Chapter 14
COHORTS AND THE TRANSITIONS TO DEMOCRACY IN GERMANY
AFTER 1945 AND 1989"

Frederick D. Weil

14.1. Introduction

In his influential essay, "The problem of generations,” Karl Mannheim ([1928]
1952) argued that generations come into being when birth cohorts experience
especially striking historical events at the time they come to social and political
maturity in late adolescence or early adulthood.? These historical events shape

the cohort’s outlook even after the formative historical period has passed, and
the cohort’s identity of views and distinction from - other cohorts creates a
‘generational consciousness" that competes with the consciousness of other group
ies, like class consciousness.

Structural functionalists like Eisenstadt (1956), Parsons (1963), and Davis
1940), by contrast, have argued that generational differences or conflicts arise
om differences in personality development or status across the life-cycle (see
lerature reviews in, e.g., Spitzer 1973; Bengtson, Furlong, and Laufer 1974; Fogt
982). Generational differences can arise if social (economic, political) conditions
0 not permit rising generations to be integrated into the social (economic,
olitical) order, and thus block their movement through normal life-cycle stages.

While Mannheim’s arguments do not contradict the structural functionalists
Bt every point, much subsequent debate and research has crystallized around the

fresponding contrast between cohort (or period-cohort) effects and life-cyle (or
age") effects’ Mannheim’s model, which emphasizes the interaction between
ohort (generation) and historical period, has been more influential in empirical
Esearch on social and political attitudes - and increasingly so. Yet despite
Searchers’ preference for cohort or period-cohort explanations, most rigorous
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and for an EMNID survey in eastern Germany in September 1990. Marginals
and break-downs for many other surveys since 1989 have been examined on a
less systematic basis and provide background for the interpretations given here.
The dependent variables were selected partly on the basis of the archival
search, and partly on the basis of extensive validation analysis. For the post-1945
period, eight survey questions were thought to be especially appropriate, and
their full texts (translated into English) are given in Appendix A. Dimensional
testing for the 1951-1979 period in West Germany (described in detail in Weil
1981) suggested several conclusions. (1) It is possible to identify a "Regime
Form" dimension or factor, running from preference for a Nazi regime to
preference for a democratic, parliamentary regime. (2) The items in Appendix
A that could be tested (items 2, 5, 7, 8) tend to group with each other in this
factor, but questions explicitly about the old Nazi regime load higher than
general questions about democratic institutions. And (3) this factor is
distinguishable from several others (especially conflict understanding/tolerance
and partisanship), and is only moderately correlated with them. The remaining
variables in Appendix A (items 1, 3, 4, 6) could not be entered into these tests
because the original data no longer exist, but they seem thematically so similar
to those tested that they have been used as valid indicators below. Another
reason to take these variables as valid indicators is that opinion change on these
questions tended to parallel a great many other, similar questions (time-series
data for most other questions were not as satisfactory as for those reported here:
see Weil 1981 for a fuller discussion). On most indicators, sympathy for the old
Nazi regime declined - and support for the new democratic regime symmetrically
rose - by about one percentage point per year over the whole post-war period.
And in the majority of cases, the most rapid change came before the end of the
1950s and reached consensual levels by the mid-1960s. Dimensional testing for
post-1989 data has not yet proceeded as far, but preliminary indications suggest
that certain questions are more central to the question of regime change.
Cohort is defined in terms of the historical period in which the respondent
reached "political maturity,” arbitrarily set at age 21: since Germany has had so
many regime-forms in this century, the cutting points easily suggested themselves
as before 1918 (the Second Empire), 1918 to 1932 (the Weimar Republic), 1933
to 1948 (the Nazi regime and its aftermath), 1949 to 1965 (the Bonn Republic
until the Grand Coalition), 1965 to perhaps 1985 (when the Soviet hold on'
eastern Europe began to weaken under Gorbachev’s policy of perestroika), and
since 1985. In the surveys used here-it was not always possible to use these
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cut-points precisely since age was already aggregated into several-year groups,
but in most cases the imprecision is not great.

Two final technical points must be made regarding the analyses below.
First, all percentages and tables are based on full samples, with the non-res-
ponses and don’t-knows included in the percentage bases, unless otherwise

indicated. And second, the question formulations of time-series data are always
identical, with minor exceptions clearly indicated.

