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ABSTRACT

Does a consensualist institutional set-up of democracy as described by Lijphart automatically lead to accommodative, consensualist political elites? The classical model of political culture by Almond and Verba (to which also Lijphart subscribes) expects political culture conceptualised as internalised values on the individual level to adapt to institutions over time. This approach however does not only carry methodological and epistemological problems in determining the extent of value internalisation, it also appears to be unable to explain the rather confrontational elite politics in Central and East European countries despite their largely consensus-democratic institutions. Therefore, my alternative model of political culture focuses on non-individualistic, explicit forms of political culture in the form of publicly shared discourses, which are used to legitimise and justify behaviour. These discourses seem to be rather independent of institutions and can be grounded in experiences of historical junctures such as the 1989/90 transition to democracy in a particular country. 
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1. Introduction

Almost two decades after the transitions to democracy in Central and Eastern Europe (CEE) comparative scholars interested in the consolidation of democracy who so far predominantly focused on institutional and behavioural factors increasingly turn to more long-term cultural-historical factors. Thus, political culture increasingly forms an important part of research in the field investigating the stability, viability, and quality of new democracies.
 The interplay between democratic institutions, behaviour and attitudes determines the success or failure of these democracies.
 In this paper, I intend to concentrate on important aspects of political culture in the light of the institutional set-up. Interestingly, virtually all CEE democracies ended up with an institutional set-up resembling more closely the type of consensus democracy as conceptualised by Arend Lijphart.
 However, the political culture in these countries, especially at the level of political elites does not seem to boast what Lijphart calls “the spirit of accommodation”,
  i.e. a coalescent, cooperative and consensus-oriented political culture, which he finds in the stable Western consensus democracies. Although the notion of a “spirit of accommodation” was first developed in the context of consociational democracies, i.e. powersharing in segmentally divided plural societies, it is equally relevant for consensus democracies due to their high number of veto players which prevents simple majority rule.
 Thus, a lack of this accommodative political culture might undermine the daily working of these democracies in the short run and their overall stability in the long run, i.e. the process of democratic consolidation.


Existing approaches on political culture in the tradition of Almond and Verba assume, that over time participants in the democratic game get socialised into its values and adapt their attitudes and behaviour respectively.
 Therefore, we should expect to find at least some elements of consensus-oriented political cultures in CEE after more than 15 years of practicing the game of consensus democracy. However, already a brief glance at daily politics in CEE countries casts strong doubts on this hypothesis: In some countries such as Poland and Hungary political elites seem to be more and more separated by unbridgeable cultural-ideological divides. Other in many respects well-advanced post-communist societies such as the Czech Republic or the Eastern part of Germany experience the return and increasing electoral strength of unreformed post-communist parties, often in the form of populist demagogues who are unwilling to take over responsibility or who are ostracised in the polity and thus paralyse political processes. 

Therefore, I propose a different approach to political culture which focuses on explicit expressions of political culture only (leaving out the problematic field of internalised values) and trace their origins back to historical factors such as the mode of transition, and not merely adaptation to institutions. Thus, rather than expecting a convergence of political culture with political institutions I would expect different patterns of political cultures promoting either a more competitive-majoritarian or a more consensual-accommodative image of democracy. These discourses or collective representations of democracy are strongly shaped by historical factors, in particular transition dynamics.


In order to test this hypothesis against competing hypotheses based on individual level variables in the classical framework I compare two cases close to the opposite ideal cases of unilateral and multilateral transition, namely East Germany and Hungary with similar consensus-democratic institutions. While the former was the most abrupt, rapid and one-sidedly dominated transition the latter was the most gradual, accommodative and inclusive. Coding speeches in parliament by East German and Hungarian MPs I establish a quantitative measure for the degree of (expressed) preference for consensus and show that patterns in this regard indicate country-specific rather than individual-level differences. In a second step, in a more qualitative fashion discourse analysis of interviews then shows that the expressed preference for consensus in the Hungarian case is strongly linked to a specific underlying frame of referring to democracy which is linked to historical legacies, such as the “Golden Age” of transition. This discursive frame is shared across parties and other background factors. A similar discourse is missing in the East German case. This, of course, has implications for the consolidation of democracy as it constrains or enables different political strategies: Different discourses on democracy imbue actors with different rhetorical resources to justify behaviour and make some kinds of behaviour more legitimate and more likely than others as shall be shown in the last part of this project. 

This paper just illustrates a small part of the quantitative analysis (i.e. one out of five categories for only one parliamentary cycle in both cases) and therefore only concludes tentatively. Moreover, patterns of the East German sample might be compared to a West German one and the differences in political culture in the very same institutional setting, the German Bundestag, be shown. The final goal of the undertaking is to develop an understanding of how historical legacies, in particular the mode of transition shape and structure the political field in post-communist societies and creating different forms of commitment to democracy by using Bourdieu’s concept of habitus.

2. Consensus democracy and the “spirit of accommodation” of political elites in CEE

In his widely-applied typology of democratic regimes Arend Lijphart differentiates between consensus and majoritarian forms of democratic government measured by indicators in two separate dimensions.
 One dimension (party-executives dimension) concerns the dispersion of power in the central government e.g. through party and electoral systems, government structure, relations between executive and legislative, while the other concerns the diffusion of power to different levels of government (unitary-federal dimension) e.g. through federalist and decentralized government, bi-cameralism and strong judicial review of constitutional issues.
 (see also appendix 1) Basically, consensus democracy differs from majoritarian democracy by the larger number of veto points due to the higher number of institutions and individuals involved in decision-making.

Interestingly, virtually all countries in CEE ended up quite clearly on the consensus side of Lijphart’s typology of democracies.
 Although the two independent clusters of indicators are not present in the CEE cases most individual indicators clearly score on the consensual side. While having only rather weak degrees of federalism/bicameralism,
 as well as corporatism we find clear indicators for a consensus system i.e. concerning the effective number of parties, the low share of time under minimal-winning-coalition or single-party governments, the short cabinet duration, the rather high degree of electoral proportionality, the high thresholds for constitutional amendments and strong judicial constitutional review, and independent central banks.
 (Annex 2) 

This pattern is usually explained with reference to the contingent dynamics of democratic transition of an ‘underdetermined political situation’
 in which consensus arrangements became almost an outcome by default and thus a point of convergence among the different countries of the region despite different communist legacies and modes of transition: Institutional designers deliberately chose to insert power-sharing elements instead of opting for majoritarian solutions in response to a high degree of uncertainty and political volatility. 

Majoritarian solutions were preferred only by post-communist parties when they were clearly in a strong position assuming the popularity of their individual leaders.
 But later these arrangements were often reverted once the former opposition came to power. Consensus solutions from the beginning were usually the result of a balance of power between the power holders and the opposition during transition. Cases with a dominance of opposition groups in the transition also mostly ended up with consensus set-ups as an insurance against a potential return of communists into power, or in the case of East Germany by institutional transfer of the predominantly consensus-democratic West German system through re-unification. 

Also, the motivation to strengthen the rule of law supported the development of consensus institutions as it led to rather rigid constitutions and a strong judicial review in deliberate opposition to the communist dead-letter constitutions. Once installed, consensus systems also have the tendency to reinforce themselves due to their inherent brakes on constitutional change.
 Finally, the process of Europeanisation e.g. with focuses on  subsidiarity, minority rights, regionalisation, monetary stability etc. constrained the institutional choices of aspiring EU member states and supported the development of more consensual arrangements.

In contrast, West European consensus democracy was originally developed by risk-averse political leaders of rather homogenous, ideologically opposed camps in order to bridge deep historical cleavages (religious, linguistic, geographical, socio-economic) which threatened democratic stability in the course of growing mass mobilisation and mass franchise. Consensus democracy continues to work quite smoothly despite the attenuation of societal cleavages and the advance of new parties and political movements. In fact, rather than a return to more competition, there appears to be a trend in West European politics to even more consensus and collaboration leading to phenomena such as the cartel party as described by Katz and Mair.

Lijphart’s first major concept, consociational theory, explains the stability of segmentally divided plural societies by both cultural and institutional factors. In his later and broader model of consensus democracy however, (elite) political culture is no longer an independent variable as he limits his sample to stable Western European democracies and seeks to explain performance rather than stability.
 In this regard Lijphart only refers to “anecdotal evidence” from Austria and Netherlands where consensus democratic institutions led to the development of a consensual political culture, too.
 However, due to the different institutional genealogy of CEE democracies we cannot not presume the existence of an accommodative political culture only by the fact of their institutional resemblance to Western consensus democracies. Thus, we might wonder how deeply consensus democracy is really anchored in the region. Safe for re-emerging ethnic cleavages in some countries the post-communist social landscape is rather flat, unstructured, de-mobilised and therefore not posing an immediate danger to democratic stability which would require coalescent elites. Also, while in the West European context political leaders and parties are organizing political conflict and representing more or less stable and rather homogenous groups of voters this is much less true for the volatile and socially rather disconnected party systems in CEE.
 Consequently, there is little domestic pressure for political elites to cooperate beyond the mere constraints exerted by the existing consensus-democratic institutions, which through their multiple veto points prevent effective decision-making without a minimal degree of accommodation and cooperation. Pre-transition legacies are rather mixed and ambiguous in terms of carrying consensual political cultures in the region.

In the light of this it is also hardly surprising that most domestic and external observers actually find little signs of accommodative and consensus patterns of elite behaviour in the region.
 Having successfully concluded EU accession also external incentives for enforcing consensualism have diminished. Therefore, we might wonder about the extent of political elites’ commitment and adaptation to consensus democracy.

