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A Comparative Study of the Czech Republic, Hungary, Poland, Slovakia and Slovenia
1. - The Politics of Sexual Minorities
The second half of the 20th century saw the emergence of a broad range of social movements across the globe which do not clearly fit within the frame of structural or institutional approaches to the study of political science –primarily those movements characterized by a strong socio-cultural component and which often emerge and develop on the fringes (if no completely outside) of electoral politics and institutional governance. The common denominator linking these social movements is their articulation of a shared grievance, a commonly held belief that a given change in the structure of society is both needed and attainable through a determined collective action. The sexual minority movement (lesbian, gay, bisexual and transgender, henceforth LGBT) is a clear example of this; as an organized movement it has sought to re-address socio-cultural, legal and institutional situations which it  perceives as grievous; as a sub-cultural movement it has attempted to present distinct models of social and individual identity an behavior. The collective attempts of sexual minorities to seek political enfranchisement have followed a path started by Germany in the 1930s (Krouwel & Duyvendak 2000, 114), taken up by the lesbian and gay civil rights movement in the United States in the 1950s and –more vehemently- the 1960s, and eventually branching out into a truly global –if widely asymmetrical- phenomenon by the 1990s.

This project aims to understand the extent to which sexual minority civil society organizations (henceforth CSOs) are able to influence the political process at state level, and to explain the factors that account for their success or lack thereof. It identifies Central Eastern Europe as an opportunity to research this phenomenon in optimal conditions, and proposes a comparative study of five cases -Hungary, Poland, Czech Republic, Slovakia and Slovenia, within the time-frame of 1990-2007. The five target countries have been subject to institutional compliance with EU norms on sexual minorities to the same extent and in the same time period. Yet, as will be shown, some of these countries have limited themselves to the minimum degree of compliance required whilst others have adopted a markedly broader spectrum of policies concerned with the civil enfranchisement of sexual minorities. Understanding that CSOs are the primary actors through which sexual minorities are politically enfranchised, I hypothesize that the differences to be found in the dependent variable –understood as policy towards sexual minorities at state level beyond minimum EU requirements- are contingent on the performance of these organizations and their interaction with the broader framework of institutional politics. 

The research is shaped by the methodological technique of process-tracing, identified as the most adequate to the project for its causal explanatory value; specifically, I propose a mode of analytical causal explanation deliberately grounded on the main vantage-points offered by Social Movement Theory: resource mobilization and political opportunity structures, in order to determine the possible different intervening causal processes leading to the different outcomes of the dependent variable in the cases under study. In this manner I aim to explain the causal intervening mechanisms between the movement’s evolution of organizational modes and resources and the forging of fruitful alliances with national political elites. In addition, I set out to introduce the analysis of counter-movement organization in the causal process leading to the divergence of outcomes present in the universe of cases. 

2. - Why Central and Eastern Europe – Universe of Cases

There is at present an almost complete lack of scholarly research on sexual minority politics in Central Eastern Europe, a knowledge deficit made more salient by the optimal opportunities for research available in the region. To be sure, the region is by no means at the global forefront of political and civic enfranchisement for sexual minorities, and the organization of social movements in general can be deemed to be weak compared to similar processes in Western Europe and North America; however, the collapse of communism and Soviet domination meant that by 1990 sexual minorities entered a “suddenly created political sphere with few political experiences or preconceptions” (Adam 1999, 242) –in other words, denied of the decades-long processes of mobilization and political activism characteristic of Western European movements and their interaction with broader social mobilization, sexual minorities in their respective countries have for the past decade and a half constructed a model of social mobilization that is easily identifiable and comparable both in its spread –its limited yet varied scope in terms of formal organization and action repertoires- and its temporal dimension –mobilization prior to the collapse of state socialism was either virtually inexistent or politically insignificant. This project is a deliberate attempt to address this knowledge deficit by offering the first in-depth comparative research venture on LGBT politics in the region
. 
2.1. - Scope Conditions