14.4. Analyses

West Germany after Nazism

According to the hypotheses developed here, the effects of Nazi socialization
should be detectable for some time after the transition to democracy, but not
indefinitely, in certain opinions of the generations raised under Nazi control. In
terms of the models discussed, this constitutes a period-cohort effect, since a
phenomenon is visible in a given cohort over time, but also shrinks over time.

A graph of such a phenomenon should have a characteristic shape, just as
age effects or age-period effects should produce graphs with different characteris-
tic shapes. Let us make the simplifying assumptions that the effect we are
looking for is restricted to one cohort or age group and that the time period is
longer than the age- or cohort span (see the arguments in the sections above).
If we graph opinion by cohort, with separate curves for each year and with the
cohorts held in a constant position vertically (not staggered), then we should get

graphs for the different possible effects like those in Figure 1, which can be
described as follows:

1. A period-only effect should produce flat curves across cohorts, parallel for the
different years. See Figure 1a.

2. An age-only effect should produce curves with a peak or valley moving across
later cohorts over time, but otherwise with the different years superimposed on

each other. See Figure 1b (the years are not completely superimposed in the
figure for the sake of legibility).

3. A cohort-only effect should produce curves with a peak or valley remaining on
one cohort and with the different years superimposed on each other. See Figure
Ic (the years are not completely superimposed in the figure for the sake of

legibility).
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4. A period-age effect, with the age effects shrinking over time, should produce
parallel curves for the different years, with a peak or valley moving across later
cohorts and also growing smaller with subsequent years. See Figure 1d.

5. A period-cohort effect, with the cohort effects shrinking over time, should
produce parallel curves for the different years, with a peak or valley remaining
on one cohort and also growing smaller with subsequent years. See Figure 1e.
This is the hypothesized effect.

In the present case, then, we should expect to find inverted U-shaped curves
across cohorts shortly after the regime change, with the cohorts socialized under
Nazism expressing residual adherence to the Nazi regime and lagging in support
for a democratic regime, relative to younger and older cohorts. This should give
way in later years to a flattening out of the curve across cohorts - together with
a rise over all cohorts of rejection of Nazism and support for democracy. Such
a set of curves would leave little room for a life-cycle interpretation. This is just
the pattern we find for most of the variables, shown in Figures 2 through 9.
During the first post-Nazi decade, the "Nazi cohort” was a good deal more pro-
Nazi on many variables, but this pattern virtually disappeared thereafter. Data
for these variables begin in 1951, but a number of surveys conducted in occupied
western Germany in the late 1940s show the same pattern (see Merritt and
Merritt (1970, pp. 100, 171, 176, 240). The young at that time were more likely
to give anti-democratic answers on a scale (1946), to say that National Socialism
was a good idea badly carried out (1947), to be more pessimistic about the
future after the fall of the Nazi regime (1947), and to give more anti-Semitic
answers (1948). The Merritts reported a quantitative difference for only one of
these surveys from the 1940s (whether Nazism a good idea), but it was in line
with the data from the 1950s. In general, the sooner after 1945 the survey was
conducted, the greater was the generation gap between the "Nazi cohorts" and
the rest of the population.
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But a decade after the war, after the mid-1950s, the "Nazi cohort" had almost
completely caught up with the rest of the population in their rejection of the old
regime and support for democracy.

To some extent, as suggested earlier, it may depend on how central to the
theme the dependent variable is whether such an effect emerges. And the results
provide striking confirmation for this supposition. The most pronounced effects
appear on the most direct expressions of approval of the former Nazi regime:
"There was more good than evil in Nazism" (Figure 2), "if not for the War,
Hitler would have been one of the greatest German statesmen" (Figure 3),
"would vote for a man like Hitler again" (Figure 4), "an authoritarian or Nazi
regime is the best for the Germans" (Figure 5), and "would favor an attempt by
a new Nazi party to come to power” (Figure 6).

