia, there is the integra� on into the global economy, the success of economic development 
under authoritarian rule, the challenges of the un-refl ected authoritarian past, civil-military 
rela� ons, rela� ons of ancient Asian culture and religion to Western-based global human rights 
values and concepts (Diamond and Pla� ner 1998, Mc Allister 2016, Croissant 2017). 

D.C. Shin (2008) and F. Fukuyama (2012) and others set a network of analy� cal aspects for the 
interpreta� on of problems and achievements of new democracies of East and South East Asia 
related to the third wave and follow up consolida� on:

 – East Asia is a region where the Third Wave of democra� za� on could not reach sustainable 
results, and diff erent tendencies to illiberal democracies are documented.
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 – Some of the important authoritarian regimes are located there especially China, North 
Korea, Vietnam (and Russia nearby).

 – China is tradi� onally the core state of reference of Asian civiliza� ons.

 – Authoritarian-capitalist states as China, Vietnam and especially Singapore maintain an 
alterna� ve to democracy with high opportunity costs and support authoritarian nostalgia 
to former developmental authoritarian regimes.

 – There is no regional organiza� on for implemen� ng human rights and democra� c values as 
effi  cient as the EU; ASEAN has no or a much weaker profi le and character. 

 – Benevolent authoritarian dictatorships have a long tradi� on in the region from ancient to 
modern � mes.

 – Economic success, well-being, and development are associated with the contemporary 
realm of some authoritarian regimes (“China-factor”, Singapore as a success story).

 – Tradi� onal value systems, “Asian values” of Confucianism, have a contemporary infl uence 
which has a diff eren� ated character related to Western-type human rights and democracy 
concepts.

 – Civil society is much less developed and later developed than the authoritarian-bureaucra� c 
developmental state. 

 – Poli� cal culture has a “hybrid” character within the region involving authoritarian, an� -
liberal as well as democra� c and liberal elements.

 – There is no general, regional consent on the “rules of the game” of the polity as in the EU. 

 –  The persistence of the idea of benevolent authoritarian rulers, and a need for “strong 
men” as top leaders.

 – Less sensibility than in pluralist US-Europe-based systems towards media control.

 – The weak-rootedness of party systems that would need longer experience of periodic 
elec� ons.

 – Weak civil society, but new types of poli� cal mobiliza� ons in the new civic culture; living 
together with deeply rooted tradi� onal forms of legi� macy.

 – The narrow, Schumpeterian concept of electoral democracy spread out and stabilized as a 
star� ng point to further democra� za� on.

Japan, South Korea and Taiwan are countries where liberal democracy is preserved for the long 
run, but with the help of majoritarian electoral systems, hegemonic or two-party systems, and 
strong pictures of enemies among the authoritarian states of China and North Korea. Here the 
development of the middle classes, mobiliza� on of civil society and value changes towards the 
rule of law and democracy helped to consolidate democra� c regimes, however not without 
serious problems.  In other cases, cycles of crises annulled or hybridized democra� c regimes, 
as in the case of the Philippines or Thailand (Croissant 2017).

All these trends and pa� erns are not very far from the ones from Eastern Europe of the 
1990s. The rejec� on of the “ancient regime”, Communist regime was more radical, as well 
as the discon� nua� on of the Communist planned economy and system of scarcity which 
was le�  behind with transi� on in Eastern Europe. Meanwhile urbaniza� on, moderniza� on, 
even globaliza� on of fast growing and innova� ve economies characterised the authoritarian 
developmental dictatorships of Taiwan, South Korea or Singapore. In Southern Europe this 
aspect is more similar to East Asia, meaning that no radical change of property and economic 
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rela� ons occurred with democra� za� on, at least not so deep as in the former Communist 
countries2.

There was more op� mis� c forecas� ng for the region of East and Central Europe at the � me 
that was based very much on the external framework, the perspec� ve of EU-accession and 
Western aid, as well as the hopes for the newly emerging market economies. The EU-accession 
and the process of Europeaniza� on helped to fi nd consent among the groups of the poli� cal 
elite, and Europeaniza� on seemed to have a great perspec� ve which infl uenced the new 
democracies and market economies of Eastern Europe, despite the confl icts that emerged 
from the dissolu� on of the former Yugoslavia. 

On the contrary, the common denominator for East and South East Asian new democracies 
was less transparent, and the development of ASEAN never provided a similar dynamic to 
the Europeaniza� on process. On the global level, China was an emerging actor, and the US 
supported democra� za� on and consolida� on processes in the region but not with the same 
intensity and engagement in every country but according to the regional interests of US foreign 
policy. The consolida� on of Japan, Taiwan and South Korea, who are evaluated as stable free 
and liberal democracies, is partly due to the American presence and support based upon the 
security problems and confl icts concentrated in these countries with powerful enemies on the 
“other side” (Larry Diamond 1997, Shin-Kim 2016, Mc Allister 2016, Croissant 2017).

The Third wave produced a “muddling through” of unconsolidated systems, and an ar� cula� on 
of a “reverse wave” against democra� za� on can be documented and observed in the region.  
According to Larry Diamond (1997, 1998, 2014), the role and importance of external factors 
and their conducive interplay with internal factors is the key to the consolida� on of Taiwan 
and South Korea. Their role within the global economy, internal economic and technology 
development and its eff ect on the social structure, produce a unique “Westerniza� on”, as well 
as their role in Asian security and general policy of the US, e.g., their “geopoli� cal” situa� on.3

Consolida� on discussions emphasized the wide range of “democracy promo� on” (Carothers 
2015) in the form of diff eren� ated resources, what Eastern Europe enjoyed was targeted 

2  The prospects for the consolida� on were rather moderate as stated here: 
“In short, where democra� c consolida� on has been proceeding, it has not always established the condi� ons that 
are fundamental for the reproduc� on for a Western-style democracy. Finally, the present era (end of the 90’s-SzM) 
may not be as favourable to democra� za� on as the la� er part of the 1980’s was. In par� cular, the impera� ves of 
globaliza� on may reduce the a� rac� veness of democracy” (Co� on, 116).

