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1. Introduction

In the last two decades former socialist countrest through the unprecedented experience
of a parallel transition to a market economy anddémocracy. Although the paths of reform
implementation and the sequence of the reformeraiff across countries, transitional reforms soon
produced both economic “winners” and “losers” (Bead, 1998; Terrell, 1999), and for those who
were less ready or able to face these changeso#ie of transition may well have outweighed, at
least for some time, its benefits.

Somewhat in parallel with the overall economic tignlife satisfaction in these countries
collapsed in the beginning of 1990s and recoverdosequently (Easterlin, 2009), although it
remained substantially lower than in Western ecaeemGuriev and Zhuravskaya, 2009).
Consistent with this and in a stark contrast with pre-crisis strong economic performance, there
was also a widespread dissatisfaction with the amés of transition. In 2007, 49 percent of
respondents disagreed (and only 35 percent agvatdjhe statement that the economic situation in
their country was better than around 1989, withilairmmumbers corresponding to the political
situation (EBRD, 2007a; Guriev and Zhuravskaya, Q0®\Iso privatization, one of the most
important transition reforms, received low supperith over 80 percent of respondents willing to
revise it (EBRD, 2007a; Denisova et al., 2009).

To shed light upon the extent and evolution of muBlipport for reforms, we employ a
unique dataset, so far largely unexploited by enusts, and construct new measures of support for
the economic and political systems. These dataval®to document, for the first time, how support
for the economic and political systems has beervengin 14 countries over the entire transition
period (1991-2004). We then analyze what factorgehaeen driving these attitudes, how their
impact changed throughout the period and why suppas lower in some countries than in others.

As new economic policies and reforms are scrutthibeough the channels of representative
democracy and of civil society, the support of ¢femeral public becomes a crucial factor for their
successful implementation. A large theoretical tpral economy literature has shown that voters’
opinions are crucial for the successful implemeotadf reforms, and that interest group coalitions
may influence or even reverse the reform procese (Roland, 2002, for a comprehensive
discussion). Both ex-ante and ex-post politicalst@ints are important, as feasibility constraints
may prevent reforms from being accepted, whilegyoteversals can occur after reforms have been
already implemente(bid). Reforms are often adopted as part of a triak@mdr procedure under
aggregate (as well as individual) uncertainty, andthe absence of credible compensating
mechanisms for losers. Thus reforms may be resisteante even when they would be ex-post

beneficial (Fernandez and Rodrik, 1991) or, wheacted, they may face ex-post political opposition
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from those who have experienced economic lossegeder, reforms are endogenous to the
economic outcomes of previous reforms, and in @algr to their distributional impact (Kim and
Pirttila, 2006). However, as the suddenness arehdpof the transformation in transition economies
were to a large extent unexpected and certainlyaoggented, it provides the context for a (quasi)
natural experiment of reform adoption (Landier let 2008; Alesina and Fuchs-Schueldeln, 2007).
This fact allows us to treat the initial reformsasargely exogenous event, on the basis of which
individuals then formulate their subjective assemsisi This feature is unique to transition
economies and would not hold in many developmeuantees.

Several empirical studies are relevant for the psepof our work, including those that
employ macro-economic variables to explain votirghdwior (Fidrmuc, 2000), support for the
market economy (Hayo, 2004; Kim and Pirttila, 20@8)“capitalism aversion” (Landier et al.,
2008), as well as the recent cross-country stutiesuse micro data to analyze the “unhappiness in
transition” (Guriev and Zhuravskaya, 2009; EasterB009) or the determinants of support for a
revision of privatization policy (Denisova et &009)? Most of the existing studies, however, either
use aggregate level data or are limited to only opantry or one year.Moreover, voting
preferences are likely to be imperfect measuresttifides towards reforms. Since institutions are
different across countries, such indirect measorag reflect both attitudesnd institutions (Scheve
and Slaughter, 2001; Mayda, 2006). On the othedhareasures based on attitudes towards the
“market economy” or “democracy” are also likelylie biased since, especially in the beginning of
transition, respondents may not know the precisglications of these terms. In addition, many
studies do not explore the motives for the widaledying level of support for the new policies
across different countries. Finally, due to thejscive nature of the information gathered from the
survey data, individual-specific (as well as croesntry) differences in the interpretation of these
questions and in the perceptions of scales arerianpoand need to be taken into account (Bertrand
and Mullainathan, 2001).

In this paper we attempt to overcome these prableynemploying a unique data set
of comparable surveys in 14 transition economies d®91-2004, thus covering the entire period
from the beginning of transition up to the firstsirn EU enlargement. We differentiate between the
earlier period of recession (1991-1998) and ther lperiod of economic growth (2000-2004). We
propose a new measure of public support and digshgattitudes towards the economic and the
political systems. In addition to standard indivatlaharacteristics, we are able to analyze fa¢hats

are usually unobservable to researchers, suchdagdnal preferences and values, social capital or

2 See Rovelli and Zaiceva (2008) for a comprehengview of related literature.

3 Easterlin (2009) and Guriev and Zhuravskaya (2@08stitute an exception, but they analyze a diffegquestion.



ideology, as well as individual experiences witnsition, perceptions of corruption and opinions on
the speed of reforms. We also attempt to find serpanations for the lower support towards the
reform process in several countries. Finally, weks® reduce potential biases by constructing our
dependent variable as a difference across evahsatoy the same individual, thus differencing away
individual and evaluation-specific factors, suchpagssimism. To the best of our knowledge, our
paper is the first one that analyses these questising individual level data in a cross-country
framework for this time spah.

The remainder of the paper is structured as folldsection 2 provides a brief overview of
the transition-specific background. Section 3 pmesehe data, discusses measurement issues and
outlines the empirical model. The socio-economiteeinants of individual attitudes towards
changes in the economic and political systems xaened in Section 4. Section 5 suggests some
potential explanations for the more critical atigs towards transition in the CIS countries. Sadsio
presents sensitivity checks and Section 7 concludes

2. Transitional reformsin Central and Eastern Europe

The implementation of political and economic referimegan in the early 1990s in most
countries in Central and Eastern Europe (CEE) anthe Commonwealth of Independent States
(CIS). However, the paths of reform implementationl the sequence of the reforms differed across
countries — a difference which is sometimes exdragliin the distinction between a so-called “big-
bang” approach and “gradualishThe transition process has been characterizedstleverywhere
by an initial deep recession, which in many coestralso involved widespread unemployment.
However, the pattern, depth and duration of thanditional recession and the speed of the
subsequent recovery differed considerably acrossmtoes, with CEE countries, on average,
recovering faster. A common feature to all the githon economies was the need to refocus the
orientation of international trade, to restructumgernal production, and to reallocate labor across
regions, sectors and firms (Campos and Coricellp2). Privatization, trade liberalization,
macroeconomic stabilization and economic restrutzgutook place in a situation of institutional

change, where many institutions that had hithertavided social protection collapsed and others,

“ The sources of popular support for political reginin general and democracy in particular have heaiyzed widely
by political scientists using, among others, datemfthe New Democracy Barometers (see, for exanifdse, 2007,
Lazar, Mishler and Rose, 2007, Mishler and Ros8820002, 2000a and 2000b). We also refer to thegbes for the
presentation of sampling framework, methodology mmtesentativeness of this dataset.

® Although a simplification and generalization, thedefinitions are useful for a general descriptidrthe transition
process. See, for example, Roland (2002) for a cehgmsive discussion of the political economy ahsition and a
survey of studies on economic policy reform. Ndtat tcountries differed also in the initial condits a fact that must
be taken into account when modeling the outcomésansition.
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such as taxation or banking, had to be introducedtigally ex novo. The initial stages of trangitio
brought about remarkable increases in income irfdiggua all countries, including those that had
managed to avoid large increases in unemploymésg (&ilanovic and Ersado, 2008).

One of the most important criteria for assessing shccess of transition is a country’s
achievement in reallocating labor (Boeri and Térre?002). As transition generated an
unprecedented economic insecurity, job insecurggame a crucial issue for many (Linz and
Semykina, 2008). Low-educated, young, single irtligls and women, especially married women,
were more likely to become unemployed (Boeri andélle 2002). Thus, transitional reforms soon
produced both economic “winners” and “losers” (Bead, 1998; Terrell, 1999).

The adjustment patterns of the output and laboketardiffered substantially between the
CEE and CIS countries. With a few exceptions, adinttal and Eastern European countries
experienced a U-shaped pattern of GDP, a largerfalimployment early in the 1990s and some
decline in labor productivity leading to rapid sttwral change but also to high unemployment (with
the exception of the Czech Republic), much of whias long-term. In contrast, the CIS countries
typically faced an L-shaped pattern of GDP durihg 1990s and a relatively modest decline in
employment with limited sectoral reallocations abdr. Here, however, there was a more
pronounced deterioration in labor productivity avfdreal wages, as well as a significantly larger
increase in inequality than in the CEE countriesdi8B and Terrell, 2002; Svejnar, 2002). Overall,
while the labor market adjustment process tookfte of larger declines in employment in the
CEE countries, it typically occurred through reage declines in the CIS. And only as transition
progressed, unemployment began to increase grgdsdl in the CIS countries (Svejnar, 2002).

A large literature on the optimal speed of transithas studied the speed with which an
economy restructures and destroys the old johiserstate sector (see, for example, Boeri, 200@ for
review). However, by focusing on speed and thusngjgishing essentially between a “big bang”
versus a more “gradualist” approach, this litemattails to explain some key differences in the
adjustment processes in the CEEC and CIS (BoeriTangll, 2002). Alternative explanations relate
the differences in performance to differences stifations. In particular, social safety nets aod-n
employment benefits may have prevented the dedingages in Central and Eastern Europe by
setting floors to them (Boeri and Terrell, 2002). &ddition, weaker legal systems and poor
enforcement of laws and regulations in the CIS hanedably encouraged both a profound lack of
transparency in government and corporate recklessmnehich in turn facilitated the spreading of
corruption and rent-seeking behavior (Svejnar, 26and, 2002). In general, the literature stresse
the advantages of adopting a political economypaats/e and of taking into account also the role of
noneconomic institutions, in order to explain th#o@tion and consequences of different policy



models in each country (Roland, 2002). In this pape follow this approach to study the

determinants and evolution of public support fansitional reforms.

3. Data and empirical model

a) Descriptive evidence and measurement issues

The data used in this paper come from the New BatemSurveys (New Democracy
Barometers). These are representative surveysgbdpulations in transition countries consistently
collected over time by the Centre for the StudyPuaiblic Policy (CSPP) at the University of
Aberdeen and the Paul Lazarsfeld Society, Vienna.

As each survey round contains a large number ofhommquestions, which are maintained
across time and countries, the set of availableeysr constitutes a unique dataset that allows
meaningful cross-country comparisons across sewaats. This allows us to identify trends in
political and economic transformations and alseegithe composition of the questionnaires, to
analyze the determinants of individual attitudeshie face of such changes. Surveys are undertaken
independently from governments and face-to-facerugws are performed by trained interviewers
working for established national research instgutethe national language (with the exception of
the Baltic countries, Belarus and Ukraine, in whidises Russian was also used). The survey
includes nationwide multistage random samples afirzal 1,000 respondents per country (in Russia
—around 2,000) over 18 years old.

We have merged several waves of the New EuropeniBzisy, the New Russia Barometer
and the New Baltic Barometer data. The result goaled cross-section dataset for 14 transition
economies, with surveys taking place in severalesadetween 1991 and 2004. Ten countries in our
sample became members of the EU with the 2004 @r 2dlargements (Bulgaria, Czech Republic,
Estonia, Hungary, Latvia, Lithuania, Poland, RormaBlovakia and Slovenia), Croatia is currently
a candidate for EU membership, while three cousitai® members of the CIS (Belarus, Russia and
Ukraine).

