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Preface

The history of all democracies has shown that good institutions
which are accepted, function well and adjust to the special conditions
of a country are the most important factors for success. However,
just as important for the success and failure of democracies are
the so-called "soft factors" - mainly the political culture - in which
institutions are embedded. This especially involves attitudes and
customs, actions and values, and the convictions and expectations
by which society and the political elite allow themselves to be
guided.

Whenever contradictions persistently become established between
the spirit of institutions and the customs of the political elite as well
as the majority of society, the best democratic institutions neither
have a chance to fully develop their potential in the long run, nor

to gain the necessary credibility to be recognized as legitimate and
sensible for the interests of all respective parties.

The most important conditions for the continuous work and the
proper performance of democratic institutions in the area of political
culture are trust and the ability to reach a clever compromise. Both
of these conditions presuppose one another and grow with one
another. Whenever these conditions are strong enough, a society
can recognize that the interests of all individuals in a democracy
should be taken into consideration with fairness - and this is actually
the sense of democracy. If nearly all citizens share this experience,
democracy will rest on solid ground, its great intrinsic value can be
experienced, and the willingness to make a contribution to its
preservation will grow through one's own willingness to make a
compromise.
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Democracy is not primarily a machinery made of
institutions. It lives especially from the spirit and
customs of its elite and citizens.

Whenever the majority principle is misused as a lever to
inconsiderately establish the personal interests of the present
majority against the rest of society, mistrust grows and the state
is regarded only as prey.

Compromises are called the "advanced school of democracy." As
the experience of all democracies shows, it rightly deserves this
honorary title. In exercising compromises, participants learn how
to allow trust to grow and to make the correct use of democratic
institutions, which need to demonstrate their usefulness for all of
society.

Certainly, clever compromises are always needed to safeguard
the personal interests of the participants in the long run and thereby
to keep in mind the principles to which they publicly profess. In
clear contrast with this, "lazy compromises" betray these principles
in order to enable one to gain personal momentary advantages.

The culture of clever compromises has shown itself
to be one of the prerequisites for a credible and
successful democracy.




1. Compromise - The Advanced
School of Democracy

The definition of "compromise” in the dictionary stresses that it is
then sensible and necessary if none of the participating sides has
enough strength to pursue its own personal goals resolutely and
completely. However, in the political context, another function of
compromise is decisive. Compromises have the productive function
of resolving conflicts whenever the complete establishment of the
interests of the stronger party does not bring about a lasting solution.
This means that the decision which was made unilaterally is
constantly brought into question and is therefore not stable. In such
cases, the forced solution is often only maintained by the dominant
party at a very high cost. In most cases, this is only for a limited
period of time until the balance of power changes.

Compromises often reduce the costs for maintaining
one's own interests.

In a compromise, two or more participants agree that each of them
will waive their right to completely push through their own interests,
so that all participants are able to realize as many of their political
goals as possible. It is equally important that an exchange of
advantages takes place in such a way that is acceptable to all
sides, whereby the jointly achieved results gain legitimacy in the
eyes of all participants and therefore also stability.

A successful compromise therefore makes it possible for all

participants - even those who are not directly involved - to experience
mutual consideration, fair cooperation, the consideration of many
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interests in a joint decision-making process, and the value of good
reasoning for overall political results which extend beyond the
simple use of force.

Compromise as a give-and-take situation creates trust through
fairness and dependence on others and the value of mutual
consideration. It conveys the idea that one's own goals and interests
can hardly ever be realized entirely, but rather always have to be
negotiated together with the interests, values and goals of many
others because these also have their justification.

Considering as many interests and values as
possible is an important goal of democracy.

The ability to embrace as many legitimate interests as possible
and to integrate them into the deliberating and decision-making
processes of politics is an imperative principle of a well-understood
democracy. For these reasons, collaborative work and the realization
of clever compromises develop the attitudes, habits and skills which
democracy needs in order to function and to find recognition for all
its citizens. In this sense, the culture of compromise is the advanced
school of democracy.

Compromises practise skills required in a
democracy.




2. Democracy - The Modern Answer
for Resolving Conflicts

In the struggle to establish democracy and in the cases of its failure
in countries outside of the Western World, critics of democracy
often raise the objection that it is in fact only a culture of the West
and therefore not so suitable for the rest of the world. It is something
foreign to them. In the process, reference is often made to the
history of European imperialism, along with the comment that it left
behind a doubtful legacy of democracy when it withdrew from its
former colonies. According to this critique, the establishment of
democracy is only supposed to open the door in order to secure
the influence of the dominant Western market economy in the
respective countries.

This idea completely misjudges the nature, the goals, and the
possibilities of democracy and ignores the conditions and the
conflict of interests which contributed to the rise of democracy in
Europe. In the discussions of the 1980s and 1990s, political power
holders, especially in Southeast Asia, raised this objection against
democracy. In general, it was connected with a similar restriction
on the general validity of human rights.

In order to be able to answer this question, we must first make a
distinction between the historical origin and the practical validity of
democracy. Just as many achievements in Eastern culture finally
found recognition all over the world because they were successful
and convincing to others, achievements in the West can also be
of use to other parts of the world and find recognition because they
are successful and convincing to others.
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The origin of a discovery, also the discovery of social and political
institutions, does not say anything about its validity.