The proposed case selection is based on the following scope conditions: first, post-socialist European countries were selected, based on the fact that a meaningfully active and politically oriented LGBT movement was created and developed closely around the benchmark date of 1990 –the first Czechoslovak LGBT umbrella organization was created in 1991; the Slovak movement formally severed ties with its Czech counterpart after the dissolution of the federation; the Hungarian and Polish movements were first institutionalized in 1989; the Slovenian case is exceptional in that its first LGBT organization was registered in 1984, however it’s activities were exclusively limited to the provision of ‘social goods’ and can therefore be deemed to have had little formal political output until independence
. 

Second, in order to control for the effects of EU convergence criteria on sexual minority policy, the case selection is limited to those countries which joined the European Union in 2004 –the assumption being that a later accession date would have a substantial negative degree of influence on movement and elite expectations, as well as occupying the organized movement on policy areas that are directly addressed by European norms –such as non-discrimination in the workplace- and thereby negatively affecting overall efficacy outcomes. Similarly, the current case selection does not present any country-specific hurdles that may account for differences in the overall outcome of the dependent variable: in all five cases, homosexuality/homosexual acts had been decriminalized decades before the end of state socialism and by 1990 presented a fairly homogeneous socio-political landscape for sexual minorities, one which did not extend beyond the lack of criminalization by the state. Thus Romania, which was initially part of the case selection, was left out of the project mainly due to the fact that virtually all the movement’s resources were directed towards the decriminalization of homosexuality until 2001.

2.2. - EU Norms as Qualifying Factor

EU norms on sexual minority policy has evolved from its earliest form of framing domestic beliefs onto something incorporating a mode of prescribed institutional compliance by the time the Treaty of Amsterdam came to effect in 1999, with particular salience for EU accession of applicant countries. The European Parliament (EP) was the first EC/EU body to directly address the issue of sexual minorities in a non-binding resolution in 1984, calling for an end to discrimination based on sexual orientation in the workplace. Due to its non-binding character, this first move can be clearly identified as lacking any explicit institutional pressure for domestic adaptation, and thus as concerning itself with what Knill and Lehmkuhl deem as “altering the ‘cognitive input’” (2002, 262) of the shared understanding of the European social order. By the mere act of being passed, the resolution made explicit for the first time the European supra-national concern with sexual minorities, and it can be deemed as setting both the domestic and European grounds for further arrangements. 

Ten years later, the EP ‘Roth Declaration’ offered a detailed report of the different forms of discrimination against sexual minorities in the EU, and passed a recommendation for member states to modify their internal laws and arrangements in order to end discrimination on the basis of sexual orientation. The Roth Resolution specifically addressed the Republic of Ireland’s delay in decriminalizing homosexual acts, as well as other forms of discriminatory legislation present in the United Kingdom and Germany. It also reaffirmed the EU’s concern with LGBT issues, and called for national-level measures to combat social prejudice and to establish civil partnership schemes for same-sex couples. It is important to note, however, that the non-binding and therefore primarily symbolic character of the resolution was not simply a mere reflection of the European status quo in matters of LGBT-oriented policy; in fact, the Resolution specifically highlights the differences on national policy amongst the EU-12 and reflects the lack of a minimum common denominator at the European level –with states such as Denmark and the Netherlands on one end of the continuum in terms of positive legislation, and Ireland, Greece and the UK still presenting a degree of resistance to a process of ‘negative’ integration (understood here as the removal of legal and administrative discriminatory practices and penal code provisions) of  sexual minority policy at the European level. It is, I would argue, precisely this lack of consensus amongst the EU-12 countries that made the aim of EU LGBT policy at this stage to change domestic beliefs and expectations, rather than embrace more explicit and binding measures. In this manner, the EP resolution can be understood as preparing the ground for further prescriptive measures and framing sexual minorities as a matter of concern for the EU as a whole, whilst proposing a policy framework for member states to follow. But perhaps more important to highlight the effects of Europeanization on domestic policies towards sexual minorities is the EP resolution of 1998, in which the parliament stated that it would not “give its consent to the accession of any country that, through its legislation or policies violates the human rights of lesbians and gay men" (Warner 2001). Naturally, this resolution goes beyond a strictly framing process, and it represents the first EU-wide step to move beyond the framing mode concerning sexual minorities. Due to the co-decision powers awarded to the EP under the Treaty of Maastricht in 1992, the EP has the ability to block the accession of any applicant country, effectively introducing a mode of Europeanization through institutional compliance applicable to membership-seeking states. 