As one moves away from the core issue, the effects weaken. Thus, similar
patterns appear on some - but not all - questions of disapproval of the new
Parliamentary institutions: "the Parliament in Bonn is only fair or poor as the
representative of the people" (Figure 7), and "Parliament is not needed"
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(Figure 8). The cohort effects on these questions are somewhat less pronounced
or more irregular than on the direct questions about Nazism. On the former
question there is even a partial reversal of the cohort pattern in the early 1980s.
Here, although a "Nazi-cohort" effect is still visible, the younger cohorts also
express higher levels of disapproval of Parliament. But this result does not justify
concluding that the post 1965 generation is less liberal democratic. A wide
variety of other studies shows that on most questions, this cohort expresses more,
rather than less, adherence to democratic institutions and liberal values (eg.,
Kaase 1971; Weil 1981, 1982; Biirklin 1980). For this reason, it probably makes
more sense to interpret the post-1965 cohort’s low level of support as an
expression of a critical attitude: that the Bonn Parliament is not living up to its
purportedly democratic ideals. This critical orientation toward performance
among the young is also well documented (see, e.g., Weil 1985b).

The pattern is somewhat weaker again for the question whether there
should only be one party (Figure 9). Here there appear to be several historical
cohort patterns. In the 1950s, the younger cohorts are monotonically more in
favor of a one-party system. The curve as a whole falls over the course of the
late 1950s and early 1960s, but the younger cohorts move quickest, and the curve
flattens out. By the late 1960s and early 1970s, the younger generations have
moved decisively ahead of the old in the rejection of anti-democratic opinions,
and the curve of preference for a one-party system now slopes downward across
the younger cohorts. But by the late 1970s, the older cohorts catch up with the
younger in rejecting one-party government, and the curve flattens out again with
only negligible percentages of respondents of any cohort giving anti-democratic
responses. These curves for a multiparty system bear a relation to those
previously examined, since the younger generations apparently show the effects
of Nazi socialization early in the Bonn Republic. However, they do not support
the hypotheses as well as the other curves because (a) not only the "Naz
cohorts", but also the youngest cohorts give the highest anti-democratic opinions
in the 1950s. That is, the curve is not U-shaped, but rather monotonic. And (b)
the shift away from this initial pattern comes about five to ten years later than
for the other variables we have examined. On the other hand, one could still
interpret these curves as period-cohort and socialization effects: the post-war
cohorts showed less adherence to anti-democratic values during their youth than
the older cohorts, and thereby demonstrated more flexibility in adopting the
positive values of the new regime. Again, then, a question that only obliquely
concerns Nazism reveals a similar, but less clear, cohort pattern to questions
directly about Nazism.

Figure 7. Disapproval of Parliament (judged "Fair or Poor") by
cohort and year.

40 ‘965/‘\\

30

Percent Disapproval

Post 1965 1949 65 1933 49 191833 Pre 1918

Cohorts {Year Become Age 21}

Figure 8. "Do not really need a Parliament in Bonn" by cohort and
year. 40

w
I3

I
S

~
w

3

@

g

1882 ——"\/

1 1 n 2 L A
Post 1979 196579  1949.65 193349 191833 Pre 1918

Pvreent Periament Not Needed

3

Cohorts (Year Become Age 21}

Figure 9. "Better for a Country to have just one Party" by cohort

and year. o

sL

30

25 1951
20 .\.‘\_‘\<

1957

Prrcent tor Une Party

1972
H 1979

N L .
Post 1965 1948 65 1933-49 1918:33 Pre 1918
Cohorts (Year Become Age 21)

396 397




Taken together, these results provide striking support for all four aspects of the
central hypothesis. First and second, they show that a sufficiently (a) impressive
and (b) concentrated historical event - Nazism - produced effects concentrated
in the cohort that came to maturity at that time. The "Nazi cohort” showed
greater residual support than did older or younger cohorts for the Nazi regime
and weaker support for the new democratic regime shortly after the transition.
There were no signs of independent life-cycle effects. Third, the results show that
this cohort effect was superceded by the influence of subsequent historical events,
for after the initial period the "Nazi cohort’s" views converged with those of
other cohorts. One can argue that this pattern reflects the overcoming of this
cohort’s Nazi socialization by the influence of the subsequent democratic regime.
And fourth, the results suggest that in order to measure such cohort or period-
cohort effects, one must use the most appropriate indicators: questions about
Nazism or Hitler produced the clearest patterns, while questions about closely
related matters (parliamentary institutions) produced less clear patterns. The first
set of variables relate directly to the substance of the "Nazi cohort’s" socializa-
tion; the second set relates less directly.

However, there was no variation on the first two aspects of the hypothesis.
The Nazi regime was a "strong" and temporally concentrated event, but no other
regime change was examined. It would be useful to introduce some variation on
these points.

