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The political backlash of the economic and migration crises bears considerable risks for the European democracies as well as their liberal societies. This book assembles findings of an international academic conference and student workshop held in Madrid in spring of 2017. The participating scholars identified several fundamental differences regarding the political goals of the current populist movements in Spain and Germany, their sociological basis, and their genealogy; but managed to reveal a series of similarities as well, e.g. the populist discourse, their Weltanschauung, and their tactics in day-to-day politics.


La reacción política a las crisis económicas y de la migración representan un riesgo considerable para las democracias europeas y sus sociedades liberales. Esta publicación reúne los resultados de un congreso científico y de un taller estudiantil celebrados en Madrid en la primavera de 2017. Los académicos identificaron varias diferencias fundamentales acerca de los objetivos políticos de los movimientos populistas en Alemania y España, sus bases sociológicas, y su genealogía; sin embargo, también emergieron similitudes como por ejemplo el discurso populista, su Weltanschauung y su táctica política.
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PROTEST ON THE RISE: THE “EURO” AND “MIGRATION” CRISIS IN GERMANY AND SPAIN IN COMPARATIVE PERSPECTIVE



Tom Mannewitz, Adriaan Ph. V. Kühn


Two different types of crisis have dominated the European Union’s political agenda over the past years: a combined economic, banking, and currency crunch (popularly known as the “Euro crisis”), which especially affected the southern member states; and a so-called “migration crisis”, which primarily hit the EU states located in the northern hemisphere of the continent. Whereas sky-high unemployment has been the main challenge for policy makers in Spain (and other South European countries), the arrival of almost 1 million asylum seekers in 2015 has dominated the political debate in Germany ever since.


Two types of crisis, two affected geographical regions, but just a single perspective: Both in the academic debate and in the media coverage, the economic and the social consequences of the crisis phenomena have monopolized discourses for the better part of the last years. Even political scientists have drawn their full attention to the political repercussions only lately. However, the political backlash of the economic and migration woes bears the greatest risk for European democracies and their liberal societies. Growing contempt against those who hold top positions in the economy and the political system, mounting hostility against refugees, citizen’s alienation from an allegedly unaccountable “Brussels” (and last not least from democracy itself) are some of the factors that explain the recent populist uprising across Europe. Different political “movements” – typically, they avoid calling themselves political parties – have managed to channel popular disaffection and, consequently, reaped electoral success in national elections held over the past years. Whether outfits on the left (like Podemos in Spain, Movimente 5 Stelle in Italy, Bloco de Esquerda and Coligação Democrática Unitária in Portugal, and Syriza in Greece) or on the right side of the political spectrum (AfD in Germany, PVV in the Netherlands, and Chrysi Avyi in Greece), populist parties challenge incumbent players in party systems across Europe. Be it the North or the South, the protest European citizens voiced has its roots in a perceived representational gap. A significant share of voters does not feel represented by its representatives anymore. The different crises, although not causal, did widen the gap between those in charge and the “man on the street”.


Some general conclusions may already be drawn from this recent populist success story: Populism contributes to a coarsening of political culture, negatively affects governability, destabilizes coalition agreements, and polarizes the political debate. It is not only for these reasons that populism is generally seen a potential threat to democracies: the populist discourse deliberately discredits parlamentarism and its political institutions.


While most Southern European states have witnessed the rise of new formations on the political left, the migration crisis triggered a “normalization” of Germany’s party system in a comparative perspective. Academics working in the field had considered the absence of a fringe party on the right as a distinctive German characteristic, which could be explained with the long shaddow of the country’s national-socialist past. The rise of a party on the ideological right side of the conservative CDU has been all but inconceivable until recently. The migration crisis, however, challenged these widespread assumptions in the same way as the appearance of the PEGIDA and LEGIDA phenomena. In Spain, on the contrary, the migration issue has played hardly any role in the populist discourse. On the Iberian Peninsula, the economic crisis marked the advent of increased fragmentation and polarization in the party system. Here the populist discourse is not only directed against the country’s political and economic elites, but challenges the very founding narrative of the Spanish democracy as well.


The aim of the conference and student workshops that have preceded this volume and been organized in Madrid in late spring of 2017 was to exemplify the origins, founding moments, and subsequent developments of the dominant populist movements in Spain and Germany, respectively. By limiting the scope of our approach to two cases, we intended to prevent a blurring of analysis; since indeed a variety of crises can explain the current “populist insurrection” in Europe (and elsewhere). The cases of Spain and Germany have been chosen following a most different case design, which allowed the conference’s participants to detect some fundamental differences regarding the political goals of populists in Spain and Germany, their sociological basis, and their genealogy; but revealed as well a series of similarities, e.g. the populist discourse, their Weltanschaaung and their tactics in day to day politics.


The conference proceedings presented in this volume are divided into two parts. The first part comprises a selection of the contributions that were made to the academic part of the conference. Part two reflects the result of the student workshop we held parallel to the academic conference.


Adriaan Kühn’s contribution addresses the puzzle of the unfulfilled “Second Transition” in Spain. Thanks to an economic crisis in combination with corruption scandals that affected virtually all political parties, trust in Spain’s institutions stands at an all-time low. However, despite the presence of new actors in the Spanish party system – most prominently the left leaning populist Podemos party – and citizen’s demands to rearrange long-standing power arrangements within the political system, attempts for institutional reforms have so far stalled. The article suggests that the unchanged structure of party competition offset the effects of party system transformation and public pressure.