3. Political culture: Almond & Verba and an alternative approach

Support and commitment to the political system is addressed by the concept of political culture. I will briefly discuss the classical approach by Almond and Verba and the hypotheses about consensualism derived from it before contrasting it with my own approach and a rival hypothesis.

This classical approach by the two authors conceptualises commitment to the democratic system in the form of attitudes.
 According to them and scholars in their tradition political culture needs to be understood as the predominant beliefs, attitudes, values, ideals, sentiments, and evaluations about the political system in a given society and the role of the self in that system.
 Their understanding of (political) culture is explicitly a psychological one.
 Analytically political culture research following Almond and Verba differentiates between cognitive, affective and evaluative attitudes which relate to four major objects: 1) toward the system as a whole, 2) toward ‘input objects’, i.e. the inflow of societal demands and their conversion into policies, 3) toward ‘output objects’, i.e. the application or enforcement of policies, and 4) towards the self as a political actor.
 Based on different configurations of attitudes in these fields they derive three major types of political culture on the mass level: parochial, subject and participant cultures.
 

Almond and Verba hypothesize that particular kinds of political culture in the form of certain combinations of attitudes fit particular systemic structures and that strong dissonances between the two lead to inevitable strain and instability.
 In reality the three ‘pure’ forms of political culture therefore appear in “systemically mixed” forms with different subcultures having different configurations of attitudes towards the system, and different policy orientations.
 People develop positive, supportive evaluations towards their democratic system predominantly through early life socialization, and later learning experiences through participation in existing democratic structures and the subsequent gradual internalisation of democratic values. Certain socio-economic background factors such as high levels of education but also geographical origin, professional position or income, are claimed to lead to higher awareness of political issues, civic competence, participation and democratic allegiance.
 The logic of political socialisation would attribute a growing degree of commitment to the democratic system by political elites in newly democratised countries due to their closer involvement with the system. 

In the footsteps of Almond and Verba, next to studying mass political culture particular approaches were developed to study political elites by scholars such as Lucian Pye, Nathan Leites or Robert Putnam.
 In his comparative study of political elites in Britain and Italy Putnam compares two national elite political cultures. He differentiates three major categories of politicians’ basic attitudes: political style, i.e. the extent to which politicians use ideological versus pragmatic approaches, cognitive predispositions, i.e. the view of politicians hold on the conflictful or harmonious nature of society, and operative ideals, i.e. procedural preferences of politicians.
 According to Putnam political elites can experience a socialisation in office which influences their role conceptions and policy opinions. Its impact on a moderation of beliefs depends among others on the degree of institutionalisation and the time spent in office.
 

Hypothesis 1: A politician who spends a longer time in public office features more consensual attitudes, higher support for established procedures and the institutional status quo than a colleague with a shorter track record in politics.
Particular generational experiences are also found to leave a lasting mark on attitudes. Thus, for the case of Italy Putnam finds the generations socialised in the violent upheavals of the Mussolini-era to be more conflict-oriented than younger cohorts who entered adulthood in the democratic post-war period.
 Following Mannheim, he argues that every national political elite can be divided into political generations which due to their similar and limited historical experience have similar predispositions of thought and action.
 Moreover, on the basis of Almond and Verba, we might add that younger politicians predominantly socialised in Western democracy are more likely to support it than the older ones who were socialised under authoritarian communist regimes.

Hypothesis 2:
 The different historical experiences of early life socialisation of different generations lead to different attitudes about consensualism. Socialisation under authoritarian regimes is less conducive for supporting the existing democratic set-up that socialisation in Western democracies.

The mainstream approach by Almond and Verba however suffers from a major epistemological and methodological problem: as it assumes political culture to be located in individually internalised values it has to make assumptions about the honesty of actors pronouncing certain attitudes (e.g. in response to survey questions), which is particularly problematic for political elites who might hardly reveal their “real” beliefs. Moreover, conceptualising political culture as a unified system of beliefs cannot sufficiently account for variation or contradictory orientations in individual value systems or the existence of deviating sub-cultures on different levels (mass and elite). As Joseph Schull points out even adherents of the same ideology might hold very different beliefs or interpretations of certain tenets of the ideology.
 We might therefore wonder how we can know that people’s support for democracy has actually become “intrinsic and unconditional” as demanded by a number of scholars of democratic consolidation.
 

The above-outlined traditional Weberian notion of political culture stands in opposition to Neo-Durkheimian approaches which have become increasingly influential during the last two decades or so, particularly in the field of social movement theory but also in International Relations.
 These approaches locate (political) culture not on the individual level but conceptualise it as collectively shared representations of democracy which constitute political life. Thus, political culture reflects a group’s social and cultural context rather than their aggregated psychological traits.


This way researchers need no longer to make assumptions about individuals’ “real”, (i.e. internalised) values or intentions and their reflection in surveys and are rather agnostic in this regard. Political culture is investigated on a discursive, inter-subjective level in the form of freely available texts of all kinds. This kind of political culture research focuses on explicit cultural legacies as Jan Kubik calls it (as opposed to implicit legacies which might be unconscious or remain unstated). The explicit concept of political culture which invokes “blueprints for doing” stands in contrast to the above-outlined implicit political culture reflecting “habits”.
 

This kind of political culture research is concerned with “meaning”. Thus, political culture can be viewed as being more than the sum of a group’s psychological dispositions but in fact exists in a way autonomously from individuals in the form of well-known symbols or discourses.
 Actors are seen as being embedded in these constitutive settings reflecting the group’s collectively shared history. Groups of actors such as the political elites of a polity are discursively connected by specific conventions e.g. a shared vocabulary, figures of speech, standards of argument, criteria of coherence and verification, a certain range of assumptions and problems etc.
 In the context of new democracies these discursive frames offer actors ways to relate to the new system on the basis of certain rhetorical frames, symbols or concepts. These discourses entail discriminating experience (what is right and what is wrong), and narratives of history “as it really was” in the form of dominant rhetorical frames, and thus being some kind of epistemological device,
 similarly to the notion of doxa by Pierre Bourdieu.
 The doxa in a group, i.e. the dominant way of relating to the social reality within this group, is neither completely fixed and rigid, nor free of contradictions. Sometimes competing heterodox frames and idioms come up and challenge the orthodox frames and thus the power of its proponents. 

(Not only) political leaders approach reality rhetorically with an intent to convince by making use of these common frames which “sound familiar” or “ring true”.
 These frames define the boundaries of the possible, they contribute to shape expectations and create incentives.
 Similarly to a “tool-kit”
 actors apply and use certain discourses in order to legitimise certain institutional designs or actions or exclude other arguments from the field of the imaginable. Thus, unlike in the classical model of political culture actors are not determined by fixed value orientations but do have a choice among a limited number of existing idioms. However, at the same time they have to submit themselves to these value claims in order to be regarded as legitimate and credible. This concept of political culture does therefore not require people to put faith in certain values, ideologies or else but to respect them. As a result political culture is both constraining and enabling in informing or precluding certain kinds of action through the availability of certain discourses which are both descriptive and prescriptive.
 

Changing a dominant discourse is difficult and costly. This does not exclude the possibility of behaviour outside of the rhetorical boundaries of the permissible. Yet, this behaviour can then not be easily justified with the dominant discourse and becomes therefore either viewed as illegitimate, or it gradually undermines power and political stability by questioning a dominant discursive frame. Yet, major externally-induced crises leading to far-reaching transformations in social relationships might also suddenly upset existing orthodoxies and then replace them with a different set of doxic frames. During these “unsettled times,“ as Ann Swidler calls them, new systems of meaning and organizing action were created.
 According to Jack Goldstone new ideologies do not play a central role in the breakdown of a regime but afterwards since “cultural innovation is following state breakdowns”.
 

For the cases of CEE countries the last major external crisis upsetting existing systems of meaning was certainly the 1989/90 breakdown of communism and the subsequent transition to democracy. Already earlier the communist leadership in most CEE countries had lost their hegemony over meaning, and competing discourses pronounced by dissidents entered the public realm.
 Through the post-totalitarian or authoritarian legacy in the countries of CEE cultural innovation both before and during transition was then rather strongly concentrated in the elitist interaction among and between reform communists and dissident groups.

While institutional outcomes with hindsight do not vary strongly across countries and tend to cluster in the consensus model of democracy as outlined above, communist legacies and transition dynamics varied quite considerably between countries. Hypothesising the relevance of the historical juncture of transition for the creation of a durable discursive structures we should therefore expect a wider degree of variation in political cultures than in institutions.

In the literature on democratic transition and consolidation, as well as democratic elite theory there appear to be two opposite claims of what kind of transition might foster a positive commitment of political elites to the new system, i.e. a political culture supportive of the democratic system put in place. While Schmitter and Karl, as well as Higley et al.
 are more process-oriented and favour a gradual, negotiated and consensual approach with a moderate degree of elite change, Munck / Leff and Wasilewski
 are more outcome-oriented as they define the ‘ideal’ democratic elites according to the tasks they have to perform successfully in a given environment and seem to prefer more rapid and far-reaching change. While Higley et al. emphasize elite consensus on common political codes, frames or discourses surrounding the rules of the democratic game Wasilewski is more oriented towards the collective realization of specific outcomes which then define the outlook of political elites. There is obviously a trade-off between the two approaches. Gradualism is not conducive to achieve quick and clear results in terms of policy outcomes while rapidly pushing through specific political strategies cannot be done in a very consensual way. In fact, the two can be viewed as two opposite ideal types of transition. 

The former ideal type, which I call multilateral transition, is characterized by a more equal distribution of contending factions in the transition process. Owing to this there is a stronger need to accommodate and negotiate a compromise, and a higher degree in elite continuity between old and new system. Transition is therefore more gradual, cautious and aiming for a balance between different groups. There is more emphasis on procedures then on explicit policy goals for which it is harder to find common ground. This makes the process rather lengthy, in the beginning more vulnerable to reversion and less certain in terms of its substantial objectives. Moreover, legal continuity appears to be a higher objective than popular legitimacy, i.e. there is a less clear “new beginning“.