3 ”With the reunifi ca� on of Germany, these two democracies (Taiwan and South Korea) are now 
unique in their status as divided countries, facing threats to their very existence  from communist regimes of 
the same na� onality that claim sovereignty over them.  … The resul� ng threats to the na� onal security of the 
two democracies have slowed eff orts to democra� ze civil-military rela� ons and to dismantle the ves� ges of 
authoritarian na� onal – security laws and structures. At the same � me, the quest for interna� onal legi� macy and 
Western(especially U.S.) support have driven forward the processes of democra� za� on in many other respects…
The dilemma is par� cularly acute for Taiwan , given mainland China’ s economic dynamism and substan� ally 
greater size and power. Yet precisely because Taiwan is so threatened-and by one of the world’s most authoritarian 
states-democracy has become a resource and a legi� ma� ng symbol in its quest for an accepted place in world 
aff airs (Diamond XXXIV-XXXV)“…The export dependence of Korea and Taiwan has pushed poli� cal development 
in a democra� c direc� on. Closer economic and poli� cal integra� on with the advanced industrial democracies”…
”will become virtually impossible if these two countries cannot implement and maintain democra� c systems. At 
the same � me, however, middle classes aware of the need for socioeconomic stability to maintain interna� onal 
compe� � veness have not been sympathe� c to militant mobiliza� on by labour and other organized groups. Thus 
the high degree of involvement in the world economy also generates a bias for stability and modera� on that tends 
to limit the poten� al for polarizing confl ict over socioeconomic issues…”(XXXV) (Larry Diamond 1997).
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by developed democracies from Western Europe and elsewhere. This kind of help reached 
the East and South Asian countries rather in form of established or long established cultural 
and educa� onal exchange, mainly from the US, Canada and Australia, and less from Western 
Europe. Strengthening party systems, civil socie� es, public media discourse, the inclusion 
of passive subjects into poli� cal mobiliza� on, were similar challenges as in East and Central 
Europe, but the diff erent structures of pre-democra� c authoritarian regimes demanded 
diff erent strategies and concepts. Moreover, global structures (like global human rights regime 
of the UN made similar challenges to the rule of law, legal culture and ins� tu� onal reform 
established or re-established a� er the Cold War) in the two regions. The introduc� on of new 
ins� tu� ons and the growing of a new culture of human rights presupposes civic ac� vism by 
human rights ini� a� ves which were developing a� er transi� on in both regions. However, civic 
ac� vism has a diff eren� ated profi le in both regions. The Asian values of collec� vism, public 
good orienta� on, acceptance of authority, and “communitarianism” are missing in East and 
Central Europe, where the pseudo-collec� vism of Communism opened space for individualism, 
a lack of trust in ins� tu� ons and communi� es and neglect of the public good (Hankiss 1990). 

Philippe C. Schmi� er (1997) made a clear and systema� c diff eren� a� on of civil society in 
the East and the West. He stressed that diff usion of Western civil society to Asia, by way of 
colonializa� on, cultural globaliza� on and economic � es as well as migra� on (Chinese, Korean, 
Taiwanese etc. communi� es in the US, Australia, Europe). He men� oned the possible ini� a� ng 
and implemen� ng role of civic associa� ons in the building up of the rule of law, legal and 
administra� ve reforms a� er transi� on (such as bar associa� ons, alumni associa� ons) a� er 
having experience in the West. Based on his own earlier approach of neo-corpora� sm, Schmi� er 
characterised the Asian values-based civic associa� ons as intermediaries between state and 
society at the level of local, regional, professional organiza� on and self-regula� on. In his view, 
in Asia, the “Hegelian-German-European” polariza� on and contradic� on between state and 
civil society is less developed, and already Hegel in his “Philosophy of Law” put corporate 
associa� ons as mediators between state and society. Schmi� er argues, that the authoritarian 
regimes of Asia, built up in the liberaliza� on phase with strong connec� ons between state and 
society may survive during la� er phases of democra� c consolida� on. 

This organized, embedded transforma� on, like in the case of Taiwan, enables non-violent and 
less confl ictual regime transforma� on, however, the inherited informal mechanisms of the 
previous regime may prove hindrances and obstacles to legal change in the direc� on of a 
Western-type human rights regime in the long run. This point is taken up later in the Taiwan-
Hungary comparison where reform-oriented elite groups played important role in both 
transi� ons, but with remarkable diff erences.

The unique case of Taiwan (Chu 1998, Mc Allister 2016), where the state was based upon 
the Kuomintang (KMT) army and administra� on from mainland China a� er the defeat by the 
Communists, produced in Taiwan a militarized Leninist-type regime, that copied/reproduced 
certain characteris� cs of the Russian and Chinese party-state (Cheng-Haggard 1992). Instead 
of a confl ict between state and civil society, the state and civil society were organised from 
the top down by the military and poli� cal networks of the mainland Chinese elite. This elite 
penetrated civil, military, state and society and suppressed the local Taiwanese elites for a 
long � me, e.g., forced them to build up a counter-elite against the state and the military. The 
strong interconnectedness of the state-Kuomintang party-army produced the confl ict between 
civil society and the military regime. This occurred in other post-war Asian authoritarian/
developmental regimes too, but in the case of Taiwan it was strengthened by the confl ict 
of the KMT with mainland China as well as to local Taiwanese groups (Wu and Wen 1992). 
This division was established during the liberaliza� on and democra� za� on processes as the 
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main axis and confl ict, e.g. cleavage of party system, the mainland-based Kuomintang party 
versus the Taiwan-based and independence-oriented Democra� c Progressive Party, which was 
since 1986 and s� ll is the main bulk of party compe� � on. On both poles, new poli� cal par� es 
emerged, but the two “camps” – the Blue (KMT coming from China and having in mind some 
type of reintegra� on with the mainland) and the Green (DPP, local Taiwanese cultural and 
poli� cal independence party recrui� ng from the Taiwan-based popula� on) – are s� ll the main 
divides in the poli� cal and social systems (Cao-Langyin-Sun, 2014). Such strong cleavage going 
back to the poli� cal and social realm of the former authoritarian system as in case of East and 
Central Europe –  belonging to the former nomenklatura vs. non-elite groups, and the religiosity 
vs. seculariza� on as basic features dividing Le�  and Right, as in case of Hungary (Körösényi 
et.al.2009). This was not bound, however, to (sub)ethnic, linguis� c and local iden� � es as in 
the case of Taiwan. 