The Treaty of Amsterdam, signed in October of 1997 and entered into force in May 1999, represents the most unambiguous example of this second mode of Europeanization in so far as sexual minorities are concerned. The following provision in Article 13 was instituted: 
"[…] the Council, acting unanimously on a proposal from the Commission and after consulting the European Parliament, may take appropriate action to combat discrimination based on sex, racial or ethnic origin, religion or belief, disability, age or sexual orientation". 
For the first time, states failing to comply with the aforementioned anti-discrimination clause could be subject to penalties. In December 2000, the Council adopted Employment Equality Directive 2000/78/EC, prohibiting direct and indirect discrimination in employment on the grounds of (among other matters), sexual orientation, binding for member states and a condition for applicant states before joining the EU as full members. 


This switch of Europeanization mode has not been absolute. The EU has continued to pursue a framing mode by including clauses against discrimination on the basis of sexual orientation in the non-binding EU Charter of Fundamental Rights adopted by the EP, Council and Commission in December 2000. The Charter was later incorporated into the draft of the European Constitution, which would have given it binding character, but due to the halting of the constitutional process it remains merely ‘solemnly proclaimed’ by the three EU institutions. The EU has thus far continued with a clear framing mode by issuing EP declarations against homophobia in Europe and even beyond
, therefore continuing to incorporate sexual minorities into the collective cognitive input without this implying further steps in the direction of institutional compliance. 

2.3. - The Dependent Variable, Case by Case


The stated dependent variable for this project is that of public policy towards sexual minorities at state level beyond the minimum required by EU compliance norms, as introduced/implemented by the time of writing (2007). The explicit concern with state- (rather than local-municipal and/or regional) level policies is by no means a fixed feature of the project; rather, it reflects the fact that at this stage, information on sub-state level policies
 (if any) is not available, and it will most likely not become evident until further field research is carried out. Should sub-state political interactions with the LGBT movement and policy introduction become significant, they will be included in the research. Similarly, the following statements on the dependent variable are to be taken as a general blueprint rather than an exhaustive list of civil and political enfranchisements in each case; the list may expand once fieldwork is conducted, as the ILGA-Europe country reports may not reflect less salient political and legal achievements. The dependent variable is, naturally, non-dichotomous; instead, it presents a continuum ranging from no introduced/implemented policies above EU minimum requirements to ‘positive’ (registered) same-sex relationship recognition and its attached rights and benefits. There is an evident bias towards lesbian and gay-oriented policies in this section, as well as throughout this proposal as a whole; this is due to the fact that transgender-oriented policies are not reflected in the available reports –again, these will be included once fieldwork is undertaken. Registered same-sex partnerships are taken here to signify the higher benchmark of political enfranchisement of sexual minorities; this is not arbitrary: sexual minority politics –the interaction of sexual minorities with the public sphere an the institutionalized state- cannot be understood as a conflict over re-distribution of scarce resources, as political science has traditionally tended to view collective action. To be sure, claims over public goods are consistently articulated by LGBT collectives –public goods of an economic, legal and institutional nature; however, sexual minority issues can be understood from the vantage point of ‘morality politics’, a politics also concerned with re-distribution, but one in which disputes are primarily about “redistribut[ing] values, to put the government’s seal of approval on one set of values rather than another” (Haider-Markel & Meier, 1996, 333). In this manner, registered partnership can be seen as embodying the ultimate state ‘seal of approval’ on the set of values that the organized LGBT movement aims to advance
. It is also the most salient, and therefore the most potentially costly policy initiative for political elites to embrace in electoral terms. 
Czech Republic – Registered Partnership rights since 2006, granting inheritance, spousal privilege and alimony rights, but not adoption, widow’s pension or inheritance rights. 
Hungary – Unregistered Partnership rights since 1996, by ruling of the Constitutional Court. No prior lobbying or legal action by LGBT CSOs was undertaken. The application procedure for benefits –inheritance, pension- for a partner in an unregistered partnership is not automatic and the procedures of proof are described by ILGA-Europe reports as intrusive (Sandor, 2001). 
Poland – No policies beyond prescribed EU norms. There is an ongoing process of political disenfranchisement of sexual minorities, including official prohibitions to hold pride marches and a proposal to criminalize positive
 depictions of sexual minorities in educational institutions. 
Slovakia – No policies beyond prescribed EU norms.
Slovenia – Registered Partnership rights since 2005. Penal Code explicitly prohibits discrimination on the grounds of sexual orientation, as does the explanatory text to the Constitution (Greif, 2001). 