In terms of democracy, it is typical that various cultures claim to
have practised it in earlier times. Examples of this are African
traditions of conflict resolution through joint talks with all adult tribal
members and forms of self-administration in South and Southeast
Asia. In Greece in the 5th century B.C., democracy experienced
its first historical ascendancy. This clearly applied only to a short
period of time and in respect to the cultures of individual eras, with
the exclusion of women, foreigners and slaves.

However, democracy practically did not play a role anywhere in
the long history of the West from the spread of Christianity (since
the 4th century) to the emergence of the bourgeoisie in the 18th
century. It was not alive in the "West" as either a norm or a practice
as it was, for a long period, dominated by the Christian religion. In
fact, there were different levels of rights and differences in the
levels of participation for various social groups. However, this also
existed in other cultures, and in the West this was far from
democratic.

It is characteristic of democracy and essential for understanding
its sphere of influence that it was originally not exactly an integral
part of the culture of the West. It first emerged at the historical
moment when the tradition of the homogeneous culture of the West
was at its end. It was a creative discovery which dealt productively
with new developments and was not the result of a "genetic"
development program of Western culture.

There were four new developments at the end of which democracy

was finally recognized as the single accepted solution for the
problems of living together in society:
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1. The development of large cities in which people from various
cultures and religions came together and learned to understand
and respect one another.

2. The decline of the static, agrarian-oriented feudal society and
its gradual replacement by the dynamic economy of trade,
craftsmanship and industry. Its citizens increasingly strived for
economic and social participation as well as for influence to
shape politics.

3. The distinction within the religious tradition itself. At the latest
since the Reformation in the 16th century, it was shown that the
same religious tradition was able to be continued in entirely
different ways along with the change of societal living conditions.
While religion was long a guarantee for political unity, it now
became the principle source of difference and conflict.

4. The economic development itself with its modernization needed
room for individual initiatives and predictable conditions on which
entrepreneurial planning could be based.

With the Enlightenment in the 18th century, the interaction of these
developments brought into the arena a new way of thinking as well
as a new political movement. It was recognised that establishing
human rights and democracy in the state was the only possibility
to satisfy all these new diverse needs for all people in the same
recognizable way. Democracy and human rights together offered
themselves as the most convincing solution for the new problem
of religious and societal diversity and their dynamic developments.
Only when the Christian-dominated culture of the West entered
the age of modernity, which had been shaped by pluralism and the
dynamics of development, did democracy become the recognized
model of political self-organization in society.

Democracy is not a cultural speciality of the West,
but rather the best way to solve conflicts of interest
on the path to modernization.

Lo =



The reasons for the rise of modern democracy make it clear that
it was not a pre-programmed cultural expression of the West, but
rather a new way to solve novel problems:

* In which way can society reach a generally acceptable societal
order and unified form of action which is shaped by different
interests, different religious beliefs, and different values?

» How can political rule be effectively connected to the interests,
values and opinions of people in whose name it is supposed to
act?

» How can the equal dignity of all people living together in society
be reliably given expression?




3. Pluralism - The Basis of Freedom
and Democracy

In societal and political reality, there are always differences in
perceiving one's own interests, pursued values, desires and hopes
which are derived from political ideals. Pluralism exists in accepting
these differences and structuring politics in a way that is equally
productive for individual societal groups and the entire community.
Human society is never homogeneous in all its parts, nor unified
without difference on all important issues without the use of force.

Societal pluralism is therefore an expression of freedom as the
manifestation of various interests, values, and perspectives.

Political pluralism, which is the organization of various interests
and values for the purpose of participating in the political process,
is a part of democracy. Democracy lives from pluralism and is the
appropriate form of its productive completion. The basic feature
which makes democracy possible and necessary at the same time
is therefore different human interests and goals.

Pluralism in practice is always group pluralism. Employees,
employers, the rural population, merchants, people from the same
region, people with the same religious beliefs or a similar cultural
and political mentality join together in order to present their common
interests all the more effectively in the political process of their
country. Political pluralism is always the group pluralism of various
clubs, associations, and political parties.

This is why democracy especially needs institutions, rules, and
procedures, which are suitable for the existing pluralism in society,

R



providing it with political expression, and allowing it to still develop
an acceptable political decision-making process to the extent
necessary. The freedom to establish clubs and associations, the
freedom to organize and to carry out activities in civil society, and
to establish political parties in a multi-party system are therefore
essential features of democracy.

Societal differences lead to political conflicts as soon as there are
rules according to which very different interests and values cannot
be equally satisfied. Conflict is the normal situation in the political
life of a democracy.

The necessary amount of unity can and must emerge
from conflicts of interest and values which are openly
settled as part of a consensus about fundamental
values and democratic processes.

Appeals for harmony by political authorities who want to prevent
conflict from the very beginning generally help to exclude
disagreeable interests, organizations, and parties from the democratic
process of developing objectives. This almost always serves the
preferred interests of one of the conflict parties under the disguise
of seeming general interest.