14.5. Eastern Germany after Communism

The fall of the Berlin Wall and eastern Germany’s transition to democracy
provide an opportunity to consider the lasting effects of another regime in the
same country (albeit a different region). According to the four corollaries to
Mannheim’s hypothesis, we should expect to find weaker cohort effects in eastern
Germany after 1989 than in West Germany after 1945. First, the communist
regime in East Germany arguably consituted a "weaker," less intensive historical
experience than did Nazism. Repressive as the communist regime may have
been, it nevertheless did not practice genocide, maintain massive concentration
camps, or lead the country into an aggressive, expansionistic world war. Second,
the communist regime lasted longer than Nazism: it was less concentrated in
time and affected more cohorts. Thus, it is less likely to produce a distinctive
"spike” in the cohort curve. Possibly, as more time passes, a "step function" will
emerge in the cohort curve, distinguishing cohorts socialized under communism
from future cohorts socialized under democratic conditions. On the other hand,
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sketchy evidence suggests that Honecker’s regime became increasingly unsuccess-
ful by the mid-1980s in socializing East German youth in pro-regime socialist
values (see Spiegel Spezial 1/1991, pp. 91-2; Noelle-Neumann 1991b, pp. 242-3).
It is possible that (a) a step-function (or a "plateau”) may already be visible
distinguishing those successfully socialized under communism from those
unsuccessfully socialized (and those socialized prior to communism), or (b) a
gradually sloping cohort curve may exist which is difficult to distinguish from life-
cycle or period effects. Third, it may be more difficult to find appropriate
indicators to measure the persisting effects of communism than it was for
Nazism. As we have seen, vaguer referents produce less sharp cohort effects.
Compared to Nazism, communism was much less focused on the person of the
leader, the German nation and the German people. Communism was more
faceless, international, and oriented to an abstraction (class inequality). Moreover
the cold war between communism and capitalist democracies provides a much
less concrete referent than the Nazi’s "hot" war. On the other hand, and fourth,
opinion surveys were conducted of the eastern German population almost
immediately upon the transition to democracy. Unless further archive research
turns up age-breakdowns for the late 1940s, the earliest evidence of which I am
aware stems from five to six years after the fall of the Hitler regime. As we have
seen, cohort effects were often still strong, but they may have been even stronger
immediately after 1945. Data from a few months after the fall of the Berlin Wall
may reveal cohort effects that will disappear in subsequent years. But again,
because the communist regime may have begun to fail to win the support of the
population since the mid-1980s, measurements from the early 1990s may already
be too late to detect strong cohort differences.

According to these hypotheses, we should again find inverted U-shaped
curves across cohorts, with the cohorts socialized under the communist regime
expressing residual support for communism and lagging in support for the
democratic regime. But according to the same hypotheses, these inverted U’s
should be flatter and broader because the generating event was "weaker” and
longer-lived, and perhaps because the indicators cannot be as tightly focused on
the former regime,

For the most part, this is the pattern we find - although it is perhaps even
weaker or more blurred than expected. But before examining support for the old
or new regimes, it will be useful to consider Germans’ perceptions of general
and economic conditions since the fall of the Berlin Wall. Initially, as surveys
indicate (data not shown here), easterners believed that conditions had improved
somewhat since the communist period, and they were very optimistic that this
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improvement would continue. They were also very happy about German
unification. By contrast, westerners believed that things had declined for them,
and their optimism about future improvements was muted. They were also
initially quite happy about unification, but this evaluation began to decay after
about a year (beginning in early 1991). By the winter of 1991-92 perceptions in
both parts of Germany took a decided turn for the worse and continued to slide
through the end of 1992. Back in the 1980s, about 40 percent of westerners
believed that "conditions in Germany are cause for concern.” This worried view
began to rise sharply in both the east and the west, and by the end of 1992, over
80 percent of Germans in both the east and the west agreed with it. Fueling this
pessimism was a series of disturbing developments that followed reunification:
the beginning of an economic recession with growing distress in the East and
anxiety in the West, a crippling public-sector strike, a rise of neo-Nazi activity,
right-wing rioting, attacks on foreigners and minorities, substantial extreme-right
protest voting, governmental paralysis on the question of political asylum - but
also at the same time, massive pro-democratic demonstrations to protest
extremism.

