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			Part I

			Notions and Points of Reference

		

	
		
			1. Introduction, aims of the textbook,
a triangular framework of investigation:
political culture – political socialization –
political communication 

			I have been teaching courses on political culture since 2003, and with a different academic background in social and natural sciences as well as in linguistics, I have always been fascinated by the possibility of synthesis in political science. Political culture truly helps us understand ourselves (as individuals, citizens, voters), as political beings, and the political system we live in in a deeper and/or better manner. Moreover, the interactions and linkages between us and the system, along with all of its institutions, actors and processes can be better interpreted by using the notion of political culture. In fact, our own culture could not be fully depicted without our own political culture, the body of knowledge, feelings, evaluations, behaviors, attitudes and orientations which we individually and collectively dispose toward the given political system we are part of. The interesting question to me is how much the individual connects with the various processes, how voters can use their ‘power’ in determining who may or may not govern, how they give voice to their protest if needed, in general, and take an active part in how decisions are made not on their behalf, but rather for themselves. Participation of various kinds interests me the most: to do something good for the community or to say something against those who do not do what the community expects. Actions have, or at least should have, consequences, and the early behaviorists were right in saying that there is always a stimulus that induces a reaction, and one can think or even predict the reactions by analyzing the stimulus – this has become especially interesting for political scientists to predict voters’ behavior at the time of elections.

			As long as politics cannot be imagined without (proper) communication – normally, it is called ‘debate’ – our investigation of any political culture cannot be fulfilled without looking deep into the nature of political communication, the discourse and language of politics. While doing so, we also need to reserve sufficient thoughts for the context of political socialization, in particular, the numerous agents/agencies that communicate with us and, in a globally mediatized space, sensitize and expose us to, and teach us about politics and all the different ‘political objects’. All aspects carry significant meanings and features, which we need to be aware of so that we can position ourselves in our political cultures.

			My intention with this textbook is to present the three ‘legs’ on which the context of investigation is based when political culture is discussed and different political cultures are compared. My ‘triangular framework’ will show the major notions and points of reference to help students comprehend the complexity of political culture. The book comprises two parts: both have four chapters. In Part I, we first set the scene for our ‘interpolar world’ and the major interconnecting processes and interconnected entities without which, in my view, no comparison of political cultures can be imagined. The emphasis will be laid on the local attributes and on how globalization can be seen and managed at the local levels. Chapters 3 and 4 will give an overview of the basic notions and their historic development, but even more of their present-day potential usage. Many tangible examples are used to support the flow of explanation with a firm intention to include excerpts of useful texts and interpretations of leading scholars. These are provided for deeper analysis both as texts and as points of departure, because we believe that students want to find out more about the given issues. Chapter 5 presents some of the characteristics of Hungarian political culture, especially those which offer some room for more debate in the classroom and beyond. Part II is compiled as a Reader with four selected texts, each of them telling students more about various issues of political culture across the globe. First, we read about African political cultures and how much anthropological thinking can add to our deeper understanding of how these cultures may be constructed. Second, we look at a survey data analysis about Southeast Asian political cultures. This piece has also been chosen with the aim to provide students with an important methodological example not only for further research, but also for going beyond the macro perspective of related notions. Third, a useful summary of six major factors is offered so that we can understand more Latin American political cultures. Fourth, we again return to Central Europe and read about the central question of social justice with regard to political cultures in this post-Soviet region. This final text is also a fine example for showing how an introductory chapter of a book, or even a dissertation can be written. Therefore, from an academic writing point of view, it can be useful for students in their final year with who are just about to prepare their final thesis.

			The textbook uses several info boxes, which provide either definitions or certain excerpts of academic works in direct connection with the topics of discussion. At the end of each chapter there is a list of review questions and suggested further readings, which are designed to help students develop a deeper and more comprehensive understanding of the interconnected concepts of the book. All the texts (or parts of texts) and the papers in the Reader serve the purpose of fostering critical reading and thinking as well as sound argumentative discussion and interpretation. 

			Finally, I wish to thank all my students who have taken my courses since 2003 on political culture and have given feedback, which helped me gradually develop my approach. I hope that this textbook and reader will be an interesting ‘venture’ especially for students of International Relations, who can get closer to major underlying connections of our ‘interpolar’ global context. All opinions and criticism are welcome! 

			Pécs, May 2015

			István Tarrósy

		

	
		
			2. The ‘glocal perspective’ in an ‘interpolar’ world

			After the dissolution of the Soviet Union and the Eastern Bloc, the period following the ‘unipolar moment’ in international affairs, as Charles Krauthammer proclaimed it in 19901, has seen a number of challenges – the hardest one to cope with being the events of 9/11 – and while one might think that the moment is over, we may have been witnessing the “emergence of a more multipolar world”,2 with the United States of America as undoubtedly still “by far the most powerful state on the face of the earth”,3 and with an increasing number of emerging powers exerting a growing influence in the global arena. According to Richard N. Haass, “the principal characteristic of twenty-first-century international relations is turning out to be nonpolarity: a world dominated not by one or two or even several states but rather by dozens of actors possessing and exercising various kinds of power.”4 Although his view on acknowledging the presence of “numerous centers with meaningful power” is relevant, today’s international context is best described as ‘interpolar’ with the moment when “major global and regional powers cooperate to manage deepening interdependence, and build a viable and effective multilateral order”.5 

			Box 2.1 

			How to define a ‘pole’?

			“Poles or powers in the international system are conventionally defined as states endowed with the resources, political will and institutional ability to project and protect their interests at the global, multi-regional or regional level, depending on the size of power in question.”6 This view obviously does not exclude other centers of gravity from the local to the global contexts; whether they are terrorist cells or multinational banks.

			2.1 While the world has been changing, realism still matters

			John Mearsheimer’s critical stance on the ‘(tragic) nature of international politics’ has been underpinned by two factors: systemic anarchy and “uncertainty about the intentions of other states” (Mearsheimer, 2006: 121). In an age of global uncertainties, it is not only the intention of others but the nature of global processes which overarch and intertwine all the various actors that contribute to even more uncertainties. Furthermore, it is not only the states that matter in terms of behavior, action and intent but the abundance of non-state entities and their complex interactions with others that challenge the state system in the international arena. The world has been changing as far as relations of its players are concerned, and realism continues to matter.

			Figure 1

			Our interconnected world as a cobweb of sub-national and supranational relations (drawing upon the work of John Burton, 1972)7
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			In an interconnected transnational system, “globalization is transforming rather than superseding the state” (Lawson, 2012: 142). Although the ‘network state’ (Castells, 1997) differs from the nation state of the Westphalian order, as it needs to position itself in a setting with a multitude of various other types of power-holding entities (or those aspiring to gain power) – the international policy-making arena has become crowded –, its tasks “have not changed. [States] still have to manage, with respect to their domestic constituencies, the dual relationship between domination and legitimation, and between development and redistribution.” (Stalder, 2006: 122) If survival is still the greatest task – though not in a purely ‘self-help world’, as ensiaged by the realists, but rather in a more complex and interdependent one – and states want to survive, they “have no choice but to compete for power” (Mearsheimer, 2006: 232). Is it, however, only competition and seeking “to gain advantage at each other’s expense” (Ibid), or is there any motivation to cooperate for the sake of the betterment of all parties involved in a ‘collaborative project’? As “globalization makes us more vulnerable because we are more interdependent with one another” (Li et al, 2012: 104), and because – in particular – “great powers are rational actors” (Lieber, 2002: 321), collaboration is encoded in the world. In certain issues and instances there is simply no other way but cooperate to ensure that states do not ‘get hurt’, which is their ultimate national goal at the same time. Having said that, national survival, and consequently national interest, will determine the state’s behavior, strategy and action – both for cooperation and competition.

			In terms of power, in recent times, the rise of emerging actors has caught the attention of numerous scholars and policy-makers. Not as hegemon8 any longer, but the “United States is [still] by far the most powerful state on the face of the earth” (Mearsheimer, 2006: 113), and if we are cautious enough with “today’s multipolar mania”, as William Wohlforth (2007) warns us in his clear power analysis, we can profoundly relate the position of the ‘new actors’ to that of the US and foresee the potential redistribution of power in the international system in a gradually more multipolar environment. Some scholars argue that in such an arena “many nations will possess military and economic might sufficient to be recognized as great-power states” (Yeisley, 2011: 75). Yet “multipolarity’s rapid9 return” (Wohlforth, 2007: 44) after the collapse of the Soviet Union, in the post-Cold War era, is not a realistic scenario in the short term, and time is needed before great-power status is achieved by some of the emerging entities. 

			Different actors may possess different types of power, ranging from economic to military might, and cultural to political influence. “The United States […] is the sole state with pre-eminence in every domain of power – economic, military, diplomatic, ideological, technological, and cultural – with the reach and capabilities to promote its interests in virtually every part of the world.” (Huntington, 1999: 35) However, from an economic-financial point of view, the US is certainly not the only ‘super influence’, as long as it is rivaled by the second largest economy of the world, the continuously rising China. In addition, the European Union as a growing group of 28 member states (as of 2015) with all of its internal challenges as well as potential, together with Japan, Brazil and the BRICS10 states, possesses major capabilities and strengths. All of them “would prefer a multipolar system in which they could pursue their interests, unilaterally and collectively, without being subject to constraints, coercion, and pressure by the stronger superpower.” (Ibid: 36) A complex economic rivalry is inevitable, especially if we think of ‘Chimerica’, “the combination of the Chinese and American economies, which together had become the key driver of the global economy” (Ferguson, 2010). In this way, can set up a new type of bipolarity between the West and the Far East. From a different angle – except for American military dominance, which cannot at this point be superseded – major powers pierce into the center of gravity, so the international system today reflects “a mixture of both a unipolar and a multipolar system in which [more] powers […] dominate international affairs.” (Yilmaz, 2008: 46) 

			Box 2.2

			Zakaria’s ‘post-American world’

			Fareed Zakaria also acknowledges a world with many actors, state and non-state, and the fact that “the unipolar order […] is waning […] because of the broader diffusion of power across the world. […] The United States still occupies the top spot in the emerging system. […] it is [not only] the ‘default superpower’, but […] also the country that is most challenged by the new order. […]

			The rise of the rest is at heart an economic phenomenon, but it has consequences for nearly every other sphere of life. At the political-military level, we remain in a single-superpower world, but in all other dimensions – industrial, financial, educational, social, cultural – the distribution of power is shifting, moving away from American dominance. That does not mean we are entering and anti-American world. It means we are moving into a post-American world, one defined and governed from many places and by many people.”

			2.2 China’s peaceful rise

			China is the likely number one challenger of the ‘lonely superpower’. Since Deng Xiaoping’s policy of opening at the end of the 1970s, China has become more assertive on the international stage. “Beijing has demonstrated an impressive capacity to learn and adapt” (Chin – Thakur, 2010: 119), and with its pragmatic foreign policy this “reflects a new flexibility and sophistication” (Medeiros – Fravel, 2003: 25) in the management of its relations across the globe. Reflecting its national interests (as in the case of any of the states in the system), China has been diligent in developing an understanding of both the external context and her internal set of issues that has to be addressed in the long run. Strategic thinking about both of the above has always been embedded in Chinese policy-making to “defend [Chinese] national development interests while also maintaining [sufficient] openness to the outside world” (Hu Jintao quoted in Chin – Thakur, 2010: 121). China wants to succeed in both dimensions, therefore its objective is to maintain a relaxed geopolitical environment – this has become its priority. As former US Secretary of State Madeline Albright pointed out, “Beijing’s leaders seek a stable international environment so that they can concentrate on addressing their domestic needs” (Albright, 2003: 435-36), and as a consequence of this ‘peaceful’ approach but also deriving from how deeply the US and China are interconnected in the economic domain, a future military conflict between the two major powers is highly unlikely. There is nevertheless a potential for competition as well, especially for resources that can feed their respective national economies. “Access to strategic resources rather than ideology” is more likely to lie at the heart of future competition , and “the new ‘great game’ will most likely be played in Africa” (Yeisley, 2011: 83).

			In addition, as China has grown into an influential regional power in her own neighborhood, overtaking Japan as the second largest economy in the world after the US, a more realpolitik-oriented approach seems inevitable for Japan in order to keep the balance of power in the region, “balancing Chinese influence in Southeast Asia”.11 This rise may add to a re-born Japanese frustration, which was a symptom of Japanese Asia policy in the post-Cold War era. Its frustration is not particularly about China but rather about how its top ally, the United States, has been managing international relations in the region and beyond. At the end of the 1980s, it was more connected to the dominance of American power; today, it may be related to how the US has been formulating a new and extremely dominant framework of bilateral relations with China, thereby making resolute steps to ‘frame a new “Pacific” order’,12 seemingly along the dominant line of redefined Sino–American co-operation.

			2.3 ‘Glocality’ and ‘inclusive development’ on the rise

			While it has turned out to be inevitable that our increasingly globalizing world has a great number of issues and questions which cannot be addresses or answered only by one of the actors of the international system alone – be it a state or a non-state entity –and global responses are sought in a concerted, global effort by numerous actors, the importance of each and every locality (the local level itself) has undoubtedly become a serious point of reference for all. Global and local are interwoven, in particular, as influences and pressures from the global context are seen and interpreted at the local levels. “According to the sociologist Roland Robertson, who is credited with popularizing the term, ‘glocalization’13 describes a new outcome of local conditions toward global pressures. At a 1997 conference […] Robertson said that glocalization ‘means simultaneity – the co-presence – of both universalizing and particularizing tendencies.”14 For obvious reasons, every multinational company intends to succeed with its products in all the countries it penetrates into, therefore, ‘local accommodation’ is a prerequisite. According to Maynard (2003), 

			Whereas globalization is a monolithic sameness as a result of convergent worldwide economic, financial and cultural flows, […] glocalization, at the very least, suggests some sort of accommodation. Glocalization challenges notions of cultural imperialism because the term suggests a negotiation process that appears to start from the inside out, i.e., a process that begins with a high regard for the local. The term ‘glocalization’ connotes a successive development, as well as a challenge for the top-down hegemony implicit in the term ‘globalization’.15

			We can agree with Dumitrescu and Vinerean, who say that “glocalization […] seems to be the art of attaining a fine balance of assimilating foreign influences into a society that add to its diversity without overwhelming it.” (Dumitrescu – Vinerean, 2010: 150) This is especially important to consider when we can see it as a relevant argument that globalization goes “farther, faster, cheaper and deeper”16, which results in a wide range of reactions on the local levels. The information revolution certainly has made all these responses quicker and instantly easy-to-reach for each entity of the thick network of interconnectivity. However, as Joseph Nye explains, “such ‘thick globalism’ is not uniform: it varies by region and locality, and by issue.”17 Local policy responses will keep their unique local character, as “one size will not fit all” (Ibid).

			The principles of ‘ownership’ and international ‘partnership’ – originating from Japan’s approach to African aid, for instance – together with human security and ‘inclusive development’ (in particular, since the launch of the Tokyo International Conference on African Development (TICAD) process in 1993) provide a viable framework for the interpretation of ‘local needs and wants’.

			2.4 The case of Africa: moral economy, ownership-based development and aid18

			In our era of globalization Africa is part of the transnational system via its states and non-state actors as well as its groupings of local and continent-wide organizations. Today, every remote corner of Africa is a part of the global economy to such an extent that even peasants in the most remote villages of Africa drink Coca-Cola.19 In such an interwoven and interconnected global society, we can still witness African states struggling20 to manage themselves. The question needs to be asked again and again: can development be self directed, and can the involvement of foreign stakeholders reach the level of the individuals and their local communities so that there will be sufficient “society-wide repercussions?”21 What kind of development is most feasible in the African (and other developing) context? How much do external actors understand what really matters, and what are their strategies for making that happen?

				Once “development” was synonymous with “economic development.”22 Development economics was born in connection with it at a time when government involvement in fostering economic growth, especially industrialization, was very rare, and when rates of capital accumulation were typically quite low.23 According to Amartya Sen’s approach, the core issue here is the individual who can possess and use ‘entitlements’ and ‘capabilities’, as this can prove helpful in economic development.24 When economic development projects failed to increase “material production”, there was a shift toward the idea of “social development”, which today is refined in the form of  “human development.”25 Japan is one of the leading advocates of this approach, and its activities and projects across Africa are evident. As part of its strategic approach on human security and ‘inclusive development’, Japan promotes ‘African ownership’ which can be a significant step towards sustainable development on the continent.

			The core idea of ‘ownership’ was rooted in the Organization for Economic Co-operation and Development’s (OECD) study entitled “Shaping the 21st Century: the Contribution of Development Cooperation”, which recommended a new approach to development and aid. It emphasized partnership and local ‘owner’ involvement in project management. Along with structural changes to bolster coordination and collaboration among stakeholders, this is seen as a new form of partnership for development.26

			This philosophy is in accord with with Goran Hyden’s thesis on the “economy of affection”, which rests on communal action rather than collective action, so that persons are bound together not as autonomous individuals trying to achieve a common goal but as interdependent actors anxious to satisfy each other’s sense of fairness.27 This underlines the importance of local needs and actions and draws attention to informal institutions, which are evident in daily life in Africa. Stemming from Hyden’s original idea, the theory of ‘moral economy’ leads us beyond African peasants and their behavioral characteristics and tells us more about the norms and sentiments regarding developmental responsibilities.28 This serves as an important ground for long-term African development, which any donor or partner needs to take into consideration.