In his chapter, Tom Mannewitz aims to explain the recent surge in anti-immigrant sentiment in Germany, for which the success of the party Alternative für Deutschland (AfD) is just one indicator. He explores the changes in German political culture since reunification in 1990 and takes into account the persisting differences in attitudes in the Eastern and the Western part of the country. While he identifies the socialist legacy as one of the factors that explain why a growing number of (East) Germans feels at odds with key features of a democratic culture (not the democratic institutions), he generally perceives a blurring of differences in political attitudes between the two former German states. Mannewitz sees a lack of intercultural contacts in the East and misinformed expectations concerning the working of parliamentarian democracy in both East and West as main elements for the relative success of right-wing populism.


Mario Sznajder in turn provides the reader with insights into the broader geopolitical aspects that have triggered the so-called “refugee crisis” from the year 2015 on. He reflects on the “new wars” that are fought in the 21st century, their effect on the civil population and, in consecuence, on migration flows. He finds that regional conflicts, unlike in the past, tend to have (global) spillover effects. Sznajder also addresses the challenge of sustaining large refugee populations, be it in the (rich) Western states or in the (poor) neighbouring states of conflict zones. As a policy recommendation, he favours measures that aim at rooting out the push-factors that lie behind large-scale migration movements, especially supporting state building efforts in order to prevent failed state phenomena.


Eckhard Jesse’s subject is the – theoretical and practical – interaction between the concepts of “political extremism” and “militant democracy” in Germany, although his reflections turn out to be relevant for a wider range of cases: He distinguishes between “extremist”, “radical” and “populist” organizations and discusses whether they pose any threat to democracy. Jesse finds that dispite the broad consensus in Germany regarding the need to contain political right wing extremism, extremism from the other aile of the political spectrum is often downplayed.


The populist Spanish Podemos party is the subject of Angel Rivero’s contribution. His analysis eyes the phenomenon from different angles by reflecting on the party’s role as a new and disruptive actor within the Spanish radical left, giving insights in its (main) political project, aimed at overcoming the so-called “regime of 1978”, and finally conducting a sociological case study unveiling a generation clash between the protagonists of anti-Franco struggles and their offspring. According to Rivero, rather than the effects of the financial and economic crises that hit Spain from 2008 on, it was a wider European context of rising economic, social, and cultural insecurity that explains Podemos’ initial successes at the ballot boxes. While the Podemos leadership discarded socialism as an ultimate goal from its believe system, the fight against the Spanish democracy in its current liberal form is on.


During the conference, the Spanish and German student participants worked in small gropus on research papers, addressing problems related to the rise of populism in one of the two countries. While German students addressed issues like the 15-M movement as well as its relation with the Podemos party and discussed wheter the latter was already an established actor in the Spanish party system, the Spanish group concentrated on the AfD as the firstly genuine post 1945 populist outfit in German politics. The results were presented and discussed during the Madrid workshop. The final papers are now puplished in this book.


We are thankful to all students for their participation, as well as to the involved academic and administrative staff at both Technische Universität Chemnitz and Unversidad Francisco de Vitoria Madrid that made the event a success. We would also like to thank the Deutscher Akademischer Austauschdienst (DAAD) for granting the funding that made the conference as well as the workshop possible in the first place. We are convinced that the academic event in Madrid has laid the foundation for a fruitful future cooperation between our institutions.




SPAIN’S “SECOND TRANSITION”: PATTERNS OF STABILITY AND CHANGE IN THE SPANISH DEMOCRACY 2008-2017


Adriaan Ph. V. Kühn


1. INTRODUCTION


Calls for a “Second Transition” have been ubiquitous in both the political and media debate in present-day Spain. Against the backdrop of an economic crisis, sky-high unemployment and citizens’ trust in political institutions at rock bottom, the Spanish democracy indeed has faced severe challenges on several fronts.


Amidst growing civic disdain for an allegedly unaccountable political class, fueled by corruption scandals affecting virtually all major political parties, together with the subsequent rise of the leftist Podemos party in the 2014 European and 2015 regional elections, many expected – sooner rather than later – the established party system to collapse. Others claimed that the winds of change would not stop blowing just at the steps of parliament. From their perspective, even the wider power arrangements put in place by Spain’s transición – the process of democratic reform after dictator Francisco Franco’s death in 1975 – were challenged by a “growing critique of the imbalances in our model of economic growth, the problems of social development, the limits of democracy, dysfunctional institutions and the State of Autonomies’ asymmetries” (Sánchez Estévez, 2015, p. 3421). The latter issue made the front pages in October 2017, when the regional government of Catalonia tested its counterpart in Madrid with an independence referendum that the Spanish constitutional court had declared illegal. The effects of the (economic) crisis, so it seemed, even put Spain’s territorial integrity at stake. Labor relations proved to be tense as well: In 2012, and for the first time in the history of the parliamentary monarchy, Spain’s trade unions called for two general strikes within only six months to protest the austerity measures imposed by the government.