Civil and poli� cal society development in Taiwan has to dismiss the pre-democra� c pa� ern to 
unite a “na� on”, for a real macro-poli� cal community iden� ty instead of a “separa� st” iden� ty 
of an island (McAllister 2016).  However, the strong external challenge from the People’s 
Republic China, among other factors, formed the dual party system of Taiwan based upon the 
issue of separa� on/integra� on. A� er democra� c transi� on, the Kuomintang became the party 
of understanding and dialogue with China, and the DPP (Lu 1992) set barriers, demanding 
guarantees to avoid a too strong and fast integra� on with the mainland that might endanger 
the results of the democra� c transi� on and consolida� on, as well as Taiwanese independence 
(Bush,014). Both par� es “frame” diff erently the “China-factor” and analyse and observe, 
according to their own views, the experience of the Chinese principle “one country-two 
systems” in Hong-Kong and Macau (Ortmann 2010, 2015, Ngok 2008, Kwong 2014).

According Linz and Stepan, “statehood” as one of the important “fi ve realms” of democra� c 
consolida� on is not fully developed in the case of Taiwan in the case of sovereignty. State 
power in the sense of monopoly of control over the territory exists but sovereignty is contested 
by China and it is not acknowledged by the great majority of countries and interna� onal 
organiza� ons. China is implemen� ng the “one China principle” in bilateral and mul� lateral 
rela� ons related to its growing economic, military and interna� onal power posi� on in a very 
consequent way. The sovereignty of Taiwan is only accepted in a small circle of diploma� c allies 
(Chu and Moon 1997). The great majority of states and interna� onal organiza� ons, including 
the UN, do not accept Taiwanese statehood, but with the consent and support of China, it is 
“Chinese Taipei”. 

Aurel Croissant (2004) and McAllister (2016) es� mate that in Asia, Taiwan is the best pupil of 
democracy, together with South Korea (and Mongolia) from the third wave transi� on countries. 
In this view, new democracies in South East Asian are under very high pressure from crisis and 
internal problems that are not conducive to democra� c consolida� on. They also recognize the 
state problems with freedom of expression, the rule of law and horizontal accountability, and 
serious corrup� on even in well performing poli� cal systems (Garner 2011). 

Another recent analysis by Larry Diamond and coauthors (2014) stresses that in Taiwan and 
Korea we are dealing with “maturing” democracies that are comparable with established 
new democracies in Europe and South America. They have, however, a narrow path to walk 
beween the challenges to their statehood/sovereignty and na� on-building, and policies 
towards China and North Korea. They are also vulnerable to poli� cal crises by their internal 
defects of cons� tu� onalism, rule of law and polarized party system. Recent poli� cal crisis in 
2016/2017 in South Korea with the presidency, informal infl uence, corrup� on networks and 
parallel challenge by the aggressive military policy of North Korea underlined this problem, 
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and made the internal and external problems of Korean democracy very visible (Diamond 
2014). The success of an� -president demonstra� ons and rallies in South Korea resulted in 
the decision of the parliament and cons� tu� onal court against the corrupt president, and a 
criminal process against former President Pak started as a proof of the strength of civil society 
and the cons� tu� onal order against an� -democra� c tendencies in a post authoritarian society.

In summary, there are similar global challenges, regional pa� erns of democra� za� on and 
crises developing. East Central Europe was economically marginalized during the communist 
period in the global economy; while some parts of Asia could be well integrated in the global 
wold economy under authoritarian rule. Europeaniza� on, a favourable external environment, 
helped former Communist countries to be oriented towards the Western type of rule of law 
and democracy. External factors helped Third Wave democracies in Asia, especially South 
Korea and Taiwan with American and other global economic, military and cultural partnerships 
to develop a human rights culture and democracy when facing their totalitarian counterparts 
in China and North Korea (Pei 1998). The confl icts provided the reason for military strength 
and security power in these countries, but the external threat also strengthened the need 
to make a clear diff erence between them and their enemies. This helped the establishment 
of strong human rights and democra� c engagement combined with a developmental state 
that supports global market integra� on. The development of these two countries is based 
on the external challenge of autocra� c regimes and poli� cal-military support of democra� c 
regimes like the US. These developments helped to establish the polarized party systems and 
poli� cal cultures internally based upon the division of the Chinese and Korean na� on and state 
externally. 

Tendencies of hybridiza� on among new democracies are globally present and consolida� on 
a� er transi� on is endangered by the strengthening of populism, na� onalism and new 
authoritarianism. Concepts of compe� � ve authoritarianism (Levitsky-Way 2010) and of hybrid 
regimes (Diamond 2002, Morlino 2009) help to analyse the diff eren� ated outcomes of the 
democra� c transi� ons. The challenges of hybridiza� on are present in both East Asia and East 
Central Europe. Hungary and Taiwan will be compared as diverging, but in many respect similar, 
cases of authoritarian tradi� on, democra� c transi� on with diff erent waves of consolida� on 
and de-consolida� on as examples of East European and East Asian Third wave democracies.
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Taiwan and Hungary in Compara� ve Perspec� ve 

This sec� on will focus on the changing role of social movements, protest and networks of civil 
society before, during and a� er democra� c transi� on in Taiwan and in Hungary. Despite very 
big diff erences in social, cultural and poli� cal opportuni� es of protest and social movement 
cultures, a general comparison is made that may contribute to further discussions. Of course, 
it is neither possible and nor reasonable to give a comprehensive overview of the two social 
movement and protest cultures here with case studies of protest events or NGO case analysis 
that have in both cases a wide and developing scholarship in na� ve and English languages4. We 
rather give an overview of general common and dis� nguishing characteris� cs in the changing 
poli� cal opportunity structures based on the transi� on to democracy and the civil society 
literature. 