The set of explanatory variables employed in tlggegsions below includes standard socio-
economic indicators, such as gender, age, educatiantal status, urban residence, employment
status and household income. We supplemented thiésalata on macro-economic variables and
political institutions. In the final sample we inde all individuals with non-missing information on
the key explanatory variables. Table Al in the Appe presents sample size by country.

Definitions of the variables are given in Table A2.



The New Barometer Surveys include several questiartbe degree of individual support (or
opposition) towards the process of transition. Bw purposes of this paper, we focus on the

following sets of questions, which were includealihsurveys:

Economic evaluation:

Q.1 “Here is a scale for ranking how the economyk&@rom +100 at top to -100).
(&) Where on this scale would you put the sodignomy before the revolution of 1989 /
perestroyka?

(b) Where on this scale would you put our curesag@nomic system?”

Political evaluation:

Q.2 “Here is a scale for ranking how our systergmfernment worksfiom +100 attop to -100)
(&) Where on this scale would you put the forec@nmunist regime / political system before
perestroyka?
(b) Where on this scale would you put our currenistam (with free elections

and many parties)?”

[Insert Figure 1]

As a first step, we examine the patterns of resg®rie these questions across time and
countries. Figure 1 shows the proportion of positimegative and zero evaluations of past and
present economic (left panel) and political (righanel) systems for 1993 and 2004. For the
economic system, a majority of respondents valieghtively the current system in 1993, while it
gave positive evaluations in 2004. For the pashegoc system, a majority of respondents gave
positive scores both in 1993 and 2004. The piagsusemewhat different for the political systemaas
majority of individuals evaluates positively botietpast and the present system in both years, and
the proportion of positive answers increases in420Qote also that neutral (zero) evaluations
constitute only a small proportion in the overallp

In principle, there are several alternative waysvinch the evaluations presented above can
be used to formulate an appropriate dependentblarfar our analysis. For instance, should we
focus only on individual judgments about the présystem? Or instead on a comparison between
evaluations for the present and the past? As wengereested in modeling the support for transition
and reforms, a relative measure seems intuitivedyenappropriate, as it would reflect a comparison
between the current and the past systems. Moretheegnswers to these questions may be related,

inter alia, to whether the revision of opinions about thevymes regime reflects a (selective)

® Note that the questions have been framed in aaceeiwith country-specific situations. For exampiee elections
and many parties” are not mentioned in the Rusgigstionnaire, and the questions are only aboetc¢thirent system”
and the economic or political systems “before peogka”.



forgetfulness of the past or a delusion about tesgnt or, indeed, a mixture of both. @uoriori is

that judgments about the past are meaningful, hadevaluating the past more favorably is part of
the same process that results from a delusion dodaty’s experience. Accordingly, a judgment
about the past is not only a historical assessmault,it also conveys information about the
evaluation of the present system. In other wortigements about the past and the present are not
independent of each other, but rather reinforcé etlger. To take this into account we compute our
dependent variable by taking the difference“@hstance”) between the responses to Question (b)
(present) and to Question (a) (past) for the econ@nd political systems, respectively. Thus, a
larger positive (negative) difference implies agkar positive (negative) assessment of the present
regimerelative to the former one (in the economic or governmedtalensions, respectively). The
larger is this distance, the more an individugbasitive about the current state of the economy or
polity, relative to the past, and thus, we assulm@more supportive he or she is for the reformas th
have been adopted.

In this context, it is important to note that difaces in responses across countries may also
arise due to different interpretations of the refee scale (-100; +100) in different countries bapnd
different individuals, as they may be related tardoy-specific factors, such as culture. To this,ai
we also standardize our dependent variable dividirny its country (and year) specific standard
deviation and control for country-specific effeatsthe regressions belown this way we weight
individual responses by a country and year spevwditance, thus giving more weight to countries
with relatively homogenous responses. A relatedlpra that arises when using subjective data is
that individual responses may be affected by sévactors, such as the ordering of the questions in
a survey, the exact wording of the questions oividdal differences in the perceptions of the scale
which may introduce a measurement error (Bertrand Bullainathan, 2001). Note that the
guestions on the economic and political systemmumsurvey are usually asked at the beginning of
the corresponding sections on the economy and qalfkirs, before the questions on the personal
(or family) economic situation or on political peeénces. Note also that taking differences across
individual answers for the same person may diffeeeaway individual-specific and evaluation-
invariant factors such as pessimism or differedtvidual perceptions of the scale, thus potentially

reducing the associated biases. In section 7, stéHe robustness of our results also in this &spe
[Insert Figure 2]

Before proceeding to a more formal analysis, letale a further look at the evolution of the

support variables across time and for the indiMidoantries. Figure 2 shows the developments over

" In general, we have extensively tested the seitgitof our main results to alternative definition§ the dependent
variable (see below). Overall, our main resultsen@bust to such changes.
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time of the support for the present and past sys@snwell as the corresponding “distance”. Support
for the past economic system is quite high acr@&12004, while it is much lower for the past
political system (and negative at the beginninghef 1990s). The ranking of both past and present
systems also tend to increase over time. More®gport for the past economic regime is always
higher than for the present. On the contrary, tifferénce between the evaluations of the past and
the present political systems is quite small frod®2 onwards. As a result, our “distance” measure
has a U-shaped profile for the economic systemlewbr the political system it decreases sharply in
the very beginning, decreases slowly until 1998 mmleases rather slowly afterwards. This U-
shaped pattern in the support for economic tramsis in line with Blanchard (1997), who argued
that public support for reforms is U-shaped, follogvsimilar patterns in output and employment,
and is also consistent with previous empirical tssoased on different data. However, we noted that
only in a few countries the evolution of suppoiitdas the development of GDP over time. It is also
worth noting that support for change in the pditisystem (“distance”) appears larger than for
change in the economic system. This is consistéht political economy approaches which suggest
that more popular reforms should be implementest, fand with the observation that democratic
reforms preceded economic reforms in all Centrdl Bastern Europe, since support for democracy
was larger than for economic reforms (Roland, 2002)

As these aggregate changes may be driven by changfes composition of countries in our
sample throughout the period, in Figure 3 we phet évolution of “distance” in different countries.
Over 1991-2004, the Czech Republic is the counitl tihe largest support for both the economic
and political reform§,while evaluations of the economic system changettee lowest in Ukraine,
Lithuania and Russia and of the political systerangfe — in Ukraine, Russia and Belarus. During
1991-1995, the support was the lowest in Ukraing Belarus, during 1996-2000 — in Ukraine and
Lithuania (economic reforms) and Ukraine and Ru§sditical reform), while in the beginning of
2000s it was the lowest in Russia and Slovakiebfith. Figure 3 also suggests that support for the
economic system change is increasing in many ceshtwhile support for the political reforms in

several countries is even decreasing, but is largeverage.

[Insert Figure 3]

Finally, in Figure 4 we plot the evolution of outasdardized measures of support for

transition together with the average of the EBRRnEItion Indicators, for the countries included in

® The highest support in the Czech Republic is r&afdy consistent with one of the “political economyzzles in
Central Europe” (Roland, 2002, p. 44), namely, higher stability of the government of Vaclav Klamsthe Czech
Republic (until recently), compared with governngeint other transition countries; the fact that @mech Republic has
managed to maintain lower unemployment rates coeldne of the potential explanations.
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each year sample. While the Transition Indicatos waproving during the 1990s, support for
transition appears to have been decreasing; otdy 2000 there is some evidence of positive co-
movement. One way to interpret this observationthat during the painful period of large
adjustments and restructuring, public support &onms may have actually decreased, and it may
have started to increase only more recently, duhegyears of sustained growth.

[Insert Figure 4]

Summing up, on average citizens of many transitonntries did not seem to give a
favorable evaluation for the economic system tesdl in, and they seemed to have regrets for the
past. On the other hand, on average, they appeaasdnably satisfied with their current political
system, but in some instances they still did netisas an improvement over the past. This is irue,
particular, of the current CIS members, but alseessd other countries, such as Lithuania, Latvia,
Hungary or Slovakia express negative evaluationgdriain periods. These findings, however,
should not be interpreted as reflecting a desineetorn to Communism, as among the respondents
who give positive evaluations to the past econamnipolitical system, only about 30 percent would
actually agree to “return to communist rule”. Nelietess, the fact that support for transition is so
low may appear puzzling, at legeima facie if we compare these responses with the evoluifon
most standard macroeconomic and institutional etdis, especially in the new EU member states.
But these aggregate differences may be confoungeadifferences in individual characteristics and
transition experiences. Moreover, country-specifiacroeconomic policies and institutions may
have also affected individual support attitudesthi@ sections below we examine the role of these
factors. Although some caution will be needed wimgerpreting some of our results as causal
relationships, documenting the role of these factall hopefully contribute to sheds additionalrig

on the overall political economy of transition.
b) The empirical model

We model individual support for the economic anditigal transition assuming that it may be
influenced by three sets of explanatory variablEgst, standard individual socio-economic
characteristics may help to sort out actual or e “winners”, who are likely to support the
transition process, from the “losers” who are uglljkto support it. Second, ideology and individual
preferences and values (usually unobservable) nsayiafluence individual support for transition,
and excluding these variables could potentiallyfeond the results. On the other hand, individual
values and preferences are subjective, endogeraviables, likely to be shaped by individual socio-
economic characteristics, the performance of thstegy and the inherited cultural values.

Nevertheless, it is interesting to explore the @ation between these variables and support for

10



transition. Third, country-specific indicators feconomic performance and institutions are also
likely to be correlated with individual support ftnransition, as they would be in any model of
rational political choice.

We begin with the following simple specificationtbe baseline model:
Yijt = ﬂxijt + 5jt * & 1)

whereY,

i Is our measure of support for transition for indwal i in a countryj in yeart, X, is a

vector of standard individual socio-economic andmdgraphic characteristicsg, are the

interactions between country-specific and yeardieffects ands;, is a random error term, which

ijt
ideally should not be correlated with the resthd variables. To analyze cross-country differences
we also estimate the model with country-specifie@t and time dummies entered separately.

Next, we add to this baseline model a set of vegbeflecting individual (subjective)
preferences and values. As we noted above, thesbhs are likely to be endogenous and thus the
parameters estimated have to be interpreted withiorg since the estimates are certainly not
structural. Nevertheless, this inclusion allowstasmeasure the correlation between support for
transition and, for example, preferences for reithigtion or trust in political institutions, whicis
interestingper se Overall, as we have access to a rich set of iddal characteristics and cultural
preferences, and we are also able to control fanttg-specific effects and trends, we believe that
this might increase the reliability of our resutsh respect to earlier studies.

As a further step, we introduce macro-economic iastitutional variables into the baseline
model, in order to capture the impact of each agisiteconomic performance and political
institutions, and in particular to assess whetlhesé contribute to explain the lower support for

transition in the CIS countries:
Yy = lgxijt +&th T H, +9, * & (2)
where W, are country-specific variables that vary over tirge are time-invariant country fixed

effects andgp, are year fixed effects.