In the same year, the country’s youth, labelled “the lost generation” by the media due to a 50 percent unemployment rate for those under the age of 30, voiced their discontent through a week-long occupation of one of Madrid’s central squares, demanding a “true democracy” (democracia real ya). Increasingly more Spaniards joined the young people in voicing their discontent with the status quo. While in an opinion poll conducted in 2006 36 per cent of those interviewed declared themselves to be “happy” or “very happy” with the way democracy worked in their country, in 2012 this number had dropped to 22 per cent (CIS, 2016).


However, it appeared that the final blow to the “regime of 1978”, as some detractors call the Spanish democracy’s current configuration, came in June 2014. King Juan Carlos I, one of the transition’s main protagonists (Powell, 1995, p. 151), abdicated in favor of his son Felipe. Juan Carlos, who is considered to have played a crucial part in the crackdown of a putsch staged by officers from the armed forces and the Guardia Civil in 1981, came under the pressure of public opinion when details about a hunting trip to Botswana were leaked to the press. The monarchy’s public image, one of the country’s few non-partisan institutions, had already suffered heavily from corruption allegations against Juan Carlos’ son-in-law, Iñaki Udagarin.


Yet three years on from his father’s abdication, the new head of state Felipe I has managed to regain citizens’ trust in the monarchy, partly by expelling his sister from the royal family’s inner circle and putting the crown’s allowances to public audit. In politics, continuity prevails over change as well; at least regarding the inhabitant of the Moncloa palace, the official residence of Spain’s prime ministers. Despite allegations of illegal party financing, a painfully slow recovery rate for the economy and consequently low approval ratings, the conservative PM Mariano Rajoy withstood a ten-month political stalemate after national elections in December 2015 had produced a hung parliament. He maintained office after calling fresh elections in June 2016; albeit as the head of a minority government.


Supporters of an imminent and deep change in Spain’s institutions, a “Second Transition” breaking with the fundaments the original one set, may have cause for disappointment, but anyone who today demands that the institutional arrangements of Spanish democracy be rearranged no longer holds a minority opinion. The economic crisis revealed a real crisis in the political system.


This article aims at exploring the patterns of stability and change in Spain’s institutional settings during the years of economic crisis until 2017. By “institutional settings”, I mean the party system and the structure of party competition, and the reform (or non-reform) of institutions that require consent from political actors. As an analytical tool to assess the degree of change I will use the term “Second Transition” as used in the current academic, political and media discourses in Spain. That may appear counter-intuitive, as the term itself is multi-faceted and thus lacks conceptual coherence; however, in the following section I will try to decode the term’s diverse meanings.


2. TRANSITION AND “SECOND TRANSITION” DISCOURSE IN SPAIN


Spain’s peaceful transition to democracy had long been considered an exemplary case for overcoming authoritarian rule, both within its borders and in the international scientific community (Tusell, Lamo, and Pardo 1996; Ortiz Heras, 2004, pp. 223-242). For a country that had lacked institutional stability during the greater part of the 20th century, its result is regarded as exceptional. There are no doubts that the consensus-orientated attitudes of political elites, even on the fringes of the political spectrum, were key to overcoming the historic cleavages that led to the outbreak of the civil war (1936-1939), and which were only superficially domesticized during the dictatorship of General Francisco Franco (1939-1975). Representatives of the old regime and members of the (exiled) democratic opposition managed to agree on an amnesty law, a series of socio-economic pacts (pactos de Moncloa) and – above all – the democratic constitution of 1978, still in place today. This achievement, unlikely when considering the profound ideological differences between the actors involved, was made possible thanks to explicitly excluding debates or references to the country’s past turmoil.


As Spain had lacked any previous uncontested democratic experience, the transition process with its “spirit of concordance” soon established itself as the founding myth of the new democratic system. Avilés Farré (2002, p. 97) calls it a “national lieu de la mémoire”. Politicians would frequently appeal to the “spirit of the transition” when looking for non-partisan support for their initiatives; or, when unsuccessful, denounce the opposition for breaking it.


At the beginning of the 1990s, critics emerged concerning the achievements of Spain’s new democratic system. Whether representatives of trade unions called for “a social turn” (increased welfare spending and worker participation in management), Catalan and Basque nationalists for devolution of powers from Madrid (Castellanos López, 2015, pp. 3519-21), or academics for combating the young democracy’s dysfunctionalities (e.g. the politicisation of the justice system: Sinova and Tusell, 1990) – all of them used the term “Second Transition” to reinforce their claims for the need to fix the glitches the nation presumably faced. The term was also used by José María Aznar, who wrote a book titled “Spain, the Second Transition” (Aznar, 1995), before he was sworn in as the first PM proceeding from the ranks of the conservative party (Partido Popular, PP) in 1996. After José Luis Rodríguez Zapatero had regained the PM’s office for the Socialist eight years later, the British weekly The Economist described in an article titled “The Second Transition” various challenges the new PM would face (institutional reform, claims from regionalist parties, social reform, etc.). After his first term in office, numerous observers took up the term, but now to label the Zapatero government’s policy record, especially in social areas.


In many ways, the Zapatero years coined the term “Second Transition” as it is used in current day debates. The Socialist minority government, in alliance with several regional-left parties in the parliamentary arena, took decisive positions within the postmaterialist cleavage, which until then played a rather insignificant role for Spanish party competition. Gay marriage, fast-track divorce, the legal recognition of transgender persons and the legalization of immigrants were top of the list in an agenda drawn up by the first ever governmental cabinet to feature equal gender representation. While these measures provoked not only the PP, but also the Catholic Church and various conservative civil society organisations to strongly voice their opposition; at the same time, they further deepened polarization between the two major political forces - a process that had begun during Jose María Aznar’s second term in office.