The post-communist transi� on of Hungary occurred on a peaceful and non-violent way, as well 
as the transi� on to democracy in Taiwan. The confl ict between “so� liners” and “hardliners” 
of the Hungarian Socialist Worker`s Party in 1989-1990 was similar to the opening up of the 
KMT opening in 1986-1990. A former monopolis� c party smoothly opened up new poli� cal 
opportuni� es from the top down, allowing emergent incumbents to par� cipate in policy-
making (plurali� c party system) and redefi ned the rules of the game (cons� tu� on making). 
In the struggle with the past, the issues on the rehabilita� on of former an� -authoritarian 
protesters (against KMT and the Communists in the 1947 incident in Taiwan, and in Hungary 
the revolts 1956) played a crucial role, proving the tolerance of the two former authoritarian-
totalitarian par� es by showing how far they meant to go by opening toward their authoritarian 
past in 1986-1990. In the case of Hungary, this process was earlier and somewhat deeper, 
than in Taiwan, despite of wide cri� cism of it. Based on the monolithic character of the former 
authoritarian regimes, the state apparatus and administra� on followed the poli� cal will of 
the top leaders, and at certain points (1988-1999), the civil forces, social movements from 
the bo� om up supported the transi� on in diff erent ways, from bargaining to protest in both 
countries. 

Despite mass mobiliza� on (The “Wild Lilies” in 1988-1989 in Taiwan and the ci� zens’ movements 
in Hungary) both cases of transforma� on were channelled in an ins� tu� onalized way. There 
were no coup d’etat; there was no terrorism, or civil war perpetrated by “hardliners”, the “old 
guard” and the security organs. There were no martyrs of the protests and no execu� ons of the 
former leaders. The civic forces established poli� cal par� es (1986 in Taiwan; 1988 in Hungary), 
autonomous trade unions, interest representa� on organs, ci� zens’ ini� a� ves and NGO’s. The 
law and cons� tu� on making and revision produced and developed the ins� tu� onal framework 
for demonstra� ons (1988 Parade Act Taiwan, 1989 Law of Associa� on and Assembly, Hungary), 
strikes, and other protest forms as well as rules for the establishment of organiza� ons (from 
the cons� tu� on to police rules), and an overall ins� tu� onaliza� on occurred of the former 
informal, “grey” areas. 

4  In the case of Taiwan, Ming-sho Ho (NTU) and Hsin-huang Michael Hsiao (Academia Sinica) made 
seminal contribu� ons to social movement research in Taiwan. East Central European civil society researchers on 
Taiwan include Kákai, Meseznikov.  András Bozóki, Ervin Csizmadia, Ágnes Gagyi, Jody Jensen, Ferenc Miszlivetz,  
Andrea Szabó, Dániel Mikecz, László Kákai, Máté Szabó prepared PHD and a wide range of Hungarian and English  
publica� on on protest and movements of civil society   in Hungary. On research in Hungary: Buzogány 2016. 
Actual state of civil society in Taiwan and Hungary: Bertelsmann Transforma� on Index 2016.see in Appendix.
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In summary, the basics diff erences and similari� es between Taiwan and Hungary are the 
following:

TAIWAN HUNGARY

KMT na� onalist white terror Communist dictatorship

Cold War division within China Cold War division within Europe

East and South East Asian geopoli� cs and 
culture

Central European geopoli� cs and culture

Subethnic confl ict, China-factor and 
na� ves

Homogeneous small na� on in Europe

Isolated by the People’s Republic Sovereignty and Interna� onal/European 
boundaries

US and Western-bound elites Moscow-based rule, eastern Bloc

Militarized character De-militarized by Moscow dominance

Economic growth, moderniza� on, 
welfare

Communist moderniza� on and 
industrializa� on, scarcity of resources, 
economic crisis

Bound to ancient and na� onal tradi� on Interna� onalism, Europeanisa� on, 
suppressed na� onal tradi� ons

East Asian boundaries-Chinese diaspora Central European Boundaries, Hungarian 
diaspora in Western countries 
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Recent Protest Waves in Taiwan (2014) and in 
Hungary (2010-17) 

Former opposi� on movements gained momentum as par� es and NGO’s a� er democra� za� on, 
but new waves of civil society may challenge them. The DPP in Taiwan, and Fidesz in Hungary 
are big par� es and important poli� cal actors; each emerging from the an� -authoritarian, 
former opposi� on movements. They have been changed and challenged by new and diff erent 
civic protest movements (such as Sunfl ower, Wild Strawberries, White Shirts in Taiwan), as well 
as by students, environmentalists, or right-wing radicals in Hungary. Here we will focus on the 
an� -government protests since 2010 in Budapest, and the occupa� on of the parliament in 
2014 Taipei and the outcomes of these protests.