All participants in a democracy are well advised to consider their
own way of achieving their interests in political conflicts. No one
is guaranteed not to be involved in the next conflict and be dependent
on the protection of stronger groups. The common experience of
peacefully resolving political conflicts can in fact bring participants
together in the end, but only when a consensus about fair procedures,
the limits of the conflict resolution, and the final results of the
compromise has been established. Therefore, the political culture
of balancing consensus and conflict, the ability to reach a good
compromise, is essential for democracy.
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Almost all people belong to different societal groups. For example,
someone is a farmer from a certain region of the country and is
involved in religion; another is a small businessman from the same
region and is involved in religion in the same parish. Therefore,
economically and socially both of them have different or even
opposing interests; however, regionally and religiously they have
similar or even the same interests. In practice, there are almost
always many of these kinds of overlapping interests. This helps to
limit opposing interests and prevents a division in society.

Almost always overlapping interests are a good
basis for a fair compromise.

Being conscious of the partial overlapping of interests and cultivating
a democratic consensus beyond all pluralistic conflicts is therefore
an important prerequisite for political pluralism which will lead to
innovation and trust and not to enmity and the blocking of
development.

Freedom to form associations is a part of democracy in a state
ruled by law. It is a civil right. All citizens must have the chance to
safeguard their social, cultural, regional and economic interests,
and to join together in clubs and associations.

The most important influences in market economies are generally
trade associations, such as employers' associations, trade unions,
and farmers' associations. On the one hand, they have the task of
settling the interests of their members among themselves, such as
trade unions and employers' associations negotiating collective
bargaining agreements and working conditions. Furthermore, all
clubs and associations strive for political influence in order to
improve the societal and political conditions for the lives and actions
of their members. This is the lobbying function of associations.
Employers' associations, for example, are continuously mindful of
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having an influence on laws ranging from taxes to labour laws
which influence their situation. Trade unions are also not only
interested in economic or social legislation, but also many other
fields from fiscal to educational policy depending on the influence
it has on their members. In this sense, economic and societal
associations and clubs always have a political dimension for action.
This is legitimate and appropriate for democracy as long as they
do not want to transform their economic and social position of
power directly into self-determined political power beyond the will
of the majority of the population.

Associations have four legitimate instruments at their disposal for

political influence:

1. They can appeal to their members for a certain voting behaviour.

2. They can influence public opinion through their PR work.

3. They can influence administrative authorities and governments
as lobbying organizations, and

4. They can have an influence on the goals and actions of parties
through their members' affiliation with parties and through outside
negotiations.

Democracy exists to productively and fairly
overcome differences of interests.

In a democratic sense, this is not only legitimate, but also useful.
It serves the societal policy of considering and balancing interests
as long as associations do not try to exercise their influence through
the use of power as a hindrance to society or to use their position
of power as a means of blackmail.

Associations and clubs also have to be organized
democratically fr om within so that they can truly
express the interests of their members and are not
only instruments of power in the hands of a few
leadership groups.
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4. Four Ways of Dealing with
Conflicts of Interest

It is desirable that ideas, intensions, and interests in society are
clearly and precisely expressed. Only then can they be dealt with
openly and fairly, and everyone be taken into consideration in the
political process so that alienation, distance and the turning away
of citizens from the political community can be avoided

The essence of politics, the art of democracy, is to
allow a unity of common actions to emerge from a
multitude of interests and values, which can be
accepted by everyone as legitimate.

This can only be expected if the political process, from which a
unity of common actions from a multitude of interests and values
emerges, is regarded as fair and legitimate by all participants. It
is precisely the goal of democracy to make such a process available,
giving everyone an equal chance to have their interests taken into
consideration. In this way, various standpoints can develop into
acceptable political actions by the state. This clearly means that
responsible individuals in government should responsibly practise
the rules of democracy.

In principle, there are four political strategies of action available for
dealing with different interests:

1. Authoritarianism: It involves a process by which several or
some interests are established through the use of state force
and power at the expense of the others without tolerating dissent.
This dictatorial process contradicts the principles of democracy.
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2. Consensus Building: This involves a process which hopes,
through conviction, for the agreement of all sides through an
exchange of good arguments. Consensus building should always
be strived for. It presupposes a high degree of time and
involvement as well as the active participation of all participants
in the respective discussion processes. It is therefore not always
possible because of the kind of interests involved and the great
amount of time needed for the process.

3. Strict majority decision: In a majority decision, the present
majority, whether it is in society in general or individual decision-
making bodies, uses its momentary numerical superiority in
order to completely establish its interests over the minority. This
can happen in a way that does not take the interests of the
minority into consideration at all. In certain cases, this may be
unavoidable due to the nature and topics of the interests involved.
It is almost always problematic. As soon as the present minority
turns into the majority under democratic conditions, everything
is lost again which was won today. A minority, which was treated
without compromise, will presumably proceed in the same
manner when it is in power itself. Majority decisions without
compromise seldom create stability and long-term security.