Unlike many (international) commentators, who saw an “increase” in “social rights” as a sign of the maturing of the Spanish democracy, the political right accused the Socialists of pursuing an agenda aimed at a disruptive transformation of state and society: Besides social reform, the government pushed a highly controversial “historical memory” law (ley de memoria histórica) through parliament. While in its concrete measures aimed at expanding benefits to those who suffered from repression in the aftermath of the Spanish Civil War and the Franco dictatorship, it broke with a convention of political competition in Spain of not making politics with the country’s past. As the name of the social movement backing the government’s initiatives (Recuperación de la Memoria Histórica - Recovery of the historical memory) indicates, its activists denounced a long lasting “pact of silence” in state and society regarding the fate of the Republican fighters and their families. As a result, during the polarized debate on Spain’s past in politics and media, the transition myth was to take the next blow. If the exclusion of memory politics after Franco’s death had once been celebrated as grand statesmanship that helped preventing a reviving of the historic cleavages in Spanish society, it would now be denounced as an indicator of the democracy’s fragility. Podemos co-founder Juan Carlos Monedero even considers the transition to have been a “process of lies for a democracy of lies” (Monedero, 2011, p. 214). Little wonder that from such an assessment of both the process and the outcome of democratization in Spain, Monedero and his allies within Podemos call for a (if not clearly defined) replacement of the “regime of 1978”.


Indeed, there seems to exist a correlation between the assessment political actors make of the historical process (consensus-politics) and its outcome (parliamentary monarchy, bipolar party system, non-confrontational labor relations), and the varying degree of systemic reform they propose (see table 1).
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Table 1. Calls for reform, depending on assessment of the transition. Source: Own elaboration.


A different Podemos-faction, close to co-founder Íñigo Errejón, while maintaining that the old elites betrayed the political and syndical labor movement during the decisive years 1977-1978, recognizes the result to be the maximum achievable in that historic moment. Instead of overthrowing the current system, a comprehensive overhaul of constitution and institutions in alliance with other political forces is favored (Franzé, 2017, 233). Party leader Pablo Iglesias (2015) stated in an op-ed in the daily newspaper El País, “[Regarding] the new transition, the fundamental actors should not be political or economic elites, but citizens”. Representatives of the mainstream parties and some of the country’s media outlets (El País, 2012), however, frequently highlight the need for political consensus 1970s-style in order to tackle the country’s grievances. While citizens overwhelmingly agree with this diagnosis (Metroscopia, 2013), political actors have lost much of their authority during the last decade.


With the outbreak of the economic crisis following the slump of international financial markets in 2008, the political class and the country’s institutions would find themselves in the line of fire. Although Spanish citizens had been familiar with reports of corruption scandals, cronyism, and opaque administration before the crisis, now ever fewer would be willing to tolerate such behavior (Kühn, 2013). To make matters worse, corruption has not only been limited to local administrations (mainly misusing their power to grant construction licenses) but affects the very elite of the Spanish political class. Rodrigo Rato, the former Minister of Economy, deputy PM, and Managing Director of the International Monetary Fund (IMF) was sentenced to four years in prison for embezzlement in February 2017. Spaniards were thus not too surprised to find out that a bipartisan alliance of managers, politicians and trade union representatives working for the bank Bankia had access to opaque (“black”) credit cards, spending millions of Euros on luxury articles, holiday trips and other non-eligible expenses. The bank was bailed-out with resources proceeding from a 30 billion Euro EU-fund. Because of these and many other scandals, trust in political parties, and the main political institutions (Parliament, Senate, political parties and organisations of the intermediary system) plummeted to record lows (see graphic 1).
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Graphic 1. “Little” and “no trust” in institutions. Source: Own elaboration based on data from CIS.


Political polarization between the two mainstream parties, the success of a “revisionist” view on the country’s past and a spectacular drop in the respect and trust felt towards the political elites by the general public are the three main factors that explain the erosion of the “traditional” transition myth. The founding narrative of the Spanish democracy is not only affected by increasing criticism of the way democratization was pursued in Spain (ideological moderation, cross-party consensus seeking and delegation of decision making to selected party representatives), but also by the critics of the alleged result (the dominant role the two mainstream parties played in public life).


In the following section, and after illustrating the effect of the economic crisis for the Spanish party system, I will explore whether this evolution gives way to any of the “Second Transition”-propositions presented above.


3. PARTY SYSTEM AND STRUCTURE OF PARTY COMPETITION


Up to 2008, and against the European trend, the two mainstream parties managed to increase their weight in the Congreso de los Diputados, Spain’s parliament, producing an ever more concentrated party system at the national level. While third party competition was minimized thanks to a polarization strategy between PSOE and PP in the decade before the 2008 crisis, Mariano Rajoy benefitted from the U-turn Socialist PM Zapatero performed in austerity policies during his second term in office in a 2011 snap election. At that time, with unemployment already close to 4.5 million people, Conservatives and Socialist still managed to secure a 73 per cent share of the vote. The PP dominated the political landscape at a regional level. Twelve of the 17 regional heads of government were party members.