The general elec� on of 2010, on the one hand, resulted in a two-thirds majority for Fidesz, 
as well as seeing the parliamentary entry of the radical right party “Jobbik”, and the Green 
party LMP. The Socialist Le�  lost drama� cally its poli� cal signifi cance, as it fragmented into 
three par� es, two new ones led by former Prime Ministers (Ferenc Gyurcsány, and Gordon 
Bajnai), and the remains of Socialist Party (est. 1990). In the new hegemonic party system, 
there is no system alterna� ve to the Fidesz party as a real poli� cal centre. The Orbán regime 
can be described as a majoritarian democracy within a hegemonic party system with strongly 
centralized fi nances and economy (Csillag and Szelényi 2015, Bozóki 2015). There is strong 
dominance of the ruling party and the right-wing par� es which means that human rights are 
pushed back by a government policy of “law and order”; European values, human rights and 
civic culture are secondary for this authoritarian-conserva� ve governance (Disrespect 2010).

A de-mobiliza� on of the protests by the extreme right began with the resigna� on of the much- 
debated Socialist Prime Minister, Ferenc Gyurcsány in 2009, whose person triggered the riots 
in Budapest from September 2006. The energe� c performance by the Fidesz government 
a� er 2010 has reduced the mobiliza� on poten� al of the radical right on the protest scene. 
Parliamentary seats promoted the more moderate development of the “Jobbik” party.  
“Jobbik” will further preserve its iden� ty and profi le as a parliamentary protest party, but the 
truly radical protest is carried out, a� er its presence in parliament, by other organiza� ons or 
right-wing groups and their leaders.

As a result of the hegemonic party system and divided opposi� on par� es, new extra-
parliamentary democra� c movements emerged. These new movements tried to mobilize the 
par� cipa� on of ac� ve ci� zens who worked to build a new poli� cal landscape from the bo� om 
up, from the civil society. Their mobiliza� on was directed primarily against the policies of the 
hegemonic party Fidesz, and the right-wing opposi� on party Jobbik. These new democra� c 
movements were members of and supported by interna� onal and especially European civic 
and human rights networks, they were highly Europeanised and globally connected. There is 
civic, poli� cal and media pluralism in Hungary, however restricted; as in many other recent 
compe� � ve-authoritarian or hybrid regimes (Levitsky-Way 2010, Whitehead 2016). Peaceful 
forms of protest can be exercised within the frame of the demonstra� on law of 1989, and 
there are even poli� cal and media “spaces” for civil disobedience. Not only the ruling majority 
and its affi  liated organiza� ons have a “voice” in public, but also the old and new protesters. 
There exists a limited, selec� ve pluralism for the protest movements (Jensen 2015).

Le� - and right-wing poli� cal movements can be commonly characterized by a readiness 
to protest ac� vity against the Fidesz-led government. The radical right and the right-wing 
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populists are, however, diff erent from the Le� , as the riots of 2006 and their a� ermath 
demonstrated. Right-wing ac� vists use diff erent forms of poli� cal violence as a strategy of 
poli� cal mobiliza� on.  The Le�  /alterna� ve ci� zens’ movements and ac� vists are non-violent 
and bound to the culture of the civil disobedience in Hungary. Surveys have shown that the 
Le� -wing ci� zens’ movements want to accept globaliza� on and Europeaniza� on in principle 
and manifest these values in the protests against the Fidesz government, while the Right-wing 
populists stand against globaliza� on and Europeaniza� on (Krasztev-Till 2013, Ac� ve Ci� zen’s 
2013). Minori� es and immigrants are massively rejected by the right-wing populists, while the 
le� ist protest genera� on behaves with tolerance towards these groups. The protest poten� al 
of the new Right and Le�  ci� zens’ movements is thus profi led dis� nc� vely diff erently, both 
types of protest belong to Hungarian protest culture, but they have diff erent characters. 

The Orbán government is also supported by a variety of ci� zens’ groups, who stand behind 
the policy of the Fidesz government. The largest pro-government demonstra� ons “Peace 
March” (Békemenet), was supported by a pro-government “umbrella organiza� on” of “Civilian 
Solidarity” (Civil Összefogás, CÖF) fi nanced by “oligarchs” near to the Fidesz government 
and this way indirectly by the state budget. They organized marches of tens of thousands of 
people in order to show that the government, in fact, enjoys the support of the majority of the 
popula� on (Metz 2015, Kende and Krekó et al 2017). 

At the level of civil society-state rela� ons, refl ected in recent developments (e.g., the 
government’s a� empt to control the civil society program of the Norway Grant in 2014-
15 and the campaign against Soros funded organiza� ons in 2016-17), we must state that 
party and government poli� cal infl uence on civil society has escalated. Grants and support 
mechanisms managed by the government prefer those NGOs and CSOs where the leadership 
is loyal to the government (Antall 2016: 105-162, 266-283). Cri� cal analysts call this trend the 
“domes� ca� on of NGOs” by centralizing resources and decisions through diff erent ins� tu� onal 
methods (Magyar 2016:  139-143.) The hybrid regime’s loyal GONGOs and their alliances may 
be hegemonic, dominant, or strong in the domes� c arena, but have few or minimal regional 
and global allies. The autonomous civic groups and their alliances may be weakened by the 
loyalists of the hybrid regime which rules in the domes� c area, but the real NGOs receive 
considerable support from regional and global networks (Amnesty Interna� onal, Greenpeace, 
Open Society Fund etc.)  and organiza� ons (UN, EU, CoE etc.) or from na� on states and their 
alliances (US, Switzerland, Norway, democracy development projects etc.). This is the reason 
why interna� onal resource mobiliza� on is a main target of the regime against autonomous 
civil society actors with external support. In 2017, the Hungarian government put forward 
proposi� ons to enforce the immediate and public iden� fi ca� on of considerable foreign 
support in NGOs budgets. The government considered to qualify ac� ve human rights NGOs 
as lobby organiza� ons with some poli� cal and social engagement, and diff eren� ate their 
regula� ons from ‘normal’(sic) NGOs. Harsh interna� onal and internal cri� cism followed this 
proposi� on, that was looked upon as an a� empt to discriminate against NGOs that receive 
foreign support to NGOs with domes� c, especially government support. This way all relevant 
forms of interna� onal resource mobiliza� on is marked and iden� fi ed publicly. There were 
campaigns against the NGOs supported by the Norwegian Fund and later by those supported 
by the Open Society Ins� tute, as well as the Central European University founded by George 
Soros that was looked upon as a liberal think-tank. A change in the Hungarian Higher Educa� on 
law tried to disrupt the 20 years of CEU ac� vi� es in Hungary and provoked a wide range of 
solidarity protests as well as interna� onal publicity and support for the CEU and against the 
Orbán government in the Spring of 2017.
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In summary, the eff ects of democra� c transi� on on civil society and NGO development are the 
target of a recent roll back (2014-2017) in Hungary:  

• Parts of the legalized NGO sector are outlawed, or subject to discrimina� on.