			Nicolas van de Walle stresses the criteria that are needed for the promotion of ownership: donors should wait for the governments to make explicit requests for assistance rather than anticipate government needs.29 Governments should have access to informal channels and institutions and need to create partnership with civil society and local communities in order to integrate their needs with development programs. Now and in the future, Wangari Maathai’s words should have strong repercussions: 

			“Africa needs to move beyond aid and the culture of dependency it has helped create in Africa’s leaders and her people. While I applaud the motives of the international community in providing technical and financial assistance to developing countries, including those in Africa, I do question how much good aid does versus how much damage it may do to the capacity of the African peoples to engineer their own solutions to their many problems”.30

			In the meantime, in our interpolar world it “appears that traditional war as a way of settling grievances between states or advancing national interests is disappearing. […] Security concerns over the past twenty years have been shifting away from state-focused traditional challenges to human-centered issues such as disease, poverty, and crime.”31 I do not agree with Paris (2001) who states that “as a new conceptualization of security, or a set of beliefs about the source of conflict, human security is so vague that it verges on meaninglessness – and consequently offers little practical guidance to academics who might be interested in applying the concept, or to policymakers who must prioritize among competing policy goals.”32 My opinion is that the notion of human security is in line with the efforts to provide plausible interpretative frameworks of our interpolar world. I can share the view that “conventional international relations theory does not adequately embrace human security as national security,”33 but rather emphasizes the need to broaden the concept of ‘national security’, especially for policy-making, and define it as a point of reference. Although realism still matters in the changing international scene, which (only) considers threats related nation-states as issues for national security, the increased interconnected nature of global issues require the understanding of the more human face of each potential conflict or problem. Based on this, I can take side with Crocker et al. (2011) in saying that the notion of human security – though its definitions differ in detail and emphasis – “brought questions about the international community’s responsibility in recognizing and responding to violations of this human security [consisting of] physical safety, economic well-being, social inclusion, and the full exercise of fundamental rights and freedoms.”34

			Table 1

			Contrasting forms of security35
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			Box 2.3

			Definitions of human security36

			“In the wake of these conflicts, a new understanding of the concept of security is evolving. Once synonymous with the defense of territory from external attack, the requirements of security today have come to embrace the protection of communities and individuals from internal violence. The need for a more human-centered approach to security is reinforced by the continuing dangers that weapons of mass destruction, most notably nuclear weapons, pose to humanity: their very name reveals their scope and their intended objective, if they were ever used.”37

			“We must also broaden our view of what is meant by peace and security. Peace means much more than the absence of war. Human security can no longer be understood in purely military terms. Rather, it must encompass economic development, social justice, environmental protection, democratization, disarmament, and respect for human rights and the rule of law.”38

			“The demands we face also reflect a growing consensus that collective security can no longer be narrowly defined as the absence of armed conflict, be it between or within states. Gross abuses of human rights, the large-scale displacement of civilian populations, international terrorism, the AIDS pandemic, drug and arms trafficking and environmental disasters present a direct threat to human security, forcing us to adopt a much more coordinated approach to a range of issues.”39

			“Human security, in its broadest sense, embraces far more than the absence of violent conflict. It encompasses human rights, good governance, access to education and health care and ensuring that each individual has opportunities and choices to fulfill his or her potential. Every step in this direction is also a steep towards reducing poverty, achieving economic growth and preventing conflict. Freedom from want, freedom from fear, and the freedom of future generations to inherit a healthy natural environment – these are the interrelated building blocks of human – and therefore national – security.”40

			“Several key elements make up human security. A first essential element is the possibility for all citizens to live in peace and security within their own borders. This implies the capacity of states and citizens to prevent and resolve conflicts through peaceful and nonviolent means and, after the conflict is over, the ability to effectively carry out reconciliation efforts. A second element is that people should enjoy without discrimination all rights and obligations – including human, political, social, economic and cultural rights – that belonging to a state implies. A third element is social inclusion – or having equal access to the political, social and economic policy making processes, as well as to draw equal benefits from them. A fourth element is that of the establishment of rule of law and the independence of the justice system. Each individual in a society should have the same rights and obligations and be subject to the same set of rules. These basic elements which are predicated on the equality of all before the law, effectively remove any risk of arbitrariness which so often manifests itself in discrimination, abuse or oppression.”41

			“The list of threats to human security is long, but most can be considered under several main categories:

			
					Economic security

					Food security

					Health security

					Environmental security

					Personal security

					Community security

					Political security”42
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			3. The notion of political culture

			3.1. Political culture and how individuals get politically socialized

			When Gabriel Almond, Sidney Verba and Lucien Pye launched a series of discussions and debates in the 1950s and early 1960s at the University of Chicago, social scientists had already been challenged by the task to give explanation for some fundamental phenomena and processes between the macro and micro levels of social life, that is, between the level of the society and the level of the individual, especially as regards the interaction between the two levels in political terms. Due to the new trends in psychology and social anthropology from the 1930s and the early behaviorist school from the 1950s, a change in political thinking had already taken place, suggesting that research should focus on human behavior and attitudes, i.e. on how people behave and interact rather than purely on human cognition. The term ‘political culture’ came into existence as a result of the debate between the three renowned American scientists and was able to bridge the two levels by being the “chain” between the individual and the institutions. Although these three scholars developed two different approaches (Almond & Verba vs. Pye), all of them contributed to the understanding of society and politics in more depth via helping people learn more about political socialization and the domain of political culture that offers a fair description of the characteristic features exhibited by the political system of any nation under investigation.

			In present-day terminology, as John McCormick suggests, “political culture describes the norms, values and expectations of a society as they relate to politics and government. Political culture helps explain what leaders and citizens regard as acceptable and unacceptable regarding the character of government, and the relationship between government and people” (McCormick, 2003: 113). Following the basic idea of Almond and Powell (Almond & Powell, 1992), but drawing upon the work of the Hungarian political scientist András Körösényi (1998), there are two approaches to explain what political culture is about: it can either mean (1) the collective cultural and behavioral patterns, attitudes of a political community or (2) the set of attitudes, values and norms of individuals towards the political system, the political community. In addition to this description of the two-way effect of political culture, Bill Coxall and Lynton Robins remark that political culture is connected with the “pattern of understandings, feelings and attitudes which dispose people towards behaving in a particular way politically” (Coxall & Robins, 1998: 93). Here, we can accept Bretter’s (2014: 8) distinction between system and regime, which could serve as point of reference for further investigations: 

			Regime is defined as a primarily political notion, as ‘ruling’. If one party rules, within undemocratic or seemingly democratic circumstances (some elections, however fake they are, are held), then we can speak about a regime: like a fascist, Nazi, communist regime; or democracy, when the ‘people rule’. The term ‘system’ refers to governance: a set of interrelated policies which would be recognizable by one common ground they constitute: market economy or state-centered policies; ‘statism’ may refer to a system of governance that can operate within democratic or autocratic regimes.1

			Box 3.1.

			Useful definitions of political culture and its elements

			“A nation’s political culture includes its citizens’ orientations at three levels: the political system, the political and policymaking process, and policy outputs and outcomes. 

			The system-level involves how people view the values and organizations that comprise the political system. Do citizens identify with the nation and accept the general system of government?

			The process-level includes expectations of the political rules and decision-making methods, and individuals’ relationships to the government.

			The policy-level deals with the public’s policy expectations for the government. What should the policy goals of government be, and how are they to be achieved?” (Powell – Dalton – Strom, 2014: 46-47)

			“Orientations toward these system, process and policy objects may be cognitive, consisting of beliefs, information, and analysis; affective, consisting of feelings of attachment, aversion, or indifference; or evaluative, consisting of moral judgments of one kind or another.” (Almond, 1989: 28)

			As Haynes (2005: 183) argues, in the view of Almond and Verba, “individual political cultures develop as a result of three factors: cognition, affection and evaluation (that is, knowing, feeling and judging):

			- cognition involves knowledge and beliefs about the political system;

			- affection consists of feelings about the system;

			- evaluation comprises commitments to political values and judgments – that is, by making use of information and feelings – about the performance of the political system relative to those values.”

			“Our political way of thinking ‘is never a direct function of direct experience or acquired knowledge. It is rather a product of shared interpretations that accumulate and develop into traditions across generations. The ways of thinking and the attitudes to be found during this process are highly resistant to change, and it is customary to call the combination of knowledge, values, feelings and symbols connected with this ‘political culture’” (Gombár, 1989: 62 cited in Körösényi, 1999: 11)

			Box 3.2.

			Gabriel A. Almond about the early notions of the Civic Culture concept

			“Something like a notion of political culture has been around as long as men have spoken and written about politics. […] The concepts and categories we use in the analysis of political culture – subculture, elite political culture, political socialization, and culture change – are also implied in ancient writings. […] Nowhere do we find a stronger affirmation of the importance of political culture than in Plato’s Republic when he argues ‘that governments vary as the dispositions of men vary, and that there must be as many of the one as there are of the other. For we cannot suppose that States are made of oak and rock and not out of human natures which are in them.’ He speaks of aristocratic, timocratic, oligarchic, and democratic polities and men, deriving the structural and performance characteristics of the first from the values, attitudes, and socialization experiences of the second. […] And just as he stresses the importance of political culture, so does Plato in both The Republic and The Laws lay enormous weight on political socialization. ‘. . . [O]f all animals the boy is the most unmanageable, inasmuch as he has the fountain of reason in him not yet regulated; he is the most insidious, sharp witted, and insubordinate of animals. Wherefore he must be bound with many bridles. . . .’ Mothers and nurses, fathers, tutors, and political officials all have the obligation to guide and coerce the incorrigible animal into the path of civic virtue. […] Aristotle is a more modern and scientific political culturalist than Plato, since he not only imputes importance to political culture variables, but explicitly treats their relationship to social stratification variables on the other. He argues that the best attainable for of government is the mixed form in society in which the middle classes predominate. Mixed government is one organized on both oligarchic and democratic principles, hence giving some representation in governing to both the rich and the well born as well as to the poor and the base. Such a government is likely to arise and work best when wealth is widely distributed and when there is a large middle class which imparts its character to the state. […] Aristotle’s conception of mixed government with a predominant middle class is related to what some of us in recent years have characterized as the civic culture in which there is a substantial consensus on the legitimacy of political institutions and the direction and content of public policy, a widespread tolerance of a plurality of interests and belief in their reconcilability, and a widely distributed sense of political competence and mutual trust in the citizenry. […] Surely Machiavelli […] was sharply aware of the importance of political-cultural variables, or moral values, of feelings of identity and commitment for political strength and weakness, for grandeur and decay. […] But Machiavelli, while emphasizing political culture and socialization themes [in his works], tends to treat them anecdotally and illustratively rather than analytically as do Plato and Aristotle. […] Rousseau’s appreciation of the importance of political culture and socialization in the shaping of the public policy and legislation of nations reflects the influence of Montesquieu, and in turn is a prominent influence on Tocqueville. He cites Montesquieu as authority for the view that political systems and systems of legislation vary with the ‘local situation and the temper of the inhabitants. . . .’ The terms Rousseau uses to identify political culture are morality, custom, and opinion. He treats these as a kind of law more important than law properly speaking, a kind of law that is ‘engraved on the hearts of the citizens. This forms the real constitution of the State, takes on every day new powers, when other laws decay or die out, . . . keeps a people in the ways it was meant to go and insensibly replaces authority by the force of habit. I am speaking of morality, custom, above all of public opinion. . . .’ […] Tocqueville had a similarly keen sense of political subculture. His analysis of the political attitudes of the French peasantry, bourgeoisie, and aristocracy on the eve of the revolution is a similar masterpiece of political culture analysis. But with Tocqueville we are already into the beginnings of modern political sociology.”2

			Political culture is intertwined with the overall socialization of people. In addition to general socialization processes, people are politically socialized and sensitized according to various agencies (agents) of their micro and macro environments, ranging from family to school, from NGOs to political parties. These agencies use different ways and methods of communication to reach the individual and to convey their messages to them, either with the intention of making a better informed citizenry or to get them to act according to their will. These agencies deliberately communicate their views, opinions and standpoints, in one word, all sorts of political information that can shape and transform the political consciousness of the community. Therefore, we can conclude that it is these agencies that shape and transform the political culture of society at large.

			The process of political socialization of the individual begins in childhood and finishes with the death of the individual. Socialization in general determines how children get accustomed to the world surrounding them, to the society they will live in. Therefore, it is of utmost importance. In terms of political socialization, it is “the process of social learning whereby individuals acquire knowledge, skills and dispositions that enable them to participate as more or less effective members of groups and the society” (Negrine, 1996: 131). It is a lifelong learning process during which the individual becomes a ‘political adult’.

			Political socialization can both form and transform political culture. In the midst of special events, for instance, the establishment of a new nation or state, political socialization creates political culture in areas and social layers which used to have a different political culture. Re-socialization is also crucial during the life of the individual. For example, Germany experienced this type of re-socialization twice; first after World War II and for the second time after the fall of the Berlin Wall and during the German unification. Political re-socialization mainly affects the senior citizens of the given country. In the case of Germany, therefore, after the ‘Wende’, the attitudes and forms of behavior of former GDR senior citizens changed dramatically in accordance with the new type of political culture. (See Almond – Powell, 1992) However, one should remain cautious with transformations and take into account Almond’s (1983: 137) observation that “political cultures are not easily transformed”.

			It is not irrelevant what sorts of agencies, to what extent and in what ways are involved in this process of political learning.  In addition, it is crucial what methods the agencies use to communicate their information about the world the individual is part of. There are primary agencies of political socialization, such as the family, the school, the workplace as well as secondary ones, including peer groups, associations, non-governmental organizations, political parties, the mass media, etc. Negrine, however, argues that: 

			the role of the mass media [is] actually more significant than the secondary designation warranted. By [the late 1960s], radio was well established and television had become widely available so that a child could be easily exposed to non-familial influences from a very early age. Today this would be even more true with videos, satellite channels, and round-the-clock television transmissions filling up the 24 hours of the day (Negrine, 1996: 132-133).

			3.2. Communicating politics

			Ever since the ancient Greeks, human beings have been leading discussions about the problems of society, giving reflections upon leadership and citizenry, power and democracy. We can see that inherent communication has always been persistent among members of the different strata of human society. As early as the times of Plato and Aristotle, the study of persuasive speech and its effects of on communities of citizens became prominent and has always fascinated many scholars ever since. Rhetoric, the art of effective or persuasive speaking or writing3 undoubtedly has played an important role in the development of the political communication we know today, as it allowed citizens to get engaged in the civil form of political interaction by offering a tool which helped them get their messages through. 

			Political communication is an integral part of our daily life and exerts a crucial influence on the political socialization of the individual and, consequently, on the development of modern political culture, especially in a world which is determined by the rise of information technology and mass communication. Many scholars agree that the present-day conditions of the forms and methods of political communication have evolved due to the birth of mass media and the persuasive tools of mass communication. Gianpietro Mazzoleni (Mazzoleni, 2002) believes that the biggest lab of political communication in the world is the United States, where the appearance of political marketing has both transformed the life of politicians and affected the life of the individual. 

			Box 3.3.

			Kotler and Levy about the broadening of the concept of marketing

			“The term ‘marketing’ connotes to most people a function peculiar to business firms. Marketing is seen as the task of finding and stimulating the buyers for the firm’s output. It involves product development, pricing, distribution and communication; and in the more progressive firms, continuous attention to the changing needs of customers, and the development of new products, with product modifications and services to meet these needs. […] marketing is a pervasive societal activity that goes considerably beyond the selling of toothpaste, soap, and steel. Political contests remind us that candidates are marketed as well as soap; student recruitment by colleges reminds us that higher education is marketed; and fund raising reminds us that ‘causes’ are marketed. […] modern marketing concept serves very naturally to describe an important facet of all organizational activity. All organizations must develop appropriate products to serve their sundry consuming groups and must use modern tools of communication to reach their consuming publics. The business heritage of marketing provides a useful set of concepts for guiding all organizations. 

			The choice facing those who manage nonbusiness organizations is not whether to market or not to market, for no organization can avoid marketing. The choice is whether to do it well or poorly, and on this necessity the case for organizational marketing is basically founded.”4  

			Political players have learnt to construct a particular set of utterances that carry political information with a specific intention toward citizens. As John Wilson put it, “politicians use words and sentences in an emotive manner; it is their aim to create a feeling of solidarity, to arouse emotions such as fear, hate or joy” (Wilson, 1990: 19). It is in their fundamental interest to persuade the citizens, and for this reason, they need properly constructed arguments. “Looking at the language of politics,” Adrian Beard claims, “is important because it helps us to understand how language is used by those who wish to gain power, who wish to exercise power and those who wish to keep power” (Beard, 2000: 2).

			On the basis of these considerations, it can be stated that political communication is a double-edged sword, as it helps the leading elite gain and maintain power and, at the same time, it enables other groups of society to criticize and make their opinions heard. Presupposing a democratic political culture, which possesses democratic political communication as one of its sine qua non indicators, political communication can be used to activate the citizens to become an integral part of decision-making about their living conditions, representation and future. The critical tone of the people’s voice against the ruling political forces is necessary for a democratic regime. In fact, civil participation in public debate over certain issues with political players, thus, the development of civil society helps democracy work. According to Jude Howell and Jenny Pearce, “civil society is an important check on the state” (Howell – Pearce, 2001: 40), therefore, any serious political dialogue can be mutually beneficial both for an active citizenry and the elite. The process of achieving the state in which political communication becomes an obvious tool for both the actors of politics and the society at large is certainly one of the biggest tasks for developing societies in a democratic manner.

			When talking about democratic political communication, which presupposes an ‘open society’ drawing upon the works of Jürgen Habermas, and an ‘informed active citizenry’ resulting from it, one needs to consider the necessary time needed for transformations – especially in societies with an autocratic regime in which people aspire for a change from a mono-centered, planned economy to a competitive, multi-actor, market economy-type system. As far as Central and Eastern European states are concerned, Ralf Dahrendorf emphasizes a reintroduced ‘civil society’, predicting that: “Civil society is the key. […] There is a great task of civil society. It is the most important of all, and of course the one which requires the greatest efforts in the countries concerned.”5 

			Box 3.4.

			Sztompka’s explanation of Dahrendorf’s “clock theory”

			“The reconstruction of civil society […] is the key to the ultimate victory of anti-communist revolutions. But here we encounter the greatest challenge, and perhaps the most fundamental dilemma. It may be called – following the reasoning of Ralf Dahrendorf – “the dilemma of three clocks.” The point is that successful transformations at various levels of post-revolutionary society require various spans of time. The deeper we move into it, the longer it takes. At the top, there are the reforms of laws and political institutions, culminating in the enactment of new constitutions. The “hour of the lawyer” (as Dahrendorf calls it) may be over in six months. Then, at a little deeper level, there are the reforms of the economic system. They take much longer. Dahrendorf estimates that “the hour of the economist” may last at least six years. Finally, at the deepest and most important level, there is the rebuilding of the cultural codes, discourses and underlying social life. The most important factor here is the reconstitution of civil society. This takes the longest and meets the strongest, though perhaps unwitting, resistance. “The hour of the citizen” may take 60 years. […]

			As Dahrendorf puts it: “The hour of the lawyer and the hour of the politician mean little without the hour of the citizen.”

			The main challenge is not so much that we may have to wait so long, but rather that at every moment we will encounter mutually unsynchronized changes, with politics running ahead at the quickest speed, the economy following more slowly and civil society lagging decades and generations behind. Only at the distant but hopefully attainable moment, when all three levels coincide, will the revolution be completed.”6

			3.3. Political language

			As regards the language of the political elite, following Paul Grice’s theory of conversational logic (Grice, 1975), utterances possess implicit, “extra” or hidden meanings in the majority of the cases, as there is much more to what is meant than what is said. Nonliteral speech involves the “common cases of […] irony, sarcasm, and figurative uses of language such as metaphor” (Akmajian et al., 1993: 313). David Crystal claims that “the majority of [speech] acts in everyday conversation are indirect” (Crystal, 1987: 121). The pure linguistic reason is that more is meant to be communicated by implicated messages and implicatures than what the actual words or sentences convey. I agree with Wilson who argues that: 

			political talk may be analyzed from a pragmatic perspective by considering the way in which politicians make use of ‘implicative relations’ … [which] frequently lead to inferences and not statements of fact. In this sense implicative relations would seem to present public figures, in particular politicians, with an important communicative tool in their efforts to present the world in any specific ideological manner (Wilson, 1990: 25).

