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SUMMARY

The countries o f  Central and Eastern Europe have now experienced fourteen years o f  dem ocratic rule 

and a m arket econom y. In this tim e they have participated in a variety o f  elections w hile undertaking a 

series o f  econom ic reforms, w hich have had diverging consequences. This thesis exam ines the duality 

o f  these evolving econom ic and political system s and interactions therein. The com m on them e 

perm eating the thesis is the investigation o f  the extent and form o f  econom ic voting in the countries o f  

C entral and Eastern Europe.

The thesis progresses as follow s: C hapter 1 introduces the m ain them es, aim s and motivations 

o f  the thesis. It presents a com prehensive overview  o f  the theories and hypotheses w ithin the econom ic 

voting  literature and outlines the m ajor debates and issues that dom inate the current state o f  econom ic 

voting  research. This general overview  is then follow ed by a m ore in-depth review  o f  studies that 

concentrate specifically on Central and East European countries. This section provides the theoretical 

underpinnings for the duration o f  the thesis, in addition to presenting a com plete synopsis o f  the 

evolution o f  the econom ic voting literature. F inally , the contributions o f  the thesis to the literature are 

discussed and the structure o f  the thesis is outlined.

G iven one o f  the main debates in the econom ic voting literature concerns the discrepancy 

betw een m acro and m icro studies, C hapters 2  and 3 investigates both m icro and m acro approaches to 

econom ic voting, with an application to the Czech Republic. C hapter 2 exam ines the economic 

determ inants o f  voting behaviour in the first five national elections in the C zech Republic. It proposes 

that voters, taking stock o f  their respective initial conditions, could predict w hether they w ould become 

the “w inners” or “ losers” from the transition process, w hereby potential “w inners” voted for pro-reform 

right-w ing parties, while potential “ losers” supported left-w ing parties. U sing regional election results, 

regional unem ploym ent rates and individual survey data, the chapter show s that there is persistence in 

support for pro-reform  and com m unist parties, such that regions w hich voted for these parties in 1990 

continued to do so in all subsequent elections. In addition, it finds that vo ters’ subjective predictions o f  

future econom ic developm ent are a good predictor o f  future vote choices. This suggests that voters 

experienced a partial revelation o f  the outcom e o f  the reform process before the reform  process actually 

began.

C hapter 3 utilises the C zech Econom ic Expectations and A ttitudes (EEA ) survey dataset to 

analyse the relationship betw een the econom y and voting decisions, by first m odelling how voters 

evaluate the econom y, and secondly, how perceptions o f  the econom y influence voting behaviour. It 

first estim ates ordered logit m odels to consider w hether perceptions o f  the econom y are objectively or 

subjectively determ ined, and finds that objective econom ic conditions are inadequate determ inants o f  

econom ic perceptions, it then estim ates m ultinom ial logit m odels to investigate w hether real econom ic 

conditions or subjective econom ic perceptions influence voting intentions for the main political parties 

in the Czech Republic. The results suggest that vote choices are largely determ ined by perceptions o f  

the econom y and are unrelated to m ovem ents in the real econom y. Overall, this individual level



analysis o f  voting behaviour echoes the findings o f  C hapter 2, w hereby individuals w ith positive 

endow m ents from the com m unist era support right-w ing parties, w hile those with less favourable 

endow m ents support left or centre-left parties, and that these patterns persist throughout the transition 

period.

C hapters 4 and 5 exam ine the pinnacle o f  the reform  process; by analysing support for EU 

m em bership w ithin Central and Eastern Europe. C hapter 4 investigates both the m acro and micro 

determ inants o f  support as indicated by the 2003 regional results o f  referenda on EU m em bership in 7 

candidate countries and the 2002 C andidate C ountry Eurobarom eter survey dataset. The chapter 

exam ines w hether support for EU enlargem ent is founded on expectations o f  efficiency gains from new  

econom ic opportunities o r expected redistribution gains from fiscal transfers. It replicates the results 

found in preceding chapters: the w inners and losers o f  the transition  process, who can be characterised 

by different hum an capital characteristics, tend to differ in their voting behaviour, such that those w ho 

support econom ic reform s are also likely to support the ultim ate econom ic reform - accession to the 

European Union.

C hapter 5 continues the them e introduced in C hapter 4 by investigating the sim ilarities 

betw een support for European integration in the old and new m em ber states. U sing the 2003 C andidate 

Country Eurobarom eter survey and the 2000 standard Eurobarom eter survey from the EU-15 states, it 

em pirically tests seven key hypotheses w hich w ere developed to explain patterns o f  support w ithin the 

EU. The results indicate that despite different historical, social, religious norm s and com m unist 

legacies, the determ inants o f  support for European integration are alm ost identical in the new and old 

m em ber states. The surveys are then pooled and a test o f  all seven hypotheses reveals that the support 

for European integration is founded on utilitarian considerations, political m otivation, and to  a lesser 

extent, on cognitive m obilisation, in an EU o f  25 mem bers.

C hapter 6 introduces a new  topic in the econom ic voting  literature, and indeed in the voting 

literature in general. The chapter utilises a unique dataset on votes cast by C zech and Polish m igrants 

in recent national elections in their hom e countries. The political preferences o f  m igrants, as m anifested 

by their voting behaviour, are strikingly different from  those o f  their hom e-country counterparts. In 

addition, there are im portant differences in voting patterns across m igrants living in different countries. 

This study exam ines three alternative explanations o f  m igrant voting behaviour: adaptive learning; 

econom ic self-selection; and political self-selection. The results suggest that m igrant voting behaviour 

is affected by the institutional environm ent o f  the host countries, in particular the tradition o f  

dem ocracy and the extent o f  econom ic freedom . There is little evidence that differences in m igrants’ 

voting behaviour are caused by pre-m igration self-selection w ith regard to political attitudes, or 

econom ic considerations. The results indicate that the political preferences o f  m igrants change 

significantly in the wake o f  m igration as m igrants adapt to the norm s and values prevailing in the host 

country.

Finally, C hapter 7 provides an overview  o f  the results from the individual chapters and 

discusses potential extensions o f  the thesis.
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Chapter I: Introduction

CHAPTER 1 

Introduction

‘7 have no other notion o f  economy than that it is the parent to liberty and ease ”

Swift

Summary
This chapter introduces the main themes, aims and motivations o f  the thesis. It presents a 

comprehensive overview o f  the theories and hypotheses within the economic voting 

literature and outlines the major debates and issues that dominate the current state o f  

economic voting research. This general overview is then followed by a more in-depth 

review o f economic voting studies that concentrate specifically on Central and Eastern 

European countries. This section provides the theoretical underpinnings for the duration 

o f  the thesis, in addition to presenting a complete synopsis o f the evolution o f  the 

economic voting literature. Finally, the contributions o f  the thesis to the literature are 

discussed and the structure o f the thesis is outlined.
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1.1 Thesis Introduction

“Any explosion on economic grounds is bound to produce repercussions in the political realm  ”

(Piekalkiewicz: 1972:330)

Economics and politics are perpetually intertwined, regardless o f the nature o f the 

system that they represent. While the economic voting literature evolved in the 

context o f  established democracies and advanced market economies, the above 

statement, which refers to the attempted reforms in Czechoslovakia in 1968, is a 

testament to the universality o f the economic determinants o f political behaviour. 

Discontent with the economic system during the communist era was voiced tentatively 

through demonstrations and protests, albeit with fear o f  retribution, however, the 

decline o f the communist system in 1989 saw the emergence o f a new democratic 

society and with it, the introduction o f free and fair elections for the first time in forty 

years. The primary aim o f this thesis is to analyse the attitudes and behaviour o f the 

citizens o f Central and Eastern Europe during this most vital period o f their history.

The closest link between the economy and the political system in a democratic society 

is the mechanism that enables representatives to be elected. As one o f the main 

functions o f the government is to ensure the smooth running o f the economy, voters 

form their electoral decisions based on evaluations o f the governm ent’s performance. 

As such, the act o f voting constitutes a mechanism o f democratic accountability. In its 

essence Economic Voting is the phenomenon whereby economic developments 

condition voting behaviour. Economic voting first premiered in 1931 (see Tibbits), 

however it only gained momentum in the 1970’s when serious statistical analyses 

emerged and the theoretical models o f  economic voting could be empirically tested. 

The economic voting field was, for a long time, merely an investigation o f  its own 

existence. Today however, with a literature encompassing over 250 articles and 20 

books (Toka, 2002), economic voting research has gone beyond such questioning and 

is now concerned with determining the exact nature o f the relationship between the 

economy and voting behaviour. The only consensus to date is that the economic 

conditions do influence electoral decisions. The remainder o f the literature attempts to 

gauge the precise casual relationship using a wide range o f different theories.
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m ethodologies and data, w hich in turn has led to a series o f  diverse results and 

unansw ered questions.

W hile the research field o f  Econom ic V oting has evolved substantially  in recent years 

to  becom e an im portant sub-field  w ith in  the political econom y school, its application 

to  the countries o f  Central and Eastern E urope ' is still largely undeveloped, despite the 

valuable insights that applying econom ic voting m odels to  post-com m unist societies 

should reveal. W hile dem ocratic elections are a routine and often m undane occurrence 

in established dem ocracies, the stakes during post-com m unist elections are very high, 

as each election could potentially  alter the course o f  the transition  from  state socialism  

to a m arket econom y, and have other far-reaching econom ic and political im plications 

(D oyle and Fidrm uc, 2003). The act o f  voting in a post-com m unist country is 

instrum ental to the developm ent o f  the m arket econom y. O ne m ay argue, therefore, 

that the extent o f  econom ic voting  in these new ly em erging  states, w hich are 

undergoing vast structural changes, should be greater than in established dem ocracies 

w here econom ic conditions are relatively stable.

The standard econom ic voting m odel is based on the prem ise that voters support the 

political party that will m axim ise their future utility if  elected. T his m odel assum es 

that, first, the governm ent is responsible for the econom y and essentially  has the 

pow er to control it, second, that voters can appraise the incum bent governm ent by 

taking account o f  the current econom ic conditions, and finally , that voters are aw are 

o f  the parties’ policy positions. Econom ic voting in a post-com m unist context m ay 

deviate from  the assum ptions underly ing the traditional m odel. T he first assum ption 

concerning the clarity o f  governm ent responsibility com es under scrutiny in the 

econom ic voting literature, as the extent to which the voters can correctly  attribute 

responsibility  to the incum bent governm ent, often depends on the com plexity  o f  the 

m echanism s o f  accountability  (see section 1.2.2 below).

In a post-com m unist context, the governm ent, especially  the first governm ent in the 

new  era, has a m ajor influence on the econom y as they ultim ately  decide the

' Throughout this study the terms “Post-C om m unist”, “Transition” and “Central and East European” 
countries are used interchangeably.
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sequencing the reform  process, e.g ., price liberaHsation, privatisation etc. Therefore, 

the attribution o f  responsibility  in Central and Eastern Europe is m ore straightforw ard. 

T he second assum ption regarding the vo ter’s reliance on econom ic indicators as a 

m echanism  for appraising the governm ent is essentially not available to voters during 

the transition period, as adverse econom ic conditions are largely a result o f  legacies 

from  central planning rather than Incom petent incum bent governm ent policies. The 

governm ent in em erging dem ocracies is, how ever, responsible for future econom ic 

conditions. Hence the final assum ption o f  the standard econom ic voting m odel, w hich 

im plies voters possess know ledge about the various political parties’ policy platform s, 

m ay not hold in the post-com m unist context as voters cannot assess political parties 

that are new  or have been inactive for the previous forty years (w ith the exception o f  

the old-ruling C om m unist party). T herefore, voters cannot rely on cues from  the past 

in order to form  judgm ents about the future.

V oting in post-com m unist countries represents the ultim ate paradigm  o f  rational 

prospective behaviour, w hereby voters m ust choose an unknow n party to m axim ise 

their utility in a system  that has yet to evolve. D espite the uncertainty and 

unfam iliarity  o f  the new  political and econom ic system , this thesis argues that vo ters’ 

expectations about the outcom es o f  the transition process proved correct. V oters, 

taking account o f  the initial endow m ents inherited from the com m unist era, accurately 

predicted w hether they w ould becom e the “w inners” or “ losers” o f  the transition 

process and voted accordingly. A com m on them e perm eating  the thesis is the 

consistent voting behaviour o f  these “w inners” and “ losers” that spans from the initial 

elections in 1990 to  support for European integration in 2003. A ccording to D orussen 

and Palm er (2002) econom ic voting is a theory o f  applied rational, (i.e., reasoning), 

behaviour. G iven the unique circum stances o f  the post-com m unist w orld, it provides a 

natural testing ground in w hich to investigate, and perhaps solve, som e the m ajor 

questions in the econom ic voting field.

The rem ainder o f  this chapter proceeds as follows: first, in order to gauge how  this 

thesis develops the existing literature, section 1.2 provides a com prehensive overview  

o f  the main theories and hypotheses w ithin the econom ic voting field. It presents a 

theoretical m odel o f  voting, incorporating both econom ic and political com ponents. In 

addition, as debates in the literature are centred on several m ain theories and
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hypotheses, this section discusses each in turn, namely the Responsibility Hypotheses; 

Retrospective and Prospective Hypotheses; and finally the Sociotropic and the 

Egotropic Hypotheses. It also considers some o f the dom inant issues in the literature, 

including 1) assessing voter sophistication, which questions the rationality o f voters; 

2) examining the inconsistencies between macro and micro approaches to economic 

voting; 3) discussing the relevance o f electoral heterogeneity; and 4) investigating the 

impact o f system volatility on economic voting. This general overview is then 

followed in section 1.3 with an analysis o f economic voting in the pre post-communist 

period. Section 1.4 discusses the importance and advantages o f analysing post

communist elections. Section 1.5 then provides a more in-depth analysis o f economic 

voting studies that concentrates on Central and East European countries specifically, 

in order to assess how the theories o f  economic voting have been applied to the former 

communist countries. Section 1.6 discusses the contribution o f this thesis to the 

economic voting literature, while finally section 1.7 presents the structure o f  the 

thesis. This chapter therefore has dual functions; first, it provides the theoretical 

underpinnings for the duration o f  the thesis, and second, it presents a comprehensive 

synopsis o f the evolution o f the economic voting literature and the contributions of 

this thesis to it.

1.2 The Evolution of Economic Voting

1.2.1 A Theory o f  Voting'

The economic theory o f voting builds on the seminal contribution o f Downs (1957) 

who applied rational choice theory to voting behaviour. Downs posited that 

individuals vote in order to maximize their expected utility, given the information 

available to them at the time o f the election. A number o f factors can enter the voters’ 

utility function (and these factors may enter with different weights across voters 

and/or across time). Nannestad and Paldam (1994) differentiate between the economic 

and political components o f the voters’ utility function. The economic component 

represents indicators o f voters’ material well-being associated with voting for a 

particular party. Rational voters will support parties expected to implement policies 

that are favourable to the voters and will increase their overall welfare. The political

 ̂ Sub-section 1.2.1 is based on section 7.2 in Fidrm uc and D oyle (2004),
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co m p o n en t co rre sp o n d s  to  the  u tility  th a t v o te rs  d e riv e  from  ideo lo g y , re lig io n , 

p a trio tism  and  n a tio n a lism , rac ia l, e th n ic  o r lin g u is tic  id en tifica tio n . A ll e lse  b e ing  

eq u a l, a v o te r  w ill su p p o rt a party  th a t s tands fo r v a lu es  s im ila r  to  h is  ow n . F ina lly , 

v o te rs  can  a lso  beh av e  s tra teg ica lly , such  th a t v o tin g  fo r  a sp ec ific  party  w ill have 

g re a te r  b earin g  on th e  v o te r ’s u tility  i f  th a t party  e v en tu a lly  p a rtic ip a tes  in the  

g o v e rn m en t o r  is inc luded  in the  leg isla tu re . T h e re fo re , v o te rs  m ay shy aw ay  from  

v o tin g  fo r frin g e  pa rtie s  and  m ay  in stead  su p p o rt th e ir  seco n d -b es t ch o ice  w h ich  is 

m ore  like ly  to  rece iv e  en o u g h  v o tes  from  o th e r v o te rs  an d  e n te r  g o v ern m en t. 

A lte rn a tiv e ly , vo ters can  use  th e ir  vo tes  to  send  s ig n a ls  to  th e  fu tu re  g o v ern m en t, as 

a rg u ed  by P iketty  (2 0 0 0 ) and  C astan h e ira  (2003). A cco rd in g ly , by  v o tin g  fo r 

ex tre m is t parties , the  v o te rs  m ay induce  the  m a in s tream  p a rtie s  to  sh ift th e ir  p o s t

e lec tio n  p o lic ie s  c lo se r to  th o se  o f  the  ex trem ists .

In a s ty lised  w ay , the  ex p ec ted  u tility  th a t v o te r i re ce iv es  i f  party  j  is e lec ted  and  

im p lem en ts  its po lic ies  can  be ex p ressed  as fo llow s:

In th is  ex p ressio n , the  firs t te rm , Cy, rep re sen ts  the e c o n o m ic  co m p o n en t o f  th e  v o te r ’s

tak es  va lu es  betw een  zero  and  one, d e te rm in es the  re la tiv e  w e ig h ts  o f  the  tw o  te rm s; 

a lth o u g h  A.| m ay vary  o v e r tim e , tim e  su b sc rip ts  have b een  o m itted  fo r sim p lic ity . T he 

eco n o m ic  co m p o n en t p rim arily  m easu res  fu tu re  c o n su m p tio n  o p p o rtu n itie s  (w ith  

co n su m p tio n  d efin ed  b ro ad ly ) th a t re su lt from  party  j ’s a c tio n s  w h ile  in g o v e rn m en t or 

in the  leg isla tu re . T he po litica l te rm  m easu res  the d is tan ce  b e tw een  th e  v o te r’s 

id eo log ica l positio n , x„ and  th a t o f  the  party  in q u es tio n , xj, w ith  the  v o te r ’s u tility  

fa llin g  as the  d is tan ce  increases. T he last te rm , Sj, co llec ts  all th e  rem ain in g  a sp ec ts  o f  

the  v o tin g  d ec is io n , such  as  random  sw ings in p o litica l a ttitu d es , in a d d itio n  to  

po ten tia l s tra teg ic  co n sid e ra tio n s .

It is the func tion  o f  th is  th esis  to  ex am in e  the  eco n o m ic  co m p o n en t o f  the vo te  

fu n c tion , i.e., m easu res  o f  m ateria l w e ll-b e in g  th a t in c rease  th e  v o te rs ’ o v era ll u tility . 

H ow ever, it shou ld  be no ted  th a t th is  s tudy  does no t a ssu m e  eco n o m ic  c o n d itio n s  are

u tility  fu n c tio n  w h ile  th e  seco n d  term  ( x i- x j f ,  is the  p o litic a l co m p o n en t. Xj, w h ich
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the sole determinant o f election results or political behaviour, rather, they are one o f 

the factors that may influence or sway the volatile segment o f the electorate. The 

following section presents the main hypotheses and theories in the economic voting 

literature.

1.2.2 Responsibility Hypotheses

Classic economic voting theory is based on the Responsibility Hypothesis which states 

that voters hold the government responsible for the economy (Nannestad and Paldam, 

2000). Key (1966) was the first to posit that the electorate operates such a reward- 

punishment mechanism, whereby the incumbent government is rewarded for 

favourable economic conditions and punished for less desirable economic outcomes. 

Hence changes in the macroeconomy, (typically unemployment and inflation) are 

reflected by changes in the support for the governm ent, e.g., governments are 

rewarded (punished) for low (high) unemployment and inflation. Empirical analysis o f 

the effects o f macroeconomic conditions on election results largely began with single 

country studies o f the USA. Kramer (1971) and Stigler’s critique (1973) were the first 

sophisticated empirical studies to examine the effect o f  aggregate changes in the 

economy on congressional elections. All subsequent theories o f economic voting are 

concerned with specifying and re-defining this original responsibility hypothesis, such 

that they attempt to determine the factors that influence the way in which voters 

attribute responsibility.

The original reward-punishment hypothesis (see Key, 1966; Goodhart and Bhansali 

1970; Lewis-Beck et. al., 1991) suggests that voters do not distinguish between left 

and right-wing governments (Carlsen, 2000). However, two alternative hypotheses 

have arisen from the basic responsibility theory that accounts for differing ideological 

effects: the Clientele Hypothesis and the Salient Goal Hypothesis. The Clientele 

Approach (developed by Rattinger, 1991) believes that left-wing parties benefit from 

high unemployment, while right-wing parties benefit from high inflation, regardless o f 

whether they are in government or opposition (Carlsen, 2000), hence parties are 

regarded more favourably when their specific policy areas are performing badly in the 

economy. This hypothesis is also referred to as the Differential Partisan Capabilities 

Approach developed by Hibbs (1987). The Salient Goal Hypothesis (developed by
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Powell and W hitten, 1993), on the other hand, believes that voters judge the 

governm ent on their most important dimension. Hence, left-wing government are 

rewarded (punished) for low (high) unemployment and right-wing government are 

rewarded (punished) for low (high) inflation. Table 1.1 presents an overview o f the 

main findings o f these hypotheses. Note that both the Clientele and Salient-Goal 

Hypotheses are founded on the traditional assumption that left and right-wing parties 

have diverging macroeconomic policy preferences, with left leaning parties favouring 

more expansionary monetary and fiscal policies than right-wing parties.

There is evidence to support both hypotheses. Using popularity data for Australia, 

Canada, the UK and the USA, Carlsen (2000) finds that the Clientele Hypothesis 

mostly emerges, however he concludes that the attribution o f blame/reward will 

depend upon the clarity with which voters can bestow responsibility for the economic 

policies. This Clarity o f  Responsibility Hypothesis depends not only on the extent to 

which voters can attribute responsibility for the performance o f the economy, but also 

on the type o f political system in place and the transparency o f governm ent’s 

responsibilities. In a two-party electoral system, the traditional Responsibility 

Hypothesis tends to perform well as voters can easily assess which o f the two parties 

are responsible for economic policies and subsequent economic conditions. However, 

in a multi-party system (characterising most Central and East European countries) 

where minority governments and coalitions are the norm, it becomes difficult for 

voters to assign blame/credit to one particular party. Such institutional differences 

have been used to explain the varying extent o f economic voting in many cross

country comparative analyses. Powell and Whitten (1993), who conducted a large 

cross-country analysis encompassing 100 national elections in 19 democracies 

between 1969-1988, were the first to take account o f institutional differences between 

countries. In order to gauge how clearly voters assign responsibility for economic 

conditions, they include variables describing whether the countries are two-party or 

multi-party systems, the ideological image o f the government, measures o f  party 

cohesion and the extent o f the decision-making powers o f the opposition parties in 

parliament. They find economic voting is much greater in countries that have clearer 

levels o f responsibility, and that while economic conditions are not irrelevant, one 

must also take account o f the political context.
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Anderson (2000) extends the work on institutional differences and presents and tests 

three interpretations o f the political context- the Clarity o f  Responsibility Hypothesis, 

the Clarity o f  Available Alternatives Hypothesis and the Governing Party Target Size 

Hypothesis. Using individual survey data from 13 European countries he finds that 

economic voting is strong when responsibility is clear (a similar finding to Powell and 

Whitten). However, it is argued the Clarity o f  Responsibility approach is only suitable 

for modelling the overall institutional setting, but cannot take account o f individual 

aspects o f  it. Therefore, the Clarity o f  Available Alternatives and Governing Party 

Size Hypotheses enable more exact methods o f modelling political settings that are not 

static overtime. The Clarity o f  Available Alternatives Approach states that party 

systems characterised by few political parties, enable voters to predict what the 

alternatives would look like if  the incumbent were to lose support. Voters are less 

likely to vote against the incumbent if  there are few viable alternatives (Bengtsson, 

2002). The Governing Party Target Size Hypothesis then adjusts the Clarity o f  

Responsibility Hypothesis to allow the decision-making powers o f political parties to 

change over time, from one election to the next. It assumes voters only need to be able 

to identify which party holds most power in government at any one time. Anderson 

finds evidence o f both approaches, such that the economic factors have a much greater 

impact on vote choice when the number o f effective parties, i.e., viable alternatives, 

are few, and finally, when the target o f credit/blame is sizeable. To summarise, voters 

have a greater probability o f correctly attributing blame/credit to the incumbent when 

the mechanisms o f accountability are simple. These results highlight the need to take 

account o f cross-country institutional differences when undertaking any comparative 

economic voting study.

1.2.3 Retrospective and Prospective Hypotheses

While the Responsibility Hypothesis states that voters hold the government 

responsible for the economy it does not, however, specify whether voters hold the 

government responsible for past economic conditions (retrospective voting) or future 

economic outcomes (prospective voting), and hence this retrospective/prospective 

debate forms one o f the largest controversies in the economic voting literature.

9



C h a p ter I: In troduction

1.2.3a Retrospective Hypothesis

According to the original retrospective tradition, voters assess economic outcomes 

under the present government, ignore promises about the future, and implement the 

reward-punishment mechanism. The Retrospective M odel came hand-in-hand with 

Key’s (1966) and Kramer’s (1971) Responsibility Hypothesis. A pure or naive 

Retrospective M odel only looks to the past and assumes that voters are unable to 

decipher the complexity o f the economic environment (Suzuki, 1991). This model is 

attractive to voters as they need to gather little information, and it is easy for them to 

gauge the health o f the economy, as general economic conditions are easily 

determined, either through aggregate economic statistics or by personal observations. 

The extent to which voters can accurately assess aggregate economic conditions will 

be discussed later in the chapter. Kramer, and other similar studies, formulated two 

key hypotheses that emanate from the Retrospective Hypothesis and have remained 

relevant in recent economic voting studies: firstly, support for the incumbent party is a 

function o f economic performance in the year running up to the election and secondly, 

voters exhibit a first-derivative mentality, whereby they react more to changes in 

income, unemployment and inflation than actual levels o f these indicators (Kiewiet, 

2000). However, Peltzman (1990) finds that voters in the US take account o f 

economic conditions during the entire presidential administration, hence suggesting 

that voters may not be as short sighted and influenced by political business cycles as 

originally believed.^ Overall, the retrospective thesis is an extremely powerful model 

and has been the most widely used hypothesis to explain voting patterns in Western 

democracies.

1.2.3b Prospective Hypothesis

Traditionally, economic voting hypotheses were based on the retrospective economic 

voting theory, however in the 1970’s researchers, building upon Down’s theory o f 

rational choice (1957), started to investigate the significance o f prospective economic 

expectations for economic voting. An alternative school o f thought evolved, which 

posited that political support is driven by expectations about the future performance of 

the economy (see Lewis-Beck, 1988; MacKuen, Erikson, and Stimson, 1992). "The 

past is surely past, so rational voters must be prospectively orientated" (Bartels,

 ̂The Political Business Cycle model em erged in the 1970’s w ith N ordhaus (1975).
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1988) and hence voters support parties that they expect to deliver policies favourable 

to them. These studies (for example Chappell and Keech, 1985) propose a 

sophisticated electorate can assess the potential effects o f current policy choices on 

future economic outcomes. Therefore, in a Downsian sense, voters incorporate all 

information about anticipated events when deciding which political party will manage 

the economy optimally in the future.

1.2.3c Voter Sophistication and Rationality

The emergence o f the prospective hypothesis initiated a subsequent debate concerning 

the sophistication and naivete o f voters. The strict retrospective model assumes that 

voters cannot fully understand the complexity o f the economic system; hence they 

must rely on previously observed indicators o f  economic health, such as past 

unemployment, inflations and GDP rates. Such “naive” voters rely on adaptive 

expectations, i.e., expectations which are shaped exclusively by the history o f a 

particular variable o f  interest, such as the performance o f  the economy. Prospective 

models o f voting behaviour, however, which evolved from proponents o f the 

rationalist tradition (e.g., Chappell and Keech, 1985; Chrystal and Peel, 1986; Alesina 

and Rosenthal, 1989) recognise the electorate may possess more complex skills that 

enable them to make predictions about future economic conditions (Suzuki, 1991).

All these studies are based on the assumption o f rational expectations. While 

rationality (i.e., the maximisation o f individual utility under constraints) underlies all 

basic economic models, the concept o f  rationality is still a contested view in the 

political science literature. However, as Haggard and Webb (1994) rightly question 

“Why should analysts be so ready to assume that economically rational investors, 

consumers, and workers, suddenly become dumb voters and naive citizens?” Such 

rational models o f  voting behaviour thus emerged suggesting that voters can 

efficiently use all available information when forming their voting decisions. Rational 

expectations result in an electorate responding to messages about the future economy 

rather than simply extrapolating from current conditions (Erikson, M acKuen and 

Stimson, 2000). However, when Erikson et al. posit that people act rationally, they 

mean it in the sense o f Popkin's (1991) "limited information rationality", whereby 

voters rationally use all the information they possess, rather than assuming they have 

full and complete information about future economic conditions.
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The evidence in favour o f voter sophistication is mixed. While macro studies 

generally find that voting behaviour is sophisticated, micro level studies (i.e., see 

section 1.2.4 below) find little evidence o f this. Suzuki (1991) in examining whether 

voters are retrospectively or prospectively orientated finds that rational (or 

prospective) voters may be observational equivalent to non-rational (or retrospective) 

voters under certain macroeconomic regimes. He claims that evidence in favour o f 

sophistication is a result o f  stable government performance during the analysed 

period, and that the naivete o f  voters is revealed during periods o f macroeconomic 

instability. Suzuki and Chappell (1996) also provide evidence in support o f voter 

sophistication, as they find that voters can have ability to differentiate between 

permanent and cyclical income growth. According to Chappell and Keech (1985) 

sophisticated voters form judgm ents about the future economy based on an 

expectational Philips curve, observations o f past inflation rates and the output gap. 

Subsequent empirical analysis by Chappell and Keech finds that the sophisticated 

model only slightly outperforms the naive model. Suzuki (1994) introduced a 

Transitional Hypothesis, whereby voters initially have no information about the 

macroeconomic situation, however the emergence o f sub-optimal polices by the 

government trigger an evolutionary process towards voter sophistication. He empirical 

tests this hypothesis using Japanese survey data and finds political support switched 

from naivete to sophistication in the 1970’s when the 1969 and 1972 elections were 

political manipulated. This study suggests that voters have the ability to learn through 

experience over time.

According to Krause (2000) “many studies presume that retrospective behaviour 

corresponds with adaptive expectations, while prospective behaviour corresponds with 

the existence o f rational expectations” . In other words, naive voters rely on 

retrospective evaluations o f the economy while sophisticated voters can form 

prospective evaluations o f the economy. Therefore, much o f  the economic voting 

literature became imbedded with the notion o f retrospective, irrational and naive 

voting models on the one hand, versus prospective, rational and sophisticated voting 

models on the other. MacKeun at al. (1992) uses the metaphoric language o f 

“bankers” and “peasants” to describe this dichotomy, whereby prospective voters 

behave as sophisticated “bankers” and retrospective voters behave as naive 

“peasants” .
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1.2.3d Unifying Rationality and the Retrospective/Prospective Approaches 

A review of the economic voting literature to date by Lewis-Beck and Paldam (2000), 

finds voters are typically retrospective rather than prospective in nature, however the 

difference is quite small as voters generally have static expectations. They also state 

that retrospective perceptions are easier to work with than prospective expectations. 

While traditionally (as described in the preceding section) these have been competing 

hypotheses, several studies (e.g., Rogoff, 1990; Alesina and Rosenthal, 1989) have 

show that retrospective voting can be consistent with forward-looking (i.e., 

prospective) optimising behaviour when the electorate has complete information about 

the government’s competence"^ (Carlsen, 2000). Furthermore, a rational agent should 

incorporate all relevant information when forecasting the future and this will often 

include retrospective assessments o f the economy, hence rationality and retrospective 

voting are not mutually exclusive. Indeed, a simple model o f prospective behaviour 

developed by Fiorina (1981) states that voters are concerned about the future, but they 

rely on past experiences as a guide for what the future holds. Therefore, these 

retrospective voters are indeed rational in that they use past information to choose 

which party they expect to benefit them in the future. Erikson et al. (2000) call this a 

pure expectations model, which simply extrapolates from current and past trends to 

form expectations about the future.

Krause (2000) has shown that prospective behaviour cannot always be intrinsically 

linked to rational behaviour. The central idea o f the rationalist argument is that voters 

‘‘utilise all available information with the purpose o f  avoiding systematic (i.e., 

permanent) errors o f  judgem ent about some objective fu ture  condition” (Lucas, 

1972). It is possible however, that voters making prospective evaluations will 

systematically make forecast errors period after period. Krause claims that using 

retrospective variables to forecast the future will result in rational expectations as long 

as the predictions being made are not systematically incorrect.

Arceneaux (2004) also attempts to reconcile the retrospective and prospective debate, 

by placing voting decisions within a responsibility attribution model. Within such a 

model voters, in order to attribute responsibility for the economy, must consider both

C om petence is defined as the ability to sustain low  unem ploym ent w ithout creating high inflation.
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retrospective and prospective elements, and it is the intersection of these 

considerations that affects the voter’s decision. The classic retrospective model states 

that voters blame or credit the incumbent government for the performance of the 

economy, in an attributional framework, this is called causal responsibility. However, 

by only considering whether voters support the incumbent party, it does not account 

for a fundamental aspect of voting decisions, i.e., voters must have a reasonable 

alternative if they are to punish the incumbent (Arceneaux, 2004). The prospective 

hypothesis, on the other hand, states that voters consider which party will best perform 

in the future, also known as solution responsibility, i.e., how the problem should be 

solved. The prospective hypothesis assumes voters are more sophisticated than 

empirical studies suggest. Therefore, the responsibility attribution model allows the 

retrospective and prospective hypotheses to co-exist rather than compete.

Overall, evidence supporting the retrospective model, the prospective model and 

indeed combinations of the both are available. Section 1.3 examines why post

communist voting behaviour is expected to differ from Western democracies, and why 

the prospective approach is more applicable.

1.2.4 Macro and Micro Approaches

Original studies of economic voting were generally employed at the macro level, by 

using aggregate economic variables to explain election outcomes. However the 

emergence of quality survey data during the 1970’s led to a new strand of economic 

voting, known as the micro approach. The micro approach analyses the relationship 

between subjective perceptions o f the economy and voting intentions. Typically, 

voters who have a favourable perception of the economy support the incumbent 

government. Fiorina (1978) and Kinder and Kiewiet (1979) were the first to examine 

how the economy affects individual rather than aggregate vote choices. Contrary to 

their macro counterparts, micro studies often conclude that, at the individual level, 

voters know very little about the real economy. Initial efforts to reproduce the 

aggregate results of Kramer et al. using individual data did not produce statistically 

significant relationships between individual vote choice and assessments of personal 

finance. Micro analyses are consistently less conclusive than macro studies and often
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find only a weak relationship between the economy and voting behaviour (Conover, 

Feldman and Knight, 1987).

There have been many explanations given to account for the apparent inconsistencies 

between the macro and micro approaches. According to Tucker (2002) micro studies 

can control for a number o f additional factors, such as partisan affinity and attitudinal 

variables, which also feature in the vote function, hence they affect the size and 

coefficients o f  the economic variables and downsize the effect o f  the economy. Macro 

studies, on the other hand, are limited in the number o f political variables they can 

include; in general they are restricted to including economic and demographic 

variables. For this reason a relationship between the economy and vote choice is 

regularly found in macro studies, while only mixed evidence is found in micro studies. 

The micro approach has received criticism. According to Kramer (1983) only 

aggregate level studies should be used, as individual-level data is too clouded by 

partisan and media effects. It is claimed, however, that these effects are cancelled out 

at the aggregate level. M arcus (1988) responded to these claims by advocating the use 

o f both pooled survey data and macroeconomic indicators within the same model.

Such debates concerning the accurateness o f economic perceptions has led several 

researchers (for example, Conover, Feldman and Knight, 1987; W lezien, Franklin and 

Twiggs, 1997; Nannestad and Paldam, 2000; Duch, Palmer and Anderson, 2000; 

Evans and Andersen, 2001) to analyse the formation o f such subjective economic 

perceptions.^ Typically, it is found that perceptions o f  the economy are influenced by 

personal economic conditions, partisan factors and ideological biases, and the level o f 

information that the voter possesses. These studies suggest voters’ perceptions o f the 

economy ultimately influence vote choice regardless o f  movements in the real 

economy.

The continued popularity o f individual level studies has enabled a much more rigorous 

investigation o f the economic vote function. While many o f  the initial economic 

voting individual studies used assessments o f personal economic conditions to explain 

individual vote choice, some authors argue that sociotropic questions, measuring the

 ̂ A more in-depth discussion o f  these studies m ay be found in Chapter 3.
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respondents’ assessm ent o f  the national econom y should be used instead. W hile 

aggregate data is lim ited to  assessing w hether voters are influenced by retrospective or 

prospective econom ic conditions individual survey data, on the o ther hand, allows 

researchers to determ ine w hether voting behaviour is egotropically  or sociotropically 

orientated.

1.2.5 Sociotropic and Egotropic Hypotheses^

The second m ain controversy in the econom ic voting field , therefore, concerns the 

distinction betw een sociotropic and egotropic voting, i.e., w hether voting decisions are 

influenced by the vo ter’s evaluation o f  the national econom y or their ow n personal 

econom ic situation. T raditional econom ic voting studies originally  presum ed that the 

econom y played a role in voting decisions as individuals care about their our personal 

econom ic w ell-being. H ow ever, several studies such as K inder and K iew iet (1979), 

Lcw is-Beck (1988), show  that individuals can often act in apparent contradiction to 

their own econom ic interests and w elfare. These studies highlight the different 

betw een the “selfish vo ter” and the “ social vo ter” or “egotropic voting” and 

“ sociotropic voting” .

1.2.5a Egotropic Hypothesis

Egotropic voting posited by K iew iet (1985) and M arkus (1989) is the notion that 

voting decisions are influenced by individuals’ assessm ent o f  their personal econom ic 

situation. If  a vo ter feels his personal financial situation has w orsened under a given 

governm ent, he will be less likely to vote for the incum bent parties. H ow ever, if  a 

voter perceives that his financial situation im proved, then he is m ore likely to reward 

the incum bent governm ent by voting for that party  in the next election. W hile voters 

under this hypothesis are assum ed to be narrow -m inded and self-centred, they are 

acting in accordance w ith Dow nsian rationality that states individuals prefer to vote 

for a party that will provide them  with m axim um  utility. Sim ilarly to retrospective 

voting, egotropic voting does not require the voter to understand the com plexities o f

® According to L ew is-B eck  and Paldam (2 0 0 0 ) the word “sociotrop ic” is now  accepted in the literature, 
how ever the word “egotrop ic” is less acceptable and the w ords “pocketbook”, “egocentric” or 
“ personal” are preferred. T hey continue to use the word “egotrop ic” as they b elieve it is less 
em otionally  loaded, hence the remainder o f  this thesis also  refers to personally orientated voting  
behaviour as “egotropic” .
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the econom ic system  or possess a large degree o f  vo ter sophistication, as they solely 

rely on perceptions o f  their own personal w ell-being w hen form ing assessm ents o f  the 

governm ent.

1.2.5b Sociotropic Hypothesis

Sociotropic voting, on the o ther hand, im plies that citizens take account o f  national 

econom ic conditions w hen determ ining for w hich party  to vote. Sociotropic voting is 

not necessarily  som e altruistic calculus o f  the individual voter looking out for the 

econom ic needs o f  the entire country, but instead m ay be based on the notion that a 

better national econom y benefits the voter individually. K inder and K iew iet (1981) 

and L ew is-B eck (1988) are the m ain proponents o f  this view. They claim  that 

sociotropic voting can be based on egotropic concerns.

D ow ns (1957) posited that individuals vote in order to  m axim ize their expected  utility, 

given the inform ation available to them  at the tim e o f  the election (see F idrm uc and 

D oyle, 2003). Therefore, as voters are utility m axim ising individuals, from a 

D ow nsian perspective, voters should be both retrospectively  and egotropically  

orientated. A review  o f  the econom ic voting literature by Lew is-Beck and Paldam  

(2000) finds sociotropic econom ic voting is generally  stronger than egotropic 

econom ic voting, how ever there are notable country exceptions, e.g., B ritain and 

D enm ark consistently  display m ore egotropic voting. A further study by A nderson 

(2000) using 1994 Eurobarom eter survey data from  13 European dem ocracies finds 

that sociotropic econom ic effects consistently  outperform  the egotropic ones. In 

addition, De B o ef and N agler (2002) also suggest that voters pay little attention to 

their own pocketbooks but rather are m ore concerned about the national econom y. A 

discussion by Toka (2002) highlights that this is a rather paradoxical finding given 

that the social sciences are founded on the assum ption that individuals are egotistic. It 

is argued, how ever, that the im pact o f  a single vote on an ind ividual’s own w ell-being 

is essentially  non-existent, and the norm ative environm ent o f  voting m otivates public- 

regarding behaviour. A lso, he claim s is it easier for voters to link governm ent activity 

and national econom ic conditions, ra ther than o n e ’s personal w ell-being. O verall it 

appears that w hile egotropic voting is theoretically  interesting, sociotropic voting 

appears to be the dom inant outcom e.
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There are two ways o f interpreting the sociotropic/egotropic debate, first, it can be a 

debate concerning what voters care about, and second, it can be interpreted as a debate 

about what particular information the voters use when forming their voting decisions. 

For example, according to De B oef and Nagler (2002) a voter could be a rational 

agent who does care about his own personal well-being, however he may believe the 

national economy is a more optimal method o f judging the incumbents competence. 

This view has led to the evolution o f  a small literature stating that, rather than voters 

looking to either their own personal pocketbooks or the national economy at large, 

they judge the competence o f the government by analysing how different groups in 

the economy have performed. Hence, individuals vote based on how well their group 

has performed relative to others. Studies such as Rosensone and Hansen (1983) and 

Kinder, Adams and Gronke (1989) test this theory using individual survey data, 

however they do not find a relationship between group economic performance and 

vote choice. They rely on individual perceptions’ o f group performance, rather than 

objective measures o f the group’s economic well-being. De B oef and Nagler, on the 

other hand, formulate and test this theory using objective measures o f group wage 

levels, and find a relationship between such group measures and presidential approval. 

Overall, they find that US presidential approval is influenced by both national 

economic performance, i.e., sociotropic voting, and group economic performance.

As seen from above, the majority o f  studies try to determine whether voting is 

egotropically or sociotropically orientated, i.e., it is framed in the context or either/or. 

However, similar to the retrospective/prospective debate, there may be a complex 

causality between the two approaches. Indeed, public choice theory allows this 

conflict between “egotropic” and “sociotropic” to remain within the rational 

framework by adapting the voters preference set to include wider social concerns. One 

study by Celep (2002) uses M aslow ’s theory concerning the hierarchy o f  human 

motivations to examine individual factors that may lead voters to rely on egotropic or 

sociotropic perceptions. He finds increasing levels o f  income decrease egotropic 

voting and increase sociotropic voting, hence providing further evidence o f the 

importance o f group economic performance in vote choice. In addition, he implies that 

the motivation for voting egotropically or sociotropically may depend on the 

characteristics o f the individual voter, emphasising the importance o f electoral 

heterogeneity.
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1.2.6 Electoral Heterogeneity

Debates over voter sophistication, also known as political sophistication, have led 

researchers to assert that different segments o f the electorate possess varying levels o f 

sophistication. Political sophistication is the cognitive ability to process and use 

information. The assumption o f  a homogenous electorate has now been lifted and 

recent voting studies are allowing for the fact that the electorate are heterogeneous 

agents who have differing information gathering and processing capabilities. Macro 

level studies, which typically provide evidence supporting the voter sophistication 

hypothesis, must, by design, assume a homogenous electorate. However, 

corresponding micro level studies have revealed some segments o f the electorate are 

more knowledgeable than others.

Feldman (1982) was one o f the first studies to show that different portions o f the 

electorate use different voting mechanisms. Several other studies (Krause, 1997 and 

2000; Krause and Granto, 1998; Rivers, 1998; Duch, Palmer and Anderson, 2000) 

show that responsiveness to economic performance varies among different sub-groups 

o f  the US electorate. Other studies also posit that political sophistication is an 

important factor in determining whether a voter engages in sociotropic or egotropic 

voting. Conveny (2002) finds that different sub-groups (divided by gender, partisan 

identification and levels o f political sophistication) o f the US electorate rely on 

differing types o f information when forming political assessments, with more 

sophisticated individuals engaging in sociotropic voting. The use o f sub-group 

analysis in economic voting is growing and it is both pragmatically and methodically 

beneficial. However, the use o f sub-groups to date, has predominantly been a US 

phenomenon, thus the literature is void o f studies that examine electoral heterogeneity 

in the context o f  either Western or Eastern Europe.