• Foreign aid is viewed as a “s� gma” which is defi ned by the new legisla� on – discrimina� on 
against “foreign-funded” NGOs.

• Networking in regional and global networks will be sanc� oned by the discrimina� on of 
foreign aid.

• The new legisla� on opens a deep gap between legality and legi� macy; this is shown by the 
strong protest wave against the prepara� on and implementa� on of legisla� on on foreign 
aided CSOs and especially the Central European University in Budapest in the Spring of 
2017.

• Pro- and an� -EU interna� onal/regional cleavage and liberal/illiberal internal cleavages and 
confl icts overlap mobiliza� on for diff erent protest waves, e.g., between na� onal/illiberal 
(2002-2010), and pro-EU/liberal (2010-2017) protest waves.
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The “Sunfl ower Student Movement of 2014” 
against the KMT Rule and the Change of 
Government

Since the system change in Taiwan the two main poli� cal alterna� ves are the former Chang-
Kai-shek party, Kuomintang (KMT) and the Democra� c Progressive Party (DPP) from the 
opposi� on movements that was established in 1986. Elec� ons and important government 
ac� ons, decisions by the DPP presidency elected in 2000 and 2004, were followed by intra 
– and extra-parliamentary protests by the KMT. The mobiliza� on of supporters against the 
democra� cally elected president and parliament were included in the poli� cal culture of the 
new democracy in Taiwan. Moreover, the KMT built strong � es with China and the Chinese 
Communist Party, and in this way their protest received a pro-unifi ca� on, pro-China character. 
This is an important issue in Taiwan, where the Republic of China is seen by the mainland 
Chinese elite, and also a great bulk of ci� zens, as an illegal separa� on from the ancient Chinese 
statehood. 

The DPP stands for Taiwanese independence, and a� er losing presiden� al and governmental 
power in 2008 they supported pro-independence civic movements against the newly re-
established KMT regime. Debated issues of cons� tu� on were in the forefront of protest as 
well as corrup� on and the misuse of governmental power and the neglect of ci� zens’ rights 
by the DPP. Under the challenge of the KMT, mobiliza� on, cri� cism, and serious economic and 
policy issues, the DPP lost the 2008 presiden� al and parliamentary elec� ons, and the KMT 
gained the majority in 2008 and 2012. The DPP in opposi� on renewed its networks of civil 
society which started protest campaigns against the policy failures of the KMT government 
and president.

The KMT government and presidency (2008-2016) introduced a series of agreements and 
legisla� on on China-Taiwan economic, social and administra� ve rela� ons. The main foreign 
policy orienta� on against the former DPP period (2000-2008) was built upon strengthening 
the coopera� on of Taipei and Beijing in many respects. A� er a trade agreement, a new 
agreement on the mutual liberaliza� on of the service trade was discussed. Many professional 
and business organisa� ons and independence-oriented poli� cal and social organiza� ons 
demanded guarantees against the growing Chinese infl uence on Taiwan in telecommunica� ons, 
internet and other services. DPP and other independence oriented par� es tried to implement 
a high threshold for discussing the new treaty, but the KMT frac� on of the Legisla� ve Yuan 
tried to drama� cally shorten the internal bargaining procedure. On March 17, 2014 a 
KMT legislator Chang Ching-chung, the convener of Internal Administra� on Commi� ee of 
Legisla� ve Yuan, spent only 30 seconds to announce that the review of the Cross-Strait Service 
Trade Agreement (CSSTA) between the KMT and Beijing government was completed by the 
examina� on commi� ee (Wright 2014). A� erwards, he dispersed the mee� ng. Since CSSTA 
was highly controversial, a number of ci� zens felt doub
 ul and anxious about the other party 
of agreement, China, who might u� lize its economic dominance to exert poli� cal infl uence on 
the cross-strait deadlock. (Ho 2015).

The issue was based upon structural confl icts such as China-Taiwan rela� ons, youth 
unemployment, growing Chinese infl uence on Taiwan, de-legi� ma� on of the poli� cal regime 
led by Kuomintang, the former ruling party of authoritarian regime. The trigger for the protest 
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on 17-18.03.2014 in Taipei was that the KMT president, government and parliamentary 
frac� on pushed for the ra� fi ca� on of a treaty with China, manipula� ng poli� cal decision 
making in the Legisla� ve Yuan for the full acceptance of the Cross Strait Service and Trade 
Agreement(CSSTA). The opposi� on Democra� c Progress Party and the independence oriented 
radical Taiwan Solidarity Union perceived the threat of exclusion of parliamentary opposi� on 
from the decision making. NGOs, student organiza� ons, and diff erent forces of civil society 
felt they were excluded from the discourse and cri� cized the “black box” of poli� cal decision 
making. This “injus� ce frame” mobilized NGOs and student movements for democracy and 
transparency against the ra� fi ca� on of CSSTA. Students, their supporters and allies started the 
occupa� on of the Execu� ve Yuan building in Taipei from 18.03. un� l the 10. 04.2014. Reac� ons 
of authori� es could be described as selec� ve and repressive tolerance, i.e., tolera� ng the 
occupa� on of the building of the Legisla� ve Yuan, but not tolera� ng the occupa� on of the 
building of the Execu� ve Yuan, the Prime Minister’s offi  ce. There was police interven� on with 
force, followed by the discussion on police brutality and violence resul� ng in the cri� cism 
of the NGOs. Poli� cal opportuni� es expanded for the protest by the internal division of the 
KMT between “hardliners” and “so� liners”, and between the poli� cal elite in the governing 
and opposi� on par� es (Jones and Su 2015). The occupa� on of the parliament, and in the 
following legal procedures, the concept of civil disobedience was used by the protesters (as in 
the “Umbrella Movement” in Hong-Kong, Ortmann 2015). Their discourse used the “human 
rights” frames against the “law and order” orienta� on of the authori� es. The protest opened 
a new policy window:  fi rst rejec� on, later acceptance by the KMT of the basic demand, not 
to pass the CSSTA law on the fast track. Elites were more and more divided by the wide civil 
support for the protest movement which was supported by a wide coali� on of media and 
professional intellectuals as well as solidarity campaigns and series of protests, marches, rallies, 
demonstra� ons mainly in Taipei, but also in some larger ci� es of Taiwan. The opera� on called 
“black box”, termina� ng the examina� on procedure in the parliament, generated “Sunfl ower 
Movement.”