			Although political messages are designed in various ways, following different motivations, either to be simply expressive or rather rhetorical, Wilson is undoubtedly right in claiming that “political language functions to influence political thought […] since politicians present an argument which they want the electorate to believe” (Wilson, 1999: 9). This logic leads us to realize that by using political language to influence what people should think politically and, therefore, to interfere with how they formulate their feelings, attitudes and behaviors toward the political system, political communication as a whole has a say in the development of political culture. At the same time, it serves as a relevant indicator of the given political culture. In this respect, the development and quality of political communication, including the style of political debates either in parliament or outside, reflect the democratic development of the political culture of the country to be investigated.

			To be able to understand political language, the individual needs to recognize the ‘linguistic dimension’ that is created by the political player. Also, as a prerequisite, the political players are required to construct the utterances that carry political information with the intention to persuade the citizens in a certain way that can be followed by the audience that is to be persuaded. Therefore, properly constructed arguments are fundamental in successfully communicating political messages.

			Different socializing agencies, such as family or school, as well as the media help the individuals master a certain political language during the course of political socialization. Possessing and being able to interpret this type of language can contribute to a better orientation of the citizens within the political system. The French social scientist, Annick Percheron (1974) pointed out that a given culture can live and survive in a given world of meanings established by the individual through interacting with others. This is why political language is significant in carrying political meanings to the individuals from the political elite.

			Individuals can establish their own concepts of the political system they live in only on the basis of the input they get from the socializing agencies, their families, their party, the media, etc., through various verbal and non-verbal communicative sources, such as politicians. In theory, their task is not easy, as “more than just a common [political] language is required to enable the hearer [i.e. the voter] to identify the speaker’s [i.e. the politician’s] communicative intentions on the basis of the speaker’s [the politician’s] utterances. A shared system of beliefs and inferences must be operating” (Akmajian et al., 1993: 315). 

			As far as today’s political competitions can be followed in the media, either electronic or print, which have the ultimate goal to sell the products of the political actors to the biggest possible number of people, it is a challenge to use as much direct and reduced language as possible when persuading people. As the Hungarian political scientist Tamás Fricz argues (Fricz, 2001), what is needed, therefore, is simple speech and vocabulary that is widely understandable, clear and simple for the majority of the people. This, in turn, means that political parties need to train their representatives according to such requirements, and they have to come up with “consumable products” when communicating their ideas, programs and portfolios.

			It is inevitable for anyone wanting to find their way in a given political system to grasp and master political language. We know that politics is a game, but it is also understood that “communication [itself] is a game played co-operatively, according to socially conventional rules and procedures” (Eemeren, 1996: 201). According to Barbara O’Keefe’s theory of the logic of message design, “language is a means of expressing propositions, but the propositions one expresses are specified by the social effect one wants to achieve” (O’Keefe, 1988: 86). Politicians, therefore, need to be prepared and trained to be able to express the messages of their parties according to the socially accepted norms of their societies. Obviously, these norms differ from society to society, making countries and political cultures distinguishable from one another.

			Taking into consideration that “communicative success depends on the ability to make truthful links to situations and achieve consensus on informational significance” (Komlósi, 1997: 16), efficient political communication is dependent upon a number of identifiable conditions, provided that the channel of communication between the political player and the citizen is set properly. Among these prerequisites, at least the following should be mentioned:

			
					the political system which provides the individuals with the choice to select information (democratic, authoritarian, totalitarian, etc. regimes)

					the nature of mass media (free, controlled or suppressed, objective and fair, informative, pluralistic, etc.);

					the level of the development of the given counry’s telecommunication systems7;

					the level of professionalism of political actors in forwarding all sorts of political information to the individual, that is, the methodology and techniques used by politicians (for instance, in political debates in the national assembly or at press conferences).

			

			In short, effective political communication greatly depends both on the environment and the individual as well as their actual interdependence. This interconnectedness is illustrated in the following chapter by three possible models of political communication.

			Notes

			1	Zoltán Bretter, “Halfway or No Way?” Politeja, vol. 28, no. 2 (2014), 5-30.

			2	See more in Gabriel A. Almond’s chapter “The Intellectual History of the Civic Culture Concept” in: Gabriel A. Almond – Sidney Verba, The Civic Culture Revisited (Newbury Park, CA–London: SAGE Publications, 1989), 1-36.

			3	According to the New Oxford Dictionary of English (1998), the word derives from the Greek word rhetorike, which means the art of rhetoric, that is, the art of persuasion, especially the exploitation of figures of speech and other compositional techniques. It is about language to have a persuasive or impressive effect on its audience, but which is often regarded as lacking in sincerity or meaningful content.

			4	Philip Kotler and Sidney J. Levy, “Broadening the Concept of Marketing,” Journal of Marketing, vol. 33, no. 1 (1969), 10-15.

			5	Ralf Dahrendorf, Reflections on the Revolution in Europe. In a letter intended to have been sent to a gentleman in Warsaw (London: Chatto&Windus, 1990), 93.

			6	Piotr Sztompka, “The Intangibles and Imponderables of the Transition to Democracy,” Studies in Comparative Communism, vol. 24, no. 3 (1991), 310.

			7	It is obvious that the development of telecommunication results in people across the entire society becoming more informed and, at the same time, more involved in matters affecting their daily lives. Politicians gradually use telecommunication systems as much as possible to influence the individual and shape public opinion. Analyzing and comparing telecommunication systems and the level of the development of the media in various countries contribute to a better understanding of the methods and approaches politicians tend to utilize in their communication with the society at large. (For further examples see: Tarrósy, 2001)

			Review Questions

			
					What are the elements of political culture?

					How are people politically socialized and re-socialized?

					What is the difference between system and regime?

					Explain Dahrendorf’s “clock theory”.

					What is the connection of political communication to political culture?

					What is an argument and how can you define its role in political language?
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			4. Political communication, political discourse
and the language of politics

			4.1. The growing influence of mediatized political communication

			Gianpietro Mazzoleni (Mazzoleni, 2002) defines political communication as the exchange or even the confrontation of public, especially political substance (information, values, orientations, etc.) between three major actors: (1) the political system (P), (2) the system of the media (M), and (3) the citizens (C). 

			The public dialogue model of political communication (Figure 1) describes the dynamic relations between these three actors. Political institutions, for example, parties, the government or politicians in general communicate with the citizens (C) in a direct way, and vice-versa, citizens communicate with these institutions. As a result of this “direct” communication (P <-> C), we can speak of a common space (1), the cross section of sets P and C. Similarly to this two-way direct communication, the system of these political institutions maintains connections of a communicative type with the system of the media (M), producing the common communication space (2), the cross section of sets P and M. Due to their mass communicative nature, the media establishes a mainly one-way communication with the citizens, which creates an informative type of space (3), the cross section of sets M and C. The three communication spaces (1, 2, 3) together create a network in which political information natures exchanged, thus, political communication takes place. The cross section of all three sets (4), according to Mazzoleni (Mazzoleni, 2002: 21), gives the space of mediatized political communication.

			Figure 1

			The public dialogue model. Source: Mazzoleni, 2002: 21

			[image: ]

			According to the so-called “mediatized” or media-driven model of political communication, however, in today’s political sphere the balance of these three actors is challenged as a result of the influential role of modern mass communication tools. These tools have gained enormous influence and strength. For instance, with the appearance of the television, a real revolution was launched in the field of political communication. Today, we can speak about the era of post-modern openness – following the work of Habermas (Habermas, 1981) on “publicness” or public openness and the notions of public space and public sphere –, or the age of the public arena (even circus). Figure 2 shows the mediatized context (M) within which political institutions (P) communicate either with one other or with the citizens (C). This mediatized world embraces all of them, and the openness created by the interactions of the three actors covers exactly this mediatized space. Tools of mass communication are in fact the channels of communication between P and C and serve as an arena which determines how to behave according to the logic that drives mass communication. The public nature or the openness of the system is subordinated to this mediatized arena, and therefore, the forms and content of communication between the actors are modified accordingly (Mazzoleni, 2002: 23).

			Figure 2

			The model of mediatized political communication. Source: Mazzoleni, 2002: 23

			[image: ]

			According to the third, rather hypothetical, user-powered model of political communication, the media and the institutions are in crisis as the citizens become apathetic due to the rising level of alienation both from the ruling political forces and the various forms of media disseminating news about political and state institutions. The level of political cynicism and impassiveness gradually gets higher among people, and at the same time the choices to get access to information are multiplied, especially with the rise of the electronic, in particular, the Internet-based media. In this new era, the privileged situation of the media weakens due to the growth of the space in which citizens can move and make preferences and individual choices. The appearance of the Internet as a new means of political communication contributes to even greater individual freedom concerning the selection of information and media. As soon as access to Internet is available equally for all citizens, Internet-based political communication will get more attention from all the three major actors. 

			Figure 3

			The model of user-powered, ‘citizen-driven’ political communication. Source: Tarrósy, 2004
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			Figure 3 shows that according to the user-powered hypothesis, mediatized political communication is undergoing transformation. The cross section of the three communicational spaces described in the public dialogue model changes as the space provided for the citizens to move grows (4’). Therefore, the traditional mediatized nature of political communication weakens. By becoming more cynical and impassive, the citizens observe the activities of political institutions from a longer distance. Neither these institutions or actors, nor the media can reach out to the citizens as they can in the case of the media-driven model. It is the citizens that really make the choice, no matter how much the number of information sources increase and the interaction between P and M intensifies.

			As far as the present-day situation of political communication is concerned, however,  the influence of television needs to be further analyzed. The appearance and the gradual spread of the TV in the 1950s and 1960s started a reform process in the communication of ideas. Ralph Negrine argues in his book, The Communication of Politics that “new technical media make possible new forms of social interaction, modify or undermine old forms of interaction, create new foci and new venues for actors and interaction, and thereby serve to restructure existing social relations and the institutions and organizations of which they are part” (Negrine, 1996: 155). Following the original idea of Thompson (Thompson, 1990), Negrine continues by underscoring that “politicians as well as the public will inevitably interact differently once a new medium of communication is inserted” (Negrine, 1996: 155). In the course of my investigation, at a later stage, the increasing influence of new electronic media such as the Internet or mobile (cellular) phones, especially their use during elections, will also be looked at. However, with the rise and spread of political marketing as a new field of modern political communication, as Maarek (Maarek, 1995) suggested, short-term thinking has come into existence among the competing political forces as the emphasis is “on the need to win and not [on] the need to engage in debate. … [and this] leads to a pragmatic use of the media by politicians and their consultants in their search for victory but it does not engage with publics at large” (Negrine, 1996: 166).

			4.2. Political argumentation and the pragma-dialectical approach

			The short-term thinking in the heat of elections is not the only phenomenon of modern political communication. Politicians in general, as has been discussed already, need to be trained in a linguistic sense in order to be able to communicate their messages properly to the society at large. These messages need to be sound arguments which can easily get through and convince the individual.

			To be able to analyze political communication from the linguistic point of view, I suggest that the basis of the pragmatic-dialectical approach of argumentation theory should be understood first. This approach takes argumentation as “a complex speech act,” with some “difference of opinion, or dispute” (Eemeren – Grootendorst, 1992: 10) at its core that needs to be resolved. According to the Amsterdam School led by Frans van Eemeren, this complexity comes from the nature of argumentation, that is, it is “a verbal, social and rational activity aimed at convincing a reasonable critic of the acceptability of a standpoint” (Eemeren et al., 2002: xii). Drawing upon the complexity of argumentation, we can agree with Eemeren in saying that “in practice, argumentative discourse is not always properly analyzed if it is looked upon as entirely aimed at resolving a dispute [as long as] there usually is […] another dimension […] that has to do with gaining the adherence of the audience to get things one’s own way” (Eemeren – Grootendorst, 1992: 36). Therefore, for the analysis of any political discourse or political language, rhetoric can serve to better understand the effects of persuasion embedded in politicians’ speeches upon the audience as well as the demands of the particular audience affecting politicians’ speeches.

			As Jennifer Lynn Oliver in her M.A. thesis correctly puts it: 

			“rhetorical tradition is the cultural precedent for public speaking that has been established in a particular society. Each society has its own history of public address, and this history has created societal norms for speaking. These norms can be apparent in certain values or motifs that are commonly used in public speech, or in speech structures that are used again and again” (Lynn Oliver, 2002: 3). 

			Since different political cultures use different political languages and politics has become commercialized and professionalized in our post-modern globalizing world, politicians with a different background in political culture are required to master similar techniques and develop a set of skills used for appearing in front of various audiences and being able to effectively communicate with them. Obviously, local specialties and national traditions determine the differences they need to face in their home countries. These differences contribute to setting the scene for comparative research.

			As for how politicians can persuade citizens, first I will present the Principle of Communication introduced by van Eemeren and Grootendorst (1992), which contains crucial standards for constructing as well as analyzing argumentative discourse. Since political discourse can be seen as an example of reasoned, argumentative discourse, people using it need to be sure how it can serve the purpose of their communication. The principle states that: “the participants in the communication process should refrain from making any moves which impede the communication proceedings” (Eemeren et al., 1996: 12). According to Eemeren, the four standards to be maintained for the implementation of the principle are: (1) clarity, (2) honesty, (3) efficiency and (4) relevance (Ibid.).

			When using a certain political language in the communication process, political actors have to comply with these four standards. In addition, as suggested by the Amsterdam School, they need to be prepared to resolve a difference of opinion, taking for granted that political communication in general involves argumentative confrontations on a regular basis. Therefore, they need to be aware of the formulation of standpoints and the rules of reasoning that are essential in resolving any difference of opinion. It is important to note, however, that

			verbal utterances per se are never standpoints or reasons; they are not standpoints or reasons by nature, but only when they fulfill a specific function in the discourse. They are standpoints or reasons when they serve to express a certain position in a (potential) difference of opinion or to defend a certain position in a context of (potential) controversy (Eemeren et al., 1996: 14).

			Given that political talk contains numerous implicated linguistic constructions and units of meaning, which is in line with the fact that “the pivotal points of an argument are often constituted by unexpressed elements, which are only implicitly present in the discourse” (Eemeren et al., 1996: 14), a careful logical analysis can help both the speaker, i.e. the politician, and the hearer, i.e. the citizen or another politician taking part in the discourse.

			4.3. Tools of political argumentation

			For further investigation and to be able to design a comprehensive comparative research into the political discourse of different political cultures, I wish to touch upon some common tools of political argumentation of global relevance. As Beard observes, “political argument is ideological, in that it comes from a series of beliefs […] and [political] language is a means of […] presenting and shaping [this] argument” (Beard, 2000: 18). There are a number of frequently used linguistic devices, such as metaphor, metonymy, analogy, the so-called ‘list of three,’ contrastive pairs or questions, which are in constant use in political discourse (more on these categories in some detail below).

			In the words of Beard, “metaphor is deeply embedded in the way we construct the world around us and the way that the world is constructed for us by others” (Beard, 2000: 21). One of the most widely used figures of speech, metaphor is considered by some analysts “to be the core of linguistic […] creativity” (Crystal, 1987: 70). Playing a central role in political communication, “metaphors [in general] can assist in the explanation of complex political arguments by reducing such arguments to a metaphorical form” (Wilson, 1990: 104). There are certain common sources of metaphor in politics such as sport and war, “both of which involve physical contest of some sort” (Beard, 2000: 21). It is pointed out by Gibbs (1994, cited in Beard, 2000) that “metaphors from sport and war are ‘not just rhetorical devices for talking about politics, for they exemplify how people ordinarily conceive of politics” (Beard, 2000: 22). Metaphors in one word are crucial for political discourse to maintain the interest and keep the attention of the audience, and keep the communication impressive and persuasive. On the other hand, understanding metaphors is fundamental for those the political actors intend to communicate with, especially when they want to convey the hidden meanings that are to be “located beyond the surface structure of the sentence/utterance” (Wilson, 1990: 105).

			Metonymy is concerned with the replacement of “the name of something with something that is connected to, without being the whole thing itself” (Beard, 2000: 26). For instance, in the majority of the news coverages, the President of the USA and his advisers are replaced with “the White House”, whereas the Prime Minister of Britain and his official residence is commonly replaced by “Number 10”, the address of the building, i.e. 10 Downing Street. In political language, this type of replacement is quite common and it “affects the audience’s perception of and attitude to the original thing” (Beard, 2000: 26).

			While metaphor and metonymy are used for establishing comparison between two ideas on the level of words, political talk also operates with a larger-scale comparison, known as analogy. Analogical schemes are often used for constructing decisive arguments when two different types of objects are connected with the analogy providing a link which shows that there are certain things in common between the two. This link is not necessarily present between the two objects originally, but it is established by using analogy with the aim to demonstrate their relation. According to Beard, “the strength of an analogy depends very much on the degree of similarity between the objects being compared and whether they are similar in ways that are relevant to the argument being made” (Beard, 2000: 28). Analogy can play a significant role in convincing the audience as it can connect complex issues, such as the economic performance of a country, with simple things and phenomena from everyday life. In this way, the majority of the audience can understand easily and more thoroughly what the speaker intends to express. Quoting a famous example from Margaret Thatcher, interpreted by Adrian Beard, provides and insight into how analogy works in real political discourse:

			A favorite economic argument put forward by Margaret Thatcher used analogy: comparing the economy of the nation with the economy of the individual household, she said that just as it was dangerous for a family to run up a debt, so it was dangerous for a country to do the same. Therefore the government had to spend less than it might ideally want to. In this sense it appealed to what people could readily understand – their own finances – it was a highly effective comparison (Beard, 2000: 28).

			Other common features of political speech , as described by Max Atkinson (1984), include, for example, the list of three and the contrastive pairs. Using three linguistic elements in a row while proceeding with the argument can give a greater sense of completeness, and can therefore contribute to the successful performance of the speaker. “The effect of these lists,” Beard underlines, “does not rest solely in the repetition: they are spoken aloud, so prosodic features, such as pitch, tempo and rhythm, also play a major part in their effect” (Beard, 2000: 39). As has been noted earlier, political discourse is characterized by its persuasive and impressive effect on its audience, which signals that speakers of political language need to be prepared to use any such tools, verbal as well as non-verbal, that can contribute to the required effect. In one of his speeches during the 1997 general elections, Prime Minister Tony Blair said that one of his main concerns was “Education, education, education.” In his case, a simple repetition accompanied by some non-verbal techniques, such as louder voice or using the hands while uttering the words one after the other, helped him win the attention and the support of the audience. This, in general, is among the primary aims of politicians, especially when performance at the elections is at stake.