1.2.7 System Volatility

Another small strand o f the Economic Voting literature discusses the impact o f system 

volatility on economic voting. Bengtsson (2002) coined the phrase “system volatility” 

referring to the impact o f party switching during election periods on the extent of 

economic voting. The System Volatility Hypothesis posits that economic voting is 

more prevalent in volatile economies where economic concerns are paramount, and
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that a high degree o f  econom ic volatility  will lead to a high degree o f  electoral 

volatility. Evidence suggests that the electorate in the m ajority o f  established 

dem ocracies are relatively stable in their vote choices over tim e. Paldam  (1991) 

estim ated that 15-25 percent o f  the electorate in W estern dem ocracies are volatile , i.e., 

they m ay sw itch parties from  one election to the next. T herefore, econom ic changes 

may only be relevant to the volatile share o f  the electorate. Bartolini and M air (1990) 

find that the average volatility  in W estern Europe betw een 1885-1985 was 9.1 (on a 

scale on 0-100, w here O=low volatility  and 100=high volatility), w hile average 

volatility  in the form er com m unist states is 18.3, w hile reaching  highs o f  43.8 in some 

countries (B irch, 2001).^

There are very few  studies to date that exam ine the im pact o f  electoral volatility  on 

the strength o f  econom ic voting. A ccording to B engtsson (2002) when the extent o f  

volatility varies, the strength o f  econom ic voting varies, such that system ically  high 

volatility w ill induce greater econom ic effects as a larger portion o f  the electorate is 

open to influence by short-term  factors. H ow ever, in an exam ination o f  21 W estern 

dem ocracies encom passing 266 elections, he fails to find a consistent relationship 

between electoral volatility  and econom ic voting. To date, the study o f  electoral 

volatility and econom ic voting has m ainly focused on Latin  A m erica rather than 

Eastern Europe. H ow ever as they are both experiencing  transitions to dem ocracy, 

sim ilarities betw een the tw o can be draw n. One o f  the m ost com prehensive studies o f  

electoral volatility  is carried out by R oberts and W ibbels (1999), and exam ines 58 

parliam entary elections and 43 presidential elections in 16 Latin Am erican countries 

betw een the I9 8 0 ’s and 1990’s. W hile the extent o f  electoral volatility  is the main 

variable o f  interest in their analysis, they find that electoral volatility  is influenced by 

econom ic perform ance, in addition to institutional and structural factors.

G elineau (2001) questions w hether econom ic voting is stronger in em erging 

dem ocracies and volatile econom ic settings than in estab lished  W estern dem ocracies. 

On the one hand, given the high degree o f  econom ic fluctuations caused by the 

econom ic reform  process, it is possible that voting behav iour is overtly  sensitive to 

these conditions. A lternatively, given the perceived necessity  o f  the econom ic reform

’ It should be noted how ever, that the Czech Republic had low er volatility  levels than W estern Europe 
betw een the periods 1990-1992, and 1996-1998 (B irch, 2001).
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process as an instrument to facilitate a functioning market economy, painful economic 

reforms may be accepted without repercussions for the incumbent government. 

Indeed, several economic voting studies o f Latin American (e.g., Stokes, 1996; 

Weyland, 1998; and Gelineau, 2001) find that voters are prospectively orientated 

despite economic hardships. This suggests voters in transitional economies are willing 

to accept initial economic downturns in the hope that it will lead to economic gains in 

the future. Subsequent chapters in the thesis examine this issue more closely.

This chapter, thus far, has provided a comprehensive overview o f  the main hypothesis, 

issues and debates in the economic voting literature. The following sections examine 

how these theories have been applied to the former communist countries.

1.3 Pre Post-Communism

One o f  the most symbolic outcomes o f  the dramatic political, economic and societal 

changes that have taken place throughout Central and Eastern Europe since 1989 has 

been the introduction o f free and fair elections. For forty years under communist rule 

the electoral choice was simple, voters had to choose between the Communist Party 

and the dissidents. This was a conflict which Garton-Ash (1993) states, “could he 

fram ed  in a language ofphilosophic and moral absolutes, o f  right against wrong, love 

against hate, truth against fa lsehood". However, expressing discontent for the 

incumbents under the Communist regime could often yield insalubrious outcomes. 

Open elections in the new democracies, conversely, positively encourage such 

articulation o f discontent and present voters with the opportunity to choose between a 

wide range o f non-communists, anti-communists and ex-communists.

Prior to 1989 the economic voting field (indeed the voting field in general), was 

almost void o f studies from Central and Eastern Europe, as election results within the 

communist system were largely pre-determined and political surveys were not 

unavailable. Official turnout rates o f 100% were reported, with 99% o f the electorate 

voting in favour o f the ruling party (Rose and Munroe, 2003). However even within a 

planned economy, some authors (e.g., Mieczkowski, 1978; Lafay, 1981) noted a 

relationship between the economy and political outcomes. M ieczkowski states:
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"Under communist system s consumption and the m aterial satisfaction o f  the population replace free  

voting, po litica l opposition, and other indices o f  the degree o f  p o litica l support o f  the government, as

dem onstrated in P oland in 1970 and 1976  Thus there is an intim ate link between changes in

consumption and po litics under communist system s  ” (pg.263).

Lafay (1981) also found a political-econom ic re lationship  betw een objective 

econom ic m easures (real w ages, consum er prices, external trade positions and 

consum ption grow th) and governm ental change in six com m unist countries betw een 

1961-76, with Poland and H ungary dem onstrating the largest econom ic effects. 

O pposition to the regim e w as frequently  voiced through dem onstrations and protests 

rather than open elections. D iscontent w ith the econom ic situation in particular was a 

persistent cause for such dem onstrations, and indeed, it w as the failure o f  the central 

planned econom y that led to the dem onstrations o f  1989/1990 that ultim ately led to 

the collapse o f  the Soviet em pire.

1.4 Advantages o f Analysing Post-Communist Elections

The fall o f  com m unism  in 1989 and the subsequent introduction o f  dem ocratic 

elections presented the opportunity  to study an area o f  research that w as obliged to lay 

dorm ant for the previous forty years. W hile the advantages o f  studying post

com m unist voting behaviour are vast, the main benefit stem s from the unexpected 

break in history that occurred throughout the region. U nlike established dem ocracies 

where voters have been socialised w ithin their political and econom ic system , voters 

in transition countries have no prior experience o f  com petitive political parties,* free 

elections and indeed a m arket econom y. A nalysing election outcom es in a setting 

where political parties are untarnished, voters are unclouded by partisan beliefs and

* Note that older voters may have participated in the inter-war election elections between 1920 and 
1935, and therefore may have experience o f  competitive political parties.
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economic considerations are paramount may enable us to solve some o f  the 

unanswered puzzles within the economic voting field.^

First, by analysing the actions o f new voters over time one can measure how quickly 

voters adapt to their new political and economic surroundings. This enables a more 

thorough investigation o f learning and voter sophistication. In established 

democracies, given the durability o f the party system, it is very difficult to determine 

both how party allegiances are formed and how long the party identification process 

takes. In post-communist countries, on the other hand, voters are presented with a 

variety o f new political parties o f which they have no previous experience with (apart 

from the communist parties). This offers two advantages; from a political science 

perspective it enables the testing for the mechanisms o f  party identification; and from 

an economic voting perspective it allows us to examine how the economy influences 

voting decisions with the absence o f partisan effects (in the early stages o f  the 

transition process voters should not have any strong attachment to particular political 

parties, hence, it is possible to penetrate the partisan perpetual screen).

In addition, the simultaneous transition from communism to democracy and from 

central planning to a market economy, created a large degree o f both political and 

economic turbulence. A growing debate in the economic voting literature centres on 

the question o f whether the extent o f economic voting is greater or less in volatile 

economies. Analysing the post-communist context, therefore enables the investigation 

o f the effect o f system volatility on the extent o f  economic voting. Finally, the study 

o f post-communist elections also allows the empirical testing o f several theoretical

’ It should be noted that Com m unist parties also ran in elections in the post-com m unist period and 
therefore they are not truly “new ” parties. H ow ever this study argues that the position o f  the 
C om m unist parties in the m inds o f  the voters radically changed from the com m unist to post-com m unist 
period. D uring com m unism  they were the m ajor political force and w ere the only political parties w hich 
had control over all aspects o f  the vo ter’s lives (political parties do not norm ally have such pow ers). As 
such they ran society -  the political sphere, the econom ic sphere and the social sphere. W hile som e 
voters supported the parties during com m unism  o ther did not, how ever they exerted a m ajor influence 
on supporters and non-supporters alike. Society changed in 1990, the C om m unist parties w ere ousted 
from governm ent and relinquished their control. They no longer m onopolised society and becam e 
“regular” political parties w hich had to com pete for votes at election time. W hile m any o f  the 
Com m unist parties retained their original beliefs and policy positions, the position o f  the “new ” 
C om m unist parties in society changed greatly. For this reason this thesis argues that voters in Centra! 
and Eastern Europe did essentially start from scratch in regards the party system. W hile it is true that 
supporters o f  the C om m unist parties under com m unism  m ay continue to support them in the post
com m unist period, all other voters (i.e., the m ajority) had to choose from a w hole range o f  new  political 
parties.
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models o f transition that were initially developed to explain the optimum sequencing 

o f economic reforms (see Roland, 2002 for an overview). These theoretical models 

debated the virtues o f the big bang approach, i.e., undertake all major reforms 

simultaneously or in quick succession while the window o f opportunity is open, 

versus a more gradualist approach, whereby initiating the more popular reforms first 

creates a constituency o f voters which will then support the more painful reforms. By 

analysing both the determinants o f election outcomes and support for the economic 

reform process, it is possible to test the empirical foundations o f these models. First, 

did the “window o f opportunity” protect the incumbent government and policy makers 

during painful economic periods, and second, at what stage o f the economic reform 

process did voters in transition countries fail to continue supporting the incumbent 

government?

In addition to the above theoretical models o f  transition from the top-down, several 

theoretical models concerning individual voters’ expectations during the transition 

process have also been developed. Stokes (2001) argues that the retrospective voting 

hypothesis may not be an appropriate strategy in emerging democracies which are 

undergoing radical economic transformation. She develops three alternative 

hypotheses to the retrospective approach: 1) the Intertemporal Posture, 2) the 

Exonerating Posture and 3) the Distributional Posture. The retrospective approach, 

otherwise known as “normal economic voting” states that voters use the past 

performance o f the government to form expectations about the future, and therefore 

one would expect an economic downturn to induce pessimism about the future and 

subsequently reduce support for the government. The Intertemporal posture however, 

posits that in new democracies voters are willing to endure harsh economic conditions 

in the belief that such economic reforms are necessary to ensure economic health in 

the future. Therefore, economic decline should induce voters to be optimist about the 

future and subsequently display higher support the government who are undertaking 

the necessary reforms. This suggests that voters are prospectively orientated. The 

Exonerating Posture, on the other hand, suggests that bad economic conditions cannot 

be accredited to the current government; rather they are a legacy from past regimes i.e. 

communism. This hypothesis states that economic decline will induce pessimism, 

rather than optimism, about the future, however voters are still supportive o f the 

current government and their reform efforts. Finally, the Distributional Posture argues

24



C hapter I : Introduction

that voters will support their preferred political party regardless o f the state o f the 

economy. Bad economic conditions during the transition process may create optimism 

about the future, however they will have no impact on mobilising support for the 

government. These four hypotheses map out various models o f voters expectations 

concerning the future; if the voters believe that the economic reform program 

introduced by the government is credible then voters will expect economic conditions 

to improve in the future, however if voters view the harsh economic conditions are as 

legacy from the past, then they will not expect a brighter future. Analysing post

communist elections enables these theoretical models concerning individual voters’ 

expectations during the transition process to be empirically tested.

Despite the above advantages to be gained, thus far, very few economic voting studies 

have emerged that apply economic voting models to post-communist countries. Duch 

(2001) finds that the majority o f post-communist economic voting studies assume the 

traditional economic voting specification, namely the retrospective and 

reward/punishment model. There are reasons to believe that elections in post

communist countries are different from those in Western democracies, mainly due to 

their fundamentally diverging recent histories. Stegmaier (2000) provides an efficient 

summary o f the communist legacy:

‘‘For over 40 years the communist governments o f  Eastern Europe suppressed ethnic tensions, virtually 

eradicated the open practice o f  religion, aimed to eliminate class difference, forbade the expression o f  

anti-communist political views, and guaranteed at least minimal economic security fo r  their citizens” 

(Pg-2)

These legacies o f communism may have a substantial impact on voting behaviour. 

While the conventional theories o f economic voting may hold in the new democracies, 

these theories need to be explicitly tested and not implicitly assumed. The following 

section reviews the current literature that has analysed the economic determinants o f 

voting in post-communist countries.
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1.5 A Survey o f Post-Communist Economic Voting Studies'^

The most comprehensive survey o f  voting studies in the post-communist world was 

carried out by Tucker (2002). He created a database o f  101 articles" on elections and 

voting in post-communist countries, which were published between 1990 and 2000. 

The studies were divided into three main broad areas; election-centred articles, party- 

centred articles, and hypothesis-centred articles. Economic voting falls under the 

hypothesis-centred category, whereby authors examine the relationship between 

election outcomes and economic conditions. Tucker includes 10 economic voting 

studies in his database and makes the distinction between aggregate-level economic 

voting studies (Pacek, 1994; Gibson and Cielecka, 1995; Bell, 1997; Fidrmuc, 2000a, 

2000b; and Tucker, 2000a, 2001) and individual-level studies (Colton, 1996a; Mason 

and Sidorenko-Stephenson, 1997; Powers and Cox, 1997; and Harper, 2000). The 

majority o f the early studies are either single election or single country analyses, 

however, more comparative studies evolved as the transition progressed and more 

elections occurred. The results o f the above economic voting studies tend to m irror the 

economic voting studies undertaken in Western democracies, whereby micro and 

macro analyses exhibit diverging results. The macro studies, which analyse election 

outcomes using aggregate economic variables, typically find a relationship between 

economic conditions and election outcomes, while the micro studies, which use 

individual survey data to determine support for the government or voting intentions, 

find a less conclusive relationship.

1.5.1 Macro Economic Voting Studies

Traditionally macro economic voting studies are time series analyses that examine a 

series o f elections over time for one or more countries. However, in a post-communist 

setting, such analyses are not possible due to the limited number o f elections that have

W hile there is a plethora o f  papers that exam ine elections in post-com m unist countries, this study 
focu ses so le ly  on those studies that can be c lassified  as “E conom ic V oting” studies. W hile som e o f  
these papers include econom ic variables in their specification , they are only c lassified  as EV studies i f  
they im plicitly  d iscuss EV theory and the m ain focus o f  their analysis is the potential econ om ic  
determ inants o f  voting behaviour.
" T ucker includes articles that appear in 16 m ain academ ic journals (8 general political sc ien ce  journals 
and 8 post-com m unist area studies journals) betw een 1990 and 2000 . N o te  that econ om ic  journals are 
not included.

26



C hapter I: Introduction

taken place since 1989.'^ Therefore, m acro studies w hich focus on post-com m unist 

elections tend to use regional econom ic and electoral data to overcom e this data 

problem . W hile m any o f  these studies do not explicitly  m ention the benefits o f  

utilising regional data beyond the data lim itations issue, the use o f  regional data can 

often reveal relationships that do not em erge from  the national data. A nalysing the 

regional level, particularly in the m ore recent post-com m unist elections, is also 

im portant, given that future structural funds from  the EU will be d istributed at 

regional level (see C hapter 4).

W hile general econom ic voting studies analyse vo ters’ preferences for the incum bent 

party, the m ajority  o f  m acro studies w ith in  the post-com m unist econom ic voting field 

exam ine how  election results reflect the v o ter’s experience w ith econom ic reform s: 

the “w inners” o f  the reform  process vote for right-w ing/pro-reform  parties, w hile the 

“ losers” vote for left-w ing/anti-reform  parties. In general, m ost studies o f  voting in 

transition find that disadvantaged regions, i.e., those characterised by high 

unem ploym ent, low average w ages, high percentage o f  state ow ned organisations, low 

degree o f  entrepreneurship, etc., tend to  vote for anti-reform  parties in order to 

m aintain the status quo. Support for pro-reform  parties is positively related to regions 

characterised by low unem ploym ent, high average w ages, high degree o f  

entrepreneurship  and a small percentage o f  state-ow ned organisations (see Fidrm uc, 

2000a, 200b; T ucker, 2001). In addition , sim ilar to general m acro studies, the post

com m unist counterparts frequently find a relationship betw een the econom y and 

voting behaviour.

In keeping w ith the traditional econom ic voting hypothesis. Bell (1997) uses the 

election year unem ploym ent rate and incom e levels to exam ine regional voting 

patterns in the 1990 and 1995 presidential elections and the 1991 and 1993 Sejm 

elections in Poland. An identifiable variation in political preferences according to 

regional levels o f  incom e and unem ploym ent is found, w ith the latter being the m ost 

significant econom ic factor. Polish parliam entary  elections are also the focus o f  

G ibson and C ieleckas’ (1995) study w hich concentrates on the 1993 election. They 

find that the reform  party. D em ocratic U nion, w ould have fared slightly better had

On average there have been 7 elections (including parliam entary, upper and lower houses and 
presidential) in the last 13 years within 12 post-com m unist countries.

27



Chapter 1: Introduction

growth been higher and unemployment lower. Therefore, conversely to Jackson et al. 

(2003) unemployment played some role in the 1993 election. Pacek (1994) also uses 

the election year unemployment rate to test the proposition that Central and Eastern 

Europe’s economic reform programs have a direct impact on voting behaviour. 

Examining three countries - Bulgaria (1991), Poland (1990, 1991), and

Czechoslovakia (1992) - he concludes that economically disadvantaged regions have 

lower turnout rates and higher votes for left and far-right parties simultaneously, and 

in all three countries, the macroeconomic measure is the most prominent explanation 

o f variations in regional turnout rate and party choice. While the majority o f post

communist studies abide by the classic incumbency model, several studies have 

evolved that deviate from this traditional dichotomy and examine the support for all 

parties under different classifications. Pacek, for example, examines the role o f 

opposition and extreme opposition parties, while two o f the most comprehensive 

economic voting studies (Fidrmuc, 2000a; Tucker, 2001) divide the parties into 

reform, nationalist and left-wing parties and old-regime and new-regime parties.

Fidrmuc (2000a, 2000b) uses various regional economic variables to examine regional 

election results in Hungary (1994, 1998), Poland (1993, 1997), Czech Republic (1992, 

1996, 1998) and Slovakia (1992, 1994). It is found that the unemployed, blue-collar 

workers, retirees and agricultural workers are the losers from reform and hence 

support for left-wing parties, while private entrepreneurs, white collars workers and 

the university educated are the winners from the reform process and support pro

reformist right-wing parties. Evidence in favour o f the traditional responsibility or 

reward-punishment hypothesis is not found, as incumbency effects only feature when 

explaining vote switching.

Tucker (2001) in a study o f 14 parliamentary and presidential elections in five post

communist countries between 1990-1996 (Russia, Poland, Hungary, Slovakia and the 

Czech Republic) finds similar evidence, such that voters in transition economies tend 

to favour either reform or anti-reform parties rather than reward or punish the 

incumbent government. Tucker (2004) uses regional electoral data from 20 

presidential and parliamentary elections between 1990-1999 (Russia, Poland, 

Hungary, Slovakia and Czech Republic) to test the Referendum M odel and the 

Transition Model. The Referendum Model is the classic reward-punishment model,
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whereby the incumbent government is punished for bad economic conditions and 

rewarded for good outcomes. The Transition Model is a modified version o f  the 

traditional partisan models (seen in section 1.2.2) that states economic conditions 

affect a party’s electoral success based on its relationship to the transition process: 

Old-Regime parties (ex-communist parties) are expected to benefit from poor 

economic conditions, while New-Regime parties will benefit from good economic 

conditions. Overall, the empirical evidence gives greater weight to the Transition 

Model than the Referendum model, suggesting voters evaluate parties based on their 

economic strategies regardless o f  whether they are in government or not.

Tucker’s database only includes articles published up to 2000; therefore three 

additional macro economic voting studies have emerged in the last few years. Jackson, 

Klich and Poznanska (2003a, 2003b) using data from the Polish General Social 

Survey and Polish elections returns during the period 1991-1997, find a new 

constituency o f voters, which evolved from the de-novo firm sector, typically support 

the pro-reform parties. However, unlike many o f the above studies, they find that 

unemployment does not appear to affect support for any o f the political parties. Roper 

and Fesnic (2003) test the importance o f historical legacies on voting behaviour in 

Romania and Ukraine and find that pre-communist legacies play a greater role in 

determining vote choice than socio-economic variables. W hile they refute other 

economic voting studies that find the economy influences voting in Eastern Europe, 

they do not include many economic variables in their analysis, apart from GDP per 

capita in the Romanian regression. In addition, their measure o f historical legacy - a 

regional dummy - appears inadequate to capture historical differences, as it may just 

be capturing present regional differences. Chapter 2 o f  the thesis discusses the 

importance o f these pre-communist legacies and how they influence voting behaviour, 

particular in the first post-communist election. It should also be noted that the majority 

o f the previous macro economic voting studies to date do not analyse the founding 

elections.'^

H eyns B. and Bialecki I. (1991) in “Solidarnosc: Reluctant V anguard or M akeshift C oalition?” 
exam ines the first sem i-free election in Poland in 1989 and w hile they use regional variables, they do 
not include econom ic data, and hence is not classified as an econom ic voting  study.
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O verall, these m acro stud ies show  that the traditional im pact o f  econom ic conditions 

on incum bent parties do not hold in a transitional setting. They suggest econom ic 

voting is policy orientated , w hereby  voters base they voting decisions on the political 

parties’ econom ic reform  preferences rather than their incum bency status. In addition, 

the retrospective voting hypothesis prevails, how ever th is is due to a lack o f  

prospective testing ra ther than conclusive evidence in favour o f  the retrospective 

approach.

1.5.2 Micro Economic Voting Studies

At the m icro level, on the o ther hand, it appears that econom ic considerations are 

overshadow ed when additional non-econom ic variables are included in the analysis. 

M icro studies, unlike their m acro counterparts, can specify a w ide range o f  variables 

in their m odels, such as political issues (ideology) and evaluation questions. A s Table

1.2 show s, there are generally  m ore m icro than m acro econom ic voting analyses 

w ithin the literature. This is both related to data lim itations in the m acro contex t and 

also the p lethora o f  readily  available survey data on post-com m unist countries. The 

m icro studies presented here include both single and m ulti-country  analyses.

H arper (2000) em pirically  tests five theoretically based voting hypotheses using 

Central and Eastern E urope Eurobarom eter (C EEB ) survey data from Lithuania 

(1992), Bulgaria (1994) and H ungary (1994). It is found that econom ic factors have 

only a m odest effect on voting intentions and that their pow er is significantly  reduced 

w hen socio-dem ographic variables and regim e transition  attitudinal variables are 

included. In addition, unlike the typical findings o f  m acro studies, the unem ploym ent 

variable is not significant in any o f  the country m odels, despite above average 

unem ploym ent rates in these countries. S tegm aier (2000) also uses data from  the 1992 

Central and Eastern E urope E urobarom eter for H ungary, Poland and C zechoslovakia, 

in addition to aggregate econom ic statistics, to test w hich factors influence both 

turnout rates and vote choice. O verall, it is found that econom ic voting across all 3 

countries is both socio tropically  and prospectively orientated , while turnout on the 

o ther hand is influenced by both prospective sociotropic and retrospective egotropic 

evaluations.
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Power and Cox (1997) employ survey data collected after the 1993 Polish 

parliamentary election to find that voter’s perceptions o f their personal economic 

circumstances do not affect vote choice as much as voter’s interpretation o f the past 

and how they attribute blame/credit to the reformers and the communist regime. 

Therefore, similar to Harper they find the regime attitudinal variables tend to have a 

stronger effect on voting intentions for both the incumbent and opposition parties 

compared to economic factors. Indeed, Colton (1996), using Russian survey data, 

estimates economic voting models that both include and exclude such attitudinal 

variables and finds the inclusion o f such variables affects the significance o f the 

economic factors. Duch (2001)''* uses survey data to test the hypothesis that economic 

voting becomes more evident in Hungary and Poland as voters become both more 

informed about the new political system in which they are living and when they gain 

more trust in the government. It is argued that voters’ evaluations o f the government 

may be underdeveloped during the early stages o f democratisation, but as their 

experience with the democratic system increases so too does the extent o f economic 

voting. Another article not included in the database, by Przeworski (1996), uses 

monthly survey data and aggregate economic conditions to examine support for the 

incumbent government and economic reforms in Poland. Only mixed evidence o f the 

classic retrospective economic voting model is found. Yancis (1994) using pre

election opinion polls from the 1990 and 1992 Czech elections finds that evaluations 

o f the economic reforms and evaluations concerning the political parties ability to deal 

with the economy, outweigh egotropic voting in both elections. And finally, Mason 

and Sidorenko-Stephenson (1997) uses individual survey data to examine public 

opinion during the 1996 Russian election. They find that, contrary to many individual 

level studies, the economy does play a role in the formation o f  voting decisions.

Similar to the majority o f micro voting studies, post-communist studies only find 

mixed evidence in support o f the economic voting hypothesis. While these micro 

studies differ from those carried out on established democracies in that the types of 

economic perceptions they analyse differ'^, the substantive results are the same, such

This article was not included in T uckers’ database as it w as only published in 2001, how ever it is 
referred to in the text.

Post-com m unist studies focus on perceptions concerning satisfaction with the econom ic reform 
process, w hile general studies use perceptions regarding the general econom ic situation.
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that regim e attitudinal variab les have a stronger effect on vote choice than econom ic 

factors. These results also  m irror the results found in m ore general econom ic voting 

studies, i.e., socio trop ic perceptions have a greater im pact on vote choice than 

egotropic perceptions.

Finally, T ucker notes that a search o f  the UM l database in 2001 revealed that only 7 

doctoral d issertations have focused on elections and voting in post-com m unist 

countries in total, and only 2 have specifically  exam ined econom ic voting in transition 

econom ies - T ucker (2000) and S tegm aier (2000). A n updated search o f  the UMl 

database in July 2004 did not reveal any new  doctoral research in this area.

1.6 Aims of the Thesis and Contributions to the Literature

The countries o f  C entral and Eastern Europe have spent fourteen years developing a 

functioning dem ocracy and m arket econom y. In this tim e they have held a variety  o f  

elections w hile undertaking a series o f  econom ic reform s w ith diverging 

consequences. The entry o f  eight post-com m unist countries into the European U nion 

on M ay 2004 sym bolised, for m any, the end o f  the transition process. This thesis 

exam ines the duality  o f  these evolving econom ic and political system s and 

interactions therein , from  the collapse o f  the com m unist regim e in 1990 until the 

eventually entry into the EU. The com m on them e perm eating the thesis is the extent 

and form o f  econom ic voting in the countries o f  Central and Eastern Europe. W hile 

C hapters 2 and 3 focus exclusively on the C zech R epublic, C hapter 4 ex tends the 

analysis to all ten post-com m unist countries, C hapter 5 includes all 25 countries in the 

new enlarged EU , and finally. C hapter 6 analyses the voting behaviour o f  C zech and 

Polish m igrants living in 85 and 90 d ifferent countries, respectively.

1.6.1 Prospective Voting Patterns and Winners and Losers

As seen from  above, studies o f  Central and Eastern Europe are slowly penetrating the 

econom ic voting field. W hile som e post-com m unist m acro studies fo llow  the 

traditional responsibility  m odel, i.e., the governm ent is held responsible fo r bad 

econom ic conditions and is rew arded for good econom ic outcom es, o thers deviate 

from this conventional view  and find old-regim e and new -regim e parties derive
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support from different constituencies o f  voters. This dichotomy is also apparent at the 

regional level. Regions with good characteristics support pro-reform parties, and those 

with bad characteristics support left-wing parties. These results tend to hold regardless 

o f incumbency. Such studies (e.g., Fidrmuc 2000a; Tucker, 2004) therefore suggest 

that the traditional retrospective hypothesis may not be appropriate in such a post

communist setting. However, none o f these studies explicitly test for the presence of 

prospective voting.

Within the economic voting literature, the retrospective voting hypothesis has 

received most attention to date, primarily due to the difficulty in distinguishing 

retrospective voting from prospective voting. Elections in post-communist countries 

enable a better test o f the retrospective-prospective debate, as voters could not rely on 

evaluations o f  past economic developments when forming their voting decisions in the 

first free election in the new democracy. The first election in any post-communist 

state, therefore, had to be prospectively orientated. Chapter 2 in the thesis, therefore, 

provides the first comprehensive test o f  the prospective nature o f voting in the Czech 

Republic at the beginning o f its post-communist transition. It demonstrates that, 

contrary to the retrospective model, voters in transition economies were willing to 

initially accept economic hardships in the hope that it would lead to economic gains in 

the future. As the fall o f  communism is 1989 was largely unanticipated, the citizens o f 

Central and Eastern European had to quickly adapt to the newly installed political and 

economic system. As voters could not judge the newly formed political parties on the 

basis o f  their past performance, they relied on their endowments from the communist 

regime in order to predict how they would fare in the new system. Therefore, given 

the unique nature o f the post-communist experience, voting behaviour had to be 

forward-looking.

This hypothesis permeates the remainder o f the thesis, whereby initial predictions of 

future economic outcomes formed in 1990 proved correct, such that voters with 

favourable human capital endowments supported right-wing pro-reform parties, while 

those with unfavourable endowments supported left or centre-left wing parties. Both 

these prospective outlooks and voting patterns persist throughout the transition period. 

The “winners” o f  the transition process continue voting for right-wing parties and are 

in favour o f advanced economic reforms, including entry into the European Union as
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the ultimate reform step, while the “ losers” persist in voting for left and centre-left 

parties which favour more socially orientated economic policies. This “winner/loser” 

hypothesis is first introduced in Chapter 2, in the context o f  Czech regions, and 

distinguishes and tracks the voting behaviour o f  regions with good and bad initial 

conditions. This theme continues in Chapter 3, which investigates the individual 

characteristics o f these economic winners and losers, and examines how their 

perceptions o f economic conditions influences voting behaviour. The hypothesis is 

then developed in Chapters 4 and 5 in the context o f  support for European integration, 

where it is shown that the differing characteristics o f  the winners and losers are 

correlated with various levels o f support for European integration.

1.6.2 Developing Perception Formation

Post-communist micro studies typically find a less consistent relationship between 

perceptions o f the economy and vote choice. As discussed in section 1.2.4 the 

macro/micro divide is often attributed to the subjective nature o f  such economic 

perceptions, whereby perceptions o f  the economy are unrelated to objective economic 

conditions. However, despite the wide-spread use o f perceptions in post-communist 

economic voting studies, few to date have analysed the formation o f  such subjective 

perceptions.'^ According to Evans and Andersen (2001), economic perceptions in 

transition economies should not be susceptible to political re-interpretation given that 

these economies are experiencing large-scale structural changes and hence economic 

assessments should be unclouded by ideological preferences. However, such a test has 

yet to be carried out.

Using a set o f eleven Economic Expectation and Attitudes surveys conducted in the 

Czech Republic between 1990 and 1998, Chapter 3 o f this thesis analyses the 

formation o f such subjective economic perceptions throughout the transition period. In 

addition, the chapter attempts to reconcile the macro/micro divide by pooling the 

individual level survey data and regional economic data into a single analysis. This 

enables a more rigorous test o f the objectivity o f  subjective economic perceptions, i.e., 

if subjective economic perceptions are being used as a proxy for real economic

Anderson and O ’Connor (2000) examine the convergence o f  East and West German economic 
perceptions and Duch (2001) analyses the formation o f  Hungarian economic perceptions.
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conditions, then it is necessary to  icnow to w hat ex ten t these perceptions are 

influenced by real econom ic conditions. This study analyses how  both retrospective 

and prospective perceptions o f  the econom y in the C zech R epublic are form ed. In 

addition it determ ines the factors that enter into C zech v o ters’ decision sets w hen 

form ing their voting intentions.

1.6.3 Unifying European Integration Studies

Since the breakdow n o f  the com m unist regim e one o f  the prim ary goals o f  both the 

C entral and East European countries and the European U nion has been the eventual 

inclusion o f  these counties into the EU. The prospect o f  EU entry therefore initiated a 

p lethora o f  studies that exam ine support for EU m em bersh ip  w ithin the then candidate 

countries. Typically, these studies utilise survey data from  1996 or earlier to 

investigate the factors driving support for EU m em bership. The literature to date has 

failed to analyse attitudes tow ards support for EU m em bersh ip  w'hen the prospect o f  

m em bership  w as more tangible. In addition, the true preferences o f  voters were only 

revealed in 2003 when the referenda on EU m em bership  took  place. Therefore, 

C hapter 4, analyses both support and participation in seven o f  the nine referenda on 

EU m em bership using regional referenda data. This study was m otivated by the 

particularly low turnout rates in m ost o f  the candidate countries, w hich ran contrary to 

expectations and as such m atched the generally  low partic ipation rates experienced in 

EU referenda throughout the current m em ber states. T hese low turnout rates m ay 

represent consolidation o f  the political system s and the convergence o f  the transition 

countries to their W estern counterparts. For exam ple, w hile 96%  o f  the electorate 

voted in the first parliam entary election in the C zech R epublic in 1990, only 55.2%  

voted in the EU referendum  in 2003 and 28%  voted in the recent EU parliam entary 

elections in June 2004. These results suggest that the initial euphoria has given way to 

indifference.

T his study analyses how accession to the EU affects d ifferen t socio-econom ic groups, 

by considering effects that accrue to  them  through efficiency  gains from new 

econom ic opportunities, and though redistribution and fiscal transfers. In addition to 

the regional analysis o f  the EU referenda results, it also em ploys individual data from 

13 candidate countries from the M arch/A pril 2002 C andidate Countries

35



Chapter I: Introduction

Eurobarom eter, to exam ine support and potential participation decisions one year 

before the referenda occurred. Therefore both the actual and hypothetically  results are 

related to a range o f  socio-econom ic characteristics, to determ ine w hat kind o f  regions 

and individuals favour enlargem ent and why support for m em bership is not 

universally shared. The analysis o f  turnout also enables a test o f  strategic voting. 

G iven the 50%  m inim um  turnout requirem ent, it m ay be a better strategy for an 

opponent o f  accession to refrain from  voting in the hope o f  keeping the participation 

rate below  50% , rather than voting and opposing.

W hile parallel studies analysing the support for European integration in the old EU-15 

m em ber states and in the new  m em bers have evolved, none thus far have crossed the 

East-W est divide in term s o f  considering w hether the underly ing determ inants o f  

voting patterns are the same in post-com m unist countries as in established 

dem ocracies. G iven the recent enlargem ent o f  the European U nion such a com parative 

analysis is particularly  relevant. C hapter 5 therefore, perform s a com parative analysis 

o f  the determ inants o f  support for the EU in both the old and new  m em ber states. The 

purpose o f  this analysis is to exam ine w hether the determ inants o f  support differ 

w ithin the tw o regions given first, their distinct histories and second, their experience, 

or lack thereof, o f  European integration. The chapter has dual functions, it provides 

the first analysis o f  the determ inants o f  support for European integration in the new 

EU o f  25 m em bers and builds on the w ork o f  G abel (1998) by testing seven theories 

o f  support for European integration. The study is therefore unique both in scope and 

size, in term s o f  the num ber o f  countries and hypotheses analysed. It provides the 

baseline for future research concerning the determ inants o f  support for European 

integration in the new enlarged Union.

1.6.4 Political Resocialisation and Sociotropic Voting

As seen in section 1.2.5 a m ajor debate in the econom ic voting field is centred on the 

distinction betw een sociotropic and egotropic voting. S im ilar to the retrospective/ 

prospective dichotom y, it is often difficult to d isentangle sociotropic voting, w hereby 

voters base their decisions on concerns about the national econom y, from egotropic 

voting w hich is driven by considerations o f  individual w ell-being. It is very rare to 

find an exam ple o f  pure sociotropic voting. C hapter 6 o f  the thesis, how ever, takes
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advantage o f  a unique dataset on votes cast by C zech and Polish m igrants in recent 

national elections in their hom e countries. These m igrants w ere free to choose the 

political parties w hich they expected w ould benefit their hom e country, w ithout any 

personal im plications (unless they plan on returning to their home countries, or are 

concerned about the econom ic w ell-being o f  their relatives and friends), as they are 

not affected by the policies im plem ented by the future governm ent. This case is an 

exam ple o f  pure sociotropic voting, w hereby the voters are altruistically  concerned 

about the w ell-being  o f  the country and are free from  personal constraints.

The study w as initially  m otivated by the diverging voting behaviour o f  C zech and 

Polish m igrants and their hom e-country counterparts. In both countries, had m igrant 

voters been the decid ing  factor, the current incum bent governm ents w ould encom pass 

right-w ing rather than the left-w ing coalitions currently  in place. This suggests that 

m igrants are either subject to a selection bias, w hereby the determ inants o f  the country 

they m igrate to  are correlated w ith their econom ic background or political preferences, 

or alternatively they  are influenced by the institutional, political and econom ic 

environm ent prevailing  in their host countries. C hapter 6 therefore tests each 

hypothesis in turn, in order to account for the differences in voting patterns betw een 

both m igrant and hom e voters and also across countries, and perhaps m ore 

im portantly, to  shed light on several questions in the political socialisation, m igration 

and voting literatures. The chapter thus, contributes to the political socialisation 

literature as it exam ines the extent to  w hich m igrants are influenced by their new 

surrounding and becom e socialised w ithin the new  system . This in turn can have 

im portant im plications for the hom e country, w hereby returning m igrants m ay help 

facilitate political and econom ic changes in their hom e countries, as was exem plified 

by the re turning m igrants from  W estern dem ocracies during the transition from 

com m unism  to dem ocracy in the post-com m unist countries. In addition, it addresses a 

fundam ental question in the voting literature in a new  and innovative way: how  do 

voters form ulate their political opinions and attitudes? This study is the first o f  its 

kind, how ever it offers only a tentative insight into several m ajor issues, therefore it is 

the aim  o f  this study to initiate the developm ent o f  future research in these areas.
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1.6.5 Analytical Strategies

Table 1.2 presents an overview  o f  previous studies focusing on econom ic voting in 

Central and Eastern Europe. It show s that m icro studies have dom inated the literature 

to date, such that nine o f  the sixteen post-com m unist econom ic voting studies have 

used individual survey data in their analysis. The relative lack o f  m acro studies is due 

to the sm all num ber o f  elections that have taken place in the post-com m unist period. 

The m acro studies that have been carried out have overcom e this problem  by 

analysing regional variation in electoral outcom es and political preferences. Table 1.2 

also highlights that the m ajority o f  m icro-level studies are single-country analyses, 

w ith Poland and Russia receiving the m ost attention  to date. The low num ber o f  

m ultip le-country  m icro studies is due to the lack o f  com parable international surveys 

datasets. T here have only been three com parative m icro econom ic voting studies to 

date and tw o o f  these have used the C entral and E astern Europe Eurobarom eter 

(C EEB ) surveys. This survey series w as discontinued in 1997 w hich m ay explain the 

absence o f  com parative econom ic voting studies in recent years. It w as reinstated in 

O ctober 2001 under a new guise - the C andidate C ountry Eurobarom eter (C C EB ) 

series.

Overall, three classes o f  data are em ployed in this thesis: country-level data, regional 

data, and individual survey data. U tilising data at various levels o f  aggregation 

facilitates the testing  for the inconsistencies betw een m acro and m icro econom ic 

voting studies. C hapters 2 and 4 o f  this thesis fo llow  the regional approach as typified 

in the above m acro econom ic voting studies. C hapter 2 exam ines regional election 

results in the C zech R epublic betw een 1990 and 2002, w hile C hapter 4 analyses the 

EU referenda results at a regional level in Czech R epublic, Estonia, Latvia, L ithuania, 

Hungary, S lovakia and Poland. C hapters 3, 4 and 5 adopt a m icro approach and utilise 

three d ifferent survey datasets. C hapter 3 analyses the C zech Econom ic Expectations 

and A ttitudes datasets that were carried out betw een 1990 and 1998. C hapter 4 and 5 

then utilise the previously unpublished C andidate C ountry E urobarom eter series for 

13 Central and East European countries to perform  the m ost com prehensive 

com parative econom ic voting study to date. C hap ter 5 com plem ents the CCEB 

surveys w ith the standard Eurobarom eter surveys covering the EU-15 m em ber states. 

C hapters 4 and 5 endeavour to extend tw o existing literatures; first, the econom ic
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voting field in general, and second, the literature on the support for European 

integration (this literature is discussed in detail in C hapter 5). F inally, C hapter 6 

utilises the voting returns o f  Polish and C zech m igrants voting from  a variety  o f  

different host countries.

The m ost striking outcom e o f  the above rev iew  is the potential for further 

developm ent in the econom ic voting literature in general, and especially in applying 

m odels o f  econom ic voting to Central and Eastern Europe. As seen in section 1.5 there 

have only been 16 studies to date that have analysed the econom ic determ inants o f  

voting in a post-com m unist setting. The rem ainder o f  this thesis, therefore, advances 

the econom ic voting literature by testing  several hypotheses that have becom e 

standard in th is literature but have yet to be tested in the post-com m unist context, in 

addition to providing a com prehensive analysis o f  the ex ten t o f  econom ic voting in 

Central and East European countries. The final section below  outlines how  these aim s 

are realised throughout the thesis.

1.7 Structure of the Thesis

The thesis progresses as follow s: G iven one o f  the m ain debates in the econom ic 

voting literature concerns the discrepancy betw een m acro and m icro studies. Chapters 

2 and 3 investigate both m icro and m acro approaches to  econom ic voting, w ith an 

application to  the Czech Republic. C hapter 2 exam ines the econom ic determ inants o f  

voting behaviour for the first five national elections in the Czech Republic. It proposes 

that voters, tak ing  stock o f  their respective initial conditions, could predict w hether 

they w ould be “w inners” or “ losers” from  the transition  process, w hereby potential 

“w inners” voted for pro-reform  right-w ing parties, w hile potential “ losers” supported 

left-w ing parties. Using regional election  results, regional unem ploym ent rates and 

individual survey data, the chapter show s that there is persistence in support for p ro

reform  and com m unist parties, such that regions w hich voted for these parties in 1990 

continued to  do so in all subsequent elections. In addition, it finds that vo ters’ 

subjective predictions o f  future econom ic developm ent are a good predictor o f  future 

vote choices. This suggests that voters experienced a partial revelation o f  the outcom e 

o f  the reform  process before the reform  process actually  began.
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C hapter 3 utilises the Czech Econom ic Expectations and A ttitudes (EEA ) survey 

dataset to  analyse the relationship betw een the econom y and voting decisions, by first 

m odelling how  voters evaluate the econom y, and secondly, how  perceptions o f  the 

econom y influence voting behaviour. I f  first estim ates ordered logit m odels to 

consider w hether perceptions o f  the econom y are objectively or subjectively 

determ ined, and finds that objective econom ic conditions are inadequate determ inants 

o f  econom ic perceptions. It then estim ates m ultinom ial logit m odels to investigate 

w hether real econom ic conditions or subjective econom ic perceptions influence voting 

intentions for the main political parties in the C zech R epublic. The results indicate that 

vote choices are largely determ ined by perceptions o f  the econom y and are unrelated 

to m ovem ents in the real econom y. O verall, this individual level analysis o f  voting 

behaviour echoes the findings o f  C hapter 2, w hereby individuals with positive 

endow m ents from  the com m unist era support right-w ing parties, w hile those w ith less 

favourable endow m ents support left or centre-left parties, and that these patterns 

persist throughout the transition period.

C hapters 4 and 5 exam ine the pinnacle o f  the reform  process by analysing support for 

EU m em bership  w ithin Central and Eastern Europe. C hapter 4 investigates both the 

m acro and m icro determ inants o f  support as indicated by the 2003 regional results of 

referenda on EU m em bership in 7 candidate countries and the 2002 Candidate 

Country E urobarom eter survey dataset. T he chapter exam ines w hether support for EU 

enlargem ent is founded on expectations o f  efficiency gains from  new economic 

opportunities or expected redistribution gains from  fiscal transfers. It replicates the 

results found in preceding chapters: the w inners and losers o f  the transition process, 

who can be characterised by different hum an capital characteristics, tend to differ in 

their voting behaviour, such that those w ho support econom ic reform s are also likely 

to support the ultim ate econom ic reform  - accession to  the European Union.