3. - Plausible Explanations - Literature Review 
The variations in the outcome of the dependent variable as sketched above can be approached from a variety of vantage points. Prevalent conventional wisdom of the kind embraced by Duyvendak’s comparative study of LGBT movements in France, Germany, the Netherlands and Switzerland (1995) makes public opinion and attitudes toward sexual minorities the main causal factor in determining the development of an LGBT organized movement and –by extension- the presence or absence of LGBT-oriented policies in a given country. This argument is based on the assumption that political elites and parties will engage in electoral cost-benefit analyses when considering sexual minority matters and logically conclude that such policies are electorally unwise; as public attitudes evolve towards a more sympathetic stance, so would policy proposals. This assumption can be challenged both theoretically and empirically. Theoretically, because the causal mechanism is both overstated and insufficiently developed; the sources for variations in public attitudes are largely neglected, political elites regarded as merely mirroring and reacting to public opinion. Empirically, because significant advances on the enfranchisement of sexual minorities have recently occurred in countries where mainstream attitudes towards LGBT matters are either markedly negative (South Africa, Mexico) or divided (Spain), whilst countries with more favorable mainstream attitudes have not seen this reflected in policy advances. A more developed competing paradigm of the kind I proposition here would understand mainstream attitudes as an important factor to be taken into account, but not as the main explanatory variable in the process; rather, I wish to invert the causal link and conceptualize public opinion as a factor subject to influence from both the organized LGBT movement, mainstream political elites and public policy; and, in doing so, hypothesize that mainstream attitudes towards sexual minorities are contingent upon –and not only constraining on- the performance of the organized LGBT movement and its interaction with the public sphere; in other words, I posit that sexual minority CSOs have an important stake in managing public attitudes and they may do so through the more or less skillful deployment of their action repertoire. This may be particularly valid for the Central Eastern European region, where the hegemonic public discourse during the socialist period was largely characterized by official silence on sexual minorities in the five target countries (Hillhouse 1990) making the discursive field relatively ‘up for grabs’ from the early 1990s onwards. 
Theories of Social Diversity/Urbanization (Skocpol 1993, Gans 1962, Wilson 1995) posit that socio-economic factors such as urbanization and the general level of education of the population are conductive to the development of strong subcultures and innovative social policies. These theories have served as the grounding of at least two quantitative research ventures on LGBT politics to date (Wald et al 1996), where statistical analysis has found correlation between public policies aimed at sexual minorities and levels of socio-economic development. However, these studies have thus far focused solely on state- and local-level policies in the United States as a means to account for intra-state variation. As with the ‘mainstream attitudes’ approach, I do not wish to neglect the potential importance of such factors; but similarly, their explanatory value may be substantially limited in offering an ultimate explanation for variations of LGBT enfranchisement amongst the selected cases
. 
3.1. - Social Movement Theory

I situate this proposal within the theoretical work of Social Movement Theory (SMT). SMT scholars have attempted to account for the emergence and development of collective mobilization around three theoretical strands corresponding to distinct focuses of analysis: political opportunities, mobilizing structures and so-called New Social Movements. 