The latter transition type, unilateral transition, in turn is characterized by the domination of the process by the opposition, who holds sway over politics for some time after the first free elections. There is less need and pressure to negotiate with the leaders of the old regime, who are weakened and/or soon marginalized. This constellation allows more leeway to the opposition to push through substantial policies implementing far-reaching socio-economic changes. Transition is therefore rapid, has a set goal and appears rather irreversible from an early point in time. It also involves a higher degree of elite turnover. This way, the break with the past regime becomes more visible as the new regime seeks to build itself on a new legitimacy, not legal continuity. This new legitimacy might be based on an elaborated blue-print of policies whose implementation is the openly pursued aim while procedural issues have only secondary importance. (see appendix 2)

Among the CEE countries East Germany and Czechoslovakia / the Czech Republic fall most clearly into the category of unilateral transition while Hungary, and with some qualifications also Poland, Bulgaria and post-1992 Slovakia fall into the category of multilateral transition.
 Romania in turn cannot be easily categorized as a case of either unilateral or multilateral transition in the post-communist context due to its violent revolution in 1989 and particularly due to the initial lack of a relevant “new elite” which could have formulated strong alternative discourses, both facts in difference from the general CEE pattern.

Based on this differentiation we can thus formulate a rival hypothesis to the classical model (Hypothesis 3): Political elites’ collective representations in countries with the experience of unilateral transition promote a less consensual understanding of democratic practise in comparison to countries with a multilateral transition where we expect to find a more consensus-oriented focus in elite discourses on democracy, in which compromise and consensus are presented as a value in itself.

This hypothesis rests on the premise that during transition political elites came to develop a shared meaning of democracy by reconfiguring their way of interaction according to the above-developed model of political culture. In the rather unstructured and empty public realm of collapsed communism new ways of organizing politics had to be found. Due to the described very different constellations between opposition and post-communists in the two ideal types of transition very different practices and forms of interaction are expected to have developed or revived from earlier periods. In multi-lateral transitions both opposition groups and former communists are more likely to have developed a common notion of responsibility for the new system which required an inclusive, coalescent approach, if only until a basic agreement about the terms of regime change was found and the first free elections held. At later points the legacy of peaceful and co-operative political change would be revived in order to achieve further decisive reform steps (e.g. constitutional reform, economic adjustment etc.) even if only rhetorically, or ultimately unsuccessfully in terms of substantive results. According to the above-developed alternative concept of political culture these common frames should have some durability until being displaced during new historical junctures. Thus, some basic elements should still be found today.

4. The case studies

In order to test the hypotheses outlined above we need to compare political elites’ collective representations on democracy in countries with a different transition background but similar institutional structures in the framework of Lijphart’s consensus democracy. 

I propose the comparison between Hungary and East Germany. Hungary resembles mostly closely the ideal-typical multilateral mode of transition. With a legacy of reforms dating back till the 1960s, a strong reform-oriented faction in the communist party and a variety of differentiated opposition groups and proto-parties, often with personal links to reformers in the administration the country set on a gradual, negotiated transition process in which the foundations for the new democracy were laid during round-table talks in summer 1989.
 Instead of a “new beginning”, e.g. by drawing up a constitution through a democratically elected assembly, the path of legal continuity was chosen, i.e. constitutional amendments through the old, illegitimate parliament. There was no large-scale purge or systematic prosecution of those aligned with the old regime and only a moderate elite turnover. 

East Germany in turn experienced the most dramatic and rapid transition from the collapse of hard-line post-totalitarian rule in autumn 1989 after mass demonstrations to a short-lived East German democracy with free elections in March 1990, and culminating in reunification with West Germany in October 1990. There, the transition process was dominated from the beginning by the opposition, in particular by the Christian Democratic Union (CDU), an erstwhile puppet party and ally of the ruling communists, who in alliance with some civic activists, the newly founded East German Social Democrats (SPD) and backing from the West German Kohl government soon promoted the unification and the full implementation of the West German political and market economy model. At the same time the former communists and the more left-leaning civic activists who argued for the elaboration of an independent East German model of democracy were marginalized. Rapid activism dominated by the opposition and later the first freely elected East German government resulted in fast, far-reaching changes and strong discontinuities in terms of institutions, policies and personnel. Not so much legal continuity but popular legitimacy was the guiding principle of the new East German government, which backed by a strong mandate for pro-unification parties strove to implement the West German political and market model in order to prepare for unification as quickly as possible.
 Complete discontinuity with the communist GDR was marked by the German reunification on 3 October 1990 through which the West German Basic Law and the entire legal body (safe for a few temporary exceptions) was extended to East Germany. Endeavours for a newly elaborated constitution for either an independent East Germany or the newly unified Germany did not materialize. Instead the old West German model was virtually rebuilt 1:1 in the East.

Elite turnover in East Germany was the most far-reaching in the region. Applicants for a large number of public positions have to undergo screening for links to the former secret service. Virtually all former high-ranking officials lost their office. Economic, judicial, academic and military elite positions were quickly occupied by West Germans, while political positions went predominantly to political newcomers from the newly founded or revived parties.
 In a nutshell, the East German case is very close to the ideal type of unilateral transition.
 

East Germany and Hungary experienced very different transition dynamics, and are close to the above-outlined ideal types of unilateral and multilateral transition respectively. At the same time, Hungary and Germany share a quite similar, namely consensus (rather than majoritarian) institutional set-up on the national level following the model of Lijphart. When amending the Hungarian constitution in 1989 Hungary in fact adopted a number of provisions on the basis of the German Basic Law.
 

Both countries have multi-party (rather than two-party) systems, have been governed by minimal-winning coalition or even oversized coalition governments rather than one-party governments for all (Hungary since 1990) or most of the time (West Germany since 1949, Germany since 1990). Both countries have a legislatives which as  “working parliaments” with a strong committee system represent quite some counterbalance against the government (as opposed to cabinet-dominated or presidential systems), mixed electoral systems which assure a high degree of proportional representation (as opposed to pure first-past-the-post systems), and a more corporatist than pluralist representation of collective interests. Both countries have a written constitution with rather rigid requirements for constitutional amendment and strong judicial review. Finally, central banks are independent from the government.

In addition, Germany has some additional veto points through its rather strongly decentralized federal system and a bicameral parliament, with power-sharing arrangements between central and Land governments whereas Hungary has only an intermediate degree of decentralization with some powers for local authorities, and no second chamber of parliament. This is the only major difference between the two cases in terms of Lijphart’s model.
 

5. The methodology

In a first step I analyse elite statements quantitatively in terms of the ratio between consensual and majoritarian statements in order to confirm or disconfirm the pattern expected in my hypotheses. I focus in my case studies on members of parliament in the Hungarian Országgyűlés and members of the German Bundestag from East German constituencies. MPs are next to high-ranking members of the executive the most visible, powerful and influential members of the political elite and therefore justify this positional approach which is also the most common in existing empirical research on political elites in democratic societies.
 Due to the generally public character of parliamentary sessions MPs provide extensive, rich, and systematic discursive material which can be used for analysis and include a broader political spectrum in terms of membership than any other high-ranking positional elite (e.g. the government). At this point I will make no further assumptions about the possible impact of the particular context of parliamentary sessions on political elites’ statements (as opposed to other contexts e.g. speeches at party rallies, press interview, material provided on websites etc.).


Due to the constraints of a project like mine I focus on a limited number of MPs for both cases in a limited time frame. For both cases I picked close around 25 MPs each covering all parties represented in parliament roughly in relation to the size of the share of votes in the 2002 general elections in both Hungary and Germany,
 and assuring a balanced mix of age, gender, professional background, regional origin (urban, rural, capital), time in parliament, and (national and regional) list and single-member district MPs which also roughly reflects the distribution of these factors among all MPs. For the East German case I focused exclusively on MPs from the East German constituencies.
 (see Appendix 3) 

The code book

Using the official parliamentary records for both cases for the period of 2002-2005 which are available online I coded all instances of consensual or majoritarian statements by every MP in the sample according to a code book developed on the basis the major criteria for a consensual political culture in the literature. Here I will refer only to the results concerning the first coding category which is covered by my hypotheses.
 At a different place additional coding categories will be considered as well as earlier parliamentary cycles and a West German sample allowing for more comprehensive conclusions.

1. Consensus as a democratic practice 

As a consensus-oriented statement counts:

· presenting consensus as an ideal to be achieved in general, as being crucial for the working of the democratic system, or as being part of an ideal political culture

· presenting cooperation and compromise between opposition and governmental parties as something necessary, useful or desirable in general, or for solving a particular problem

· presenting an issue as requiring a consensual decision beyond the parties in government

· formally asking one or several non-allied parties to join into consultations/negotiations/collective deliberations (beyond the normal debate in parliament or its committees) in order to find a commonly agreed solution to an issue

· rhetorically diminishing the difference between government and opposition, i.e. by demanding a “responsible opposition”

As majoritarian statements in this dimension count statements which

· present consensus as something not generally necessary or useful, or as not carrying a value in itself for the working of the democratic system

· express opposition to a proposed consensus solution on a particular issue, or praise for the achievements of certain results explicitly against the opposition of another party

· demarcating the difference between government and opposition e.g. by refusing to take over joint responsibility for a certain decision, or declining an invitation to join negotiations for a consensus solution

	examples for consensus statements
	examples for majoritarian statements

	"Political culture is the culture of cooperation and compromise. This is lacking in our democracy."