4. Compromise: This involves a process of negotiations which
makes all sides aware that the complete achievement of its
values and interests is not possible or clever. It is based on the
view that any tolerable concessions to one's own demands
should be accepted in order to finally secure as many important
parts of one's interests and values as possible in the long run.

Conclusion: The authoritarian decision-making process obviously
contradicts principles of democracy. It is not only unacceptable for
normative reasons, but it is also a political strategy of action which
is destabilizing because authoritative rule always gives rise to
resistance and the disintegration of the existing order.
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Strategies for reaching a consensus are always desirable, but are
often only practical to a limited extent and in respect to fundamental
guestions of the community.

Majority decisions without any compromise, which do not incorporate
the interests of minorities, are often not clever political processes
especially for two independent reasons: on the one hand, a rigorous
majority strategy alienates important parts of society from democracy,
in particular, when it involves important interests and values. It
therefore undermines the political and cultural foundation of
democracy although it appears to be legitimate in strictly formal
terms. It goes against the conviction, which is established in large
parts of society, that democratic decision-making processes serve
the interests of everyone in the end.

The second reason appears somewhat later: decisions which are
achieved without compromise are often unstable because the
participants, who were not taken into consideration, often actively
push for change. Therefore, these decisions are mostly not in the
long-term interests of the presently superior participants.

The principle of the democratic majority should therefore also
include a fair compromise strategy. It is always clever to incorporate
as many of the minority interests as possible in the decision in
order to tie these in to the decision, to stabilize the trust of their
representatives in democracy, and to improve the consistency of
decisions presently being made.

A compromise is a decision-making process which
simultaneously makes possible long-term stable
results and the security of democracy. It is the key
to democratic culture.
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5. Conflict, Consensus,
Compromise

Conflict, as the confrontation of different interests whether they are
of a regional, social, economic, cultural, religious or ethical nature,
is the unavoidable starting point of any free society. Conflict is the
commodity and basis of politics. So that conflicts can be settled
democratically, there is a need for a basic consensus and the
willingness to reach a compromise in every democracy. There must
be a consensus at least on the basic values of the constitution,
e.g. basic rights, democratic decision-making processes, and
important fundamental objectives for the entire nation as a political
state.

Consensus. In the strictest sense, consensus means the complete
agreement by various participants and groups of participants on
a certain question in terms of their respective interests, political
programs, and intended actions. A consensus is necessary for the
political community in the process of dealing with conflict, basic
rights implicitly valid for each individual, and some of the few
national objectives which are to be strived for in all conflict resolutions.
In this sense, consensus is generally the heart of the political
constitution valid at that time and the political culture in which it is
embedded.

Conflicts, which in many cultures are regarded as rather negative
and can actually be avoided as an accompanying feature of politics,
are in reality a direct expression of freedom and consequently a
productive element of political understanding. Without a clear
expression of the different political interests and goals, political
opponents would have no opportunity to enter into the process of
forming political opinions and political objectives. Furthermore, it

NN,



would not be at all possible for the public to recognize the extent
to which they are being considered in accepted problem resolutions.

Conflicts have the special character of showing alternative
possibilities, other perspectives, and other accentuations in
representing interests and values. Therefore, they help to promote
freedom through the process of learning in society: for individuals
to form their own opinions and for the development of society as
a whole.

Conflicts without a basic consensus have a
destructive effect. Consensus without room for
conflict paralyses and inhibits democracy. It
depolarises the country.

The core of democratic political culture is the productive interaction
between consensus and conflict. There should be as much
consensus as necessary in order to prevent conflicts from
jeopardizing the fundamentals of living together and the common
recognition of the process of peaceful and fair conflict resolution.
But there should also be as much conflict as necessary in order
to guarantee freedom and room for the expression of all legitimate
societal interests.

A fair compromise is one of the most productive processes of
resolving conflicts.. It reinforces the underlying consensus - the
goals, rules, and basic rights for everyone in the community which
are shared by all - provides room for conflict, and shows how the
interests of many people can be taken into consideration within
this framework.
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6. Embedded Democracy

An old misunderstanding, which has been completely dispelled
from the theory and practice of modern democracy for a long time
now, assumed that democracy meant the absolute rule of the
majority in all important matters concerning the community. A
democracy which functions according to this basic principle would
immediately eliminate itself for several reasons. This is because
democracy can only last where the basic rights of all people are
not a part of the majority decisions. Otherwise, present majorities
could limit the societal and political possibilities of action for minorities
in such a way that they would never get the chance to form the
majority. The strict majority principle therefore means the self-
abolishment of democracy.

However, there are additional reasons why the unrestricted majority
principle itself is not "democratic.” The most important reasons for
the self-destructiveness of this supposedly "pure democracy" are
as follows:

- Lack of legitimacy since it regularly disregards many legitimate
interests and values of society.

- Restriction on the minority's political ability to act since the majority
could limit or even abolish basic political rights (freedom of
assembly, freedom to form associations, freedom of expression).

- Lack of success because the defeated minorities cannot recognize
any value in their own democratic purposes if their interests are
completely excluded from the decisions of the ruling majorities.