These growing concerns affected different cohorts or age groups differen-
tially in eastern Germany, as shown in Figures 10 through 14. In the 1990
surveys, older casterners held only slightly more negative opinions than their
younger compatriots. However, in the September 1991 survey, east Germans in
the 45-60 age group were most pessimistic about the coming year, worried about
their personal economic situation, unable to see much improvement since the old
regime, concerned about conditions in Germany, and worried about German
unification. It might be noted that this age group was most vulnerable to the
increased lay-offs and forced early retirements caused by business failures in the
East. Younger workers could hope to find new work if the economy picked up,
and workers over age 60 were more prepared for retirement, but older middle-
aged workers believed they were unlikely to find work again. By the December
1992 survey, however, the 45-60 age group was less distinctive. Pessimism rose
throughout the population, and in some cases, the oldest group became most
worried. These findings about general and economic conditions may well reflect
life-cycle effects rather than cohort effects because lay-offs affected older middle-
age workers disproportiona-tely. However, this possibility cannot be tested with
age-period-cohort models over this shost one-plus year period. Yet this finding
should be kept in mind as we examine presumptive cohort differences in regime
support: it may be that the patterns actually reflect economically-driven life-cycle
effects. This possibility has not been empirically tested at this writing.
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Figures 15 through 25 show cohort or age differences on a variety of political
cultural questions, beginning with opinions about the former communist regime,
continuing through questions about democracy, political freedom, and Nazism,
and concluding with interest in politics. We have just seen that the 45-60 age
group was often most pessimistic or worried about general and economic
conditions. But this age group also represents the cohort that came to political
maturity at a time when the communist regime’s socialization efforts were
perhaps most successful, roughly during its first decade and a half of existence
(from 1953 to 1967).* The next youngest cohort (the 30-44 age group) also came
to political maturity at a comparatively successful period, prior to the onset of
perestroika (from 1968 to 1982). Indeed, when U-shaped curves emerge, these
two cohorts most often express positive sentiments toward the values of the
communist regime and negative sentiments toward the values of the current
democratic regime.
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Figure 16.
Another Regime Form Better
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Figure 21.

Figure 20.
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Figure 285.
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Thus, they were most likely to say that communism or socialism were good ideas
that were badly carried out (Figure 15), that another regime form would be
petter than the present democracy (Figure 16 in 1991), that current problems
cannot be solved with democracy (Figure 17), that members of the German
parliament do not represent the interests of the people (Figure 18), and that the
parliament is not especially trustworthy (Figure 19 in 1991).

Likewise, they are most likely to say that one cannot speak freely in
Germany today (Figure 20 in 1991). And these cohort patterns in the east are
not mirrored in the west, where there was no recent transition to democracy.
However, the eastern patterns are generally nowhere near as pronounced or
consistent, year to year or indicator to indicator, as were cohort effects in West
Germany following the Nazi regime. Cohort effects do not appear at all for a
number of similar indicators that are not shown here. And the cohort effects are
reversed for two indicators that should measure attitudes toward the old regime
well. The two cohorts socialized under communism were most likely to agree
with the slogan, "Never again socialism" (Figure 21), and to believe that
conditions in East Germany were not bearable, that they absolutely had to be
changed (Figure 22). I can think of no clear cohort explanation for these latter
findings. Finally, a question about the historical Nazi regime elicited cohort
effects that seem traceable not to the communist regime, but rather, to the Nazi
regime (Figure 23). Cohorts who came to political maturity prior to 1945 appear
to be more sympathetic to Nazism in both eastern and western Germany - but
more in the west.

One final question produced U-shaped age or cohort curves, whether one
is interested in politics or not (Figures 24 and 25; similar results, not shown,
were obtained for other questions of political efficacy and apathy). Lack of
interest in politics is sometimes interpreted as an indication of withdrawl from,
or rejection of, the current regime. Low interest in politics following a regime
transition is often interpreted in this fashion (e.g., Almond and Verba 1963,
Merritt and Merritt 1970). Thus, we should find that those who were socialized
under communism are most alienated from the new regime and express least
interest in politics. However, precisely those age groups in the east are most
likely to express interest in politics; and the same age groups in the west mirror
this pattern exactly. Despite the U-shape, this pattern does not seem to reflect
cohort effects. On the contrary, it is commonly found in western democracies
that political interest and engagement increases over the life-cycle until the onset
of old age, when it falls off again. Figure 25 shows that this pattern has persisted
in West Germany for twenty five years or more. Thus, these U-shaped curves
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probably reflect the most unambiguous life-cycle effects in the present data. But
since the east and west parallel each other here as on no other indicator, this
is perhaps the exception that proves the rule. The inverted U-shaped curves for
regime support in the east generally have no parallel in the west. The eastern
patterns are probably cohort effects, even if they are weaker than those in the
west after 1945. After all, this weakness was predicted by the hypotheses.