“We prefer to have this law adopted by a consensus of all parties in parliament.”
	"Not every compromise is a good compromise"

"I prefer clear majority votes over fishy deals with the opposition."

	“This issue is of such an importance that it must be decided together by government and opposition.”
	“We do not mind pulling through this law without the approval of party XY.”

	“A responsible opposition would take over its part of responsibility for this crucial decision.”
	“This government has its own way to do things, we do not need your advice.”


Statements were only counted towards the consensus/majoritarian indicator in this content analysis when they clearly matched one of the coding criteria.
 Ideally, the coding of the material should be undertaken by external, specially trained assistants and not by the author himself. Yet, in this case this option was not feasible due to the financial constraints of the project. Nevertheless, in order to check the reliability, more than 50% of the material was coded for a second time after a few weeks and compared to the original results in order to assess the degree of coding concurrence between the two instances which proved to be quite high. Moreover, the analysis was done by alternating between the German and the Hungarian material, and between MPs from different parties in order to ensure a high degree of consistency and reliability across the entire sample. Surely, even with the most unambiguous code book and the best coding specialists this methodology will not completely close any room for interpretation to the coder. Despite these imperfections my results appear quite clear and robust in terms of the overall patterns.

At first I gathered all statements in parliament of the MPs in my sample between the elections of 2002 (April 2002 in Hungary, September 2002 in Germany) and late September 2005 (when the last Bundestag session before early elections took place). All instances of either consensual or majoritarian statements identified according to the code book were recorded and the balance (i.e. the number of consensual statements minus the number of majoritarian statements) calculated in each category, and overall per MP, party and country. 

Moreover, the “intensity”, i.e. the ratio of the consensus-majoritarian balance per “speech unit” was calculated. One speech unit includes all recorded verbal contributions of an MP to a single item on the parliamentary agenda on one day of session, regardless of length and frequency of the contribution(s). Thus, for example a speech and a number of short interventions on the same item on the agenda on one day by an MP count as one unit, while two interventions on two different topics on one day or two interventions on the topic but on different days count as two units. In cases when only a heckling interruption (i.e. a loud remark during another MP’s speech) was recorded this was not counted as a separate speech unit although it was equally submitted to content analysis and counted towards the amount of consensus or majoritarian statements if applicable. This way, it was assured that speech units are comparable in average length between the two cases and differences in standing orders of the two parliaments accounted for. The consensus-majoritarian balance per speech unit is thus a quantitative measure for the “intensity” and the “direction” (i.e. more consensus or more majoritarian) of MPs’ contributions in parliament.

A Hungarian MP in the sample in average accumulated 53 speech units for the mentioned period, an East German MP 36 speech units (see Appendix 4 table 1). The difference is mainly based in the fact that the Hungarian material covers a slightly longer period (given the earlier elections in Hungary in 2002) and the smaller size of the Hungarian parliament (thus allowing for more interventions for a single MP in average).

At first, I will apply the individualist approach of the Almond and Verba model and take elite statements as the expression of individually internalised beliefs and measure the extent to which they are consensualist or majoritarian on the individual level.

6. Discussion of the quantitative results

When looking at the results of the quantitative content analysis we find quite some evidence against the classical model of political culture (Hypotheses 1 and 2): There appears to be no clear relationship between age/generation (measured by year of birth) and consensualism, or time in office (measured by year MP entered parliament) and consensualism. (see Appendix 4, tables 2 and 3). Regardless of age or time in office, East German MPs feature rather majoritarian statements as opposed to their Hungarian colleagues. MPs do not generally appear to be more consensual the less time they have lived under the old regime, or the more time they have spent in office. (Due to the small number of cases no further sophisticated statistical analysis is possible at this stage.) Thus, inspite of the similarly consensus-democratic institutional set-up in the two cases there seems to have been no convergence towards consensual patterns of  statements in parliament – most East German MPs’ speeches are clearly dominated by majoritarian statements (as indicated by their negative value). Hence, the data suggests a pattern based on country differences rather than (the two tested) individual background factors as expected by the classical model. 

7. Consensus and compromise:  panacea or expensive luxury?

In order to substantiate the alternative model of political culture I will investigate in how far MPs in the two cases are connected by common discourses on the democratic system, whether there are shared frames which are used to talk about conflict and consensus, and how preferences for either model of democracy are being justified historically or otherwise.

For this investigation structured interviews were conducted with the Hungarian and East German MPs in the sample and then subjected to discourse analysis. (see annex 5a) MPs’ answers are analysed by applying a “qualitative cluster analysis”
, i.e. by establishing those rhetorical frames which were widely used and shared across each sample, and the major counter-themes to these frames. The central themes and frames found will be substantiated by footnotes identifying the MPs subscribing to them in order to demonstrate the extent, in particular across party lines, to which a certain discourse is shared. Whenever I make striking observations in terms of other background variables (age, gender etc.) I will explicitly report them. Moreover, I also take note if in a certain domain there are no clearly recognizable common discourses, or rather unexpected themes and frames. References to findings of other studies which substantiate or question my findings are made. Finally, the results are compared across the two cases by the juxtaposition of the summarized major discursive frames in each section. The lack of some clearly distinguishable major frames which are shared across party lines (but not across countries) and/or which cannot be grounded in references to the transition legacy would question my alternative hypothesis to the classical model. 

a) In Hungary the term “consensus” is overwhelmingly framed in very positive terms regardless of party membership or social backgrounds. Virtually all Hungarian MPs present consensus as something inherently valuable and in many areas as indeed necessary or even indispensable. There is a striking similarity across all parties in stressing the need to address some fundamental issues such as social and economic reforms or the demographic decline in a consensual way between the (two big or all four) parties. At the same time the constant lack of consensus in Hungarian politics is deplored for which a deficient political culture is blamed.
 

Certain problems are presented as being too important or too severe to be left to a majority decision by the parties in government. Moreover, there is suspicion that a simple majority decision in parliament would not lead to a balanced and just outcome. It is lamented by many that through the changeover of government every four years the previous government’s major policies would be undone and reversed.
 One MP mentions the difficulty to make weighted decisions as there is “always someone hurt”.

Thus, it seems that according to this widely shared discourse only co-operation and consensus would allow for continuous progress in crucial fields, or as one MP put it, rather than creating artificial divisions and problems the parties should “get together in order to solve the real problems”.
 The assumed existence of “two Hungaries” (as called by a number of MSzP-MPs) or generally the existence of “two camps” in the political landscape is presented as a major impediment to Hungarian politics and blamed for the lack of positive reputation for the political elites.
 

Members of the coalition parties assure their willingness to cooperate with the opposition on major issues while at the same time criticising them for not being constructive enough, for conducting smear campaigns or spoiling the atmosphere while opposition MPs equally accuse the parties in government of doing the same.
 Members of the opposition in turn deplore the lack of cooperative gestures from the government and accuse them of being populist and interested in short-term gains only.
 Interestingly, self-criticism or criticism for one’s own party appears rather marginal.

Only one MP associates the term “consensus” negatively by making references to the Kádárist “National People’s Front” which was meant to embody the unity of all major interest groups and organisations in a socialist society, the so-called “transmission belts”. This MP did not see the urge for the creation of what he calls “National Fronts” or grand coalitions as Hungary was not under danger making this necessary. Rather than aiming for compromises “parties should try to win elections”.

This exceptional majoritarian view is contrasted on the other hand by another MP who even included consensus in his definition of democracy.
 Another MP remarked that he was well aware that a multi-party system goes hand in hand with disputes and battles of words but “one shouldn’t view this as the essence of politics.”
 Moreover, some of his colleagues made positive references to countries succeeding in the creation of a national consensus, mentioning in particular Spain’s Moncloa Pacts in which the major political parties decided about post-Franco Spain’s political and economic development by consensus.
 One MP even calls for the inclusion of other societal participants beyond the political parties (i.e. civil society, unions, media) into a overall consensus or corporatist approach to politics.

In fact, Hungarian MPs are generally reluctant to elaborate criticism on the existing political system as put in place by the round-table talks, in particular the division of power between different institutions and claim it to be the best possible democratic arrangement for Hungary, which should not be changed.

In sum, consensus and accommodation is presented as an ideal worth pursuing and something which still needs to be achieved in Hungary. In a way, consensus appears to be presented as panacea to overcome all serious problems the country faces. A deficient political culture rather than a lack of willingness is blamed for the failure of consensus politics in Hungary. The roots for this deficient political culture and the lack of consensus are widely seen in post-transition politics, where both camps see their respective time in government as a period during which there were attempts made to include the other parties but cooperation became impossible and decisions were undone when the “other side” come into power.

b) In great contrast to Hungarian MPs, East German MPs clearly do not present consensus as a value in itself. Instead, facing reality and implementing clear solutions and successful reforms is presented as being more important than the achievement of compromise.
 Both government and opposition MPs mostly characterize consensus and compromise as useful and good if achieved, but as often infeasible and usually rather an impediment to decisive reforms. In fact, many stress the need of the respective government to carry responsibility for its policies on its own. It should not look for someone to take over a part of the job.

Many MPs make clear, that they generally preferred consensus
 but that “Germany can no longer afford consensus”,
 that too much time was lost in finding it
 or that there should not be “consensus at any price”.
 Working together would not necessarily mean the need to find compromises in the end.
 One MP argues that Germany has too many compromises which cannot be put into action. Therefore, instead of two dysfunctional compromises he would rather prefer two clear decisions, even if he could realize his ideas only in one of them and would the other see being made by a political opponent.
 The consensus-oriented institutional structure of the German political system, in particular the second chamber of parliament representing the interests of the Länder (Bundesrat) are blamed for the failure to achieve far-reaching changes.
 Hence competition for the best ideas should prevail rather than compromises.
 This majoritarian outlook is also part of the underlying notion of democracy advanced by some MPs: non-voters are presented as the greatest danger to democracy “because they let a minority decide”,
 as consensus is precisely about the minority’s veto to decisions by the majority.