			Contrastive pairs, or ‘antithesis’, as the classical masters of rhetoric called it, also function as decisive tools to make the desired overall effect. In contrast to the list of three, it gives ground for two opposite things to appear together, creating a special unity which then helps the speaker win the attention of the audience. The famous words of Neil Armstrong offer a perfect illustration: “One small step for man: one giant leap for mankind.”

			Finally, the so-called ‘political question’ is introduced as a central tool of political argumentation. As is widely known, politicians not just question one other but are also asked questions on a regular basis. The venues where they are asked questions and the settings in which they are addressed differ according to the activities they are engaged in. Thus, can take place in Parliament, during an interview or at any public forum where citizens have the chance to meet with the politicians. As Wilson suggests, “there is a common-sense view of the political response to questions, and it is one which suggests that politicians are evasive, attempting to avoid answering questions in a direct manner” (Wilson, 1990: 131). Here, we can also see the embedded indirectness of political talk, which determines both how political language is constructed and what the audience can expect from people speaking on political matters. It is interesting to note that “evasion is nothing new, being as old as the first question itself” (Wilson, 1990: 144). “The first question in the House of Commons was asked in 1721 […] [which resulted in a] development [which] meant that the holders of power could be questioned about their actions, a process which has made governments and their representatives uncomfortable ever since” (Ibid.) As far as the nature of the answers given by political actors is concerned, I fully agree with Adrian Beard who notes that: “what is often forgotten in [the process of questions and answers] […] is that [they] form a linguistic pair, and that you cannot analyze one, without looking at the other” (Beard, 2000: 98).

			Box 4.1.

			More examples of the most common features of political speeches

			(1) List of three

			“Abraham Lincoln in his Gettysburg Address of 1863 used a slight modification of this simple repetition by using a different proposition in from of the words ‘the people’:

			Government of the people,

			By the people,

			For the people.

			Winston Churchill, praising the efforts of the Battle of Britain fighter pilots, said in 1940:

			Never in the field of human conflicts has

			so much

			be owed by so many

			to so few.

			The word ‘so’ is repeated three times, but there is also a contrast between ‘so much/so many’ and the last of the three ‘so few’.

			[…]

			The three-part list does not have to be a mere repetition. It can have different words but with a similar general meaning, as in the opening words of Nelson Mandela’s first speech on his release from prison in 1990. Speaking to a crowd of over 50,000 in Cape Town, and many millions more on global television, he used two three-part lists consecutively:

			Friends, comrades and fellow South Africans. I greet you all in the name of peace, democracy and freedom for all.”1

			(2) Contrastive pairs

			“Whereas the three-part list contains three parts which essentially complement each other, the contrastive pair contains two parts which are in some ways in opposition, but in other ways use repetition to make the overall effect. […] Margaret Thatcher, when elected to power for the first time in 1979, paraphrased, as part of her victory speech, the words of St Francis of Assisi. She said:

			Where there is discord, may we bring harmony.

			Where there is error, may we bring truth.

			Where there is doubt, may we bring faith.

			Where there is despair, may we bring hope.”2

			(3) ‘Royal we’ – The use of pronouns

			“Traditionally kings and queens of England have used this pronoun to refer to themselves, rather than the more personal ‘I’: it gives the utterances a more formal ring and perhaps suggests that in their role as monarch they are talking for their people as well as themselves. […] The pronouns politicians use in their speeches are worth looking at because they make significant contribution to the overall effect. In terms of personal reference, there are essentially five ways politicians can introduce a measure that they intend to implement:

			
					They can use the first person singular pronoun: ‘I’: ‘Today I intend to reduce taxes by 20 per cent.’

					They can use the first person plural ‘we’: ‘Today we intend to raise taxes by a mere 5 per cent.’

					They can refer to their position: ‘The Chancellor must raise taxes for the long-term good of the nation’s economy’ or their role as part of the government: ‘The government must raise taxes …’

					They can use no agentive pronoun at all, and instead use the agentless passive, where no direct responsibility for action is given: ‘Today it has been found necessary to raise taxes by 20 per cent.’

					They can use a form of metonymy by making what they have created – their budget – into an agent itself: ‘This budget will help all those on low incomes.’

			

			[…] Pronouns are very common in talk, giving agency to actions (saying who is doing something) and helping to provide cohesion to the overall speech. Politicians and their speech writers, then, have some difficult decisions to make when it comes to using the pronouns that will keep appearing in their speeches: how much responsibility they are prepared to take on themselves; how much responsibility for success are they willing to share with other colleagues; how confident are they that whole groups of people share their views; how much responsibility for failure are they prepared to accept as their own?”3

			4.4. Audience demand and strategic maneuvering

			Obviously, there are certain crucial moments or periods for political actors to win the attention of the audience. This is especially true, for instance, during elections when political competition is intensified and political players need to be ready for persuading the electorate by performing better than the competing forces. There are different techniques to win the attention of those listening to a given political speech or to win the desired support of the same audience. To be able to succeed, politicians need to be aware of not only the expectations but the needs and beliefs of the audience as well and they should be able to provide adequate answers to issues raised by the audience. To underline the importance of what the audience demands, I support the claim stated by Lynn Oliver, who said that “in order to effectively persuade an audience, a speaker will want to meet the demands of the audience in his or her speech” (Lynn Oliver, 2002: 15). She further argues that: “knowing the audience’s thoughts, opinions and reservations is very important to a speaker so that he can formulate effective arguments that will engage the audience” (Ibid).

				In order to be successful in a political discourse, the speaker needs to be careful when formulating his or her arguments. As the setting of the debate might differ – for instance, it does matter whether the event takes place in a TV studio or at a rally – the audience and the individuals it comprises can also vary; thus, the speaker must meet different challenges. Many people say that politicians are famous for their general and sometimes even vague remarks. This phenomenon is somehow connected with the challenge of being able to win the largest possible part of the audience, i.e. picking issues or giving responses which might be appealing to the majority of the given audience. At the same time, the speaker must be prepared to be able to give very definite answers to more specific issues, too. In case of such concrete issues, there is a danger that answers can “cause division within the audience” (Ibid). Thus, political speakers need to manage the discourse according to the rules of strategic maneuvering, “which is aimed at the strongest possible case while at the same time avoiding any moves that are clearly unreasonable” (Eemeren, 2002: 16), as reasoning is a significant device in critical discussion. On the basis of the observations made by Eemeren and Houtlosser (1998, 1999, 2000), it can be concluded that:

			Given a certain difference of opinion, speakers […] will choose the material they can most appropriately deal with, make the moves that are most acceptable to the audience, and employ the most effective presentational means. [In addition,] although these three aspects […] can be distinguished analytically, in actual practice they will usually work together (Eemeren, 2002: 16).

			Political players with different political cultures naturally face culturally specific sets of expectations and attitudes when addressing audiences in different countries. Apart from local specialties and tastes in political discourse, as Lynn Oliver says, “there are certain rhetorical precedents that exist in most cultures, that is; people in a culture are accustomed to being addressed in a certain way, given a particular context, [which] gives rise to audience expectations for different types of speeches” (Lynn Oliver, 2002: 16). This proves that in general terms political speakers are required to be prepared for certain general trends in political discourse, and should therefore be trained accordingly to become successful political communicators.

			4.5. Political argumentation and persuasion in the age of the Internet

			As shown in the models of political communication, the media as a whole represents the key actor mediating between the individual and the political sphere. By its very nature, as a channel of transmission, it is seen by participants of the world of politics as a decisive instrument which can get right into the heart of the citizens. In today’s globalizing world, as Colin Seymour-Ure pointed out, “the nature of parliamentary activity – the form, style, and subjects of discourse alike – inevitably change with changes in communications technology” (Seymour-Ure, 1979: 533). I suggest that it is valid to say that WWW sites are seen by national governments, leading political forces and actors as new “outlets through which they can project to electors attractive images of themselves, […] and of what they are trying to achieve in politics” (Blumler, 1996: 7). 

			Almost all participants of the political sphere, especially governments and political parties have realized that by using the Internet they can easily present their agendas, and in doing so, they can target the citizens from another perspective. This is an obvious advantage for these forces because they can introduce their political views and inform the public in the way they want to. They are not frightened by the competition they have to struggle with on a daily basis in other media, such as newspapers or television. In the words of Jack Dean, campaign adviser to the U.S. Libertarian Party, “web site […] creates an equal footing” (Gibson – Ward, 1998: 14). The websites of a political nature can therefore be seen as a “virtual political marketplace” (Ibid: 16) which is, as was pointed out by Gibson and Ward, “simply another means of advertising and propaganda” (Ibid).

			The literature available on Internet-powered political communication is fairly diverse and the publications differ in how they elaborate on the advantages and disadvantages of the new era. As Balázs Kiss summarizes (Kiss, 2001: 254-260), there are many people who hoped for a real revolution in political communication and political life with the appearance of the Internet. They advocated the thesis according to which citizen activity will be renewed and get vivacity by this new Internet culture. Others got more frightened as they started to worry that the advocates of extreme ideas will be able to organize themselves faster and easier with the help of the Internet. Many people think that the Internet has created a direct democracy, which will weaken or eliminate political parties as actors participating in the institutionalized shaping and manipulation of people’s mind. What I consider the most important thing to mention here is that since the Internet has become a new ground for the struggle for political power, it is also one of means of political communication. This, indeed, offers many advantages and disadvantages, hopes and fears, but most importantly, it extends the horizon of both citizens and politicians, and gives rise to new forms of electronic media. 

			Taking into consideration what Coleman et al. write about Parliament in the age of the Internet, “information coupled with effective communication provides the lifeblood of a democracy. The health of the democracy, like that of the human body, is made more robust if that lifeblood flows richly and freely throughout the polity” (Coleman et al., 1999: 3). Therefore, the appearance of the Internet as a new means of political communication has multiplied the choices individuals can choose from. However, there are scholars who argue that in addition to the information technology revolution, there exists an “increasing disenchantment on the part of the citizens towards many of the institutions and procedures of democracy” (Coleman et al., 1999: 4), thus, “there is a ‘crisis of political communication’, for the degree to which the public is exposed to high quality political information is dangerously low” (Ibid.).

			A new dimension of political culture is unfolding, extending the space of political information. Although the Internet is still not a major source of political communication, its significance escalates. As far as information flow is concerned in general, the Internet can unquestionably seen as a real ‘new medium’ which is “accorded a […] role in the process of public understanding, of engendering participation and involvement, of creating an informed citizenry” (Negrine, 1996: 1). All three major actors of political communication will need to learn how to use this new space and to get accustomed to certain new trends and rules of the game they have been using over many centuries and periods of various traditions. In this new space, there are numerous questions such as e-voting, the online services offered by governments, the nature of political debates, etc. to be addressed. It is also interesting to see whether the hierarchy of mass communications will be changed in the near future due to the appearance of the Internet. To what extent can the political opinions of individual citizens be influenced by surfing on the Internet? How relevant can online debates be in political terms, and what tools and language will be needed to settle any difference of opinion via e-mail? How significant can the distortion of personal communication be when cyber space takes over the channel of exchanging views and arguments? As demonstrated for the first time by the 2002 general elections in Hungary in 2002, the appearance of this new medium of political communication gave rise to numerous unprecedented and unpredictable results. As Sükösd and Dányi pointed out (Sükösd –  Dányi, 2003), during the last election campaign millions of e-mails and mobile text messages (SMSs) of a political nature were exchanged by party supporters, as a result of which “political spam became an everyday experience for two weeks.” This, along with many other similar techniques and practices, can support the claim that there will be a potential crisis of political communication unless such actions can be controlled. On the other hand, political e-communication can encourage participation since this kind of direct mobilization to political events can gain ground as a result of such dissemination of political information and propaganda. One thing seems to be convincing to me: individuals get more space to move and make decisions; or just the opposite, they become even more passive because they have got fed up with such an intensified information flow. One way or the other, it is the individual that will take over the task of determining the logic of political communication, most likely in an indirect way.

			Box 4.2.

			An example for using the Internet for providing parliamentary services for the citizens: the German Bundestag

			“Networked digital media offer numerous windows of opportunity to enhance communication between individuals, groups, and organizations. We are [still] at an early stage of adopting and shaping information and communication technologies (ICTs) for social and political use. However, radical shifts happen in the manner in which individuals work, conduct their business, learn, and are entertained. New guiding visions are coming forth, like ‘e-commerce’, ‘cyber-democracy’, ‘digital government’, etc. On the other hand, new concerns emerge about jeopardizing privacy, identity, and inclusion. In recent socio-technical and –economic developments, politics and parliaments are involved twofold: as part of the governance of ICTs, and as application fields in their own right. […] From the perspective of parliament’s administration the Internet can be used for internal and external purposes. [Already at the end of the 20th century] the German Bundestag established explicit aims for the internal and external use of the Internet.

			Internal aims – assisting the immediate work of MPs: Specific sub-goals are:

			
					Providing easier access to outside resources for MPs;

					Providing easier access to internal information services such as Bundestag Materials Documentation and Information System (DIP), legislation in progress (GESTA), press agency announcements, daily press-documentation files (via the Intranet-Services);

					Providing message transmission vie Internet mail.

			

			External aims – enhancing the relationship between parliament and citizens: For public relations four main goals were established:

			
					Increasing accessibility to the Bundestag by the public: i.e. developing the means whereby the public can contact the Bundestag directly through an easy-to-manage address, an e-mail function and other dialogue applications as brochure ordering, and the mailing lists;

					New and different presentation of the Bundestag using new media: actually presenting Bundestag information in live multimedia form with pictures and networked information (optionally including sound and video);

					Broadening participation of citizens by providing actual and authentic information on the Bundestag to stimulate interest in further parliamentary work;

					Bolstering transparency of events in parliament to make them less time-dependent: e.g. transcripts of plenary debates can be downloaded the following day.”4

			

			Notes

			1	Adrian Beard, The Language of Politics (London: Routledge, 2000), 39.

			2	Ibid: 39-40.

			3	Ibid: 44-46.

			4	Peter Mambrey, Hans-Peter Neumann and Kerstin Sieverdingbeck, “Bridging the Gap between Parliament and Citizen – the Internet Services of the German Bundestag,” In: Stephen Coleman, John Taylor and Wim van de Donk (eds.), Parliament in the age of the Internet (Oxford: Oxford University Press in association with The Hansard Society for Parliamentary Government, 1999), 119-121.

			Review Questions

			
					Who are the major actors of political communication and what models can you elaborate on in connection with their interactions?

					What are the most commonly used tools of political speeches?

					What are the differences between argumentation and manipulation?

					Why is it important to take different audiences into consideration while preparing for a political speech?

					Explain the features of political behavior in the age of Internet and mobile phones.
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			5. Some characteristics of
Hungarian political culture

			5.1. The feeling of instability

			Central and Eastern European countries (CEECs) are different from their socially developed Western counterparts in some crucial areas and in some crucial senses. Whereas there is a continuity in the historical development of the Western nations and the evolution of their political culture, even though they had experienced wars and other subversive processes within society, CEECs under the Soviet rule were forced to give up or transform their political and cultural traditions (as the case might have been) for a “distorted, brave new culture”. In this model of political culture, the Soviet rule is associated with a rather ‘subject’ type of system within which people were told what to do and therefore became politically passive in many ways. After the political changes of 1989, new political institutions have been established offering free participation in social life with varying degrees of stability across the countries of Central and Eastern Europe. However, there is still no consolidated tradition for the rotation of governments. I do not mean to suggest that, for example, the British, basically two-party system, where Labor and Conservative rule changes from time to time, is better than the ever-changing coalition governments of CEECs. I simply want to note that there is still no stabilized structure for the consolidated rotation of the different governments. As Fricz underlined (Fricz, 2001), which is relevant even today, there has been a constant battle for power and the creation of the associated political culture. No coherent tradition has been established so far; different approaches to political culture have been competing freely in the region ever since the change of the Soviet-type political systems.

			As Szabó and Falus (2000: 383) clearly explains, the overall frameworks of political socialization, such as the political systems, statehood as well as state borders had changed a number of times across Central and Eastern Europe during the twentieth century; nothing was really certain or predictable, and everything was constantly changing. In the case of Hungary, since political rule changed nine times, borders were redrawn four times, people could not feel secure (and certain) about their relationship to politics. The only thing that remained stable was the sense of instability.1

			Compared with the developed democracies of the West where the emphasis is on common resources and co-operative action, the major political forces of CEE democracies deny any common root or feature for the political culture they believe they represent. It seems that each party is concerend that the others will go against their approach, suppress them, and one of them will remain the sole player in shaping political culture.

			CEECs have a heritage from the past, which haunts them. There have been some important political achievements: political structures are stable, the CEECs are determined to make democracy work, and as members of the European Union (most of them since 2004, Romania and Bulgaria since 2007 and Croatia from 2014) they have met and fully complied with the Copenhagen Criteria of their membership. At the same time, there are challenges both for the political elite and the individual. These are direct consequences of the Communist rule after which fundamental changes occurred in state institutions and in the area of economic and social integration. The degree to which a country is socially integrated and mobilized can determine the development of an active citizenry. After the collapse of Communism, the structures changed radically, allowing for bold social integration and a better mobilization of the individual. Such trends naturally gave way to increased citizen activity and involvement.

			The development and shaping of political culture is impossible without the participation of the active citizens. To be able to reach out to the citizens, the political organizations and actors first need to solve the problem of mutual trust. Distrust and suspicion are still among the features of present-day political culture in the region. In fact, there is no mature or complete ‘civic culture’ today, therefore, there is a lot to be done from the point of view of democratic development. This is especially true at the level of the political elite. The citizens themselves have gone a long way in gradually developing a type of political culture which possesses the characteristics of Western democratic countries where being active in society, living up to and using the fundamental rights to express individual opinion, to vote or protest are unanimous elements of daily (democratic) life.

			In the case of Hungary, according to many political scientists, political culture is weak due to some crucial influences such as the authoritarian tradition that lasted too long, and therefore, there is a lack of democratic political tradition in many cases; the political elite still does not have sufficient experience in using conflict management techniques, there is no pragmatism and the representation of interests and civil society are weak, to name only a few.2

			Similarly to other CEECs, in Hungary too, “there have been indeed systemic changes, at the level of politics” (Sparks, 1998: 188). Drawing upon the words of Colin Sparks at the end of the 1990’s, whereas in the past there was 

			a totalitarian political structure, [at the beginning of the 21st century] there is everywhere a fragmentation [, which] has immediate consequences for the mass media, which are no longer under […] direct and complete control as in the past. Broadcasting, in particular, has become the site of political contestation […] The press, no matter how subject to the imperatives of the market, is able to report and advocate a wide range of different views. […] the media themselves […] ceased simply to be the property of a single, unified ruling group. They no longer spoke with one single voice determined by the Central Committee. Now they [can] respond to the pulls of different competing groups of rulers. They [have become] part of the stakes in, and indeed one of the sites of, the political struggle (Sparks, 1998: 188-189).