4. Whoisagainst reforms?

a) Deter minants of reform evaluations and cross-country differences

As we argued above, transitional reforms generatenamic “winners” and “losers”

(Brainerd, 1998, Terrell, 1999). People who woulat benefit from or could not adapt to the
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changing environment would probably not be in fagbthe transition. For instance, as it has often
been remarked, older workers, women and thosadtreanemployed or with obsolete labor market
skills can be expected to oppose the transitioorme$, as they might fear the decreased social
security and increased unemployment risks. Alstividuals who had experienced the labor market
under socialism probably have different attitudeant the younger cohorts. On the other hand,
young, educated and wealthier individuals are nikety to support the process of transition, ag/the
may benefit from the new opportunities that ariséhvit. Finally, subjective wellbeing may be
affected by specific individual experiences, susthaving to endure periods of economic hardship
(Guriev and Zhuravskaya, 2009); these experienaealao likely to affect individual evaluations of

the transition.
[Insert Table 1]

Table 1 reports the estimates of the baseline exjuét) for the evaluations of the economic
and political systems. In both tables, the dependganable is distance”, i.e. the ranking of the
present system relative to the past one. We firthé models for the whole period and then analyze
it across two sub-periods, “recession” (1991-19@8Jd “growth” (2000-2004), as individual
evaluations may differ in periods with differentb@omic conditions and reform progress. Our main
findings are as follows.

First, irrespectively of controlling for interactie between country and year-specific effects
or entering them separately, the impact of indigidtharacteristics remains largely the same, and is
consistent with the “losers vs. winners” approadine evaluations given by females, older
individuals and those who are unemployed are g#yenzore negative; while those given by
graduates from universities or secondary or vonatischools or students, and those living in richer
households are more favorable. The effect of ureaidence is positive and significant in most of
the regressions. There is also a positive andfggni cohort effect for those who were 18 years ol
or younger in 1990 (and thus presumably had notmeipced the labor market under socialism). The
largest negative impacts are for individuals inirtti®s and for the unemployed, while the largest
positive effects are for the richest households fandiniversity graduates. Country-specific effects
in general, confirm the descriptive evidence pressgrabove: taking Slovenia as the reference
country, individuals in the Czech Republic, Polamd Croatia are significantly more appreciative
about transition, whereas those in the CIS counaite generally more negative.

Second, there are several differences betweeruthpod for economic and political reforms.
While support for change in the economic system ar in 1990s relative to 2004, support for
change in the political system is relatively stalNete, however, that the composition of the sample
with respect to countries changes throughout 198 2therefore, a separate analysis on a country-
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by-country basis is also needed (see below). Als®jmpact of most individual characteristics and
country-specific effects is larger for the economaforms than for political reforms (with some
exceptions).

Third, the impact of some individual characteristthanges between the 1990s and 2000-
2004. While the effect for females, older indivithjahose living in cities and students is stronger
the 1990s, the impact of young cohort, educationgls, higher income quartiles and also (for the
economic system) of being unemployed is largermdu@000-2004. Also the effect of almost all
country dummies is much stronger during the 19@9@sch probably is one of the most interesting
results of this comparison. During the 1990s, #igdst negative country effects on the evaluatfon o
the economic system were in Ukraine, Belarus amtlauania, while in the 2000s in Russia, Ukraine
and Lithuania. For the political system, the latgesgative effects in the 1990s were in Ukraine,
Russia and Belarus, and during the 2000s in Rusafaia and Slovakid.*°

As we mentioned above, a potential criticism agaissng our measure of distance is that it
does not take into account the “absolute” evalmatibthe current or of the past system given by the
respondents. For instance, the same distance cbuld characterize someone who likesth the
past and the present (past = 30; present = 10@e&oe who dislikes them both (past= -100; present
= - 30) and someone who dislikes the past butasaeably satisfied with the present (past = -40;
present = 30). These absolute evaluations mightagoradditional information. To take it into
account we follow a classification introduced byskler and Rose (1994) and used in later studies
by the same authors. Accordingly, we divided oun@ga in eight different sub-groups as follows.
Individuals who give positive evaluations to botie tpresent and past economic (or political)
systems are “positive” (“compliant”). Those who aeutral or negative about both the present and
past economic (political) systems are “negativesképtic”). Those who evaluate positively the
present economic (political) system and negatively neutrally the past are “pro-market”
(“democrat”). And those who are negative or neudtabut the present and positive about the past
economic (political) system are called “nostalgftreactionary”). Based on this classification, we
estimate multinomial logit regressions for the piolity to be in one of these groups. Marginal

effects from these regressions are presented ile Bab

° We have also estimated the baseline model keépingr sample only those individuals who were oldhem 18 years
in 1990, since they have had an experience of lthaystem and thus can compare it directly withriees one. The
estimates of the rest of the coefficients remauneaffected (with the only exception of the studeariable that became
insignificant in the equation for the political misition). In addition, we have experimented wiktlading Russia or
Belarus from the sample, and the main results nemdagualitatively the same (all results are avélaipon request).

19 Since our dependent variable is, in principle,eced it is also possible to estimate an orderediproodel. To
estimate such a model, we coded our “distance” umeasto four ordered categories (from -200 to ;1fé@m -100 to
0, from 0 to +100, from +100 to +200). The quaiitatresults were identical to those reported in tiyd, and are
available upon request. However, since the quainttanterpretation for this model would be sometvimaore
complicated, we chose to present only the OLSltisesu
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[Insert Table 2]

Several facts emerge from this table. First, oply fndividual characteristics are significant
for the “positive” and “compliant” groups. Secorttie impact of individual characteristics on the
likelihood of being “pro-market” and “democrat”’ tpualitatively opposite to the impact for the
“nostalgic” and “reactionary” groups. For instanttee likelihood of being “pro-market” (see column
2) is significantly lower for females, unemployeaadgpensioners and is decreasing with age. On the
other hand, university graduates are 7 percentaggspmore likely to be “pro-market” relative to
those with elementary education, and individuatenfrthe highest household income quartile are 8
percentage points more likely to belong to thisugroLooking at the political system and, again,
focusing on the group of those who support the gbasf the system (i.e. “democrats”, column 5),
we find a very similar impact of most individualastacteristics; only the urbanization and pensioner

variables become insignificant.

Overall, the results from the multinomial logit &sas reinforce those from the OLS
regressions above. Individual characteristics shiap@attern of individual evaluations regarding th
economic and political system in a strong and pdeisvay. Country effects are also large and
consistent across different specifications. Mostpontant, this analysis shows that those
characteristics that determine individual likelidao belong to a “pro-market” group go in the same
direction as those that drive his or her attituld@gards more positive evaluation of reforms. Ineoth
words, those who have higher support attitudesamesistently, more likely to belong to the “pro-
market” and “democrat” groups, and vice versa. &fwee, this validation exercise adds credibility to
the interpretation of the OLS regressions as modeaupport for reforms and for transition.

As an additional exercise we also analyze the ogt@nts of individual evaluations by
countries (not reported, but available upon requé&sihce the composition of the countries’ sample
changes throughout the period, such country-specifialysis identifies trends in the support
attitudes in each country. The individual charastms included in the regressions were the same as
in the baseline model above. The only notable ei@mes the introduction of a minority dummy for
the Baltic states, as ethnic minorities constitugggnificant part of the population in these coest
(especially in Estonia and Latvia) and the proadssansition may have affected them differently
from the majority of populatiof In general, this exercise reveals some heterogemeiross
countries. One of the most interesting facts id tha positive effect of belonging to the young
cohort in the overall sample comes mainly from Russd, to a lesser extent, Bulgaria (for the

evaluations of the economic system), and from Hatddthuania and Croatia (for the political

" For an analysis of labor market performance afigrants and non-citizens in the new EU memberestaee
Kahanec and Zaiceva (2009).

14



system). Females have a stronger opposition tomsfin the Baltic countries. University education
does not significantly influence reforms evaluasidn Croatia, Romania (economic) and Belarus
(political). It is remarkable that unemployment do®t appear to influence significantly the extent
of support for economic reforms in Russia nor inaBes. This could presumably be related to the
fact that wage arrears rather than layoffs haven [pevailing in Russia as a means to reduce the
burden of labor costs on firms, and that very fefomrms at all have taken place in Belarus. On the
other hand, regarding the evaluation of the palitsystem, our results suggest that unemployment is
much less important than it is for the economideys (as it is significant only for Latvia, Bulgari
and Croatia, and marginally for Hungary). As expdcbelonging to an ethnic minority has a strong
negative effect in all three Baltic countries, wilte largest effect in Estonia. This probably retffe
the hardship of adjusting to the new system foimiddals of Russian origin and their dissatisfagtio
with their economic situation and political righMoreover, the negative minority effect is stronger
for the support of the political reforms than oé thconomic ones. Finally, regarding year dummies,
while support for economic transition has generadbyreased in nine countries out of fourteen from
1991 until 2004 there is less evidence of an increasing trendha gupport for the political
transition, as the coefficients on the year dumnaies positive or insignificant in many cagés.
Countries where support for change in the politggdtem was lower in the 1990s than in 2004

include the CIS, Lithuania and, to some extent, didum.

b. Theimportance of individual experiences and preferences

In the context of our analysis it would be desieatd control for individual heterogeneity in
preferences, transition experiences and ideolagihis section, we exploit the richness of the @data
our disposal to do so; in particular we take intocunt the information on often unobserved aspects
of individual heterogeneity, such as preferences.

To introduce this analysis, we first briefly examithe implications that four subjective
characteristics might have for our model). As we noted above, the experience of individual
hardship during the transition process may infleepersonal happiness (Guriev and Zhuravskaya,
2009) and thus also affect individual evaluatiohshe process of transitionii Also the speed at
which reforms were actually implemented may infleeeimdividual evaluations of the process. As it
has been suggested in the literature on the opspedd of transition (Aghion and Blanchard, 1994)
and on the desirable sequencing of reforms (thg-Blaing vs. gradualism debate”, see, e.g.,

McMillan and Havrylyshyn, 2004, Murphy et al., 1988d Roland, 2002), reforms can be perceived

12 Note that for Croatia we have information only 1892 and 1993, with the latter being the referemze.
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to go too fast or too slow, and in each case aiviththl assessment of the reform process may
become more unfavorabldii Y The extent of corruption in a country may alséeef negatively
individual attitudes towards the process of refar(hng As communism is believed to have shaped
cultural attitudes towards redistribution (Alesiaad Fuchs-Schundeln, 2007), it is likely that
preferences for a more active role of the statedmstributing resources may be negatively coreelat
with individual attitudes towards the process dangition from communism. Thus, it may be
important to control for these aspects in our basekgression model.

In addition, following the literature on the impance of informal institutions and social
capital, we have also included in the analysiseddit measures of trust, although — as we noted in
our previous discussion - many of these variables sabjective measures and are likely to be
endogenous. In such cases, regression result wilf be interpreted as measures of partial

correlation — which in any case provides usefultaaital insights.
[Insert Table 3]

In Table 3 we show the results of introducing theseables into the baseline model for the
economic (upper panel) and political (lower pamefpluations. Results for the other covariates are
omitted in order to save space, but are availaptsuequest. First, to proxy for individual hargshi
experienced during the transition, we construct itwebbicators, both of which refer to the year before
the interview. The first variable (see column 1lgasures the total number of weeks, during which a
person was either unemployed or was not paid salaiyll or a payment was delayed. The second
variable (column 2), is a so-called destitutionlescaonstructed on the basis of several respomses t
more specific questions in order to reflect they@iency a person or her family had to live without
food, heating, electricity or clothédThe estimated coefficients for both variables rmegative, as
we would expect from the related literature: therenmtense is the experience of an economic
hardship, the lower becomes the support for tremmsit reforms. Note also that when introducing
these variables the young cohort dummy becomegnifisiant.