The short-term results of the protest campaign are as follows: The CSSTA was not accepted by 
the parliament on a fast track; there was a widespread de-legi� ma� on of the governing party 
was shown in the results of the 2014 local and 2016 na� onal elec� ons; there were protest 
waves in Hong-Kong and Macau against China-based authoritarian tendencies; there was 
interna� onal media coverage and support by civil society in Taiwan. The Sunfl ower Movement 
challenged the structures of Taiwanese poli� cs and put diff erent and serious issues on the 
public agenda: 

• Does Taiwan need a democra� c revival with new poli� cal actors and agents?

• Do rela� ons with China need to be rethought? 

• Does Taiwan need a wider cons� tu� onal reform? 

These are open ques� ons for the future development of Taiwan, made conscious in wider 
circles by the intensive protest campaign against CSSTA in 2014 in Taipei.  Thus, these scholarly, 
democra� c and grassroots organiza� ons displayed a novel composi� on and mobiliza� on. In 
addi� on, the mul� dimensional characteris� cs, including a democra� c delibera� on forum 
commonly established by several NGOs and academic ins� tu� ons, showed the vitality and 
momentum of an empowered “civil society”. Civil society in Taiwan was also strengthened by 
the recent protest waves against KMT government, and a wide range of human rights watchdog 
ini� a� ves developed (Meseznikov 2013).
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The KMT government lost its support partly because of the protest mobiliza� on and cri� cal 
discourse of illiberal tendencies within civil and poli� cal society. The “China-factor”, the specifi c 
rela� on between KMT and CCP, constructed the “shadow of China” on the liberal democracy 
of Taiwan. The electorate at the 2015 municipal/local elec� ons and the 2016 presiden� al/
parliamentary elec� ons voted with two-thirds majority for the DPP, and demanded a clear 
transi� on to more independence and autonomy for Taiwan, as well as for the restora� on of 
human rights culture. Besides the DPP’s victory, the party of the Sunfl ower Movement the 
“New People Party” also gained some mandates in the 2016 parliament. They tried to bring 
into the public discourse the radical demands of social movements and civic groups. The DPP 
government and president aim to be agents of larger and las� ng deadlocks, as inquiries are 
made about, for example, the violence of the authoritarian regime before 1989, reaching 
consent with colonialized aboriginal tribes, reforming the penal court system and strengthening 
human rights defence and rule of law. 

The very clear lack of sovereignty or statehood forces Taiwan, with its economic and social 
development, to become a unique experiment based on the idea of “civic diplomacy” with 
a dominant role for civil society in interna� onal, as well as regional and global rela� ons. 
Par� cipa� on in interna� onal organiza� ons, and conferences is mainly conducted at the level 
of NGOs (like Taiwan Founda� on for Democracy, in Meseznikov 2013) instead of at the level 
of formal, interna� onal, or foreign aff airs organiza� ons. Civil society in Taiwan is moved by 
necessity in a very post-modern, globalised direc� on. The growing role of NGOs in interna� onal 
rela� ons is a general trend in the 21th century, but mainly in the shadow of classical foreign-
interna� onal aff airs. In the case of Taiwan, many func� ons which cannot be provided through 
formal foreign policy are performed by par� cipa� on within global and regional NGO networks 
(Kákai 2015, Ming-sho Ho 2015). Civil society and human rights are “in” in Taiwan because 
this is their “brand” against China with its s� ll authoritarian regime. The new DPP government 
and presidency in Taiwan tends to broaden the par� cipa� on in interna� onal aff airs and in the 
work of specialised UN bodies through the channels of human rights NGOs. There have been 
inquiries, however, into NGOs funded by the KMT Party and government to fi nd out whether 
they used public money for their own goals without government control.

The policy and legisla� on towards civil society and NGOs by the DPP government in Taiwan 
(2016-17) is developing the democra� c transi� on further:

• By overlapping issues of “interna� onal” pro- and an� -China cleavages and of liberal/illiberal 
internal cleavages that mobilize protest waves (from 2008-2016) and independence/liberal 
and pro-China/illiberal ones (a� er the 2016 elec� ons).