C hapter 5 continues the them e introduced in C hapter 4 by investigating the sim ilarities 

betw een support for European integration in the old and new m em ber states. Using the 

2003.4 C andidate Country E urobarom eter survey and the 2000 standard 

E urobarom eter survey from the EU -15 states, it em pirically  tests seven key 

hypotheses developed to explain patterns o f  support w ithin the EU. The results 

indicate that despite different historical, social, religious norm s and com m unist
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legacies, the determ inants o f  support for European integration are alm ost identical in 

the old and new  m em ber states. The surveys are then pooled and a test o f  all seven 

hypotheses reveals that the support for European integration is founded on utilitarian 

considerations, political m otivation, and to a lesser extent, on cognitive m obilisation , 

in an EU o f  25 m em bers.

C hapter 6 introduces a new topic in the econom ic voting, and indeed in the voting 

literature in general. The chapter u tilises a unique dataset on votes cast by C zech and 

Polish m igrants in recent national elections in their hom e countries. The political 

preferences o f  m igrants, as m anifested by their vo ting  behaviour, are strik ingly  

d ifferent from  those o f  their hom e-country counterparts. In addition, there are 

im portant d ifferences in voting patterns across m igrants living in d ifferent countries. 

This study exam ines three alternative explanations o f  m igrant voting  behaviour: 

adaptive learning; econom ic self-selection; and political self-selection. The results 

suggest that m igrant voting behaviour is affected by the institutional environm ent o f  

the host countries, in particular the tradition  o f  dem ocracy and the extent o f  econom ic 

freedom . T here is little evidence that d ifferences in m igran ts’ voting behaviour are 

caused by pre-m igration self-selection w ith regard to political attitudes, or econom ic 

considerations. The results indicate that the political preferences o f  m igrants change 

significantly  in the wake o f  m igration as m igrants adapt to the norm s and values 

prevailing in the host country. This change aw ay from  hom e could be the catalyst o f  a 

corresponding change at home. Finally, C hapter 7 provides an overview  o f  the results 

from  the individual chapters and d iscusses potential areas o f  extensions o f  the thesis.
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lA Tables

Table 1.1 Impact of High Unemployment and Inflation on Government Popularity

Hypotheses
Left Incumbent Right Incumbent

U nemployment Inflation Unemployment Inflation

Responsibility Hypothesis - - - -

Clientele Hypothesis + - - +

Salient G oal Hypothesis - 0/- 07- -

Source: Extracted from Carlsen (2000).

Table 1.2 Overview of Economic Votin » Studies of Post-Communist Countries
Author(s) Macro Micro Single-Country Comparative
Yancis (1994) X Czech Republic
G ibson and Cielecka (1995) X Poland
Colton (1996) X Russia
Przeworski (1996) X Poland
Pow er and Cox (1997) X Poland
Mason et al. (1997) X Russia
H arper (2000) X Lithuania, Bulgaria, Hungary
Stegmaier (2000) X Hungary, Poland, Czech Rep.
D uch (2001) X Hungary, Poland
Jackson et a/. (2003) X X Poland
Pacek (1994) X Bulgaria, Poland, Czech Rep.
BeU (1997) X Poland
Fidrmuc (2000a, 2000b) X Hungary, Poland, Czech, Slovak
Tucker (2001, 2004) X Russia, Pol, H ung, Slovak, Czech
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CHAPTER 2

A Regional Analysis of Voting Patterns in the

Czech Republic:

Prospective Predictions, Persistency and Pro-Reform Parties

“Historical events mostly imitate one another without any talent
but it seems to me that in Bohemia, 

history staged an unprecedented experiment ’’
K undera(1996)

Summary
This chapter exam ines the econom ic determ inants o f  voting behaviour in the first five 

national elections in the C zech Republic. It proposes voters, taking stock o f  their 

respective initial endow m ents, could predict w hether they w ould becom e the “w inners” 

or “ losers” from the transition  process, w hereby potential “w inners” voted for pro-reform  

parties, w hile potential “ losers” supported left-w ing parties. U sing regional election 

results, regional unem ploym ent rates and individual survey data, this chapter 

dem onstrates that there is persistence in support for pro-reform  and com m unist parties, 

such that regions w hich voted for these parties in 1990 continued to do so in all 

subsequent elections. In addition, vo ters’ subjective predictions o f  future econom ic 

developm ent are a good predictor o f  future vote choices. This suggests that voters 

experienced a partial revelation o f  the outcom e o f  the reform  process before the reform 

process actually began.
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2.1 Introduction

Theoretical and em pirical w ork on the econom ics o f  vo ting  in W estern dem ocracies 

constitutes a vast area o f  both the political science and econom ics literatures. Studies 

applying such voting  m odels to post-com m unist countries, how ever, have been quite 

limited to date. U sing econom ic m odels to explain  vo ting  patterns is particularly  

appropriate for the form er com m unist societies, w here econom ic considerations can 

substantially affect vote choice due to low party identification and shifting vo ters’ 

preferences. In addition, the sim ultaneity o f  both the political and econom ic 

transitions, and the consequent econom ic hardships experienced throughout the 

region, has produced conditions quite d istinct from  those experienced by the typical 

W estern voter (H arper, 2000). In general, the re trospective voting  hypothesis receives 

m ost attention in the econom ic voting literature, and subsequently in the post

com m unist literature. The popularity o f  the re trospective approach stem s from  the 

difficulty in d istinguishing retrospective voting from  prospective voting. A s rational 

voters form expectations based on current and past econom ic conditions, the 

boundaries betw een the tw o approaches are often  blurred. Elections in em erging 

dem ocracies, how ever, enable a better test o f  the re trospective/prospective debate.'^

The first free election in a post-com m unist society represented  a natural break in 

history, w hereby one-party  com m unist rule was replaced by a m ulti-party dem ocratic 

system  and w ith it a v o te r’s choice set was radically  expanded to include a variety  o f  

new political parties. A s the m ajority o f  these parties did not exist, or lay dorm ant 

during the previous four decades (apart from  the form er-ru ling C om m unist Party), 

voters could not rely on cues from the past in order to  form  judgm ents about the 

future. Therefore, unlike electoral decisions in estab lished  dem ocracies, voters in the 

Central and Eastern Europe could not evaluate political parties based on their previous

W hile tests o f  the retrospective/prospective debate have been lim ited in post-com m unist studies, the 
literature on econ om ic  voting  in the em erging dem ocracies o f  Latin A m erica have found evid en ce  
which disputes the c lassica l retrospective m odel. Indeed, Stokes (1 9 9 6 ) and W eyland (1 9 9 8 ), w ho  
exam ine Peruvian and V enezuelan voters respectively , both find that desp ite painful econ om ic reform s, 
voters tend to be prospectively  orientated and are w illin g  to accept short-term econ om ic  pains. 
Sim ilarly, G elineau (2 0 0 1 ) finds that Argentinean voters in tim es o f  econ om ic  upheaval and reform s 
tend to contradict the c lassic  econ om ic voting v iew  such that they are prospectively  orientated.
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perform ance in governm ent. Hence the standard retrospective hypothesis can not be 

applied to voting behaviour in the form er com m unist countries.

As m entioned in C hapter 1, the m ajority o f  single-country  post-com m unist studies 

have centred on Poland or Russia, w ith only one to date, focusing exclusively on the 

Czech R epublic (Y ancis, 1994). W hile F idrm uc (2000a, 2000b), Pacek (1994) and 

Tucker (2000, 2001) go a long w ay in explain ing C zech voting patterns in a m ulti

country context, given the cross-sectional nature o f  these studies they can not 

investigate the initial determ inants o f  voting patterns (see section 1.3 C hapter 1, for a 

detailed overview  o f  post-com m unist literature). These studies suggest that the 

traditional retrospective hypothesis m ay not be an appropriate strategy in a post- 

com m unist context; how ever, explicit tests for the presence o f  prospective voting are 

not perform ed. This study, therefore, provides the first com prehensive analysis o f  the 

prospective nature o f  voting in the C zech R epublic throughout its post-com m unist 

transition.

Classic econom ic voting m odels typically  rely on conventional econom ic indicators to 

explain voting behaviour. Such studies generally  find that election results vary in line 

with econom ic conditions, at both the national and regional levels. This chapter, 

contrary to the conventional approach, dem onstrates that trends in regional voting 

patterns in the C zech R epublic em erged during the first post-com m unist election, 

when standard econom ic cues, such as the unem ploym ent and inflation rates and GDP 

growth were lim ited, or w ere not highly inform ative w ith respect to future econom ic 

conditions, as the econom ic reform  process had not yet begun. An exam ination o f  the 

1990 election reveals substantial regional variation in support for pro-reform  and left- 

w ing parties, w hile the unem ploym ent rate w as very low across all regions and only 

varied betw een 0.09%  and 1.91% at the tim e o f  the election. The failure o f  such 

contem porary econom ic variables to explain  regional voting patterns in the first 

election suggests that o ther factors determ ined  these initial voting patterns. This 

chapter argues that this unobservable phenom enon w as the reg ion ’s inheritance from 

the com m unist period, em bodied in the endow m ents o f  physical and hum an capital 

present in the region. It should be noted that, in general, post-com m unist studies do 

not analyse the first free election, as it is argued th is election is a referendum  on 

com m unism , and hence econom ic voting m odels should not apply. This study
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dem onstrates that w hile contem porary regional econom ic conditions, w hich w ere an 

outcom e o f  the reform  process, influenced voting decisions in later elections (see 

F idrm uc, 2000a, 2000b and Tucker, 2001, 2004), these econom ic conditions w ere 

largely pre-determ ined in 1990. The uniqueness o f  this study, therefore, is to show  

that such variation in both econom ic outcom es and voting patterns was already 

estab lished  in the early 1990s.

This chap ter em ploys regional election results, regional econom ic characteristics and 

individual survey data, to dem onstrate that these regional voting patterns, w hich w ere 

form ed during  the first election in the new  dem ocracy, are persistent over tim e, such 

that regions w hich voted for pro-reform  parties in 1990 continued to do so in all 

subsequent elections. In addition, a strong correlation is found betw een regional 

voting patterns in 1990 and regional unem ploym ent in subsequent years. This suggests 

that vo ting  decisions in 1990 are form ed based on expectations o f  future econom ic 

conditions. C onsequently, regions that anticipate becom ing the “ losers” o f  the 

transition  process vote for left-w ing parties advocating m ore gradual econom ic 

reform s and a social dem ocratic type system . In contrast, regions that expect to 

becom e the “w inners” o f  the transition process vote for pro-reform  right-w ing parties. 

This study investigates w hether expectations about future regional developm ents 

proved correct. If regions that voted for pro-reform  parties in 1990 subsequently  had 

low er unem ploym ent rates, this w ould suggest that voters had a partial insight into the 

outcom e o f  the reform  process before the reform  process actually began. Evidence in 

favour o f  th is hypothesis w ould im ply that voting decisions in 1990 w ere an outcom e 

o f  prospective thinking and expectations about post-reform  outcom es, providing 

evidence for the vo ters’ rationality hypothesis discussed in C hapter 1.

The chapter proceeds as follows: section 2.2 d iscusses the im portance o f  initial 

endow m ents in determ ining a reg ion’s success in the post-com m unist period. Section 

2.3 describes regional voting patterns and highlight trends in the data across regions 

and tim e. Section 2.4 introduces the data and m ethodology em ployed in the em pirical 

analysis. Section 2.5 presents the results o f  the tw o-part em pirical analysis. Sub

section 2.5.1 presents the estim ates o f  three m odels o f  all five C zech elections, and 

sub-section 2.5.2 investigates the prospectiveness o f  the 1990 election. Finally, section 

2.6 d iscusses the overall findings o f  the study.
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2.2 Communist Legacies and Initial Endowments

Forty-four years o f central planning and comm unist rule left its mark on all 76 

okresy‘  ̂ in the Czech Republic. This study proposes that a region’s economic activity 

during the communist era and, therefore, its initial conditions in 1990 are a good 

predictor o f its future performance in the post-comm unist period. A region’s initial 

endowment, such as sectoral employment distribution, trade orientation'^, and its 

stock o f physical and human capital, influenced initial expectations about the 

outcomes o f the reform process, regional election results and economic developments 

during the transition period. Furthermore, it is argued that despite the limited regional 

variation in regards unemployment and wage rates during the early 1990’s, regions 

throughout the Czech Republic differed greatly in their initial endowments.

The OECD (2004) identify 4 regional typologies in the Czech Republic: ‘‘dynam ic’’ 

regions, “lagging” regions, “declining traditional specialisation” regions and “non

dynamic suburban ” regions. “Dynamic ” regions, such as Prague, are high growth and 

emerging regions, which are typically characterised by large FDI (foreign direct 

investment) shares, highly qualified labour force and adequate infrastructure. 

“Lagging” regions are mostly located in North-W estern Bohemia such as Most, and 

are old industrial regions undergoing restructuring and are characterised by high 

unemployment and a predominantly unskilled labour force. “D eclining traditional 

specialisation ” regions, which are located on the East-W est belt in the middle o f the 

country, for example Ostrava, are sparsely populated and highly dependent on 

traditional sectors such as agriculture and mining. Finally, “non-dynamic suburban” 

regions, located around Prague e.g., Nymburk, are characterised by relatively low 

unemployment, unskilled labour, and a small number o f large enterprises.

In order to capture the evolution o f “winner” and “ loser” regions, Table 2.1 tracks 

both unemployment levels and voting patterns in four individual regions that

These okres o r regions used in this analysis cam e into effect in I960 and rem ained unchanged (with a 
few m inor changes) until the end o f  2002.

Industrial organization theory has identified tw o types o f  export industries in transition econom ies. 
F irst, industries that exported to the CM EA  (C ouncil for M utual Econom ic A ssistance) m arket under 
com m unism  have low er probability o f  surviving the transition process as their goods are generally o f  a 
low er quality and becom e obsolete. Second, firm s that exported to the W est under com m unism  have a 
higher probability o f  surviving and prospering in transition (see W alsh and R epkine, 1999).
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epitom ise these regional typologies. Table 2.1 show s that w hile unem ploym ent in 

1990 w as low across all four regions, only reaching a high o f  1.25% in O strava 

(“declin ing traditional specialisation” region), by 2002 the distribution o f  

unem ploym ent across regions had dram atically  changed, ranging from  3.73%  in 

Prague (“dynam ic region”) to  21 .71%  in M ost (“ lagging reg ion”). O strava also 

experienced a substantial increase from  1.25% in 1990 to 17.2% in 2002, w hile the 

“non-dynam ic suburban” region o f  N ym burk increased from  0.78%  to 9.19% . G iven 

the alm ost uniform  unem ploym ent rates in 1990, the classic econom ic voting 

hypothesis w ould suggest that voting patterns across these regions should also be 

sim ilar. H ow ever, Table 2.1 dem onstrates that voting patterns across the four regions 

diverge, not only as transition progresses, but also in the initial election in 1990. 

Support for pro-reform  parties in the first election is greatest in Prague (71.44% ), 

follow ed by N ym burk (62.9% ), M ost (54.2% ) and finally O strava (52.1% ). Support 

for the C om m unist party in the first election is highest in the M ost (17.9% ), closely 

follow ed by O strava (15.0% ), N ym burk  (14.3% ) and Prague (11.08% ). Tw elve years 

later these initial voting patterns persist in the 2002 election. The Pro-R eform  parties’ 

vote share experienced its sm allest decline in Prague (from  71.44%  to 52.43% ) and its 

largest in M ost (from  54.2%  to 29.23% ). W hile the C om m unist vote share rem ained 

stable in Prague, it increased to 27.41%  in M ost, 21 .19%  in O strava and 16.98% in 

N ym burk.

The relative changes in unem ploym ent over tim e m irror the diverging initial 

endow m ents o f  the regions. W hile dynam ic regions such as Prague, fared w ell in the 

transition process due to its capital city status, highly qualified labour force and low 

reliance on industrial and agricultural em ploym ent, o ther regions, such as M ost and 

O strava, fared badly due to over-industrialisation during the com m unist period. W hile 

non-dynam ic suburban regions, such as N ym burk, fared relatively  well given their 

proxim ity to the capital city. H ow ever, the alm ost hom ogeneous unem ploym ent rate 

and heterogeneous distribution o f  the vote share in the initial election  in 1990 suggest 

that regions, taking account o f  their initial endow m ents, could foresee their future 

position in the transition process. T he follow ing section analyses these trends in 

regional voting patterns in further detail.
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2.3 Regional Voting Patterns in the Czech RepubHc

The C zech R epublic is the only East European country to experience continuous 

dem ocracy during the in ter-w ar period. C zechoslovakia’s had four free elections 

during the First R epublic (1920, 1925, 1929 and 1935) and a sem i-free election in

1946. Interestingly, all four C zech parties that ran in the pre-w ar and 1946 elections
20also ran in the first post-com m unist election. Since 1990, the C zech R epublic has 

held five parliam entary  elections to  the C ham ber o f  D eputies (low er house). W hile the 

first three elections (1990, 1992 and 1996) resulted in the re-election o f  the pro-reform  

right-w ing governm ent, the 1998 and 2002 election saw  the centre-left Social- 

Dem ocrats form  a m inority  governm ent (please see A ppendix 2A for a m ore detailed 

overview  o f  the C zech elections at a national level).

The analysis in this study is conducted at the regional level. W hile regional election 

data is not utilised a great deal in the literature, with the exceptions o f  Fidrm uc 

(2000a, 2000b) and T ucker (2002), it serves as an interm ediary betw een the m acro 

and m icro approaches to  econom ic voting. As discussed in the preceding chapter, 

m acro analyses are typ ically  perform ed using national tim e-series data, w hile m icro 

studies rely on individual survey data. Regional data, therefore, links the two 

approaches in that it assum es voting behaviour is determ ined by econom ic conditions 

in the vo ters’ im m ediate surroundings, w hich have a m ore d irect and tangible effect 

on the vo ters’ preferences than the national econom ic environm ent. Therefore, one 

may expect that regional level data will reveal relationships that do not em erge from 

national data. For exam ple, w hile there w as a general pro-m arket euphoria at a 

national level in the early transition  period, and hence high support for pro-reform  

parties, an analysis o f  electoral data reveals that this euphoria was not universally 

shared, such that individual regions displayed considerable heterogeneity  in their 

electoral preferences. T he fo llow ing section classifies C zech political parties into four 

distinct groups and d iscusses the evolution o f  support for these groups at a regional 

level.

Jehlicka, K ostelecky and Sykora (1993) find that there is a certain stability in regional voting patterns 
in both the pre and post-com m unist elections for the Com m unists, the Social D em ocrats, the Socialists 
and the C hristian-D em ocrats.
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2.3.1 Classification o f  Parties^’

The main obstacle to overcome when analysing post-communist elections is the high 

degree o f fragmentation across the political parties over time. Parties in post

communist countries are subject to considerable electoral volatility, and the 

continuous emergence, demise, merging and splitting o f political parties and electoral 

unions have made the study o f voting behaviour particularly difficult. To overcome 

this fragmentation inherent to the Czech political system, parties in this analysis are 

divided into four main categories - Pro-Reform, Centre-Left, Communist and Others. 

Table 2.2 displays the list o f  individual parties that constitute each group for each 

election year. The categorisation has been based on the perceived political orientation 

o f the parties before the elections, rather than the actual policies pursued by the parties 

ex-post. This classification is similar to Fidrmuc (2000b) and Tucker (20003) who 

classify Czech political parties into broad party groups. Fidrmuc (2000b) analyses the 

1992, 1996 and 1998 Czech elections, while maintaining the same party grouping -  

Pro-Reform, Left, Nationalist and Government -  for each election. Mateju and 

Rehakova (1996) find that the positions o f Czech parties remained relatively stable 

throughout the post-communist period, and that it was the voters, not the political 

parties, that moved within the left-right spectrum. The party grouping used in this 

study is broad enough to capture any movements that took place within each 

classification group.

The Pro-Reform group incorporates right-wing parties that advocate full speed 

reforms in order to instigate a competitive market economy. In 1990 the Pro-Reform 

group encompasses Civic Forum (OF), an umbrella movement consisting o f groups o f 

smaller pro-reform and anti-com munist parties, and the Christian and Democratic 

Union-Czechoslovak Peoples Party (KDU-CSL).^^ After the 1990 election Civic 

Forum disintegrated into three parties. Civic Democratic Party (ODS), Civic 

Democratic Alliance (ODA) and Civic M ovement (OH), Civic Democratic Party 

emerged as a right-of-centre party, which stood for radicalism in its approach to

According to Birch (2 0 0 1 ) e lection s in C zechoslovakia  could be divided into C zech and Slovak  
com ponents and treated as d istinct and separate e lections as the tw o parts o f  the Federation had distinct 
party system s with very little overlap in the identities o f  contenders. Therefore, it is unlikely that the 
break-up o f  C zechoslovak ia  in January 2003 should have had any affect on the policy  positions o f  
C zech parties or changed the characteristics o f  the m edian voter.

See A ppendix 2C for a full list o f  party acronym s.
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economic transition, Civic Democratic Alliance emerged as a conservative-liberal 

group, and the Civic Movement sought to represent a more social-liberal tendency. All 

three parties are included in the Pro-Reform category for the 1992 election, in addition 

to the Christian Democratic Union (KDU-CSL). The Civic Democratic Party is the 

most successful pro-reform party in the Czech Republic, winning both the 1992 and 

1996 elections, with its vote share only declining slightly in the 1998 and 2002 

elections. This party, therefore, constitutes the majority o f  the Pro-Reform group in 

every election year. The pro-reform KDU-CSL has been consistently successful in 

winning seats in every election since 1990, maintaining their vote share o f between 

8%-9% in every election, and hence is also included in the Pro-Reform group.

The Pro-Reform group for 1996 includes the ODS, KDU-CSL and ODA. Electoral 

support for the Civic Democratic Alliance (ODA) has been in decline. It barely passed 

the threshold in the 1992 and 1996 elections and it withdrew from subsequent 

elections due to accusations, and later evidence, o f  corruption. It is therefore not 

included in the 1998 Pro-Reform group which encompasses the ODS, KDU-CSL and 

Freedom Union. Freedom Union (US), broke away from ODS due to internal disputes, 

and subsequently gained 8.6% o f the vote in the 1998 election and hence is included 

in the Pro-Reform category. Finally, the 2002 Pro-Reform  grouping includes ODS and 

the Coalition Party. The Coalition was formed in February 2000 and originally 

consisted o f the Christian Democratic Union-Czechoslovak People’s Party, 

Democratic Union (DEU), Freedom Union and Civic Democratic Alliance. However, 

the “Quad Coalition” collapsed in 2001 and only US-DEU (which merged into a 

single party) and KDU-CSL remained.

The second major grouping, the Communists, constitutes the main ideological 

opponent to the above pro-reform parties. The Communist Party o f Bohemia and 

Moravia (KSCM) is a descendent o f the former Communist Party o f Czechoslovakia 

and is classified as a socialist party that believes in strong state control o f the 

economy. Unlike its counterparts^^ in other post-communist countries, it failed to 

reconstruct itself and shed its communist image. This strategy, however, has proved

Both the former Polish and Hungarian com m unist parties su ccessfu lly  shed their com m unist im age 
and renamed them selves the D em ocratic Left A llian ce  (S L D ), and the Socia list Party (M SzP) 
respectively.
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successful, as it has maintained its vote share o f  10-18% for all elections and its 

popularity is increasing, as demonstrated in the latest election which saw its vote share 

rise to 18.5%. The KSCM, therefore, is the main party in the Communist group for all 

five elections. As it joined forces with Left Bloc (LB) in the 1992 election, LB is also 

included in the 1992 Communist group.

The main Centre-Left party in the Czech Republic is the Czech Social Democratic 

Party (CSSD), which promotes a more gradualist approach to economic reforms, and 

aspires to become a standard European social democratic party. This party was the 

first to offer a credible alternative to governments dominated by the Pro-Reform 

parties. The CSSD saw its vote share rise dramatically in the 1996 election and 

subsequently won the 1998 and 2002 elections. The CSSD forms the majority o f the 

Centre-Left group in all election years, however as the Liberal Social Union (LSU), a 

centre-left party that attained 6.53% o f  the vote in the 1992 election, is also included 

in the 1992 Centre-Left group. Finally, the Others category captures all remaining 

parties that failed to gain representation in parliament.

2.3.2 Persistence and Volatility in Regional Voting Patterns

Tables 2.3 and 2.4 display the evolution o f support for the four main party groups at a 

regional level. Overall, regional voting patterns in the Czech Republic are 

characterised by two phenomena: 1) persistence in Pro-Reform  and Communist voting 

and 2) volatility within the Centre-Left and smaller parties. First, Table 2.3 shows 

that support for Pro-Reform parties at a regional level is relatively constant across 

each election period. While the Pro-Reform group initially lost support after the first 

election, their vote share has remained quite constant, albeit partially declining across 

all regions, averaging 44.1% in 1992, 41.71%  in 1996, 42.92% in 1998, and receiving 

its lowest vote share o f 36.72% in 2002. The initial fall in support after the 1990 

election can be attributed to the collapse o f Civic Forum. As the majority o f the pro

reform parties were incorporated into this umbrella movement, its disintegration 

resulted in many o f the smaller parties either disappearing or failing to pass the 

threshold in subsequent elections. However, while support for the Pro Reform group 

has declined over time, pro-reform voting patterns are highly persistent. Regions that 

voted for a pro-reform party in 1990 continued to do so in all subsequent elections.
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Table 2.4 demonstrates the high correlation between election-to-election pro-reform 

voting patterns from 1990 to 2002. The correlation between 1990 and 2002 Pro- 

Reform voting is 0.6.

A similar, albeit stronger, pattern in found for support for the Communist group. Table 

2.3 demonstrates that the Communist party’s regional vote share remained relatively 

constant until 1998, and then experienced a large resurgence during the 2002 election 

when it averaged 19.99% across all regions. This stable vote share is also replicated in 

voting patterns across regions. Table 2.4 displays a very high correlation in support 

for the Com m unist party over time, thus regions that initially voted for the Communist 

party in the 1990 election continued to do so in subsequent elections.

A major assumption predominant in studies o f  post-communist elections is that voting 

patterns are highly volatile, however as seen above, regional voting patterns for both 

the Pro-Reform  and Communist group have remained persistent across all five 

elections. Czech electoral volatility, therefore, has mainly come from the evolution o f 

the Centre-Left. As seen in Table 2.3 the Centre-Left group, which mainly 

encompasses CSSD, failed to pass the threshold for representation in the 1990 

election, however its vote share has since escalated. Tables 2.4 and 2.5 demonstrate 

the volatility among the Centre-Left in the earlier elections and its stabilisation in the 

1998 and 2002 elections. The rise in support for the Centre-Left can be attributed to 

vote swings from anti-reform parties, and also from smaller parties that dissolved after 

the 1990 and 1992 election. Narwa (1997) in an examination o f electoral volatility in 

the Czech Republic between the 1992 and 1996 elections, found, using ecological 

regressions, that the CSSD attracted voters from the LB (Left Block), the SPR-RSC 

(Nationalists) and smaller parties. This shift in votes from more extreme parties, 

which promote radical and anti-reform policies, to the centre-left which promotes 

gradualist economic policies, reflects both voters’ experience with the reform process 

and increased voter sophistication. Between 1992 and 1996, the outcomes o f  the major 

reform packages were realised, and consequently voters’ economic positions changed. 

As voters gained experience with the electoral process^^ they recognised that votes

Anderson and O ’Connor (2000) examine the convergence o f  econom ic perceptions among East and 
West Germans, and finds that in systems undergoing change, knowledge improves over time as one has 
more experience with it.
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cast for small or extreme parties were essentially wasted, as typically these parties do 

not gain representation in parliament. Therefore, as transition progresses, voters 

became more politically aware and realised that in order for their interests to be 

represented in the parliament, they had to change their voting behaviour and cast votes 

for parties with a credible prospect o f gaining representation.

The mid-transition period, therefore, was characterised by large shifts in votes from 

the more extreme parties e.g.. Party o f the Democratic Left (SDL) and Left Bloc (LB), 

to centre-left parties, such as CSSD and LSU. As centre-left parties represent a social 

democracy, left-leaning regions could still vote for a left-wing party while having 

their interests represented in parliament. This effect was most pronounced in 1996 

when the Centre-Left’s vote share rose from 14.59% to 26.99%. Mateju and Rehakova 

(1996) analyse this remarkable increase in votes for the CSSD using survey data from 

1992-1996. They find that the increase in left-wing voting was not accompanied by a 

corresponding change in declared left-right political orientations. However, there was 

a significant change in the content o f the left-right political orientations, such that 

those expressing affinity for the left become more egalitarian in their views of 

economic and social inequality. This suggests that voters, rather than the CSSD, 

gradually moved towards centre-left tendencies.

Overall the analysis o f the regional electoral data highlights two important 

observations. First, there is persistence in regional support for both Pro-Reform and 

Communist parties. This suggests that during the first post-communist election, 

regions did not rely on contemporary economic indicators when forming their vote 

choices, but instead formed predictions as to the future success o f their region, based 

on the initial endowments their region inherited from the communist regime. 

Secondly, the regional electoral data show there is high level of volatility within the 

left block, such that there are distinct swings towards the centre-left as transition 

continues. The evolution o f the Centre-Left provided the Pro-Reform group with real 

political competition and led to the crystallisation of the Czech political scene. These 

issues are examined further in the following sections.
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2.4 Data and Methodology
25The empirical analysis is based on electoral data taken at the level of regions (okres)

for the first five elections to the Chamber o f Deputies (lower house) in the Czech
26Republic. In total 76 regions are analysed for all elections. The dependent variable 

is the proportion of votes, Vy, that each party category j  receives from voters in region 

/. Therefore, the data display two specific properties that need to be taken into account 

in the analysis^^: the individual observations lie between 0 and 1, and the proportion 

of votes received by all parties sum to one. The majority of voting studies to date have 

been estimated using ordinary least squares (OLS).^* Yet, as argued by Jackson (2001) 

and Tomz, Tucker and Wittenberg. (2002), OLS is inappropriate for analyses of 

elections in multiparty systems, as it does not satisfy either of the above mentioned 

restrictions. In particular, OLS can result in predicted vote shares that are negative or 

exceed 1 (that is, 100%).

All regressions in this analysis are estimated using the Seemingly Unrelated 

Regression (SUR) model that takes account of the adding-up constraint characteristic 

of election data. SUR is a special case of generalized least squares, which estimates a 

set of equations with cross-equation constraints imposed. Specifically, it allows for the 

possibility that the residuals are correlated across parties. Therefore, if one party has a 

large positive residual, the others will have small and some negative residuals for that 

observation. Estimating a set o f seemingly unrelated regressions jointly as a system 

yields more efficient estimates than estimating them separately, especially as the 

correlation among the errors rises and the correlation among the independent variables 

falls (Greene, 2000). SUR is also particularly efficient when the independent variables 

differ from one equation to the next (as is the case in Chapter 6). Overall SUR is more 

appropriate and no less efficient or convenient than estimating individual OLS

The electoral data was obtained from the Czech Statistics Office for the 1990 and 1992 elections and 
from the official Czech election website at w w w .voibv.cz for the subsequent elections.

There are presently 77 regions in the Czech Republic, as the district o f  Jesenik was created in 1996 
from parts o f  Sumperk and Bruntal. However, in order to maintain consistency in the analysis Jesenik is 
excluded from the analysis throughout, and the analysis is performed for the original 76 regions.

This methodological overview is based on Fidrmuc and D oyle (2004). In addition, Chapter 6 utilises 
the same methodology.

Tomz et al. (2002) report that out o f  nineteen articles analysing multiparty election data published in 
leading political science journals between 1996-2000, eighteen use OLS.
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equations for each party (Tomz et a l ,  2002). In order to test for the appropriateness o f 

the SUR, the Breusch-Pagan test is performed for each model (see section 2.5.3 for a 

discussion o f  this test).

29Two sets o f  explanatory variables are employed. First, as this analysis is primarily 

concerned with the economic determinants o f vote choice, a set o f regional economic 

indicators, e.g., the regional unemployment rate in 1990, the percentage change in 

registered regional unemployment between each election period (%), average monthly 

earning (in CZK, adjusted for inflation with 1990 as the base year), the number o f 

private entrepreneurs (as a percentage o f population, excluding farmers), and the share 

o f employment in industry and agriculture, are included. Second, in order to control 

for socio-demographic determinants o f  vote choice, a number o f demographic 

indicators, population density, the number o f retirees, university educated and Roman 

Catholics in all regions (all three variables are as a percentage o f  population), are 

included as control variables.^^ In addition, a dummy variable is included to control 

for Moravian regions, which typically support the Moravian parties^', especially in the 

earlier elections. Table 2.5 presents an overview o f the explanatory variables used in 

the analysis. These regional indicators highlight the uneven distribution o f the costs 

and benefits o f the transition process. The economic indicators, particularly the 

unemployment rate, prove the most volatile.

Several studies (Fidrmuc, 2000a; Bell, 1997; Pacek, 1994) have cited that increased 

unemployment has been the most severe outcome o f the transition process, rising from

R egional econ om ic  and dem ographic variables w ere all obtained from C zech  Statistical Yearbooks 
1990-2002. O ne potential problem concerns the reliability o f  the regional econ om ic  data in the early 
years o f  the transition process. W hile the C om m unist system  regularly fudged officia l statistics to 
present a m ore optim istic econ om ic situation under the com m unist regim e, it is possib le that such  
legacies rem ained in the early 199 0 ’s. I f  this is the case then the actual regional unem ploym ent rates in 
1990 m ay be higher and less hom ogenous than the offic ia l statistics dictate. H ow ever, by 1990 there 
w as little ideological m otivation to m isrepresent unem ploym ent. It is, how ever, im possib le to discover  
i f  and, to what extent, the officia l statistics w ere m isreported. Indeed, i f  it w as the case that 
unem ploym ent rates across all regions w ere uniform ly decreased, then this w ou ld  not change the 
underlying results in the study.

N ote  that w h ile  the econ om ic indicators correspond to the election  year values, such yearly indicators 
w ere not available for the dem ographic variables, therefore, the nearest year available w as used. A s 
dem ographic indicators are generally stable overtim e this should not be problem atic.

Such as the M ovem ent for Self-G overn ing D em ocracy - A ssociation  for M oravia and S ilesia  (H SD -  
SM S), later H SD M S (M ovem ent for Self-G overn ing  D em ocracy o f  M oravia and S ilesia).
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an average of 0.71% in 1990 to 9.94% in 2002.^^ Table 2.6 highlights this uneven 

regional distribution of unemployment over time in greater detail. Urban areas such as 

Prague are characterised by a relatively low level of unemployment, while areas such 

as Opava and Most, both highly industrialized, have relatively high levels of 

unemployment. As the unemployment rate is one of the primary determinants of 

voting behaviour, especially in post-communist countries, this analysis focuses on the 

impact o f regional unemployment on regional election results.

Second, in order to test the hypothesis that expectations of future regional economic 

conditions influence voting behaviour, and that electoral decisions during the initial 

stages of the transition process was prospectively orientated, a measure that captures 

the regions economic predictions is utilised. This measure is taken from the Economic 

Expectation and Attitudes (EEA) survey dataset. The EEA surveys were carried out in 

the Czech Republic between 1990-1998.^^ Responses to the following question are 

aggregated to the regional level and the mean value is calculated: "Looking into the 

near future, are you afraid o f  economic development? Do you have a feeling o f  

insecurity? Whereby answers are coded on the following four-point scale:

1 Definitely yes ", 2 - 'Rather yes”, !>=''Rather no”, 4='" Definitely no”. This measure 

captures the extent to which a region believes it will be a “winner” or “ loser” in the 

future. Higher values correspond to regions which are not afraid of economic 

development, and hence may be characterised as “expected winners” of the transition 

process, while lower values correspond to regions that fear future economic 

development and may be characterised as “expected losers”. Table 2.5 shows that, on 

average, regions have become more afraid of economic developments over time. The 

initial optimism o f 1990 has been replaced by feelings o f insecurity as the outcomes of 

the reform programs are realised. The variable entitled “Not Afraid of Economic 

Development 1990” (NAED90), therefore, measures the regions initial prospective 

outlook in 1990. Table 2.7 presents the correlation between NAED90 and objective 

unemployment rates in 1990, 1992, 1996, 1998 and 2002. There is a negative and 

significant relationship between prospective expectations and future economic

According to Huber and Worgotter (1997) the average coefficient o f  variation o f  unemployment rates 
across regions betweeen 1992 and 1995 was 0.89 in the Czech Republic.

As these surveys are analysed extensively in Chapter 3, please refer to sub-section 3.3.1 for an 
overview and description o f  the surveys.
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outcomes with the correlation becoming stronger over time. This suggests that regions 

which were not afraid o f economic development in 1990 subsequently had lower 

unemployment in the future, suggesting that voters’ expectations about future 

economic conditions proved correct.

2.5 Results

There are two stages to the empirical analysis. Stage 1 estimates three models of 

regional election results for each of the five elections, in order to both examine the 

evolution o f Czech voting patterns over time, and to test the classic retrospective 

hypothesis against models of prospective voting. Stage 2 then focuses on the first 

election in the post-communist period in order to test whether voting behaviour was 

an outcome of prospective thinking and whether initial expectations about the future 

proved correct.

2.5.1 Models o f  Regional Voting Behaviour

Tables 2.8 to 2.12 present five sets of regressions estimated for each election, where 

the dependent variable is the proportion of votes received by Pro-Reform, Centre-Left, 

Communist and Other parties for the 1992, 1996, 1998 and 2002 elections, and the 

proportion of votes received by Pro-Reform, Communist and Other parties for the 

1990 election (the Centre-Left did not pass the threshold of representation in the first 

election). Three models are estimated for each election year. Model 1 represents the 

classic retrospective economic voting model, whereby the change in unemployment 

during each election period and a series of socio-demographic indicators are related to 

electoral outcomes.^'* Model 2 then replaces the change in regional unemployment rate 

with the “Not Afraid of Economic Development 1990” (NAED90) variable, in order 

to test whether perceptions o f the future in 1990 influences voting behaviour in all five 

elections. Model 3 combines models 1 and 2 to examine whether prospective 

judgements made in 1990 are a better determinant o f vote choice than economic 

conditions.

N ote that w hen m odelling the 1990 election  in Table 2.8 the unem ploym ent rate in 1990 is used  
rather than the percentage change in unem ploym ent betw een the e lection  periods, as 1990 w as the first 
free election  in the post-com m unist period.
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Model 1: The Classic Retrospective Approach

The retrospective model would predict that support for the Pro-Reform parties is 

negatively related to the unemployment rate in the period prior to the election, as the 

incumbents, in this case the reformers, are punished for not improving economic 

conditions during their time in office. Support for Centre-Left and Communist parties, 

i.e., the opposition, on the other hand, is positively related to the unemployment rate. 

The responsibility hypothesis^^ (as discussed in Chapter 1) posits that the incumbent 

government is punished for bad economic conditions. Therefore if this model holds 

the Pro-Reform parties should be punished for large increases in unemployment 

between the 1990, 1992, 1996, 1998 elections, and the Centre-Left parties should be 

punished for high unemployment in the 2002 election.

Model 1 in Tables 2.8-2.12 displays the effect o f  the change in unemployment, in 

addition to several other socio-economic variables, on support for each party group. 

First, Tables 2.8 shows that the election year unemployment rate has little statistical 

impact on vote choice in the 1990 election, apart from having a weak positive impact 

on support for the Communists, where it is statistically significant at the 10% level. As 

such, these results are as expected given the low unemployment rate across regions in 

the early transition period. Unemployment started to rise after 1992 as the major 

economic reforms were initiated. Indeed, Table 2.9, which analyses the 1992 election, 

conforms to the retrospective hypothesis. It shows that the percentage change in 

unemployment between 1990 and 1992 has a negative and statistically significant on 

support for the Pro-Reform group (the incumbents) and negative and significant 

impact on the Others group. This pattern however disappears in the 1996 and 1998 

elections (see Tables 2.10 and 2.11), as the change in regional unemployment has no 

impact on support for any o f the parties grouping. Given the large increases in 

unemployment throughout this period, the retrospective hypothesis would predict that 

voters would punish the incumbents and reward the opposition parties, however the 

Czech elections o f 1996 and 1998 disputes this hypothesis.

Unfortunately tests o f  the C lientele and Salient-G oal hypotheses m ay not be carried out as on ly  one  
dim ension o f  the hypothesis could be analysed, i.e., the unem ploym ent rate, as regional inflation data is 
not available.
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Interestingly, unemployment change does have an impact in the 2002 election (Table 

2.12), when the Centre-Left group was in power. High increases in unemployment 

increases support for the Pro-Reform parties (the opposition) and reduces support for 

the Centre-Left and the Communists. It should be noted that 2002 recorded the 

highest unemployment rate to date in the post-comm unist period. These results 

provide some evidence in support for the Salient Goal hypothesis whereby 

governments are punished when their specific policy area is performing badly, 

therefore left-wing governm ent are punished for high unemployment as seen in the 

2002 election. Overall, weak evidence is found in favour o f the retrospective 

hypothesis, as the change in unemployment rates during election periods only impacts 

on voting behaviour in 2 o f  the 5 elections (1992 and 2002). Indeed, these results are 

in line with Tucker (2004) and Fidrmuc (2000) who also find that the responsibility 

hypothesis does not hold in transition economies.

Models 2 and 3: Initial Expectations and Voting Patterns

Model 2 in Tables 2.8-2.12 replaces the change in regional unemployment with the 

“Not Afraid o f Economic Development 1990” variable (NAED90 henceforth), which 

captures the regions’ initial predictions about the future. Model 3 then includes both 

the unemployment m easure and the NAED90 measure in order to test which variable 

has the greater impact on vote choice (see Table 2.7 for the correlation o f these two 

measures over time). Table 2.8 shows that, unlike the contemporary economic 

indicator, the NAED90 measure has a significant impact on all three party groups in 

the 1990 election. Regions that are not afraid o f  economic development in the future 

show greater support for Pro-Reform parties, than for either Communists or Other 

groups. This effect is replicated in model 3, suggesting that predictions about the 

future had a greater effect on vote choice in the 1990 election than economic 

indicators. This provides evidence that voting behaviour in the first free election in the 

post-communist period was prospectively orientated, whereby regions, taking their 

initial endowments into consideration, formed judgem ents about how they would fare 

in the new economic system. Regions that feared economic development in the future 

voted for either Com m unist or Other parties, in the hope o f either delaying or halting 

economic reforms, while regions that were optimistic about the future, supported Pro- 

Reform parties in order to accelerate the reform process.
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A similar pattern emerged in the 1992 election (Table 2.9), whereby NAED90 has a 

positive and significant effect on the Pro-Reform parties and a negative effect on the 

Communist and Other parties. Model 3 which includes both the percentage change in 

unemployment between 1990-1992 and the NAED90 measure, shows that the initial 

predictions about future economic outcomes has a stronger impact on vote choice than 

the unemployment measure. The 1996 election (Table 2.10) deviates from this pattern 

slightly, in that the NA ED90 measure has no statistical effect on support for the 

Centre-Left, Com m unist or Other groups, and only has a positive and weakly 

significant (10%) effect on support for the Pro-Reform parties. However, model 3 

shows that the subjective NAED90 measure does impact vote choice unlike the 

objective unemployment measure. Model 2 o f the 1998 election (Table 2.11) shows 

that these initial economic forecasts (NAED90) again impact on the 1998 vote 

choices, whereby regions with optimistic initial expectations display greater support 

for Pro-Reform parties than the Centre-Left, Communist or Other parties. Model 3 

shows that the change in regional unemployment between 1996 and 1998 has no 

influence voting decisions in the 1998 election while NAED90 has a strong impact on 

electoral outcomes, again suggesting that economic forecasts made in 1990 have a 

greater impact on election outcomes than contemporary economic indicators. Finally, 

both models 2 and 3 in Table 2.12 show that a region’s predictions o f the future in 

1990 continue to influence voting decisions in the 2002 election, i.e., twelve years 

after the initial forecasts were made.