Regarding the speed of reforms, respondents wdedas 1995 and 1996 whether they
thought that the reform process was going “tod’fd&io slow” or “at the right speed”. The results
in column (3) indicate that the perceptions of admg” speed of reforms (“too high” or “too slow”)
influence negatively individual attitudes towardarsition. Interestingly, a stronger individual
resistance is associated with the perception @xaessive speed. Also in this case the young cohort
dummy becomes insignificant.

Political preferences or values may be anothernpiaiey omitted variable, especially in the

equation for political reforms. We attempt to prdey a preference towards dictatorship, using the

13 This variable was already available in the dataset
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following two variables. Survey respondents wer&edswhether they would approve if the

Parliament was suspended and whether it would tiertéo get rid of Parliament and elections and
have a strong leader”. Results in columns (4) @)dindicate that such preferences are indeed
significantly and negatively correlated to suppfant transition, both in the economic and in the

political dimensions.

We then attempt to control for the extent of cotimpin a country by generating a variable
that equals 1 if an individual thinks that mostabmost all “public officials [in the country] are
engaged in bribe-taking and corruption” and equal® if he thinks that “very few” or “less than
half public officials are corrupt”. Unfortunatelthis question was asked only in 2001 and 2004 and
the sample size drops substantially. Neverthelesfdicated in column (6), the corruption variable
is significant and has the expected negative sggnbbth economic and political attitudes. The
coefficients on the other individual characteristiemained fairly robust.

The opinion that the state should engage more edgtim redistributing resources across
individuals may originate either as a cultural prehce or as a reaction to current unfavorable
economic circumstances. In any case, preferenagemdoe redistribution are probably correlated
with negative attitudes towards the transition froammunism. We attribute these preferences to
those who agree with the statement “Incomes shbeldnade more equal so there is no big
difference in income” (as opposed to the staterfietividual achievement should determine how
much people are paid”): as shown in column 7, thespondents also show significant less support
for transitional reforms.

In the related empirical literature, age is oftaedl as a proxy for ideology. However, age
could measure either the increased hardship impogécnsition on older individuals with obsolete
skills, or, indeed, the fact that their ideologicallues might have been shaped by communist
institutions and culture. In fact, as we have showlder individuals are particularly negative about
the transition process and are significantly mikely to belong to the “nostalgic” and “reactionary
groups. In addition, in column (8) we include aighle, which indicates whether the respondent or
anyone of his family were formerly members of then@®nunist Party. As expected, this variable is
significant and has a negative sign in both taldeggesting that past party membership is negstivel
correlated with individual support for transitiot the same time, the sign and significance of the
age dummies is reduced and the young cohort dunmgogrbes insignificant. This validates our
suggestion that age is also — but not only — aypfoxideology.

Finally, we have introduced several variables tmaasure the diffusion of trust towards
political institutions and people (columns 9-12)urdindings suggest that trust towards parties,
parliament, the president or other people is aasedtiwith a more positive assessment of the

transition.
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In general, while this descriptive exercise shettfiteonal light on the characteristics of those
who are against transitional reforms, the sign aigghificance of other individual characteristics
remain fairly robust to the introduction of additad variables and to the related changes in the
composition and size of the sample. The CIS coemtfand in some cases Lithuania) always have
the lowest average support attitudes. In the nectian we search for potential explanations of the

lower level of support in the CIS countries.

5. Why issupport for transition lower in the CI S countries?

A common finding from the previous sections is tiinat average level of support for reforms, in both
the economic and political dimensions, has bederéifit across countries, and reached its lowest in
the CIS countries. Given the diversity of the mlitconditions, of the objectives and sequence of
reforms, of the paths of political development ahéconomic performance, it would be surprising if
citizens from different countries would converge tttee same evaluations of their countries’
experiences. But why are negative evaluations curated in the CIS?

The CIS and CEE countries shared the experience sdcialist economy with relatively
secure jobs, officially low inequality and equalypdut also low motivation and low individual
responsibility. There were, however, several imguart differences between these countries,
including those in their history and in their demaiic achievements before socialism (Svejnar,
2002). First, most Central and Eastern Europeantdes had stronger historical and geographic ties
and trade relations with Western Europe. These -ti@ghich already provided a closer cultural
proximity between CEE countries and those in WesEiIrope - were suddenly “rejuvenated” when
the perspective of adhesion to the EU became ctenatter German reunification. Second, the CIS
countries have gone through a longer and more seteommunist experience relative to most CEE
countries: this experience lasted seven decadd®ilCIS, five in the Baltic countries and four in
CEE. Third, economic reforms have been implemeungaag different strategies and policies, and as
a result the performance of the CIS and CEE caestnas also differed. Finally, also the path of
political liberalization has been different, so muwso that in 2004 the Freedom House Ranking of
political rights and civil liberties still rangedetween “not free” for Belarus and “partly free” for
Russia and Ukraine to “free” for all the CEE couggr Several explanations for these differences in
economic performance have been suggested in #ratlite. They include the role of larger safety
nets and non-employment benefits in the CEE casttbetter legal systems and enforcement of

laws and regulations, a lower degree of corrupéind rent seeking than in the CIS. On the basis of
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this literature, this section explores several piod explanations for the lower support attitudes
found in the CIS. Although this list of potentiadpanations is surely not exhaustive, in this ecti
we explore the role of individual experiences amdfgrences (Section 5a) and that of country-

specific economic and institutional factors (Settid).

a. Individual experiences, values and preferences

In order to explore the reasons for the lower suppothe CIS countries we again add to our
baseline model additional variables, measuringviddal experiences, values and preferences. If
these new variables contribute to explain the loeeels of support in the CIS countries, we should
observe a significant coefficient on these addé@laerms and at the same time the dummies for
Russia, Ukraine and Belarus should either decreasenagnitude or become insignificant.
Consistently with our review of the literature, datate variable for this analysis are individual
preferences for redistribution and income equality, state’s responsibility over individuals’

material security and for state ownership, as a&lior a secure (but also less rewarding) job.
[Insert Tables 4 and 5]

Tables 4 and 5 show the estimation results for Bottmomic (Table 4) and political (Table 5)
support attitudes. The other individual charactiessare the same as in the baseline model. Results
in each odd-numbered column should be compared thidse in the adjacent even-numbered
column with the same sample size. Since the reawdtgjualitatively similar in both tables, in what
follows we will discuss them jointly. The essenfialding is that the coefficients on the CIS coyntr
dummies decrease sharply when we introduce ingtpession a variable measuring preferences for
state ownership (columns 12 vs.11, in both TablHsis result is entirely in line with the findinpat
a majority of individuals are not satisfied withiyattization and want to revise it (Denisova et al.,
2009). Lack of trust in political institutions alsontributes, albeit to a smaller extent, to expthe
lower support attitudes in the CIS (as may be $emn comparing, in both Tables, columns 1 vs. 2;
3 vs. 4; and 5 vs.6).

In addition, we also introduced some variablesaalyeincluded in Table 3, such as transition-
related hardship, opinions on the speed of refantson corruption, preferences for a strong leader
and trust in political institutions. We briefly conent on the consequences of this introduction,
without reporting the detailed empirical resultshigh are available on request). In reference to
transition-related hardship, we found that inclgdine destitution scale decreases the coefficemts
the CIS country dummies, while the number of weefithout pay or job does not. This seems

plausible, as it suggests that living without appiate food and heating matters more than the
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number of weeks without pay or job. The particdiéatures of labor hoarding and high wage arrears
in Russia reinforce this interpretation. Secondluding opinions on the speed of reforms lowers the
coefficients for all the CIS country dummies in tbguation for economic reforms and for Russia
and Ukraine in the equation for political reformiird, also adding preferences for a dictatorship
reduces the magnitude of all the CIS dummies, withke inclusion of individual perceptions of
corruption reduces mostly the dummies for Russia.

Overall, a preference for state ownership, lackra$t in political institutions, a preference
towards dictatorship, a reaction against the exeespeed of reforms and perceptions of corruption
(especially in Russia), are factors that contriiotexplain the lower support for transition found
the CIS countries. However, although the coeffisesn the CIS dummies are diminished in size,
they do not become insignificant after the inclasid these additional terms. This suggests thaethe

are other important factors that should be expléuether.

b. Country-specific performance and institutions

To complete the picture, we now focus on macro-ecoa variables and institutional
indicators of the quality of the economic and pcéik system. Note that in this case we pool togethe
individual and country-level variables and standamdrs have to be corrected accordingly. The role
of institutions and policies in affecting individuattitudes in post-communist countries has been
documented in the literature (see, among othersjsbea et al., 2009; Guriev and Zhuravskaya,
2009). For example output growth, lower income uadiy, less corruption and better governance
could open up opportunities for improvements fomgnandividuals and thus could be associated
with a greater support for reforms. On the othemdhaas argued by Rodrik (1995) and Fidrmuc
(1999), especially at the beginning of transitieghhunemployment may actually signal the need for
more radical reforms and thus paradoxically reicdosupport for reforms. Therefore, the sign on the
unemployment variable & priori ambiguous.

Again in this section we focus on how the introdtuttof these new variables in the baseline
model affects the coefficients of the CIS countuynainies. Results are reported in Tables 6 and 7 for

the economic and political systems, respectively.
[Insert Table 6 and Table 7]

In order to facilitate comparisons, column (1) iottb tables reproduces the results of the
baseline regressions (Table 1, columns 1 and 8jvittual controls are included in all regressions,
but are not reported to save space. We first intedsequentially three traditional macro-economic

control variables: aggregate unemployment, GDPRcppita and inflation. When added sequentially,
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none of these macroeconomic variables is statilsticsignificant, although adding inflation
eliminates the significance of the CIS dummies,chsuggests that this variable may be affecting
negatively the level of support for transition letCIS (equation not reported in the Tables). More
persuasive results appear when we introduce ats®@#mocracy Index from the Polity IV database
(column 2 and ¥): this raises the absolute value and the sigmitieaof the coefficients on the CIS
dummies (although the coefficient on Ukraine remairsignificant in the equation for the political
system).

Two features of the equations in column (2) reqgspecific comments. The first is about why
the macro-economic variables are generally notifsigmt."> On this point, there may be several
reasons. One is that these variables are includedidition to country and year-specific effects,
which might better capture the changes in the ma&enaronment. A second reason is that, in
reference to unemployment, people might care mda@utatheir own performance than about
aggregate unemployment. A third reason may beldfiatand right-wing individuals might place
different weights on unemployment vs. inflatitSnAs argued by DiTella and MacCulloch (2005),
left-wing individuals may care more about unemplewt while right-wingers care more about
inflation. However these differences may cancel when averaging across left and right-wing
individuals, as is done here. A fourth reason & thigh unemployment might actually signal the
need for more reforms (as in Rodrik, 1995), rathan the failure of past ones.

A second set of comments is required to explain,whyboth Tables, a higher level of
democracy appears to be negatively related to stuppotransition. Our preferred explanation is
based on the observation that, for the majoritgaintries, this indicator does not vary much during
this period, with the exception of Romania (wheteisi increasing) and Belarus (where it is
decreasing). Thus, this variable acts almost asurandy, essentially separating (with the two
exceptions just noted) EU from non-EU members, endhus collinear with the CIS country
dummies'’ Alternative explanations could follow the one prepd by Guriev and Zhuravskaya
(2009), who find a negative relation between demogrand the happiness index, and also by
Denisova et al. (2009), who show that, in more daw@tec countries, individuals who experience

economic hardship during transition are more likelyavor re-nationalization.