In sum, East German MPs present themselves as less supportive of consensus approaches to political decision-making. While not opposing the idea of co-operation and consensus as such, there is much stronger agreement and emphasis on the need for political competition and the fight for the better arguments rather than compromise which is presented as costly and retarding. 

	Hungary
	East Germany

	Consensus on major issues is crucial to avoid setbacks.

Consensus as an ideal still to be achieved in Hungary

The Spanish Moncloa Pact is a positive examples of a national consensus.
	Consensus is sometimes useful but mostly unrealistic or not feasible.

Competition and clear decisions are better than compromise at any price which might impede progress.

Bundesrat as a negative example for political delay through consensus mechanisms.


c) Hungarian MPs and East German MPs draw on two very distinct rhetorical frames of democracy. Hungarian MPs are united in portraying compromise and consensus as part of their normative constitution, i.e. their self-defining convictions and norms which are presented as natural and which have to be respected.
 At the same time another rhetorical frame designates Hungarian political elites as usually incompetent to achieve this ideal. Different political parties and camps claim superiority in interpreting and achieving this ideal as opposed to their political opponents who are claimed to still be further away from it. East German MPs in turn promote a competitive image of politics as an ideal which is contrasted with the time- and resource-consuming processes of finding compromises in reality. 

According to some authors Hungary’s political landscape is traditionally characterized by a strong inclination to consensus-oriented decision-making. Some trace this back to the post-1956 situation with Hungary’s milder version of communism under János Kádár. Kádár who after a failed revolution strove not to set people against the regime allowed for a somewhat greater degree of pluralism, economic or social deviationism than in the other communist countries and therefore required a more sensitive, less imposing political style which is claimed to live on in the new polity.
 Others trace this approach even further back in time e.g. by pointing towards the 1867 Ausgleich within the Austro-Hungarian monarchy.

Although reference to deep historical legacies can go some way in improving our understanding of current phenomena, they often lack a convincing mechanism to explain the transmission of these legacies. Usually, these studies emphasise the socialising and habituating function of certain cultural practices. In this regard, Anna Seleny assumes the traditional persistence of consensus practices in Hungary which she uses as a main factor in explaining the Hungarian “compromise-corporatist” model of democratic consolidation. However, her approach cannot quite explain why Hungarian political elites tend to stick to this ideal regardless of very confrontational politics which she observes particularly since the 1998 elections and the advent of the centre-right Orban government. How should the ideal live on if it is no longer practised, and if new members of the elite are not habituated to it?

My approach in turn focuses more on consensus as a rhetorical ideal, as an argument or a symbol rather than a “habit”. This way notions of compromise and consensus are points of reference to a romanticised past, to instances of national convergence and consensus such as 1867, the “Kádár consensus” in the 1960s and 70s (which, however, here is only negatively referred to by one MP), or the 1989 round-table talks (and the Spanish Moncloa talks as a role model) when both government and opposition followed self-limiting, gradualist and accommodative approaches. While the ideal of consensus democracy as in 1989 can rarely be sustained in practice in the upheavals of post-transition politics it obviously still is a powerful symbol which is rhetorically valued by most politicians and which can be used to bolster one’s own credibility, or to put shame on the political opponent. It does not have to be internalised and constantly practised however. Thus, independently from people’s private attitudes and actual behaviour in the short run, non-consensual practices are to be condemned or deplored, and one’s own willingness to compromise constantly needs to be underlined in this discursive context. At the same time the monopoly of defining who is better in pursuing this ideal is claimed by different camps or parties for its important legitimising notion. 

According to some scholars German politics is historically compromise-oriented and aiming for balanced, equitable decisions.
 For some strange reason however, support for this approach did not resurface in post-communist East Germany even after the West German consensus democracy had been installed 1:1 and no adaptation to consensualist political culture as expected by the civic culture paradigm took place. Rather, a very different, majoritarian outlook on politics was developed. As Jennifer Yoder correctly observes, the process of integrating into a new system is not just about values, but also about identities.
 What kind of rhetorical resources, what kind of collective representations and identities can East German political elites thus use to justify their “non-conformist” stance e.g. towards established West German institutions such as the Bundesrat? Unlike in the Hungarian case, there is little value and legitimacy in the widely discredited past of Nazi, Weimar or Imperial Germany. Unlike the case of Kádár’s Hungary the communist GDR is not only viewed as an illegitimate regime but also rather providing recipes for confrontational, imposing politics.

East German political elites therefore do not have the collective memory of consensual solutions at historical turning-points which could serve as a strong unifying symbol and therefore do not have the rhetorical resources to justify consensus politics. In fact, the experience of a confrontational but successful transition, i.e. a revolution in which co-operation with the petrified old regime would have been fatal and compromise impossible might rather support this notion. Although there were some elements of compromise and accommodation (e.g. round table talks) real changes occurred through decisive actions from some of the groups and parties, e.g. the occupation of the Stasi-headquarters in order to prevent the destruction of files, or large demonstrations demanding the speeding up reforms, and later reunification. In the light of this discourse the West German consensus-corporatist model is identified as an impediment to political progress, it is approached rather pragmatically and critically as creating too much delay and high costs.

8. Conclusion

Political culture, which is seen as a major component in the process of democratic consolidation does not appear to automatically adapt to institutions over time as claimed by the classical approach by Almond and Verba. Moreover, it is problematic to operationalise commitment to (consensus) democracy on the individual level as a psychological syndrome of internalised values for reasons of validity: It is not possible to measure beliefs, in particular with political elites who might be wary of revealing personal views. Rather it appears more reasonable to conceptualise political culture on an aggregated level in the form of explicit discursive frames which are used to justify political positions. Moreover, political culture appears to be rather independent from institutions and based in the availability of discursive resources developed during critical historical junctures such as the 1989/90 democratic transition for the cases of CEE. 


In this piece the two models were only tested in one dimension of consensualism for a limited period of time and the parliamentary context only. Further research shall establish the stability of the described collective representations of consensus democracy over time (e.g. testing for the impact of incumbency) and context (e.g. speeches outside the parliament). Moreover, the East German sample of MPs might be compared with a West German sample in order to hold constant the national context and test for the impact of specific East German legacies in the same institutional context. Finally, the model shall be used to discuss the role of culture in the process of democratic consolidation. Rather than directly shaping behaviour as assumed by the classical model, discursive political culture is a way by which political elites justify and legitimate their behaviour. It therefore does not impact directly on behaviour, however it constrains and enables certain practices through the availability of legitimising rhetorics, similarly to Bourdieu’s concept of habitus which might be shown by an in-depth case study on a particular decision in parliament. 
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10. Appendices

Appendix 1

Two dimensions and ten characteristics of majoritarian and consensus models of democracy

Executive-Parties Dimension

1. Concentration of executive power in single-party majority cabinets vs. executive power-sharing in broad multi-party coalitions

2. Executive-legislative relationships in which the executive is dominant vs. executive-legislative balance of power

3. Two-party vs. multi-party system

4. Majoritarian and disproportional electoral system vs. proportional representation

5. Pluralist interest group systems with free-for-all competition among groups vs. coordinated and corporatist interest group systems aimed at compromise and concertation

Federal-Unitary Dimension

1. Unitary and centralized government vs. federal and decentralised government

2. Concentration of legislative power in a unicameral legislative vs. division of legislative power between two equally strong but differently constituted houses

3. Flexible constitutions that can be amended by simple majorities vs. rigid constitutions that can be changed only by extraordinary majorities

4. Systems in which legislatives have the final word on the constitutionality of their own legislation vs. systems in which laws are subjects to judicial review of their constitutionality by supreme or constitutional courts

5. Central banks that are dependent on the executive vs. independent central banks

(Source: Lijphart 1999, Flinders 2005)

Appendix 2 

	Mode of transition
	Unilateral
	Multilateral

	Elite actors
	opposition dominating
	Balance between powerholders and opposition

	Approach to Change
	Swiftness, decisiveness, ‘shock therapy’
	Gradualism, balance, accommodation

	Major objective of actors
	New legitimacy
	Legality

	
	New beginning, clear break with the past
	Continuity with (a certain) past

	Focus on
	Outcomes
	Procedures

	Uncertainty
	Lower
	Higher

	Irreversibility
	Higher
	Lower

	Way of implementation
	Apply/impose well-tried ‘blueprints’
	Negotiate among competing ideas

	Elite continuity
	Lower
	Higher

	Popular participation (in the beginning)
	Higher
	Lower


Appendix 3

Table 1: Composition of MP samples

	
	Hungarian MPs
	Hungarian sample
	East German MPs
	East German sample*

	Average age in 2004
	46,63 years
	48 years
	49,79 years
	49,25 years

	Gender m/f
	90,9% / 9,1%
	89,9% / 11,1%
	63,8% / 36,2 %
	80% / 20%

	Education higher/ secondary/primary
	
	96,3% / 3,7% / 0%
	82,5% / 11,3% / 6,2 %
	90% / 5% / 5%

	First elected  1990/ 1994 / 1998 / 2002
	15,8%/19,8%/ 30,3%/34,3%
	37,0%/25,9%/ 22,2%/14,8%
	34,7%/7,4%/ 31,6%/26,3%

(1990**15,8%)
	35%/10%/25%/30%

(1990**: 15 %)