• China-Taiwan rela� ons, on the level of the civil society, are controlled and hindered by 
China because of their “one China principle”, but Taiwan tries to ini� ate more networking 
and communica� on.
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Conclusions

The party systems in Taiwan and in Hungary are concentrated and built upon main confl icts 
– in Hungary, between na� onalist-illiberal par� es of the right and a Europe-oriented and 
liberally minded le� ; in Taiwan between the pro-China-Na� onalist KMT (“green”) versus 
the independence oriented liberal DPP (“blue”) and their allies. Very strong central confl icts 
mobilized protest movements in both countries, in 2006 in Hungary and 2014 in Taiwan. 
Both protest cycles contributed to the two-third majority victory at the next elec� ons of the 
protes� ng par� es, Fidesz in Hungary and DPP in Taiwan. However, the two former protest 
par� es moved the poli� cal regime in diff erent direc� ons. In Hungary, Fidesz changed the 
cons� tu� on quickly and radically which resulted in many liberal and Europe-minded cri� cism 
and protest. In Taiwan, it is almost impossible to change the cons� tu� on because of a very 
high threshold needed for a referendum, which is a requirement for cons� tu� onal changes. 
Fidesz in Hungary changed the electoral system to its own favour as a dominant and unifi ed 
big party. The DPP in Taiwan try to marginalize the second biggest party, the KMT, inves� ga� ng 
its “ill- go� en party property” from the 1945 conquest of the Taiwan island by Chang-Kai-
shek. Both par� es try to use their present dominant posi� on to guarantee their own poli� cal 
future within the dual compe� � on, accusing the former government party with corrup� on 
and the abuse of power. The poli� cal confl icts in the two countries may produce elements of 
compe� � ve authoritarianism for the Socialists in Hungary and the KMT in Taiwan. Hybridiza� on 
is very clear and seems to be long term in Hungary, and a present danger in the case of Taiwan. 
Both par� es, Fidesz and the DPP, understand their poli� cal success (two-thirds majority) as 
legi� ma� on for comple� ng unfi nished democra� za� on in their own way, securing their further 
and persistent dominance, and oppressing former authoritarian ruling par� es.

In Hungary, the Fidesz government built their own poli� cal path, distancing themselves 
from EU standards in the refugee issue and some other human rights issues (e.g., lifelong 
imprisonment, restric� ons on NGOs who receive foreign support etc.).  In the case of Taiwan, 
distancing from the Chinese model involves the strengthening of the diff usion and acceptance 
of the Western human rights culture, and strong support for NGOs and civil society. In Hungary 
on the contrary, balancing foreign policy between partners like China and Russia and the EU, as 
well as internal poli� cal developments, present the dangers of illiberal democracy and a hybrid 
regime in an EU member state. Under the DPP government and presidency, Taiwan seems to 
develop out of the illiberal tendencies of the KMT-past, although fi gh� ng the KMT over its 
democra� c failures and authoritarian past may marginalize a great deal of the electorate. 

The two countries share the origin of democracy in the third wave of democra� za� on. Comparing 
their paths of development before, during and a� er democra� za� on, we can emphasize many 
similari� es based on the rela� ve benevolence of authoritarian rule at its la� er phase, in the 
“pacted” transi� on, in the reform-oriented direc� on of the old elite and the role of civil society 
in the transi� on. In East Central Europe, the consolida� on of democracy was coupled with a 
strong trend to Europeaniza� on.  Among the Asian democracies of the third wave, Taiwan and 
South Korea became the avant-garde in consolida� on and matura� on of new democracies 
without a regional democra� c development network and ins� tu� onaliza� on such as the EU 
provided in case of Hungary. Tiawan also struggles with the open issue of sovereignty and 
statehood, as well as with serious external security threats. 

The thesis of Aurel Croissant (2004) implied for the majority of new democracies in Asia that 
a� er transi� on hybridiza� on and defec� ve development would endanger consolida� on. This 
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trend is also apparent in case of East Central Europe, and has been debated since 2010 in the 
cases of Poland (Ekiert 2011) and Hungary. Hungarian democracy since 2010 is at the forefront 
of debates on the an� -democra� c tendencies of populism and hybridiza� on, for EU-cri� cism 
and scep� cism of the ruling party Fidesz (Bozóki 2015, Hegedűs and Bozóki 2017). Civil society 
networks and mobiliza� ons in Hungary need to take into considera� on the expecta� ons of 
the cri� cal public that expect poli� cal solu� ons. Civic ac� vism is under pressure to contribute 
to poli� cal transforma� on which overburdens new civic groups with the responsibility to 
cross the barrier of the civil to poli� cal society as their predecessor did in 1989-1990. A new 
type of “dissent” emerged against the “Orbán-regime”, with high poli� cal hopes, and can be 
characterized as non-poli� cal, single issue civic ac� vism (e.g., mobiliza� ons against the internet 
tax in 2014, or against the Olympic games in Budapest 2017). External actors, like European 
ins� tu� ons, are involved in the confl icts between poli� cal and social groups and the Hungarian 
government. 

The democra� c defi cits in case of Korea and Taiwan are combined with external challenges 
by China and North Korea. They present dangers, especially regarding great internal problems 
in South Korea and the external challenges of China, against the independence oriented DPP 
government in Taiwan. The DPP government tries to ini� ate far-reaching democra� c reforms 
to solve problems like the rule of law and accountability, as well as tries to face the remains of 
the KMT’s authoritarian past. The KMT and people who feel provoked by the reforms protest 
against them, and sharp confl icts exist. 

In both Taiwan and Hungary, civic movements made considerable contribu� ons to the poli� cal 
changes, and they proved to be construc� ve forces as new types of “coloured revolu� ons” 
(Forbig and Demes 2007) against the hybridiza� on tendencies of corrupt and manipula� ng 
poli� cal elites in 2016-2017. Movements to “democra� ze democracy” and fi ght the “democra� c 
defi cit” are badly needed in both countries. However, a consensus over the “rules of the game” 
must be conserved despite sharpening confl icts on the policies and economic decisions of 
the respec� ve governments. In South Korea, for example, the huge protest wave remained 
peaceful. Issues of the legality of an� -government protests are discussed in Taiwan and 
Hungary, and hopefully the balance between legality and legi� macy will be kept in both cases, 
and peaceful parliamentary governance will not be endangered by ac� ve an� -government 
protest waves. 
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