*In column (3) we have also added for the lagged EBRIex of transition reforms, to include an indaaof the
overall progress of transition. This is only magdiy significant in the equation measuring econosupport (Table 6)
and, in this case, it renders the unemploymentalate significant, with the expected negative sign.

15 Wwith the exception noted in the previous footnote

'%1n addition, there might be a relevant discontipiiit the individual reactions to inflation, as maoguntries in our
sample where characterized by hyperinflation inghdy 1990s.

' This is consistent with the fact that including themocracy Index has the effect of increasingatteolute value of
the CIS country dummies.
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Holding the level of democracy constant, incomequadity may be another reason why
people have negative attitudes towards the econontite political system. In line with Guriev and
Zhuravskaya (2009), we find that the Gini index hasrge and significant negative effect in both
Tables (column 5). This equation is to be compavitd that in column 4, which is run on the same
sub-sample for which the Gini index is availablee effect of including the Gini index on the CIS

country dummies are either irrelevant or margffial.

Finally, in order to account for the changing quyabf political institutions, we added the
World Bank Governance Indicators (column 7). Tigsation is to be compared with that in column
6, which is run on the same sub-sample for whigh @overnance indicators are available. The
results reported in Table 6 are remarkable: thdusmmn of these indicators eliminates the
significance of all the CIS country dummies in ggguation for the economic transition. (In Table 7,
for the political transition, the coefficients dmet CIS country dummies are insignificant already in
the sub-sample of columns 6). This suggests tlealotlver quality of political institutions explais
good measure of the lower support for the new emmnoegime in the CIS countries. In both Tables,
the Governance Indicators have a significant eftececonomic and political attitudes. Especially
political stability and the rule of law are asstoedwith higher support for both the economic drel t
political regime.

'8 To take into account other measures of the desgitm of public goods, we also included severhkotindicators,
such as the number of hospital beds, life expegtamember of doctors, public expenditures on heatti education,
mortality rates of children, immunization rates agmrollment rates in primary, secondary and tertieducation.
Several of these indicators declined significamlyhe CIS countries during the 1999s (see SvepR@02). However,
the inclusion of these variables does not in gémeduce the magnitude or significance of the Gé8ntry dummies
(detailed results available on request). We alstuded the Freedom House Ranking of Political Righticator as an
additional potential explanatory variable. Thisighte was tested with or without contemporaneowtugion of the
Democracy Index, but was generally not significamd did not change the value or significance ofather variables.
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6. Robustness checks

In this section we briefly present several addaiosensitivity checks. As many of our results
suggest that individual characteristics influentéhie same way the evaluation of the economic and
the political system, we examined the correlatietween these evaluations, which in fact is quite
high (raw correlation = 0.63). We thus run alsoeamsingly unrelated regressions (SUR) model,
which fully confirms the results of the OLS estiestalthough there is some gain in efficiency for
individual coefficients (results are not reportedt available on request).

Second, we have also estimated the baseline méaolelsoth the economic and political
system using non-standardized distance as a depewagable (see columns 1 and 2 in Table 8).
The results are qualitatively unchanged from theel@e model with standardized dependent
variable (column 1 and 5 in Table 1), but can noev ibterpreted quantitatively in terms of
corresponding points on the scale from -200 to +Za® example, university graduates assign on
average 21 (27) additional points to the evaluatbthe economic (political) system, relatively to

the reference category of those with at most el¢éangreducation.
[Insert Table 8]

Third, we have used a different binary dependenabke, equal to 1 if someone gives higher
evaluations to the present than to the past syftmiumns 3 and 4). Again, the results are
qualitatively identical, both for the individual &facteristics and for the country and year dummies.
Finally, in column 5, we define the dependent Jd@aaequal to 1 for those who agree with the
statement “We should return to Communist rule”. é\titat in this case the sample size drops and
thus the composition of the sample changes. Inrgénbowever, the characteristics that affect
positively (or negatively) the probability of agneg with this statement are the same as those that
decrease (or increase) support for transition.

Thus, we are confident that our results remain solbo the use of different estimators, to
alternative measures of the dependent variabléaakanges in the composition of the sample.

7. Conclusions

As the recent EBRD Life in Transition survey rensrkl7 years of transition have taken a
toll” (EBRD, 2007b). Indeed, there is a certainattsition fatigue” in the region, a discontent with

transitional reforms, which could be also respdesibr the more frequent changes of government
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which took place in several countries in the m@eent years. In this paper we document the extent
of this discontent in 14 transition countries dgrik91-2004 and analyze its determinants.

We find that the overall support for change in btitt economic and political systems has
been relatively low and heterogeneous across diffanterest groups and countries. There has been
an increasing trend in support for the economiamgka in many countries, while public support for
political reforms has been higher and more staid@ for the economic reforms. This is consistent
with the political economy approach that suggdss more popular reforms should be implemented
first, and with the observation that democratiorefs preceded economic reforms in all Central and
Eastern Europe, since support for democracy waerddhan for economic reforms (Roland, 2002).
Lower support for reforms is found, in line withethiterature, among the older, less educated,
unemployed and poor individuals and among females,is those who were more likely to “lose”
from transition in relative terms, and these negaéffects are generally stronger during the period
of recession in the 1990s. Support for transitiaefbrms has in general been lower in the CIS
countries. The effects of almost all country durrsraee stronger during the 1990s.

Our main findings remain robust to changes in #indion of the dependent variable, and to
specification and sample changes. We also findtbhesame factors which are related to an aversion
or lower support for transition are also positiveyated to a willingness to return to communism.
However, only one-third of those individuals whakate the past socialist economy or communist
system positively, would actually agree to do so.

We find evidence that economic difficulties expaged during the transition, individual
preferences towards dictatorship or redistribubbmcomes, opinions on corruption, ex-Communist
party membership and less trust for politiciansthier people, are associated with lower support for
the transition process. Also, those who think thatreforms were conducted too fast are more likely
to oppose the transition.

Finally, we tried to explain why attitudes towarti® experience of transition have been so
markedly lower in the CIS countries. We find eviderthat, at the individual level, a preference for
state ownership, lack of trust in political instituns, a preference towards dictatorship, a reactio
against the excessive speed of reforms and pevosptf corruption (especially in Russia),
contribute to explain the lower support for tralsitin the CIS countries. At the aggregate leves, t
lower quality of political institutions, measuredrpcularly in reference to political stability and

the rule of law, explains a good part of the lospport for economic reforms in the CIS countries.
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Figure 1. Evaluations of the economic and political systemsin 1993 and 2004
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Figure 2: Dynamics of Support, 1991-2004
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Figure 3: Support for change in the economic and palitical systems, by country
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Figure 4:

Support for transition and EBRD Transition Indicators
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Table 1: Determinants of individual evaluations of reforms

1) 2 3) 4) ) (6) (7 (8)
Economic system Palitical system
1991-2004 1991-2004 1991-98 2000-04  1991-2004 -ro@u 1991-98 2000-04
Female -0.124** -0.129** -0.140** -0.109** -0.090**  -0.090** -0.091**  -0.086***
(0.047) (0.047) (0.059) (0.037) (0.032) (0.031) .0@7) (0.027)
Young_cohort 0.091%** 0.080*** 0.063** 0.107** |  @Q77*** 0.066%** 0.045 0.097**=*
(0.019) (0.023) (0.028) (0.028) (0.017) (0.018) .007) (0.031)
Age 30-39 -0.046** -0.042** -0.052%*=* -0.037 -0.038 -0.034**  -0.060%*** 0.011
(0.016) (0.017) (0.016) (0.033) (0.013) (0.014) .0(®) (0.036)
Age 40-49 -0.144%*  -0.151*** -0.160*** -0.127** | -0120***  -0.128**  -0.137**  -0.095**
(0.024) (0.024) (0.024) (0.047) (0.017) (0.018) .0pD) (0.038)
Age 50-59 -0.169**  -0.168*** -0.173*=*  -0.168*** | 0.145**  -0.143**  -0.149** -0.130***
(0.026) (0.025) (0.027) (0.034) (0.029) (0.029) .083) (0.037)
Age>60 -0.106* -0.1112** -0.108** -0.155** -0.115*  -0.112** -0.120** -0.113*
(0.049) (0.048) (0.044) (0.067) (0.054) (0.051) .065) (0.063)
Secondary / 0.088*** 0.063** 0.055* 0.104** 0.133**  0.117*** 0.123%*** 0.118**
vocational (0.029) (0.028) (0.029) (0.042 (0.027) (0.025) (0.024) (0.045)
University 0.289%** 0.255%** 0.232%** 0.325%** 0.335*** 0.313*** 0.314**=*  (0.321***
(0.026) (0.028) (0.035) (0.036) (0.029) (0.023) .0pB) (0.038)
Single 0.074#**= 0.083*** 0.055** 0.125%** 0.053*** 0.056%** 0.030 0.113**=
(0.022) (0.018) (0.025) (0.025) (0.017) (0.016) .003) (0.019)
Divorced / 0.026 0.036** 0.041** 0.017 0.017 0.016 0.004 0.044
widowed (0.018) (0.014) (0.018) (0.022 (0.022) 0®) (0.020) (0.034)
City 0.096* 0.105** 0.136%** 0.019 0.085 0.093* D1+ 0.030
(0.046) (0.045) (0.040) (0.056) (0.050) (0.047) .043) (0.056)
Big town -0.006 0.006 0.016 -0.017 -0.019 -0.000 006. -0.031
(0.024) (0.023) (0.028) (0.027) (0.032) (0.030) .085) (0.040)
Unemployed -0.149*=*  -0.138*** -0.140**  -0.155**| -0.112**  -0.099***  -0.113** -0.096***
(0.034) (0.028) (0.039) (0.032) (0.025) (0.023) .0@D) (0.028)
Pensioner -0.054* -0.048 -0.078** 0.020 -0.014 01® -0.017 -0.006
(0.031) (0.029) (0.033) (0.031) (0.025) (0.023) .03 (0.043)
Student / 0.075%** 0.083*** 0.098*** 0.046* 0.067* 0.074**= 0.072** 0.066***
housewife (0.015) (0.015) (0.019) (0.022 (0.020) 0.020) (0.030) (0.020)
2" hh. income 0.043* 0.054**=* 0.028* 0.122%** 0.057*  0.070*** 0.046** 0.127%*
quartile (0.021) (0.012) (0.015) (0.020 (0.020) .0@a) (0.017) (0.037)
3 hh. income 0.135%*= 0.153**= 0.133**= 0.204**=* 0.51** 0.165%** 0.155**=*  (0.212%**
quartile (0.025) (0.016) (0.018) (0.029 (0.021) .0((B) (0.020) (0.039)
4" hh. income 0.319**= 0.346%** 0.291%*= 0.454%*= 0.834** 0.302%** 0.251***  (0.425***
quartile (0.039) (0.032) (0.030) (0.044 (0.032) .0@b) (0.026) (0.050)
Cont
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Cont. Table 1