Overall, these results indicate that economic conditions influence electoral outcomes 

in the later elections, however they also show that expectations o f these future 

outcomes formed in 1990 are often a better determinant o f vote choice than election 

year economic indicators. One possible explanation for this phenomenon is that given 

future economic conditions were anticipated in 1990, when the economic outcomes 

were actually realised, contemporary economic conditions had little impact on the 

election outcomes as they were already incorporated into the voter’s decision set.^^ It 

should also be noted that models including the NAED measure for 1992, 1996 and

Sim ilarly, Palm er and W hitten (1 9 9 9 ) posit that voters are primarily concerned with the unexpected, 
rather than the expected , com ponents o f  inflation and growth, as the unexpected com ponents have real 
incom e effects and are a better indicator o f  governm ent com petence. U sing data from 19 industrialized  
econ om ies betw een 1970-94 , they find stronger electoral e ffec ts for the unexpected com ponents o f  
inflation and growth, than their overall levels.
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1998 were also estimated. Interestingly, these models show that 1990 expectations 

are better determinants o f vote choice than election year predictions. These results are 

presented in Appendix 2D. The impact o f the socio-economic and demographic 

variables on vote choice is discussed below.

Socio-Economic and Demographic Factors

While the primary motivation o f this analysis is to examine how unemployment, the 

most salient outcome o f the transition process, influences voting behaviour, additional 

factors that capture the regions’ initial endowments are also included. Tables 2.8-2.12 

show that entrepreneurship, Roman Catholic, university educated and the Moravian 

dummy have a persistent and stable effect on vote choice across all election years. 

Average wages, retired, population density and industrial and agricultural employment 

only have a weak and inconsistent effect on vote choice. The most stable determinant 

o f regional vote choice is the proportion o f  entrepreneurs within the regional 

population (excluding farmers). Across all four^* elections, regions with a high 

proportion o f  entrepreneurs display positive support for Pro-Reform parties, and 

negative support for both the Communist and Centre-Left groups. As private 

entrepreneurs are the chief beneficiaries o f  an open market economy, it is unsurprising 

that they are the main supporters o f Pro-Reform parties, and indeed that they are 

overtly opposed to advocates o f socialist or social-democratic systems.

A second stable determinant o f regional voting pattern is the proportion o f Roman 

Catholics in a region. This variable is included to control for support for the Christian 

Democratic Union (KDU), which is incorporated into the Pro-Reform group. As 

expected, regions with a high proportion o f Roman Catholics show positive support 

for the Pro-Reform parties and negative support for Communist, Centre-Left and 

Other groups. While there is some variation across elections, this effect remains 

relatively constant. Similarly, a university-education measure is included to capture 

the quality o f the regions’ labour force. Regions with a greater number o f university 

graduates show higher support for Pro-Reform parties, less support for Communist 

parties, while having no statistical impact on support for Centre-Left parties (apart

A s the last EEA survey was conducted in 1998, there is no such measure for 2002 model. 
Unfortunately, the entrepreneurship and sectoral variables are not available for the 1990 period and 

hence are excluded from the 1990 models.
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from  the 1998 results). Regions w ith a highly qualified labour force are likely to 

outperform  regions w ith a low -skilled labour force, as they are m ore adaptable to the 

inevitable changes w hich the transition  process brings. F inally, the M oravian dum m y 

show s that M oravian regions have a greater probability o f  voting for C om m unist or 

O ther parties than Pro-R eform  parties.

A nother factor that typically  influences vote choice in econom ic voting studies is 

average w ages, w hereby higher (low er) w ages correspond to  support for right-w ing 

(left-w ing) parties. This classic hypothesis how ever, does not hold for countries 

undergoing transition. A verage regional w ages (adjusted for inflation) only have a 

w eak im pact on vote choice and influence it in apparently  contradicting  w ays, i.e., 

high wage regions show  greater support for the C om m unists in the 1990, 1992 and 

1998 elections. A possible explanation  for this is that, despite aspirations for low 

incom e inequality, under the com m unist regim e coal-m ining regions had above 

average wage levels. W hile w ages in these regions in the post-com m unist period have 

fallen, they rem ain at about the industrial average (see M yant, 2002). Typically, blue- 

collar w orkers, such as m iners, form the natural constituency o f  C om m unist voters (in 

this case to cam paign for continued m ining activity), hence such high w age regions 

show  support for the C om m unist parties.

As the transition process often has adverse effects on the elderly , a variable capturing 

the proportion o f  retirees in each region is included. Tables 2 .8-2.12 show  that this 

hypothesis is refuted, as retirees show  greater support for Pro-R eform  parties, and are 

less likely to  support C entre-L eft parties, w hile having no effect on support for the 

C om m unist party. H ow ever these effects are w eak and inconsistent across elections. 

N ext, in order to capture difference in voting behaviour betw een urban and rural areas, 

a m easure o f  population density  is included as a proxy for th is in all m odels. As it 

does not have an im pact on vote choice, such an urban-rural distinction is not found.

The evolution o f  the service sector, and the subsequent dow nsizing o f  the industrial 

and agricultural sections is another m ajor outcom e o f  the transition  process. One 

w ould expect regions w ith a high dependency on industrial and agricultural 

em ploym ent to display less support for Pro-Reform  parties than the C entre-Left or 

C om m unist parties. H ow ever, the im pact o f  these variables on electoral support is
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rather weak. Regions with a high dependency on agriculture show greater support for 

the Communists in the 1996 and 1998 election and the Centre-Left in the 1992 and 

2002 election. The effect o f  industry is weaker, contrary to a priori expectations, 

highly industrialised regions show less support for the Communist parties, and greater 

support for Pro-Reform parties across all four elections. These results follow Fidrmuc 

(2000), which also finds that these variables do not strongly influence vote choice. In 

order to examine whether initial expectations formulated in 1990 proved correct, 

section 2.5.2 analyses the 1990 election in more detail.

2.5.2 The 1990 Election: The Case o f  Prospective Thinking?

This section examines whether prospective judgem ents formed in 1990 were 

informative with respect to the subsequent outcome o f the transition reforms. Table 

2.13 estimates 3 models o f  the 1990 election. Model 1 tests the impact o f the 1990 

unemployment rate on 1990 election results (as above), model 2 then replaces the 

election year unemployment rate with the 2002 unemployment rate, and finally model 

3 includes both the 1990 and 2002 regional unemployment rate. If the future 

unemployment rate proves significant it would suggest that voters accurately predicted 

their future economic conditions on the eve o f the transition period.

Model 1 in Table 2.13 shows the 1990 unemployment rate has no statistical impact on 

support for Pro-Reform parties or Other parties, while only having a weak (at the 10% 

level) positive effect on support for the Communist party. Model 2, however, indicates 

that the 2002 unemployment rates has a far greater impact on 1990 voting behaviour, 

whereby it has a negative, and statistically significant impact at the 1% level, on 

support for Pro-Reform parties, and a positive and statistically significant effect on 

support for both the Communist (at the 10% level), and Other parties (at the 1% 

level). Model 3, which includes both the 1990 and 2002 regional unemployment rates, 

shows that the 2002 measure consistently outperforms the 1990 measure. It has a 

negative and significant effect on support for the Pro-Reform parties and a positive 

and significant effect on support for Other parties, while the 1990 measure has no 

statistical effect on support for any o f the party groups.
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Overall, the significant impact o f future unemployment rates on initial electoral 

decisions suggests that regions were prospectively orientated in 1990 and that these 

predictions turned out to be accurate. An alternative explanation for these results, 

however, is that the causality runs in the opposite direction, whereby voting patterns 

in 1990 actually led to unemployment through electoral engineering on the part o f the 

incumbent government. This occurs when an incumbent government favours regions 

in which they derive their support by implementing favourable policies in those 

regions, while punishing regions that vote for other parties. In the Czech context, 

regions that voted for Pro-Reform parties in 1990 subsequently had lower 

unemployment rates in later years, while regions that voted for left-wing parties in 

1990 had higher unemployment rates.

If  the electoral engineering hypothesis is true, then the relationship between future 

unemployment rates and 1990 voting behaviour should be stronger for the early to 

mid 1990’s when the Pro-Reform government was in power, than the late 1990’s 

when the Centre-Left government was in power. Once the Centre-Left (CSSD) 

government took over in 1998, given that the left-leaning regions with high 

unemployment rates are their main supporters, they should stop and/or reverse this 

punishment strategy, by adopting policies that favour these regions. Therefore, in 

order to test whether this hypothesis is true, three models capturing the impact o f the 

1992, 1996 and 1998 unemployment rates on 1990 regional election results are 

estimated. If the electoral engineering hypothesis holds the 1992, 1996 and 1998 

unemployment rates should have a greater impact on 1990 voting behaviour than the 

2002 unemployment rates.

These results are reported in Appendix 2E. Each o f the four models show that the 

unemployment rates in all four years exerts the same influence on 1990 election 

results, i.e., they have a negative and significant impact on support for the Pro-Reform 

parties and a positive and significant effect on support for the Communists and Other 

parties. Therefore, the relationship between 1990 voting patterns and 2002 

unemployment rates is just as strong as its relationship with the 1992, 1996 and 1998 

unemployment rates, even though a right-wing Pro-Reform government was in power 

at the start o f the 1990’s and a left-wing government was in power in the later stages 

o f the transition process. This suggests electoral engineering was not employed during
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the transition process and that voting behaviour during the earlier election did not 

create unemployment in the later stages. The causality runs in the opposite direction, 

as expected, (i.e., that future unemployment rates are related to initial electoral 

decisions). Overall, these results provide evidence that regions were prospectively 

orientated in 1990 and that these predictions turned out to be accurate.

One could question why voters continued to participate in elections at all, given that 

the regional problems were structural and as such future economic outcomes could be 

predicted in 1990. However, Downs (1957), Riker and Ordeshook (1968) and Orviska 

et al. (2001) argue that individuals gain utility from voting and that they vote in order 

to fulfil a civic duty, partly out o f  fear that democracy will collapse without such 

participation. This concern is even more relevant in young democratising countries, 

such as the Czech Republic. Therefore, while the outcomes o f the transition process 

were, to an extent, anticipated, the newly endowed privilege o f voting in elections and 

the desire to maintain and support the new democracy, voters continued to participate 

in the post-communist elections. In addition, voters in regions with bad initial 

conditions in 1990 could foresee that the economic reform program would have a 

detrimental effect on their regions development. Indeed, these expectations turned out 

to be accurate, however, they continued to participate in elections and vote for more 

left-wing parties in the hope o f softening the burden o f these unfavourable economic 

conditions by voting for parties favouring more expansionary monetary and fiscal 

policies. So while these regions subsequently had higher unemployment than regions 

which with good economic conditions in 1990, they continued to vote for such parties 

in order to offset their economic misfortune through social safety nets, such as 

increased unemployment benefits.

2.5.3 Testing the Assumptions o f  the SUR Models

The use o f SUR is motivated by the fact that it allows the residuals to be correlated 

across parties. If the residuals are independent, then OLS would be a more appropriate 

technique. The Breusch-Pagan test o f independence is performed for each SUR 

regressions in order to test the null hypothesis o f the independence o f the residuals 

across equations.
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The Breusch-Pagan Test (1980) statistic is given by:

M  m -1  

m = l  n=l

where tmn is the estimated correlation between the residuals o f the N equations and T
-y

is the number o f observations. It is distributed as x with M (M -l)/2 degrees o f 

freedom (Stata, 2003). A rejection o f the null hypothesis is an indication that had OLS 

regressions been estimated, then these estimates would be inconsistent, therefore 

justifying the choice o f SUR modelling. The Breusch-Pagan tests reported at end o f 

Tables 2.8 to 2.13 indicate that the null hypothesis o f  independence o f the residuals 

across the equations in each SUR model can be rejected.

2.6 Discussion

Despite the initial euphoria following the Velvet Revolution, the Czech Republic’s 

first free election in forty-four years yielded varying levels o f regional support for the 

new-regime parties, hence contesting the conventionally held belief that support for 

the new economic and political system was homogenous. Such regional variation in 

voting patterns was not matched with analogous patterns in regional economic 

conditions, as implied by the classic retrospective economic voting hypothesis. 

Indeed, Czech regions at the start o f  the transition period were characterised by 

relatively low and uniform unemployment rates. Therefore, initial trends in voting 

patterns were consolidated at a time when the contemporary economic cues did not 

exist. Voters could not base their judgem ents on economic developments o f the past, 

but rather were forced to look to the future in order to predict their standing in the new 

market economy, and vote accordingly in an attempt to optimise this position. This 

chapter posits, tests and provides evidence in support o f the hypothesis that voting in 

transition economies was prospective, such that voters could accurately predict the 

effects o f the economic reform program, and internalising these predictions, formed 

vote choices that would persist throughout the transition period.

Regions that initially voted for right-wing Pro-Reform parties in the 1990 election did 

so with a belief that economic development was a good thing and that they would 

survive and thrive in an open market economy. Voting for such parties would ensure
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fast-speed reform s and rapid access to the opportunities presented by the new  m arket 

econom y. A s such, these regions foresaw  they w ould becom e the “w inners” o f  the 

transition process. “ W inner” regions w ere typically  endow ed w ith good initial 

conditions, such as greater pre-transition trade to  thriving m arket econom ies, good 

infrastructure, and a w ell-educated labour force. T hese regions, w hich continued to 

support P ro-R eform  parties, subsequently  had low er unem ploym ent rates, therefore 

signifying that their initial predictions, w hich w ere form ed by taking account o f  these 

initial endow m ents rather than contem porary  econom ic conditions, proved correct, 

even tw elve years after the first election.

C onversely, regions that supported left-w ing parties in the first election , believed 

econom ic reform s w ould have an adverse effect on their regional developm ent, albeit 

relative to  the “w inner” regions. These “ loser” regions w ere characterised  by poor 

initial conditions, such as a reliance on C M EA  orientated trade, over-industrialisation 

and a high dependence on a single industry, e.g., coal m ining. The optim al strategy for 

these regions w as to support left-w ing parties, w hich advocated high social w elfare 

spending and a strong state, in the hope o f  e ither m aintaining the status quo or help in 

alleviating the outcom es induced by harsh reform s. The “ loser” regions subsequently 

had higher unem ploym ent in the later stages o f  transition, again suggesting that initial 

predictions o f  future outcom es proved accurate.

This chapter tests both the retrospective and prospective econom ic voting m odels and 

finds that, contrary  to W estern dem ocracies, vo ting behaviour in Central and Eastern 

Europe had to be prospectively orientated in the first election in the post-com m unist 

period. W hile the classic retrospective approach appears to com e into p lay during the 

1992 and 2002 elections, this study show s that, not only w ere these regional voting 

patterns form ed in the early stages o f  the transition  process, but that later econom ic 

conditions w ere outcom es o f  prospective thinking in 1990. Finally, th is chapter shows 

that voters in transition econom ies could rationally  form  expectations about the future, 

such that ex ante expectations are equal to  ex post realisations. This prospective voting 

behaviour, w hereby w inner and losers m ake predictions about the outcom e o f  the 

reform  process and vote accordingly, underlies the rem ainder o f  the this thesis.
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2A Tables

Table 2.1 Regional Typologies in the Czech Republic
R egional T ypology "Dynam ic" "Lagging" "D eclin ing

Traditional
Specialisation"

“N on -D yn am ic
Suburban”

Region Prague Most Ostrava Nymburk
Year 1990 2002 1990 2002 1990 2002 1990 2002
Unemployment [%] 0.64 3.73 1.01 21.71 1.25 17.2 0.78 9.19
Pro-Reform Vote [%] 71.44 52.43 54.2 29.23 52.1 31.46 62.9 39.74
Communist Vote [%] 11.08 10.08 17.9 27.41 15.0 21.19 14.3 16.98

Table 2.2 Political Spectrum of the Czech Republic
PR O -R EFO R M C E N T R E  -LEFT C O M M U N IST

1990 Civic Forum, KDU-CSL ~ KSCM
1992 ODS-KDS, ODA, OH, KDU-CSL CSSD, LSU LEFT BLOC
1996 ODS, C:>DA, KDU-CSL CSSD KSCM
1998 ODS, US, KDU-CSL CSSD KSCM
2002 ODS, Coalition (KDU-CSL and US-DEU) CSSD KSCM

Table 2.3 Regional Variations in Voting Patterns
% Pro-Reform C om m unist Centre-Left Other
1990 57.37 13.77 ~ 28.84

(7 .01) (2 .37) (6 .60)

1992 44.1 14.58 14.59 26.68
(5 .95) (2 .67) (.3 .71) (5 .37)

1996 41.71 11.05 26.99 20.26
(6 .25) (2 .22) (4 .18) (2 .69)

1998 42.92 11.89 33.22 11.96
(6 .47) (2 .50) (3 .97) (1.62)

2002 36.72 19.99 30.36 12.94
(5 .14) (4 .(19) (2 .92) (1.66)

Note: Means are computed as averages across regions, with standard errors in parenthesis.
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Table 2.4 Correlation Matrixes of Regional Voting Patterns
Pro-Reform  1990 Pro-Reform 1992 Pro-Reform 1996 Pro=Reform  1998

Pro-Reform  1992 0.796
Pro-Reform  1996 0.568 0.848
Pro-Reform  1998 0.649 0.866 0.971
Pro-Reform  2002 0.636 0.867 0.929 0.968

C om m unist 1990 C om m unist 1992 C om m unist 1996 C om m unist 1998
C om m unist 1992 0.932
C om m unist 1996 0.857 0.873
C om m unist 1998 0.796 0.867 0.957
C om m unist 2002 0.743 0.831 0.852 0.918

Centre-Left 1990 Centre-Left 1992 Centre-Left 1996 Centre-Left 1998
Centre-Left 1996 ~ -0.074
Centre-Left 1998 ~ 0.0005 0.937
Centre-Left 2002 ' ' 0.009 0.658 0.736

Table 2.5 Descriptive Statistics of Explanatory Variables
Explanatory Variables 1990 1992 1996 1998 2002

Unemployment Rate [%]

Average Wage [adjusted, 1990 base] 

Entrepreneurs [% of pop]

Industry [% of employment] 

Agriculture [% of employment] 

Population Density 

Retiree [% o f pop]

University Educated [% o f pop]

Roman Catholic [% of pop]

Moravian Minority Dummy

Not Afraid o f Economic Development

0.71
(0 .34)

3262.50
( 145.60)

210.74
(395.32)

20.08
(2 .16)

5.51
(2 .08)

39.55 
(14.25) 

0.32
(0 .47)

2.55 
J O ^

2,90
(1.41)

2625.53
(207.05)

9.08 
( 1.99) 

38.32 
(7 .63) 

11.69
(6.43)

209.31
(393.04)

20.08 
(2. 16) 

5.51 
(2 .08) 

39.55 
(14.25) 

0.32 
(0 .47) 

2.39 
(0 -36)

3.79
( 1.91)

3292.56
(286 .70)

10.18
( 1.69)

55.44
(9 .64)

13.28
(7 .62)

208.19
(388 .66)

20.08
(2 .16)

5.51
(2 .08)

39.59
(14.16)

0.32
(0 .47)

2.38
(0 .32)

7.81
(3 .06)

3408.69
(413 .98)

12.72
(2 .59)

42.50
(7 .80)

8.26
(4 .99)

207.38
(385.60)

20.08
(2 .16)

7.07
(2 .44)

39.59
(14. 16)

0.32
(0 .47)

1.95
(0-26)

9.94
(4 .15)

3739.35
(366.04)

13.81
(2 .65)

46.21
(10.09)

7.92
(3 .62)

204.07
(372.23)

13.64
(1.32)

7.07
(2 .44)

39.59
(14.16)

0.32
(0 .47)

Note: Means are computed as averages across regions, with standard errors in parenthesis.
Sources: All regional data was taken from various Czech Statistical Yearbooks, except the “Not Afraid 
o f  Econom ic Development” measure which was taken from the Economic Expectation and Attitude 
(EEA) Surveys.
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Table 2.6 Regional Variation in Unemployment Rates
Regional UE % Min Max Mean St. Dev.

1990 0.09 
(Karlovy Vary)

1.91
(Opava)

0.71 0.34

1992 0.32
(Praha)

6.0
(Bruntal) 2.9 1.41

1996 0.43
(Praha)

9.4
(Most)

3.79 1.91

1998 1.59 15.62 7.8 3.56
(Praha-Vychod) (Most)

2002 2.75 
(Praha- Zapad)

21.71
(Most)

9.94 4.15

Table 2.7 Correlation of Regional UE Rates and Expectations of the Future
UE 1990 UE 1992 UE 1996 UE 1998 U E 2002

N ot Afraid of 
Econom ic 
Development 
1990

-0.245** -0.184 -0.227* -0.224* -0.250**

Election Year 
N ot Afraid of 
Econom ic 
Development

-0.245** -0.017 -0.151 -0.027 ~

N ote: Significance levels are indicated as 1% (***), 5% (**) and 10% (*).
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Table 2.8 SUR Determinants of 1990 National Election Results in Czech Regions

1990 M odel 1 Model 2 M odel 3
Pro-Reform Com munist Others Pro-Reform Com munist Others Pro-Reform Com m unist Others

N ot Afraid 1990 _ 6.715*** -1.703** -4.846*** 6.893*** -1.514** -5.231***
(1.658) (0.719) (1.343) (1.686) (0.724) (1.349)

Unemployment -0.398 1.294* -1.015 __ 0.948 1.008 -2.045
(1.870) (0.751) (1.479) (1.731) (0.743) (1.385)

Average VĈ age 0.001 0.003* -0.004 0.002 0.003* -0.005 0.002 0.003* -0.005
(0.005) (0.002) (0.(X)4) (0.004) (0.002) (0.003) (0.004) (0.002) (0.003)

Popula.tiori Density -0.002 0.000 0.002 -0.002 0.000 0.002 -0.002 0.000 0.002
(0.002) (0.001) (0.002) (0.002) (0.001) (0.002) (0.002) (0.001) (0.002)

Retired 0.039 0.203 -0.214 -0.091 0.195 -0.075 -0.056 0.231* -0.150
(0.308) (0.124) (0.244) (0.275) (0.119) (0.223) (0.282) (0.121) (0.225)

University Educated 1.005** -0.523*** -0.496 1.076*** -0.486*** -0.608* 1.025** -0.540*** -0.500
(0.462) (0.186) (0.366) (0.412) (0.179) (0.334) (0.421) (0.181) (0.337)

Roman Catholic 0.159*** -0.062*** -0.097** 0.167*** -0.066*** -0.100** 0.169*** -0.064*** -0.104**
(0.057) (0.023) (0.045) (0.052) (0.022) (0.042) (0.052) (0.022) (0.041)

Moravian dummy -12.930*** -0.094 13.097*** -12.755*** 0.194 12.606*** -13.024*** -0.093 13.187***
(1.760) (0.707) (1.392) (1.525) (0.661) (1.235) (1.599) (0.687) (1.279)

Constant 45.908*** 3.222 50.029*** 27.212 8.989 62.271*** 25.157 6.804 66.704***
(17.690) (7.101) (13.990) (16.892) (7.325) (13.681) (17.270) (7.414) (13.816)

R2 0.524 0.327 0.664 0.609 0.359 0.710 0.610 0.374 0.718
Breusch-Pagan
Test X (̂3) = 103.96*** X (̂3) = 91.63*** X2(3) = 94.96***

N otes: Num ber o f  observations is 76. Standard errors are in parentheses. Estimated using a Seem ingly Unrelated Regression (SU R ) m odel. The Breusch-Pagan test o f  
independence indicates that w e can reject the null hypothesis o f  independence o f  the residuals across the equations. Therefore, OLS estim ates w ould be inconsistent 
and the choice o f  SU R is justified. Significance levels are indicated as 1% (***), 5% (**) and 10% (*).
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Table 2.9 SUR Determinants of 1992 National Election Results in Czech Regions

1992 Model 1
Pro-Reform Centre-Left Com m unist Other

Model 2
Pto-Reform Centre-Left Com munist Other

M odel 3
Pro-Reform Centre-Left Com m unist O ther

N ot Afraid 1990 

Unemployment A

4.057*** -0.166 -1.634*** -2.241** 4.223*** -0.152 -1.695*** -2.360**
(1.366) (0.668) (0.625) (0.987) (1.321) (0.668) (0.612) (0.956)

-0.003** 0.000 0.001 0.002** -0.004** 0.000 0.001* 0.003**
(0.002) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.002) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001)

0.002 -0.002* 0.003*** -0.003 0.002 -0.002 0.003*** -0.003 0.000 -0.002 0.004*** -0.002
(0.(K)3) (O.(K)l) (0.001) (0.002) (0.003) (0.001) (0.001) (0.(X)2) (0.00.3) (0.001) (O.(X)l) (0.002)

1.157*** -0.312** -0.727*** -0.116 1.098*** -0.285** -0.706*** -0.107 1.011*** -0.292** -0.674*** -0.044
(0.289) (0.137) (0.131) (0.203) (0.283) (0.138) (0.129) (0.205) (0.276) (0.139) (0.128) (0.200)
0.059 0.065 -0.116*** -0.009 0.038 0.062 -0.108** 0.008 0.066 0.064 -0.119*** -0.012
(0.095) (0.045) (0.04.3) (0.067) (0.092) (0.045) (0.042) (0.067) (0.090) (0.045) (0.042) (0.065)
-0.232 0.285*** 0.059 -0.112 -0.215 0.286*** 0.052 -0.123 -0.215 0.286*** 0.052 -0.123
(0.143) (0.068) (0.065) (0.100) (0.139) (0.068) (0.064) (0.100) (0.134) (0.068) (0.062) (0.097)
0.001 0.000 -0.001 0.000 0.000 0.000 -0.001 0.001 0.001 0.000 -0.001 0.000
(0.002) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.002) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.002) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001)
0.488* -0.241** 0.121 -0.372** 0.347 -0.228 0.175 -0.298 0.345 -0.229* 0.176 -0.297*
(0.255) (0.121) (0.116) (0.179) (0.252) (0.123) (0.115) (0.182) (0.243) (0.123) (0.113) (0.176)

0.509 0.118 -0.215 -0.411 0.891** 0.105 -0.355* -0.639** 0.714* 0.090 -0.290 -0.513*
(0.438) (0.208) (0.199) (0.308) (0.425) (0.208) (0.195) (0.308) (0.418) (0.211) (0.194) (0.302)

0.211*** -0.004 -0.134*** -0.074** 0.195*** -0.002 -0.128*** -0.065* 0.196*** -0.002 -0.128*** -0.066*
(0.050) (0.024) (0.023) (0.035) (0.049) (0.024) (0.022) (0.035) (0.047) (0.024) (0.022) (0.034)

-6.048*** -6.182*** 2.179*** 10.052*** -5.696*** -6.171*** 2.041*** 9.826*** -5.861*** -6.184*** 2.102*** 9.944***
(1.410) (0.670) (0.641) (0.991) (1.372) (0.671) (0.627) (0.991) (1.326) (0.671) (0.614) (0.960)
10.800 24.370*** 19 152*** 4 5  yy5*** 2.578 23.009*** 22.670*** 51.849*** 7.729 23.436*** 20.762*** 48.168***
(10.781) (5.120) (4.900) (7.575) (10.686) (5.224) (4.889) (7.724) (10.555) (5.338) (4.888) (7.635)

0.619 0.779 0.6103 0.769 0.639 0.781 0.631 0.769 0.664 0.781 0.647 0.784

Average Wage 

Entrepreneur 

Industry 

Agriculture 

Pop. Density

Retired

University
Educated

Roman Catholic 

Moravian dummy 

Constant

R2
Breusch-Pagan
T est X^(6) = 90.05*** X (̂6) = 84.94** X (̂6) =80.98**

Notes: Number of observations is 76. Standard errors are in parentheses. Estimated using a Seemingly Unrelated Regression (SUR) model. The Breusch-Pagan test of 
independence indicates that we can reject the null hypothesis o f independence of the residuals across the equations. Therefore, OLS estimates would be inconsistent and the 
choice of SUR is justified. Significance levels are indicated as 1% (***), 5% (**) and 10% (*).
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Table 2.10 SUR Determinants of 1996 National Election Results in Czech Regions

1996 M odel 1 M odel 2 M odel 3
P ro-R eform C entre-L eft C om m unist O ther Pro-Reform C entre-Left C om m unist O ther Pro-R eform  C entre-L eft C om m unist O ther

N o t A fraid 1990 ~ ~ ~ ~ 2.426*
(1.251)

-0.901
(1.037)

-0.718
(0.615)

-0.824
(0.715)

2.377*
(1.260)

-0.866 
(1.044)

-0.643
(0.615)

-0.888
(0.717)

U nem ploym ent A 0.003
(0.0(15)

-0.002
(0.004)

-0.003
(0.003)

0.002
(0.003)

~ ~ ~ ~ 0.002
(0.005)

-0.001
(0.004)

-0.003
(0.003)

0.002
(0.(KI3)

Average Wage 0.001
(0.002)

-0.001
(0.002)

0.001
(0.001)

-0.001
(0.001)

0.000
(0.002)

-0.001
(0.002)

0.001
(0.001)

-0.001
(0.001)

0.001
(0.(X)2)

-0.001
(0.002)

0.001
(0.001)

-0.001
(0.001)

Entrepreneur 1.670*** -1 121*** -0.392** -0.147 1.463*** -1.032*** -0.325* -0.095 1 476*** -1.042*** -0.345** -0.077
(0.346) (0.282) (0.166) (0.194) (0.352) (0.292) (0.173) (0.201) (0.354) (0.294) (0.173) (0.202)

Industry 0.220*** -0.023 -0.128*** -0.071*** 0.205*** -0.016 -0.121*** -0.070*** 0.207*** -0.018 -0.125*** -0.066***
(0.044) (0.036) (0.021) (0.025) (0.043) (0.036) (0.021) (0.025) (0.044) (0.036) (0.021) (0.025)

Agriculture 0.030 -0.072 0.098** -0.054 0.026 -0.070 0.107*** -0.061 0.032 -0.074 0.099** -0.054
(0.080) (0.065) (0.039) (0.045) (0.077) (0.064) (0.038) (0.044) (0.079) (0.065) (0.039) (0.045)

Pop. Density’ 0.000 0.000 -0.001 0.001 0.000 0.000 -0.001 0.001 0.000 0.000 -0.001 0.001
(0.002) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (O.(X)l) (0.001) (0.001)

Retired 0.430* -0.467** 0.018 0.020 0.376* -0.442** 0.045 0.022 0.386* -0.450** 0.029 0.036
(0.224) (0.18.3) (0.108) (0.126) (0.219) (0.182) (0.108) (0.125) (0.221) (0.184) (0.108) (0.126)

Universit)' Educated 0.990***
(0.375)

0.011
(0.305)

-0.397**
(0.180)

-0.607***
(0.210)

1.148***
(0.376)

-0.062
(0.312)

-0.438**
(0.185)

-0.653***
(0.215)

1.142***
(0.377)

-0.058
(0.312)

-0.429**
(0.184)

-0.660***
(0.214)

Roman Catholic 0.256*** -0 122*** -0.069*** -0.064** 0.245*** -0.117*** -0.064*** -0.064** 0.247*** -0.118*** -0.067*** -0.061**
(0.044) (0.036) (0.021) (0.025) (0.043) (0.036) (0.021) (0.025) (0.044) (0.036) (0.021) (0.025)

Moravian dummy -2.695* 3.058*** 1.303* -1.677** -2.792** 3.104*** 1.388** -1.711** -2.749** 3.072*** 1.321* -1.655**
(1.404) (1.143) (0.674) (0.788) (1.373) (1.138) (0.675) (0.784) (1.379) (1.143) (0.674) (0.785)

Constant -14.075
(8.597)

56.559***
(6.997)

20.646***
(4.126)

36.352**
♦

(4.823)

-15.160*
(8.324)

56.374***
(6.898)

20.258***
(4.092)

38.038**
*

(4.753)
-15.863*

(8.599)
56.889***

(7.127)
21.345***

(4.201)
37.120***

(4.896)

R2 0.726 0.575 0.522 0.556 0.738 0.578 0.522 0.561 0.739 0.579 0.529 0.565
B reusch-Pagan
T est X^(6) = 95.95*** y}{6 ) =  91.70*** X^(6) = 93.30***

Notes: N um ber o f  observations is 76. Standard errors are in parentheses. Estimated using a Seemingly Unrelated Regression (SUR) model. The Breusch-Pagan test o f  
independence indicates that we can reject the null hypothesis o f  independence o f the residuals across the equations. Therefore, OLS estimates w ould be inconsistent and the 
choice o f  SUR is justified. Significance levels are indicated as 1% (***), 5% (**) and 10% (*).
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Table 2.11 SUR Determinants of 1998 National Election Results in Czech Regions

1998 M odel 1
Pro-Reform Centre-Left Communist Other

M odel 2
Pro-Reform Centre-Left Communist Other

M odel 3
Pro-Reform Centre-Left Com m unist Other

N ot Afraid 1990

Unem ploym ent A

Average Wage

Entrepreneur

Industry

Agriculture

Pop. Density

Retired

University Educated 

Roman Catholic 

Moravian dummy 

Constant

R2_____________
Breusch-Pagan
Test

0.013
(O.OOS)

-0.008
(0.()06)

-0.001
(0.004)

-0.003
(0.(X)2)

3.474***
(1.180)

-2.167**
(0.976)

-1.048*
(0.566)

-0.341
(0.323)

3.365***
(1.172)
0.009
(0.(X)7)

-2.097**
(0.973)
-0.006
(0.006)

-1.038*
(0.567)
-0.001
(0.(K)4)

-0.316
(0.322)
-0.002
(0.(X12)

-0.002 0.001 0.001** -0.001** -0.002** 0.002 0.001*** -0.001** -0.002* 0.001 0.001** -0.001**
(O.OOl) (0.001) (0.001) (0.000) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.000) (0.001) (O.(M)l) (0.(101) (O.(XIO)

0.459** -0.240* -0.169** -0.048 0.587*** -0.327** -0.154* -0.099** 0.524*** -0.287* -0.148* -0.084*
(0.179) (0.144) (0.082) (0.048) (0.174) (0.144) (0.083) (0.048) (0.180) (0.149) (0.087) (0.049)

0.219*** -0.074 -0.132*** -0.012 0.208*** -0.067 -0.129*** -0 .010 0.194*** -0.058 -0.127*** -0.007
(0.066) (0.053) (0.030) (0.018) (0.062) (0.051) (0.030) (0.017) (0.062) (0.052) (0.030) (0.017)

-0.240* 0.065 0.232*** -0.058 -0.134 -0.003 0.220*** -0.083** -0.170 0 .020 0.223*** -0.075**
(0.13.3) (0.107) (0.061) (0.036) (0.124) (0.103) (0.060) (0.034) (0.127) (0.105) (0.061) (0.035)
-0.002 0.001 0.000 0.001** -0.001 0.001 0.000 0.001* -0.002 0.001 0.000 0.001*
(0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.000) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.000) (0.001) (0.001) (O.(Xll) (O.(XXl)

0.780*** -0.520*** -0.183* -0.082 0.639*** -0.432** -0.149 -0.059 0.638*** -0.432** -0.149 -0.059
(0.232) (0.186) (0.106) (0.062) (0.223) (0.184) (0.107) (0.061) (0.221) (0.183) (0.107) (0.061)

1.576*** -0.617** -0.580*** -0.390*** 1.773*** -0.739*** -0.621*** -0.422*** 1.643*** -0.655** -0.610*** -0.392***
(0..-i45) (0.278) (0.158) (0.09,3) (0.311) (0.257) (0.149) (0.085) (0.326) (0.270) (0.158) (0.089)

0.247*** -0.104*** -0.074*** -0.072*** 0.215*** -0.084** -0.071*** -0.064*** 0.222*** -0.088** -0.072*** -0.065***
(0.046) (0.037) (0.021) (0.012) (0.044) (0.036) (0.021) (0.012) (0.044) (0.036) (0.021) (0.012)

-7.616*** 4.613*** 2.711*** 0.409 -6.918*** 4.155*** 2.688*** 0.186 -6.789*** 4 072*** 2.677*** 0.156
(1.220) (0.980) (0.559) (0.327) (1.200) (0.992) (0.575) (0.328) (1.192) (0.989) (0.577) (0.327)
0.460 53.034*** 22.965*** 23.635*** -4.506 56.240*** 24.595*** 23.872*** -3.442 55.554*** 24.503*** 23.624***
(6.625) (5.323) (3.038) (1.777) (6.544) (5.409) (3.136) (1.791) (6.536) (5.424) (3.163) (1.793)

0.747 0.566 0.645 0.710 0.768 0.580 0.657 0.725 0.773 0.585 0.657 0.729

X'(6) = 83.87*** X^(6) = 75.16*** X^(6) = 74.27***

Notes: N um ber o f  observations is 76. Standard errors are in parentheses. Estimated using a Seemingly Unrelated Regression (SUR) model. The Breusch-Pagan test o f 
independence indicates that we can reject the null hypothesis o f  independence o f  the residuals across the equations. Therefore, OLS estim ates w ould be inconsistent and the 
choice o f SUR is justified. Significance levels are indicated as 1% (***), 5% (**) and 10% (*).
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Table 2.12 SUR Determinants of 2002 National Election Results in Czech Regions
Model 1 Model 2

Pro-Reform Centre-Left Communist Other Pro-Reform Centre-Left Communist Other Pro-Reform Centre-Left Communist Other

N ot Afraid 1990 

Unemployment A 0.054***
(0 .017)

-0.034**
(0.014)

-0.028**
(0 .014)

0.008
(0.008)

3.033***
(1.109)

-1.632*
(0.923)

-2.285***
(0 .863)

0.888*
(0 .478)

3.358***
(1.020)

0.061***
(0.016)

-1.836**
(0 .883)

-0.038***
(0 .014)

-2.457***
(0 .834)

-0.032**
(0 .013)

0.938**
(0 .475)

0.009
(0 .008)

Average Wage 0.002* 0.001 -0.001 -0.002*** 0.002 0.001 -0.001 -0.003*** 0.001 0.002 0.000 -0.003***
(0.001) (0 .001) (0.001) (0 .001) (0 .002) (0 .001) (0.001) (0 .001) (0 .001) (0 .001) (0 .001) (0.001)

Entrepreneur 0.657*** -0.385** -0.317** 0.045 0.850*** -0.551*** -0.353** 0.054 0.674*** -0.440** -0.260 0.027
(0.200) (0 .167) (0.159) (0 .088) (0 .222) (0.185) (0.173) (0 .096) (0 .208) (0.181) (0 .170) (0 .097)

Industry 0.114*** -0.027 -0.167*** 0.080*** 0.090** -0.009 -0.157*** 0.076*** 0.094** -0.011 -0 159*** 0.077***
(0 .040) (0.0.33) (0 .032) (0.017) (0.042) (0 .035) (0 .032) (0 .018) (0 .038) (0 .033) (0 .031) (0.018)

Agriculture 0.398** -0.412*** -0.147 0.161** 0.340** -0.391*** -0.101 0.152** 0.439*** -0.453*** -0.153 0.167**
(0 .154) (0 .128) (0 .123) (0 .068) (0 .158) (0.131) (0 .123) (0 .068) (0 .147) (0 .127) (0 .120) (0 .068)

Pop. Density -0.004*** 0.002 0.003** -0.001 -0.003* 0.001 0.002* -0.001 -0.004** 0.002 0.003** -0.001
(0 .002) (0 .001) (0.001) (0 .001) (0 .002) (0 .001) (0.001) (0.001) (0 .001) (0.001) (0 .001) (0 .001)

Retired 0.632** 0.308 -0.611** -0.331** 0.378 0.461* -0.456* -0.384*** 0.475 0.400 -0.508** -0.369***
(0 .320) (0 .266) (0 .255) (0 .141) (0 .327) (0 .272) (0 .255) (0 .141) (0 .301) (0 .261) (0 .246) (0 .140)

University Educated 1.466*** -0.601** -1.350*** 0.486*** 1.274*** -0.435 -1.309*** 0 471*** 1.465*** -0.555* -1 410*** 0.500***
(0 ..346) (0 .288) (0 .275) (0 .152) (0 .359) (0 .299) (0 .280) (0.155) (0 .333) (0.288) (0 .272) (0 .155)

Roman Catholic 0.103** 0.051 -0.112*** -0.043** Q 1 0.047 -0.115*** -0.043** 0.088** 0.061* -0.103*** -0.046**
(0 .042) (0 .035) (0 .033) (0.018) (0.042) (0.035) (0 .033) (0,018) (0.039) (0 .034) (0 .032) (0 .018)

Moravian dummy -3.772*** 1.456 3.063*** -0.752 -2.752** 0.672 2.708*** -0.632 -3.402*** 1.079 3.051*** -0.733
(1.088) (0 .905) (0.865) (0 .478) (1.145) (0.953) (0.891) (0 .494) (1.063) (0 .921) (0 .869) (0 .495)

Constant -12.566* 33.452*** 59.497*** 19.642*** -14.918* 35.168*** 61.006*** 18.767*** -14.199* 34.718*** 60.626*** 18.879***
(7 . 622) (6 ..341) (6.063) (3 .346) (7 .912) (6.586) (6.157) (3 .410) (7 .250) (6.280) (5.927) (3 .376)

R2 0.700 0.358 0.700 0.447 0.693 0.354 0.704 0.463 0.742 0.413 0.726 0.474
Breusch-Pagan
Test X (̂6) = 106.7*** x (̂6) = 101.07*** X (̂6) = 90.2***

Model 3

N otes: Num ber o f  observations is 76. Standard errors are in parentheses. Estimated using a Seem ingly Unrelated Regression (SU R ) m odel. The Breusch-Pagan test o f  
independence indicates that w e can reject the null hypothesis o f  independence o f  the residuals across the equations. Therefore, OLS estim ates w ould be inconsistent and the 
choice o f  SUR is justified. Significance levels are indicated as 1% (***), 5% (**) and 10% (*).
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Table 2.13 M odelling the 1990 Election
Pro-Reform

M odel 1 M odel 2 M odel 3

U nem ploym ent 1990 -0.398 (1.870) ~ ~ 0.925 (1.806)

U nem ploym ent 2002 ~ ~ -0.568*** (0 .181) -0.590*** (0 . 186)

Average Wage 0.001 (0.005) 0.003 (0.004) 0.003 (0 .004)

Population Density -0.002 (0.002) -0.001 (0.002) -0.001 (0 .002)

Retired 0.039 (0.308) -0.286 (0.302) -0.263 (0 .305)

University Educated 1.005** (0.462) 0.652 (0 .437) 0.588 (0 .454)

Roman Catholic 0.159*** (0 .057) 0.093 (0 .058) 0.092 (0 .057)

Moravian dummy -12.930*** (1.760) -9.980*** (1.855) -10.130*** (1.875)

Constant 45.908*** (17.690) 56.691*** (16.820) 55.678*** (16.907)

R2 0.524 0.578 0.580

C om m unist

U nem ploym ent 1990 1.294* (0 .751) ~ ~ 1.030 (0.760)

U nem ploym ent 2002 ~ 0.142* (0.077) 0.118 (0.078)

Average Wage 0.003* (0.002) 0.003 (0.002) 0.003* (0 .002)

Population Density 0.000 (0.001) 0.000 (0.001) 0.000 (0 .001)

Retired 0.203 (0.124) 0.237* (0.128) 0.263** (0 .128)

University Educated -0.523*** (0.186) -0.369** (0.186) -0.440** (0 .191)

Roman Catholic -0.062*** (0.023) -0.047* (0.024) -0.048** (0 .024)

Moravian dummy -0.094 (0.707) -0.487 (0.789) -0.654 (0 .789)

Constant 3.222 (7.101) 2.395 (7 .152) 1.267 (7 .116)

R2 0.327 0.331 0.347

Other
U nem ploym ent 1990 -1.015 (1.479) ~ ~ -2.108 (1.420)

U nem ploym ent 2002 ~ - 0.438*** (0 .144) 0.488*** (0 . 146)

Average Wage -0.004 (0 .004) -0.005 (0 .003) -0.006* (0 .003)

Population Density 0.002 (0 .002) 0.002 (0 .002) 0.001 (0 .002)

Retired -0.214 (0 .244) 0.089 (0 .240) 0.035 (0 .240)

University Educated -0.496 (0 .366) -0.295 (0 .348) -0.151 (0 .357)

Roman Catholic -0.097** (0 .045) -0.044 (0 .046) -0.041 (0 .045)

Moravian dummy 13.097*** (1.392) 10.439*** (1.476) 10.781*** (1.474)

Constant 50.029*** (13.990) 39.637*** (13.387) 41.947*** (13.288)

R2 0.664 0.698 0.707
Breusch-Pagan T est X-(6) = 103.96*** X (̂6) = 96.04*** X\(>) = 99.63***

Notes: Number o f  observations is 76. Standard errors are in parentheses. Each model is estimated using a 
Seemingly Unrelated Regression (SUR) model. The Breusch-Pagan test o f  independence indicates that we can 
reject the null hypothesis o f  independence o f  the residuals across the equations. Therefore, OLS estimates 
would be inconsistent and the choice o f  SUR is justified. Significance levels are indicated as 1% ('*'**), 5% 
(**)and 10% (*).
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2B Appendices 

Appendix 2A National Czech Voting Patterns 1990-2002

The 1990 E lection

The first free election in forty-four years took place on 8-9''' June 1990. The high electoral turnout o f  

96%  represented both the desire o f  the population to influence their ow n future after years o f  

repression, and an extensive m edia cam paign against non-partic ipation (Jehlicka, 1993). The results 

w ere as expected w ith C ivic Forum , the main pro-reform  party consisting o f  groups o f  sm aller pro

reform and anti-com m unist parties, w inning 49.5%  o f  the vote in the C zech N ational Council. Overall, 

four parties entered governm ent: C ivic Forum (O F), C om m unist Party o f  C zechoslovakia (K SCM ), 

Christian and D em ocratic U nion (K D U ) and the Society for M oravian and Silesia (H D S-SM S) (for vote 

shares across all elections refer to Table 2C in the A ppendix). W hile the election provided the basis for 

a stable and effective governm ent, it did not contribute to  a  durable party system  and the follow ing two 

years saw the entire party system  undergo rapid transform ation as C ivic Forum disintegrated into three 

parties. C ivic D em ocratic Party (O D S), C ivic D em ocratic A lliance (O D A ) and C ivic M ovem ent (OH).