	Mandate direct/list 

(r=regional, n=national)
	45,6%/

36,3%(r), 18,1%(n)
	40,7%/ 

29,6% (r), 29,6 (n)
	59,8% / 40,2%
	65%/35%

	Origin rural/urban/capital 
	
	14,8%/37%/48,1%
	42,4% / 51,1%/ 6,5%
	30%/50%/20%


* does not include complementary PDS MPs from 1998-2002 Bundestag

1990** first freely elected East German parliament March-October 1990

Table 2: Hungary 2002-2005

	MP
	sex
	Year of birth
	Entered parliament
	Education
	Origin
	Mandate
	Other office
	speech units 
	Political affiliation in June 1989 

	Fidesz #1
	m
	1975
	2002
	higher
	rural
	list (r)
	
	8
	---

	Fidesz #2
	m
	1970
	1998
	higher
	urban
	list (r)
	
	52
	---

	Fidesz #3
	m
	1962
	1998
	higher
	rural
	direct
	
	40
	---

	Fidesz #4
	m
	1963
	1998
	higher
	urban
	direct
	
	9
	---

	Fidesz #5
	m
	1966
	1990
	higher
	capital
	list (n)
	Vice-president of parliament, former minister
	25
	Fidesz

	Fidesz #6
	m
	1961
	1998
	higher
	urban
	list (n)
	
	9
	---

	Fidesz #7
	m
	1968
	1993
	higher
	urban
	list (r)
	
	147
	Fidesz

	Fidesz #8
	m
	1961
	1990
	higher
	urban
	direct
	Head of committee
	18
	Fidesz

	MSZP #1
	m
	1968
	2002
	higher
	capital
	list (r)
	Minister of state
	121
	---

	MSZP #2
	m
	1953
	1994
	higher
	capital
	direct
	
	55
	MSZMP

	MSZP #3
	m
	1958
	1994
	higher
	capital
	list (r)
	Head of committee
	9
	MSZMP

	MSZP #4
	m
	1942
	1994
	higher
	capital
	direct
	Minister of state
	46
	MSZMP

	MSZP #5
	m
	1936
	1994
	higher
	urban
	list (n)
	
	48
	MSZMP

	MSZP #6
	f
	1953
	2002
	higher
	capital
	direct
	Minister
	0
	---

	MSZP #7
	m
	1952
	1998
	higher
	rural
	list (r)
	Minister of state
	5
	MSZMP

	MSZP #8
	m
	1946
	1994
	higher
	capital
	direct
	Minister of state
	10
	MSZMP

	MSZP #9
	m
	1946
	1990
	higher
	rural
	direct
	Head of committee
	32
	MSZMP

	MSZP#10
	f
	1951
	1998
	higher
	urban
	direct
	Minister of state
	125
	MSZMP

	SZDSZ #1
	f
	1949
	1990
	higher
	capital
	list (n)
	
	149
	SZDSZ

	SZDSZ #2
	m
	1952
	1990
	higher
	capital
	list (r)
	mayor
	1
	SZDSZ

	SZDSZ #3
	m
	1954
	1990
	higher
	capital
	list (n)
	Head of committee
	80
	SZDSZ

	SZDSZ #4
	m
	1955
	1994
	higher
	urban
	list (n)
	Minister of state
	4
	---

	SZDSZ #5
	m
	1946
	1990
	higher
	capital
	direct
	Head of committee
	50
	SZDSZ

	SZDSZ #6
	m
	1958
	1990
	higher
	urban
	list (n)
	Head of committee
	29
	SZDSZ

	MDF #1
	m
	1955
	1990
	higher
	urban
	list (r)
	
	95
	MDF

	MDF #2
	m
	1942
	1990
	higher
	capital
	direct
	former Minister
	26
	MDF

	MDF #3
	m
	1967
	2002
	secondary
	capital
	list (n)
	
	234
	MDF


list mandates are either regional (r) or national (n)

MSZMP = Hungarian Socialist Workers’ Party (communist party until 1989)

Minister of state = államtitkár

Table 3: East Germany 2002-2005

	MP
	sex
	Year of birth
	Entered parliament
	Education
	Origin
	Mandate
	Other office
	speech units 
	Political affiliation in Sept. 1989

	CDU #1
	m
	1948
	2002
	higher
	urban
	list
	former Land prime minister
	70
	CDU***

	CDU #2
	m
	1957
	1990
	primary
	rural
	direct
	
	27
	---

	CDU #3
	m
	1954
	2002
	higher
	urban
	list
	
	6
	SED

	CDU #4
	m
	1975
	2002
	higher
	urban
	direct
	
	88
	---

	CDU #5
	m
	1959
	1990*,1998
	higher
	capital
	list
	
	37
	church opposition group

	CDU #6
	m
	1955
	1998
	higher
	urban
	direct
	former Land minister
	40
	Neues Forum

	SPD #1
	m
	1945
	1994
	higher
	rural
	direct
	
	11
	---

	SPD #2****
	m
	1940
	1998
	higher
	rural
	direct
	
	13
	SPD (W.Germany)

	SPD #3
	m
	1956
	1990*,1990
	higher
	rural
	direct
	
	15
	church opposition group

	SPD #4
	f
	1959
	2002
	secondary
	urban
	direct
	
	8
	---

	SPD #5
	f
	1952
	1998
	higher
	rural
	direct
	
	1
	---

	SPD #6
	m
	1944
	1990
	higher
	capital
	direct
	
	10
	---

	SPD #7
	m
	1959
	1990*,1990
	higher
	urban
	list
	Minister
	28
	---

	SPD #8
	m
	1950
	1990
	higher
	urban
	list
	Minister of state
	50
	---

	SPD #9
	m
	1949
	1990
	higher
	urban
	direct
	
	14
	---

	SPD#10
	f
	1958
	2002
	higher
	urban
	direct
	
	12
	---

	PDS #1
	m
	1958
	1998
	higher
	urban
	list
	
	---
	SED

	PDS #2
	m
	1952
	1994
	higher
	rural
	list
	
	---
	SED

	PDS #3
	f
	1954
	1994
	higher
	urban
	list
	
	---
	SED

	PDS #4
	m
	1940
	1998
	higher
	rural
	list
	
	---
	SED

	PDS #5
	m
	1947
	1994
	higher
	rural
	list
	
	---
	SED

	PDS #6
	f
	1961
	2002
	higher
	capital
	direct
	
	267
	SED

	PDS #7
	f
	1971
	1998
	secondary
	urban
	list
	
	---
	---

	PDS #8
	f
	1963
	1998
	higher
	capital
	direct
	
	281
	SED

	PDS #9
	m
	1931
	1958**, 1998
	higher
	rural
	list
	
	---
	SED

	PDS#10
	m
	1951
	1990*,1990
	higher
	capital
	list
	
	---
	SED

	Green

#1
	f
	1964
	1994
	higher
	urban
	list
	
	23
	Neues Forum

	FDP #1
	m
	1947
	1990
	higher
	rural
	list
	
	8
	LDPD***


members of 1998-2002 Bundestag to complement PDS sample for interviews in italics

SED = Sozialistische Einheitspartei Deutschlands, East German communist party

Neues Forum = biggest civic opposition group in GDR 1989/90

1990* = member of the first freely elected GDR-Parliament (March-October 1990)

1958**= member of the communist GDR parliament

*** = members of “bloc parties” in the GDR (Liberal Democratic Party, LDPD; and Christian Democratic Union of East Germany, CDU)

**** = MP lived in West Germany until 1990

Minister of state= Staatssekretär

(sources: Országos Választási Iroda, Országgyülési Képviselök, Budapest, 2002; Deutscher Bundestag, Kürschner’s Volkshandbuch Deutscher Bundestag, 2003.)

Appendix 4: Results of content analysis of speeches in parliament
Table 1

	E.Germany 2002-05
	consensus +
	consensus -
	balance
	speech units
	balance/ speech unit
	 
	Hungary 2002-05
	consensus +
	consensus -
	balance
	speech units
	balance/ speech unit

	CDU # 1 
	2
	4
	-2
	70
	-0,03
	 
	Fidesz # 1
	0
	0
	0
	8
	0

	CDU # 2
	1
	5
	-4
	27
	-0,15
	 
	Fidesz # 2
	11
	0
	11
	52
	0,21

	CDU # 3
	 
	3
	-3
	6
	-0,5
	 
	Fidesz # 3
	4
	0
	4
	40
	0,1

	CDU # 4
	 
	6
	-6
	88
	-0,07
	 
	Fidesz # 4
	5
	0
	5
	9
	0,56

	CDU # 5
	9
	16
	-7
	37
	-0,19
	 
	Fidesz # 5
	3
	0
	3
	25
	0,12

	CDU # 6
	1
	11
	-10
	40
	-0,25
	 
	Fidesz # 6
	0
	2
	-2
	9
	-0,22

	SPD # 1
	 
	5
	-5
	11
	-0,45
	 
	Fidesz # 7
	9
	1
	8
	147
	0,05

	SPD # 2
	1
	4
	-3
	13
	-0,23
	 
	Fidesz # 8
	21
	0
	21
	18
	1,17

	SPD # 3
	5
	4
	1
	15
	0,067
	 
	MSZP # 1
	44
	2
	42
	121
	0,35

	SPD # 4
	1
	 
	1
	8
	0,125
	 
	MSZP # 2
	26
	0
	26
	55
	0,47

	SPD # 5
	 
	 
	0
	1
	0
	 
	MSZP # 3
	4
	0
	4
	9
	0,44

	SPD # 6
	 
	8
	-8
	10
	-0,8
	 
	MSZP # 4
	24
	0
	24
	46
	0,52

	SPD # 7
	 
	 
	0
	28
	0
	 
	MSZP # 5
	5
	0
	5
	48
	0,1

	SPD # 8
	 
	3
	-3
	50
	-0,06
	 
	MSZP # 6
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	SPD # 9
	4
	11
	-7
	14
	-0,5
	 