			The media have been transmitting the new values and norms of democracy and free-market economy, shaping culture and creating values accordingly. The very notion of marketing determines  politics and the behavior of politician s– as basically anywhere else in the world. Political values and, consequently, political communication have been simplified as the values have been sold just like any other goods. As opposed to the socialist system, in this new (more) democratic world, people are not taken as mere objects but as sovereign individual decision-makers. As the medium receiving the messages via the different types of media, i.e. the individuals have changed fundamentally, creating a multi-colored civil society with many opposing interests and opinions, politicians need to get accustomed to the new forces of the citizens that drive society into new phases of transition.

			Transition in the realm of political communication has followed the overall transition processes which were characterized by the liberalization and democratization of the economy, the political institutions and all the power structures. During this period of political plurality the “media played a central role in democratic agenda setting, [the] personalization of politics, [the] promotion of democratic values as well as the development of civil society” (Sükösd, 2000: 144-145 cited in Kowalik, 2001). In the new democratic systems of Central and Eastern Europe, and crucially in Hungary, as Swanson and Mancini put it, “the role of the media has […] moved increasingly from being merely a channel of communication to being a major actor in the campaigning process, as it selects the persons and issues to be covered and as it shapes portrayal of leaders” (Swanson & Mancini, 1996: 11 cited in Kowalik, 2001).

			5.2. Stuck between East and West?

			Hungary’s political culture has always had an orientation towards the West. Its geopolitical location gave rise to a feeling of ‘being stuck between East and West’, and because of its immediate past, including the decades of Soviet domination in the Eastern bloc, it also “felt itself to be on the periphery of the West” (Körösényi, 1999: 1).3 Endre Ady (1877–1919), the famous Hungarian poet of the early twentieth century was an advocate of modernization, and “bitterly spoke of Hungary as a ‘Ferryboat-country’ sailing towards the West and then returning back to the East”4

			Box 5.1.

			Endre Ady: Notes on an Unknown Corvin Codex

			[…] “Ferry-boat county, ferry-boat county, ferry-boat county. Even in its best dreams it only shuttled between two banks: from the East to the West, wishing to go back. 

			Why did they lie that the ferry, oh Potemkin, you holy man with anointed hands, you only cheated on Czarina Catherine?

			Idealists and malefactors united to build castles of the air-stones of falsity and shouted to the whole world with joy that Europe had been built up under the Carpathian Mountains.

			[…]

			The Great Humbug did not hurt Europe, the lie was believed at home. We were told that Europe was here, we were preparing for a life of culture and jerked ourselves forward with taut nerves.”5 

			Box 5.2.

			Return to Europe

			“The slogan that best encapsulated popular understanding of the meaning of the revolutions of 1989–91 in Central and Eastern Europe was the ‘Return to Europe’. Of course, geographically they had never moved but, meanwhile, Western Europe had surged ahead. […] Buoyed up by self-confidence and not a little complacency, the western side of the Iron Curtain had come to regard itself as ‘Europe’. In 1989, it awoke to find long-forgotten neighbors clamoring to join in. For what the Central and East Europeans recognized in the ‘Europe’ represented by the EU and NATO was precisely that ‘democratic confederation of democratic peoples’ that [Oszkar] Jaszi, among others, had envisioned: an overarching framework for the weak, small and divided peoples of the region to overcome their geographical predicament and achieve security and prosperity without which the long-cherished goal of ‘national self-determination’ would remain unfulfilled. ‘Returning to Europe’ held the promise of replicating a tried-and-tested formula that would allow them finally to ‘catch up’ with the West.”6

			“Joining the European Union, or ‘returning to Europe’ in the slogan of the day, also had a deeply symbolic value, drawing a line under the communist past and marking a return to normality.”7

			5.3. ‘Negotiated revolution’

			Looking at the attitude and mentality of political elites as well as how political parties were formed after the change of the system, as Soós and Kákai (2011: 531) point out, “instead of a natural evolution, [this] can be seen as the result of an essentially top-down process, dominated by sub-cultural differences, and personal likings and aversions among the intelligentsia and the actual political elites. [… it] took place without the support and active involvement of civil society. The majority of social groups and citizens were almost entirely excluded from the making of politics and the decision-making processes.”8 For any transition it is of psychological importance that the individuals should feel that they themselves changed the political system they had lived in before into a new system they chose to continue living in. In the case of Hungary, as Rudolf Tökés explains in his book,9 the terms of change and the new system were negotiated in a series of talks led by the new political elites on behalf of the citizens.

			5.4. Subjective political competence

			However, the citizens need to feel that they can contribute to decision-making by protecting their interests, making their voice heard, and protesting against something they do not like. An active and informed citizenry can feel its strength and ability in political terms. “Under the Kádár regime in Hungary, [however,] only a few felt that they could protect their own interests, and their number grew only temporarily following the democratic transition. The level of this subjective political competence rose from 9-10 per cent to 17 per cent in 1991-92. But by 1993 it again barely exceeded 10 per cent. By contrast, in most West European countries this figure lies between 20 and 40 per cent.”10

			Box 5.3.

			Alienation from the state, political cynicism

			“In the case of Hungarian political culture, the issue is not simply that this culture is, following the conceptual system of Almond and Verba, a subject rather than participant political culture – though this is, of course, essential to it, since the majority of the people see the state as a power institution and authority rather than as an instrument of ‘popular sovereignty’ that represents and realizes their interests and the public interest. A characteristic of Hungarian political culture is perhaps the very high level of alienation from the whole of the state – not just from the ‘input’ institutions that shape political will, but also from the ‘output’ institutions. The role of, and respect for, the state resemble more those in the Italian state rather than those in France, Germany or the United Kingdom.

			Hungarian society, despite the rapid regeneration of the so-called civil sphere, could barely be said to form a political community, and the level of political integration of the individual is low. The weak binding power of the political community is shown […] by the low level of national pride. It is shown also by widespread political cynicism: the people are skeptical not only of their own ability to satisfy their interests, but also of the ability of the elected political leaders.”11

			Box 5.4.

			Weak participatory pillars of democratic political culture?

			“In the last twenty years, the Hungarian civil society texture has definitely refined, it has become more and more widespread, but emotionally it has remained at a low intensity level. The transformation took place in an irregular manner, irregular waves. Intensifying mixed with weakening, increase with waste, the interferences making the evolution difficult. This kind of development made a higher-level type of development and a stronger intensity of civil society more difficult. Instead, there was a two decades long protected process, which produced a more vulnerable civil society. The leaders in civilian life often hesitated and became unsure because of the shrinking opportunities. That’s why they themselves built obstacles unwittingly, so the action-space did not increase due to the low intensity often to be strengthened by themselves. It seems that the current state of political culture of Hungarian civil society is far from the participative civil culture model of Almond-Verba. The way from the paternalistic civil society to participative one takes a longer time in Hungary.”12
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			Review Questions

			
					Explain why subjective political competence in Hungary is low.

					Why did Endre Ady call Hungary a ‘ferry-boat country’?

					What is Hungary’s heritage of historical-political instabilities?

					How would you define political cynicism? Is it only a Hungarian phenomenon?

					Why can we say that the change of the political system at the end of the 1980s in Hungary was a ‘negotiated revolution’?
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			Case 1: African political cultures –
Some important anthropological considerations

			“More is at stake today than in the past: not only control of the state but also the nature of the regime. The domestic values of how to rule the new nation were not really challenged in the first twenty-five years, but since then these values are no longer uncontested. Some African countries have adjusted to this new situation and managed to adapt principles of governance to the new situation, but others have found it more difficult. In the most extreme cases, the regime has gone down with the state. Following such a breakdown it has become necessary to reconstruct the state and the regime on new foundations. Most African countries have managed to get themselves out of such post-conflict situations, but in the case of Somalia, a new political order seems faint.”1

			African Political Cultures
and the Problems of Government2

			Introduction

			The thesis of this essay is that African countries will continue to be racked by conflicts unless leaders agree about how to govern their multi-faceted nation-states and how to distribute their economic resources equitably. Without a compromise that would ensure “ethnic justice”, neither so-called “liberal democracy”, nor any other species of government will succeed in Africa. If “liberal democracy” presently has any evolutionary advantages, it will have to adapt to local realities, and its contours will be shaped by indigenous African socio-cultural traditions. These have been changing over time and now face the challenge of a Post-Cold War world where people are demanding equity. Can anthropologists contribute to the debate about these issues? 

			Recently, while explaining to a group of influential Americans the constitutional problems in his country, an African diplomat remarked with a smile, “Oh, I was told that I must not use the concept ‘tribalism’ in America, but should use ‘ethnicity’ instead.” What he implied was that whether one called his fellow citizens “tribalists” or “ethnics”, they used the same sentiment in competing for power and all that flowed from that. Thus, a concept that had formerly been used to trivialize the complexity of African societies undergoing colonization was proving to be impervious to change by later anthropologists and by Africans themselves.3 

			Discourse about “tribalism” or “supertribalism” or “ethnicity” in contemporary Africa is now linked to demands for “democracy” (another kind of “discourse”) that I would prefer to see as demands for political or regime change. Africans are seeking relief from coups, misgovernment, and economic collapse. Many western governments, especially the US, also threaten to withhold economic aid from African countries that do not move toward democracy. 

			The problem is that when questioned seriously, Americans often admit that for them “democracy” is really an act of faith. For example, US Ambassador Thomas R. Pickering declared at the United Nations, on October 28, 1991 (“African Day Devoted to Debt Relief”): 

			Reforms to improve governance are essential, both for sustainable economic growth, and political stability. [...] The bottom line of good governance is democracy itself. It is not our role to decide who governs any country, but we will use our influence to encourage governments to let their people make that decision for themselves. [...]

			In sum, we will help those who move towards democracy. 

			Many Africans, especially those tired of military dictatorships and faltering economies, and politicians out of power and in exile, applaud these prescriptions. Nevertheless, they wisely or cynically refrain from defining the criteria for their own political culture. The result is that both the US and many African leaders are creating the basis for “disemia”. This is a condition among local power seekers who, to please hegemonies, may either disguise those aspects of social life that conflict with the hopes of tutelary powers, or create systems out of phase with local realities, or cynically manipulate local conditions to gain or remain in power. 

			Unfortunately, due primarily to the history and function of our discipline, anthropology never gained respect among indigenous Africans.4 Even African anthropologists distance themselves from us, (ironically naming us among the proverbial “Others”. We anthropologists still retain that rural bias once judged necessary to capture the essence of African socio-cultural systems. We continue to ignore the realities of rapidly urbanizing African societies. Even our post-modernist discourse deals with the esoteric of fast disappearing African traditions, rather than with how modernizing people gain power and control resources. Many anthropologists still refuse to learn African languages, even when they attempt to deconstruct the subtleties of their discourses in order to get at the variegated images in African minds. 

			In striking contrast to anthropologists, African politicians in the late 1950s and early 1960s were primarily interested in the issues of “independence”, “national integration”, and “modernization”, somewhat in that order. This tiny, largely urban and westernized minority, aspired to lead their largely rural, and basically agricultural societies, still governed by traditional authorities who were often deemed decadent and reactionary. Kwame Nkrumah, and his cohorts, sought the “political kingdom” and felt that everything else would be added thereunto. 

			With their knowledge of the economic, political, and social realities of the colonial world, most anthropologists feared a difficult decolonization process. Geertz, among others, warned that the persistence of “primordial bonds” (based on kinship, blood, language, and religion) could frustrate the emergence of a new “political society.”5 He hypothesized that the creation of “new states” bent on “modernization” and “national integration” might initially increase conflicts in African societies. Geertz recommended a “macrosociological” methodology to gain a “holistic or comprehensive” view of the problems facing those societies.6

			The young American political scientists who saw in decolonization a fruitful area of study fully expected conflict to accompany socio-cultural change. After all, they often defined politics as “who gets what” and this frequently involved severe conflict. The dominant paradigm many brought to Africa was that there was a positive relationship between economic development and greater social and political integration. These scholars, therefore, had little difficulty with intergroup tensions due to “political competitiveness.” As they saw it, “political competitiveness” was an “essential attribute of a democracy.”7 

			Invited by Kwame Nkrumah to teach “sociology” at the emerging University of Ghana, St. Clair Drake, an “anthropologist”, noted the actual conflict between the traditional authorities and the modernizing politicians. But fearing to be considered a conservative and reactionary anthropologist, Drake was prudent. He stressed that anthropologists could make a contribution to the understanding of social change by studying what factors facilitated or hindered the traditional leaders from playing an important role in “the process of planned economic and social development.”8 Few founder-presidents of African states welcomed Drake’s advice. 

			With Botswana and Swaziland among the major exceptions, the emerging African leaders opted for the political cultures of their metropoles: the Westminster model, and the Belgian and African Political Cultures and the Problems of Government French presidential and premier systems. These men ignored that the governmental processes they cherished had evolved in economically, industrially, politically, and socially complex state systems. Moreover the Europeans judged these “too civilized,” for transfer to the colonies. African leaders ignored what Pearl Robinson would later term the “cultures of politics” that had developed during the colonial period, and used, as Gramsci stated, to maintain “hegemony protected by the armor of coercion.”9 The African nationalists even ignored their own counter-racist philosophies such as “negritude” and the “African Personality.” They occasionally paid lip service to traditional political cultures, but firmly rejected compromise with African traditional politicians for fear of derailing the drive for independence.10 

			Kwame Nkrumah had a bitter conflict with the Asantehene and other traditional leaders in Ghana who objected to being excluded from government. In Ouagadougou, a frustrated traditional emperor, the Mogho Naba of the Mossi people, attempted to use his traditional army in a quixotic attempt to dissolve an embattled Territorial Assembly. Sir Edward Mutesa II of the Baganda quarreled with Sir Andrew Cohen, Britain’s last colonial governor, about the future government of Uganda and was exiled to England where he died in poverty. Such reports were legion.11 

			Hoping to “modernize” their usual mono-economies, the new African leaders often espoused an “African Socialism” where the state controlled the economy. Insisting upon the need for “national integration,” in the face of a plethora of ethnic collectivities, African leaders imposed a single party system, claiming that this was close to the African “palaver.” There was often some justification for these actions, since competitively engaged in the Cold War the protagonists did attempt to profit from African ethnic competition.12 

			What confounded many western theorists was that whether African leaders espoused Marxism-Leninism, African and non-African socialism, capitalism or mixed capitalism and so on, their efforts failed. They rejected compromises and ignored the advice of Sir Arthur Lewis to Nkrumah, that the political-economy of the new African states should use agriculture to build their economies and should employ ethnic-based coalitions for government.13 The result was that confusion reigned about how African leaders could and should deal with their economies and regimes. 

			Those anthropologists who kept abreast of conditions in Africa were not surprised by the chaos. Surprised when asked by some political scientist to deal with traditional leaders in a book dealing with political parties and national integration, Peter C. Lloyd, a specialist on the Yoruba kingdom, observed that while “the chiefs have not been in the van of the national movement, at least in recent decades [...] the picture so often painted of a straight fight between elderly illiterate chiefs, living in the past, and modern Western-educated politicians is not in accord with the facts.”14

			Lloyd believed that the emergent African political leaders needed to turn the allegiance of the masses from ethnic groups to the state, and from their traditional rulers to the parliamentary leaders – especially when members of the new ruling class, by training and ways of thought, and in styles of life, were divorced from the masses. He advised politicians to recognize the loyalty of the people to their traditional leaders, and to involve the latter in the governance of the country. Above all, the politicians should not use traditional leaders only for symbolic purposes, thereby running the risk of “destroying the prestige of the rulers just as did too close an association with the colonial administration in past decades.”15 

			Joining the debate, Norman Miller warned about the need to harmonize the role of Tanzanian traditional rulers in development and governance so as to avoid ethnic conflict. He declared: 

			“Viewed from the higher echelons of government in the new nations, the rural leader is an insignificant individual who goes about managing his local affairs and carrying out – with varying degrees of success – the policies and hopes of the government. Viewed from below, from the inner recesses of the village, the leader is a man of authority; a man who has used wealth, heredity, or personal magnetism to gain a position of influence.”16 

			He argued that the rural leaders were the key to development plans in the rural areas, and warned that any “lack of initiative [...] would entrench the status quo and doom the modernization plans before they begin.” 

			When asked to comment upon this article while in Ouagadougou, I described how the new state officials in the Upper Volta (now Burkina Faso) were devoting so much time to the problems of their states in major world capitals, that they had neither the time nor the energy to serve the rural areas. Whereas I had observed that during decolonization, many traditional leaders feared for their positions, when faced with disinterest from the capital, in 1968, they simply pitched in and helped their subjects. The politicians in Ouagadougou were too busy quarreling to deal with rural problems, with the result that the military replaced them.17 

			George C. Bond, who had witnessed the transition from colonial rule to independence in North Rhodesia/Zambia, reported that disagreement about development pitted the royal houses and the “new men.” When rural villagers wanted economic development, but were reluctant to pay for it, this “put pressure on all those chiefdoms leaders whose power [...] [was] based primarily on popular support.”18 Bond suggested then that “if the party-based elite was unable to provide for local demands, the chief and the royal clan stand as a potential alternative source of leadership.” When he returned to Zambia in 1973, he found that a one-party state was firmly in place and local party politicians had moved to urban centers to reap the rewards of office. Meanwhile, “internal and external forces, combined to restore the chief and his ruling clique to positions of power.” This led to “the resurgence of traditional patterns of authority in the rural areas where most Zambians live, but also to the rise of new but politically conservative coalitions at the local level.”19 

			By the l980s, regardless of ideology, the political economies of the African states had so deteriorated that this led to frequent military coups, political oppression, ethnic strife and economic degradation. Some of the blame lay with African governments that often “pursued economic policies or created public institutions that became impediments to their economic progress.”20 The other part of the problem was due to Africa being the victim of a changing global economic environment. Because African economies were so heavily dependent on the export of a few primary products, any recession in the West caused them to collapse.21 

			To complicate the situation, the end of the Cold War and a subsequent disinterest by both East and West in African affairs, led to Afropessimism – the almost racist notion that Africa and Africans were hopeless. Rather than consider Africa’s problems as the precipitate of its turbulent change, the practices of the often embattled (and often corrupt) African leaders were blamed. The United States insisted that Africa’s only solution was to adopt democracy and free African Political Cultures and the Problems of Government markets. American ideologues insisted that “democracy” means not only the right of people to elect their own government, but that only a democratic system can guarantee the full exercise of fundamental human rights now judged to be universal and applicable to all individuals without distinction as to age, gender, descent, religion, ethnicity, or race.22 

			There is general agreement in most African countries that coups must end, corruption must be rooted out, and economies must be restored. There is less agreement among Africans about the meaning of “democracy.” Many Africans believe that the larger issue of governance is related to the general conditions in African countries. Some African scholars declare that there were traditional forms of democracy, autocracy, monarchy, and oligarchy in state-organized societies as well as stateless societies in their pre-colonial history. They assert that African traditional political systems functioned, not because of their forms, but because they fulfilled felt needs in societies. According to this argument, the important factor was “political authority” derived from a “jural community” and defined as the widest grouping within which there is a moral obligation and a means ultimately to settle disputes.23 

			Increasingly, African scholars insist that whereas western ideas about democracy are specifically rooted in the notion of political and social rights for individuals, the reality of Africa is still one in which “collectivities”, or “ethnic” groups, rather than individuals are demanding social justice. In this context, what matters is respect for African cultures and languages, and ethnic concerns in the distribution of their countries’ or world resources. These views are now being linked to the conviction that African traditional leaders and important personages should join politicians in governing African societies. Moreover, these demands are coming from urbanites as well as rural folk. 