The 1992 election

Given the disintegration o f  C ivic Forum ; the parties that had gained parliam entary representation in the 

previous election gave rise to 19 parliam entary parties on the eve o f  the June 1992 election. The turnout 

rate o f  85% w as dow n by 10% from 1990 yet it w as still m uch higher than in neighbouring Poland or 

Hungary. O D S w on 29.7%  o f  seats and form ed the m ajority o f  the coalition in the Czech N ational 

Council with KDU and O D A , w hile the Left B loc (LB), Social D em ocrats (C SSD ) and Liberal Social 

Union (LSU ) received one third o f  the seats.

The 1996 E lection

A ccording to Fitzm aurice (1996) this w as a norm al, calm , “ bread and butter” election. The turnout rate 

o f  74%  was the low est to date. G iven the new  electoral law  w hich raised the threshold from 5% to 9%  

for multi-party coalitions o f  less than three parties and to 11% for coalitions o f  m ore than four parties 

(Klima, 1998), the num ber o f  parliam entary parties w as reduced from 9 in 1992 to 6 in 1996. The June 

1996 election saw  O DS win 29.6%  o f  the vote, but the biggest surprise w as the Social Democrats 

(CSSD ) w hich saw  its vote share rise from 6.5%  in 1992 to  26.4%  in 1996, running a very close second 

to the ODS and so denied the centre-right coalition a m ajority. The election produced a near stalem ate 

with the incum bent governm ent coalition o f  three parties obtaining 99 seats, tw o seats short o f  an 

absolute m ajority (O lson, 1997). For the first tim e, therefore, the right-w ing governm ent faced serious 

opposition from the left, and tw o alternative poles in the C zech political spectrum  w ere created.
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The 1998 E lection

In the June 1998 election only 5 parties exceeded the 5%  threshold and entered parliam ent. The CSSD  

won 32.3%  o f  the seats, with ODS w inning 27.7% , the K SCM  11% and Freedom  Union 8.6%  and 

K D U -C SL 9% . The election again resulted in a m inority  governm ent, how ever, for the first tim e in the 

post-com m unist period a left-w ing m inority governm ent w as form ed. The outcom e o f  this stalem ate 

resulted in the “O pposition A greem ent” betw een O D S and CSSD. This agreem ent im posed various 

m utual conditions on the two parties, w hereby O DS w ould tolerate a CSSD  m inority governm ent in 

exchange for not supporting votes o f  no-confidence and prom ised chairm anship o f  both houses o f  

Parliam ent and leadership o f  essential parliam entary com m issions (Stroehlein, 1999). The “O pposition 

A greem ent” governm ent retained its position despite several attem pts to bring it to  an end.

The 2002 Election

The 2002 election w as characterized by seat losses for all the m ajor parties at the hands o f  the 

C om m unists. W hile the Social D em ocrats received the largest percentage o f  the vote (30% ) they lost 

2%  support since the 1998 election. Sim ilarly the O D S w as dow n by 4%  to received 24.5%  o f  the vote 

and the C oalition party (encom passing K D U -C SL and U S-D EU ) received only 14.3% o f  the vote, 

despite the fact that opinion polls prior to the election stated it was one o f  the m ost popular coalitions. 

The 2002 election saw the KSCM  receive its largest share o f  the vote in the post-com m unist period to 

date (a  gain o f  7 percentage points since the 1998 election), w ith the m ajority o f  its support being 

derived from m ainly rural areas: southern and eastern M oravia in particular. The increase in support for 

the C om m unists is m ainly attributed to concerns about the overturning o f  the Benes Decree (i.e., the 

restitution o f  land and property to form er ow ners) and scepticism  about jo in ing  the EU. The 2002 

election also has the lowest turnout to date in the post-com m unist period, w ith only 58%  o f  the 

electorate turning out to vote.
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Appendix 2B Acronyms for Political Parties
Political Party Acronym
Civic Forum O F
Civic D em ocratic Party O D S
Civic D em ocratic Alliance O D A
Civic M ovem ent O H
Christian and Democratic Union-Czechoslovak KDU -CSL
People’s Party
Free D em ocrats- Liberal, National and Social Party SD-LSNS
D em ocratic U nion D EU
Liberal Social Union LSU
Czech Social D em ocratic Party CSSD
Left Block LB
Party o f  the D em ocratic Left SD L
Association for the Republic- Czechoslovak SPR-RSC
Republican Party
Moravian Silesian M ovem ent HDS-SMS /  HSMS
Freedom  Union US

Appendix 2C National Election Results
% 1990 1992 1996 1998 2002
Civic Forum 49.5 ~ ~ ~ ~
O DS ~ 29.7 29.6 27.7 24.5
O DA ~ 5.9 6.4 ~ ~
US ~ ~ ~ 8.6 ~
KDU-CSL 8.4 6.3 8.1 9.0 ~
CSSD 4.1 6.5 26 4 32.3 30.2
KSCM 13.2 14.0 10.3 11.0 18.5
LSU ~ 6.5 ~ ~ ~
SPR-RSC 1.0 6.0 8.0 3.9 ~
HDS-SMS
Coalition

10.0 5.9 0.4 0.4

(KDU-CSL & US- 
D EU)

' ' 14.3

O thers 13.7 19.2 10.7 7.0 12.5

Source: Czech Statistics Office, Election Server www.volby.cz

80



Appendix 2D Effect of Election Year Prediction on Vote Choice
1992

Pro-Reform Centre-Left C om m unist Other
1996

Pro-Reform Centre-Left C om m unist Other
1998

Pro-Reform Centre-Left C om m unist Other

N o t Afraid 1.381 -1.149*
(0.605)

-0.117
(0.608)

-0.150
(0.943)

-0.377
(1.238)

1.705*
(1.013)

-0.388
(0.578)

-0.942
(0.656)

2.640* -1.453
(1.230)

-1.060
(0.729)

-0.184
(0.419)

Average Wage 

Entrepreneur 

Industry 

Agriculture 

Pop. Densit)'

Retired

Universit}'
Educated

Roman Catholic 

Moravian dummy 

Constant

R2

B reusch-Paean
T est

0.004 -0.002* 0.003** -0.004** 0.001 -0.001 0.002* -0.001 -0.002 0.001 0.001** -0.001**
(0.003) (0.001) (0.001) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.000)

1 237*** -0.320** -0.718*** -0.198 1.343*** -0.927*** -0.369** -0.036 0.499*** -0.271** -0.170** -0.053
(0.311) (0.139) (0.140) (0.217) (0.359) (0.294) (0.168) (0.191) (0.165) (0.135) (0.080) (0.046)
0.013 0.090* -0.105** 0.000 Q 732*** -0.030 -0.125*** -0.078*** 0.274*** -0.117** -0.134*** -0.021
(0.105) (0.047) (0.047) (0.07,3) (0.045) (0.037) (0.021) (0.024) (0.06.3) (0.052) (0.031) (0.018)

-0.256* 0.317*** 0.050 -0.111 -0.010 -0.045 0.101** -0.044 -0.242* 0.054 0.238*** -0.049
(0.155) (0.069) (0.070) (0.108) (0.083) (0.068) (0.039) (0.044) (0.128) (0.105) (0.062) (0.036)
0.000 0.000 -0.001 0.001 0.001 0.000 -0.001 0.000 -0.001 0.000 0.000 0.001
(0.002) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.002) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.000)
0.435 -0.237* 0.141 -0.343* 0.477** -0.538*** 0.064 -0.002 0.904*** -0.581*** -0.217** -0.111*
(0.278) (0.124) (0.125) (0.194) (0.233) (0.191) (0.109) (0.124) (0.226) (0.185) (0.110) (0.063)
0.663 0.247 -0.305 -0.603* 1 075*** -0.042 -0.429** -0.608*** 1.721*** -0.770*** -0.540*** -0.415***
(0.469) (0.210) (0.211) (0.327) (0.392) (0.321) (0.183) (0.208) (0.336) (0.275) (0.16.3) (0.094)

0.228*** -0.007 -0.139*** -0.081** 0.270*** -0.143*** -0.062*** -0.064*** 0.261*** -0.110*** -0.082*** -0.073***
(0.054) (0.024) (0.024) (0.038) (0.045) (0.037) (0.021) (0.024) (0.045) (0.037) (0.022) (0.012)

-5.870*** -6.200*** 2.268*** 9.806*** -3.974*** 4.296*** 1.233* -1.561** -8.733*** 5.352*** 2.861*** 0.631**
(1.535) (0.686) (0.690) (1.069) (1.431) (1.171) (0.668) (0.759) (1.155) (0.947) (0.561) (0.323)
3.316 24.593*** 21.314*** 50.94*** -11.062 53.412*** 19.195*** 37.926*** -10.523 59.688*** 26.417*** 24.652***

(11.25.3) (5.031) (5.059) (7.837) (9.095) (7.444) (4.248) (4.822) (7.706) (6.319) (3.745) (2.152)

0.603 0.780 0.593 0.749 0.708 0.573 0.516 0.550 0.779 0.606 0.647 0.706

x m  = 87.67*** X-(6) = 91.86*** X2(6) = 75.28***

Notes: Number of observations is 76. Standard errors are in parentheses. Estimated using a Seemingly Unrelated Regression (SUR) model. The Breusch-Pagan test of 
independence indicates that we can reject the null hypothesis of independence of the residuals across the equations. Therefore, OLS estimates would be inconsistent and the 
choice of SUR is justified. Significance levels are indicated as 1% (***), 5% (♦*) and 10% (*).
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Appendix 2E Effect of Future Unemployment Rates on 1990 Vote Choice

1990 E lection M odel 1
Pro-Reform C om m unist Other

M odel 2

Pro-Reform C om m unist Other
M odel 3

Pro-Reform C om m unist Other
M odel 4

Pro-Reform C om m unist Other
U nem ploym ent 
1992
U nem ploym ent
1996
U nem ploym ent
1998
U nem ploym ent
2002

-1.465***
(0.477)

0.785***
(0 .186)

0.644
(0 .394)

-1.146*** 0.507*** 0.645**
(0 ..167) (0 .149) (0 .300)

-0.772***
(0 .225 )

0.297***
(0 .09 .3)

0.483***
(0 .18.3)

-0.568***
(0 . 181)

0.142*
(0 .077 )

0.438***
(0 .144)

Average Wage 

Population Density 

Retired

University Educated 

Roman Catholic 

Moravian dummy 

Constant

R2

0.000
(0 .004 )

- 0.001
(0 .002)

-0.085
(0 .286 )

0.537
(0 .449 )

0.151***
(0 .054 )

-10.748***
( 1.748)

58.657***
(17 .024 )

0.576

0.004**
(0 .002)

- 0.001
(0 .001 )

0.226**
(0.112)

-0.213
(0 .176)

-0.059***
(0 .021 )

-0.948
(0 .682)

-1.907
(6 .648)

0.433

-0.004
(0 .004 )

0.002
(0 .002)

-0.113
(0 .236 )

-0.355
(0 .371 )

-0.091**
(0 .044 )

11.793***
(1.444 )

42.557***
( 14.070)

0.673

0.001
(0 .004 )

- 0.001
(0.002)

-0.240
(0 .297 )

0.553
(0 .446)

0.104*
(0 .056)

-10.673***
( 1.750)

59.679***
( 17.063)

0.578

0.003*
(0.002)

- 0.001
(0 .001)

0.282**
(0 .120)

-0.262
(0 .181)

-0.039*
(0 .023 )

-0.768
(0 .708)

-1.116
(6 .903 )

0.394

-0.004
(0 .004)

0.002
(0 .002)

-0.008
(0 .243)

-0.309
(0 .365)

-0.064
(0 .046)

11.466***
( 1.431)

40.323***
( 13.955)

0.681

0.002
(0 .004 )

- 0.001
(0 .002)

-0.259
(0 .293 )

0.571
(0 .436 )

0.097*
(0 .056)

- 10.221* * *
(1.761)

59.217***
(16 .730)

0.588

0.003*
(0.002)

- 0.001
(0 .001)

0.272**
(0 . 121)

-0.294
(0 . 180)

-0.040*
(0 .023)

-0.804
(0 .727)

- 0.100
(6 .906)

0.384

-0.005
(0 .003)

0.002
(0 .002)

0.022
(0 .239)

-0.293
(0 .356)

-0.056
(0 .046)

11.036***
( 1.437)

39.722***
(13 .653)

0.690

0.003
(0 .004 )

- 0.001
(0 .002)

-0.286
(0 .302 )

0.652
(0 .437 )

0.093
(0 .058 )

-9.980***
(1.855 )

56.691***
(16 .820)

0.578

0.003
(0.002)

0.000
(0.001)

0.237*
(0 .128)

-0.369**
(0 .186)

-0.047*
(0 .024 )

-0.487
(0 .789)

2.395
(7 .152)

0.331

-0.005
(0 .003 )

0.002
(0 .002)

0.089
(0 .240)

-0.295
(0 .348)

-0.044
(0 .046 )

10.439***
(1.476)

39.637***
(13 ..387)

0.698

Breusch-Pagan
T est X-(3) = 95.02** X"(3) = 93.96** X-(3) = 92.79*** X-Q) = 96.04***

Notes: Number o f  observations is 76. Standard errors are in parentheses. Estimated using a Seemingly Unrelated Regression (SUR) model. The Breusch-Pagan test o f  
independence indicates that we can reject the null hypothesis o f  independence o f  the residuals across the equations. Therefore, OLS estimates would be inconsistent and the 
choice o f  SUR is justified. Significance levels are indicated as 1% (***), 5% (**) and 10% (*).
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C h a p ter 3: U n ravellin g  V oters  ’ P ercep tio n s o f  the E conom y

CHAPTER 3 

Unravelling Voters’ Perceptions of the Economy

“Every nation has the government it deserves " 

- Joseph de Maistre

Summary
This chapter utilises the Czech Econom ic Expectations and A ttitudes (EEA ) survey 

dataset to analyse the relationship betw een the econom y and voting decisions, by first 

m odelling how voters evaluate the econom y, and secondly, how perceptions o f  the 

econom y influence voting behaviour. The chapter is divided into tw o sections. Section A 

estim ates ordered logit m odels to  consider w hether perceptions o f  the econom y are 

objectively or subjectively determ ined, and finds that objective econom ic conditions are 

inadequate determ inants o f  econom ic perceptions. Section B estim ates m ultinom ial logit 

m odels to  investigate w hether real econom ic conditions o r subjective econom ic 

perceptions influence voting intentions for the five m ain political parties in the Czech 

Republic. The results indicate that vote choices are largely determ ined by perceptions o f  

the economy and are unrelated to m ovem ents in the real econom y.
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Chapter 3: Unravelling Voters ’ Perceptions o f  the Economy

3.1 Introduction

There is little dispute that economics affects voting decisions and poMtical 

preferences, however discourse now lies in determining the precise nature o f this 

relationship. Analysis o f  economic voting can be employed at either a macro level (as 

seen in Chapter 2), using aggregate economic variables, or at a micro level, using 

individual survey data. M acro studies typically observe a direct relationship between 

real economic conditions (e.g., unemployment, inflation or economic growth) and 

aggregate vote distributions, and hence conclude that voters are well informed about 

movements in the real economy and will punish/reward the incumbent government 

accordingly (Kramer, 1971). Cross-sectional micro studies, on the other hand, cannot 

observe a direct relationship between real economic conditions and voting decisions at 

individual level, as macroeconomic variables are, by definition, constant across all 

individuals in the survey. Therefore studies that wish to examine the impact o f the
39economy on individual voting behaviour must use perceptions o f the economy.

Indeed, one o f the main drawbacks o f the macro approach according to Nannestad and 

Paldam (2000) is that “economies do not vote, people do'' and therefore it is voters’ 

perceptions o f  the economy which will ultimately influence their vote choice. Micro 

analyses account for the fact that voters must first observe the economy and then use 

these evaluations o f the economy when forming their voting decisions. If  they have a 

favourable perception o f the economy, they will vote for the incumbent government. 

Contrary to their macro counterparts, micro studies often conclude that, at the 

individual level, voters know very little about the real economy and that perceptions 

o f the economy are typically influenced by subjective factors. These studies are 

therefore less conclusive than macro findings and often find only a weak relationship 

between the economy and voting behaviour (see Kinder and Kiewiet, 1981; Conover, 

Feldman and Knight, 1987).

In order to understand the dichotomy between the two approaches it is necessary to 

determine the true nature o f  the relationship between objective economic conditions

Throughout this study the term s “perceptions” and “evaluations” are used interchangeably to 
represent ind ividuals’ assessm ents o f  the econ om y.
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Chapter 3: Unravelling Voters ’ Perceptions o f  the Economy

and subjective perceptions o f  the econom y. This chapter attem pts to unravel the 

factors that play a role in determ ining voting decisions by m eans o f  a tw o-stage 

analysis. D espite the predom inant use o f  perceptions in m icro studies o f  voting 

behaviour, the form ation o f  such econom ic perceptions has received very little 

attention in the literature to date. The first stage o f  this analysis extends the existing 

literature by investigating perception form ation in a post-com m unist setting. I f  

subjective econom ic perceptions are being used as a proxy for real econom ic 

conditions, then  it is necessary to know  to w hat ex ten t these econom ic perceptions are 

influenced by real econom ic conditions. In doing so, this section also investigates the 

different sources o f  subjective heterogeneity  w hich can cause an ind ividual’s 

perceptions o f  the econom y to be biased. In contrast to previous perception form ation 

studies, w hich typically  focus on W estern econom ies, this study uses a series o f  

Econom ic E xpectations and A ttitude surveys carried out in the C zech R epublic 

between 1990-1998 to determ ine how  individuals assim ilate inform ation in an 

unfam iliar and ever developing econom ic system .

The second stage o f  the analysis exam ines the degree to w hich these econom ic 

perceptions are related to vote choice at the individual level. M icro voting studies are 

typically concerned w ith determ ining w hich type o f  econom ic perceptions influence 

vote choice (e.g., retrospective versus prospective perceptions, egotropic versus 

sociotropic perceptions), and in general find that voting is sociotropically  and 

retrospectively orientated. This study takes an alternative approach and attem pts to 

m erge both the m icro and m acro approach to econom ic voting by investigating 

w hether voters are influenced by objective m acroeconom ic factors or subjective 

perceptions o f  the econom y. The second part o f  the chapter therefore uses m ultinom ial 

logit m odels to analyse how subjective econom ic perceptions and objective econom ic 

conditions influence voting intentions for the five largest political parties in the Czech 

Republic.

Section A o f  the chapter is organised as follows: Section 3.2 discusses various issues 

in the literature concerning econom ic perception form ation and presents how this 

chapter develops the existing literature. Section 3.3 introduces both the Econom ic 

Expectations and A ttitudes (EEA ) survey dataset and the m ethodology em ployed to 

undertake the analysis. Section 3.4 presents, analyses and tests the results o f  the
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Chapter 3: Unravelling Voters ’ Perceptions o f  the Economy

retrospective and prospective ordered logit m odels o f  econom ic perception form ation. 

F inally, section 3.5 sum m arises Section A. Section B o f  the chapter is organised as 

follows: Section 3.6 review s previous literature w hich uses econom ic perceptions to 

analyse voting behaviour. Section 3.7 discusses the m ethodology used and the model 

choice. Section 3.8 presents the m ultinom ial logit m odels o f  voting intentions, and 

finally section 3.9 discusses the overall findings o f  the analysis.

3.2 Economic Perception Formation

3.2.1 Real versus Perceived Economic Conditions

Several studies have show n that voters have little inform ation about real 

m acroeconom ic variables (A idt, 2000; Paldam  and N annestad , 2000 and Sanders, 

2000). Indeed, given that the cost o f  acquiring inform ation about the econom y is very 

high relative to the benefit derived from casting a vote (know n as the paradox o f  

voting hypothesis), rational agents w ill try to  m inim ise the effort they exert when 

form ing perceptions o f  the econom y. For this reason, voters often m easure the state o f  

the objective econom y with error, such that their subjective interpretation the 

econom y can w idely deviate from  m ovem ents in the real econom y. Therefore, in 

regards casting a vote, it is likely that it is these subjective personal evaluations o f  the 

econom ic situation have a m ore d irect im pact on voting behaviour.

Since econom ic perceptions are the m ain tool used in m icro studies to determ ine how  

the econom y effects voting decisions, recently focus has turned to exam ining the 

form ation o f  such econom ic perceptions. The m ajority  o f  these studies have focused 

on investigating the link betw een one’s personal econom ic w ell-being and evaluations 

o f  the m acroeconom y. C onover, Feldm an and K night (1986) using a panel data 

analysis find that retrospective evaluations o f  the econom y are influenced by personal 

econom ic conditions and know ledge about aggregate econom ic conditions. C onover et 

al. (1987) find that individual predictions about future econom ic conditions are often 

inaccurate and that these inaccuracies can be caused by personal and political biases. 

A ccordingly, they posit that retrospective evaluations o f  the econom y m ay be m ore 

accurate than prospective evaluations as they are less affected by partisan factors.
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Chapter 3: Unravelling Voters' Perceptions o f  the Economy

While economic perceptions are regularly used as proxies for real economic 

conditions, very few studies have actually analysed the extent to which such 

perceptions are related to real economic conditions. The primary reason for this is that 

by imputing aggregate level findings on individual-level behaviour one may commit 

ecological fallacy'*'^ (Jones, Haller, Colnic and Johnson, 1996, also see King, 1997). In 

other words, macroeconomic variables are, by definition, constant for all individuals. 

Therefore, it is difficult to determine the extent to which individuals relate the real 

economy to their perceptions o f the economy. Jones et al. (1996) examines how 

closely prospective economic perceptions are related to actual future economic 

conditions using a random coefficient model. They find that economic indicators do 

influence the parameters predicting economic expectations, yet they are influential in 

the “wrong” direction, i.e., they find that when the economy is doing badly 

perceptions o f the future economy tend to be brighter. They conclude that this result 

supports the “psychological economics” hypothesis whereby individuals believe that 

if the economy is currently doing badly then the situation can only improve in the 

future. They do not include or control for partisanship or ideological effects, however.

This chapter offers an alternative method o f examining the impact o f objective 

economic conditions firstly on economic perceptions, and secondly on voting 

behaviour. Rather than examining the impact o f national macroeconomic conditions 

on economic perceptions and vote choice, this chapter utilises yearly regional 

economic data from 76 Czech regions from 1990-1998. The advantage o f  using 

regional rather than national data is that it varies across both individuals and time in 

different regions, while it is still an objectively determined variable. The advantages 

o f using the EEA surveys are twofold: firstly it enables the analysis o f variations in 

perceptions over time, and secondly, the presence o f regional identifiers allows 

respondents to be matched with the objective economic conditions in their region. 

Therefore, by combining the macro and micro level data it is possible to test the extent 

to which real economic conditions are related to perceptions o f the economy.

E cological inference is the process o f  using aggregate (i.e . "ecological") data to infer ind ividual-level 
relationships o f  interest w hen individual-level data are not available.
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3.2.2 Ideology and Economic Perceptions

Economic voting studies which use economic perceptions to explain voting behaviour 

are built on the assumption that such perceptions are exogenous. However several 

studies (W lezien, Franklin and Twiggs, 1997; MacDonald and Heath, 1997; 

Nannestad and Paldam, 2000) have shown that perceptions o f  the economy are 

contaminated by ideological preferences and past vote and hence economic 

perceptions are indeed endogenous. Due to partisan loyalty'*' and ideological biases, 

some voters negatively or positively evaluate economic performance regardless o f 

changes in objective national economic conditions. For example, in the Czech 

Republic between the years 1990-1998 (the years covered by the surveys) pro-reform 

centre-right and right-wing parties were dom inant in government. Therefore those 

who support right-wing parties may perceive the state o f the economy more positively 

regardless o f whether the economy did actually improve, and consequently, those who 

declare themselves as left wing may view the economy more negatively.

This hypothesis is derived from the theory o f  cognitive consistency which suggests 

that individuals always try to align their beliefs and actions, i.e., voters try to reduce 

inconsistencies between their voting intentions and evaluations o f the economy by 

bringing their attitudes in line with the vote they cast. A study by Anderson, Mendes 

and Tverdova (2004) using panel data from before and after the 1997 British general 

election, find that voters’ post-election economic perceptions are influenced by their 

vote choice during the election, hence suggesting that perceptions o f the economy are 

not solely influenced by the objective economy and that such perceptions are not 

exogenously related to vote choice. Given that economic perceptions may suffer from 

endogeneity, cross-section economic voting models may therefore overestimate the 

effect o f perceptions on voting behaviour (Evans and Andersen, 2001).'*^ Indeed 

Conover, Feldman and Knight, (1987) even suggest that economic forecasts have 

become extensions o f  partisan evaluations thus obscuring the influence o f the real 

economic situation.

This is generally known as Campbell et al’s (1960) partisan “perceptual screen”.
As suitable panel surveys for the Czech Republic have yet to be performed, this chapter cannot test 

for the endogeneity o f  perceptions and vote choice.
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Evans and A ndersen (2001), w ho exam ine the im pact o f  econom ic perceptions on 

party popularity  in Britain, suggest that econom ic perceptions in transitional 

econom ies are probably less susceptible to political re-interpretation. They propose 

that in established dem ocracies w here econom ic perform ance is relatively stable, to 

the extent that there are no obvious cues from the econom y, an accurate assessm ent o f  

the general econom y is unlikely to evolve and hence perceptions o f  the econom y are 

largely influenced by ones ideological tendencies. C onversely, in post-com m unist 

countries that are experiencing vast structural changes, assessm ents o f  the 

perform ance o f  the econom y should be c learer and unclouded by ideological 

preferences. H ow ever, Evans and A ndersen do not test this proposition. The Czech 

R epublic w itnessed a huge degree o f  regional variation in regards standard 

m acroeconom ic indicators w ith unem ploym ent ranging from  0.9%  to 15.6% across ail 

76 regions in the Czech R epublic betw een 1990-1998. Table 3.1 indicates the 

volatility  o f  the Czech econom y during the analysed period. Unlike stable 

dem ocracies and established econom ies, the real econom y was em itting strong cues 

concerning its high inflation, negative grow th and rising unem ploym ent rate. It is 

therefore possible that vo ters’ perceptions in transitional econom ies m ay be more 

accurate than those form ed in developed econom ies, given the turbulent econom ic 

environm ent and the subsequent prevalence o f  econom ic concerns.

In addition, such ideological preferences m ay not have had tim e to fully develop given 

the short history (8 years: 1990-1998) o f  the new  political system . One w ould expect, 

therefore, such transition econom ies to exhibit low levels o f  party identification 

especially  in the early stages o f  the transition process. The 1994 N ew  Dem ocracies 

B arom eter show s that in the C zech R epublic, 60%  o f  those interview ed had no party 

identification, that is, they w ould not state allegiance to  any particular party. Rose 

(1995) constructs an Index o f  V olatility , w hich sum s the changes in each party’s share 

o f  the vote in tw o successive elections on a scale ranging from  0 to 200. For the Czech 

Republic, the index alm ost reached the m axim um  at 178, w ith Poland only reaching 

63 and H ungary 59. G iven this large degree o f  volatility  or sw itching votes in the 

C zech R epublic econom ic perceptions m ay be less influenced by ideological 

preferences than those in established dem ocracies w here volatility  is low. This 

chapter, therefore, tests w hether econom ic perceptions are influenced by partisan
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factors throughout the transition period. If Evans and A ndersen’s assertions are correct 

then ideology should not influence perceptions formation in the early surveys.

3.2.3 Aggregation and Sources o f Subjective Heterogeneity

In general, economic voting studies, which suggest that perceptions o f the economy 

influence voting decisions, use aggregate measures o f  economic perceptions (e.g.. 

Page and Shapiro 1992; Nannestad and Paldam 2000). The rational for this according 

to Converse (1990) and Erikson, MacKuen and Stimson (2000) is that aggregation o f 

individual-level economic evaluations is the optimal way to eliminate the high degree 

o f noise or random variation which plagues individual level survey data. By 

aggregating individual responses to questions about the state o f the economy the 

random variation is cancelled out, leaving only the underlying significant component 

o f public opinion (Duch, Palmer and Anderson, 2000). According to Bartels (1996), 

however, this argument presupposes that individual errors in measures o f economic 

evaluations are random rather than systematic. If these individual errors are actually 

systematic, then aggregation will produce biased aggregate measures o f economic 

evaluations.

Duch, Palmer and Anderson (2000) extend this argument by stating that evaluations o f 

the economy include systematic variation which reflect factors unrelated to objective 

economic conditions. Hence systematic noise or subjective variation at the individual 

level causes measures o f economic evaluations derived by aggregating survey 

responses to deviate widely from real economic conditions. They test this hypothesis 

and fmd that indeed economic perceptions are influenced by socio-economic 

characteristics, the level o f  information which the respondent possesses, partisanship 

and perceptions o f personal experiences.

Similar to Duch et al. (2000) this analysis uses individual level perception measures to 

examine whether the four sources o f subjective heterogeneity (level o f information, 

partisanship, socio-economic characteristics and perceptions o f personal experiences) 

bias voters’ perceptions o f  the economy. This chapter deviates from Duch et al. in 

that it also includes the objective regional economic measures discussed above. In 

addition one can test whether retrospective and prospective perceptions o f the
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economy are shaped by different factors. Therefore before progressing to section B, 

where the determinants o f  voting intentions are examined, section A first investigates 

the effect o f  regional economic conditions, ideology and socio-economic factors on 

economic perceptions.”*̂  This will then determine whether economic perceptions are 

indeed endogenous and enable the correct specification o f the vote choice model. The 

next section discusses the data and methodology used to perform the analysis.

3.3 Data and Methodology

3.3.1 Economic Expectations and Attitudes (EEA) Surveys

The analysis is based on a sequence o f 11 surveys entitled Economic Expectations and 

Attitudes (EEA), which were conducted semi-annually (1990-1992) and annually 

(1993-1998) by the socio-economic team o f the Institute o f Sociology, Academy o f 

Sciences Czech Republic. Table 3.2 presents a basic overview o f information about 

the individual surveys. The surveys focus on attitudes concerning economic 

transformation (speed o f  economic reforms, poverty, social justice, role o f the state in 

the economy, privatisation, etc.). The surveys also cover political issues, such as 

voting preferences, political identification (self-placement on a left-right scale), trust 

in institutions, satisfaction with the political regime, attitude towards a ‘strong hand’ 

type o f government, and the openness o f the economy in general. A large number o f 

the questions are repeated every year, which enables the analysis o f changes in 

attitudes over time. Finally, the surveys also contain a battery o f questions detailing 

the socio-economic background o f respondents, in addition to their district o f 

residence. Overall 11 EEA surveys were conducted between 1990 and 1998, 

containing between 1113 and 2084 observations and approximately 130 variables in 

each survey.

The first six surveys were conducted in both parts o f  the former Czechoslovakia. 

Starting with EEA07, however, the surveys only cover the Czech Republic. Therefore, 

the focus o f the analysis is on political developm ents in the Czech Republic (the data

Unfortunately, the EE A  surveys do not include questions concerning the respondent’s m edia use. 
H ow ever a question gaugin g  the respondent’s leve l o f  political sophistication w as included, but was 
eventually excluded  from  the em pirical analysis due to the high correlation with the other attitudinal 
variables.
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can be split between the Czech Republic and Slovakia based on the information on the 

respondents’ district o f residence). The sampling methodology involved two steps: 

first, stratification by settlement size and region, and second, quota sampling by age, 

gender and education. Hence the procedure ensures the sample is representative o f  the 

Czech population. The EEA surveys have remained a largely untapped source o f data, 

especially with respect to political preferences, voting behaviour during transition and 

especially perception formation.'*'^ Earle and Gelbach (2000) use the 1996 survey 

(EEA09) to study how privatisation policies in the Czech Republic affected 

constituencies for economic reforms, markets and democratic institutions. Mateju and 

Rehakova (1996) utilize several o f the earlier EEA surveys to study realignments 

between voters’ position alongside the left-right political spectrum.

3.3.2 Pooled Surveys

in addition to analysing each o f the EEA surveys individually, pooled regressions are 

also estimated in order to investigate the influential determinants o f perceptions across 

3 specific time periods. Hraba, Mullick, Lorenz and Vercernik (2001) identify 3 

distinct periods in the Czech economic reform process which correspondingly impact 

on attitudes towards economic reforms. The Pre-Crystallisation period between 1990 

and 1992 was a period o f mass euphoria which saw the introduction and support o f 

many o f the major economic reforms, however differences in experiences and 

opinions about these reforms did not evolve until the Crystallisation period between 

1993 and 1996. Finally, the Post-Crystallisation  period (1997 and after) saw an 

economic downturn that resulted in even further deviations in attitudes about reforms, 

as the outcomes o f the reform process were realised.

In this analysis, nine o f the eleven EEA surveys”*̂  (EEA03-EEA11) were pooled to 

create three new groups (E l comprises o f EEA03, EEA04 and EEA05, E2 comprises 

o f EEA06, EEA07 and EEA08 and E3 comprises o f EEA09, EEA 10 and EEA 11). 

These groups represent three time periods 1991-92, 1993-94 and 1996-98 which best 

correspond to the changing periods o f reform in the Czech Republic and only deviate

Part o f  this overview o f  the EEA surveys overlaps with D oyle and Fidrmuc (2003), which also uses 
the surveys.

EEAOl and EEA02 could not be pooled as the questions in these surveys varied substantially from 
the other 9 EEA surveys, however individual regressions were run for these surveys.
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from Hraba et a l.'s  classification in regards 1996, which is included in the Post- 

Crystallisation period rather than the Crystallisation period. The 1996 survey in 

included in this period in order to have relatively equal sample sizes across the three 

periods. In the merging process som e variables had to be omitted, as they were not 

consistently asked throughout the surveys. However, overall the same models are 

estimated for the individual and pooled regression (the pooled models include survey 

dummies to control for survey specific effects). The individual results produce very 

similar results as the pooled models.'*^

3.3.3 Methodology

The first stage o f  the empirical investigation estimates individual-level ordered logit 

models to consider whether retrospective and prospective perceptions o f  the national 

econom y are influenced by objective or subjective factors. Given that the dependent 

variables in each equation is an ordered categorical variable, ordered logit'^  ̂ is the 

most appropriate means o f  estimation (see Greene, 2003). The ordered logit model is a 

generalisation o f  the binomial logit model that allows for more than two outcomes. In 

such m odels, if  a regressor’s coefficient is positive, an increase in that regressor 

always produces a decrease in the probability o f  the lowest response (e.g., ^"definitely 

not") and an increase in the probability o f  the higher response (^"definitely y e s ”).

The follow ing equation is estimated for the two perception measures:

Y' ^x.p +s.

where Y. is an unobserved latent continuous variable reflecting the 

Retrospective/Prospective Economic Perception measures and x. is a vector o f  the

follow ing explanatory variables: X =  {SEj, Ij , PESj, UE|, WGi, AUEj, AWGj} 

where;

The individual results are available from the author upon request.
Ordered probit m odels were also estim ated, how ever the tw o m odels y ielded  very sim ilar results. The 

difference betw een the tw o m odels concerns their error terms, w h ile  the error term in the ordered probit 
m odel is norm ally distributed; the error term in the ordered log it is logistically  distributed. A s there are 
no theoretical reasons for choosing  one m odel over the other in this particular case, the ordered logit 
results are presented for consistency w ith the second stage results estim ated w ith m ultinom ial logit 
m odels.
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SEj =  Vector o f  Personal Socio-Econom ic characteristics (Age, Gender, N o. o f  

Children, Personal Income, Economic Status, Education) 

li =  Ideology

FE Sj =Perception o f  Personal Economic Situation

UEi =  Regional Unemployment Rate

W Gi =  Regional W age Rate

AUEj =  Change in Regional Unemployment Rate

AW G j= Change in Regional W age Rate

Finally, the variable Sj is an unobserved disturbance term reflecting stochastic 

difference between individuals, which are not controlled for. The variable is 

logistically determined with a mean 0 and a variance o f  7i /̂3.

3.3.4 Dependent Variables

The dependent variables in the ordered logit model are measured on an ordered 4- 

category scale ranging from: "Definitely N o t”, "Rather N o t”, "Rather Y es” and 

"Definitely Yes ”. Where necessary responses to questions were re-coded so that they 

range from pessim istic perceptions o f  the econom y to optimistic perceptions o f  the 

econom y, hence the higher the value o f  the indicator, the more optimistic perception 

o f  the econom y, i.e., the variable Y with 4 categories is observed as follows:

Y , = O i f  Yi* < 0 ("definitely not")

=  1 i f O <  Yj* < (X| ("rather n o t”)

=  2 i f  fxi < Y|* < (J.2 ("ratheryes")

=  3 i f  ^2 < Yi* ("definitely yes")

where |.ii and [ij represent the com mon threshold across which individuals switch 

categories with 0 < |j,i <  |X2-

Two models were estimated that represent the main econom ic voting hypotheses. 

Model 1 is the Retrospective Sociotropic model, where the dependent variable is
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responses to the question “Would you say you are generally satisfied with the recent 

progress o f  the present economic reform s?” This is considered a retrospective 

measure as it concerns both the past and present economic situation. It is also 

sociotropic as it concerns the respondents’ satisfaction with the national economy 

rather than their personal economy. Model 2 is the Prospective Sociotropic model, 

where the dependent variable is responses to the question “Would you characterise 

the present period as being the beginning o f  a substantial improvement o f  our 

economic situation?” This is a prospective sociotropic measure as it concerns the 

future national economy. The spearman correlation coefficients between the
48retrospective and prospective measures are 0.54 in E l and 0.63 in E2. While the 

measures display a high level o f correlation they are not identical, hence the two 

measures are analysed separately to determine whether retrospective and prospective 

perceptions are influenced by different characteristics.

The retrospective and prospective measures used in the analysis deviate from the 

standard measures used in the literature on economic voting in advanced democracies. 

The standard measures typically ask respondents whether they believe the economy 

has improved, stayed the same, or got worse in the last 12 months (retrospective) and 

whether they expect the economy to improve, stay the same or get worse in the next 

12 months. Other popular measures include “Compared to 12 months ago, do you  

think that the general economic situation in the country now is a lot better, a little 

better, stayed the same, a little worse, a lot worse ” and “Do you think that the general 

economic situation in the country will get a lot better, a little better, stay the same, a 

little worse, a lot worse 12 months fro m  now. ” One potential problem with using the 

alternative measures is that they may capture ideological differences to a greater 

extent than the standard measures. For example, satisfaction with the economic 

reforms may capture preferences for a market economy rather than subjective 

opinions about the state o f the economy, therefore these measures may be more 

ideological loaded than the standard measures. This chapter, however, utilises the 

alternative measures for two reasons. First, in a transition context the state o f 

economic reforms is essentially approximating the present state o f the economy, 

whereby any changes in the economy are a direct result o f  the major structural

The Prospective model is only estimated for E l and E2 as the prospective question was not asked in 
later surveys.
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changes induced by the economic reform program. Second, while the “standard” 

measures are included some o f the EEA surveys, they are not consistently asked 

unlike the alternative retrospective and prospective measures which are included in 

each EEA survey.

3.3.5 Independent Variables

The independent variables in each o f the two models are divided into four categories. 

A full description o f these variables may be found in Table 3.4.

Socio-economic cliaracteristics:

Age: It is proposed that older respondents will have a more negative view o f the 

economy, as they are more likely to possess human capital characteristics that may 

have been valuable during central planning, but are outdated and redundant in the new 

market environment. In addition, inflation during the initial phase o f  transition eroded 

away the real value o f savings and nominal entitlements such as pensions, which again 

imposes a greater burden on the elderly. Age is also included in quadratic form.

Gender and Number o f  Children: While women typically have more optimistic 

attitudes than men, this may not hold in a post-communist context where women 

generally fared worse during the restructuring period (this issue is discussed further in 

the following section). In addition, previous research has found that having children 

may also impact on attitudes.

Income‘̂ :̂ Individuals with high levels o f income are expected to be protected from 

negative economic outcomes and may therefore have a more positive view o f the 

economy. It is hypothesised that income should only become a significant determinant 

o f economic perceptions in the later surveys once the economic reforms were 

implemented and income levels started to diverge.

Economic Status: This is a post-communist specific variable and is included in this 

model to capture how one’s perception o f the economy may be influenced by the type 

o f  firm in which they are employed. It is expected that individuals employed in private

Personal incom e is adjusted for inflation where 1990 is the reference year.
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firms will have a more favourable perception o f the economy than those who work in 

either state firms or privatised state firms, as the new so-called de-novo firms typically 

have a higher incidence o f survival during the transition process compared to large 

state-owned enterprises (see Jackson et.al. (2003) for a discussion on the relationship 

between firm-type and vote choice during the transition period in Poland).

Education^°: It is hypothesised that higher levels o f education are associated with 

more optimistic perceptions of the economy, i.e., the lower the respondents level of 

education the more pessimistic his economic perception. Individuals with high levels 

of education are expected to be protected from negative economic outcomes and may 

therefore have a more positive view of the economy.

Ideology: Previous research (e.g., Wlezien, Franklin and Twiggs, 1997; Conover at al. 

1987) has recognised that partisan pre-dispositions influence economic perceptions. 

Due to partisan and ideological biases some voters negatively or positively evaluate 

economic performance regardless o f objective changes in national economic 

conditions. Between the years 1990-1998 right-wing parties dominated the 

government.^' It is, therefore, expected that those who intend to vote for a pro-reform 

right-wing party perceive the state of the economy more positively regardless of 

whether the economy did actually improve. Consequently those who declare 

themselves as left-wing view the economy more negatively.

Perceptions of Personal Economic Situation: An individual’s personal economic 

situation may be related to sociotropic perceptions o f the economy. Individuals who 

view their own financial situation negatively may also have a negative view of the

In order to test for the presence o f  electoral heterogeneity (see  section  1.2.6 in Chapter 1), the dataset 
is a lso  divided into 4  educational groups - primary, vocational, secondary and university - and 
individual regressions are estim ated for each sub-group, in order to test whether individuals w ith  
different leve ls o f  inform ation capabilities, as proxied by education, rely m ore on objective  or 
subjective factors w hen  form ing perceptions o f  econ om ic  w ell-b ein g . H ow ever, there w ere no notable  
deviations betw een the individual educational groups, su ggestin g  either a hom ogenous electorate or that 
education is an inadequate proxy o f  political and econ om ic  sophistication .
^'Civic Forum form ed in N ovem ber 1989 as a broad anti-C om m unist m ovem ent w ith dissident roots, 
won the 1990 e lection  and lead the first post-com m unist governm ent (in coalition  w ith the K D U -C SL ). 
In early 1991, the OF disintegrated into tw o right-w ing parties, the O D S and the C ivic D em ocratic  
A lliance (O D A ), and a centrist C iv ic  M ovem ent (O H ). The O D S subsequently w on the 1992 and 1996  
elections and formed the next tw o governm ents in coalition  w ith O D A  and K D U -C SL  as jun ior  
partners.
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national economy, regardless o f the state o f the objective economy, i.e., someone who 

is unemployed will generally hold a negative view o f the economy even if the national 

economy is performing well. Therefore the retrospective sociotropic model (i.e., past 

assessment o f  the national economy) includes a retrospective egotropic measure (past 

assessment o f  ones’ personal economy). Similarly the prospective sociotropic model 

includes a prospective egotropic measure, in order to capture the effects o f one’s 

expectations about their future economic situation on their assessments o f the future 

national economy.