Czech Republic 0.522%** 0.508*** 0.531*** 0.569*** 0.560***  0.554***
(0.015) (0.023) (0.010) (0.025) (0.031) (0.013)
Slovakia -0.256*** -0.289*** -0.146*** | -0.081*** -0.091**  -0.082***
(0.012) (0.015) (0.008) (0.015) (0.019) (0.008)
Hungary -0.387*** -0.490%*** -0.035 -0.310%** -0 7*** -0.014
(0.014) (0.019) (0.062) (0.016) (0.024) (0.058)
Poland 0.119*** 0.180*** 0.029 0.159*** 0.207*** 0.059
(0.012) (0.020) (0.059) (0.017) (0.026) (0.054)
Estonia -0.033 -0.222%** 0.382*** -0.061* -0.13% 0.124*
(0.035) (0.057) (0.079) (0.032) (0.044) (0.063)
Lithuania -0.677%** -0.932%** -0.213* -0.300*** -0.454 % -0.022
(0.034) (0.058) (0.076) (0.033) (0.044) (0.054)
Latvia -0.530*** -0.693*** -0.154* -0.323*** -0403***  -0.121**
(0.035) (0.057) (0.074) (0.033) (0.045) (0.055)
Bulgaria -0.370%** -0.417%** -0.148* -0.069*** -0.007 -0.083*
(0.009) (0.009) (0.053) (0.014) (0.010) (0.044)
Romania -0.101 *** -0.068 -0.126**%  0.340%** 0.41P**  0.114***
(0.031) (0.041) (0.013) (0.026) (0.034) (0.011)
Croatia 0.220*** 0.132%** 0.266*** 0.204***
(0.036) (0.043) (0.036) (0.046)
Russia -0.688*** -0.752%** -0.438** | -0.675*** 0.788**  -0.411***
(0.027) (0.035) (0.075) (0.021) (0.028) (0.053)
Ukraine -1.052%** -1.375%** -0.300*** | -0.623*** -0.901 % 0.006
(0.019) (0.023) (0.016) (0.024) (0.026) (0.018)
Belarus -0.749%** -1.000%*** 0.098*** | -0.530%*** 0.712%*  0.095%**
(0.023) (0.029) (0.024) (0.026) (0.033) (0.021)
1991 -0.163 -0.006 0.219 0.210
(0.134) (0.101) (0.142) (0.124)
1992 -0.366*** -0.157* -0.043 0.022
(0.115) (0.086) (0.108) (0.126)
1993 -0.288** -0.010 0.046 0.139
(0.125) (0.120) (0.108) (0.114)
1995 -0.345** -0.076 0.025 0.115
(0.152) (0.115) (0.134) (0.117)
1996 -0.213 0.079 0.040 0.165
(0.144) (0.120) (0.096) (0.102)
1998 -0.248 -0.086
(0.148) (0.156)
2000 -0.316** -0.357** -0.087 -0.144**
(0.129) (0.130) (0.087) (0.055)
2001 0.041 0.061 -0.001 0.015
(0.105) (0.102) (0.090) (0.088)
Constant -0.093 -0.392%** -0.208** -0.492%*% 0.006  -0.195*** 0.001 -0.275%**
(0.135) (0.054) (0.095) (0.059) (0.120) (0.044) .005) (0.066)
Country*year No Yes No No No Yes No No
dummies
Observations 72012 72012 49376 22636 70532 70532 3748 22157
R-squared 0.19 0.23 0.22 0.16 0.17 0.20 0.20 0.1p

Notes Estimation method: OLS. Standard errors clustdre country are reported in parentheses. * siggaifi at 10
percent; ** significant at 5 percent; *** significd at 1 percent. Dependent variable is the stamtddistance
between the rankings of present and past econanpiolitical systems. Reference individual is malge 20-29, cohort
between 18 and 55 years old in 1990, less thanndacy school education, married, living in ruralsmall town,

employed, with household income in the 1st quarkleference country and year: Slovenia, 2004. lareos (3) and

(7) reference year is 1998, in columns (4) and€&rence year is 2004.
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Table 2. Deter minants of adhesion to a group, 1991-2004

) 2 3) 4) ) (6)
Economic system Palitical system
Positive Pro-mar ket Nostalgic Compliant Democrat  Reactionary
Female -0.015 -0.022*** 0.053*** 0.007 -0.035*** 0.030**
(0.012) (0.007) (0.020) (0.005) (0.009) (0.013)
Young_cohort 0.015 0.016** -0.04 1%+ 0.010 0.019** -0.037***
(0.012) (0.007) (0.012) (0.012) (0.008) (0.009)
Age 30-39 -0.003 -0.012* 0.014* 0.005 -0.014* 0.013**
(0.006) (0.006) (0.008) (0.008) (0.007) (0.006)
Age 40-49 -0.013 -0.030%*** 0.063*** 0.013 -0.039*** 0.056***
(0.009) (0.005) (0.008) (0.012) (0.009) (0.009)
Age 50-59 -0.002 -0.034*** 0.061*** 0.019* -0.045%** 0.065***
(0.008) (0.006) (0.012) (0.011) (0.010) (0.014)
Age>60 0.001 -0.019* 0.038 0.008 -0.032* 0.057***
(0.014) (0.011) (0.023) (0.013) (0.017) (0.021)
Secondary / 0.003 0.019*** -0.031*** -0.002 0.042%** -0.042%**
vocational (0.006) (0.007) (0.012) (0.007) (0.010) (0.008)
University -0.001 0.066*** -0.11 1% -0.026*** 0.114%** -0.104***
(0.010) (0.008) (0.013) (0.007) (0.0112) (0.009)
Single -0.002 0.011* -0.029%** -0.013* 0.017** -0.018***
(0.007) (0.006) (0.007) (0.007) (0.009) (0.007)
Divorced / -0.003 0.003 -0.008 -0.012** 0.001 -0.000
widowed (0.004) (0.004) (0.006) (0.006) (0.007) (0.008)
City -0.011 0.025** -0.051** -0.024* 0.026 -0.031*
(0.010) (0.011) (0.016) (0.014) (0.020) (0.016)
Big town 0.002 0.004 -0.010 -0.005 -0.001 -0.001
(0.007) (0.005) (0.009) (0.008) (0.012) (0.012)
Unemployed -0.006 -0.028*** 0.048*** 0.002 -0.039*** 0.045***
(0.007) (0.005) (0.0112) (0.008) (0.007) (0.010)
Pensioner 0.009 -0.017* 0.021* 0.015 -0.010 0.003
(0.010) (0.007) (0.012) (0.010) (0.010) (0.010)
Student / 0.011 0.014** -0.038*** -0.016** 0.035*** -0.019*
housewife (0.008) (0.006) (0.007) (0.007) (0.009) (0.011)
2nd hh. income 0.015*+* 0.010%** -0.033*** 0.005 0.021*+* -0.024%**
quartile (0.004) (0.004) (0.006) (0.004) (0.005) (0.003)
3rd hh. income 0.030*** 0.029*** -0.069%** -0.001 0.052%** -0.055%**
quartile (0.005) (0.003) (0.008) (0.004) (0.004) (0.005)
4th hh. income 0.045*** 0.078*** -0.152%** -0.013* 0.106*** -0.103***
quartile (0.006) (0.0010) (0.012) (0.007) (0.009) (0.008)
Observations 17389 9779 31271 17323 18684 19674
Observations 72012 70532
Pseudo R-squared 0.12 0.09

Notes Marginal effects from multinomial logit. Staand errors clustered by country are reported ieméieses.
* significant at 10 percent; ** significant at 5 pgent; *** significant at 1 percent. Additional reggsors include
interactions between country and year dummies. IB&sgroups are negative and skeptic, for econ@nit political
outcomes, respectively.
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Table 3. Theimpact of additional variableson individual evaluations

(1) @) ®) (4) (®) (6) (7) (8) 9) (10) 11) 12)
Nr. weeks Doing Ref. fast + Parliament Leader Corruption Equal Ex- Trust parties Trust Trust Trust people
hardship without Ref. slow suspend P income communist P Parliament  president peop
Dependent . .
variable: Support for changein the economic system
-0.003*** -0.061*** -0.496*** -0.301***  -0.287**  -0.313**  -0.218%** -0.210%** 0.081** 0.084%*** 0.082*** 0.023*
(0.001) (0.006) (0.050) (0.036) (0.024) (0.032) .0gB) (0.027) (0.016) (0.014) (0.013) (0.011)
-0.280***
(0.047)
Observations 27834 33608 14392 60607 59298 16040 36337 18271 53698 54279 51135 25092
R-squared 0.27 0.28 0.31 0.24 0.25 0.15 0.24 0.33 24 0 0.24 0.25 0.19
Dependent . "
variable: Support for changein the palitical system
-0.003*** -0.049%** -0.443*** -0.383**  -0.376***  -0.333**  -0.288*** -0.251%** 0.093*** 0.095*** 0.102*** 0.032%**
(0.001) (0.006) (0.037) (0.060) (0.023) (0.036) .0p2) (0.034) (0.019) (0.018) (0.018) (0.010)
-0.168***
(0.045)
Observations 27219 33011 14131 59771 58238 15730 54336 18147 52854 53390 50274 24741
R-squared 0.22 0.24 0.24 0.22 0.21 0.12 0.20 0.27 200 0.21 0.21 0.16

Notes Estimation method: OLS. Standard errors clustégecountry are in parentheses. * significant@pgrcent; ** significant at 5 percent; *** signifant at 1 percent.
For definitions of the variables, see text and D¥gipendix. Additional controls include country ayelar dummies interactions.
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Table4. Roleof individual preferencesin explaining the lower evaluation of economic reformsin the CIS

@ &) ©) 4 ®) (6) 7 8 ©) (10) (11) 12) (13) (14)

Trustpart Trustpart  Trustparl  Trustparl  TrustpreSrustpres  Equalinc  Equalinc  Stateresp  Stateresp tefBtp  Stateprop  Securejob  Secure
Belarus -0.822**  -0.818** -0.827** -0.839*** -0831** -0.815** -0.606*** -0.623** -0.613*** -0.609** -0.621** -0.521** -0.551*** -0.582***

(0.019) (0.019) (0.019) (0.017) (0.020) (0.019) .og3) (0.023) (0.024) (0.024) (0.023) (0.019) (@p0 (0.010)
Ukraine -1.095%*  -1.076*** -1.095*** -1.046*** -1104** -1.016*** -1.004** -1.007** -1.007*** -0.986** -1.019*** -0.910** -0.788*** -0.806***

(0.013) (0.014) (0.013) (0.016) (0.013) (0.020) .01®) (0.019) (0.018) (0.018) (0.017) (0.024) (@p3  (0.032)
Russia -0.697**  -0.646** -0.708*** -0.628** -0.D9*** -0.620*** -0.549** -0.532** -0.554*** -0.560** -0.574** -0.451** -0.546*** -0.592*+*

(0.047) (0.049) (0.046) (0.048) (0.047) (0.053) .08B) (0.091) (0.088) (0.082) (0.089) (0.091) (0P8 (0.082)
Trustpart 0.092***

(0.018)
Trustparl 0.100%***
(0.015)
Trustpres 0.086***
(0.011)
Equalinc -0.228***
(0.027)
Stateresp -0.306***
(0.027)
Stateprop -0.384***
(0.030)
Securejob -0.193**
(0.033)

Constant -0.094 -0.347* -0.085 -0.415%+* -0.072  .4Q7*** -0.197 -0.092 -0.199 -0.023 -0.198 -0.042 0.200 -0.071

(0.138) (0.136) (0.137) (0.123) (0.138) (0.141) .187) (0.152) (0.155) (0.143) (0.158) (0.143) (@12 (0.124)
Observations 53698 53698 54279 54279 51135 51135 3637 37363 37261 37261 36164 36164 26921 2692
R-squared 0.19 0.21 0.19 0.21 0.19 0.21 0.19 019 190 0.20 0.19 0.21 0.16 0.16

Notes Estimation method: OLS. Standard errors clustégedountry are in parentheses. * significant ap&@cent; ** significant at 5 percent;

Additional controls include individual characteigstas in Table 1, country fixed effects and yaannhies.