14.6. Summary

In recent years, there has been a marked preference for cohort and period-
cohort accounts of generational differences as against life-cycle accounts; but
clear and unambiguous empirical support for these accounts has been rare. Such
support is found in the present case. Perhaps the main reason for the especially
clear findings here is that the phenomena studied are particularly well suited to
measuring the effects. Mannheim’s arguments imply that (1) the historical causes
of generational consciousness (cohort effects) must be sufficiently strong, (2) the
generating event or change must be sufficiently brief or rapid, (3) the cohort
effects will persist only unless or until subsequent historical events overtake the
earlier ones, and (4) indicators of cohort effects must be relevant to the
historical events that generated them. All four of these conditions are truer in
the present case than in most past studies. In most other cases, the historical
events were not as impressive, or the indicators were not as relevant; and in at
least a few cases (e.g., Barnes 1972), cohort effects were measured historically
too late, after subsequent events had already overtaken the earlier ones. And
finally, the historical period has often not been longer than the age or cohort
spans, which has made it difficult to know whether all three are not moving "in
parallel."

The present study compared German cohorts socialized by the Nazi regime
after 1945 and cohorts socialized by the East German communust regime after
1989. The results showed that the "Nazi cohort" lagged initially in embracing the
new West German democracy after 1945 (or 1949, when the Bonn Republic was
established). This was most likely due to the socialization and propaganda they
experienced under the Nazi regime. And their subsequent convergence with the
views of other cohorts was most likely due to the performance of the new
democratic institutions - and, of course, the economy and the constellation of
international relations. This pattern is consistent with Mannheim’s argument:
there is a balance for those socialized under another regime between memories
of the old regime and the experience of the new. If the past appears rosy by
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comparison, then support for the new regime may lag for a long time and
legitimation problems may develop. But if the present and future appear better,
then generational "convergence” may be rapid.

Similar cohort patterns were visible in castern Germany in the three years
since the fall of the East German communist regime and the reunification with
the democratic West German regime. However, the patterns were weaker. This
difference was predicted and perhaps explained by the same four aspects of
Mannheim’s theory that were used to explain the strong West German results
after Nazism. Since arguably, (1) East German communism was a "weaker"
generating event than Nazism, (2) it was more spread over time, (3) it is harder
to ask focused questions about communism than the personalistic Nazi regime
- and despite the fact that (4) attitudes were measured almost immediately after
the fall of the regime - cohort effects were not as strong in post-1989 eastern
Germany as in post-1945 western Germany.

NOTES

1. Address all correspondence to Frederick D. Weil, Department of Sociology,
Louisiana State University, Stubbs Hall, Baton Rouge, LA 70803, USA. This
research was conducted with the support of grants from the National Science
Foundation (grant number SES-9023331) and the Alexander von Humboldt
Foundation (Transatlantic Cooperative Research Projects Between German and
U.S.-American Scholars in the Human Sciences) and a fellowship from the
German Marshall Fund of the United States. I would like to thank Elisabeth
Noclle-Neumann of the Institut fir Demoskopie Allensbach for her generosity
and also Max Kaase and Franz Urban Pappi, my hosts for a year in Mannheim.

2. Some of the first part of this paper summarizes or repeats arguments and
analyses published earlier as Weil 1987.

3. Part of this debate involved the attempt to disentangle age, period, and cohort
effects (see, e.g., Ryder 1965; Mason, Mason, Winsborough, and Poole 1973;
Fienberg and Mason 1979; Markus 1983; Mason and Fienberg, eds. 1985).
Methodological advances depended on the insight that each of the three effects is
a linear combination of the other two, and solutions centered on methods for
constraining parameters in underdetermined models. And "conscious compromises"
reminded us that this methodology is inherently an accounting approach. One was
urged to derive models closely from theoretical concerns and to leave theoretically
uninteresting variables out, while still watching for their possible effects.
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4. That is, those who fell in this age group in the 1991 survey became age 21 in
these years.
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APPENDIX.