			C.S. Whitaker, a student of Northern Nigerian politics, has always questioned the assumptions that there could not be a compromise in the leadership of what he has called “confrontation societies,” (those having many of the mixed attributes of small urban westernized elites and rural agricultural folk largely governed by traditional leaders). Based on solid empirical research, he challenged the notion that such collaboration was neither inevitable, nor practical. Whitaker noted an emerging stable symbiosis of modern and traditional elements, and cited several cases of “creative adjustments” leading to what he described as “democratic reforms.” Whitaker concluded that “significant elements of the traditional political system of the emirates proved to be compatible in practical terms with significant features of the modern state.”24 He suggested that the emerging political culture of African countries would do well to take traditional elements into account. Interestingly enough, these views are now shared by some of his colleagues who worked in Nigeria.25 

			Maxwell Owusu, a Ghanaian anthropologist, called attention to the implications of his study of a town in Ghana that supported the views of Whitaker. Viewing that society holistically, Owusu found as much continuity as change in Ghanaian politics. Prefering to look at the issue of governance in terms of “national unification,” rather than in terms of “modernization,” Owusu, focused on the struggle for power between groups. He asserted that such struggles were always present in that society, whether between traditional rulers, or between traditionalists and the new elites or other factions. The issue boils down to “the possession of wealth and its distribution and consumption to achieve or maintain high social status, prestige and social privilege. In this politico-economic competition, individuals and groups manipulated, whenever suitable and to their advantage, a variety of symbols, beliefs, images, and ideologies, some clearly traditional and others European in origin, to advance their interests.”26 For Owusu, then, the problem of governance in contemporary Africa was to recognize and to satisfy the goals and aspirations of different groups and their leaders. Different African societies necessitated types of governance based on compromises between types of groups and individuals. 

			My own study of political change in Upper Volta/Burkina Faso showed that the failure of the modern politicians to compromise with the traditional leaders in the interest of all the groups led to disaster.27 This was true from the first president, Maurice Yameogo, through subsequent military regimes, through the assassination of Thomas Sankara, a young revolutionary officer. A perceptive reporter wrote the following obituary: 

			wishing to break too quickly with the ‘old order.’ [...] Sankara did not understand that the ‘disinherited masses,’ was still caught up in the yoke of the ancestral hierarchy. The ‘working class’ who until recently only listened to the emperor of the Mossi, [...] did not know that they needed to be liberated.28

			The new leader, Blaise Compare, using a now familiar political ploy in a disemic-mode, doffed his military uniform and subsequently won the presidency as a civilian. He adopted a modified slogan of democracy and development, but complained that democracy could not succeed in the face of poverty and economic inequality based on the notion of inherent individual differences and unbridled political and economic competition. He authorized multipartyism, but also sought the support of traditional rulers (referring to them as representative of different national cultures). Then, as an obvious ploy to retain their support, Compaore promised the creation of a third parliamentary chamber to give representation to a large number of groups.29 

			On July 31, 1993, President Yoweri Museveni of Uganda permitted the installation of Ronald Muwenda Mutebi II, the son of Mutesa II, as the new Kabaka of the kingdom of Buganda. Representatives of other monarchies from Swaziland, Britain, and Ethiopia were all at the ceremony to witness the rebirth of Buganda. Present also were traditional rulers from Uganda’s other kingdoms of Ankole, Toro, Busoga, and Bunyoro. Cynics suggested that this was just another case of disemia, because with the 1994 general elections in the offing, Museveni hoped to reap a great deal of political good will by supporting a bill to restore the monarchies. Both the Kabaka and the president expressed a desire to work together to govern the country. At the opening of the Lukiiko (Baganda’s parliament), the Kabaka promised to listen to the people so that the politics of Buganda would be to obtain food and development. He would have a crown, but the scepter would belong to the president. 

			President Museveni, for his part, sees no contradiction between cultural rebirth and the functioning of a modern state. He believes that cultural institutions will address national unity, mobilization, and the welfare of society. He argues that traditional leaders will help to preserve local languages and culture which are under serious assault from external forces. Some other Ugandans have been quoted as saying that the revival of these traditional institutions carries the potential for getting greater participation because of a more natural sense of self-belonging. They are reportedly tired of the poor economic and political record of centralized governments during the past thirty years, and they have been disillusioned by the modern post-colonial state African Political Cultures and the Problems of Government modeled after European systems. Ugandans reportedly see the European type of state as alien and the old set-up of kingdoms and chieftainships as more organic.30 

			Conclusion

			At an earlier point in its history, anthropology had the concept of a “cultural compulsive”, meaning the widespread recognition that a cultural trait or institution was necessary for the survival of a society. Today Africans are demanding “democracy” characterized by free elections and the end of autocratic rule. However, there is growing recognition that Africans must be free to choose or to develop forms of governance in keeping with their local realities, and that this be linked with economic development. There is also a growing recognition that, at least for the present, traditional leaders of the component ethnic groups of African countries be involved in the governance of their societies. When and how this happens must be a function of local conditions, but the modalities must permit dialogue and accommodations with global norms. 

			Given the false starts and stops that accompany all change, and a very anthropological truism that not all mutations succeed, no one can really tell whether the new attempts of contemporary Africans to create political systems out of the checkered cloth of traditional authorities and elected ones will succeed. Owusu holds that “African democracy may require the integration of indigenous methods of village cooperation with innovative forms of government, combining the power of universal rights with the uniqueness of each district’s or nation’s own customs and respected traditions.”31 

			Fortunately, Congressman Harry Johnston (D-Florida), chairman of the sub-committee on Africa of the Foreign Affairs Committee of the U.S. House of Representatives, appears to have come to a comparable solution. He has called for a new comprehensive US strategy for evaluating democracy in Africa that takes “a broad, flexible view of what democracy means in the African context”, that encourages African nations to “develop a full range of democratic institutions” in addition to multi-party elections, representative legislatures, a free press, civilian control of the military, an independent judiciary, minority protection and that links U.S. Foreign aid to a country’s democratic progress.32 My suspicion is that this will not be possible unless the “unseen hand” of market forces can show our global village that it has novel ways that would permit the resources of our planet to be used in the interest of all humankind. 
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			Case 2: Asian Political Cultures – A survey data analysis

			Hybrid Political Cultures?
Analyzing Attitudinal Patterns in Southeast Asia1

			Introduction

			In recent years, much research has been conducted on public opinion not only in democratic, but also in non-democratic political systems. Remarkably, many studies have shown that democracy has a widespread appeal among citizens almost everywhere in the world, even in the most resilient authoritarian regimes. Following classical political culture theory, however, this would be a highly paradoxical phenomenon since popular support for democracy is deemed incompatible with non-democratic regime structures.

			A common explanation for these paradoxical findings is the so-called “lip service” argument (Inglehart, 2003: 51-52), which claims that citizens’ expressions of support for democracy as a form of government are mostly a result of socially desirable response behavior instead of a deep and resilient commitment to democracy. Proponents of this thesis argue that, on the one hand, respondents perceive democracy as a universally accepted value and simply give answers coherent with this norm, and on the other hand, equate “democracy” with the “Western world” and economic prosperity and thus see it as something generally desirable even though they have no clear concept of its actual meaning. While this reasoning is certainly plausible, it may be oversimplified as it implicitly assumes that citizens’ attitudes towards democracy can either be mere “lip service” or fully rooted in liberal democratic value orientations. I, however, argue that this widespread open support for democracy is more likely part of a “hybrid” political culture in which certain aspects of liberal democracy are embraced, while others are opposed, making citizens’ attitudes more compliant with the non-democratic political structures of their regimes.

			To answer the question whether these hybrid attitudinal patterns do indeed exist, this paper systematically analyses attitudes towards democracy as well as liberal democratic values in one of the strongholds of authoritarianism, Southeast Asia. Drawing on the conceptual work of Dieter Fuchs (2002, 2009), a typology of support for democracy capable of grasping hybrid patterns of attitudes is developed, and recent survey data for a total of seven Southeast Asian regimes (Indonesia, Philippines, Thailand, Malaysia, Singapore, Cambodia, and Vietnam) is used to identify patterns of value orientations across the region as well as within individual countries. By doing so, this study sheds light on the question of which cultural basis the Southeast Asian regimes – both the democratic as well as the non-democratic ones – are built upon, and gives insight into what kind of democracy Southeast Asian people want.

			Theoretical framework

			Ever since Almond and Verba’s seminal work (1963), political culture has been regarded as an essential factor determining the persistence of political regimes. Any political regime can only be expected to be stable in the long run if its political structure is congruent to its citizens’ political orientations. If there is a continuing discrepancy between citizens’ ideas of what the political system should look like and the regime’s actual institutional structure, system stress will occur and eventually lead to regime change (cf. Easton, 1965, esp. 21-5, 153-61, 220-9). Following this argument, political culture can be deemed one of the key factors for (successful) democratic transition and consolidation (see, for example, Dalton and Shin, 2006; Inglehart and Welzel, 2005; Rose, Mishler, and Haerpfer, 1998).

			To conceptualize political culture and provide an analytical framework for the empirical analyses, Dieter Fuchs’s model of democratic2 political support (Fuchs, 2002, 2009), one of the most recent and elaborate refinements of David Easton’s classical concept of system support (Easton, 1965, 1975), is used. Fuchs (2009: 165-6) differentiates between three hierarchically structured levels of the political system – values, structure, and process – to which he relates specific attitudes: commitment to democratic values, support for the democratic regime of the country, and support for the democratic authorities. In doing so, Fuchs conceptualizes the citizens’ value orientations as an independent theoretical dimension separate from support for the national political regime, which encompasses only the actual institutional structure implemented in a given country. The process level is composed of attitudes towards the political authorities as well as their actions.

			This hierarchical model of the political system (values, structure, and process) as well as the related attitudes can easily be generalized to apply to both non-democratic and democratic regimes (Figure 1): even in non-democracies, people have certain value orientations which can be separated from attitudes towards the institutional structure of the political regime and the political authorities filling its roles. As the values held by the population do not necessarily have to be incorporated in the actual regime’s structure, it is possible to keep Fuchs’s specification of “commitment to democratic values”, while the political objects and consequently the attitudinal dimensions on the structure and process levels need to be generalized to “support for the political regime of the country” and “support for the political authorities”, respectively.

			Figure 1.

			A hierarchical model of political support
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			To answer the research question of whether Southeast Asians’ attitudes towards democracy are of a hybrid nature, the top level of commitment to democratic values is decisive as it is the only attitudinal construct which can unambiguously be interpreted as support for democracy in all regime contexts.3 As this dimension of political support is in itself a multidimensional construct, it can further be specified into three distinct sub-dimensions: Apart from the frequently studied support for democracy as a normative ideal, it encompasses the rejection of authoritarian alternatives (Rose, Mishler, and Haerpfer, 1998: 91-119; Linz and Stepan, 1996: 5-6) as well as the commitment to liberal democratic values such as horizontal accountability or the rule of law (Chang, Chu, and Park, 2007: 67-8; Fuchs, 1999: 131; Norris, 2011: 26-7; Salinas and Booth, 2011: 36-7; Shin, 2012: 270-1). This specification is based on the idea that support for a democratic political system is only meaningful if it does not coincide with the support of non-democratic alternatives such as strongman or military rule and if it is based on the prevalence of liberal democratic values among the population – something which cannot be inferred from the preference of democracy as a normative ideal because the respondents’ conceptions of democracy may vary and differ from the liberal democratic one (see, for example, Baviskar and Malone, 2004; Bratton, Mattes, and Gyimah-Boadi, 2005: 65-73; Chu et al., 2010: 10-3; Shin, 2012: 236-42).

			To investigate whether Southeast Asians exhibit only “lip service” to democracy or whether they embrace certain aspects of liberal democracy and object others – and which aspects these respectively are –, the sub-dimensions of normative support for democracy (which, if it is not backed by liberal democratic value orientations, would mean lip service to democracy) and liberal democratic value orientations are of key importance; rejection of authoritarian alternatives, while an interesting topic in its own right, will not be investigated further in this paper.

			Focusing on support for democracy as a normative ideal and liberal democratic value orientations, which patterns of attitudes can theoretically be expected (Table 1)? First of all, it would be possible that Southeast Asians exhibit no support for democracy at all, rejecting democracy both as a normative ideal and in the form of liberal democratic values. Secondly, the rejection of liberal democratic values could be combined with the support for democracy as a normative ideal, a combination often referred to as “lip service” (e.g., Inglehart 2003). The third option is the combination of support for democracy as a normative ideal and some liberal democratic values, but the rejection of others, which would constitute a hybrid type of support for democracy. Based on a specification of liberal democratic values – which will follow in the next section – a variety of combinations and thus several types of hybrid patterns are possible. Lastly, respondents may also support democracy as a normative ideal as well as all liberal democratic values, making them full supporters of democracy.4

			Table 1.

			Theoretically possible patterns of attitudes towards democracy
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			To determine which types of hybrid patterns of orientation are theoretically possible, a few conceptual considerations are in order. According to Fuchs there are several minimal conditions for democracy: apart from free and fair elections, the guarantee of both personal freedoms and political participation rights, political pluralism, the rule of law, and separation of powers are necessary for a regime to be classified as a functioning democracy (Fuchs, 1997: 87-8; 1999: 125). These criteria are largely concurrent with the ones attributed by Diamond (1999: 8-13) to what is nowadays generally labeled as “liberal democracy” and can be used to conceptualize liberal democratic values in five sub-dimensions: vertical accountability, political participation and pluralism, civil liberties, horizontal accountability or separation of powers, and rule of law.

			Having a total of five sub-dimensions of liberal democratic values which can all either be embraced or objected (or, more accurately, support for them can be either high or low), there are 32 possible combinations of liberal democratic value orientations. Adding the possibility of no support for democracy at all, 33 types of support for democracy are feasible: no support for democracy, lip service for democracy, full support for democracy, and 30 hybrid types of support for democracy.5 Whether these types are found in the empirical data will be analyzed in the next section. First, however, the data used are presented.

			Data and measurement

			This article employs data from the second and third waves of the Asian Barometer Survey (ABS). The ABS is a regional, cross-national comparative survey project that has been conducted in a total of thirteen North- and Southeast Asian states. The most recent wave (2010–2012) is available for seven (Indonesia, Philippines, Thailand, Malaysia, Singapore, Cambodia, and Vietnam) Southeast Asian countries, covering regimes ranging from consolidated democracies to closed authoritarian one-party states.6 All ABS country surveys are face-to-face surveys based on randomized sampling procedures, with sample sizes varying between 1,000 (Singapore) and 1,550 (Indonesia) completed interviews. The surveys include a large variety of items tapping into attitudes towards all three dimensions of support for democracy (Table 2), making them particularly suitable for the intended analyses.

			With the exception of civil liberties, all sub-dimensions of liberal democratic value orientations are covered by items included in the Asian Barometer Survey. Vertical accountability is reflected in items Q141 and Q146, items Q139 and Q140 tap into participation rights, items Q142, Q143, and Q147 refer to pluralism, items Q144 and Q145 to horizontal accountability, and items Q138 and Q148 to the rule of law (similarly, Park, Chu, and Chang, 2010: 5-10).

			Table 2.

			Indicators for commitment to democratic values, ABS Wave III
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			The basic dimensionality of commitment to democratic values is confirmed by factor analyses which clearly separate items aiming at support for democracy as a normative ideal from items aimed at liberal democratic value orientations. Contrary to what could be expected based on the specification above, liberal democratic value orientations are however not distributed empirically across the five sub-dimensions of vertical accountability, participation rights, pluralism, horizontal accountability, and the rule of law but instead are spread across only three components: The first one, formed by items Q139 (women should not be involved in politics as much as men) and Q140 (people with little or no educations should [not] have the same say in politics as highly educated people), seems to represent political equality or participation rights. Second, items Q143 (harmony of the community will be disrupted if people organize lots of groups) and Q147 (if people have too many different ways of thinking, society will be chaotic) form a common factor apparently aimed at the Confucian value7 of societal harmony or, in the context of liberal-democratic values, organizational pluralism and diversity of opinion. The remaining items somewhat scattered but still seem to be related to a common factor which can best be interpreted as referring to the broad concept of power-sharing and government accountability to both other institutions as well as the electorate; or rather, an opposition to the centralization of political power in the executive.

			To explore Southeast Asians’ patterns of attitudes towards democracy, four additive scales are thus formed (cf. Table 3): One to measure support for democracy as a normative ideal, consisting of items Q124 (democracy is always preferable to any other kind of government; dichotomized), Q128 (democracy may have its problems, but it is still the best form of government), Q93 (desire for democracy), and Q94 (perceived suitability of democracy for own country). Liberal democratic value orientations are measured by three sub-scales designed to capture the complexity of this multidimensional construct: Equality is formed by the mean of items Q139 (women should not be involved in politics as much as men) and Q140 (people with little or no education should [not] have the same say in politics as highly-educated people). 

			Orientations towards power-sharing and government accountability are summarized by the mean of items Q139 (the government should consult religious authorities when interpreting the law), Q141 (government leaders are like the head of a family; we should all follow their decisions), Q142 (the government should decide whether certain ideas are allowed to be discussed in society), Q144 (when judges decide important cases, they should accept the view of the executive), Q145 (if the government is constantly checked by the legislature, it cannot possibly accomplish great things), Q146 (if we have political leaders who are morally upright, we can let them decide everything), and Q148 (when the country is facing a difficult situation, it is ok for the government to disregard the law in order to deal with the situation). Finally, items Q143 (harmony of the community will be disrupted if people organize lots of groups) and Q147 (if people have too many different ways of thinking, society will be chaotic) form the societal pluralism scale meant to gauge orientations towards organizational pluralism and diversity of opinion. 

			Table 3.

			Index construction
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			With only three empirical sub-dimensions of liberal democratic values instead of the expected five, the number of possible combinations of attitudes is greatly reduced from 33 to 9: apart from no support for democracy at all, lip service, and full support, six hybrid patterns of attitudes are possible (Table 4).8

			Table 4.