However, as the new government’s structural reforms (see next section) did not show immediate effect, with the number of unemployed rising well above the 5 million threshold, and the governing party facing severe allegations of corruption and illegal financing, support for Rajoy and his party declined drastically in the December 2015 election. As almost 3.5 million voters turned its back on the PP, the party’s share of the vote fell from 44,6 per cent to 28,7, losing 63 MPs and in consequence its absolute majority in parliament. Thanks to an ambiguous position regarding post-electoral coalitions with populist and nationalist forces, and a too aggressive candidate, the Socialist managed to underbid their 2011 result, already the worst since 1977. The party declined by six percentage points in the vote share to 22, losing twenty of its 110 seats in parliament. Two newcomers were the winners of the election. Pablo Iglesias’s Podemos party secured over a fifth of the vote share and 69 MPs (regional electoral alliances included), although a success had been expected due to its (then surprising) achievement in the elections to the European Parliament the year before. Albert Rivera, the dominant figure in the Ciudadanos (“citizens”) party, even showed signs of disappointment as the first post-election polls indicated 40 seats in parliament and fourteen per cent of the vote.


The result of the 2015 elections altered the structure of the party system (see Table 2). While both fragmentation and volatility rose sharply compared to the previous vote, electoral concentration – which still stood at the 1977-2008 average in 2011 – fell by fourteen percentage points. As Podemos defends policy positions left of the PSOE in both the economic and center-periphery cleavage, polarization increased. The 10-month political gridlock caused by the three runner-ups’ unwillingness to help PP-candidate Mariano Rajoy into office as well as their incapability to form an alternative government, does not seem to have changed this new pattern.
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Table 2. The Spanish party system, pre- and post-crisis. Source: Delgado Sotillos/López Nieto (2012) [1977-2008], own calculations [2011-2016]. 1Number of parties 2ENP, Laakso&Taagpepera 3Net gains/losses of all parties, 4Vote share of the two biggest parties, in percentage points.


Remarkable low volatility in the 2015-16 comparison indicates a temporary stabilization of an effective three-and-a half party system.


When taking into account the structure of party competition, however, a different picture emerges. Peter Mair’s (2014, pp. 286-292) concept looks at three factors linked to the way parties compete for government office (see Table 3).
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Table 3. Structure of party competition and the pattern of alternation in government. Source: Mair (2014), p. 291.


In all three categories, the “traditional” closed mode of Spanish party competition prevails during the last decade. Alternation in government follows the wholesale (2011) or nonalternation pattern (in 2015 and 2016). Governing formulas are (still) the absolute majority government (2011) or minority government with temporal third-party support in the legislative area (2015 and 2016). The fact that since 2016 Rajoy’s government has not only depended on one or more nationalist parties for legislative support, but as well on a nationwide formation like Cuidadanos does not meet the requirement of an “innovative” formula. Ultimately, access to government office still is limited to just two parties (PSOE and PP).


In a first conclusion, the Spanish case seems to constitute an example of a changed party system structure induced by electoral change, while both do not affect the structure of competition for government, which has remained intact since 1982. While questioning if one could speak of any systemic effect under these circumstances at all, Mair explains this possible outcome with the choices of party elites, party strategy, and the effect a closed competition structure itself has for electoral alignments. This last factor seems to especially play an important role in the Spanish case, as voters expressed their attachment for the established party system at the very moment that a major shift in the pattern of formation of government had seemed possible.


4. INSTITUTIONAL AND POLICY REFORM


As mentioned above, by institutional reform I understand any modification within the polity dimension of the Spanish democracy, i. e. the change of rules and norms that function as the basis for public institutions and which in turn require a mandate from policy makers to be implemented. When the (political) consequences of the economic crisis began to kick in, Lamo de Espinosa (2011, 62), taking up the public debate in Spain at that time, outlined the need for institutional reform in four areas: (1) Political parties, (2) lower house of Parliament, (3) Justice system, and (4) State of the autonomies.


1. Against the backdrop of numerous corruption cases, political parties were confronted by demands for transparency measures. Lawmakers reacted and the party law was changed in 2012 and 2015. In the new regime, parties have less state money to spend on electoral propaganda, corporate donations are prohibited, foundations linked to parties face stricter scrutinizing, and parties themselves – and not only single party members – are subject to criminal law when found guilty of wrongdoing. However, these new stipulations seem not to have lived up to the debate about political parties in the public and academia. There is consensus that political parties exercise too much control over administration and the intermediate system. Detractors of the transition even state that the dominant role of party elites during the transition granted them a status in public life that prevented the development of a fully functioning civil society. To strengthen intra-party democracy and limit the party elites’ scope for co-optation, proposals for yearly conventions – instead of the four-year cycle the party law foresees – were made. The weakening of party leadership at the expense of their base was expected to increase “competition for minds” within the factions. Until now, just PSOE and Podemos have held primary elections for appointing their secretary generals, the latter using a closed list system.


2. Virtually all factions in the Congreso de los Diputados agreed at the end of 2012 that the rules of procedure for the lower chamber of Parliament – in place since 1982 – should be updated to “improve democracy” (Europa Press, 2012). Several parliamentary groups filed motions to reform the rules of procedure (Congreso de los Diputados, 2012-2016), e.g. waiving the government’s veto power against legislation affecting the budget, force the PM or its ministers to answer MP questions face to face in Parliament, ease popular initiatives (Iniciativa Legislative Popular, ILP), and strengthen lobby control. It resulted that inter-party consensus crumbled when it came to detail, with all these initiatives ultimately failing.