- Lack of stability. This is because the minorities, who are not being
considered, will contrive other means of being taken into
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consideration in the short or long run and refuse to give their
allegiance to this kind of democracy.

Democracy as the majority principle therefore must be embedded
in a series of conditions in order to establish its own sense of
validity and to guarantee its stability. In particular these include:

1. The independent and unrestricted value of basic individual rights.

2. An active civil society in order to guarantee the continuous
participation of citizens in political life.

3. A functioning legal system in order to guarantee the
implementation of rights for all individuals.

4. A democratic political culture which brings the actions of society
and the political elite in line with the laws and rules of democracy.

While all of the aforementioned basic conditions restrict the
democratic principle of majority rule, they bring the "majority rule"
in line with basic equal rights for everyone, and provide it with
legitimacy, effectiveness and permanence.

State

Socio-economic conditions for operating

Political rights

Civil rights (public arena)

C B
Elected
government
A

D E

Effective
governing
power

Horizontal
responsibility

lllustration:
Embedded
Democracy
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7. Types of Conflicts and Forms of
Compromise

Conflicts are therefore the basic conditions of problem situations
in politics. In a sense, conflicts encompass all aspects of the initial
non-agreement of politically relevant interests in the view of the
participants.

In the case of non-agreement, political conflicts involve those
interests which require political regulation, and therefore cannot
be prevented or avoided through individual alternatives. Since
political problems are always those which by definition have to be
resolved for everyone through binding decisions by competent
institutions, the non-agreement of interests are always first conflicts.

Conflicts can extend to all areas involving political interests, such
as economic, social, cultural and regional fields. In this respect,
politics can be seen as the process of peaceful and integrative
resolution of conflicts of interest.

Types of Conflicts

The four basic forms of conflicts are especially interesting for an
understanding of the political process and the possibility to reach
a good compromise.

1. The Beginning of Dissension. Conflicts can exist at the beginning
of differences in examining questions of the common good, which
can later lead to a consensus in the course of intensive talks

oriented towards understanding (e.g., the question of establishing
a national holiday or imposing tax rates). In many cases, there is
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the possibility to start a process of public discussion on the basic
values of the community with the involvement of all participants in
resolving the conflict (e.g. on the limits of freedom for everyone,
on the implementation of social justice and on the security of long-
term interests of survival). In the course of such discussion,
participants may change their original interpretations of their interests
in the light of better arguments. In this way, common interests can
be defined that are shared by all participants out of conviction.

This kind of transformation of the initial political conflict into a
consensus - according to a painstaking negotiation process and
weighing the advantages and disadvantages - can generally only
be found in basic questions dealing with the community and seldom
when dealing with economic, social, and cultural differences of
interest.

2. Partial-win conflict. This form of conflict exists when a fixed
amount must be allocated to various societal groups for social and
economic use for different reasons (e.g., the distribution of the
gross national product). In this case, the same amount is reduced
from one side as it is increased on the other side. The resolution
of such conflicts of interest can either take place through negotiations,
in which the individual participants reach compromises through an
exchange of threats concerning the disadvantages for the other
side, or by tempting the other side with advantages.

But a compromise can also be reached through a majority decision,
which is normally the case in the political process, where the
interests of the minority are taken into consideration. In democracy
one must nevertheless show that the final result is acceptable for
everyone, either because certain compromises have been accepted
in the decision or because the decision-making process is non-
partisan and can also benefit the present minority at the next
opportunity. The legitimacy of the democratic decision-making
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process especially results from the assurance that the present
minority has the chance to become the majority at the next
opportunity through convincing arguments and the mobilization of
political pressure. For this reason there is always the prospect of
a future resolution of the present conflict to the advantage of the
present minority.

3. One-sided win conflict. This type of conflict exists when the only
thinkable solution is the complete satisfaction of the interests of
one side, such as when deciding on the form of government -
monarchy or republic, religious or secular state - such that the
interests of the other side are not taken into consideration at all.
Such conflicts are not frequent in political life and, for example,
involves questions of values and interests based on religion, in
which individuals do not believe to have any possibilities for
compromise.

Even in the case of such all-or-nothing conflicts, there is generally
still the possibility to isolate the real controversial core of the conflict
so that one part of the problem can be resolved in the form of a
compromise or a consensus. With these kinds of conflicts, the art
of politics is to isolate the core of the controversial interests as
much as possible from the decisions which are binding for everyone.
In this manner, both parties to the conflict are spared and do not
come into a situation in which they see themselves terribly limited
in the essential matter and the conflicts seem irreconcilable to
them.

4. Win-win Conflict. This form of conflict exists when it is determined,
through careful deliberation of the original differences of interest,
that there are possibilities for resolutions by which all participants
can win; a win-win solution is therefore possible.
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The initial situation appears to be a one-sided win conflict in which
the employee representative wants to have the right to
codetermination and the company insists on its right to decide for
itself. In the course of deliberation, forms of co-determination can
then be found which considerably increase the overall productivity
of the company because the employees are now more motivated
and bring more of their own knowledge and experience to the
company.