			Potential patterns of attitudes towards democracy based on factor analysis
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			To facilitate the empirical analysis of these patterns of attitudes, the scales constructed above are divided at the scale mean into two groups: “no support” or “support” for the respective dimension of democracy.9 These dichotomized variables are then combined to form a variety of support types. In a first step, five major groups of combinations are distinguished (Table 5): no support for democracy, which entails “no support” for all relevant scales (support for democracy as a normative ideal, support for equality, support for power-sharing, support for societal pluralism); lip service, for which respondents need to support democracy as a normative ideal but reject all three sub-dimensions of liberal democratic values; hybrid types, which capture respondents who support democracy as a normative ideal and at least one – but not all – of the sub-dimensions of liberal democratic values; off-groups, which summarize respondents who, even though supporting at least one sub-dimension of liberal democratic values, do not support democracy as a normative ideal; and, lastly, full support, for which respondents have to support both democracy as a normative ideal as well as all sub-dimensions of liberal democratic values.

			The following section will first probe into the distribution of these general types of support across the entire region and subsequently within individual countries before providing a more in-depth analysis of support for specific sub-dimensions of liberal democratic values.

			Table 5.

			Possible types of support based on empirical dimensionality of support for democracy
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			Results

			Distribution of general attitudinal patterns in Southeast Asia

			Taking a look first at the distribution of attitudinal patterns across the whole region (Figure 2), it becomes immediately apparent that the often-cited “lip service” argument is at least incomplete: Only 15 percent of all Southeast Asian respondents support democracy as a normative ideal but object all liberal democratic values, while an overwhelming majority of more than 80 percent support at least one sub-dimension of liberal democratic values. Citizens’ widespread commitment to democracy as the best system of government thus seems to be more than the simple adherence to a popular catch-phrase suggested by the term “lip service”, being instead rooted more deeply in an at least partial commitment to liberal democratic values. A full commitment to democracy, on the other hand, is only exhibited by one in 14 respondents; the majority of Southeast Asians do in fact fit the pattern of hybrid support for democracy, with 64 percent supporting democracy as a normative ideal and at least one sub-dimension of liberal democratic values, and a little over ten percent falling into the “off-group” category by showing commitment to one or more liberal democratic values but not supporting democracy as a normative ideal.10

			Figure 2.

			Types of support in Southeast Asia
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			Notes: Frequencies of valid responses. Weighted data (couweight). N=9198.

			Source: Asian Barometer Survey, Wave III, 2010-2012.

			With almost one in four respondents fitting this pattern, these off-groups are most common in the Philippines, where support for democracy as a normative ideal is lower than in any other of the countries analyzed here (Table 6). While Filipinos also constitute the largest group of non-supporters of democracy (more than five percent oppose democracy both as a normative ideal and on all sub-dimensions of liberal-democratic values) and are among the smallest groups of full supporters, support for liberal democratic values is still widespread with almost four in five respondents embracing at least one sub-dimension of these values.

			The proportion of respondents who support at least one sub-dimension of liberal democratic values is in fact very constant across all Southeast Asian countries, with shares ranging from 74.5 percent in Indonesia to 90 percent in Thailand (Table 6). Thus, those who provide nothing but shallow lip service to democracy without at least partially embracing liberal democratic values constitute only minorities in all countries under analysis, with the largest of these being present in Indonesia, where more than one in five respondents supports democracy as a normative ideal but opposes all liberal democratic values. While this hints at a somewhat shallow cultural basis of the country’s electoral democracy, Indonesia at the same time boasts one of the highest proportions of full supporters of democracy (9 percent), second to only Singapore where almost one in ten respondents fully embraces democracy. Overall, however, full support for democracy is still clearly a minority phenomenon in all countries analyzed (Table 6).

			Table 6.

			Types of support in Southeast Asian countries
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			Notes: Frequencies of valid responses. Weighted data (all weight).

			Source: Asian Barometer Survey, Wave III, 2010-2012.

			As was the case for the pooled Southeast Asian data, the most frequent types of support in all countries are those of a hybrid nature. The relative importance of these hybrid types, however, varies considerably across countries: While only about half of the respondents in the region’s two only democracies, Indonesia and the Philippines, as well as in Singapore, support democracy as a normative ideal and on at least one, but not all sub-dimensions of liberal democratic values, around or more than 70 percent do so in the non-democratic regimes of Thailand, Malaysia, Cambodia, and Vietnam (Table 6). Remarkably, these differences seem mainly due not to a higher percentage of full supporters (and thus overall higher support for democracy) in the former countries, but to the substantially larger percentage of off-group patterns and thus an overall lower support for democracy as a normative ideal, especially in the Philippines.

			Thus, similar to the pattern found for the pooled data, hybrid types of support for democracy are prevalent in all Southeast Asian countries, while pure lip service is rare. To further probe into the cultural basis for democracy in the region, the following section will analyze which liberal democratic values exactly are supported by Southeast Asians and which are opposed.

			Distribution of liberal democratic value orientations in Southeast Asia

			In order to answer the question which aspects of liberal democracy are predominantly supported by Southeast Asians, the hybrid types of support as well as the off-groups are disintegrated and regrouped so that support for different sub-dimensions of liberal democratic values can be differentiated. As the emphasis now solely is on the dimension of liberal democratic values, whether respondents support democracy as a normative ideal or not will not be differentiated any longer. Instead, respondents are grouped according to whether they support (at least) the sub-dimension of equality, support (at least) the sub-dimension of power-sharing, support (at least) the sub-dimension of societal pluralism, or support all sub-dimensions of liberal democratic values.

			Taking a look first again at the distributional pattern across the entire region (Figure 3), the most striking feature is the overwhelming support for the value of equality: A full two thirds of Southeast Asians embrace the notion that all people should have the same say in politics, regardless of their gender or formal education. For the remaining two sub-dimensions of liberal democratic values, however, prospects are a lot less promising. Only about two in five Southeast Asians express support for the principle of the division of power as opposed to its concentration in the executive, and the concept of pluralism is even less popular with less than a quarter of respondents preferring diversity of opinion over societal harmony. Unsurprisingly, only a small minority of Southeast Asians supports all sub-dimensions of liberal democratic values.

			Figure 3.

			Support for liberal democratic values in Southeast Asia
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			Notes: Frequencies of valid responses. Weighted data (co-weight). N=9198.

			Source: Asian Barometer Survey, Wave III, 2010-2012.

			A closer look at the distribution of liberal democratic value orientations within the region (Table 7) reveals that these are not uniformly distributed over individual countries. Instead, for all sub-dimensions of liberal democratic values, proportions of supporters vary greatly from country to country. For instance, while only an – albeit sizeable – minority of Indonesians support the democratic value of equality, more than four in five Thais agree with the idea that women and people with little education should have the same rights in politics as men and highly educated people. This aspect of liberal democracy is also embraced more firmly in Malaysia, Cambodia, and Vietnam, and less firmly in the Philippines and Singapore, although in the latter two countries equality is still promoted by more than 60 percent of respondents. Noticeably, equality is least supported in the region’s only stable democracies, Indonesia and the Philippines.

			(Relative) differences between countries are even larger when power-sharing is examined (Table 7). On the one hand, almost half of Indonesians, Thais, and Singaporeans object the concentration of power in the executive, whereas this is the case for less than a quarter of Cambodians and Vietnamese. Contrary to what was the case for equality, this sub-dimension of liberal democratic values is generally supported more strongly in the more democratic nations (and Singapore) and least supported in the two most authoritarian regimes in the sample, Cambodia and Vietnam.

			The picture is yet different if societal pluralism is in focus (Table 7). While Indonesians and Singaporeans are again among the strongest advocates for this sub-dimension of liberal democratic values, the highest proportion of support is found in Cambodia. At more than 30 percent, the proportion of respondents who support organizational pluralism and diversity of opinion is almost twice as high here as it is in Thailand and Malaysia and in fact even higher than Cambodians’ support for the division of power.

			Examining finally support for all sub-dimensions of liberal democratic values (Table 7), Singaporeans unsurprisingly boast the highest share with almost 15 percent of respondents embracing the ideas of equality, power-sharing, and societal pluralism. Indonesians also exhibit quite democratic value orientations with one in ten respondents supporting all liberal democratic values. The remaining countries show fairly equal support with proportions ranging from 5.7 percent in Vietnam to 8.4 percent in Thailand.

			Table 7.

			Support for liberal democratic values in Southeast Asian countries
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			Notes: Frequencies of valid responses. Weighted data (allweight). Percentages do not add up to 100 because respondents can fall into several categories, e.g. support both equality and power-sharing.

			Source: Asian Barometer Survey, Wave III, 2010-2012.

			Conclusion

			Summarizing these findings, several conclusions can be drawn. Firstly, the often-cited lip service argument, which claims that citizens only express support for democracy as a form of government or voice a desire for democracy because they perceive democracy as a universally accepted value and comply with this norm or because they equate it with the “Western world” and economic prosperity without understanding its true meaning, does not receive strong support from the Southeast Asian data analyzed here. On the contrary, most Southeast Asians’ support for democracy as a normative ideal is rooted in at least partial support for liberal democratic values such as equality, the sharing of power, or organizational pluralism and diversity of opinion. 

			These values, however, are supported to a very different extent. While the idea of equality is embraced by large majorities throughout Southeast Asia (with the exception of Indonesia, where still almost half the respondents uphold this value), societal pluralism is deemed desirable by merely one in four Southeast Asians. This lends strong support to the hypothesis that political cultures in Southeast Asia are indeed of a hybrid nature and much more complex than the simplified dichotomy of lip service–full support and that a more in-depth analysis of citizens’ value orientations provides additional insight which is obscured when using a single scale designed to capture liberal democratic value orientations.

			Furthermore, comparing attitudinal patterns across Southeast Asian regimes revealed important and substantial differences between individual countries. Contrary to what might be deduced from the results for the pooled data, support for democracy both as a normative ideal as well as for liberal democratic values and their sub-dimensions is not uniformly distributed across Southeast Asia.

			To conclude, the findings of the present study thus make a strong case for both the analysis of individual sub-dimensions of support for democracy and liberal democratic values instead of multi-dimensional scales as well as the analysis of individual countries instead of region-wide data. Several interesting questions derive from these results: First, what implications do these varying value orientations have for the stability of political regimes? Especially in the context of non-democratic regimes, are certain value orientations more “dangerous” for the incumbent regime than others, i.e. does a stronger pressure for democratization result from e.g. support for power-sharing than it does from support for equality? And what does this only partial support of liberal democratic values mean for both the existing democracies as well as the regimes that might result from future democratic regime change in these countries?

			Second, more research is needed on the determinants of in particular support for different sub-dimensions of liberal democratic values. Possible factors include macro level or context variables such as the dominant cultural background of a nation or the regime type of a country as well as micro level variables such as individuals’ adherence to traditional cultural values, their formal level of education, age, gender, and so on.

			Third, the picture presented here is of course only a partial one: Due to limitations in the data, not all sub-dimensions of liberal democratic values could be examined and additional research is warranted in particular for the sub-dimensions of civil liberties and the rule of law. Moreover, this paper focused on Southeast Asian regimes only; more and especially comparative work on other regions of the world would thus greatly help paint a more comprehensive picture of support for democracy.

			Notes

			1	This paper was originally prepared for the ECPR Graduate Students Conference, Innsbruck, July 3-5, 2014. The author of the paper, Marlene Mauk holds an M.A. in Political Science from the University of Mainz, Germany. She is currently a PhD student and lecturer there. Permission was granted for István Tarrósy to include this paper in the Reader part of his textbook on political culture by Marlene Mauk on May 5, 2015. 

			2	Fuchs himself limits the scope of his model to democratic political systems to facilitate the unambiguous relation of attitudes to objects and consequences to attitudes. I will, however, later show that vital parts of the model can be generalized to non-democratic systems as well.

			3	In a democratic context, support for the democratic political regime of the country and even for its authorities could also be interpreted as – at least indirect – support for democracy; in a non-democratic context, however, even the rejection of the non-democratic regime cannot be translated directly into support for democracy since it might just be an expression of discontent with the specific type of non-democratic regime, but not authoritarian rule per se.

			4	There is another group of attitudinal patterns, which is theoretically possible: support for some (or even all) liberal democratic values but the rejection of democracy as a normative ideal. However, since this pattern would be rather contradictory and is therefore not expected to appear in the empirical data (apart from a few deviant cases), it is not discussed here.

			5	If off-groups (cf. Fn. 4) were taken into account, a total of 64 types would be possible.

			6	Regimes are classified according to Larry Diamond’s regime typology (Diamond, 2002). Employing Diamond’s qualitative criteria, the political regimes under analysis are classified as following for 2010: Indonesia and the Philippines are rated as electoral democracies, Thailand and Malaysia as competitive authoritarian regimes, Singapore and Cambodia as hegemonic authoritarian regimes, and Vietnam as a closed authoritarian regime.

			7	“Confucian” or “Asian” values are often differentiated into paternalism, hierarchy, and community orientation (Dalton and Ong, 2005: 212-3). Community orientation is covered by the second factor, while paternalism and hierarchy are represented in the third factor. For an extensive and critical discussion of the Asian values hypothesis see Shin, 2012.

			8	Again, if off-groups (cf. Fn. 4) were included, there would be 16 possible combinations.

			9	The scale mean of all indexes is 0.5. Cases with an exact index value of 0.5 are grouped into the “no support” group since this creates more equal group sizes for the most skewed scale, support for democracy as a normative ideal.

			10	This pattern thus appears far more frequently than expected based on its contradictory nature.
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			Case 3: Latin American political cultures –
Thinking differently about Latin American politics

			Understanding Latin American Politics:
Six Factors to Consider1

			Introduction

			Students who have spent most of their time studying long-standing pluralist democracies like the United States, Britain or Sweden often run into problems when first studying Latin American politics. The main reason is that they use knowledge of these pluralist systems as a reference point to try and understand other systems. 

			However, to understand the essence of Latin American politics we need to put this knowledge aside together with our experiences and values and think more fluidly and in a more open-minded way. What follows are six brief points to aid in thinking in this different way about Latin American politics. 

			1. A feudal tradition

			Latin America was settled by Europeans at the end of the feudal era not in a time of early capitalism, emerging pluralism, the Enlightenment and modernity as was the U.S. in the eighteenth century. Many who settled what became the U.S. were fleeing the religious and social constraints of Europe. They established small family farms as in New England and had opportunities to buy cheap land as the nation moved West. These yeoman farmers formed the backbone of an emerging liberal democracy. In contrast, the settlers of Latin America transplanted the Spanish and Portuguese institutions of the Catholic Church, a strict hierarchical and patrimonial social system dominated by large landowners, and authoritarian rule. 

			This hierarchical and authoritarian streak in Latin American politics was dominant until well after the independence movements of the 1820s. The problems of establishing effective governments in the half century after independence, when regional strong men (caudillos) dominated politics, led to a centralization of authority and the development of a corporatist-type state (where government worked with or co-opted major interests like the military, landowners and later unions) to insure order. Both centralization and corporatism reinforced authoritarian rule. This authoritarianism and intolerance for dissent and political opposition is still an underlying element in many quarters of Latin American politics today. 

			2. Lack of a common political culture:
No agreed upon rules of the political game

			In essence, a political culture is the values and beliefs about the form and extent of political processes – what is and is not acceptable behavior – and government operations including governmental power and limits on it. In the U.S. and in most of Western Europe there has long been an overwhelming consensus on political culture. This includes: formal political power is acquired through election or appointment by elected officials, civilian control of the military, the right to form organizations such as political parties and interest groups to freely advance a cause, and the protection of civil liberties and civil rights through an independent judiciary. While there will always be disputes about policy in these societies, there are widely accepted rules of the political game by which policies are considered and decided. 

			In contrast, despite an increasing consensus around a participatory, democratic political culture in Latin America in the past two decades, for much of their history, Latin American countries had no consensus on political culture. There were no widely agreed upon rules of the political game. Election was seen as only one way to acquire political power, the coup d’etat and violence were also seen as legitimate among some segments of society. The authoritarian and elitist culture of the landed and mining interests opposed increasing democratization. Their values clashed with the rise of radical (socialist and communist), populist (promoting the interest of the masses) and even western-style democratic values promoted by some immigrants after the 1880s and by the “middle sectors” of society (those between the mass of the uneducated poor and the landed and social elite) who favored curtailing the power of the old landed and mining elites. The result was the co-existing of several political cultures, none of which was dominant. These often clashed and produced political instability in many Latin American countries until very recently. 

			Added to this is an all-pervasive culture of political corruption in the form of bribes to public officials, passing contracts to friends, and so on. 

			This is not to say that corruption does not exist in the U.S. and other liberal democracies. But in these societies it is not an acceptable part of the political culture and is much less widespread and the vast majority of public officials, and particularly judges, are likely not corruptible. 

			3. A plethora of political ideologies and political economies

			In the United States the consensus on political culture and the relationship of politics to the economy (political economy) produces a narrow range of political ideologies that drive politics. The vast majority of politicians and citizens fall into the moderate conservative to moderate liberal range with the vast majority accepting the liberal democratic tradition based on a capitalist economic system. This is in sharp contrast to Latin America. Here, the fragmented political culture has produced a spectrum of political ideologies from Marxism and communism on the left, to populism and moderate social democracy in the center, to extreme conservative and authoritarian ideologies including fascism on the right. Many of these ideologies have formed the guiding principle of Latin American governments such as communism in Cuba, and various brands of authoritarianism and fascism in countries like Paraguay, Brazil and Chile. 

			In its wide range of political ideologies and political economies, Latin America is more akin to continental Western Europe than to the U.S. The difference, however, is that Western European countries have a consensus on political culture centered around the primacy of pluralist democracy and of capitalism though in various modified forms from minimal government intervention (conservatives) to more extensive intervention (social democrats). Thus, the wide range of ideologies and their relation to the economy has not produced political instability in Western Europe during the past hundred years, as has been the case in Latin America. 

			4. The role of the military

			One of the popular images of Latin America in the U.S. and Europe is of the military – the so-called “man on horseback” as often referred to in political science – intervening in politics. In most of the region, after independence the military replaced the crown as the ultimate force in society. Even today, after twenty years of a move toward democratic rule and the discrediting of many military governments of the 1970s and 1980s, the military is not far from the political arena and, judging by the past, the region is not free of a return to military rule. 

			This role of the military is in sharp contrast to the U.S., Western Europe and other liberal democracies. In these societies a deep-rooted part of the political culture of liberal democracies, including the military itself, is civilian control of the armed forces. This is not so in Latin America where the military has often seen itself as the savior of the nation with an obligation to intervene in politics and to rule if necessary. In addition, and again unlike liberal democracies, the military sees itself as having an internal law and order (policing) role and not just one of protecting the society from external attack. 