3. Advocates of a more effective checks-and-balances system place high hopes in judicial reform. The judiciary should, in their eyes, function as a political restraint. Always in the centre of debates stands the Consejo General del Poder Judicial (CGPJ), the constitutional body that governs Spain’s judges. While the former minister for Justice, Alberto Ruiz Gallardon, seemed to favor the magistrates themselves elect their peers (as it was the rule up to 1985), at the end of 2012, a law was passed that maintained members be appointed by the Senate and Parliament. Although the 2012 regulation has been consented with the Socialist Party, frequent rows about the composition of the CGPJ remain. The same applies for Spain’s Constitutional Court.


4. At the beginning of 2012, the PP government set up a “Commission for the Reform of Public Administration (Comisión para la Reforma de la Administración Pública, CORA) aimed at reducing (political) bureaucracy, slashing positions in the public sector and controlling public spending at a regional level. After the PSOE had voiced opposition to a reform of local constitutions, eyes turned to the 17 Autonomous Regions (Comunidades Autonomas). In four years, almost 800 regional entities have been abolished or merged, saving the tax payers two billion Euros, according to the Ministry of Finance (MINHAFP, 2016). The government, however, did not manage to find allies for more ambitious proposals, such as the abolition of provincial diputaciones or the government delegates in the regions. Power sharing and the delegation of power from the national government to the regional administrations remain at the forefront of the political debate in Spain’s asymmetrical “State of the Autonomies”. Frequent rows occur over regional financing, state investments in the regions and devolution. Against the backdrop of an independence bid by Catalonia’s ruling coalition, the Socialist Party proposes constitutional reform for a redefinition of the regions’ status within the Spanish state. The PSOE proposal for federalism, however, meets strong resistance from the Conservative side due to its recognition of a “plurinational” character of the nation.


Even when an inter-party consensus on reforms exists, implementation is not secure. In August 2016, the speakers of Ciudadanos and PP in Parliament signed an agreement titled, “Anti-corruption pact. Measures for democratic regeneration and against corruption”. The document had been the precondition for Ciudadanos’ votes in the investiture of Mariano Rajoy. Both parties agreed to end legal immunity for politicians and public servants, eliminate the legal figure of government pardon, limit the PM’s time in office to two terms, oblige politicians to step down once they face formal corruption allegations, and draft a new electoral law (aimed at increasing proportionality and introducing an open-list-system). Despite the negotiations originally being limited to three months, a year down the line no substantial progress in either of the areas has been made. Whether the constitution must be changed to implement these policies – as the government party claims – or the regular legal proceedings are sufficient is the major contentious issue.


5. CONCLUSION


In the Spanish political class, as well as in academia and the public, a widespread consensus exists that amidst the fiercest economic crisis since democracy was restored in 1978, changes must be made in the nation’s institutional setting. On the one hand, the popularity of the term “Second Transition” in current-day debates indicates nostalgia for a past when politicians – regardless of their ideological camp – could agree on bold policy measures. For some, this part of the history should serve as an example to the political class in their striving to overcome current woes. On the other hand, “Second Transition” is interpreted by those who – thanks to the economic crisis – now manage to play a part in Spanish politics as chiffre for the disruptive political program that Spain (allegedly) did not experience in the late 1970s. In this view, the entire foundation for democracy in Spain must be reset. Both camps face the pressure of public opinion. Citizen’s contempt for politics stands at an all-time high.


It is thus surprising that besides a rather timid reform of the party law, no major institutional reform project has been implemented – this, despite public demand and assurance by the parties themselves. In this paper, I have suggested that a possible explanation may be the unchanged structure of party competition for government during the years of economic crisis. In this scenario, the current government (and the first opposition party) may rate the benefits of closed competition higher than adopting reforms that ultimately could open the contest for government in the future.
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DIVIDED, FRUSTRATED, ENRAGED? CHANGES IN GERMAN POLITICAL CULTURE



Tom Mannewitz


1. INTRODUCTION


In the early 21st century two crises appear to dominate the political agenda of the European Union: the “Euro crisis”, unleashed by a global economic and financial crisis and embracing no less than four dimensions: a monetary crisis, a sovereign debt crisis, a bank crisis and an economic crisis. The second challenge facing the EU at the beginning of the 21st century is the refugee – more neutral: – the migrant crisis, caused by the political, economic, and social instability of the Middle East, esp. the Maghreb and the Levante countries. The member states of the EU are affected by these crises to markedly different degrees: Whereas the Euro crisis has primarily affected the “PIGS states” in the south with leaping unemployment rates between eleven (Italy) and 24 percent (Spain), it was particularly Sweden and Germany which have been afflicted by flows of several million asylum seekers. At its peak time in 2015, for example, this crisis has led to no less than 1 million registered refugees in the Federal Republic.