10.

11.
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Texts of Dependent Variables (English Translations)*

When you consider everything, was there more good in the ideas of National Socialism or
more evil? (More good, More evil, Don’t know) [Source: OMGUS]}

Everything which was built up from 1933 to 1938, and much more, was destroyed by the war,
Would you say that, if not for the war, Hitler would have been one of the greatest German
statesmen? (Yes, No, Other answer, Don’t know)

If, as in 1933, there were again an opportunity to vote for or against a man like Hitler, how
would you decide? (For, Against, Don't know) [Source: EMNID]

Which form of state is best for us Germans? (Open answers: coded Nazi or Authoritarian,
Democratic, Monarchical, Other, No answer) [Source: EMNID]

Suppose a new National Socialist party tried to come to power. How would you react? Here
are some possible answers:

I would greet and support such a party. )

I would greet it, but wouldn't do anything in particular for it.
I wouldn’t care. _

I would be against it, but wouldn’t do anything in particular.
I would do everything I could to prevent such a thing.

No answer. -

[1951 variant: Supposing a new party - that is similar to the NSDAP - {ricd to come to
power in West Germany, what would be your attitude toward it? (Card with alternatives -
same as above)]

[Source: OMGUS]

What do you think of the Bundestag in Bonn as the representative of the people? (Excellent,
Good, Fair, Poor, Don’t know) [Source: EMNID]

If one considers it entirely from the practical side, do we really need a Parliament in. Bonn
with all those representatives, or would things be all right without it? (Could do without,
Need, Don’t know)

Do you think it is better for a country to have one party in order to have the greatest
possible unity, or several parties so that the different opinions can be frf:ely rcpre§epted?
(Several parties, Not more than two or three parties, One party, No parties, No opinion)

Do you look forward to the next twelve months with hope or fear?
(Hope, Fear, Skepticism, Undecided)

Generally speaking, what do you think of the present economic situation in Germany? And
what do you think of your own present economic situation? (Good, Part Good, Part Bad,
Bad, Undecided)

If you think back to the time when Germany was still divided, what do you generally think
of the situation at that time? Tellyme according to this ladder: Zero would mean that the
situation in our part of Germany was very bad, and 10 would mean that the situation hcrt;
was very good. Which number best expresses what the situation here was like back then?
What is the situation like at the present time? Which number best expresses the present
situation in our part of Germany?

12.

13.

14.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21

22.

23.

Do you find that conditions in Germany today are cause for concern, or wouldn't you say
that? (Cause for concern, No cause for concern, Don’t Know)

Is the German reunification more an occasion for joy or concern for you? (Joy, Concern,
Undecided)

Do you consider Communism [Socialism] to be a good idea that was badly carried out? (Yes,
No, Undecided)

Do you believe that the democracy that we have in Germany is the best form of state or is

there another form of state which is better? [Variant: excludes "which we have in Germany"]
(Best Form of State, Another Better, Undecided)

If someone says, "We can solve the problems we have in the Federal Republic with
democracy,” would you agree or not? (Agree, Disagree, Undecided)

Do you believe that the representatives in Bonn first and foremost represent the interests
of the populace or do they have other interests which are more important to them?
(Interests of People, Other Interests, Undecided)

Please look at this card and tell me, for each item listed, how much confidence you have in
them. Is it a great deal, quite a lot, not very much, or none at all? [Parliament]

Do you feel that one can express his political opinions freely in Germany today, or is it
better to be careful? (Can Speak Freely, With Restrictions, Better to be Careful, Undecided)

If someone demanded, "Never again socialism,” would you agree or not? (Agree, Disagree,
Undecided)

In your opinion, were the conditions in the DDR during the last years really quite bearable
for the people there, or would you say that there absolutely had to be a change? [*In eastern
Germany: When you look back to the last years in the DDR - were conditions there really

quite bearable or would you say that there absolutely had to be a change?] (Were quite
bearable, Absolutely had to change, Undecided)

A question about Hitler and National Socialism: Some say, if you disregard the war and the
persecution of the Jews, the Third Reich was not so bad. Others say, the Third Reich was

a bad thing no matter what. What is your opinion? (Nazism a Bad Thing, Nazism Not So
Bad, Undecided)

Generally speaking, are you interested in politics? (Yes, Not Especially, Not At All)

*Notes on Sources

Unless otherwise noted, surveys stem from the Institut fiir Demoskopie Allensbach. Other survey
sources are:

EMNID [German Gallup] Informationen.