			Military rule in Latin America was fundamentally different in the period before and after the 1960s. Before then the military took power, got things in order and then turned government back to civilians. But from the 1960s through the early 1980s the military took power for extended periods. In most instances its rationale for taking power was to change the pattern of “politics as usual.” This motive of the military has been described as the “politics of antipolitics”: an attempt to subordinate politics to the technical needs of dealing with urgent issues. In the study of Latin American politics this post-1960s phase in military rule is referred to as bureaucratic authoritarianism. In essence, this was an alliance between the military, the bureaucracy and in some cases the business community to achieve the various political and technocratic goals that the military thought essential to pursue. Depending on the country, this included everything from rooting out radicalism (particularly communism) to getting the economy back on track to dealing with poverty. 

			5. A roller coaster of political development

			Latin America has had a roller coaster ride of political development. Moves toward democracy and greater participation have been followed by regression to authoritarian rule and the abuse of human rights. Again, this is in contrast to most western democracies where, despite the less than commendable record of some countries – such as segregation in the American South and the discrimination against French Canadians in Canada – there has been an essentially linear, consistent, upward progression toward increased political participation (including that of minorities and women) and the gradual expansion of civil liberties and civil rights. 

			In combination, the first four factors considered above explain much about this roller coaster ride. Authoritarianism (and the tradition of the caudillo in its past and present manifestations), a fragmented political culture (pitting authoritarianism against populism and many radical political ideologies) and wide acceptance of a domestic political role for the military has made most Latin American countries politically volatile undermining political stability and a linear progression to liberal democracy. A period of emergent democracy from the late nineteenth century to 1930 was followed by authoritarian military rule as Latin American economies collapsed during the Great Depression. Then the second wave of democratic development from the end of World War 11 until the 1960s was followed by an authoritarian, extremely repressive period as explained above. The period since the early 1980s has constituted a third wave of democracy. But it is far from clear whether this constitutes a consolidation of democratic rule or is just another phase in this roller coaster ride of political development. 

			6. Unstable and underdeveloped political institutions
and the role of political personality

			In the United States and in other Western democracies, there are stable political and governmental institutions and established political processes. In general, this is not the case in Latin America. There are three interrelated reasons for this. 

			First, the roller coaster nature of Latin American political development has inhibited the solidification of long-standing and widely accepted roles for political parties, interest groups, legislative bodies and executives (though executives have been dominant) and judicial systems; and particularly the solidification of the relationship between these political and governmental bodies. The stability of institutions in the Western world or in the old Communist regimes has not been part of Latin American politics. There is a fluidity of political and governmental institutions that is hard to grasp by someone brought up or educated in a traditional democratic or authoritarian system. 

			Second, the fluidity is exacerbated by the personalized nature of much of Latin American politics. Since independence, politics and policies have often centered on an individual (for example, Getúlio Vargas in Brazil, 1930 and 1951-54; Juan Perón in Argentina, 1946-55 and 1973-74; and, more recently, Alberto Fujimori in Peru 1990-2000) and loyalty to that individual is often placed above that of governmental and political institutions as set out in a constitution. Furthermore, often, such as in the case of Fujimori and in Paraguay under the thirty-five year rule of Alfredo Stroessner (1954-89), the constitution was changed to personally benefit the leader, an action virtually unheard of in liberal democracies. As a result of these and other actions, the development of political and governmental institutions has been regularly interrupted and in many cases retarded and when they are restored there is often no consensus on their importance or role. 

			Third, the political cultural attributes of authoritarianism, corporatism, populism, militarism and corruption and, until recently, the belief that the ballot box was not the only way to political power, has tended to undermine the primacy and inviolability of political institutions (as they are viewed in liberal democracies). Thus, political institutions are seen as malleable in Latin America and not as the indispensable, guiding structures for framing and resolving the political and policy debate that they are in liberal democracies. 

			Conclusion

			Obviously, with twenty different Latin American countries these six factors are general points and may not apply equally to all countries. However, bearing them in mind is a useful first step in understanding Latin American politics and how it differs historically and currently from that in liberal democracies. This leads to a final point –
a caution – in studying Latin American politics (one that is applicable to studying all societies in transition to liberal democracy). This is as follows. 

			Even if the so-called “third wave” of democracy in Latin America is sustained and consolidated as many observers think (and hope) it might be even if it is far from certain as yet, we should not assume that the form of liberal democracy in Latin American countries will follow the same path or take the same form as that in the United States or other liberal democracies. History, the political cultural tradition and past political practices all bear heavily on all societies and these factors will shape the transition to democracy. In this regard, a better comparison for understanding the possible paths to democracy and the likely forms it might take in Latin American countries is to study an elitist democracy like Costa Rica or the transitional political systems of Eastern Europe and Africa. 

			Notes

			1	Published originally: http://lanic.utexas.edu/project/etext/llilas/outreach/southern_cone/thomas.pdf. Clive S. Thomas, Professor of Political Science, formerly at the University of Alaska-Juneau. He is the author or editor of many articles, chapters and books on interest groups in advanced, developing and authoritarian societies. These include: Research Guide to U.S. and International Interest Groups (2004), Political Parties and Interest Groups (2001), and First World Interest Groups (1993). Permission was granted for István Tarrósy to include this essay in the Reader part of his textbook on political culture by Clive S. Thomason May 8, 2015.

		

	
		
			Case 4: East-Central European post-Soviet political cultures

			Political Culture and Post-Communist Transition –                             A Social Justice Approach: Introduction1

			“A society is well-ordered,” according to John Rawls, “when it is not only designed to advance the good of its members but when it is also effectively regulated by a public conception of justice” (Rawls, 1971, pp. 4, 5). Although in his own theorizing, Rawls has attempted to derive the justice conception that should govern a society from a philosophical perspective, the quotation represents an insight sociologists like Emile Durkheim, Max Weber, or Talcott Parsons would have been well prepared to share. The stability of a society, the absence of anomie, of normlessness, or even revolt, depend on a conception of justice that, if it is accepted by its members, provides legitimacy to the social institutions and the state. Social justice, therefore, is of crucial interest to political sociologists if they want to find out how social inequality is possible without continuous and unsettling struggles over the division of rewards. If they are informed about the distribution of justice beliefs in a society, they can build up predictive power on the society’s future stability and outlook.

			From this perspective, the transition of the post-communist states in East and Central Europe is of special interest. After the collapse of communism, the evident question was how these states would adapt to the newly found liberal democracy and the free-market economy. Would the “new contract” Gorbachev had pronounced be accepted or would the old socialistic justice beliefs stay in place? In spite of the material hardships caused by the transition, would political support for the new system remain strong enough or would it be affected by economic distress? This had been a central question of political culture research long before it could be studied under the conditions of post-communist transition societies (Diamond, 1992). Although quite a few sociologists follow Lipset (1959) in his proposal that system support, the endorsement of democracy, is a function of economic development, others have taken strong sides in claiming the necessity of an independent political culture safeguarding democracy also in times of unfavorable economic development. In fact, according to this culturalist point of view, democracy will only survive if collective political support rests on democratic values.

			Although the basic rule of the culturalist credo is that “culture matters,” most culturalists would also agree to three propositions that follow: First, culturalists regard a society as functioning well only if its institutional structure is congruent with the shared values of its members (Almond and Verba, 1963; Parsons, 1971) and second, associated with this assumption, they believe that individual actors are motivated mainly by cultural orientations, not by instrumental and adaptive impulses; that is, their behavior is guided more by norms than by rational choice. Third, cultural orientations are the product of a shared socialization history constituting an integral part of a person’s social identity that is fairly resistant to change. Thus, it may take generations before a system of cultural values is modified noticeably.

			However, these assumptions (and some others not mentioned here [Almond, 1980; Eckstein, 1988]) have been called into question. When we say that “culture matters,” to take the most important objection, we do not really know to what extent and in what way this is so. It can hardly be denied that besides the economic development, the actions of the political elite or the functioning of democratic institutions also have an influence in shaping system support. But determining the relative weight of these as well as other factors is difficult, consequently addressing the issue empirically has remained the exception (Linz and Stepan, 1996; Putnam, 1993). Problematic as well is the assumed congruence between the social structure of society and its cultural value system. As a prerequisite of a well-ordered society, this functionalist doctrine is particularly inappropriate in the pluralistic societies of our days. Conflicts over values (Collins, 1975) or even cultural clashes within societies (Huntington, 1996) will not bring societies down inevitably; instead conflict and conflict resolution may well be part of the political culture itself provided the diversity of interests and the different ways of life can be integrated adequately. We also do not know whether, as a general condition, cultural orientations dominate the social behavior of individuals. Weber (1972), for instance, was prudent enough to distinguish four types of motivations of actions (instrumental, normative, affective, and traditional) leaving open the question in which situation which type would manifest itself. Finally, assuming the longevity of a political value system is contradicted by the empirical facts time and again. One of the astonishing findings of studying the transition societies of Eastern Europe, for example, was that the people underwent drastic attitude changes leaving behind the socialist convictions they had been brought up with almost from one day to the other (Hahn, 1991; Plasser and Ulram, 1996). Although many were also quick in rediscovering nostalgically their preferences for the previous system at a later transition stage (Kluegel et al., 1999; Mason et al., 2000), the value fluctuations as such are incongruent with the socialization thesis that culturalists take for granted.

			All this makes culturalism a precarious paradigm. Many political sociologists, in particular if empirically oriented, have argued that the concept is too opaque to be useful for accurate scientific work (Berg-Schlosser, 1999; Dittmer, 1977; Kaase, 1983; Pye, 2000;Welch, 1993). That is why in explaining the transition of the post-communist societies, political culture research is viewed with skepticism (Di Palma, 1990; Lukin, 2000; Petro, 1995; Przeworski, 1991). Archie Brown, the leading writer on the role of political culture in communism, for instance, defines political culture “as the subjective perception of history and politics, the fundamental beliefs and values, the foci of identification and loyalty, and the political knowledge and expectations which are the product of the specific historical experience of nations and groups” (Brown and Gray, 1977: 1). This is a catch-all definition that is of little help when it comes to defining empirically what political culture is in order to study its prerequisites and effects. What we need, therefore, is to reduce the scope of the meaning of the term “political culture.”

			In this process, two things seem to be of importance: first, we must be clear about why we need the concept in the first place, that is, what is the explanandum or the set of dependent variables that we have in mind? And second, is there a theory we can use in explaining what we want to explain? Certainly, “political culture is not a theory,” as Almond (1980: 26), who coined the term originally (Almond and Verba, 1963), has remarked. But if what we aim at is to explain the emergence of legitimacy of democratic institutions, the theory we are looking for has to deal with the conceptions of social justice in a society and with justice perceptions. Although John Rawls, in his later writings (Rawls, 1993), very clearly stresses that normative justice principles must be developed from and be congruent with the political culture of a democratic society,2 political sociologists who study political culture seem to be confused about what behavior they want to study and what theory to base their explanations on.

			Social justice research, in comparison, has produced a body of theories that can be made available to political culture research, and to transition research, in particular. Empirical research on social justice is, first, based on a number of elaborated theories in terms of both micro- and macrojustice (e.g., Berger et al., 1972; Hochschild, 1981; Jasso, 1989; Kluegel and Smith, 1986); second, it can distinguish between different areas of intended applications and is able to operate on different levels of generalization – studying reward justice as well as “justice ideologies” (e.g., Arts et al., 1991; Mikula, 1980; Runciman, 1966; Wegener, 1999); third, social justice research can say something about the stability of justice beliefs over time, that is, how socialized normative justice sentiments are different from short-living, self-interested views of justice (e.g., Lerner, 1980; Montada and Schneider, 1991;Wegener and Liebig, 1995). All of this can be brought to bear on the problem of democratic legitimization in post- communist transition.

			The International Social Justice Project (ISJP) is the first research effort to study the relationship between political culture and the post-communist transition from a social justice point of view. The ISJP is an international collaborative research project that began in 1989 and has involved the participation of more than 30 social scientists from 13 countries. Based on a common questionnaire, the first wave of interviews was fielded in the spring and fall of 1991 in Bulgaria, Czechoslovakia, Germany (East and West), the Netherlands, Hungary, Japan, Poland, Russia, Slovenia, and the United Kingdom, and in Estonia in early 1992. At the time of planning the project, it was decided to replicate the survey 5 years later in order to assess possible changes in justice perceptions over time. The replication was fielded in the Czech Republic in the fall of 1995 and in East and West Germany, Bulgaria, Estonia, Hungary, and Russia in the fall of 1996. Although not all of these post-communist states were included in the 1991 survey, they did provide a representative assortment of countries from Eastern and Central Europe. The results of the first survey have been reported in a large number of articles and reports and in two books: Social Justice and Political Change: Public Opinion in Capitalist and Post-Communist States, edited by Kluegel et al. (1995) and Marketing Democracy: Changing Public Opinion About Politics, the Market, and Social Inequality in Central and Eastern Europe by Mason et al. (2000). The list of publications, downloadable reports, codebook and methods information, and information about data accessibility can be found on the website www.isjp.de. In this issue of Social Justice Research, major results of the 1996 replication survey in the post-communist states compared to those of the 1991 survey are reported analyzing the data to discover trends over the 5-year period.

			The first contribution by Svetlana Stephenson (Public Beliefs in the Causes of Wealth and Poverty and Legitimization of Inequalities in Russia and Estonia) explores the attributions of the causes of poverty and wealth in Russia and Estonia and their determinants, contrasting, in particular, individualistic explanations that give credit or fault, whatever the case may be, to the individual, on the one hand, or to impersonal “system” explanations, on the other hand. Despite the economic hardships and a rise in inequalities in both countries, individualistic explanations of wealth and poverty have increased over the 5-year period, but explanations in Estonia are more rooted in the factors of socialization, in age, education, and gender, whereas in Russia they tend to be explained by the changes in the family financial circumstances between 1991 and 1996. In both countries, an increase in support for government intervention in distribution could be observed.

			Guillermina Jasso (Trends in the Experience of Injustice: Justice Indexes About Earnings in Six Societies, 1991-1996) tackles the question of justice straightforwardly by asking how much justice respondents perceive in their respective countries and whether this has changed over the transition years. She analyzes both the 1991 and the 1996 data from the Czech Republic, Hungary, Russia, Bulgaria, and East and West Germany. Based on the theory of reward justice (Jasso, 1989; Jasso and Wegener, 1997) and the concept of the justice index derived from that theory (Jasso, 1999), the author shows, among other things, that the amount of perceived income justice depends on the demand structure in a society, and that in all investigated countries, except East Germany, demands have risen compared to the factual income levels. Thus, the felt injustice of earnings has increased over the 5-year span, except in East Germany where the actual earnings have risen significantly without demands having increased as well.

			Although Jasso’s contribution is centered on income perceptions of respondents’ own incomes, Roland Verwiebe and Bernd Wegener in their paper (Social Inequality and the Perceived Income Justice Gap) study how income differences between the upper and the lower strata of a society are perceived and how these differences are evaluated in terms of justice. The difference in the justice evaluations of high- and low-income earners defines what Verwiebe and Wegener call the perceived justice gap. The authors distinguish different types of transitions to market capitalism and test whether these transformation types exert influence on the justice gap perceptions and how this influence compares to the effects that respondents’ positions in the stratification structure have. Studying the Czech Republic, Hungary, Russia, Bulgaria, and Germany, main results are that in the early transition phase both the different transformation types and the social positions matter in shaping justice evaluations; over time, however, the types of transformation lose influence. In 1996, compared to 5 years before, the countries have become similar in that most of the variation in the perception of the income justice gap must now be attributed to the positional differences of individuals – a development similar to what we find in the western countries.

			Martin Kreidl in his paper (Perceptions of Poverty and Wealth in Western and Post-Communist Countries) argues against the dominant ideology theory according to which there exists a legitimizing ideology in a society, but that this dominating ideology usually stimulates a challenging belief that is held by incumbents of specific social positions. In view of poverty and wealth perceptions, it is argued, however, that these perceptions are more complex involving at least three latent dimensions. Individuals distinguish between merited, unmerited, and fatalistic types of poverty, and between merited, unmerited wealth, and wealth mediated through social contacts. In this paper, Hungary, the Czech Republic, and Russia are compared to the three western societies: the United States, the Netherlands, and West Germany. Using a structural equation approach and its group comparison option for comparing countries, the different explanations for poverty and wealth are translated into specific measurement models testing simultaneously how preferences for particular explanations are shaped by stratification-related experiences and by the social position of an observer.

			Restricting their analysis to East and West Germany, Bernd Wegener and Stefan Liebig (Is the “Inner Wall” Here to Stay? Justice Ideologies in Unified Germany) are concerned with whether, after unification, both parts of the country have reached a state of inner unity paralleling that of the material living conditions or not, and what can be predicted for the future in this respect. Based on ISJP data from 1991 and 1996, the focus is on four justice ideologies that are derived from grid–group theory: egalitarianism, individualism, ascriptivism, and fatalism, and it is tested whether these four ideologies form a common set of beliefs in East and West Germany. Results show that they do, but that East and West Germans have very different ideological preferences within this ideological framework. It is tested, therefore, whether these differences are rooted in cultural distinctions between the East and the West or whether they can be explained by the social positions individuals in East and West Germany hold. The authors find little evidence for cultural differences but ample evidence for social structural determination. From these findings, it is concluded that the ideological “inner wall” running through Germany is bound to fall if living conditions on both sides become more alike.

			Finally, the last paper of this collection (Views on Social Inequality and the Role of the State: Post-Transformation Trends in Eastern and Central Europe) by Antal Örkény and Mária Székelyi is a trend report of the developments in the transition societies regarding peoples’ attitudes towards social inequality, political legitimacy, and the role of the state in distribution processes. In most of the transformation societies, social inequality is believed to have increased over the 5-year interval, in particular, due to rising poverty. Although preferences for particular distribution rules have not changed from 1991 to 1996, there are clear indications that the respondents in the transition countries tend to see life chances and economic success increasingly determined by factors over which the individual has no control. At the same time, political legitimization in terms of trust in institutions has decayed, whereas, paradoxically, the call for state interventions has become more pronounced.

			All six contributions have in common that they provide evidence of the close relationship between social justice beliefs and the post- communist transition. It may well take some time before the political culture of the involved societies has gained the stability of the western democracies. But if political culture is defined in terms of collective social justice beliefs, social justice research can continue to trace this development empirically and report when system support has stopped to be wavering.3
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			Notes

			1	Social Justice Research Volume 13, Number 2, 2000. Bernd Wegener, Professor at the Institute of Social Sciences, Humboldt University, Berlin, Germany. https://www.sowi.hu-berlin.de/lehrbereiche/empisoz/forschung/archiv/isjp/publication/ISJP_WP_No69/ Permission was granted for István Tarrósy to include this article in the Reader part of his textbook on political culture by Bernd Wegener on May 5, 2015.

			2	Thereby giving democracy priority over philosophy in justifying the selection of justice principles in his theory (Rorty, 1991).

			3	Although a third wave of the ISJP survey in the transition countries is not planned presently, Germany will see a new ISJP replication (and the beginning of a long-term panel study) in the fall of 2000.
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