Conflict and Compromise. In the final analysis, the art of politics
involves resolving as many initial conflicts of interest as possible
though consensus and compromise, and, only in very few exceptional
situations, in using a majority decision to determine important
individual interests. Conflict resolution has namely the effect of
creating a consensus because it reinforces one's trust in basic
democratic values and the decision-making process. For the few
conflicts involving an all-or-nothing situation, which cannot be
avoided in political life, it is important that these decisions have the
possibility to be reversed at a later time for the sake of democracy.




8. "Lazy Compromises" - Forms
and Reasons

In many countries and societal groups, political compromises have
a poor reputation although every person knows that in their own
personal lives reaching a compromise in their own families, with
relatives, and in the neighbourhood is a normal and generally-
practised means of solving problems.

This low estimation of political conflicts may have various reasons.
One reason can be that in an authoritarian political culture people
are used to the fact that those who have authority are able to push
through their interests without compromise. As long as asserting
one's self is considered a strength, political compromises will quickly
get the reputation of being something offensive, reprehensible, and
a sign of weakness.

The second reason for the negative image of political compromises
may be based on the poor experience of citizens affected by them.
This may be because political participants have occasionally, or
often, made questionable or reprehensive compromises.

For the most part, lazy compromises are forms of
treason against the goals, values, and interests
which participants believe in to satisfy completely
different, often egoistic goals for which there is no
justification.
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Very often in politics, particularly when democracy has not yet been
established, many of the goals declared during election campaigns
are sacrificed for the sake of mere egoistic interests of politicians
looking for political office and power. If these goals are easily
abandoned and declared as a necessary compromise for which
no plausible justification is given, such a "compromise" is, in the
eyes of the public, a simple cover-up of political treason.

The exemplary character of such "lazy compromises" for the public
can quickly and effectively discredit the entire concept of
"compromise" in the long run, right down to language itself, especially
if no positive examples can be effectively given to counterbalance
this.




9. Compromise - The Realization
of Ideals on Earth

The German philosopher Leonard Nelson called the good
compromise the realization of ideals on Earth. Even the
approximation of reaching ideal goals is only possible as a
compromise.

Every human being knows from their own personal life that ideal
goals can never be fully attained under the existing conditions in
the world. Almost everyone also knows that this is not only due to
the fact that the resources for action are always limited while the
ideal goals have the tendency to be unlimited. Beyond this triviality,
the fact that two or more participants never pursue completely the
same goals is a reality in societal life. There are always some small
or large differences between them even if there is not extensive
opposition. However, complete opposition to the goals is just as
improbable. Since the goals of several people never correspond
completely, compromises are almost always necessary in working
together. And since it is extremely rare that human goals are
completely in opposition to one another in every respect,
compromises are almost always possible.

For example, a party, during the election campaign promises to
modernize the educational system and to develop the infrastructure
of the country. After winning the control of government, it realizes
that it may not have the necessary resources available in any
imaginable case to attain great success in these two very cost-
intensive areas. In this case, it must then reach a compromise with
itself and its various voter groups, which, as any other compromise,
is not a question of all-or-nothing but rather of parts. Some of the
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resources will be invested in the educational system and some in
the development of the infrastructure. In both areas, the development
lags behind possible expectations, but in these areas progress can
be registered.

However, if a party can only form a coalition government with the
help of another party, it is clear that a compromise must now be
reached regarding the interests and goals of the two different
partners. This can only take place in a give-and-take situation. In
the best scenario, each of the participating parties can reach some
of the goals which are most important for it. It must also accept
the achievement of the goals of the other party in another area in
exchange, which are either of minor or no importance for it. For
example, one of the two parties promises its voters to connect all
the villages of the country to the system of public roads. However,
after taking over the government it turns out that there are either
not enough available resources for this or that the other coalition
party does not agree to this goal because of other priorities such
as agricultural development. In such a scenario, the verifiable
progress of connecting numerous additional villages to the public
network of roads can be accepted as a justifiable compromise.

This party can then show that it has come a step closer to its goals
even if it does not achieve them immediately. Such a compromise
is justifiable with good reason. Therefore, it can also be imparted
politically in a believable way. This is the most decisive factor with
any compromise.

Only if there are good reasons which are in line with
the original goals and promises of the respective
participants can the achieved compromise be
accepted as a credible and realistic approximation
of the set goals.
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If a party were to reject every compromise offered by participants
of the government party because of inhibitions or dislike, a great
deal less or nothing at all of its own goals would be realized. Under
these circumstances, the achieved compromise is therefore the
closest possible approximation to ideally reaching the goals.

The refusal to achieve a compromise can be regarded with good
reason as the treason of ideal goals since the actual possibility of
reaching the goals has been missed in this way.




10. Compromise and Trust

Empirical research has shown again and again in various cultures
of the world that trust is one of the most important elements in a
working democracy. In this political context, three things in particular
are meant by trust:

» The assurance that almost all people, who have anything to do
in society or public life, are willing to take the concerns of the
community seriously and to be responsible for their own actions.

» The expectation that binding agreements are also kept.

e And in particular: the assumption that these two attitudes are
widely spread among human beings regardless of their gender,
ethnic heritage, local origin, social group, occupation, or religious
affiliation.