Office of Military Government, U.S. (American occupation forces in Germany
after World War II).
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PREFACE

In 1993 it was sixty-five years ago that Mannheim published his article on "Das
Problem der Generationen". That article has since become a classic. In 1993 the
problem of generations evidently has not yet retired! It has turned into a major
social problem and it has become an issue on many a political agenda. It still
is a problem in a scientific sense. In the research program on cohorts and
generations demographers, economists, political scientists and sociologists are
testing hypotheses and searching for answers to their explanatory questions.

That we are dealing with a political problem is illustrated by the
Brundtland Report. In 1987 the World Commission on Environment and
Development of the United Nations published "Our Common Future”. In this
report sustainable development is defined as "development that meets the needs
of the present without compromising the ability of future generations to meet
their own needs". In the report the term "generation" is not defined, but evidently
Mrs. Brundtland and the other members of the commission are concerned about
birth cohorts in a specific setting. In 1992 sustainable development has been a
major issue at the UNCED Summit in Rio de Janeiro. In general "future
generations” are a standard issue in cost benefit analyses of development projects
like dams, reservoirs and other interventions both in industrialized and the
developing countries.

The European Community has provided a second example of the political
relevance of cohorts and generations. It has called 1993 the "European Year of
the Elderly and the Solidarity of Generations". Starting in 1991 the EC has
stimulated experimental innovations, diffusion of social and medical knowledge
and specific research-programs focussing on the elderly, the young, and members
of society in midlife. The EC has been aware of the interdependence of the
interests of present and future generations. Without solidarity of generations
neither the elderly nor the young, or individuals in midlife will be able to
enhance social justice.

The research program on cohorts and generations is in full swing. The
influx of the young and cohort replacement at the end of the life course are
analyzed. In a lot of projects in the program attention is focussed on the
namics of cohorts and researchers abstract from hypotheses about generations.
Cr rescarchers in the program are concentrating on testing hypotheses about
erns of generations. Their concern is intra- and inter-generational inequality.




In cohort analysis as a rule demographers take the lead. In generations research
sociologists are accountable for mapping the problems and priming the pump of
data gathering and theoretical explanation. In the program on cohorts and
generations research questions are at issue that in some cases require mono-
disciplinary, in others multi- or interdisciplinary studies.

At a symposium held in 1989 at The Netherlands Institute of Advanced
Studies in the Humanities and Social Sciences at Wassenaar, The Netherlands,
attention was focussed on "Life Histories and Generations". In 1991 a symposium
was organized at Utrecht University looking into "Dynamics of Cohort and
Generations Research”.

The tradition of exchanging ideas and experiences at regular times was
continued at the conference on "Solidarity of Generations", held on April 7 and
8, 1993, again at Utrecht University. The conference focussed on demographic,
economic and social change, and its consequences. It looked at these problems
in the context of the political problems related to the dynamics of cohorts and
generations. Solidarity of generations was not taken for granted but assessed.

The Netherlands Organization for Scientific Research (NWO) has initiated
a Research Program for Population Studies. Between 1991 and 1998, this
program is the responsibility of the Research Center on Population (CEPOP).
The conference on April 7 and 8, 1993, was held under the auspices of CEPOP.

The coordinating committee gratefully acknowledges the financial support
of CEPOP. The coordinating committee for the conference consisted of: Prof.
dr. Henk A. Becker (chair, Utrecht University), Dr. Piet L.J. Hermkens (Utrecht
University), Prof. dr. Pieter Hooimeijer (Utrecht University), Prof. dr. Ron
Lesthaeghe (Free University, Brussels), Prof. dr. Frits Tazelaar (Utrecht
University) and Prof. dr. Ansgar Weymann (Bremen University, Germany).

After the conference most of the speakers have revised their paper. This
volume contains the outcome of their revision.

As editors of the proceedings we would like to thank Flora Geuchies and
Astrid Zaat for their assistance during the follow-up of the conference and the
editing of this volume. We also gratefully acknowledge the contribution of
Maaike Heslinga in desktop-publishing this book.

Henk A. Becker "
Piet L.J. Hermkens
Editors
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