	MSZP # 7
	6
	0
	6
	5
	1,2

	SPD # 10
	 
	2
	-2
	12
	-0,17
	 
	MSZP # 8
	2
	0
	2
	10
	0,2

	PDS # 1*
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	 
	MSZP # 9
	21
	2
	19
	32
	0,59

	PDS # 2*
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	 
	MSZP # 10
	23
	3
	20
	125
	0,16

	PDS # 3*
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	 
	SZDSZ # 1
	26
	0
	26
	149
	0,17

	PDS # 4*
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	 
	SZDSZ # 2
	0
	0
	0
	1
	0

	PDS # 5*
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	 
	SZDSZ # 3
	32
	4
	28
	80
	0,35

	PDS # 6
	1
	29
	-28
	267
	-0,1
	 
	SZDSZ # 4
	12
	0
	12
	4
	3

	PDS # 7*
	-
	-
	-
	 
	-
	 
	SZDSZ # 5
	15
	4
	11
	50
	0,22

	PDS # 8
	6
	25
	-19
	281
	-0,07
	 
	SZDSZ # 6
	19
	3
	16
	29
	0,55

	PDS # 9*
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	 
	MDF # 1
	26
	1
	25
	95
	0,26

	PDS # 10*
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	 
	MDF # 2
	6
	0
	6
	26
	0,23

	Green # 1
	10
	14
	-4
	23
	-0,17
	 
	MDF # 3
	40
	4
	36
	234
	0,15

	FDP # 1
	0
	0
	0
	8
	0
	 
	HU overall
	384
	26
	358
	1427
	0,25

	E.Germany overall
	36
	146
	-110
	1009
	-0,11
	 
	HU weighted*
	357
	19
	338
	1427
	0,24

	E.Germany weighted*
	51
	200
	-149
	1009
	-0,15
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 


* In the 2002-05 electoral cycle the PDS failed to pass the nation-wide 5% hurdle and only had two directly eletcted MPs in parliament, both of whom delivered many speeches and were included in the sample. For the later qualitative analysis (interviews) some more former PDS-MPs were included in the sample due to the importance of the PDS in the East German context. Those MPs’ speech contributions during earlier electoral cycles will also be submitted to content analysis at a later point.

**For the weighted results all speech contributions of members of each party were added up, for the overall result per country parties were weighted roughly according to their overall votes’ share in Hungary and East Germany respectively.

Table 2: Consensualist statements and age
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Table 3: Consensualist statements and time in office
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Appendix 5: The Interviews

a) Approach

The interviews were conducted by the author from late March till early July 2004 in Hungary, and mid-July till mid-September 2005 in Germany i.e. in the middle of both parliaments’ four-year electoral cycle during which both countries were governed by a middle-left coalition government.
 MPs were initially contacted by e-mail. The e-mail introduced the author as a German PhD student in Political Science with an interest in current Hungarian/East German politics and asked for a one-hour interview about the MP’s political career and his/her views on a number of political issues.

From the 386 Hungarian MPs around 200 randomly selected ones were approached by e-mail. Only the first two or three interviewees were deliberately selected and approached through personal contacts in order to enable a “smooth start” of the project due to the initial belief that a foreign researcher might have a hard time gaining access to and the confidence of a sufficiently large and diverse number of Hungarian MPs. This proved to be rather unjustified as 27 interviews could be conducted while many times more MPs expressed their willingness to take part (around 40%). A completely random selection process was as in most other respectable elite studies infeasible, of course.
 Having interviewed  several representatives from all parties (MSzP, Fidesz, SzDSz and MDF) in parliament, from different generations, gender,
 a large variety of professional and geographical backgrounds, list and directly elected MPs, including a number of MPs holding additional offices in local/regional politics, the executive, parliament or their party, backbenchers and frontbenchers etc., a high degree of qualitative saturation was achieved and therefore many more MPs who had signalled willingness to participate were not asked for an appointment in the end. 

As for the smaller number of potential interviewees all 97 East German MPs were approached by e-mail. The response rate was much higher than in the Hungarian case (around 90%). In their replies all but four MPs expressed their willingness to be interviewed. This is a remarkably high number (if compared to other studies using interviews with MPs e.g. Putnam, Rohrschneider). Again, a suitable number of MPs based on a large distribution of background criteria was finally picked and interviewed. In general, the response rate in Hungary was higher among MPs from the governing parties (MSzP and SzDSz). In the East German case response rates were highest among SPD and PDS members. Therefore, one might speculate whether leftist parties have a higher inclination to participate in these kinds of interviews or whether it has to do with incumbency.

The interviews were conducted by the author in the form of pre-structured open-ended questions in which MPs were asked about their own background and self-image, the reasons for their political engagement, their “version” of the transition process, evaluation of the current system and proposals for change. The author intervened only to clarify, or to probe obviously illogical statements, or in case of excessive departure from the topic. Otherwise the MPs were given the (obviously very much appreciated and rather rare) opportunity to develop extensive statements on the questions asked in a relaxed atmosphere. 

Due to the above-mentioned under-representation of the PDS in the 2002 Bundestag based on the national 5%-hurdle it was decided to include some additional former PDS-MPs next to the two current ones into the sample. Only one of the additional eight PDS interviewees is no longer active in “high” politics while the others hold Länder and/or local council mandates and/or high party functions and/or had (unsuccessfully) run for the European Parliament meanwhile and/or were planning to run for the next Bundestag and/or Länder parliaments.
 Therefore, they can be still regarded as being part of the top East German political elite and the best possible choice to represent the PDS in the sample. Thus the East German sample overall consists of 29 interviews from the mentioned three large parties in a balanced distribution of age, gender and other background factors, and also included one Green and one FDP MP.


For the interviews a pre-structured, pre-tested questionnaire in Hungarian and German (on the basis of an English original) was used. To ensure semantic correspondence the Hungarian questionnaire was translated and re-translated into English with the help of experienced native speakers with a background in social sciences. All interviews were taped and transcribed except for two instances of technical malfunction. In these cases extensive back-up notes taken during the talks were used to reconstruct the interview. One East German MP chose to answer to the questionnaire in writing due to temporal absence from Germany. Otherwise, the interviews lasted between 35 and 120 minutes, on average around 60 minutes. Most of them were conducted in the MPs’ offices in Berlin or Budapest. One Hungarian and three German MPs were interviewed in their local constituency offices. Three Hungarian MPs were interviewed in the context of an informal press meeting which the author was allowed to join. The additional former PDS MPs were interviewed in their current places of work (2) in Berlin and Magdeburg, the PDS party headquarters in Berlin (2), cafés in Berlin (2), the author’s home in Berlin (1), and the former MP’s home in Berlin (1). Except for three interviews which were conducted in the context of the press meeting, all other interviews were not attended by any other person. There seems to be no indication whatsoever that the setting (if only for the degree of background noise) had any remarkable impact on the course and content of the interviews. The German interview tapes were transcribed by the author, the Hungarian ones by hired native, experienced assistants. The entire transcribed material amounts to around 800 pages (1,5 spaced, 12-point).

b) Guideline for questions

· Why did you become a politician? Was there a particular event or a particular personal experience as a major reason?

· Which ability, experience, or training do you regard as important for being a good politician?

· Social-economic status (as far as not available from other sources), i.e. age, education, rural/urban background, profession, religiosity, parents / family background

· Other individual information (as far as not available from other sources or discussed above) e.g. party member since when, party membership under old regime, participation in former anti-communist opposition / round-table talks etc.

· Where would you place yourself on a left-right scale with 0 being extreme right and 10 extreme left?

· Where would you place your party on the same scale?

· What do you find most appealing about politics? What do you dislike most about it?
· In what way should the new generation of politicians differ from the current one?

· How much of a politician’s past should be known to his/her voters?

· Is there a moment when one needs to draw a ‘thick line’ in dealing with the past?

· How well do you think society has dealt with its recent past?

· What event and which personality do you regard as the most important for your country’s democracy and in general since 1989? Why?

· With the wisdom of hindsight – is there anything of the old system which would have been worth keeping and why?

· If you look back to 1989 – what were your aspirations, hopes, ideas of how democracy should look like? How much of it has been realized?

· When you look back at the changes of 1989/1990 with the wisdom of hindsight, what were the mistakes committed then, what could have been done better?

· Should the democratic system be maintained as it stands now? What needs to be changed and why?

· How would you define democracy? 

· Do you think that it would be a good idea to have the President directly elected by the people? Why?
· Who of the main actors of 1989/90 have changed the most? In what way did they change?

· What are three gravest problems the country is facing currently?
· Who or what is to blame for these problems? The current system, the old system, a certain party or government, certain indiviudals or policies, international factors or else?
· How do the conflicts of interest involved in connection with (the most important problem mentioned) impact on the governability of the country?

· What are the major advantages and disadvantages following from the establishment of a free market economy in this country? 

· Do you think there is a lack of democracy in some areas of life, e.g. in the working place?
· Which group is the greatest danger for democracy in this country at the moment?
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� E.g. Already prior to unification decentralisation and federalisation was implemented in the GDR; the social security system was rebuilt according to the Western model.


� West Germans became to occupy a few of the most prominent positions in the Länder, e.g. Prime Minister posts, and those positions which required western legal and economic expertise, (e.g. Land ministers for finance or justice) for which there were few qualified Eastern candidates.