*** gignifimt at 1 percent.
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Tableb5. Role of individual preferencesin explaining the lower evaluation of palitical reformsin the CIS

) &) ©) 4 ®) (6) 7 ® ©) (10) (11) 12) 13) (14)

Trustpart  Trustpart  Trustparl  Trustparl — Trustpredrustpres  Equalinc  Equalinc  Stateresp  Stateresp tefBtgp  Stateprop  Securejob  Securejob
Belarus -0.586***  -0.581*** -0.592*** -0.604** -0595*** -0.573** -0.403*** -0.423*** -0.409*** -0.408** -0.415** -0.297*** -0.416*** -0.449***

(0.020) (0.019) (0.020) (0.017) (0.021) (0.019) .o@®) (0.024) (0.025) (0.025) (0.024) (0.022) (00 (0.010)
Ukraine -0.715**  -0.695*** -0.715** -0.660*** -0.717** -0.606*** -0.586*** -0.589*** -0.593*** -0.576** -0.613** -0.487*** -0.391** -0.408***

(0.011) (0.013) (0.012) (0.017) (0.012) (0.020) .o@a) (0.026) (0.024) (0.024) (0.023) (0.028) (Bp2 (0.028)
Russia -0.653***  -0.596*** -0.663*** -0.574** -0.G2*** -0.550*** -0.624*** -0.602*** -0.632*** -0.638** -0.642*** -0.495*** -0.609*** -0.655***

(0.032) (0.032) (0.032) (0.032) (0.032) (0.038) .089) (0.091) (0.090) (0.087) (0.089) (0.093) (BP5 (0.062)
Trustpart 0.102***

(0.020)
Trustparl 0.109%**
(0.019)
Trustpres 0.107***
(0.016)
Equalinc -0.285***
(0.024)
Stateresp -0.266***
(0.034)
Stateprop -0.456***
(0.031)
Securejob -0.202**
(0.033)

Constant 0.001 -0.277* 0.010 -0.350*** 0.034 -0256¢ -0.051 0.079 -0.049 0.107 -0.055 0.131 -0.073 0.062

(0.121) (0.125) (0.121) (0.109) (0.119) (0.127) .18B) (0.153) (0.156) (0.146) (0.154) (0.141) (B10 (0.110)
Observations 52854 52854 53390 53390 50274 50274 5436 36543 36433 36433 35442 35442 26207 26207
R-squared 0.16 0.18 0.16 0.18 0.15 0.19 0.15 0.16 .150 0.16 0.15 0.19 0.12 0.13

Notes Estimation method: OLS. Standard errors clustégedountry are in parentheses. * significant ap&@cent; ** significant at 5 percent; *** signiimt at 1 percent.
Additional controls include individual characteigstas in Table 1, country fixed effects and yaanndhies.
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Table 6: Role of macr oeconomic and institutional determinantsin explaining the
lower evaluation of economicreformsintheCIS

1) 2 3 4 ®) (6) )
Belarus -0.749%** -1.519* -1.347** -3.064** -3.196* -3.146* 0.197
(0.023) (0.519) (0.481) (1.024) (0.877) (1.565)  .36B)
Ukraine -1.052%*  -1.412%*  -1.288** -2.351** -2.B69** -2.600** 0.137
(0.019) (0.460) (0.421) (0.778) (0.729) (1.146)  .1pb)
Russia -0.688*** -1.086** -1.024%*  -1.984** -1.377 -2.133** 1.399
(0.027) (0.362) (0.333) (0.635) (0.669) (0.926)  .08D)
Unempl. Rate -0.013 -0.017* -0.040** -0.044*+* w7 0.005
(0.007) (0.006) (0.017) (0.014) (0.030) (0.019
GDP p.c. -0.001 -0.003 -0.071 -0.077 -0.109 -0t138
(0.039) (0.035) (0.056) (0.052) (0.084) (0.071
Inflation -0.000 -0.000 0.000 0.000 -0.001 -0.0027
(0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.001
Democracy -0.092**  -0.096***  -0.157**  -0.151*** -0.136 -0.111**
(0.019) (0.021) (0.050) (0.048) (0.077) (0.045
Tr. Indic.(t-1) 0.185*
(0.099)
Gini -3.785***
(0.994)
Gov. Indic.
Voice -0.014**
(0.006)
Pol. Stab. 0.038***
(0.007)
Gov. effect. -0.010
(0.007)
Regul. qual. 0.012*
(0.006)
Rule of law 0.032***
(0.007)
Control corr. -0.000
(0.008)
Constant -0.093 0.991 0.445 3.008* 4.088*** 3.529 .304
(0.135) (0.874) (0.836) (1.541) (1.150) (2.192)  .oqm)
Observations 72012 72012 72012 48967 48967 40420 42040
R-squared 0.19 0.20 0.20 0.19 0.20 0.21 0.23
Notes  Estimation method: OLS. Standard errorstehesl by country are in parentheses.

significant at 10 percent; ** significant at 5 pent; *** significant at 1 percent. For definitiomd

macro and institutional variables, see text andaDAppendix. Additional controls include

individual characteristics as in Table 1 and yaanndhies.

*
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Table 7: Role of macroeconomic and institutional determinantsin explaining the
lower evaluation of political reformsin the CIS

1) 2 3 4 ®) (6) )
Belarus -0.530*** -0.962* -0.937* -1.697 -1.799 -29 -1.063
(0.026) (0.483) (0.457) (2.175) (1.044) (2.066) .38b)
Ukraine -0.623*** -0.678 -0.660 -1.149 -0.960 -1575 -0.991
(0.024) (0.453) (0.437) (0.895) (0.848) (1.453) .0¢B)
Russia -0.675**  -0.851** -0.842** -1.267 -0.864 a9 -0.063
(0.021) (0.337) (0.327) (0.715) (0.731) (2.173) .9M)
Unempl. Rate -0.011 -0.011 -0.027* -0.030** -0.040 -0.017
(0.008) (0.008) (0.015) (0.013) (0.029) (0.026
GDP p.c. 0.018 0.018 -0.016 -0.020 -0.084 -0.176¢*
(0.037) (0.037) (0.065) (0.060) (0.101) (0.082
Inflation -0.000* -0.000* -0.000** -0.000 -0.001 0.001**
(0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.001) (0.001
Democracy -0.080***  -0.081*** -0.118* -0.114** -085 -0.083
(0.024) (0.026) (0.056) (0.051) (0.103) (0.049
Tr. Indic.(t-1) 0.027
(0.106)
Gini -2.570%*
(0.773)
Gov. Indic.
Voice -0.016**
(0.006)
Pol. Stab. 0.021**
(0.007)
Gov. Effect. -0.005
(0.007)
Regul. Qual. 0.004
(0.005)
Rule of law 0.045***
(0.009)
Control corr. -0.012
(0.007)
Constant -0.006 0.590 0.510 1.602 2.353 2.652 1.218
(0.120) (0.847) (0.793) 2.777) (1.453) (2.838) .96B)
Observations 70532 70532 70532 48165 48165 39666 66639
R-squared 0.17 0.17 0.17 0.18 0.18 0.16 0.17

Notes Estimation method: OLS. Standard errors chestdy country are in parentheses. * significant
at 10 percent; ** significant at 5 percent; *** sifjcant at 1 percent. For definitions of macro and
institutional variables, see text and Data Appendhdditional controls include individual
characteristics as in Table 1 and year dummies.
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Table8: Robustnesschecks

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)
Dep_ende.nt Distance Econ. Distance Pol. Higher_Econ. Higher _Pol. Return J.[O
variable: Communism
Estimation oLS oLS Probit Probit Probit
method
Female -9.003** -7.367* -0.042*** -0.050%*** 0.019*
(3.395) (2.584) (0.013) (0.013) (0.007)
Young_Cohort 7.292%** 6.109*** 0.035*** 0.041** -0010
(1.336) (1.297) (0.008) (0.011) (0.008)
Age3039 -3.403** -3.085** -0.017* -0.007 0.017
(2.192) (1.057) (0.009) (0.007) (0.011)
Aged049 -10.509*** -9.574*** -0.053*** -0.049%*** 0069***
(2.761) (1.327) (0.010) (0.010) (0.011)
Age5059 -12.416*** -11.756*** -0.070%*** -0.060*** 0081 ***
(1.798) (2.180) (0.012) (0.013) (0.018)
Age60m -7.977* -9.565** -0.043** -0.043* 0.079***
(3.388) (4.097) (0.021) (0.024) (0.024)
Secvocat 6.722** 10.916*** 0.036*** 0.065*** -0.078*
(2.473) (2.497) (0.011) (0.015) (0.010)
Uni 21.154*** 26.859*** 0.125** 0.166*** -0.127%**
(2.082) (2.534) (0.013) (0.014) (0.007)
Single 4.966*** 3.847** 0.028*** 0.041%** -0.013
(1.643) (1.469) (0.011) (0.012) (0.010)
Divwid 2.255* 1.856 0.002 0.010 0.008
(1.217) (1.728) (0.004) (0.010) (0.009)
Cityl 7.870** 7.386* 0.039** 0.031 -0.038***
(3.516) (4.096) (0.019) (0.027) (0.015)
Bigtl -0.054 -1.446 0.002 -0.014 0.000
(1.845) (2.540) (0.0112) (0.017) (0.009)
Unemployed -11.420** -9.170%** -0.053*** -0.059*** 0.043***
(2.435) (2.053) (0.012) (0.013) (0.010)
Pens -4.075* -1.257 -0.026** -0.018 0.027***
(2.261) (2.052) (0.013) (0.013) (0.010)
Hwstudent 5.125%** 5.475%** 0.030*** 0.034*** -0.0@
(2.131) (1.454) (0.008) (0.010) (0.008)
Hhincqg2 3.616** 4.732** 0.020*** 0.024** -0.026**
(1.411) (1.590) (0.006) (0.010) (0.011)
Hhincqg3 10.363*** 12.247** 0.046*** 0.067*** -0.0@***
(1.769) (1.643) (0.008) (0.012) (0.013)
Hhincg4 23.994xx=* 23.199%** 0.118** 0.125%** -0.0@**=*
(2.796) (2.603) (0.017) (0.016) (0.015)
Cont
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Cont. Table 8