The political opportunities strand (Tarrow 1984) has centered on the relationship between institutional politics and social movements, analyzing political elite cleavages and changes in the institutional structure, as well as informal shifts in power relations within national systems. Scholars focusing on mobilizing structures (McCarthy & Zald 1977) have emphasized the formal and informal organizational expressions of social movements, particularly their effective usage of available financial, social and cultural resources, through resource mobilization theory. Finally, theorists of New Social Movements (Larana 1994) have understood ‘new’ social movement organization as both post-material and largely distant and independent from the political framework in which they develop. This third strand will be deliberately challenged by this project, by showing that the organized LGBT movement in Central Eastern Europe has both actively sought to engage with the political-institutional framework and has in turn been shaped by it. 
McAdam, McCarthy and Zald (1996) have developed a theoretical framework that aims to provide a comprehensive and satisfactory model for the study of social movements in a way that the previous scholarly focus on either one of the three units had failed to offer. The result of the interaction between the two broad vantage points of political opportunity structures (POS) and resource mobilization (RM)
 serves as a new paradigm dictating the path to be followed in the academic study of social movements. It is this theoretical outline that I base this proposal on: the explicit interaction between RM and POS in the case of the sexual minority movement as the general framework on which the processes under study can be best understood. 
4. - The ‘Logic’ of Sexual Minority Politics – A Master Hypothesis
Expectations of ‘rational’ behavior at the individual and collective level (as understood in rational choice models based on cost-benefit analysis and utility maximization) may be particularly ill-suited for the subject of sexual minority politics (Miller 2000), an assertion that can be extended to broader matters of morality politics as described above. Nevertheless, I now aim to propose a guiding ideal-type model which, although nowhere nearing the sophistication of rational choice models, should serve as a blueprint for the research design of this project. With that purpose in mind, I will now proceed to elaborate on several important underlying assumptions on which this project is based. 

The first assumption is given by the deliberate choice of sexual minority CSOs as the main unit of analysis; I understand LGBT organizations as the prime institutional vehicle for the enfranchisement of sexual minorities, based on the fact that during and after the political changes of the early 1990s, LGBT issues cannot be deemed to have been part of a general socio-political agenda largely monopolized by intense processes of regime change, economic restructuring and national self-discovery. Sexual minority CSOs are thus not only the main, but also the only instrument of collective action available for LGBT communities in the five target countries. This collective action is here understood as a spectrum ranging from the exclusive focus on the provision of ‘social goods’ –communal space, social support/advice, networking, leisure- to an explicit concern with delivering ‘political goods’ –legal, institutional, political and mainstream social change –in other words, from the inward- to the outward orientation of the organized movement. 