Only where human trust exists to a sufficient extent can a democratic
culture develop and be the foundation of human action on which,
in turn, functioning democratic institutions are based.

This does not only apply to the relationship of the various institutions
and interest groups to one another, but also to the internal activities
of societal associations of any kind. No matter whether it is a
political party, trade union, industrial association, non-governmental
organization, or football club: the less willing members are to
cooperate in the community, the greater is the danger that this will
result in divisions sooner or later, which can only be reversed, or
not at all, through great effort. Division may sometimes be
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unavoidable if the goals within the group or association have moved
so far apart from one another that a minimum consensus is no
longer possible. However, the reason should never be the lack of
willingness to compromise. Division which is accepted or caused
by inconsiderateness does not mean a strengthening, but rather
a weakening of one's own goals. The mathematical principle that
two or three are more than one is not necessarily valid at all times
in the context of society.

Compromise plays a key role in terms of social trust. On the one
hand, it presupposes that everyone assumes that all the others will
adhere to the rules established in the compromise, even if they do
not like them in many respects. If this expectation is missing, then
there is generally little willingness to reach a compromise. For the
most part, mistrust leads to the attempt to overcome one's opponents
and to force them into a binding agreement in one's own interest
with the assumption that they would do the same if they were in
that position.

This kind of behaviour often results from the extremely short-sighted
maxim that one should create one's own luck and take everything
there is before the tables turn again and one possibly loses
everything. On the other hand, compromises create their own trust
once they are reached and all the participating partners also follow
the agreements. They establish reliability which creates trust in
repeated cases.

Whenever reaching a compromise becomes a habit
and there is the experience that the participating
partners also adhere to the agreements even if they
go against their own interests in terms of certain
points, then a growing relationship of trust emerges
between the partners through their actions.
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This kind of relationship of trust then leads to the well-founded
expectation that a change of government is not a catastrophe.
Even under these circumstances it seems very improbable that the
others will only abuse their power in order to push through their
own interests and grossly disregard the rules for respecting the
rights of minorities and exclude them from their policies.

A basic democratic attitude emerges from regarding the reoccurring
change between opposition and government as an acceptable and
normal case. It is accepted knowledge that, in the best case, one's
own party can only form the government for a limited period of time
and afterwards takes on the role of the opposition. Therefore, the
role of the opposition must be respected and regarded in constructive
terms instead of serving as a lever to fight the present government
with all means possible.

Exercising the principle of change between opposition and
government, without having the party in the government violating
the rights of others or abusing its power, is one of the important
sources for the development of a democratic culture of trust. Once
such democracies are created, they can also withstand crises and
difficult conflicts. When there is a lack of democracy, there is the
tendency for conflicts and crises to escalate into difficult all-or-
nothing battles, and the mistrust of the participants and parties
against one another becomes greater and greater. The spiral of
building trust and the spiral of mistrust both have a strong self-
reinforcing tendency. The spiral of trust grows where institutional
habits and experience support and nurture it. The spiral of distrust
often moves downwards on its own once the participants discontinue
their efforts to guarantee one another advanced trust through their
actions.
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Good political compromises are an outstanding
means of initially building trust and gradually
allowing this to grow into an accepted resolution
through the mutual experience of loyalty.

This is the reason why compromises are also called the advanced
school of democracy. One could also turn around the phrase and
say that democracy is the advanced school of compromise.




11. Compromise - The Chance for
Stability

In addition to everything else, democracy also has the following
two unwritten rules:

1. No matter which party temporarily holds control of the government,
the basic rights of everyone are guaranteed and as many
legitimate interests as possible are integrated into the process
of developing objectives.

2. No matter which party governs, there is enough room for societal
and political action for everyone to try to find support with like-
minded people with the prospect of gaining a majority in the next
election.

When judged by the archaic standards of autocratic political power
and its respective culture, these rules look like weak statements

or ones that lack cleverness because it seems clear that everyone
should use the political power available to them to the full extent.

Under modern conditions, in which no political power has religious
consecration anymore, the autocratic rules of "all or nothing" are
extremely counterproductive for all participants. If one group
monopolizes everything for a short period of time, it must reckon
with bitter resistance and the attempt by the opposition to use all
means available to bring down this power. As soon as this happens,
everything which was gained through inconsideration is lost again
or at least threatened.

Under such a mindset, the productive solutions of problems, the
regulation of the country, the integration of everyone in the
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government, and the ability to plan on a long-term basis so that
everyone can anticipate things better - in short, a stability that
everyone can count on and reliably integrate into their strategies
for action - would be permanently prevented. This is a strategy
with a lack of political cleverness.

Modern democratic culture has developed the culture
of compromise as a means of stabilization. Besides
all the advantages and consequences that are typical
for it, it especially has a stabilizing effect.

If all participants are always able to achieve some of their political
interests without being part of the government everyone will win
in the end. The stability established in this way provides for
successful long-term pre-planned action and creates continuity
because abrupt change for and against certain political courses
can be avoided.

It is therefore the wisdom of compromise which shows that in the
end it is much better to restrain from accomplishing some of one's
own interests than to take the chance of getting involved in an all-
or-nothing game the consequence of which is always the same:
easy come, easy go.