Two crises, two European regions, one perspective: Here and there journalists, publicists, and scientists tend to frame the recent challenges in terms of economic, social and IR (international relations) questions (Betts & Collier, 2017; Bookstaber, 2017; Jones, 2016; Kingsley, 2017; Stiglitz, 2016). Even political science has put the genuinely domestic political facets of the crises in a second place (Bertelsmann Stiftung, 2017; Grimmel & Giang, 2017; Zaun, 2017). However, it is particularly the political dimension which might affect liberal democracy and free society, even if one lets aside the challenges posed by international terrorism. Anti-elitist prejudices and xenophobic resentments, annoyance over Brussels and the general disenchantment with representative democracy are overtly exploited by populist movements and parties of various kinds. Unlike in countries such as Spain, where the populist left – e. g. Movimiento 15-M and Podemos – has reshuffled the pack, in Germany, it is right-wing populism in the shape of the Pegida movement and the Alternative für Deutschland (AfD) that currently rides on a long wave of success, as the respective organizations have proven to be capable of channelling social discontent in an effective manner. By this, a certain “normalization” has found its way into Germany’s political system: For decades the lack of a democratic party to the right of CDU/CSU has been regarded as a German specific by political scientists, attributed to the grim legacy of National Socialism. Parties such as the AfD were virtually believed to be inconceivable.


Against this backdrop, the chapter looks at the domestic causes of right-wing populism, xenophobia, and resentments: What were the general social or rather: political cultural preconditions of the protests and demonstrations such as Pegida or the hundreds of anti-asylum marches in Germany? What does Germany’s political culture look like nowadays and what did it look like before the migration crisis? Does the image political culture creates help in solving the puzzle of the recent right-wing protests and riots on Germany’s streets? The mere fact that extremism and populism are a democracy’s “normal pathology”, does not mean both do not deserve academia’s attention with respect to repression and prevention. Instead, their ascension further contributes to a barbarization of political manners, it complicates the formation of stable governments, destabilizes political coalitions, polarizes discourse and therefore undermines a democracy’s persistence (Hibbs, 1973; Powell, 1982, pp. 111–174).


2. VIEWS ON THE POLITICAL COMMUNITY


Let us take a look at Germans’ views on their political community. Maybe this explains why they have been so upset recently. And in fact: If there is an aspect of political culture in which Germany lags behind its European neighbours, it is national pride. Whereas immediately after unification in 1990 the sense of nationality has been expected to either become normal in European terms or to experience a boost of nationalism, the opposite turned out to be true: National pride in Germany had declined in the early 1990s and reached rock bottom in 1997, before it began to rise – but only gradually.


[image: Image]


Figure 1: National pride in Germany. Sources: Eurobarometer (div. issues), European Values Study, Allbus 1996/1998.


On the one side, national pride has come to its former levels as recently as the late noughties, on the other it has never reached the level of the whole European Union – and probably never will. And this in turn is characteristic: Whenever one reads a comparative study on national pride, one will find that – despite all the ups and downs – compared to other European countries the sense of nationality always lags behind in Germany – particularly because of its national-socialist past, the political culture of later generations has apparently reacted to it in a slightly overcompensating way. However, this difference should not be overrated – when there is a European average, there will always be countries above and below it.


What is most surprising 25 years after unification, is the fact that East and West do not differ fundamentally in this respect any longer. What, however, they differ in, is the specific aspects they are proud of about Germany. West Germans usually mention political attributes, such as the constitution and the social state. What East Germans instead have in mind, is the “land of poets and philosophers”, that is, culture and literature, achievements in the academic world and in sports (Neller, 2009, pp. 75–76) – all in all rather unpolitical objects, indicating a worrying emergence of political detachment as a consequence of the lack of positive experiences with the political structures in Germany. It is – at least partially – filled with a widespread sentiment of attachment to the socialist GDR, which still about four out of ten East Germans feel close to (Neller, 2009, pp. 76–79).


The label social science has invented for this phenomenon is GDR-Nostalgia or – as the German word for Nostalgia contains the German word for East – “Ostalgie”, which allows a range of various interpretations, such as a defensive attitude concerning the own life in the GDR or disappointed expectations about the economic development or feelings of frustration over the democratic institutions and values. Nonetheless, these differences are not suited for an explanation of the recent upset of several strata in German society, not least because national pride is just about to become normal in European terms and attachment to the historical socialist GDR is constantly decreasing.


3. SOCIAL AND POLITICAL TRUST


So maybe trust might be important to bear in mind when one tries to comprehend the current right-wing upheaval. Social trust, that is trust in other members of the society, provides the foundation of social cooperation, for democratic attitudes and political participation, but also for efficient economic relations. Trust in political institutions in turn is known to be a well-known cornerstone of democracy’s empirical legitimacy, of general political interest and the willingness to act and live within the law as well as to engage politically. Taken all together, social and political trust seem to be promising candidates when it comes to the recently growing unrest in German society.


However, the data do no not bear out this conjecture: First of all, over the last years, more and more people have developed trust in their social environment – both in West and East Germany, with the East revealing an even stronger increase in social trust; and both parts of the country being typically European.
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Figure 2: Social Trust in East Germany, West Germany, and Europe. Source: Zmerli (2012), p. 149.


Trust in political institutions (parties, parliament, the government, police and the judicial system) turns out to be lower than trust in other people. However, we are witnessing an upward trend over the last few years. What is more, East German trust levels align more and more with West German trust levels – in sharp contrast with the rest of Eastern Europe, where trust in the political institutions has plummeted recently due to the absence of economic successes and the disillusionment with the real economical potential of democracy and its politicians.
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Figure 3: Trust in Political Institutions. Source: Zmerli (2012), p. 150.