A second assumption concerns the expected attitude of the political environment in general and political elites in particular. The political environment is assumed to be one of relative openness, in which state repression is mitigated by new constitutional orders –and political cultures- in which freedoms of assembly, expression and political organization are increasingly protected and progressively taken for granted. Political elites are assumed here to be either neutral or negative in their approach toward sexual minorities, but not positive or proactive in political terms –in other words, they are not expected to initiate LGBT-oriented policies by themselves in the absence of a political move from the CSOs, due to the lack of salience of sexual minority matters in the overall political agenda of the transition and the perceived electoral costs associated with them (bearing in mind that the case selection explicitly controls for compliance with EU norms). 
The resulting model is, in game-theoretical terms, a two-player scenario in which CSOs have the first move. This first move is understood as a specific attempt to engage with political elites in order to secure a political good, and is therefore contingent upon the beliefs and expectations held by CSOs; ultimately, a progressive path of policy implementation will then depend on the CSOs’ ability to understand themselves as a political actor, rather than a social service provider; and to re-evaluate their political goals over time –i.e. to progressively increase its political demands and visions. Moreover, the initial bargaining position of sexual minority CSOs is inherently weak. CSOs may increase their bargaining position through effective resource mobilization, in order to achieve alignments with political parties with the ultimate goal of obtaining LGBT-oriented policies. Therefore, the expected process –and master hypothesis- for this project is as follows: LGBT-oriented policies are directly contingent on the ability of CSOs to forge alliances with political parties; the presence/absence, depth and scope of these alliances are contingent on the movement’s ability to effectively mobilize resources to their advantage. 
This process is, however, affected by the presence or absence of a third player, labeled ‘countermovement’, whose procedural logic mirrors the one outlined above. In those instances in which there exists an organized countermovement, sexual minority CSOs will find themselves competing for elite alliances with countermovement organizations deploying their own structures of resource mobilization. In addition, the presence of an organized countermovement is likely to compromise LGBT resources on ‘defensive’ actions/reactions addressed directly to the countermovement itself and away from the targeted political actors. 
5. - Operationalization of Independent Variables 
 Now that the proposed general model and hypothesis have been established, I proceed to outline the operationalization of independent variables both at the RM and POS level. 
5.1. - Resource Mobilization Variables
The repertoire of resources potentially available to the LGBT movement includes organizational modes, financial resources, exogenous media links and constituency-building resources. 

· Organizational Modes: I posit that the LGBT movement’s division of labor through coalition/close cooperation amongst CSOs increases its overall bargaining position vis a vis  political parties by presenting a unitary political actor with a common policy vision; conversely, movement fragmentation and lack of coordination will be disadvantageous by virtue of presenting divergent policy visions and overall diminished mandate. In this manner, attention will be paid to whether the movement has acted consistently under one national umbrella organization (Czech Republic), has been involved in a process of progressive consolidation of existing CSOs (Poland), in a process of progressive fragmentation, or has consistently been stratified and uncoordinated (Hungary) with several national CSOs operating independently of each other with little or no formal ties. 
· Financial Resources: Central Eastern European CSOs are not expected to mobilize financial resources in order to contribute directly to the campaigns of political elites in a manner similar to that of the United States. However, financial resources are naturally crucial for the potential political performance of CSOs; attention will therefore be given to the overall financial situation of CSOs and their sources of revenue. CSOs that are largely dependent on public subsidies may be expected to moderate their political stance to minimize risk of compromising their main source of revenue. Conversely, largely self-sufficient CSOs with self-sustainability enterprises in place may be significantly more daring in their political demands, as well as contributing to the creation and potential mobilization of constituency. 
· Exogenous Media Linkages: CSOs consciously targeting mainstream media sources through the cultivation and development of linkages and designed media campaigns are expected to benefit from a progressively more sympathetic public attitude and a potential instrument to exert pressure on political elites, incrementing their overall bargaining position. 
· Constituency Building and Mobilizing Resources: the potential to mobilize constituencies for collective action (voting, protest) is an important resource for social movements in general; in the case of the LGBT movement, this process is complicated by the need to ‘create’ a constituency to be mobilized, that is, to generate collective identities that will facilitate individual self-identification as an active member of a specific (political) LGBT community. This process is operationalized here through the periodic holding of LGBT marches, festival and other public cultural events fostering socialization and public visibility; by the creation and development of a ‘subculture’, public spaces for networking and socialization; and by the creation and development of sexual minority media outlets. Whilst a consolidation of non-CSO based subcultural and media outlets is both a sign of and an instrument for the potential mobilization of constituencies, I posit that CSOs that take a leading role in the creation and development of the subculture have a distinct bargaining advantage versus those who depend on commercial, non-CSO based outlets, by establishing a clear(er) mandate amongst the LGBT community, and by orienting the community from the purely subcultural to the potentially political. 