A compromise is therefore a political strategy of
cleverness, foresight, and consideration.

Preventing the escalation of conflict is one of the most important
rules of wisdom in democratic cooperation. Compromises are
excellently suited for this. Through early concessions, compromises
can effectively convey symbolically and thematically that the interests
of the weaker side are being integrated into the political decisions
at hand. In this way, the hardening and escalation of conflict can
often be avoided. This is how the basis of cooperation and
acceptance of all democratic institutions on all sides is established.
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12. The Political Culture of
Compromise

No democracy, no matter how perfectly it has been established,
lives from the quality of its institutions alone. What is the sense of
good voting rights if many people are prevented from voting through
intimidation or violence, or if voters do not know enough about the
parties running for election? What use is it if many do not have the
information to be able to decide in their own interest in elections,
or if they turn away from political events? What is the use of multi-
party systems and majority voting if large sections of society are
at war with them and do everything to overcome them?

So that democratic institutions actually bring forth democracy and
remain stable, society needs a strong political culture of democracy.
Political culture denotes the entire knowledge actually available in
society, instinctive attitudes, and moral and ethic values in relation
to politics.

Political culture in democracy especially requires the development
of the following skills and habits:

- Sufficient knowledge of one's own political system, the possibility
to be involved in its decisions and its most important results for
society.

- Emotional attachment and ethical support of the basic values
of democracy and the political institutions derived from them.

- A positive and active understanding of one's own role as a citizen
and one's own share of responsibility for the community.
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Beyond this basic orientation, an additional orientation is of particular
importance for a stable democracy. Democratic culture also means
the interplay between consensus and conflict, the willingness
to reach a good compromise, agreement on the basics of and

passionate debate on political programs, and understanding joint
interests as the normal situation in the political activities of democracy.

Political education in schools, the mass media, adult education,
trade unions, and in public debates can make a contribution to the
political culture of democracy. However, a large share of the work
must be carried out through the political work of citizens, their
experience with institutions and participants in politics, and their
cooperation with other citizens.

However, the conduct of the political elite often makes an
unintentional, but essential contribution to shaping the political
culture of a country. Citizens learn to value their own political system
and its way of working from them. The positive role models and
the credible conduct of the political elite can contribute a great deal
to the identification of basic values and institutions in a democracy,
while selfishness and inconsiderateness, corruption and
irresponsibility have the tendency to create a negative image of
the institutions with time. For this reason, great importance is also
attributed to public officials and office holders in a democracy for
maintaining its stability. In the transition from a feudal or servile
political culture to a democracy, it would certainly be only an excuse
to refuse democracy if one first wanted to wait for the complete
development of a democratic political culture before one established
democratic institutions. The phrase "people are not ready for
democracy" is always an excuse by the elite to refuse democracy
to the people.

Establishing democratic institutions is always the safest means of

developing a political culture for a large section of the population.
This is because one only learns how to swim in water.
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Although establishing democratic institutions governed by rule of
law is the best prerequisite for developing a democratic culture, it
is nevertheless no guarantee for democracy. In addition to the
establishment of democratic institutions themselves, the best
prerequisite for developing and gradually stabilizing a democratic
political culture is the visibly friendly democratic behaviour of public
officials and office holders and the leading political class of the
country according to the rules of law, and the development of an
active civil society. If these factors come together and their
development is promoted, the emergence of a democratic culture
is probable.

The willingness and habit of the political elite to
reach good compromises with anyone willing to
participate in the interest of the country is an
essential contribution to promoting a democratic
political culture.

It certainly matters that these are good and well-founded
compromises and not just horse-trading that only secures the
interests of egoistic individuals and groups and this possibly at the
cost of the common good.




13. Communication - Mediating the
Compromise

The language of compromise is also a part of the political culture
of compromise. As long as the political language of intransigency
prevails, one will only make disparaging remarks about achieved
compromises. Every compromise then seems to be a lazy
compromise - a sign of weakness, inconsequence, and treason.

Politically responsible individuals in the political arena itself, in
journalism, and in the educational system must therefore make a
contribution to developing an appropriate language of compromise
for democratic purposes. Terms such as "understanding,” “inclusion,
"agreement" and "fair ruling" lend themselves to the political
semantics of compromise. So that this remains credible, it is also
important not to deny respect to any office or individual in the
competing political camp during political disputes such as election

campaigns.

This is most successful when the political conflicts being discussed
are not dealt with in the fundamentalist language of mutual
condemnation. The language of political conflict should also be
shaped by the clarity and distinctness of the spirit of democracy.
The notion that one must soon reach a compromise with those
whom one is openly having an argument today can have a
disciplining effect.
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Conclusion

Good and fair compromises are an essential part of the political
culture of democracy. They are an expression of political cleverness
because, in the long run, they often secure the interests of the
participants better and in a more sustained way than a short-term
display of power superiority. They strengthen the mutual trust
between participants and society. And they stabilize democracy
because they make everyone aware of their value in practical
terms. Democracy needs and makes possible the culture of good
compromises.
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