What can clearly be appreciated in figures 4 and 5 is a trust hierarchy in Germany: “Regulative institutions” – that is the police, the courts, and the administrative body – constantly receive systematically more trust than institutions associated with parties and interests, that is the parliament, the government, and political parties.


[image: Image]


Figure 4: Trust in “Regulative” and “Party Institutions”. Source: Zmerli (2012), p. 151.


What are the causes of this trust gap between “regulative” and “party institutions”? Rather than one single factor, a host of explanations comes into question. “Party-dominated institutions” reveal a higher degree of media coverage than regulative institutions; they are more prone to political conflict and susceptible to political controversies on the one side and compromises on the other. This is why trust in “regulative institutions” turns out to be not only higher but also more stable than trust in “party-dominated institutions” – in Germany as well as in most Western democracies. Thus, Germany is no exception. What would be problematic is constantly low trust in all political institutions, as this would lead to a shrinking legitimacy of democracy. This, however, is not the case.


Apart from this, we see a small trust gap between East and West Germany for all political institutions. Nonetheless, this should not worry us all too much, considering the fact that this gap is constantly closing. For example, the cohort born between 1972 and 1990 reveals a gap only when it comes to “regulative institutions”. And East and West Germans born after 1990 are completely identical when it comes to political and institutional trust (Gabriel et al., 2015, pp. 164–166).
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Figure 5: Trust Hierarchy. Source: Gabriel et al. (2015), p. 165.


4. VIEWS ON THE POLITICAL SYSTEM


As to the attractiveness of democracy and its alternatives, the image is mixed: Looking at the scatter plot (figure 6), there is apparently no reason for concern, as when compared with other Western societies, Germany comes off very well. The figure contrasts the share of people who think democracy is a good thing (ordinate) and the share of people who think, a dictatorship (be it a one-man rule or a a military regime) would be a good idea (abscissa).
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Figure 6: Democrats and Authoritarians. Source: Dalton and Shin (2014), p. 107.


It is therefore no exaggeration to state that systemic alternatives such as a military junta or a regime with a strong leader (whatever that means) have paled into societal insignificance – even though it deserves mention that despite the longer democratic tradition in the West and despite the much-cited prevalence of authoritarian values in the East, a strong leader attains more acceptance in West German states.
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Figure 7: Popularity of Alternatives to Democracy. Sources: European Values Survey 2008 (V225-V227), ALLBUS 2008, Emnid-Survey from March 2010.


The impression only alters when things are called as they are, namely a dictatorship. 5.3 percent of West Germans and 13.8 percent of East Germans prefer this kind of regime to a liberal democracy. Whether this points to an autocratic mentality in the East or a stronger social desirability effect in the West remains unclear. In any case, the most striking aspect is the strong appeal of a technocracy – that is a rule of experts, where economists, jurists, and social scientists have the say-so instead of elected politicians. This, in fact, is something we should worry about and something that might help in understanding the recent advancement of right-wing populist phenomena. On the one side, an expert rule does – as a matter of course – not qualify as a dyed-in-the-wool autocracy, a regime characterized by the lack of checks and balances. A technocracy, instead, would not come along with the abolition of free and fair elections or the monopolization of political power.


On the other side: 1) If it is a body of appointed experts, not elected politicians who exert political power over the demos, the chain of legitimacy is seriously damaged. Thus, from a normative point of view, an expert rule is a double-edged sword. 2) An expert rule converts the democratic “re-election mechanism” into a toothless tiger: Democracy rests upon the principle of accountability and the temporary use of power. In a technocracy, those who aim at being re-elected on a certain day do not exercise power, and those who exercise power – that is the experts – do not stand for re-election, which is why in this system the electorate lacks instruments to overcome irresponsive political decisions. Therefore, an expert rule is problematic with respect to its responsivity, too. 3) A technocracy cannot break the stalemate between “rational” decisions of the expert body on the one side and the public opinion on the other. Therefore, technocracies might end up in the insoluble paradoxical situation of a common good, yet unpopular policy, provoking large scale dissatisfaction and political unrest. Thus, an expert rule is also fraught with problems with respect to its persistence.


Why are technocracies so popular then? Their attractiveness is a consequence of three widespread misunderstandings. The first is: Political rule can and in fact must be freed from particular interests, from individual values, from power and irrationality. The second misunderstanding in society is that “good” political results (whatever that means) depend on the goodwill of the rulers, not the quality of political institutions. And the third challenge is the blatant lack of sound knowledge of the functional principles of representative democracy: In 1998 Germans were surveyed about their conceptions of parliamentarianism and their governmental system (Patzelt, 1998). 59 percent conceded to not know what federalism was, 14 percent made erroneous statements. 40 percent uttered mistaken ideas about the Bundesrat. 60 percent of the interviewees held the opinion that they get to hear of the Bundestag only insufficiently. 58 percent did not know where the parliament’s work takes place (besides the plenum). 33 percent favoured a presidential system over Germany’s parliamentarian one, which 21 percent deemed to be a deviation from the “normal” state. A majority of 57 percent could not come to terms with the fact that Germany’s government emerges from the parliament’s majority group. Two out of three respondents assumed that it is the opposition’s job to support the government; merely one out of two believed the critique of the government’s legislation to be a main task of the minority fractions. 54 percent of the respondents rejected party discipline categorically.
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