� Unfortunately, the East German case is very often excluded from comparative research on the region and easily dismissed as too special. Usually three major arguments are advanced as a justification. Firstly, it is argued that through unification East Germany ceased to exist as a state on its own. It is not a “country” and therefore could not be compared to other (“real”) countries. Secondly, the East German transition process is often presented as being completely dominated, if not pre- or overdetermined by the unification issue and almost entirely driven and controlled by West Germany (H Kitschelt et al., 1999, p.389), which then would also have an impact on political culture. Thirdly, in the context of comparative elite studies East Germany is often portrayed as not having its own political elite, both due to the absence of a national government since late 1990 and the takeover of virtually all key positions by West Germans.


All three claims can be challenged. Moreover, the very nature of the East German case in fact offers new opportunities for comparative studies. Firstly, on the surface East Germany is certainly special due to the unique event of national unification in the post-communist realm, with one side being part of the West. Yet, in the broader CEE context the discontinuity of states and the coincidence of national reformulation with democratisation is rather frequent and certainly complicates comparisons. Nevertheless, the reverse of unification, i.e. the split-up of countries has not caused us to exclude cases such as Slovenia, the Czech Republic, or Lithuania from comparative studies on democratic development. The absence of a post-communist state does certainly not imply the absence of a post-communist society, or a post-communist elite (see further below). One does not have to go as far as some authors who claim a kind of distinct national identity of East Germans (Howard) to see that the Eastern part of the unified Germany in many regards (e.g. social structures, voting behaviour, value systems etc.) is rather “post-communist” than “West German” (J Yoder, ‘West-East Integration: Lessons from East Germany’s Accelerated Transition’, East European Politics and Societies, Vol.14, No.1, pp.114-138.) 


	Secondly, East Germany’s transition, i.e. the collapse of communism and the installation of a freely elected government was based on a domestic transition process whose agenda was dominated by issues such as human rights, democracy, rule of law, and environmental protection. Increasing opposition to the old regime as elsewhere in the region, not the drive to unification brought down communism and installed democracy in the GDR. Massive demonstrations in Leipzig and other cities in autumn 1989 were triggered by domestic events (obvious electoral fraud in the last local elections, increasing economic and ecological decay) and developments within the Soviet bloc (Gorbachev, Solidarnosc, Hungary opening the iron curtain etc.) which also caught West Germany completely unprepared. The Leipzig demonstrators in late 1989 fought for a democratic GDR. Not Helmut Kohl, but civic activists, church leaders and ordinary people in the streets brought democracy to East Germany. German unification only became a real option after communism had been defeated and East Germany had become democratic. 


Moreover, it can be also argued that none of the CEE transitions was free of western influences. George Soros, Radio Free Europe, and an increasing inflow of western money (both in the form of credits for the bankrupt regimes and tacit aid to the opposition), or liberalized travel regimes did have a significant impact on the course of transition in all CEE countries, arguably in some countries much more and much earlier than in East Germany (M Spinner, The ‘National Interest’ and the Transformation of Hungarian Foreign Politics in the 1980s’, MA thesis, University of Birmingham, 2002.) Shortly after transition, the ultimate goal of EU membership then imposed very strict conditionalities, if not a predetermination on CEE countries’ democratic consolidation and strongly limited the leeway for domestic politics. 


	Thirdly, while there is no longer a national East German government there surely is a distinct East German political elite which can be found both at the national and the Land level. As mentioned above, unlike in other areas, elite turnover in politics did not result in a West German dominance of East Germany’s political elites. Exceptions for some key administrative positions prove the rule. Moreover, East German political elites can be clearly distinguished from West German ones in sociological terms, and in many respects resemble more some of the other CEE countries.  Finally, the existence of an intermediate level of Land politics offers a distinct breeding-ground for the reproduction of East German politicians.


Thus, in the light of the above-mentioned facts East Germany appears more as a (not so) extreme case of CEE democratic transition rather than a special case “off the map”.(For a more extensive debate on whether or not the East German case is unique in the CEE context see: A Pickel / H Wiesenthal, The Great Experiment, Boulder CO: Westview Press, 1997) 


A problem, of course, remains the fact that it is not possible to isolate statements which relate only to East Germany or which are predominantly addressed to East German voters when analysing statements made by East German MPs in the national parliament. This is, nevertheless, also the case with other parliaments, e.g. in the Hungarian case, where MPs might also address Hungarians in neighbouring countries.


� In Hungarian academia there has been a debate about the extent to which Hungary has possibly moved closer to the majoritarian type of democracy over time, particularly since the advent of the conservative Orban-government in 1998, which went along with a growing dominance of the government over parliament, the disappearance of smaller parties, an administrative recentralisation and the breakdown of corporatist bargaining. (see contributions by Körösényi, Enyedi, Csizmadia, Tökés and Hörcsik in Századvég, No.21-22, 2001.) Nevertheless, the basic consensus-democratic set-up with its multiple veto players are clearly in place.


� For more detail on Hungary A Körösényi, Government and Politics in Hungary, Budapest: CEU Press, 1999, pp.285-298.


� After the break-up of the three communist federal states USSR, Yugoslavia and Czechoslovakia CEE countries are smaller and more homogenous and thus less inclined to have federalism or bicameralism.


� E.g. R Putnam, 1973. Differently Kitschelt et al. 1999, p.144, who interview both high-ranking and middle-ranking politicians. Non-democratic societies with their usually lesser degree of stable institutions might require other kinds of approaches, e.g. reputational or decision-based approaches (B Wasner, Eliten in Europa, Wiesbaden: Verlag für Sozialwissenschaften, 2004, pp.119-125).


� As some recent research in this regard has shown, variation in contexts has some influence on what the authors call the “quality of deliberation” which is close to my concept of consensual political culture. (J Steiner / A Bächtiger / M Spörndli / M Steenbergen, Deliberative Politics in Action – Analysing Parliamentary Discourse, Cambridge University Press, 2004.) 


� Both Hungary and Germany had almost synchronous electoral cycles since 1990 until the 2005 early German elections with general elections in 1990, 1994, 1998 and 2002 in both countries. In the electoral cycle starting from 2002 both countries were governed by a centre-left coalition government. These similarities are another asset allowing us to control for potential short-term distortions (e.g. campaigning). The impact of incumbency in government will be tested at a later stage.


� This includes the East German Länder and the formerly Eastern part of Berlin. Two constituencies in Berlin which comprise both sections of the former East and West of the city were not included. There is a handful of MPs in East German constituencies who either moved to West Germany before 1989 and returned later, or who are “Western imports”.  In the field of politics elite transfer from the West is rather rare as mentioned (against the wide-spread assumption), nevertheless it is reflected also in my sample with one MP who only moved to an East German constituency in the early 1990s. The other East German MPs in the sample (as around 90% of their colleagues from East German constituencies) grew up and lived in East Germany before 1990.


� The other categories for coding consensualist statements are: reference to the common good, emphasis of rules and procedures in favour of outcomes, support for the existing status quo, de-emphasis of inter-party conflict.


� As the author speaks German as his mother tongue and is proficient in Hungarian he is in the position to work with the original material in both languages without intermediate translation.


� The Hungarian parliament has 386 MPs, the German parliament of 2002-2005 had 603 MPs.


� T Hopf, 2002, pp.23-33; L Edles, 1998, pp.22-25; J Dryzek / L Holmes, 2002.


� SzDSz #1, 3, 4, 5, 6, Fidesz #3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8 MSzP #1, 5, 6, 8, 9, MDF #1, 3.


� Fidesz #5, SzDSz #3.


� Fidesz #2.


� Fidesz #7.


� MSzP #5, 6, 8, MDF #1, Fidesz #3, 5, 6.


� MSzP #1, 6, 9, Fidesz #2, 3, 4, 5, SzDSz #1, 4, MDF #3.


� Fidesz #2, 3, 4, 8.


� SzDSz #3, Fidesz #6.


� MDF #2.


� Fidesz #6.


� MSzP #5.


� SzDSz #3, MSzP #8.


� Fidesz #6.


� MSzP#2, 4, 7, 8, Fidesz#1, 2, 5, 6, 7, SzDSz#1, 3, 4, MDF#1, 2, 3.


� Fidesz #5, SzDSz #3.


� CDU#1, 2, 3, SPD#7, PDS#6, 8.


� SPD#1, CDU#4, 5.


� CDU#2, 3, Green#1, SPD#4, 5, 10, PDS#6, 8.


� Green#1.


� SPD#10.


� CDU#2.


� PDS#6.


� CDU#5.


� SPD#1.


� CDU#2, 5, SPD #8.


� SPD#1, 2, 9.


� I borrow the expression from C Cruz, p.310.


� Körösényi, 1999.


� A Seleny, 1999, pp.481-519.


� R Dahrendorf, Society and Democracy in Germany, NY: W.W. Norton, 1979.


� J Yoder, ‘West-East Integration: Lessons from East Germany’s Accelerated Transition’, East European Politics and Societies, Vol.14, No.1, p.118.


� The ability of the old regime to quickly push through its economic policies without the need to extensive consultations with societal groups as today is in fact favourably mentioned by one otherwise staunchly anti-communist MP (CDU#7).


� Originally, it had been expected that both parliaments would serve their entire electoral cycle (as usual) allowing the author to ultimately cover almost identical periods in the quantitative analysis of statements in parliaments. The interviews, however had already been conducted in the (anticipated) middle of the electoral cycle in order to avoid potential short-term influences or after-effects of electoral campaigns. The rather unexpected dissolution of the Bundestag and calling of early elections somewhat shortened the overall time frame covered for the East German case.


� H Kitschelt et al. 1999, p.146; R Rohrschneider, 1999. 


� Women are strongly underrepresented in the Hungarian parliament (see table), particularly in the two conservative opposition parties from which none of the few female MPs was available for an interview.


� Similar observations by Putnam, 1973, and Rohrschneider, 1999.


� Four of these former MPs ran again in 2005 and two of them regained their mandates in the Bundestag.
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