cz 36.912%** 48.007*** 0.258*** 0.269*** -0.053***
(1.183) (1.839) (0.006) (0.008) (0.005)
SK -21.011%** -4.491%** -0.064*** 0.010 0.095**
(0.854) (2.131) (0.003) (0.006) (0.005)
HU -24.958*** -21.749%** -0.103*** -0.098*** 0.032%**
(1.113) (1.263) (0.004) (0.007) (0.006)
PL 4.,998*** 12.827*** 0.078*** 0.085*** 0.035***
(2.078) (1.354) (0.006) (0.008) (0.006)
EE -2.403 -2.133 0.033** 0.008 -0.078***
(2.621) (2.314) (0.015) (0.014) (0.007)
LT -48.400*** -21.990*** -0.159%** -0.105*** -0.057***
(2.543) (2.417) (0.008) (0.013) (0.008)
LV -36.907*** -22.350*** -0.131%** -0.125%*** -0.096***
(2.610) (2.409) (0.009) (0.013) (0.006)
BU -36.318*** -1.789 -0.101*** -0.023*** 0.120***
(0.649) (1.140) (0.004) (0.007) (0.006)
RO -10.190*** 28.225*** -0.033*** 0.142** 0.000
(2.261) (2.064) (0.0112) (0.011) (0.012)
CR 12.733*** 18.710%** 0.060*** 0.067** -0.056***
(2.476) (2.894) (0.015) (0.013) (0.009)
RU -49.763*** -49.841*** -0.182*** -0.260*** 0.256***
(2.184) (1.553) (0.008) (0.008) (0.012)
UA -67.781*** -49.141%** -0.200%*** -0.215*** 0.235%**
(1.330) (1.815) (0.003) (0.008) (0.006)
BY -47.614%** -40.117%** -0.152%** -0.171%** 0.244%**
(1.659) (1.871) (0.004) (0.012) (0.009)
YR91 -7.585 16.783 -0.065* 0.096
(9.395) (12.188) (0.037) (0.060)
YR92 -22.513** -2.674 -0.109*** -0.022
(6.859) (9.048) (0.025) (0.044)
YR93 -19.093** 2.890 -0.095*** 0.005 -0.038*
(7.821) (8.731) (0.032) (0.046) (0.020)
YR95 -24.157* -0.013 -0.092** -0.002 -0.009
(10.586) (10.873) (0.040) (0.056) (0.035)
YR96 -17.959* 1.145 -0.076* -0.016 -0.016
(9.210) (7.822) (0.039) (0.042) (0.019)
YR98 -18.150* -6.444 -0.084*** -0.042 0.025
(10.088) (13.020) (0.032) (0.060) (0.034)
YROO -26.082** -8.820 -0.088** -0.051 0.011
(9.986) (7.309) (0.037) (0.038) (0.031)
YRO1 0.813 -0.764 0.014 -0.010 0.020
(8.133) (7.643) (0.037) (0.039) (0.026)
Constant -7.396 -2.619
(9.297) (10.120)
Observations 72012 70532 72012 70532 54553
R-squared 0.18 0.16

Notes Standard errors clustered by country are tegdn parentheses. * significant at 10 percensighificant at
5 percent; *** significant at 1 percent. Referemedividual is male, age 20-29, cohort between 1@ &% years old
in 1990, less than secondary school education,i@dariving in rural or small town, employed, witftousehold
income in the 1st quartile. Reference country agatySlovenia, 2004.



Data Appendix

a. Data acknowledgements and copyright

This research was based on the data from the NewapEWBarometer (waves I-VIl), New

Russia Barometer (waves I-XIIl) and New Baltic Baeier (waves I-VI). These data have been

produced by the Centre for the Study of Public &pliUniversity of Aberdeen / University of
Strathclyde and by Richard Rose (U. of Aberdeenl) \Afilliam Mishler (U. of Arizona). The data

have been supplied by the UK Data Archive, undew®r copyright. The original data creators,
depositors or copyright holders and the UK Datahie bear no responsibility for our analysis or

interpretation of these data.

The following data were obtained directly from thK Data Archive:

Rose, R., New Europe Barometer |-V, 1991-1998 [oamenpfile]. Colchester, Essex: UK Data

Archive [distributor], October 2005. SN: 5241.

Rose, R., New Europe Barometer VI, 2001 [compute}. fColchester, Essex: UK Data Archive

[distributor], October 2005. SN: 5242.
Rose, R. and Mishler, W., New Europe Barometer ¥Z004-2005 [computer file]. Colchester,

Essex: UK Data Archive [distributor], July 2007. S5243.

Rose, R., New Russia Barometer, 2000-2001 [comilegr Colchester, Essex: UK Data Archive
[distributor], November 2003. SN: 4550.

Rose, R., New Russia Barometer Xlll, 2004 [compiitef. Colchester, Essex: UK Data Archive

[distributor], August 2007. SN: 5700.

b. Tablesand Figures

Table Al: Sample size by country

1991 1992 1993 1995 1996 1998 2000 2001 2004 Total
Bulgaria 892 0 1035 1043 0 766 0 1086 1130 5952
Czech Republic 611 1187 998 822 0 0 0 0 768 4386
Slovakia 264 522 458 932 0 777 0 0 848 3801
Hungary 756 594 818 876 0 0 0 650 474 4168
Poland 941 962 763 819 0 0 0 629 590 4704
Romania 949 956 0 0 0 1043 0 0 792 3740
Croatia 0 982 989 0 0 0 0 0 0 1971
Slovenia 835 0 810 631 0 610 0 0 753 3639
Belarus 0 0 874 888 0 959 0 0 713 3434
Ukraine 0 624 816 834 0 801 0 0 1578 4653
Russia 0 1974 1741 1765 2310 1544 1686 1821 1820 14661
Estonia 0 0 1474 1053 839 0 593 826 721 5506
Latvia 0 0 1346 855 729 0 648 732 769 5079
Lithuania 0 0 1688 766 855 0 960 1059 990 6318
Total 5248 7801 13810 11284 4733 6500 3887 6803 11946 72012

Source: Authors’ tabulations form the New Barom&erveys.

Notes: finals sample includes respondents with missing information on the key explanatory variablas well as
support for economic reforms).
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Table A2: Variables definitions and sour ces

Variable

Description and sources

Dependent variables:

Distec / Distpol

Positive, Negative, Nostalgic,

Pro-Market /
Compliant, Skeptic,
Reactionary, Democrat

Distance between present and past evaluations of the economic / political system.
Constructed as the difference between individual rankings of the functioning of the
present economic / political system, and the past socialist economy / political
system. Ranges from -200 and +200 and is treated as continuous.

Two groups of binary mutually exclusive variables defining whether individual

belongs to a specific group based on his evaluations of past and present economic /
political systems.

Source: New Europe Barometers, New Russian Barometers, New Baltic Barometers.

Independent individual
characteristics:

Female

Age<30

Age 30-39

Age 40-49

Age 50-59

Age>60

Elementary education

Secondary or vocational
education

University

Married

Single

Divorced or widowed

Small town or rural

Big town

City

Employed

Unemployed

Pensioner

Student or housewife

1st hh. income quartile

2" hh. income quartile

Dummy equals to 1 if individual is female

Dummy equals 1 if individual’s age is less than 30 years old (Reference category)
Dummy equals 1 if individual’s age is greater than 30 and less than 39 years old
Dummy equals 1 if individual’s age is greater than 40 and less than 49 years old
Dummy equals 1 if individual’s age is greater than 50 and less than 59 years old
Dummy equals 1 if age is greater than 60 years old

Dummy equals 1 if individual has elementary education (Reference category)

Dummy equals 1 if individual has secondary or vocational education

Dummy equals 1 if individual has university degree

Dummy equals 1 if individual is married or cohabiting (Reference category)
Dummy equals 1 if individual is single

Dummy equals 1 if individual is divorced separated or widowed

Dummy equals 1 if individual resides in a small town or rural area (with population
less or equal to 5000; in Russia <20000) (Reference category)

Dummy equals 1 if individual resides in a big town (with population greater than
5000 and less than 100000; in Russia — between 20000 and 1000000)

Dummy equals 1 if individual resides in a city including capital (with population
>100000; in Russia >1000000)

Dummy equals 1 if individual is employed (full-time part-time family helper
apprentice or self-employed including and working pensioners in some countries)

Dummy equals 1 if individual is unemployed (including both with and without benefits
in Russia)

Dummy equals 1 if individual is a pensioner

Dummy equals 1 if individual is a house-keeper or a student since in several
countries it was not possible to disentangle these two categories.

Dummy equals 1 if household is in the first quartile of the country-specific income
distribution (Reference category)

Dummy equals 1 if household is in the second quartile of the country-specific income
distribution
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3 hh. income quartile

4™ hh. income quartile

Minority

Number of weeks with

hardship

Doing without

Reforms right

Reforms fast

Reforms slow

Parliament suspend

Leader

Corruption

Equal income

Return to Communism

Ex-Communist

Trust parties

Trust Parliament

Trust President

Trust people

Macroeconomic variables and
political institutions:

Unemployment rate

GDP per capita

Dummy equals 1 if household is in the third quartile of the country-specific income
distribution

Dummy equals 1 if household is in the fourth quartile of the country-specific income
distribution

Dummy equals 1 if individual belongs to an ethnic minority in a country (in the Baltic
States)

Number of weeks during which a person was either unemployed or salary was
delayed or not paid in full last year (1993, 1995, 1996, 1998)

Destitution scale, to indicate the degree of hardship experienced (increasing from 0
to 9) based on information whether a person or his family had to live without food,
heating, electricity or clothes (1993 - 2001)

Dummy equals 1 if individual thinks that reforms in his country are being conducted
at the right speed (Reference category) (1995, 1996)

Dummy equals 1 if individual thinks that reforms in his country are going too fast
(1995, 1996)

Dummy equals 1 if individual thinks that reforms in his country are going too slow
(1995, 1996)

Dummy equals 1 if individual would approve if the Parliament was suspended (1991 -
2004)

Dummy equals 1 if individual agrees with the statement: it would be better to get rid
of Parliament and elections and have a strong leader (1992-2004)

Dummy equals 1 if individual thinks that most or almost all “public officials are
engaged in bribe-taking and corruption” in his country and equals zero if he thinks
that “very few” or “less than half public officials are corrupt” (2001, 2004).

Dummy that equals 1 if individual agrees with the statement that “incomes should be
made more equal so there is no big difference in income” as opposed to the
statement “Individual achievement should determine how much people are paid”
(1992, 1993, 1995, 1998, 2004)

Dummy equals 1 if individual agrees with the statement “We should return to
Communist rule” (1993-2004)

Dummy equals 1 if individual or his family were members of the Communist party
(1993, 1995, 1998)

Variable indicating the degree of individual’s trust in political parties (ranges from 1
to 7) (1992-2004)

Variable indicating the degree of individual’s trust in Parliament (ranges from 1 to 7)
(1992-2004)

Variable indicating the degree of individual’s trust in President (ranges from 1 to 7)
(1993-2004)

Variable indicating the degree of individual’s trust in people of his country (ranges
from 1 to 7) (1998-2004)

Source: New Europe Barometers, New Russian Barometers, New Baltic Barometers.

Unemployment rate (Source: EBRD. For Belarus the data are from IMF International
Financial Statistics CD Rom for Ukraine — from World Development Indicators CD
Rom for Estonia in 1990 and 1991 - from the World Development Indicators online
database)

GDP per capita PPP (constant 2000 international $) (Source: World Development
Indicators online database)
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Inflation

EBRD Transition Indicators

Hospital beds

Gini Index

Democracy

Governance

Inflation GDP deflator (annual percent) (Source: World Development Indicators
online database)

Average of EBRD indicators of the progress in transition lagged one year (Source:
EBRD 2007)

Hospital beds per 1000 of people in a country (Source: World Development
Indicators CD Rom)

Gini index (Source: Transmonee dataset, http://www.transmonee.org/). For Bulgaria
Czech Republic Estonia Latvia Lithuania Ukraine Croatia and Belarus 1990 is used
instead of 1991. In Latvia 1997 is used instead of 1995 and 2000 instead of 2001.
For Lithuania 1996 is used instead of 1995. For Russia instead of 1993 use 1994. For
Slovakia instead of 1995 use 1996. For Slovenia and Ukraine instead of 2004 use
2002

Democracy Indicator, based on an additive eleven-point scale (0-10) (Source: Polity
V)

Average of the World Bank Governance Indicators

(Source: http://info.worldbank.org/governance/wgi/sc chart.asp ).

Based on the following six indicators: Voice and Accountability / Political Stability /
Government Effectiveness / Regulatory Quality / Rule of Law / Control of Corruption.
Note: data from 1996 is used instead of 1995, and from 2002 instead of 2001
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