5.2. - Political Opportunity Structure Variables

The POS dimension of the proposed model establishes policy outcomes as contingent on the organized movement’s ability to forge alliances with political actors; the effectiveness of such alliances is in turn contingent of the electoral performance of said actors/parties. Proposed indicators for the presence/absence and scope of these alliances are to be found on the analysis of the electoral manifestos of political parties; when pertinent, on the parliamentary voting records of parties; on the favorable treatment of specific parties in sexual minority media; on political elite endorsement of movement activities (such as opening speeches and/or presence on pride marches and/or cultural festivals). Additional indicators are to be found on personnel transfers from CSOs to the staffing of political parties, and by the creation of LGBT caucuses within political parties themselves. The targeted process of interest in this dimension is the direct contribution of CSOs to party programs, and when pertinent, their inclusion in the policy-drafting process. The expectation is that those CSOs with a larger efficacy level in resource mobilization as outlined in the previous section will acquire a higher degree of input in the party program- and policy-drafting processes. A further dimension to the study of POS and its relationship to RM is the hypothesis that higher RM efficacy will result in larger political parties becoming available as alliance partners, subsequently increasing the parliamentary chances for successful political enfranchisement of sexual minorities. 
6. - Methodology and Sources
This research project is a comparative case-study analyzed through the process-tracing method (George & Bennet, 2005). Given the under-researched nature of the topic, extensive field research should be conducted in each of the five target countries, the main component of which will be semi-structured interviews with LGBT activists and selected political elites to be identified after consultation with the countries’ CSOs. CSOs to be researched will be identified in collaboration with the European LGBT umbrella peak organization ILGA-Europe. When applicable, content analysis will be conducted in sexual minority media to determine political content and alignment. Survey data on mainstream attitudes towards sexual minorities is available from the World Values Survey and the Eurobarometer database. Primary data on the evolution of constituency-oriented variables as outlined above can be obtained from Spartacus International annual guides, complemented through interviews on LGBT activists. I am working on a suitable method of social network analysis to offer a more comprehensive comparative analysis of CSOs organizational linkages to parties, peak organizations and other non-LGBT social movement organizations; this will be included on the final prospectus draft. 
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� The introduction to Adam’s 1995 volume on international lesbian and gay politics already lamented the impossibility to find scholarly research on Eastern Europe, which was thus left out of the compilation. Twelve years later, the lack of research remains. 


� Each and every one of these dates are unconfirmed at this stage; there is some discrepancy on the actual dates depending on the source of information, therefore the above dates are taken from ILGA-Europe; nevertheless, a discrepancy of a year or so should not bear any impact on the research project as a whole. 


� Additionally, Estonia, Lithuania and Latvia have been disregarded to avoid overstretching; none of the three cases present a particularly significant contribution to the empirical puzzle. 


� Such was the case of the April 2003 EP resolution condemning Egypt’s arrest of 50 gay men. 


� Such as city ordinances – I have in mind the examples of the Mexican and Argentinean cases, in which LGBT policies have first been introduced in Mexico City and Buenos Aires; the fact that none of the available reports on Central Eastern Europe make reference to similar processes in this region strongly suggests that instances of sub-state policies may simply not have occurred. Still, given the limitations of research to date, I reserve some room for them.


� Same-sex adoption and marriage would pose a further stage of legitimation, but they are not part of the policy continuum in Central Eastern Europe –yet. 


� And presumably neutral


� Variations in levels of urbanization and tertiary education between the Czech Republic, Poland, Hungary, Slovenia and Slovakia should be explored here even if only for testing purposes. 


� Their paradigm includes a third strand, framing processes. I prefer to conceptualize framing as an embedded component of POS and RM alike, ‘demoting’ it from its stand as a separate theoretical vantage point.  
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