Regional Unem ployment and Regional Wages: Regional economic measures are 

included to test whether real objective economic indicators affect national economic 

perceptions. Two measures o f regional unemployment are used, first, the regional 

unemployment rate (in percent) in the year the survey was conducted and second, the 

year-by-year percentage change in the regional unemployment rate. Hence, high 

regional unemployment rates and positive increases in the unemployment rate may 

translate into more pessimistic views o f the economy. Two measures o f regional 

wages are also used, first, the average regional wage in thousands o f Czech Koruna 

and second, the year-on-year percentage change in regional wage rates (both measures 

are adjusted for inflation where 1990=100). Hence, high regional wage rates or 

positive increases in wages may correspond to more optimistic views o f the economy.

Overall it is hypothesized that the effect o f individual socio-demographic 

characteristics (age, gender, education etc.) on economic perception formation should 

be relatively stable throughout each o f the three periods, as these variables have little 

relation to economic reform outcomes and as such, cannot be altered by changes in the 

economy. However, the effect o f past and/or contemporaneous economic experiences, 

i.e., individual income and employment status, will alter greatly during the transition 

process. For example, price liberalisation and subsequent inflation may erode the real 

value o f income, while privatisation and restructuring may lead to changes in the 

structure o f employment (this argument was developed in Doyle and Fidrmuc, 2003). 

According to Evans and Andersen (2001) sociotropic models may also be conditioned 

by the partisan perceptual screen, i.e., perceptions o f the national economy may be 

biased by one’s ideological position. This hypothesis is therefore tested. In addition.
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Conover et a l.'s  (1987) findings that retrospective perceptions are less influenced by 

partisan beliefs than prospective perceptions are also tested.

3.4 Results o f the Ordered Logit Models

Four models are estimated for each o f the Retrospective and Prospective equations. 

Model 1 includes the socio-economic factors alone, model 2 then adds the ideological 

variables and the personal economic perception measures, and finally models 3 and 4 

include two different sets o f objective macroeconomic conditions. Overall, the 

Retrospective and Prospective Sociotropic models show that ideology and personal 

egotropic perceptions influence perception formation across all three time periods. 

Respondents who identify themselves as centre or right-wing, and also those who 

have a favourable view o f their own personal economy, tend to be more optimistic 

about the national economy. The socio-economic factors have the smallest impact on 

perception formation with only education, female, age and income proving significant 

in different tim e periods. Finally, the regional economic factors do not have a 

consistent effect on economic perception formation in either the Retrospective and 

Prospective model, and are only statistically significant in E l. This suggests that 

objective economic variables do not influence perceptions o f the economy. The 

individual results are discussed in more detail below.

3.4.1 Results o f  the Retrospective Perception Model

In Tables 3.5, 3.6 and 3.7 the dependent variable is a four-category response, ranging 

from “Definitely N o t"  to “Definitely Yes”, in response to the question “Would you  

say you are generally satisfied with the recent progress o f  economic reforms?” This 

question was asked in every survey in each o f the three time periods. On the basis o f 

their statistical significance ideology and perceptions o f personal economic situation 

are influential in the formation o f the retrospective evaluation o f the economy. The 

effect o f ideology is consistently positive and statistically significant at the 1% level in
52all three time periods and across the different model specifications. Therefore 

respondents who identify themselves as right-wing are generally more satisfied with

In order to test for its exogen eity , tiie ordered logit m odels w ere also estim ated exclud in g  ideology. 
The rem aining c o effic ien ts  were largely unaffected by its exclusion , suggesting it is indeed exogen ous.
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the progress o f  econom ic reform s, than respondents w ho declare them selves as left- 

wing supporters. This effect is consistent th roughout the transition period and 

confirm s the partisans perceptual screen theory. A s the right-w ing party Civic 

Dem ocratic Party (O D S) w as in pow er during this period, one expects, and indeed 

finds, that those who support right-w ing parties hold a m ore favourable view  o f  the 

econom y.

Personal egotropic perceptions also strongly influence perceptions o f  the national 

econom y. Tw o retrospective egotropic m easures are used to determ ine the 

respondent’s personal econom ic situation. The first m easure w hich is used in E l 

(1991-92) asks w hether the present econom ic situation is favourable to the 

respondents’ fam ily and the second, w hich is used in E2 (1993-94) and £3 (1996-98), 

asks w hether the respondents’ fam ily got into financial difficulty  w ithin the last year. 

As seen in Tables 3.5-3.7 the effect o f  these egotropic perception m easures are 

positive and statistically significant at the 1% level across all three periods and 

specifications for both m easures used. T herefore respondents who stated that they did 

not get into financial d ifficulty  w ithin the last year, or w ho believe that the econom ic 

situation is favourable to their fam ily, are m ore likely to be satisfied w ith the present 

econom ic reform s. A respondent w ho is experiencing an unfavourable econom ic 

situation will have a more pessim istic view  o f  the econom y than som eone w ho is 

experiencing a favourable econom ic position, regardless o f  m ovem ents in the 

objective econom y. Hence perceptions o f  the national econom y are biased by 

perceptions o f  ones personal econom y.

M odels 3 and 4 then test the im pact o f  real econom ic conditions on retrospective 

econom ic perception form ation. M odel 3 show s that both the regional unem ploym ent 

rate and regional w age levels only reach statistical significance in E l (see Table 3.5). 

Regional unem ploym ent and regional w age levels in E l have a negative im pact on 

econom ic perceptions, suggesting that in the early stages o f  the transition  process, 

respondents who live in both high unem ploym ent regions and high w age regions are 

less likely to be satisfied w ith the present state econom ic reform s. They have no 

statistical im pact during the later periods. This suggests that the initial rise in 

unem ploym ent in the early stages o f  transition had a greater im pact on econom ic 

perceptions than subsequent rises in the unem ploym ent rate. W hile the relationship
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betw een high unem ploym ent and pessim istic perceptions o f  the econom y adheres to 

the classic econom ic voting m odel, the negative im pact on high w ages on optim istic 

perceptions o f  the econom y runs contrary  to expectations, a t least in a traditional 

voting m odel. This finding, as such, is a post-com m unist specific outcom e. As seen in 

C hapter 2, m ining regions in the C zech R epublic typically  d isplay  high regional 

wages, as these regions w ere favoured under the com m unist regim e. A s m ining 

continued during the early stages o f  transition these high w ages persisted. H ow ever, as 

the m ines w ere under constant th reat o f  closures during the econom ic reform  process, 

the respondents in these regions tended to have a less favourable perception o f  the 

econom ic reform  process. H ence, high wage regions are associated w ith more 

pessim istic perceptions o f  the econom y during the early stages o f  transition.

M odel 4 then includes tw o alternative m easures o f  regional econom ic factors- the 

percentage change in the regional unem ploym ent rate and regional w age rate. N either 

m easure, how ever, reaches any level o f  statistical significance (apart from  E3 in which 

the % change in regional UE is significant at the 10% level). This suggests that 

objective econom ic conditions do not have a consistent im pact on perceptions o f  the 

national econom y and that perceptions o f  the econom y rely on subjective, rather than 

objective, m easures o f  the econom y. It is possible, how ever, that the regional 

econom ic variables are not statistically  significant due to the inclusion o f  the personal 

econom ic perception question. Therefore an additional m odel (w hich is not included 

in the tables, but is available from  the author upon request), in w hich personal 

perceptions variable, w as excluded w as estim ated. W hile the results for E l and E3 did 

not substantially  change, i.e., the significance levels o f  the regional variables did not 

change due to the exclusion o f  the perception m easure; regional unem ploym ent 

becam e significant at 10% in E2.

Finally, the socio-econom ic factors have the least im pact on retrospective sociotropic 

perceptions. The coefficient on fem ale is positive and statistically  significant across all 

three periods and specifications (apart from  model 1) suggesting that wom en, 

com pared to men, have a m ore optim istic view  o f  the econom y. This result is runs 

contrary to the hypothesis that w om en should have a m ore pessim istic view  o f  the 

econom y due to their precarious situation in the labour m arket after 1990. Under 

com m unism  w om en’s participation in the labour force was encouraged w hereas now
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women constitute 56% of total unemployment in the Czech Republic. However, 

according to La Font (1998), state communism was a system in which women were 

exploited in their role of producers and reproducers. While women under communism 

did not have a choice about whether to work or not, now they can choose to work 

professionally or domestically and therefore they appear more optimistic about 

economic reforms. In addition, a study by Kozera (1997) which examines female 

labour force participation rates, occupational segmentation, wage differentials and 

social policy both pre and post 1989, finds that the position of women in the Czech 

Republic has not fundamentally changed in the transition period and that their position 

has not deteriorated as initially feared.

Age also influences perceptions of the economy and is negative and statistically 

significant across all 3 time periods and each model specification, suggesting that 

older respondents have a pessimistic view o f the recent economic reforms. The affect 

of age however is U-shaped, such that satisfaction with economic reforms start 

increasing again once the respondent reaches approximately 45 years of age in E l, 50 

in E2 and 68 in E3.^  ̂ This suggests that dissatisfaction with economic reforms is a 

phenomenon among the early to middle-aged in the initial stages of the reform 

process, and the middle-aged in the later stages of transition. This result is contrary to 

the findings of Hraba et al. (2001) who find that older Czech citizens are less 

supportive o f economic reforms. Under communism older employees were relatively 

well paid, medical care was free, retirement was voluntary (however, while one could 

work beyond the traditional retirement age, early retirement was not possible), and 

pensions, on average, were set at 60% of the countries average salary. In the new 

market economy, on the other hand, there is a fixed retirement age and pensions are 

now only 45% of the gross average wage.^"  ̂ This suggests that older respondents may 

view the economic reforms more conservatively than younger respondents, however 

the findings in this chapter suggest otherwise. A possible explanation for this is that 

older respondents of working age, i.e., between 45-65, view the economic reforms 

negatively as their skills are outdated in the new competitive market and the 

probability of becoming employed, if made unemployed, is very low. However, older

C alculated by finding the m ax/m in o f  the quadratic function.
Pensions are tied to price inflation only if  inflation exceeds 10% and they have been falling behind 

real w ages since 1991 (Hraba et al. 2001).
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respondents, i.e., o f  pensionable age, do not face this prospect o f unemployment, 

hence pensioners actually display greater support for economic reforms.

O f all the socio-economic factors education is the most influential in determining 

perceptions o f the economy, proving significant at either the 1% or 5% level in all 3 

time periods, suggesting that higher education is associated with greater satisfaction 

with economic reforms. This can be justified in the context that those with greater 

levels o f education are more protected from the negative outcomes o f the reforms as 

they generally have more secure jobs than those with lower levels o f education. In 

addition, they possess human capital characteristics that are more flexible, and 

therefore more suitable, in the market economy. Several studies (Flanagan, 1998; 

Chase, 1997; Filer, Jurajda and Planovsky, 1999) have found that the returns to 

education in the Czech Republic have almost doubled in the post-communist period, 

with the returns being highest for those possessing an academic secondary or a 

university education.

As expected, income only becomes a statistically significant determinant o f 

perceptions in the later surveys, where it is positive and significant at the 1% level in 

E2 and E3 (i.e., from 1993 onwards). Hence higher incomes are associated with 

greater satisfaction with the present economic reforms. This effect only becomes 

important in the later surveys, as up until this point, income in the Czech Republic 

was relatively evenly distributed (see Table 3.1), however once the outcomes o f  the 

reform process were realised, incomes diverged accordingly for both the winners and 

losers o f the reform process (also see Doyle and Fidrmuc (2003) for a analogous 

result).

Interestingly, E2 and E3 show that those who are employed in a private firm and those 

who are economically inactive have a more optimistic outlook than those employed in 

state firms (an analogous result in found in the prospective model). This is consistent 

with the hypothesis concerning state firms in the Czech Republic. Firstly, private 

firms in post-communist countries have a higher probability o f  survival than the over

employed inefficient state firms which are continuously under threat o f being closed 

down or privatised and subsequently sold off. Hence, those who are employed in such 

state firms have a more pessimist view of the economy due to this impending threat.
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Secondly, the econom ically  inactive category encom passes individuals who are house 

persons, students, and pensioners. Therefore, as seen from  above, the m ajority o f  these 

individuals are satisfied w ith the econom ic reform  process: house persons, who are 

overw helm ing w om en, tend to  support reform s; students, i.e., those w ith high levels o f  

education, subsequently support reform s and finally pensioners, w ho make up the 

m ajority o f  this category, also display support for econom ic reform s. W hile the 

unem ployed are also included in this category, they represent only a sm all proportion 

o f  the group in each survey, hence the other larger groups d w arf the effects o f  the 

unem ployed group.

3.4.2 Results o f  the Prospective Perception model

The dependent variable in the Prospective m odel is a four-category response, ranging 

from  “D efinitely not” to “D efinitely Yes” , in response to  the question “ W ould you 

characterise the present period as being the beginning o f  a substantial im provem ent o f  

our econom ic situation?” This question was only featured in E l and E2 (1991 until 

1996). It is a prospective m easure as it asks respondents about their predictions and 

outlook for the future.

T he estim ates for the prospective perception m odel (see Tables 3.8 and 3.9) are 

sim ilar to the results for the retrospective model. A s above, ideology, incom e and 

prospective personal econom ic perceptions are the m ost significant determ inants o f  

the prospective sociotropic view . Hence, right-w ing respondents believe that the 

econom ic outlook for the country is quite prom ising com pared to left-w ing supporters. 

W hile those with higher incom es are also m ore optim istic about the future. 

Prospective perceptions o f  o n e’s personal econom ic situation (PPPES) also strongly 

influence prospective perceptions o f  the national econom y. The prospective egotropic 

m easure asks w hether the respondent is afraid o f  econom ic developm ent in the future. 

In both E l and E2 (Tables 3.8 and 3.9) the coefficient on PPPES is positive and 

statistically significant at the 1% level for each specified m odel. H ence the m ore 

optim istic the respondent’s view  o f  their personal future econom y the m ore optim istic 

they are about the future o f  the national econom y.
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Unlike the retrospective model, the female coefficient only reaches statistical 

significance in El where again, it has a positive impact on perceptions. The effect o f 

age on prospective perceptions is also less influential than in the retrospective model. 

It is only significant at the 1% level for model 1, in both the El and E2, and is 

significant at the 5% level for the subsequent specifications in E l, and at the 1% level 

in E2. Again the affect o f age is U-shaped in E l, whereby optimism about the future 

economy starts increasing again once the respondent reaches approximately 47 years 

o f age. Similar to the retrospective model, income is only positive and significant at 

the 1% level in E2, while education has a consistently positive affect in E l, but is only 

significant in E2 in model 1, i.e., the socio-economic model. In the prospective model 

the regional economic variables again have an impact in E l, but not in E2. Both 

regional unemployment (in model 3) and changes in regional unemployment (model 

4) have a negative impact on prospective perceptions, while regional wages fail to 

exert any influence on perceptions in either model. Therefore higher regional 

unemployment is associated with a negative outlook for the future o f the economy, but 

only in the early stages o f the transition period.

3.4.3 Marginal Effects fo r Ordered Logit Models

The parameters within the ordered logit model, as in all non-linear models, are not 

equal to the marginal effects o f regressors on response probabilities, therefore they 

provide no real indication o f how changes in the explanatory variables effect the 

dependent variable. Therefore to understand the substantive impacts o f the estimated 

coefficients, the marginal effects are calculated for model 3^  ̂ o f both the retrospective 

and prospective ordered logit models. The partial derivatives are calculated at the 

sample means o f  each o f the explanatory variables and are reported in Appendix 3A. 

It is clear from the Tables 3A.1-3A.5 that changes in ideology, education and 

egotropic perceptions have the largest substantive effect on changes in economic 

perceptions, e.g., in the E l retrospective model, right-wing decreases by probability o f 

choosing either "definitely n o ” or “rather n o ” by 15.4% and 30.1% respectively, 

while it increases the probability o f choosing “rather y e s ” or “definitely y e s ” by

M odel 3 w hich includes the soc io -econ om ic  factors, ideo logy , egotropic perceptions and the regional 
U E  and w age rate is chosen for all subsequent analyses, as it represents the best “fu ll” m odel.
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32.6% and 12.9% respectively. The impact o f these variables is large and consistent 

across each o f  the time periods.

3.4.4 Testing the Assumptions o f  the Ordered Logit Models

The Ordered Logit model assumes that the relationship between the independent 

variables and the dependent variable is one-dimensional. It assumes that the 

cumulative logits can be represented as parallel linear functions o f independent 

variables, that is, for each cumulative logit the parameters o f the models are the same, 

except for the intercept. If  there are k possible outcome categories, it assumes that the 

odds ratio for being in groups s or higher, relative to the odds o f being in groups s-1 or 

lower, associated with each explanatory variable Xj is the same for all s, 2 < s < k. The 

proportional odds imply that the odds ratios for Y being '^definitely not” (1) vs. 

"'rather not” or "'rather yes” (2 or 3) and for Y being "definitely not” or "rather not” (1 

or 2) vs. "rather yes” (3), are the same.

The Approximate Likelihood-Ratio test o f  proportionality o f odds across response 

categories and Brant’s Wald test o f the parallel regression assumption, are carried out 

to determine whether these assumptions underlying the ordered logit models are 

violated. The final two rows in Tables 3.5 to 3.9 show that both tests result in rejecting 

the null hypothesis that the parallel regression assumption is upheld. Appendix 3B, 

reports the Brant test for the individual explanatory variables and shows that the 

majority o f  explanatory variables do not violate the parallel regression assumption. In 

regards the retrospective models, only Female, Ideology, Retrospective Egotropic 

Perceptions and the Survey dummies strongly violate the assumption, while in the 

Prospective models. Female, Ideology and the Survey dummies clearly violate the 

parallel regression assumption. The violation o f  this assumption suggests that an 

alternative technique is needed to estimate the perceptions models.

3.4.5 Alternatives to the Ordered Logit

One possible alternative is to transform the ordered 4 category perception variables 

into dichotomous variables and estimate binary logit models. This approach however, 

is not optimal as one loses valuable information about individual preferences, for
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example, a ‘‘definitely n o t” response in a perceptions question differs substantially 

from a “rather n o t” response. Research on survey responses show that respondents 

typically give moderate responses and will not reveal strong preferences unless they 

feel particularly strongly about the issue. It is considered best, therefore, not to 

aggregate the perception questions but find an alternative model which does not 

impose the restrictive assumptions o f the ordered logit model.

An alternative model which relaxes the assum ptions o f the ordered logit model is the 

Generalized Ordered Logit. This model differs from the ordered logit as it does not 

impose the proportional odds assumption on the data. Therefore the generalized logit 

model allows the effects o f the explanatory variables to vary with the point at which 

the categories o f the dependent variable are dichotomised (see Fu, 1998). The 

generalized logit estimates three sets o f  coefficients which correspond to the three 

possible cumulative binary logits that can be formed from using a four-category 

dependent variable, such as the perception variables in this study. The results show 3 

sets o f coefficients which correspond to choosing between “definitely not"  and 

“rather n o t”, “rather n o t” and “rather y e s ” and finally between “rather y e s"  and 

“definitely yes ".

Both the retrospective and prospective model are re-estimated using the generalized 

logit techniques. Rather than estimating all four models specifications, the alternative 

models are only estimated for specification model 3. Appendix 3C reports the results 

o f the generalized logit models. Tables 3C.1 3C.2 and 3C.3 show that the estimated 

results from the generalized logit models do not deviate in any substantial way from 

the original ordered logit results. While one gains statistically, in terms o f no longer 

being tied to the restrictive assumptions o f  the ordered logit model, one loses in the 

ease o f interpreting the results. Considering the cumbersome and lengthy 

interpretation and presentation o f the alternatives, the more parsimonious ordered logit 

models are only discussed in this chapter.
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3.5 Summary o f Section A

Section A finds that both retrospective and prospective perceptions o f the economy 

are influenced by subjective factors, which are caused by heterogeneity at the 

individual level, and not by objective conditions in the macro-economy. It is found 

that different socio-economic groups - the educated, young, high income, professional 

groups - generally have a more favourable perception o f  the economy than the less 

educated, older, blue-collar groups. Given that such subjective perceptions are 

typically used in micro economic voting studies, Section B o f  the chapter which 

follows, investigates whether voters rely on these biased economic perceptions or real 

economic conditions when forming their voting intentions. Evidence in favour o f the 

subjective hypothesis may provide an explanation for the diverging macro and micro 

results in the economic voting literature.

3.6 Determinants o f Voting Intentions

3,6.1 Do economic perceptions or real economic conditions influence vote choice? 
The economic voting field has long recognised the connection between the economy 

and political behaviour. The focus now has turned to determining the exact 

mechanisms through which the economy influences voting decisions. The preceding 

section showed that both retrospective and prospective economic perceptions may be 

subject to different sources o f bias, therefore this section investigates whether it is 

these subjective economic perceptions or real objective measures o f  the economy 

which will ultimately influence vote choice. Moreover, if biased economic perceptions 

really influence vote choice, then do movements in the real economy actually matter? 

This point challenges the most traditional economic voting theories, however it may 

help explain why, for example, that Marsh and Mitchell (1999) in discussing the 1997 

Irish election results wonder "how a smoothly functioning and apparently popular  

government presiding over an economic boom could fa il  to be re-elected", or why 

British voters re-elected the incumbent government during the economic downturn in 

1992 and then replaced the same government 5 years later when they were 

experiencing a boom (Brug and Franklin, 2000).
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As seen in C hapter 1 the m ajority o f  m icro econom ic voting studies are concerned 

w ith determ ining w hich type o f  perceptions influence voting, i.e., do voters consider 

only past econom ic conditions (retrospective voting) or are they forw ard looking and 

hypothesise about future econom ic conditions (prospective voting)? In addition, are 

vote choices influenced by ind iv iduals’ assessm ents o f  personal econom ic situations 

(egotropic perceptions) or are they m ore concerned about the overall perform ance o f  

the national econom y (sociotropic perceptions)? Several studies have found a 

relationship betw een econom ic perceptions and voting behaviour (K inder and 

K iew iet, 1981; Lew is-B eck, 1988). In general, positive evaluations o f  both the 

national econom y and ones personal econom y is associated w ith h igher support for the 

incum bent governm ent, w hile negative evaluations increase the popularity  o f  the 

opposition parties.

Typically, m icro studies have not been able to determ ine the d irect relationship 

betw een real econom ic conditions and voting decisions, as m acroeconom ic variables 

(e.g., unem ploym ent, grow th, and inflation) are constant across all individuals in the 

survey. Indeed Brug and Franklin (2000) claim  that the effect o f  ob jective econom ic 

conditions has never been dem onstrated at the individual level. As seen above, the 

conventional solution to this problem  had been to use individual perceptions o f  the 

econom y as a proxy for real econom ic conditions, and then exam ine how these 

perceptions influence voting behaviour. A ccording to Jordahl (2000), this option is 

not viable, as one cannot observe how  changes in econom ic variables effect changes 

in econom ic perceptions and hence it is suggested that pooling data across several 

elections is one w ay o f  introducing such m acroeconom ic variability . T herefore, one 

can use objective econom ic m easures rather than subjective ones. H ow ever, in the 

contex t o f  post-com m unist studies, this option is not viable as only a lim ited num ber 

o f  elections have taken place in the transition period and therefore such a longtitudal 

study cannot be carried out. Brug and Franklin (2000) offer a sim ilar solution, they 

analyse the effect o f  real econom ic indicators on individual-level party  preferences in 

15 EU countries over 15 years covering 42 elections using survey data. This allow s 

them  to m easure the effects o f  objective econom ic conditions at the individual level 

due to the large variation in econom ic conditions across tim e and countries. They find 

tha t the econom y m ay influence an election outcom e, but it is highly contingent on
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both the country itself and the particular circumstances within that country. In addition 

they find that other issues, such as ideology, are just as significant determinants.

The second part of this chapter offers an alternative means of investigating whether 

voting intentions for the 5 main political parties in the Czech Republic are influenced 

by objective economic factors or subjective perceptions o f the economy. This study 

merges both the micro and macro approach to economic voting by including 

subjective and objective economic conditions in the same voting equation. The 

objective economic conditions are captured by including economic indicators for each 

of the respondent’s region (76 okres in total). Given the cross-regional variation in 

economic conditions, this method enables us to determine whether voters take their 

own personal economic situation or their regions economic state into account when 

forming their voting decisions. As such this also provides a test o f whether voters are 

egotropically or sociotropically orientated.

It is particularly appropriate to measure the effect o f both perceptions and real 

economic conditions on political behaviour in a transition country such as the Czech 

Republic, given the huge degree of economic and political turbulence experienced at 

this time (1990-1998). One may expect voters to hold stronger views about the state of 

the economy and hence hold the policy makers more accountable than voters in more 

stable Western economies. Alternatively, the theoretical literature on support for 

economic reforms posits that voters’ in transition economies may accept painful 

economic reforms and subsequent bad economic conditions at the start o f the reform 

period, as such reforms are seen as a necessary prerequisite for the transformation into 

a market economy. Therefore voters’ during the initial stages of the transition period 

may not necessary hold the government responsible for bad economic conditions. 

However, this “window of opportunity” may be short lived and continuous economic 

hardship will eventually be punished (see Doyle and Fidrmuc, 2003 for a year by year 

account of changes in the determinants of voting behaviour). This study, therefore, 

investigates these issues by analysing vote choice throughout the transition period.
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3.7 Methodology

3.7.1 Dependent Variable

The dependent variable for E2 and E3 is the stated intention to vote for a particular 

political party  (“I f  the elections to the C ham ber o f  deputies o f  the C zech parliam ent 

were organized now, w hich political party (m ovem ent) w ould you vote for?”), in El 

how ever this question w as not asked, therefore the dependent variable is the 

respondents’ actual vote in the m ost recent national election (1990 for EEA 03-04 and 

1992 for EEA 05). The C zech political scene has experienced m uch volatility  due to 

the em ergence and disappearance o f  m any parties in the years follow ing the first 

election. The m ost significant o f  these was the break-up o f  C ivic Forum  (a pro-reform  

um brella m ovem ent) into 3 sm aller parties Civic D em ocratic Party (OD S), Civic 

Dem ocratic A lliance (O D A ) and C ivic M ovem ent (O H )) after the 1990 election.^^ 

Due to this political volatility the dependent variables in E l and in E2-E3 differ. In E2 

and E3, the dependent variable has 6 categories corresponding to the 5 m ain political 

parties in the Czech Republic and an “others” category w hich captures votes for 

sm aller parties which did not reach the threshold for representation, and the do not 

know  responses.^^ The parties analysed in E2 and E3 are the right-w ing reform ers 

C ivic D em ocratic Party (O D S), who form ed part o f  the incum bent governm ent 

throughout the survey period and w ere the main party to em erge from  Civic Forum; 

the C ivic D em ocratic A lliance (O D A ) w hich is another offspring o f  the C ivic Forum; 

the Christian D em ocratic Party (K D U ), w hich is also a right-w ing party; in addition to 

the extrem e left-w ing C om m unist Party o f  Bohem ia and M oravia (K SC M ) and the 

centre-left Czech Social D em ocrats (CSSD ). Only four parties (OF, KSCM , CSSD 

and O thers) can be analysed in E l as C ivic Forum  encom passed both OD A  and ODS.

3.7.2 Independent Variables

The m ajority o f  m icro econom ic voting studies w hich use survey data, include both 

subjective econom ic perceptions and socio-econom ic factors in the sam e model. As 

seen in the previous section, these econom ic perceptions already incorporate the

See Appendix 2A and 2C for a more detailed description o f  the Czech Republic’s party system.
The dependent variable in E3 was reduced to 5 categories, as votes for the ODA were grouped into 

the Others category due to low levels o f  support.
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individual’s socio-economic characteristics, therefore if one includes both the socio

economic characteristics alongside the perceptions variables, the results may be 

biased. This analysis refrains from including the socio-economic variables in the 

voting models and only incorporates the subjective perceptions measures and the 

objective macroeconomic measures, in order to determine their influence on voting 

decisions.

First, in order to determine whether subjective economic perceptions influence voting 

intentions, the economic perception measures used in the preceding section are 

restructured and included in the vote choice model. Similar to Tucker, Pacek, and 

Berlinsky (2002) both the retrospective and prospective economic perception 

measures are combined in order to find an overall measure o f  the respondents’ 

perception o f the economic situation. The retrospective measure asks respondents 

their level o f satisfaction with the economic reform process, while the prospective 

measures asks whether they characterise the present period as the beginning o f an 

improvement in the economic situation (for exact wording see Section 3.4). These 

questions were asked in El and E2, while only the retrospective measure was asked in 

E3. Both the retrospective and prospective measures are combined, rather than 

including them independently, due to the high correlation between the two (E l: 

r=0.54, E2: r=0.63) and additionally (following the intuition o f  Tucker et at.) the 

combined measure portrays the strongest “economic optim ist”, i.e., those who are 

satisfied with the current economic situation and expect it to improve in the future, 

and the strongest “economic pessimist” , i.e., those who are not satisfied to the present 

situation and believe it is likely to deteriorate. Following the terminology o f the 

preceding chapter, the “winners” generally have more favourable perceptions o f the 

overall economy than the “ losers” . The variable is calculated by taking the mean of 

each voter’s score across the two measures and rescaling it along a 0-1 continuum.

Second, in order to examine the whether real economic conditions affect vote choice, 

objective economic measures in the form of the regional unemployment rate and 

average wages are also included. By including subjective and objective economic 

measures it is possible to interpret the way in which economic issues influence vote 

choice. Finally, similar to the previous empirical analysis, survey dummies are also 

included.
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3.7.3 Model Choice

M odels o f  electoral choice are typically  estim ated using e ither ordinary least squares 

(O LS) or a binom ial logit/probit technique. However, several studies (W hitten and 

Palm er, 1996; A lvarez and N agler, 1998; Tom z, Tucker and W ittenburg, 2002) have 

suggested that these techniques are inappropriate w hen estim ating vote choices in 

m ultiparty systems. S tatistical m odels should reflect the underly ing causal process as 

closely as possible and therefore one should choose a m odel w hich best represents the 

choices faced by the voter. G iven that an election entails the voter to  choice am ong 

m ultiple parties, the m odels in this analysis are estim ated using m ultinom ial logit
ro

(M N L) , in which all parties are analysed relative to voting  for a base party. The base 

category is the Civic Forum  (O F) for E l ,  and the Civic D em ocratic Party (O D S) for 

E2 and E3. In the M N L results the estim ated coefficients capture the effects o f  the 

explanatory variables on support for the party in question, relative to support for the 

base party. For exam ple, a positive regression coefficient obtained for variable i in 

regression equation pertain ing to party j indicates th a t variable i increases the 

probability  that respondents w ill support party j rather than  the base party (D oyle and 

Fidrm uc, 2003).

3.8 Results o f Multinomial Logit Models

T he M NL model is estim ated for each o f  the 3 tim e periods. As already m entioned, 

the estim ated coefficients identify the effect o f  the various explanatory  variables on 

support for a given party relative to their effect on support for the base party (the OF 

and subsequently the OD S).

3.8.1 Results o f  MNL models

T he independent variables are divided into 3 categories: E conom ic Perceptions, 

R egional Econom ic Factors, and the Survey dum m ies. A n exam ination o f  Tables 

3.10-3.12 shows that the econom ic perception m easure is the only variable w hich has 

a consistent and statistically significant effect on voting in tentions/choice across all 3 

tim e periods and for every political party. The econom ic perception variable is

See Appendix 3E for a description o f  the M ultinom ial Logit m odel (M N L ) and a discussion  o f  
alternative econom etric techniques for multi-party elections.
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predominantly negatively significant at the 1% level for every political party. This 

suggests that respondents who are satisfied with the present economic reforms and 

also believe that the present period is the beginning o f a substantial improvement in 

the economic situation, are less likely to support the left-wing parties (KSCM and 

CSSD) and Others than the right-wing incumbents (OF/ODS). This finding is 

consistent with the partisan perpetual screen hypothesis which suggests that left- 

wing/right-wing supporters will always hold a more negative view o f the economy if a 

right-wing /left-wing government presides. While subjective economic perceptions 

play a major role in the formulation o f voting intention, the two objective 

macroeconomic variables, on the other hand, do not have any consistent significant 

effect on voting intentions. However, as expected, the objective factors do become 

significant determinants o f  voting intentions in the later surveys when regional 

unemployment started to rise and regional wage rates started to diverge. The survey 

dummies are also significant for some o f the political parties over the 3 time periods, 

suggesting that there are time specific factors that are influencing vote choice.

Table 3.10 shows that for El (1991-92) the economic perception measure is the only 

significant determinant o f vote choice for all 3 parties. In regards the objective factors, 

regional unemployment is statistically significant at the 5% level only for CSSD, 

therefore higher levels o f unemployment increase the support o f CSSD compared to 

the incumbent OF. As expected, high regional wage levels decreases support for the 

CSSD (at 5% level) and Others (at 10% level).

From Table 3.11 it is evident that for E2 (1993-1994) again, only the perceptions 

measure has a consistent effect on vote choice, therefore respondents with optimist 

perceptions o f the economy are less likely to support KSCM, CSSD, KDU or ODA 

compared to supporting the incumbent ODS. In terms o f  the objective economic 

factors, higher regional wage levels decreases support for both KDU and Others while 

it has no statistical effect on any o f the other parties. The regional unemployment rate 

also fails to influence vote choice in this period.

Finally, Table 3.12 shows that in the Post-Crystallisation stage o f E3 (1996-98), the 

subjective economic measure is negatively significant at the 1% level for every 

political party, therefore voters who are both satisfied with the recent progress o f
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econom ic reform s are m ore inclined to support the incum bent ODS, than the KSCM , 

CSSD, KDU, or O t h e r s . T h e  objective factors, on the o ther hand, display more 

mixed results. The regional unem ploym ent rate is statistically  significant for both 

KSCM  (at 10%) and C SSD  (at 1%), suggesting higher levels o f  regional 

unem ploym ent result in greater support for the left-w ing parties. W hile contrary to 

expectations, higher regional w ages increases support for the KSCM  and decreases 

support for KDU. This result replicated the findings o f  the preceding chapter which 

also finds that high w age regions display greater support for left-w ing parties, as 

m ining regions generally  have higher w ages, and it is these blue-collar w orkers who 

typical form the constituency o f  left-w ing voters.^^

Overall the M N L m odels show  that the subjective econom ic perceptions have a m ore 

consistent im pact on voting intentions than the objective econom ic conditions. 

Pessim istic view s o f  the econom y tend to increase the probability  o f  voting for either 

CSSD  or KSCM  (left-w ing parties), w hile positive evaluations o f  the econom y 

increases the probability o f  voting for ODS or O D A  (centre-right parties). Com paring 

the effects o f  these subjective perceptions and the objective m acroeconom ic m easures, 

it appears that voters tend to  rely more on their subjective perceptions o f  the econom y 

than real objective m easures. As expected, it is also show n that real m acroeconom ic 

factors influence voting intentions in the later surveys, in particular the regional wage 

level, how ever this effect is not as consistent or statistically  significant as the 

perception m easure.^'

A s the prospective question w as not asked in the later E3 surveys, the econ om ic perception m easures 
used in E3 included the retrospective m easure only.

To test the hypothesis that higher regional w ages increases support for the C om m unist as many high 
w age regions in the C zech R epublic are m ining regions w h ich  typ ically  support the K SCM , a sim ilar  
regression including a dum m y for m ining regions w as estim ated in order to rem ove the im pact o f  the 
m ining regions. W hile the m ining dum m y w as not statistically significant, the regional w age coefficien t  
w as no longer significant, su ggestin g  that the above hypothesis concerning high w age regions and 
support for the K SCM  is correct. N ote  that m ining regions w ere identified using “Restructuring the 
Coal Industries in Central and Eastern Europe and the C IS” W orld Energy C ouncil (2000). The results 
including the m ining dum m y are available upon request.

For a more detailed assessm ent o f  the soc io -econ om ic  determ inants and the changing pattern o f  
support for Czech political parties, p lease see  D oy le  and Fidrmuc (2003).
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3.8.2 Marginal Effects fo r  MNL Models

Sim ilar to the ordered logit m odels, the coefficients in M N L m odels are difficult to 

interpret since they correspond to the relative effect o f  each independent variable on 

the log-odds ratio o f  a given party in com parison to the base category, w hich in this 

case is the incum bent O F/O D S. Therefore, the m arginal effects for each o f  the 3 M NL 

m odels are calculated and reported in A ppendix  3D. In all three m odels, the econom ic 

perceptions m easure has the largest im pact on vote choice. In E l a positive econom ic 

perception increases support for OF by 68%  and decrease support for K SCM  by 30%  

and for CSSD by 5%, w hile analogous results are found in the E2 and E3. The im pact 

o f  the regional variables, on the other hand, is m inim al. Therefore, w hile the regional 

variables are significantly related to vote choice in som e m odels, as seen from  above, 

the m agnitude o f  these effects is negligible. A gain, confirm ing the subjective factors, 

i.e., vo ters’ perceptions o f  the econom y, have a m uch stronger effect on vote choice 

than m ovem ents in the local econom y.

3.8.3 Multinomial Logit and IIA

One o f  the m ajor assum ptions o f  the M NL m odel is that ratio o f  the probabilities o f  

choosing alternative j to alternative k for individual i is independent o f  the probability 

o f  choosing the other alternatives, i.e., it assum es an individual vo ters’ choice does not 

depend on the availability  o f  alternatives. T herefore one o f  the m ajor lim itations o f 

M NL is that the disturbances are assum ed to  be uncorrelated. M cFadden (1974) calls 

this the Independence o f  Irrelevant A lternatives (IIA ) property. For exam ple, an 

election consists o f  3 com peting parties: OD S (centre-right), KDU (C hristian) and 

KSCM  (Com m unist). Subsequently, another party C SSD  (centre-left) decides to enter 

the race - the IIA property suggests that the odds ratio o f  choosing being the 

alternatives should not change due to the inclusion o f  this new  option. H ow ever, as the 

C SSD  has sim ilar ideological and policy positions as the KSCM , voters utility over 

choosing CSSD and KSCM  are highly correlated , and in turn, it is likely that the 

probability o f  a voter choosing the K SCM  is affected by the presence o f  the new 

alternative, CSSD. This suggests that the IIA  property m ay not hold in studies o f  vote 

choice w here som e o f  the alternatives are close substitutes.
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In order to test w hether the llA  assum ption holds in the above IVTNL m odels, both the 

Hausm an and Sm all-H siao tests are carried out. T hese tests are perform ed in order to 

determ ine w hether each o f  the political parties are independent from  each other. As 

seen in A ppendix 3F, the results o f  the H ausm an test for E l does not allow  us to reject 

the null hypothesis that there is no violation o f  IIA. The results for E2 and E3 are 

rather m ixed, w hereby som e categories violate the assum ption and others do not. 

However, the Sm all-H siao tests show  that the IIA assum ption is w holly  violated for 

E2 and E3. This suggests that the M NL results in E2 and E3 should be interpretation 

with caution and suggest that a less restrictive m odel should be sought.

The m ain alternative to the M N L m odel is the M ultinom ial Probit m odel (M N P), 

which allow s the errors to be correlated across each category, hence elim inating the 

IIA assum ption. H ow ever, the M NP m odel is not appropriate for this analysis, as it 

cannot produce stable estim ates for m ore than three or four categories. A s up to 6 

political parties are included in this analysis, M NP is not a viable option.

A nother alternative to the m ultinom ial logit m odel, w hich also relaxes the IIA 

assum ption, is the Nested Logit (N L) m odel. The N L m odel groups the alternatives 

into sub-groups that allow  that variance to differ across the groups w hile m aintaining 

the IIA assum ption w ithin the groups (H eiss, 2002). H ow ever, the N L m odel requires 

that both individual-specific and alternative-specific explanatory variables m ust be 

available for each level o f  the nest. A nested logit m odel im plies that voters m ake tw o 

choices, first they decide w hich party  group they will vote for, and then they m ust 

choose a specific party w ithin that group. A ppendix 3H dem onstrates the nested logit 

tree structure for such an analysis. It is a 2-level nested logit m odel, w here the first 

level presents 3 sub-groups representing left-w ing parties, right-w ing parties, and an 

others category, and the second level consists o f  the individual parties w ith in  these 3 

groups. Individual-specific variables w hich capture the characteristics o f  the 

individual voters (e.g., age, incom e, education), are attributed to level 2. They 

represent the effect o f  the individual-specific variables on the utility o f  the respective 

alternatives relative to the reference alternatives. W hile alternative-specific variables, 

w hich do not vary across individuals, but vary across each alternative are attributed to 

level 1, i.e., a set o f  explanatory variables that pertain to the choice o f  Left-W ing over
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Right-W ing. However, as the EEA dataset does not contain such alternative specific 

variables, the nested logit technique is not appropriate.

A ccording to Dow and Endersby (2004) the im portance o f  upholding the IIA property 

is related to the m otivation o f  the analysis. If  the analysis is concerned w ith exam ining 

the im pact o f  rem oving or adding a new party to the decision  set, then a less restrictive 

model, such as m ultinom ial probit, is m ore appropriate. A s th is analysis is concerned 

with analysing vote choice for a set num ber o f  parties at each election period this is 

not a m ajor problem . H ow ever, the IIA assum ption m ay also be violated if  a subset o f  

parties am ong the categories are substitutable, causing the d isturbances to be 

correlated. This problem  is m ore likely in such a voting analysis, as the policy position 

o f som e o f  the parties are quite close, m aking substitution am ong parties likely.

One potential way to overcom e this problem  is to transform  the party choice variable 

into a dichotom ised m easure, w hereby 0 represents left-w ing parties and 1 represents 

right-w ing parties, and estim ate a binary logit m odel w hich does not assum e IIA. 

Exam ining the estim ated logit m odel in A ppendix 3G show s that the econom ic 

perception variable follow s the results o f  the M NL m odel, in that it has a positive and 

significant im pact on votes for right-w ing parties across each tim e period. A gain, the 

effect o f  the regional variables are less consistent, w hile they have no statistical 

im pact in E l,  regional w ages is significant a t the 5%  in E2, suggesting that high wage 

regions are associated w ith support for right-w ing parties. F inally , in E3, regional 

unem ploym ent rate has a negative im pact on support for right-w ing parties, and higher 

regional wages again, increases support for the right-w ing parties. Therefore, while 

the binary logit results are sim ilar to the M N L results, the regional variables differ to 

som e extent in the tw o m odels. The rationale underly ing these results is that the 

m erging o f  the parties into tw o distinct groups m asks the effect o f  the variables on the 

individual parties, hence providing a less inform ative m odel. This suggests that the 

M N L results offer a better, and m ore realistic m ethod for unveiling  the determ inants 

o f  vote choice in a m ulti-party  system . As stated above, a statistical m odel should 

replicate the underlying causal process as closely as possible, and as seen in both sets 

o f  results, the M NL m odels best represents the choices faced by the voter, therefore 

despite the IIA problem , the M N L m odels are m ore appropriate.
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3.9 Discussion

This analysis attem pts to  unravel the factors w hich influence both voting behaviour 

and the form ation o f  econom ic perceptions. The traditional m acro approach, finds that 

voters are well inform ed about m ovem ents in the real econom y, w hich enables them  

to vote for the party w hich  will deliver their highest level o f  utility if  elected. This 

approach concludes that voters can objectively view  the econom y and are not 

influenced by subjective factors; e ither internally from  their ow n personal 

experiences, or externally , by m edia and political factors. H ow ever, there is a scarcity 

o f em pirical studies w hich exam ine both the objective and subjective determ inants o f  

voting behaviour, and few er still w hich analyse the form ation o f  econom ic 

perceptions, particularly in a post-com m unist context. T his study therefore attem pts to 

develop these topics, by firstly  analysing how both retrospective and prospective 

perceptions o f  the econom y in the Czech R epublic are form ed, and secondly by 

determ ining the factors w hich influence C zech voting intentions.

The minim al literature on econom ic perception form ation has generally found that 

voters do not utilise objective inform ation when form ing their perceptions o f  the 

econom y. This analysis confirm s these findings as Section A o f  the chapter 

dem onstrates that ob jective econom ic conditions do not play a m ajor role in the 

form ation o f  econom ic perceptions. It show s that both the regional unem ploym ent rate 

and the regional w age rate, the tw o objective m easures o f  econom ic conditions, which 

experienced considerable fluctuations both regionally and across tim e, are not related 

to either satisfaction w ith econom ic reform s (retrospective perceptions) or 

expectations about future econom ic conditions (prospective perceptions). M oreover, 

this chapter also reveals tha t such perceptions contain subjective sources o f  system atic 

variation, with responden ts’ ideological tendencies and personal financial status being 

the main determ inants o f  these perceptions.

These findings therefore refute Evans and A ndersen’s (2001) assertions that econom ic 

perceptions in transition econom ies are not susceptible to political re-interpretation. 

This chapter shows that indeed both retrospective and prospective perceptions are 

influenced by ideological tendencies and are not im m une to ideological interpretation. 

Despite the enorm ity o f  the econom ic reform s, voters in the C zech R epublic w ere still
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biased both by their ideological tendencies and their own personal experiences when 

assessing the performance of the economy. In addition, according to Conover et al. 

(1987) retrospective perceptions are less influenced by partisan dispositions than 

prospective perceptions. However, this analysis fmds that both the retrospective and 

the prospective perceptions are influenced by ideology, whereby right-wing supporters 

tend to have more optimistic evaluations of both the past and future economy, while 

left-wing voters hold more pessimistic views of the economy. Therefore, economic 

perceptions not only contain random measurement error, but are also systematically 

distorted by ideology, personal financial situation and various socio-economic factors. 

Similar to Duch et al. (2000) findings, this suggests that micro economic voting 

studies should not rely on aggregate measures of economic perceptions as a means of 

avoiding measurement error associated with survey data. This chapter also finds that 

the determinants o f perception formation are relatively stable over time, despite large 

fluctuations in economic conditions.

The second part o f the chapter examines both subjective and objective factors that 

potentially influence voting intentions. Again it is suggested that subjective economic 

perceptions are greater determinants of voting intentions than real economic 

conditions. This suggest that voters may be more egotropically than sociotropically 

orientated, as their personal experiences prove more significant determinants of their 

voting intentions than the sociotropic measures which concern the well-being o f the 

national economy. In addition, as Section A demonstrates that these perceptions o f the 

economy are not objectively determined, such that voters typically measure the 

objective economy with error, this also suggests that movements in the real economy 

may not play as much of a role in determining election outcomes as previously 

believed. Rather, it is the voters’ error prone subjective perceptions o f the economy 

which are more closely related to vote choice. While the economy does matter, this 

analysis shows that voters are ultimately swayed by their perceptions o f the economy, 

which are frequently contaminated by ideological preferences and personal 

experiences, and that this may help to explain why, that even in times of economic 

fortune, incumbent governments often fail to be re-elected.
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3A Tables

Table 3.1 Macroeconomic Indicators
Czech Republic 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001
GDP Growth Rate[%] 1.4 -0.4 -11.5 -3.3 0.6 3.2 6.4 3.8 0.3 -2.3 -0.2 3.1 3.5
Inflation Rate [%] 2.3 9.7 56.6 11.1 20.8 10.0 9.1 8.8 8.5 10.7 2.1 4.0 3.0
Unemployment Rate [%] n.a 0.8 4.1 2.6 3.5 3.2 2.9 3.5 5.2 7.5 9.4 8.8 n.a
Investment [% of GDP] n.a 26.3 23.1 28.5 26.6 29.5 34.0 36.6 35.1 33.6 32.6 n.a n.a
S ource: EBRD  Transition Report (various issues).

Table 3.2 Overview of Surveys
Survey Sample Size Survey Date E lection  D ates Q uestion  U sed
EEAOl 1651 May, 1990 8-9 June 1990 Voting Intention
EEA02 1744 December, 1990 Previous Vote
EEA03 1689 June 1991 Previous Vote
EEA04 1718 December 1991 Previous Vote
EEA05 2084 July, 1992 15-16June 1992 Previous Vote
EEA06 1972 January, 1993 Voting Intention
EE.\07 1113 November, 1993 Voting Intention
EEA08 1307 November, 1994 Voting Intention
EEA09 1459 January, 1996 31 M ay- 1  June 1996 Voting Intention
EEAIO 1421 January 1997 Voting Intention
EEA II 1380 April, 1998 19-20 June 1998 Voting Intention

Notes: Previous vote reports on actual vote choice in the latest national election. V oting intention is the 
answ er to the follow ing question “ If  the elections to the C ham ber o f  deputies o f  the C zech parliam ent 
were organized now, w hich political party (m ovem ent) w ould you vote for?”

Table 3.3
Regiona Unemployment Rates (%)
U E M in Max M ean Std. D ev
UE 90 0.09 1.91 0.72 0.33
UE 91 0.84 9.12 4.26 2.01
UE 92 0.32 6 2.66 1.52
U E93 0.3 8.7 3.63 2.14
UE94 0.28 7.54 3.22 1.95
UE 95 0.29 7.34 2.91 1.81
UE 96 0.43 9.4 3.55 2.05
UE 97 0.65 12.37 5.32 2.81
UE 98 1.6 15.6 7.58 3.38

Regional Average Wage Levels (CZ K r )
W ages Min M ax M ean Std. D ev
Wage 90 2646 4304 3314 284
Wage 91 2162 2925 2384 147
Wage 92 2364 3292 2636 214
Wage 93 2300 3398 2648 214
Wage 94 2456 3513 2772 250
Wage 95 2709 4166 3026 260
Wage 96 2952 4565 3285 285
Wage 97 2893 4368 3264 311
Wage 98 2759 4866 3407 416

S ource : Czech statistical Regional Y earbooks (various years). 
N ote: Average w ages adjusted for inflation 1990=100.
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Table 3.4 Independent Variables
Age Age o f respondent in years

No. o f  Children N um ber o f  dependent children in household

G ender 1 =Male, 2=Fem ale, where male is the base category.

Incom e
Respondents net personal monthly income (excluding, social benefits) in thousands o f  C ZK  
(deflated by consum er price index by 1990 prices)

Econom ic Status

The variable is categorical and coded as:
1 =Economically Active in State Firm, 2=Economically Active in Privatised State Firm 
3=Economically Active in Private Firm, 4=Econom ically Inactive, where economically active 
in a state firm is the base category.

Education
The variable is categorical and coded as:
l=Prim ary  2=V ocational training 3=Secondary 4=University, college, where Primary 
is the base category.

Ideology The variable is categorical and coded as:
l= L eft, 2=Centre, 3=Right, where Left is the base category.

Personal
Econom ic
Situation

The variables are categorical and coded as :
1 = Definitely Yes 2=  Rather Yes 3=R ather N ot 4=Definitely N o, in response to questions 
concerning the respondents’ personal economic situation.

Regional U E [%] %  U nemploym ent in the respondents region in the year the survey was undertaken.

Regional Wage [in 
thous]

Average Wage in the respondents region in the year the survey was undertaken (deflated by 
1990 prices)

% Change in 
Regional UE %  Change in yearly Regional Unemployment Rate

% Change in 
Regional Wage

%  Change in yearly Regional Wage Rate
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Table 3.5 Ordered Logit Model of Retrospective Perception E l: 1991-1992
'W ouldyou sayjou are generally satisfied nnth the recent progress o f the present economic reforms?"

Socio-E conom ic Factors (V (2) (4)
Age
Age Squared 
Female
No. o f  children 
Incom e [thousands] 
Economically Inactive 
\'ocational Education 
Secondary Education 
University Education 
Ideological Factors 
Centre 
Right-Wing 
Personal Perceptions 
Retro Egotropic Perception 
R egional E conom ic Factors 
Regional U E Rate % '
Regional Wages [thous]’ 
Change in Regional U E % ' 
Change in Regional Wages %■ 
EEA  Survey Dummy A 
EEA  Survey Dummy B

l-H

Log Likelihood
statistic o f overall model 

Pseudo R2 
N

-0.046***
0 .000* * *

0.093
-0.060
0.016
0.004

0,326***
0.630***
1.035***

(0.014)

(0.0(X))

(0.067)

(0.037)

(0.012)

(0.093)

(0.116)

(0.094)

(0.120)

-0.029*
0 .000*

0.152**
-0.026
-0.027
0.149

0.237**
0.409***
0.762***

1.087***
I 949***

(0.015)

(0.000)

(0.075)

(0.037)

(0 .021)

(0.095)

(0.115)

(0.104)

(0.127)

(0.092)

(0 .122)

-0.028*
0.000

0.150**
-0.031
-0.025
0.159

0.237**
0.412***
0.767***

1.092***
1.963***

(0.015)

(0.000)

(0.075)

(0.037)

(0 .021)

(0.096)

(0.114)

(0.103)

(0.129)

(0.091)

(0.118)

-0.029*
0 .000+

0.153**
-0.028
-0.026
0.148

0.236**
0.407***
0.762***

1.084*** 
1 948***

(0.015)

(0.000)

(0.075)

(0.038)

(0 .021)

(0.096)

(0.115)

(0.103)

(0.128)

(0.093)

(0.123)

0.871*** (0.055) 0.864*** (0.055)

-0.061*** (0.019)

-0.455** (0.195)

0.869*** (0.055)

-0.098
0.564***
-2.302***

-0.285
1.987***

(0.087)

(0.079)

(0.345)

(0.352)

(0.341)

-0.214***
0.250***

0.266
2.710***
5.403***

(0.082)

(0.081)

(0.355)

(0.357)

(0.359)

-0.217***
0.261**
-1.090

1.363**
4.060***

(0.083)

(0.102)

(0.608)

(0.623)

(0.625)

- 0.001
- 0.012

- 0 .212 * *

0.698
0.664
3.109

5.803***

(0 .001)

(0.014)

(0.083)

(0.543)

(0.585)

(0.575)

(0.571)

-3859.65
242.4***
0.0242
3223

-3383.75
1665.2***

0.1333
3185

-3376.39
1825.0***

0.1346
3184

1723.70
-3382***

0.1332
3184

Approxim ate Likelihood-Ratio 
Test*
Brant Test o f Parallel 
Regression Assumption*______

X2(22)=71.73***

X2(22)=74.61***

X-(28)=l 14.90*** 

X2(28)=125.05***

X^(32)=l 17.39*** 

X^(32)=128.44***

X2(32)=l 19.59*** 

X-(32)=130.01***

Notes: Heteroskedasticity-robust standard errors are in parentheses. The dependent variable contains four 
categories ranging from “definitely no” to “definitely yes” in response to the above retrospective sociotropic 
question. Retrospective Egotropic contains 4 categories ranging from “definitely no” to “definitely yes” in 
response to the question “Can you say today, that the present economic situation is favourable to your family? 
'A s Regional Unemployment and Regional Wages are measured at the level o f  okres (higher level o f 
aggregation with 76 regions), a survey ordered logit regression is estimated to adjust the standard errors for 
this higher level o f aggregation. “ A significant test statistic implies that the parallel regression assumption is 
violated. Significance levels: *»* 1%, •* 5% and ♦ 10%.
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Table 3.6 Ordered Logit Models of Retrospective Perception E2 1993-1994
'Wouldyou sq^jou are generally satisfied with the recent progress of the present economic reforms?”

Socio-E conom ic Factors (V (2) (3) (4)
Age
Age Squared 
Female
No. o f  children 
Incom e [thousands]
Employed in Privatised State 
Firm
Employed in Private Firm 
Economically Inactive 
Vocational Education 
Secondary Education 
University Education 
Ideological Factors 
Centre 
Right-Wing 
Personal Perceptions 
Retro Egotropic Perception 
R egional E conom ic Factors 
Regional U E Rate % '
Regional Wages [thous]' 
Change in Regional U E rate % ' 
Change in Regional Wages % ' 
EEA  Survey D ummy A 
EEA  Survey Dummy B

1-12

1-1.1

Log Likelihood
statistic o f overall model 

Pseudo R2 
N

-0.063***
0 .000**

0.249***
-0.019

0.216***

0.141

0.386***
0.375***
0.188**

0.631***
0.896***

(0 .016)

(0 .000)

(0 .065)

(0 .041)

(0 .028)

(0 .106)

(0 .113)

(0 .125)

(0 .087)

(0 .097)

(0 . 136)

0.059
-0.116

-2.684***
-0.582

2.044***

(0 .117)

(0 . 124)

(0.338)

(0 .350)

(0 .346)

-3632.43
416.13***

0.0411
3189

-0.046***
0 .000**

0.276***
0.069

0.069***

-0.108

-0.069
0.254*
0.088

0.378***
0.422***

1.003***
2.050***

(0 .015)

(0.000)

(0 .063)

(0 .044)

(0 .021)

(0 .107)

(0 .123)

(0 .143)

(0 .090)

(0 .103)

(0 .126)

(0 .110)

(0 .155)

1.161*** (0 .063)

0.137
-0.028
0.404

3.096***
6.447***

(0 .115)

(0 .116)

(0 .375)

(0 .381)

(0 .386)

-3042.99
813.37***

0.1941
3177

-0.045***
0.000**

0.271***
0.069

0.067***

-0.114

-0.088
0.255*
0.090

0.381***
0.429***

(0 .015)

(0.000)

(0 .063)

(0 .044)

(0 .021)

(0 .107)

(0 . 124)

(0 .142)

(0 .090)

(0 .103)

(0 .126)

1.001*** (0 .109)

2.039*** (0 .151)

1.158*** (0 .063)

-0.041
0.0144

0.147
-0.039
0.296

2.992***
6.346***

(0 .028)

(0 .163)

(0 .116)

(0.116)

(0.602)

(0 .612)

(0 .621)

-3039.97
858.1***
0.1949
3177

-0.047***
0 .000**

0.276***
0.070

0.068***

- 0.112

-0.070
0.251*
0.085

0.375***
0.420***

1.009***
2.054***

(0.016)

(0 .000)

(0 .063)

(0 .045)

(0.022)

(0 .108)

(0 .124)

(0. 143)

(0 .090)

(0 .105)

(0 .125)

(0 .108)

(0. 155)

1.164*** (0 .064)

0.001
0.020
0.140
-0.047
0.451

3.146***
6.498***

(0.002)

(0 .015)

(0 . 114)

(0 . 140)

(0 .379)

(0.385)

(0 .392)

-3040.95
830.51***

0.1946
3177

A pproxim ate Likelihood-Ratio 
T est”
Brant Test o f Parallel Regression 
Assumption^*

X^(26)=49.69 *** 

X-(26)=52.20 ***

X2(32)=67.88 *** 

X2(32)=72.46 ***

X-(36)=73.37 *** 

X2(36)=76.91 ***

X2(36)=70.70 *** 

X2(36)=75.64 ***

Notes: Heteroskedasticity-robust standard errors are in parentheses. The dependent variable contains four 
categories ranging from “definitely no” to “definitely yes” in response to the above retrospective sociotropic 
question. Retrospective Egotropic contains 4 categories ranging from “definitely no” to “definitely yes” in 
response to the question “Can you say today, that the present econom ic situation is favourable to your family? 'As 
Regional Unemployment and Regional Wages are measured at the level o f  okres (higher level o f  aggregation with 
76 regions), a survey ordered logit regression is estimated to adjust the standard errors for this higher level o f  
aggregation. “ A significant test statistic implies that the parallel regression assumption is violated. Significance 
levels: 1%, ** 5% and * 10%.
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Table 3.7 Ordered Logit Models of Retrospective Perception E3 1996-1998
‘W ouldjou sc^jou are generally satisfied mth the recent progress of the present economic reforms?”

Socio-E conom ic Factors (1) (2) (3) (4)
Age
Age Squared 
Female
No. o f  children 
Income [thousands]
Employed in Privatised State 
Firm
Employed in Private Firm 
Economically Inactive 
Vocational Education 
Secondary Education 
University Education 
Ideological Factors 
Centre 
Right-Wing 
Personal Perceptions 
Retro Egotropic Perception 
R egional E conom ic Factors 
Regional U E Rate % ’
Regional Wages [thous]' 
Change in Regional U E rate % ' 
Change in Regional Wage rate 
%'
EEli-\ Survey Dummy A 
EEa\ Survey Dummy B 

l-ii

Hi

Log Likelihood 
j }  statistic o f overall model 
Pseudo R- 
N

-0.076***
0.001* * *

0.100
-0.036

0.232***

-0.055

0.304***
0.234**

0.280***
0.625***
0.914***

(0 .014)

(0.000)

(0 .069)

(0 .046)

(0 .026)

(0 .104)

(0 .105)

(0 .102)

(0 .083)

(0 .086)

(0 .147)

-0.445***
- 1.012* * *

-3.218***
-1.178***
1.574***

(0 .078)

(0 .064)

(0 .320)

(0 .306)

(0 .304)

-4301.69
671.68***

0.0731
3827

-0.060***
0.000**

0.194***
- 0.020

0.156***

-0.031

0.208*
0.280***
0.149*

0.231***
0.305**

(0 .016)

(0.000)

(0 .068)

(0 .049)

(0 .024)

(0 .115)

(0.110)

(0 .098)

(0 .088)

(0.089)

(0 .145)

1.126*** (0. 105)

2.255*** (0. 131)

0.476*** (0.037)

-0.435***
-1.062***
-0.847**
1.593***
4.681***

(0 .084)

(0 .068)

(0.402)

(0 .408)

(0 .427)

-3831.65
1912.8***

0.1654
3791

-0.061***
0 .000* * *

0.199***
- 0.021

0.162***

-0.042

0.204*
0.280***

0.151*
0.232***
0.303**

1.123*** 
2 257***

(0 .015)

(O .O(X))

(0 .068)

(0 .049)

(0 .024)

(0 . 113)

(0.111)

(0 .097)

(0 .088)

(0 .089)

(0 . 145)

(0 . 106)

(0 . 132)

0.474*** (0 .037)

0.006
-0.094

-0.453***
-1.081***
-1.152*
1.290**

4.378***

(0 .020)

(0 .096)

(0.093)

(0.114)

(0 .599)

(0 .603)

(0 .608)

-3830.22
2025.1***

0.1658
3791

-0.061***
0 .000* * *

0.198***
-0.018

0.159***

(0 .015)

(0 .000)

(0 .068)

(0 .049)

(0 .023)

-0.040 (0 .113)

0.207*
0.278***
0.148*

0.232***
0.300**

1.128***
2.259***

(0.111)

(0 .098)

(0 .088)

(0 .089)

(0 .145)

(0 .107)

(0 .134)

0.477*** (0 .037)

-0.006*

- 0.000

-0.340***
-0.981***
-0.958**
1.483***
4.574***

(0 .00,3)

(0 .009)

(0 .114)

(0 .079)

(0 .436)

(0 .445)

(0 .462)

-3825.54
2133.2***

0.1657
3787

Approximate LikeUhood-Rario 
Test’
Brant Test o f Parallel Regression 
Assumption*

X2(26)=54.36  ̂

X2(26)=55.71 ^

X2(32)=83.13*** 

X-(32)=86.73 ***

X^(36)=91.59 *** 

X-(36)=94.70 ***

X2(36)=86.06 ’ 

X2(36)=87.70 ■

Notes: Heteroskedasticity-robust standard errors are in parentheses. The dependent variable contains four 
categories ranging from “definitely no” to “definitely yes” in response to the above retrospective sociotropic 
question. Retrospective Egotropic contains 4 categories ranging from “definitely no” to “definitely yes” in 
response to the question “Can you say today, that the present economic situation is favourable to your family? 'As 
Regional Unemployment and Regional Wages are measured at the level o f  okres (higher level o f  aggregation with 
76 regions), a survey ordered logit regression is estimated to adjust the standard errors for this higher level o f  
aggregation.  ̂ A significant test statistic implies that the parallel regression assumption is violated. Significance 
levels: •** 1%, ♦♦ 5% and ♦ 10%.
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Table 3.8 Ordered Logit Models of Prospective Perception E l 1991-1992________
‘Wouldyou characterise the present period as being the beginning of a substantial improvement of our economic situation?"

S ocio -E conom ic  Factors (1) (2) (3) (4)
Age -0.052*** (0.014) -0.031** (0.014) -0.029** (0.015) -0.030** (0.014)

Age Squared 0.001*** (0.000) 0.000** (0.000) 0.000* (O.OtX)) 0.000* (0.000)

Female -0.028 (0.062) 0.105 (0.066) 0.094 (0.067) 0.104 (0.067)

No. o f children 0.019 (0.047) 0.054 (0.048) 0.058 (0.048) 0.055 (0.048)

Income [thousands] 0.012 (0.012) -0.008 (0.012) -0.010 (0.012) -0.008 (0.012)

Economically Inactive -0.052 (0.093) -0.021 (0.104) 0.007 (0.104) -0.012 (0.104)

Vocational Education 0.323*** (0.084) 0.203** (0.083) 0.203** (0.083) 0.202** (0.083)

Seconda.ry Education 0.474*** (0.099) 0.224** (0.112) 0.225** (0.113) 0.226** (0.113)

University Education 0.635*** (0.124) 0.194 (0.123) 0.204* (0.124) 0.198 (0.124)

Ideo lo g ica l F acto rs
Centre ~ ~ 0.981*** (0.104) 1.003*** (0.102) 0.983*** (0.104)

Right-Wing ~ 1.627*** (0.122) 1.640*** (0.117) 1.625*** (0.119)

P erso n a l P ercep tions
Pro Ego tropic Perception ~ ~ 0.806*** (0.051) 0.805*** (0.051) 0.805*** (0.051)

R eg iona l E co n o m ic  F acto rs
Regional! UE Rate %' ~ ~ ~ ~ -0.079*** (0.024) ~ ~

Regionall Wages [thous]' ~ ~ ~ ~ 0.0676 (0.223) ~ ~
Change in Regional UE rate %' ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ -0.001** (0.001)

Change lin Regional Wage rate 
% '

~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ -0.001 (0.008)

EEL-V Survey Dummy A -0.010 (0.091) -0.114 (0.099) -0.123 (0.103) -0.115 (0.099)

EEA Su-Tvey Dummy B 0.421*** (0.087) 0.197** (0.081) 0.043 (0.103) 0.046 (0.347)

-2.350*** (0.348) 0.563 (0.382) 0.411 (0.642) 0.521 (0.472)

1-12 -0.670* (0.344) 2.624*** (0.392) 2.481*** (0.657) 2.583*** (0.481)

Hi 1.040*** (0.354) 4.689*** (0.409) 4.553*** (0.664) 4.648*** (0.502)

Log Likelihood -4194.23 -3694.48 -3682.86 -3692.38
X“ statistic o f overall model 139.79*** 756.41*** 887.88*** 826.56***
Pseudo 0.0138 0.1223 0.1248 0.1226
N 3220 3188 3187 3187
Approximate Likelihood-Ratio 
Test” X2(22)=70.33*** X-(28)=66.21*** X-(32)=69.49*** X-(32)=68.36***

Brant Test o f  Parallel Regression 
Assumption* X2(22)=72.31*** X2(28)=62.04*** X2(32)=66.70*** X2(32)=64.21***

Notes: H eteroskedasticity-robust standard errors are in parentheses. The dependent variable contains four 
categories ranging from “definitely no” to “definitely yes” in response to the above prospective sociotropic 
question. Prospective E gotrop iccontains 4 categories ranging from “definitely  yes” to “definitely no” in response 
to  the question “Looking into the near future, are you afraid o f  econom ic developm ent? Do you have a feeling o f  
insecurity?” ‘As Regional U nem ploym ent and Regional W ages are m easured at the level o f  okres (higher level o f  
aggregation with 76 regions), a  survey ordered logit regression is estim ated to adjust the standard errors for this 
higher level o f  aggregation.  ̂A significant test statistic im plies that the parallel regression assum ption is violated. 
Significance levels: 1%, ** 5% and * 10%.
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Table 3.9 Ordered Logit Models of Prospective Perception E2 1993-1994
“Would you characterise the present period as being the beginning o f a substantial improvement of our economic situation?”

Socio-E conom ic Factors (V (2) (3) (4)
Age
Age Squared 
Female
No. o f children 
Income [thousands]
Employed in Privatised State Firm 
Employed in Private Firm 
Economically Inactive 
Vocational Education 
Secondary Education 
University Education 
Ideological Factors 
Centre 
Right-Wing 
Personal Perceptions 
Pro Egotropic Perception 
Regional E conom ic Factors 
Regional U E Rate % '
Regional Wages [thous]'
Change jn Regional U E rate % ' 
Change in Regional Wages % ' 
EEA Survey Dummy A 
E E i\ Survey Dummy B

1-12
Ml

Log Likelihood
statistic o f overall model 

Pseudo R- 
N

-0.056*** (0.020) 

0.000* (O.O(X)) 

0.118* (0.066) 

0.012 (0.036) 

0.203*** (0.028) 

0.136 (0.100) 

0.538*** (0.103) 

0.456*** (0.114) 

0.155* (0.093) 

0.438*** (0.091) 

0.500*** (0.127)

0.065 (0119) 

-0.135 (0.103) 

-2.531*** (0.4(X)) 

-0.698* (0.412) 

1.333*** (0.4.36)

-3954.41
307.81***

0.0322
3188

-0.027* (0.016) 

0.000 (0.000) 

0.166** (0.069) 

0.024 (0.037) 

0.108*** (0.022) 

-0.080 (0.090) 

0.278*** (0.098) 

0.293*** (0.108) 

0.035 (0.094) 

0.050 (0.101) 

-0.074 (0.123)

0.809*** (0.092) 

1.750*** (0.118)

1.132*** (0.066)

0.186* (0.112) 

-0.008 (0.090) 

1.0 1 4*** (0.353) 

3.425*** (0.362) 

6.049*** (0.385)

-3337.75
1278.5***

0.1831
3188

-0.026 (0.016) 

0.000 (0.000) 

0.160** (0.069) 

0.024 (0.037) 

0.104*** (0.022) 

-0.085 (0.090) 

0.260*** (0.099) 

0.289*** (0.108) 

0.037 (0094) 

0.052 (0101) 

-0.070 (0.123)

0.807*** (0.092) 

1.741*** (0.118)

1.130*** (0.066)

-0.025 (0.019) 

0.096 (0.135)

0.193* (0112) 

-0.025 (0.094) 

1.183** (0543) 

3.597*** (0.546) 

6.223*** (0.563)

-3335.64
1373.6***

0.1836
3188

-0.027* (0.016) 

0.000 (0.000) 

0.167** (0.069) 

0.025 (0.037) 

0.108*** (0.022) 

-0.083 (0.090) 

0.274*** (0.099) 

0.293*** (0.108) 

0.035 (0.094) 

0.050 (0.101) 

-0.074 (0.123)

0.811*** (0.092) 

1.750*** (0.118)

1.131*** (0.066)

-0.001 (0.001) 

0.006 (0.013) 

0.187* (0.112) 

-0.063 (0.107) 

0.999*** (0.350) 

3.411*** (0.361) 

6.036*** (0.384)

-3337.39
1431.4***

0.1832
3188

Approximate Likelihood-Ratio 
Test”
Brant Test o f Parallel Regression 
Assumption*

X-(26)=50.82 *** 

X2(26)=58.64 ***

X-(32)=60.64 *** 

X2(32)=68.47 ***

X2(36)=62.87 *** 

X2(36)= 71.14 ***

X-(36)=61.29 *** 

X2(36)=69.43 ***

Notes: Heteroskedasticity-robust standard errors are in parentheses. The dependent variable contains four 
categories ranging from “definitely no” to “definitely yes” in response to the above prospective sociotropic 
question. Prospective Egotropic contains 4 categories ranging from “definitely yes” to “definitely no” in response 
to the question “Looking into the near future, are you afraid o f  econom ic development? Do you have a feeling o f  
insecurity. 'As Regional Unemployment and Regional W ages are measured at the level o f  okres (higher level o f  
aggregation with 76 regions), a survey ordered logit regression is estimated to adjust the standard errors for this 
higher level o f  aggregation. “ A significant test statistic implies that the parallel regression assumption is violated. 
Significance levels: 1%, ♦♦ 5% and ♦ 10%.

127



Chapter 3: Unravelling Voters ’ Perceptions o f  the Economy

Table 3.10 M ultinomial _.ogit Model o f Czech Voting Patterns E l 1991-1992
E l KSCM CSSD Others

Subjective Factors

Economic Perception 

Objective Factors 

Regional UE Rate'

Regional Wage Rate' 

Survey D u m m ies

EEA04 Survey Dummy

EEA05 Survey Dummy 

Constant

-6.126***
(0 .292)

-0.027
(0 .035)

0.503
(0 .538)

-0.096
(0 .174)

0.962***
(0 .215)

-0.491
(1.275)

-2.698***
(0 .354)

-0.150**
(0 .060)

-0.985**
(0 .395)

0.190
(0 .278)

1.461***
(0 .285)

1.353
(1.119)

-2.219***
(0 .171)

0.013
(0 .032)

-0.363*
(0 .188)

0.007
(0 .119)

1.254***
(0 .144)

1.414**
(0 .549)

Log Likelihood -3193.25
statistic o f overall model 720.47***

Pseudo R- 0.0992
N 3252
Notes: Coefficient estimates and standard errors (heteroskedasticity robust) are reported. The dependent 
variable is reported vote for a specific party in the 1990 election for EEA03 EEA04 and in the 1992 
election for EEA05, with the incumbent Civic Forum being the base party. The Civic Forum coefficients 
have been set to zero, so the first three columns represent a complete set o f  MNL coefficients. The 
“Economic Perception” variable is scaled on a 0-1 continuum, where 0=Economic Pessimist and 
l=Economic Optimist. 'As Regional Unemployment and Regional Wages are measured at the level o f  
okres (higher level o f  aggregation with 76 regions), a survey ordered logit regression is estimated to 
adjust the standard errors for this higher level o f  aggregation. Significance levels: **♦ 1%, ♦♦ 5% and * 
10%.

Table 3.11 M ultinomial Logit Mod el o f Czech Voting Intentions E2 1993-1994
E2 KSCM CSSD KDU O D A Others
Subjective Factors

Economic Perception 

O bjective Factors

Regional UE Rate'

Regional Wage Rate’ 

Survey D um m ies

EEA07 Survey Dummy

EE j\ 08 Survey Dummy 

Constant

Log Likelihood
statistic of overall model 

Pseudo R- 
N

_9 4 4 * * *  

(0 .425)

0.037
(0 .044)

-0.115
(0.245)

0.185
(0. 167)

0.377**
(0 .148)

3.110***
(0 .825)

-5037.29
1242.48***

0.120
3473

-5.81***
(0 .303)

0.012
(0 .031)

-0.244
(0 .252)

0.840***
(0 .134)

1.192***
(0 .126)

2.284***
(0 .755)

-3.51***
(0 .397)

- 0.002
(0 .052)

-1.033***
(0 .000)

0.010
(0 .189)

0.667***
(0 .187)

3.020***
( 1.001)

-1.93***
(0 .244)

0.014
(0 .034)

0.120
(0.202)

-0.064
(0.117)

0.019
(0 .122)

-0.075
(0 .668)

-5.32***
(0 .249)

-0.015
(0 .027)

-0.455***
(0 .160)

-0.277**
(0 .134)

0.133
(0 .139)

4.167***
(0 .542)

Notes: Coefficient estimates and standard errors (heteroskedasticity robust) are reported. The dependent 
variable is intention to vote for a specific party, with the incumbent ODS being the base party. 'As 
Regional Unemployment and Regional Wages are measured at the level o f okres, a survey ordered logit 
regression is estimated to adjust the standard errors for this higher level o f  aggregation. Significance 
levels: *** 1%, ** 5% and ♦ 10%.
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Table 3.12 M ultinomial Logit Model o f Czech Voting Intentions E3 1996-1998
E3 KSCM CSSD KDU Others
Subjective Factors

Economic Perception 

Objective Factors

Regional UE Rate'

Regional Wage Rate' 

Survey Dummies

EEAIO Survey Dummy

EE.\11 Survey Dummy 

Constant

Log Likelihood 
X" statistic o f overall 
model 
Pseudo R- 
N

-5.402**’»
(0 .333)

0.046*
(0 .026)

0 .201*
(0 .111)

-0.124
(0.200)

0.212
(0 .221)
0.654
(0 .538)

-5232.334

728.10***

0.080
3827

-4.910***
(0 .278)

0.089***
(0.022)
0.079
(0 .107)

-0.184
(0 .118)

-0.028
(0 .170)

1.774***
(0 .516)

-3.204***
(0 .303)

-0.013
(0 .030)

-0.325**
(0 . 160)

0.281**
(0 .136)

0.471**
(0 . 192)

1.712**
(0 .712)

-4.308***
(0 .283)

0.029
(0 .025)

0.036
(0 .125)

- 0 .211* *

(0 .101)
0.189
(0 .133)

2.280***
(0 .606)

Notes: Coefficient estimates and standard errors (heteroskedasticity robust) are reported. The 
dependent variable is intention to vote for a specific party, with the incumbent ODS being the base 
party. The ODS coefficients have been set to zero, so the first three columns represent a complete set o f 
MNL coefficients. The “Economic Perception” variable is scaled on a 0-1 continuum, where 
0=Economic Pessimist and l=Economic Optimist. 'As Regional Unemployment and Regional Wages 
are measured at the level o f okres (higher level o f  aggregation with 76 regions), a survey ordered logit 
regression is estimated to adjust the standard errors for this higher level o f  aggregation. Significance 
levels: 1%, ♦* 5% and * 10%.
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3B Appendices 

Appendix 3A

Table 3A.1 Marginal Effects for El Retrospective Model

171
5PrU=l) 5 P r ( y , = 2 ) 5Pra=3) 5 P r U = 4 )

X ll
dxj dxj dxj dxj

Definitely N o R ather N o R ather Yes Definitely Yes
A ge 0.002* 0.005* -0.005* -0.001*

(0.001) (0.003) (0.003) (0.001)
Age2 -0.000 -0.000 0.000 0.000

(0.000) (O.O(X)) (0.000) (0.000)
F em ale -0.012* -0.025** 0.029** 0.008*

(0.007) (0.012) (0.015) (0.004)
N o . o f  C h ild re n 0.003 0.005 -0.006 -0.002

(0.003) (0.006) (0.007) (0.002)
In c o m e 0.002 0.004 -0.005 -0.001

(0.002) (0.004) (0.004) (0.001)
E c o n o m ic a lly  In ac tiv e -0.013* -0.027 0.031* 0.008

(0.007) (0.017) (0.019) (0.005)
V o c a tio n a l  E d u c a tio n -0.019** -0.040** 0.046** 0.013**

(0.009) (0.019) (0.022) (0.006)
S e c o n d a ry  E d u c a tio n -0.032*** -0.071*** 0.079*** 0.023***

(0.008) (0.018) (0.019) (0.006)
U n iv e rs ity  E d u c a tio n -0.050*** -0.139*** 0.136*** 0.053***

(0.007) (0.024) (0.019) (0.012)
C e n tre -0.085*** -0.181*** 0.202*** 0.064***

(0.007) (0.016) (0.016) (0.007)
R ig h t-W in g -0.154*** -0.301*** 0.326*** 0.129***

(0.011) (0.018) (0.015) (0.012)
R e tro  E g o  P e rc e p tio n -0.072*** -0.143*** 0.170*** 0.045***

(0.006) (0.010) (0.012) (0.003)
R e g io n a l UE Rate 0.005*** 0.010*** -0.012*** -0.003***

(0.002) (0.003) (0.004) (0.001)
Regional Wage Rate 0.0377** 0.0752** -0.0895** -0.0234**

(0.0170) (0.0316) (0.0385) (0.0100)
EEA Survey Dummy A 0.019** 0.035*** -0.043** -0.011***

(0.007) (0.013) (0.017) (0.004)
EEA Survey Dummy B -0.021** -0.044** 0.051** 0.014**

(O.OOK) (0.017) (0.020) (0.006)

Note: Estimates are the marginal effects from an ordered logit model. Standard Errors in parentheses.
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Table 3A.2 Marginal Effects for E2 Retrospective Model

E2
5 P r U = l )

dxj
d?x{y ,=2)

dx;
5PrU . = 3) 5 P r U = 4 )

dxj
Definitely N o R ather N o R ather Yes Definitely Yes

Age 0.003*** 0.009*** -0.010*** -0.001***
(0.001) (0.003) (0.003) (0.000)

Age- -0.000** -0.000** 0.000** 0.000**
(0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000)

Female -0,016*** -0.052*** 0.059*** 0.009***
(0.004) (0.012) (0.014) (0.002)

No. o f Children -0.004 -0.013 0.015 0.002
(0.003) (0.008) (0.010) (0.002)

Income -0.004*** -0.013*** 0.015*** 0.002***
(0.001) (0.004) (0.005) (0.001)

Econ, active in 0.007 0.022 -0.025 -0.004
Privatised State Firm (0.007) (0.020) (0.024) (0.003)

Economically active in 0.005 0.017 -0.019 -0.003
Private Firm (0.008) (0.023) (0.027) (0.004)

Economically Inactive -0.014* -0.049* 0.055* 0.009*
(0.008) (0.028) (0.030) (o:oo5)

Vocational Education -0.005 -0.017 0.019 0.003
(0.005) (0.017) (0.019) (0.003)

Secondary' Education -0.021*** -0.074*** 0.081*** 0.014***
(0.005) (0.020) (0.021) (0.004)

University Education -0.022*** -0.084*** 0.089*** 0.017***
(0.006) (0.025) (0.025) (0.006)

Centre -0.055*** -0.190*** 0.207*** 0.038***
(0.006) (0.020) (0.021) (0.006)

Right-Wing -0.111*** -0.354*** 0.373*** 0.092***
(0.010) (0.022) (0.022) (0.011)

Retro Ego Perception -0.067*** -0.222*** 0.251*** 0.039***
(0.005) (0.014) (0.016) (0.003)

Regional UE Rate 0.002 0.008 -0.009 -0.001
(0.002) (0.005) (0.006) (0.001)

Regional Wage Rate -0.001 -0.0028 0.003 0.000
(0.009) (0.0312) (0.0353) (0.005)

EEA Survey Dummy A -0.008 -0.028 0.032 0.005
(0.007) (0.022) (0.025) (0.004)

EEA Survey Dummy B 0.002 0.008 -0.009 -0.001
(0.007) (0.022) (0.025) (O.O(M)

Note: Estimates are the marginal effects from an ordered logit model. Standard Errors in parentheses.
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Table 3A.3 Marginal Effects for E' Retrospective M odel

E3
S P r U - l ) dPr(y,.=2) 5 P r U = 3 ) 5 P r a = 4 )

dxj dx! dxl dxl

D efinitely N o R ather N o R ather Yes Definitely Yes
Age 0.006*** 0.008*** -0.013*** -0.002***

(0.002) (0 .002) (0.003) (0.000)
Age- -0.000** -0,000** 0.000** 0.000**

(0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000)
Female -0.020*** -0,027*** 0.042*** 0.006***

(0.007) (0,009) (0 .014) (0.002)
No. of Children 0.002 0.003 -0.004 -0.001

(0.005) (0.007) (0.010) (0.001)
Income -0.017*** -0.022*** 0.034*** 0.005***

(0.003) (0.003) (0.005) (0.001)
Econ. active in 0.004 0.006 -0.009 -0.001
Privatised State Firm (0.012) (0.015) (0.024) (0.003)
Economically active in -0.020* -0.029* 0.043* 0.006*
Private Firm (0.010) (0 .017) (0.023) (0.004)
Economically Inactive -0.028*** -0.040*** 0.059*** 0.008***

(0.009) (0 .015) (0 .021) (0.003)
\^ocational Education -0.015* -0.021* 0.032* 0.004*

(0.009) (0.013) (0.019) (0.003)
Secondary Education -0.023*** -0.033** 0.049*** 0.007**

(0.009) (0.013) (0.019) (0.003)
University Education -0.028** -0.046* 0.064** 0,010*

(0.012) (0.024) (0.031) (0.005)
Centre -0.108*** -0.159*** 0.231*** 0.037***

(0.010) (0.018) (0,021) (0.005)
Right -Wing -0.198*** -0.312*** 0,410*** 0.100***

(0.012) (0.021) (0 ,020) (0.010)
Retro Ego Perception -0.049*** -0.065*** 0,100*** 0.014***

(0.004) (0.006) (0,008) (0.001)
Regional UE Rate -0.001 -0.001 0.001 0.000

(0.002) (0.003) (0.004) (0,001)

Regional Wage Rate 0,010 0.013 -0.020 -0,003
(0.010) (0.013) (0.020) (0,0().3)

EEA Survey Dummy A 0.050*** 0.056*** -0.094*** -0.012***
(0.010) (0.012) (0.019) (0.003)

EEA Survey Dummy B 0.128*** 0.116*** -0.217*** -0.027***
(0.016) (0.013) (0.022) (0,004)

Note: Estimates are the marginal effects from an ordered logit model. Standard Errors in parentheses.
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Table 3A.4 Marginal Effects for E Prospective IVodel

E l
5P r(;;,= l) 5 P r U = 2 ) 5 P r U = 3 ) 5 P r U = 4 )

dx> dxj dxj dxi

Definitely N o Rather N o Rather Yes Definitely Yes
Age 0.003* 0.004* -0045* -0.003*

(0.0016) (0.001) (0.002) (0.001)
Age^ -0.000* -0.000* 0.000* 0.000*

(0.000) (O.O(X)) (0.000) (0.000)
Female -0.010 -0.014 0.015 0.009

(0.007) (0.010) (0.011) (0.006)
No. of Children -0.006 -0.008 0.009 0.005

(0.005) (0.007) (0.008) (0.005)
Income 0.001 0.001 -0.002 -0.001

(0.0013) (0.002) (0.002) (0.001)
Economically Inactive -0.001 -0.001 0.001 0.001

(0.011) (0015) (0.016) (0.010)
\'ocational Education -0.021** -0.030** 0.031** 0.019**

(0.086) (0.012) (0.013) (0.008)
Secondary Education -0.023** -0.033* 0.034** 0.022**

(0.011) (0.017) (0.017) (0.011)
University Education -0.020* -0.031 0.031* 0.021

(0.012) (0.019) (0.018) (0.013)
Centre -0.099*** -0.146*** 0.142*** 0.103***

(0.010) (0.017) (0.013) (0013)
Right-Wing -0.162*** -0.226*** 0.210*** 0.178***

(0.014) (0.017) (0013) (0017)
Pro Ego Perception -0.085*** -0.116*** 0.125*** 0.076***

(0.006) (0.010) (0.010) (0.004)
Regional UE Rate 0.008*** 0.0114*** -0.012*** -0.007***

(0.003) (0.003) (O.O(M) (0.002)
Regional Wage Rate -0.007 -0.0098 0.011 0.006

(0.023) (O.O(X)) (0035) (0021)
E^EA Survey Dummy A 0.013 0.018 -0.019 -0.011

(0.011) (0.015) (0.016) (0.010)
EIEA Survey Dummy B -0.004 -0.006 0.007 0.004

(0.011) (0.014) (0.016) (0010)

Note: Estimates are the marginal effects from an ordered logit model. Standard Errors in parentheses.
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Table 3A.5 Marginal Effects for E2 Prospective Model

E2
gPr(y,=l)

dx{
5PrU=2)

dx!
dPKy,=3)

dx!
aPr(x=4)

dx!

Age

Age=

Female

No. of Children

Income

Econ. active in 
Privatised State Firm 
Economically active in 
Private Firm 
Economically Inactive

Vocational Education

Secondary Education

University Education

Centre

Right-Wing

Pro I'^go Perception

Regional UE Rate 

Regional Wage Rate 

EIL\ Survey Dummy A 

EIL'\ Survey Dummy B

Definitely N o
0.002
(0 .001)

- 0.000
(0.000)

- 0 .011* *

(0.005)
- 0.002
(0 .002)

-0.007***
(0.002)

0.006
(0.006)

-0.016***
(0.006)

-0.018***
(0.006)

- 0.002
(0.006)
-0.003
(0.007)
0.005
(0.009)

-0.051***
(0.006)

-0.108***
(0.009)

-0.075***
(0.006)

0.002
(0 .001)

-0.006
(0.009)

- 0 .012*

(0.007)
0.002
(0.006)

Rather N o
0.005
(0.003)

- 0.000
(0.000)

-0.029**
(0 .012)

-0.004
(0.007)

-0.019***
(0.004)
0.015
(0.016)

-0.048**
(0.019)

-0.053***
(0.020)

-0.007
(0.017)

- 0.010
(0.019)
0.013
(0 .022)

-0.146***
(0.017)

-0.293***
(0.019)

-0.206***
(0.014)
0.005
(0.004)

-0.018
(0.025)

-0.035*
(0 .020)

0.005
(0.017)

R ather Yes
-0.005
(0.003)
0.000
(0.000)

0.028**
(0 .012)

0.004
(0.007)

0.018***
(O .O (M )

-0.015
(0.016)

0.044***
(0.016)

0.050***
(0.018)
0.006
(0.017)
0.009
(0.018)
-0.013
(0.022)

0.134***
(0.015)

0.249***
(0.015)

0 .200* * *

(0.014)

-0.004
(0.003)

0.017
(0.024)
0.034*
(0.019)
-0.004
(0.017)

Definitely Yes
- 0.002
(0.001)

0.000
(0.000)

0 .011**
(0.005)
0.002
(0.003)

0.007***
(0.002)

-0.006
(0.006)

0 .020**
(0.009)

0 .022**
(0.008)
0.003
(0.007)
0.004
(0.007)
-0.005
(0.008)

0.063***
(0.008)

0.152***
(0.013)

0.081***
(0.(K)5)

- 0.002
(0 .001)

0.007
(0.010)

0.014*
(0.008)

- 0.002
(0.007)

N ote: Estim ates are the m arginal effects from an ordered logit m odel. Standard Errors in parentheses.
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Appendix 3B: Results o f Brant’s Wald Test for Model 3

Table 3B.1 Retrospective Resu ts
R etro sp ec tiv e  P e rcep tio n E l E2 E3
Overall Model X2(32)=128.44*** x2(36)=76.91 *** X-(36)=94.70 ***
Age X-(2)=5.75* X-(2)=1.41 X2(2)=9.08*»
Age Squared X^(2)=3.21 X-(2)=0.58 X2(2)=7.08**
Female X’(2)=9.69*** X'(2)=0.82 X-(2)=5.76*
No. o f children X-(2)=0.51 X'(2)=0.81 X-(2)=2.19
Income [thousands] X-(2)-3.01 X-(2)=2.10 X-(2)=1.63
Economically Active in PSF ~ X^(2)=2.53 X2(2)=4.80*
Economically Active in PF ~ X-(2)=2.90 X'(2)=0.83
Economically Inactive X-{2)=6.12** X^(2)=1.48 X'(2)=2.39
Vocational Education X^(2)=2.61 X^(2)=4.37 X'(2)=0.89
Secondary Education X^(2)=1.75 X=(2)=0.16 X-(2)=0.83
University Education X-(2)=6.35** X-(2)=0.46 X-(2)=1-35
Centre X2(2)=6.89** X-(2)=0.71 X-(2)=1.33
Right-Wing X-(2)=26.35*** X-(2)=18.00*** X-(2)=12,33***
Retrospective Egotropic Perception X2(2)=15.61*** X\2)=1.21>** X-(2)=1.68
Regiomal Unemployment Rate X=(2)=1.42 X-(2)=2.62 X-(2)=2.31
Regiotnal Wage Rate X-(2)=2.32 X^(2)=6.42 X2(2)=8.15**
EEj-\ Survey Dummy A X-(2)=0.91 X2(2)=21.79*** X^(2)=3.73
EEA Survey Dummy B X'(2)=1.21 X-(2)=7.39** X-(2)=10.45***

N o te : A significant test statistic im plies that the parallel regression assum ption is violated.

Table 3B.2 Prospective Results
Prospiective P e rcep tio n E l E2
Overa-U Model X2(32)=66,70*** X-(36)= 71.14 ***
Age X^(2)=1.21 X-(2)=1.81
Age S'quared X^(2)=1.45 X-(2)=1.02
Femalie X-(2)=9.41*** X2(2)=10.81*»»
No. o f  children X'(2)=3.26 X^(2)=0.31
Income [thousands] X^(2)=6,00* X-(2)=2.55
Economically Active in PSF ~ X-(2)=0.51
Economically Active in PF ~ X-(2)=2.08
Economically Inactive X-(2)=3.40 X-(2)=0.19
\'ocatnonal Education X=(2)=0.89 X^(2)=2.25
Seconcdary Education X-(2)=3.75 X-(2)=0.58
Univeisity Education X-(2)-0.87 X-(2)=2.06
Centre X-(2)=1.70 X-(2)=3.98
Right-Wing X-(2)=2.34 X’(2)=14.84***
Retrospective Egotropic Perception X2(2)=0.80 X^(2)=4.34
Regional Unemployment Rate X-(2)=2.04 X'(2)=0.30
Regional Wage Rate X-(2)=2.05 X-(2)=1.35
EEA Survey Dummy A X-(2)=8.73** X2(2)=5.00*
EEA Survey Dummy B X^(2)=10.85*** X-(2)=11.34***

N o te : A significant test statistic im plies that the parallel regression assum ption is violated.
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Appendix 3C: Alternatives to the Ordered Logit Model

Table 3C.1 Generalized Logit Model for E l Retrospective Mode
E l D e f N o t v Rather N o t Rather N o t v Rather Yes Rather Yes V D e f Y es

Age -0.059*’* (0.026) -0.024 (0.019) 0.024 (0.028)

Age^ 0.001** (0.000) 0.000 (0.000) 0.000 (0.000)
Female 0.351*** (0.116) 0.155* (0.086) -0.204 (0.143)
No. of Children -0.060 (0.068) -0.020 (0.049) -0.046 (0.085)
Income 0.024 (0.043) -0.038 (0.028) -0,061 (0.056)
Economically Inactive -0.105 (0.172) 0.167 (0.134) 0.531** (0.214)
Vocational Education 0.336** (0.136) 0.236** (0.108) -0.068 (0.192)
Secondary Education 0.434*** (0.159) 0.420*** (0.118) 0.134 (0.192)
University Education 0.616*** (0.225) 0.940*** (0.164) 0.371 (0.251)
Centre 1.038*** (0.131) 1.266*** (0.137) 0.508 (0.335)
Right-Wing 1.263*** (0.153) 2.155*** (0.138) 1.950*** (0.313)
Retro Ego Perception 1.106*** (0.116) 0.928*** (0.064) 0.641*** (0.090)
Regional UE Rate -0.081*** (0.028) -0.056** (0.022) -0.040 (0.038)
Regional Wage Rate -0.001*** (0.000) 0.000* (0.000) 0,000 (0.000)
Survey Dummy A -0.177 (0.129) -0.266*** (0.098) -0.174 (0.178)
Survey Dummy B 0.431** (0.171) 0.238** (0.116) 0.260 (0.180)

Constant 2.490** (1.016) -1.858*** (0.705) -4.655*** (1.101)
Log Likelihood -3317.06

statistic o f model 1169.07***
Pseudo R2 0.1498
N 3184

Table 3C.2 Generalized Logit Model for E2 Retrospective Model
E2 D e f N o t  v Rather N o t Rather N o t v Rather Yes Rather Yes V D e f Yes

Age -0.076*** (0.029) -0.045** (0.020) -0.023 (0.035)

Age- 0.001** (0.000) 0.000** (0.000) 0.000 (0.000)

Female 0.373*** (0.126) 0.244*** (0.090) 0.158 (0.147)
No. o f Children 0.045 (0.076) 0.092* (0.054) 0.005 (0.089)

Income 0.071 (0.057) 0.026 (0.033) 0.095*** (0.035)
Economically active in PSF -0.336* (0.172) -0.114 (0.122) 0.044 (0.197)

Economically active in PF -0.351 (0.258) 0.027 (0.153) 0.051 (0.240)

Economically Inactive 0.129 (0.212) 0.243* (0.145) 0.457* (0.251)

Vocational Education 0.215 (0.155) 0.123 (0.121) -0.351 (0.245)
Secondary Education 0.343* (0.180) 0.388*** (0.129) 0.304 (0.226)
University Education 0.489** (0.246) 0.461*** (0.160) 0.258 (0.261)

Centre Q (0.138) 1.072*** (0.135) 0.826* (0.445)
Right-Wing 1 379*** (0.178) 2.169*** (0.141) 2.147*** (0.425)
Retro Ego Perception 1.329*** (0.116) 1.217*** (0.067) 0.952*** (0.110)
Regional UE Rate -0.084*** (0.032) -0.020 (0.023) -0.049 (0.040)

Regional Wage Rate 0.000 (0.000) 0.000 (0.000) 0.000 (0.000)

Survey Dummy A 0.707*** (0.171) 0.091 (0.118) -0.418** (0.201)
Survey Dummy B 0.274* (0.160) -0.077 (0.116) -0.332* (0.186)

Constant 0.977 (0.927) -3.714*** (0.642) -5.586*** (1.070)

Log Likelihood -3002.78
y} statistic o f model 1545.77***
Pseudo R2 0.2047
N 3177

136



Chapter 3: Unravelling V oters' Perceptions o f  the Economy

Table 3C.3 Generalized Logit Model for E3 Retrospective Mode
E3 D ef N o t V R ather N o t R ather N o t v R ather Yes R ather Yes v D ef Yes
Age -0.034 (0.021) -0.091*** (0.019) -0.014 (0.034)
Age- 0.000 (0.000) 0.001*** (0.000) 0.000 (0.000)
Female 0.295*** (0.099) 0.208** (0.082) -0.110 (0.157)
No. o f  Children -0.020 (0.060) 0.010** (0.048) -0.114 (0.088)
Income 0.107** (0.042) 0.162*** (0.032) 0.170*** (0.035)
Economically active in PSF -0.091 (0.148) 0.059 (0.119) -0.464* (0.268)
Economically active in PF 0.080 (0.157) 0.225* (0.119) 0.322 (0.218)
Economically Inactive 0.158 (0.163) 0.231* (0.138) 0.649** (0.269)
^^ocational Education 0.082 (0.120) 0.218* (0.112) 0.167 (0.246)
Secondary Education 0.181 (0.135) 0.321*** (0.117) 0.165 (0.250)
Universit}' Education 0.191 (0.194) 0.402*** (0.152) 0.271 (0.295)
Centre 1.228*** (0.106) 1.083*** (0.121) 1 432*** (0.530)
Right-Wing 1.837*** (0.137) 2.287*** (0.126) 2 94Q*** (0.524)
Retro Ego Perception 0.511*** (0.052) 0.450*** (0.044) 0.513*** (0.113)
Regional UE Rate -0.010 (0.018) 0.020 (0.015) 0.004 (0.033)
Regional Wage Rate -0.236** (0.105) 0.058 (0.089) -0.268 (0.182)
EEL^ Survey Dummy A -0.267** (0.126) -0.515*** (0.097) -0.598*** (0.180)
EEA Survey Dummy B -0  7 9 4 * * * (0.134) -1.202*** (0.114) -1.575*** (0.256)

Constant 1.079* (0.642) -1.234** (0.548) -5.360*** (1.172)
Log l.ikelihood -3784.282
X" statistic o f model 1613.92***
Pseudo R2 0.1758
N 3791
Notes: The dependent variable contains four categories ranging from “ definitely no” to “definitely yes” in 
response to the above retrospective sociotropic question. For a dependent variable w ith 4 categories, the 
generalized ordered logit model estim ates 3 binary regressions, each w ith a distinct set o f  coefficient estim ates. 
Significance levels: 1%, *• 5%  and ♦ 10%.
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Table 3C.4 Generalized Logit Model for E l Prospective Model
E l D e f  N o t  v Rather N o t Rather N o t  v  Rather Yes Rather Y es v  D ef Yes
Age -0.061** (0.024) -0.027 (0.018) -0.024 (0.022)
Age- 0 .001** (O.O(K)) 0 .000 (0.000) 0 .0 0 0 (0.000)
Female 0.250** (0.113) -0.018 (0.084) -0.254** (0.114)
No. of Children 0.067 (0.062) 0.054 (0.046) 0.134** (0.064)
Income 0.036 (0.043) -0.036 (0.025) -0.141** (0.058)
Economically Inactive -0.164 (0.156) 0.168 (0.128) 0.066 (0.170)
N'^ocational Education 0.276** (0.135) 0.165 (0.106) 0.172 (0.151)
Secondary Education 0.019 (0.148) 0.192* (0.115) 0.474*** (0.158)
University Education 0.204 (0.214) 0.289* (0.155) 0.499** (0.204)
Centre 1.046*+* (0.122) 1.118*** (0.129) 0.880*** (0.243)
Right-Wing 1.666*** (0.148) 1.859*** (0.132) 1.824*** (0.241)
Retro Ego Perception 0.934*** (0.102) 0.814*** (0.062) 0.624*** (0.075)
Regional UE Rate -0.095*** (0.027) -0.056*** (0.022) -0.070** (0.031)
Regional Wage Rate 0 .0 0 0 (0.000) 0 .000 (0.000) 0 .0 0 0 (0.000)
Survey Dummy A 0.094 (0.120) -0.185* (0.097) -0.405*** (0.138)
Survey Dummy B 0.246 (0.151) -0.028 (0.112) -0.388** (0.150)

Constant 0.551 (0.894) -2 491*** (0.659) -3.643*** (0.839)

Log Likelihood -3713.77
X' statistic o f model 973.38***
Pseudo R2 0.1159
N 3182

Table 3C.5 Generalized Logit Model for El Retrospective Mode!
E2 D e f  N o t  v  Rather N o t Rather N o t  v  Rather Yes Rather Yes v D ef Yes
Age -0.003 (0.027) -0.038** (0.019) -0.047* (0.025)
Agc2 0.000 (0.000) 0.000 (0.000) 0.001* (0.000)
Female 0.143 (0.117) 0.199** (0.086) -0.190 (0.118)
No. of Children 0.139* (0.071) 0.086* (0.052) 0.041 (0.067)
Income 0.080* (0.046) 0.091*** (0.032) 0.071** (0.031)
Economically active in PSF -0.152 (0.16.3) -0.152 (0.118) -0.099 (0.159)
Economically active in PF -0.064 (0.237) 0.253* (0.152) 0.189 (0.185)
Economically Inactive 0.319 (0.200) 0.416*** (0.140) 0.338* (0.186)
Vocational Education 0.280* (0.150) 0.000 (0.118) -0.058 (0.178)
Secondary Education 0.113 (0.165) 0.136 (0.126) 0.071 (0.179)
University Education -0.208 (0.208) -0.020 (0.155) -0.001 (0.209)
Centre 0.883*** (0.129) 1 047*** (0.125) 0.699*** (0.256)
Right-Wing 1.570*** (0.175) 2.131*** (0.133) 1.735*** (0.249)
Retro Ego Perception 1.276*** (O.Ill) 0.935*** (0.061) 0.729*** (0.074)
Regional UE Rate -0.042 (0.030) -0.021 (0.022) -0.049 (0.031)
Regional Wage Rate 0.000 (0.000) 0.000 (0.000) 0.000 (0.000)
Survey Dummy A 0.385** (0.160) 0.219* (0.114) -0.134 (0.154)
Survey Dummy B ■ 0.153 (0.156) 0.079 (0.116) -0.552*** (0.154)

Constant -1.161 (0.892) -2.787*** (0.618) -4.070*** (0.816)

Log Likelihood -3415.80
statistic of model 1314.43***

Pseudo R2 0.1614
N 3176
N otes; The dependent variable contains four categories ranging from “defin itely  no” to “defin itely y e s” in 
response to the above prospective sociotropic question. For a dependent variable w ith 4 categories, the 
generalized  ordered logit m odel estim ates 3 binary regressions, each w ith a distinct set o f  coefficien t estim ates. 
Sign ifican ce  levels: 1%, ** 5% and * 10%.
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Appendix 3D

Table 3D.1 Marginal Effects for M> L Voting Model E l
E l OF KSCM CSSD Others

Economic Perception 

Regional UE Rate 

Regional Wage Rate 

Survey A 

Survey B

0.681***
(0 .042)

0.001
(0 .007)

0.0760
(0 .0515)

-0.002
(0 .029)

-0.292***
(0 .032)

-0.304***
(0.021)
-0.002
(0.002)
0.0433
(0 .0316)

-0.006
(0 .009)

0.016
(0.011)

-0.051***
(0.012)

-0.006***
(0.002)

-0.0337**
(0 .0142)

0.008
(0.011)

0.034**
(0 .013)

-0.326***
(0.040)

0.006
(0.007)

-0.0856**
(0.393)

0.001
(0.027)

0.243***
(0.030)

Note: Estimates are the marginal effects from a MNL model. Standard Errors in parentheses.

Table 3D.2 Marginal Effects for MNL Voting Model E2
E2 ODS KSCM CSSD KDU ODA Others

Economic Perception 

Regional UE Rate 

Regional Wage Rate 

Survey A 

Survey B

0.962***
(0 .043)

-0.000
(0 .005)

0.064**
(0 .0290)

-0.019
(0 .016)

-0.08***
(0 .019)

-0.327***
(0.024)

0.002
(0 .002)

0.007
(0 .0105)

0.006
(0 .008)

0.003
(0 .006)

-0.342***
(0 .033)

0.002
(0 .004)

-0.000
(0.0332)

0.139***
(0 .022)

0.153***
(0 .017)

0.008
(0 .023)

-0.000
(0 .003)

-0.054***
(0 .0165)

-0.004
(0 .012)

0.024**
(0 .011)

0.233***
(0 .029)

0.002
(0 .003)

0.0497**
(0 .020)

-0.018
(0.014)

-0.04***
(0 .013)

-0.53***
(0 .045)

-0.005
(0 .004)

-0.067**
(0 .0289)

-0.10***
(0 .025)

-0.059**
(0 .024)

Note: Estimates are the marginal effects from a MNL\model. Standard Errors in parentheses.

Table 3D.3 Marginal Effects for MNL Voting Model E3
E3 ODS KSCM CSSD KDU Others

Economic Perception 

Regional UE Rate 

Regional Wage Rate 

Survey A 

Survey B

0.672***
(0 .033)

-0.007**
(0 .003)

-0.004
(0 .016)

0.020
(0 .014)

-0.024
(0 .019)

-0.158***
(0 .018)

0.001
(0 .002)

0.016**
(0 .007)

-0.002
(0 .014)

0.007
(0 .016)

-0.322***
(0.026)

0.013***
(0.003)

0.015
(0 .015)

-0.020
(0 .017)

-0.040*
(0 .023)

0.045**
(0 .018)

-0.005**
(0 .002)

-0.033***
(0 .012)

0.041***
(0 .013)

0.035**
(0 .014)

-0.237***
(0 .034)

-0.003
(0 .004)

0.006
(0 .019)

-0.038*
(0 .020)

0.021
(0 .025)

Note: Estimates are the marginal effects from a MNL model. Standard Errors in parentheses.

139



Chapter Unravelling Voters ’ Perceptions o f  the Economy

Appendix 3E: Multinomial Logit Models

As M NL m odels are estim ated in two o f  the thesis chapter, this appendix briefly explains firstly, the 

most prom inent techniques used to m odel voting behaviour, secondly, the derivation o f  M NL and 

thirdly, its assumptions.

By and large, the United States and G reat Britain have received the m ost em pirical attention to date in 

regards voting studies. As both countries have tw o-party system s, the resulting em pirical analyses have 

adopted either OLS or binom ial m odels to explain vote choice. H ow ever, the m ajority o f  party system s 

in Europe are characterised by m ulti parties, therefore such restrictive m odels cannot appropriately take 

account o f  the voters decisions set. Initially, many studies collapsed the voting decision in m ultiparty 

system s, into a binomial one - w hereby voters can either choose the incum bents o r the opposition. 

V oting studies must not only be concerned w ith choosing the m ost appropriate statistical technique, 

they m ust also select the appropriate theoretical model.

Recently several studies (e.g., W hitten and Palm er, 1996) have suggested that OLS and binom ial 

techniques are inappropriate w hen estim ating vote choices w ithin a m ultiparty system . A ccording to 

Tom z, Tucker and W ittenburg (2002) out o f  nineteen recent articles analysing m ultiparty election data 

published in leading political science journal between 1996-2000 eighteen use OLS technique, despite 

the fact that OLS is inappropriate w hen the dependent variable m easures the share o f  the vote going to 

each party. Firstly, OLS assum es that the dependent variable is theoretically  unbounded and could fall 

anyw here on the real num ber line, w hereas in reality each party ’s share o f  the electoral pie m ust lie 

betw een 0 and 1. Secondly, OLS estim ates the vote for each party independently, w hen we know  that 

votes cannot be independent: the proportions for all parties m ust ultim ately sum to one.

In the last ten years therefore, researchers o f  electoral dynam ics have started to adopt m odels w hich 

m ore accurately replicate voter’s decisions sets in a m ultiparty environm ent. M ultinom ial Logit (M N L) 

and M ultinomial Probit (M NP) are the m ain tw o techniques used to date, how ever, according to Dow 

and Endersby (2004) many researchers are not aware o f  the underlying assum ptions and im plications o f  

the two models. W hile several studies have recently em erged w hich proclaim  the m erits o f  M N P over 

M N L (such as A lvarez and N agler,1998), the restrictive M N L is the m ost favoured m odels due to 

sim plicity in estim ation and interpretation. In addition, MNP cannot produce stable estim ates for more 

than three or four categories, therefore it is only practical w hen analysing sm all party system s. The 

em pirical analysis undertaken in this thesis relies on M NL models.

D iscrete choice m odels often represents individual behaviour and hence they are form ally m otivated by 

random  utility maxim isation m odels, w hereby a utility level U,j is assigned to each alternative j  = l , . . . i .  

The decision m aker then chooses the alternative w hich will yield the greatest level o f  utility. These
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utilities are determined by both observed and unobserved characteristics. The MNL model is therefore 

motivated by the following random utility model, whereby the i’'' voters’ utility o f  the j"’ choice is: “

0)

where X, is a vector o f  characteristics o f  the i''’ individual and the J disturbances are independent and 

identically distributed with a Weibull distribution,

F ^ )  = exp(e’ 0̂ (2)

In addition, in order to identify the parameter o f  the model, the coefficients for one o f  the choices must 

be normalised to zero. Let Y; be a random variable denoting the choice made by the i''’ individual. If the 

i'*’ individual chooses j, we assume that U|j is the maximum among the J+1 utilities, such that

Pr(}^ =  j )  =  Pr(i7,y >  for all choices k j. (3)

The choice probabilities for the i* individual are

P O 'i = j )  =  , 7 7 fo--j = 1 . 2 , J {4)

and this implies:

p„ / '  ■'

e ’-'
fo rj k; j,k  =1, 2, J, (5)

and that the J log-odds ratio are:

In (6)

This shows that the ratio o f the probabilities o f choosing alternative j to alternative k for individual i is 

independent o f the probability o f  choosing the other alternatives, i.e., McFadden (1974) calls this the 

Independence o f Irrelevant Alternatives (IIA) property. Therefore, one o f  the major limitations o f  MNL 

over MLP is that these disturbances are assumed to be uncorrelated. IIA means that an individual 

voter’s choice does not depend on the availability o f alternatives, i.e., the relative odds o f selecting 

between two parties is independent on the number o f  alternatives.

Both the Hausman and Small-Hsiao tests can determine whether the IIA assumption holds in the MNL 

models. Both these IIA tests involve the comparison of a model estimated using a full set o f choice 

alternatives, with a model estimated using a restricted set o f  choices. The basic idea behind the 

Hausman test is that if  the IIA assumption holds, then the parameters o f  the restricted set model should

“  This analysis follows Greene (2003), Alvarez and Nagler (1998) and Whitten and Palmer (1996).
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be approximately the sam e as those o f  the full choice set m odel. W hile the Sm all-Hsiao test posits that 

if  the assumption holds, the log-likelihood for the restricted choice set w ill not be too different from  the 

log-likelihood com puted over the restricted choice set using param eters obtained from the full set (see 

Small and Hsiao, 1985). The resulting test statistic is asym ptotically  chi-square distributed w ith degrees 

o f  freedom equal to the num ber o f  param eters. I f  the IIA assum ption is violated then less restrictive 

models, such as the m ultinom ial probit o r the nested m ultinom ial logit, can be estim ated if  appropriate.

142



Chapter 3: U nravelling V oters' Perceptions o f  the Economy

Appendix 3F

Hausman and Small-Hsiao Tests of IIA Assumption

Survey Party H ausm an T est Sm all-H siao T est
Categories X (̂df) Result X̂ (d£) Result

El KSCM
CSSD
Others

-0.106(10)
-7.809(10)
7.580(10)

For Ho 
For Ho 
For Ho

14.364(6)**
2.724(6)

12.535(6)*

Against Ho 
For Ho 
For Ho

E2 KSCM
CSSD
KDU
ODA
Others

6.23(20)
89.95(20)***
86.71(20)***
29.03(20)*
10.96(20)

For Ho 
Against Ho 
Against Ho 

For Ho 
For Ho

31.93(6)***
23.74(6)***
35.61(6)***
36.57(6)***
29.64(6)***

Against Ho 
Against Ho 
Against Ho 
Against Ho 
Against Ho

E3 KSCM
CSSD
KDU
Others

13.92(18)
486.55(18)***

8.94(18)
295.25(18)***

For Ho 
Against Ho 

For Ho 
Against Ho

17.20(6)***
17.60(6)***

7.15(6)
27.22(6)***

Against Ho 
Against Ho 

For Ho 
Against Ho

Note: Ho: Odds are independent o f  other alternatives

Appendix 3G

Binary Logit Mode of Voting Intentions
0=Left-W ing + Others E l E2 E3
1—Right-W ing Coef. M arg Effect Coef. M arg Effect Coef. Marg E ffect

Economic Perception 

Regional UE 

Regional Wages 

Survey A 

Survey B 

Constant

Log LikeUhood 
y} statistic of model 
Pseudo R- 
N

'X,
0.001

(0.027)

0.066
(0.217)

0.001
(0.114)

1 774***

-1.820***
(0.574)

-2006.14
447.45***

0.106
3252

A RA1***4.801 J210 
(0.221)

0.001
(0.017)

0.236** 0059 
(0.115)

-0.081 0.020 
(0.114)

-0.318*** _oo79 
(0.108)

-3.062***
(0.370)

-1924.57
557.07***

0.1993
3473

2.780*** 0 ,42  
(0.173)

-0 OS?*** -0.012
(0.017)

0.000* 0000 
(O.O(X)) 

n TC-i***
0 059

(0.078)

- u .4 j^  -0.099 
(0.103)

-0.894**
(0.370)

-2245.96
424.75***

0.1185
3827

Notes: Coefficient estimates, standard errors (heteroskedasticity robust in parenthesis) and marginal effects are 
reported. The dependent variable is binary variable representing intention to vote for 0= Left-W ing party or 1 = 
Right-Wing party. The “Economic Perception” variable is scaled on a 0-1 continuum, where 0=Economic 
Pessimist and l=Econom ic Optimist. 'As Regional Unemployment and Regional Wages are measured at the 
level o f  okres (higher level o f  aggregation with 76 regions), a survey logit regression is estimated to adjust the 
standard errors for this higher level o f  aggregation. Significance levels: *** 1%, *♦ 5% and * 10%.

143



Chapter 3: Unravelling Voters' Perceptions o f the Economy

Appendix 3H

Nested Logit Tree Structure

ODACSSDKSCM ODS KDU

RIGHTLEFT

Vote Choice

OTHERS

OTHERS
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CHAPTER 4 

Who is in Favour of Enlargement? 

Determinants of Support for EU Membership in 

the Candidate Countries’ Referenda^

Summary
This chapter investigates both the macro and micro determ inants o f  EU support as 

expressed in the 2003 referenda on EU mem bership and the 2002 C andidate Countries 

Eurobarom eter survey data As such m em bership to the EU represents the ultimate 

economic reform  undertaken in the post-com m unist period. It is found that favourable 

individual and regional characteristics, i.e., the “w inners” o f  the transition process, are 

positively correlated w ith support for accession and voter participation. In contrast, those 

who should benefit from future EU transfers, i.e., the “ losers” o f  the process, are less 

likely to vote and/or support EU mem bership. It is therefore argued that voters in the new 

mem ber states assign greater w eight on future benefits from liberalization and integration 

than on potential gains through redistribution.

T hi; chapter forms part o f  a co-authored paper with Dr. Jan F idrm uc. A version o f  this chapter is 
forthcoming in the European Journal o f  Political Econom y.
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4.1 Introduction

It seems indisputable that the enlargem ent o f  the European Union, w hich occurred on 

May 1̂ ' 2004, will be vastly beneficial for the ten new  m em ber states from  Central and 

Eastern Europe and the M editerranean.^^ Yet, w hen nine prospective entrants held 

referenda on accession during the course o f  Spring and Sum m er 2003, it transpired 

that EU m em bership w as not alw ays an easy sell. W hile all o f  the referenda eventually 

resulted in the approval o f  accession, this positive outcom e cam e on the back o f  low 

participation rates. In Poland and Slovakia, for exam ple, participation barely exceeded 

the legally m andated threshold o f  50%  required to m ake the outcom e valid.^^ It is also 

interesting to note that only in tw o countries (L ithuania and Slovenia) did EU 

m em bership enjoy the support o f  m ore than h a lf  o f  all eligible voters.^^ Indeed, 

opinion poll results suggest that the m ost enthusiastic European are the citizens o f  

those countries that, to date, have not been offered EU m em bership: Bulgaria, 

Rom ania and Turkey.

These observations show  that despite the positive fmal outcom e o f  the referenda, 

support for EU m em bership is not universally  shared w ithin the new  m em ber 

countries. The consequences o f  accession are likely to diverge across various socio

econom ic groups, w ith som e gaining and others losing. Therefore, assum ing voters are 

prospectively oriented and thus take their future w ell being into account w hen casting 

their vote, the extent o f  support for EU m em bership should reflect the distribution o f  

expected gains and losses.^^ In order to gain insights into the factors that shape 

support for the u ltim ate econom ic reform , i.e., EU m em bership, this chapter analyses

C yprus, C zec h  R ep u b lic , E ston ia , H u n gary , L a tv ia , L ith u an ia , M alta , P o la n d , S lo v a k ia  and S lo v e n ia  
jo in e d  the E U  on  1̂ ' M ay 2 0 0 4 . B u lgaria  and R o m a n ia  are ten ta tiv e ly  sc h e d u le d  to b e c o m e  m em b ers as 
o f  2 0 0 7 , w h ile  n o  a c c e s s io n  date has b een  se t for T u rk ey .
^  C yprus ap p roved  th e  a c c e s s io n  in th e  leg isla tu re , thus b e in g  th e  o n ly  can d id ate  cou n try  that d id  not 
h old  a referendum .

N o  su ch  th resh o ld  w a s  in e ffe c t  in the  C zec h  R e p u b lic , w h e r e a s  H ungary  required e ith er  at least 50%  
participation  or an a ffirm a tiv e  v o te  by at least 25 %  o f  e l ig ib le  v o ters .

In the p resen ce  o f  m in im u m  turnout req u irem en ts, n o n -p artic ip a tion  can  in d ica te  e ith er  in d ifferen ce  
or strateg ic  co n sid er a tio n s , w h ereb y  o n e  ab sta in s in th e  h o p e  o f  d r iv in g  the  participation  rate b e lo w  the  
leg a lly  m andated  th resh o ld .

A n  a ltern ative ex p la n a tio n  for the lo w  turnout rates is that v o ters u sed  the  a c c e s s io n  referen d u m  to  
ex p ress  their d isco n ten t w ith  th e  current g o v ern m en t. H o w e v e r , i f  m em b ersh ip  in the E U  is g o in g  to  be 
largely  b en efic ia l for m o st v o ters , fo r g o in g  th e se  g a in s  s e e m s  a h igh  price for  se n d in g  a m e ss a g e  to  the  
in cu m b en t g o v ern m en t.
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voting behaviour in the accession referenda utiHsing tw o previously untapped data 

sources. First, the actual referenda results at the regional level in seven candidate 

countries are considered: C zech R epublic, Estonia, H ungary, Latvia, L ithuania, 

Poland and S lovakia. Second, this analysis is com plem ented w ith individual data on 

voting intentions in the EU referendum  from the M arch/A pril 2002 C andidate 

C ountries E urobarom eter (C C EB ) survey covering all 13 candidate countries.

A ccession will affect the citizens o f  the new  m em ber countries in at least tw o distinct 

ways.^* A s previous studies (e.g., Gabel, 1998, 2000) have show n that utilitarian 

considerations are one o f  the m ost im portant determ inants o f  support for the EU, this 

chapter focuses on the econom ic repercussions o f  m em bership, thus om itting  political 

and em otional considerations, such as the dilution or loss o f  national identity, etc. The 

fo llow ing chap ter (5), how ever, explicitly  tests all the m ajor hypotheses in the field, 

and indeed finds that the utilitarian hypothesis dom inates in the new  m em ber states. 

First, the new  m em bers can take full advantage o f  econom ic integration w ithin the 

European Single M arket, bringing w ith it the free m ovem ent o f  goods, capital and -  

albeit w ith a lag o f  up to seven years -  labour. W hile this opens up im portant 

opportunities for the new entrants, it also brings considerable challenges (e.g., 

increased com petitive pressure and m ore stringent EU regulations). Second, as the 

new m em bers are relatively poor com pared to the EU-15 states, stricken w ith high 

unem ploym ent and, in som e cases, large agricultural sectors, they should benefit from 

redistribution w ithin the EU channelled through the Structural and C ohesion funds 

and the C om m on A gricultural Policy (CA P).

As the candidate countries display considerable econom ic disparities both at the 

individual and regional level, the variation in expected net gains from  accession 

am ong individuals and regions should be considerable. An ind ividual’s expected net 

gain from  EU m em bership, should to a large extent, depend on his individual 

characteristics such as age, education, em ploym ent or current incom e. In addition, as 

regions d iffer in their underlying econom ic structure, the regional repercussions o f  

accession will also be uneven -  a region predom inantly  oriented tow ards agriculture

A number o f  recent studies have assessed the expected benefits o f  EU membership using 
sophisticated modelling techniques (see for example Baldwin, Francois and Portes, 1997; Breuss, 2001; 
and Lejour, de Mooij and Nahuis, 2001; and DIW , 2002).
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or heavy industry, for instance, will fare differently from one dominated by service 

industries. As a large part o f EU spending is explicitly linked to regional 

characteristics such as average per-capita income or unemployment, individual 

regions’ entitlement to transfers from the EU will differ substantially. This chapter 

explicitly controls for these kinds o f effects in order to assess their impact on support 

for EU membership.

A continued theme o f this thesis involves the analysis o f support for the transition 

process. As Chapters 2 and 3 highlight, the outcome o f the economic reform process 

affected different socio-economic groups and regions in diverging ways, with some 

groups gaining and other losing. This chapter therefore extends this analysis by 

examining support for the pinnacle o f  the transition process - membership to the 

European Union. Previous chapters found that the “winners” o f the transition process 

are generally young well-educated individuals, who can take advantage o f  the new 

opportunities available in the market economy. The “ losers”, conversely, are whose 

possessing human capital characteristics that may be outdated in a market economy 

and find it difficult to adjust to the new environment e.g., elderly blue-collar workers 

with little education. Typically, the winners o f  the transition process tend to support 

the continuation o f reforms, while the losers oppose them. It is likely therefore, that 

support for EU membership may follow a similar pattern.

This chapter differs from related literature in two ways. First, while support for the EU 

has attracted considerable attention in the academic literature, most previous studies 

have been limited to considering the current EU members (see Gabel and Palmer, 

1995; Gabel and Whitten, 1997, and the references therein). Second, those few studies 

that do analyse support for EU membership in the candidate countries typically rely 

on individual survey data which was collected in the early to mid 1990s: the Central 

and Eastern Eurobarometer, commissioned by the European Commission and 

discontinued in 1998 (see Tucker, Pacek and Berinsky, 2002; Tverdova and Anderson, 

2003; and Kemmerling, 2003). These analyses are based on respondents’ statements 

about their intended voting in a referendum on EU membership and support for the 

EU. However, given the time lag between these surveys and the actual referenda, 

which only took place in 2003, the respondents opinions might have been different 

had the prospect o f membership been more tangible.
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This analysis, in contrast, uses both actual (regional) results o f  the referenda, and 

individual survey data from  the recently  reinstated C andidate C ountries’ 

E urobarom eter, collected in Spring 2002, approxim ately  one year before the actual 

referenda took place. The only o ther study to use the actual referenda results is 

M arkow ski and T ucker (2003), w ho sim ilarly use opinion-poll data and actual 

regional results in their analysis o f  Poland. Finally, m uch o f  the previous literature, 

w hether on current m em bers or the candidate countries, relies on various attitudinal 

variables (in addition to socio-econom ic characteristics) such as the respondents’ 

ideological identification, political opinions, or their attitude tow ards the EU to 

explain support for integration. These studies find that respondents w ho expect their 

country to  benefit from accession to  the EU intend to vote in favour o f  m em bership. 

One potential problem  w ith using such attitudinal variables to explain vote choice is 

that it is d ifficu lt to disentangle the endogeneity  betw een the tw o variables Previous 

studies (W leizen, Franklin and Tw iggs, 1996; also see C hapter 3) find that attitudinal 

variables are often influenced by vote choice and o n e’s socio-econom ic 

characteristics.

T herefore, to avoid such endogeneity  problem s, this analysis refrains from  using 

attitudinal variables and instead concentrate exclusively on the responden ts’ socio

econom ic characteristics. A s political opinions and attitudes reflect o n e’s age, 

education, econom ic w ell-being and social class, focusing on such characteristics tells 

us m ore about the prim ary determ inants o f  voting behaviour. M oreover, identifying 

the trigger factors that underlie support for EU m em bership is im portant if  one seeks 

to understand how  changes in objective econom ic conditions im pact support for EU 

m em bership  (for instance, a perm anent change in a respondent’s em ploym ent status or 

incom e m ay translate into sim ultaneous changes in her political attitudes and support 

for the EU).

The fo llow ing section briefly review s the history o f  this recent enlargem ent. Section

4.3 d iscusses the likely gains and losses associated with accession to the EU. Section

4.4 introduces the data used in the analysis and sections 4.5 and 4.6 present the 

em pirical findings. Finally, the last section d iscusses the results and derives som e 

conclusions.
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4.2 History of the 5 Enlargement

On May 1̂ ' 2004 the EU experienced its fifth and most ambitious enlargement to date, 

as it incorporated eight Central and East European (Czech Republic, Estonia, 

Hungary, Latvia, Lithuania, Poland, Slovakia and Slovenia) and two Mediterranean 

countries (M alta and Cyprus). Bulgaria and Romania are set to join in 2007. This 

enlargement symbolically began in 1989 after the break-up o f the Soviet block, when 

the EU declared that it would welcome the countries o f  Central and Eastern Europe to 

join the Union. However, it was not until the Copenhagen European Council in 1993 

that this invitation was officially issued, on the condition that the countries could join 

once they satisfied the political and economic conditions necessary for membership 

and implemented the acquis communautaire (i.e., the body o f  EU norms and 

regulations). In the meantime, the EU gradually removed long-standing import quotas, 

extended the Generalized System o f  Preferences, concluded Trade and Co-operation 

Agreements with several o f the post-communist countries and created the PHARE 

Program which provided financial aid to help the transition to a market economy 

(EUROPA, 2003). Throughout the 1990’s the Association Agreements, also known as 

the Europe Agreements, established the legal basis for bilateral relations between the 

EU and the potential candidate countries. A significant outcome o f  these Agreements 

was the creation a free trade area for m ost industrial goods between the EU and the 

candidate countries.

It was not until March 1998 that the accession negotiations actually began with six of 

the applicant countries (Czech Republic, Estonia, Hungary, Poland, Slovenia and 

Cyprus), otherwise known as the first-wave applicants. In October 1999, the 

negotiations were extended to include Slovakia, Latvia, Lithuania, Romania, Bulgaria 

and Malta. By December 2002 accession negotiations were closed and in April 2003 

Treaties o f  Accession were signed with the Czech Republic, Estonia, Hungary, Latvia, 

Lithuania, Poland, Slovak Republic, Slovenia, Malta and Cyprus. Nine o f these 

countries held referenda in the course o f 2003 to formally ask their citizens if they 

wish to become members o f the Union, while Cyprus put the decision to the 

legislature. All o f the referenda delivered an affirmative decision. Once the current EU 

members ratified the Accession Treaties, all ten acceding countries became full
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m em bers o f  the EU in M ay 2004, in tim e to participate in the June 2004 European 

Parliam entary elections and in the next Inter-G overnm ental C onference.

4.3 Benefits and Costs of EU Membership

EU m em bership  can be thought o f  affecting the citizens o f  the new  m em ber states 

through at least tw o distinct channels: econom ic integration and redistribution. These 

tw o channels are likely to have d ifferent im plications for various socio-econom ic 

groups. By observing how  specific individual and regional characteristics correlate 

w ith voting behaviour, one can m ake inferences about the expected  im pact o f 

en largem ent on individuals or regions possessing those characteristics.

4.3.1 Efficiency

First, accession to the EU allow s the new  m em ber countries to partic ipate in the 

E uropean Single Econom ic M arket w ith its free and unhindered m ovem ent o f  

com m odities, capital and labour (how ever, labour flows will be subject to a 

transitional period o f  up to seven years). This opens up new  opportunities in the areas 

o f  trade, investm ent and em ploym ent for firm s and individuals from  the new 

members.^^ EU m em bership also m akes it easier for citizens o f  the acceding countries 

to travel, live and study in the current EU countries. H ow ever, accession to the 

European Single M arket also translates into m ore intense com petitive pressure and 

m ay thus prove costly for those industries that are not internationally  com petitive or 

that currently  enjoy relatively high protection against im ports (the m ost notable case 

o f  the latter being agricultural producers). EU m em bership will subject the new 

m em bers to EU norm s and regulations in m atters such as environm ental protection, 

quality  standards and safety norm s, w hich m ay necessitate costly  ad justm ent in some 

industries. In addition, upon m em bership, the new  states also adopt the E U ’s Com m on 

External T ariff  (C ET) on im ports from  third countries. The potential benefits from this 

how ever, depend on the coun try ’s current im port ta riff  rates. F inally , the entrants also 

benefit from  accelerated econom ic and institutional reform s. The prospect o f  EU

Detailed analyses o f  the implications o f  this enlargement for the current and new members are 
presented, inter alii, by Baldwin, Francois and Portes (1997); Breuss (2001, 2002); Lejour, de Mooij 
and Nahuis (2001); Boeri et al. (2002); Heijdra, Keuschnig and Kohler (2002); and DIW (2002).
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m em bership  provided an im portant incentive for reform , and the EU offered direct 

support and guidance for reform  m easures in the prospective m em bers. EU 

m em bership  also prom otes increased econom ic and political stability (Baldwin, 

Francois and Fortes, 1997) by dram atically  reducing econom ic uncertainty in the new 

m em ber countries, resulting  in low er interest rates and higher investm ent. 

A dditionally , the new  entrants are com m itted to entering the EM U  in due course.

C lassical trade theory, bu ild ing on the H eckscher-O hlin  m odel, suggest that w hen two 

regions integrate, the return to  a factor o f  production rises in the region w here that 

factor is relatively abundant and falls w here it is scarce. Thus, it is expected that 

labour in the new  m em ber states m ay benefit from  entry to the EU w hereas labour in 

the old m em bers m ay lose out. In contrast, capital ow ners in the old m em bers should 

gain w hereas those in the new  m em bers should lose. Inasm uch as the EU-15 and new 

m em bers differ in term s o f  skill levels o f  their respective labour forces, enlargem ent 

will also have repercussions for the skill premium.™ T ypically , it is assum ed that 

skilled labour in developed countries and unskilled labour in developing countries 

benefit from  integration. T he new  m em ber states how ever, differ from  developing 

countries by having relatively highly skilled labour, ju s t as the old mem bers. 

T herefore, EU accession m ay also benefit skilled labour in the new  m em bers, 

especially  if  it leads to Foreign D irect Investm ent (FD I) inflow s into skill-intensive 

industries and/or if  skilled w orkers are able to seek em ploym ent in the EU-15 

m em bers.

In sum m ary, integration is likely to have im portant and uneven repercussions for 

d ifferen t socio-econom ic groups. N evertheless, it is not straightforw ard enough to 

enable a-priori predictions to  be m ade as to  w hich groups will gain and w hich will 

lose, as the repercussions o f  integration crucially  hinge on the relative com petitiveness 

o f  firm s and relative factor endow m ents in the current and the new  m em bers.

4.3.2 Redistribution

The new  m em bers will be included in the EU -w ide system  o f  redistribution including 

the Structural and C ohesion funds and the C om m on A gricultural Policy (CAP).

™ See O ’Rourke and Sinnott (2 0 0 1 ), for a detailed discussion.
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Eligibility for transfers from  Structural and C ohesion funds is directly  related to the 

countries’ and reg ions’ level o f  econom ic developm ent.^ ' The bulk o f  Structural 

Funds goes to O bjective 1 regions (approxim ately tw o th irds o f  funds), defined as 

those with per cap ita G D P below  75%  o f  the union-w ide average, and O bjective 2 

regions (accounting for about one-tenth o f  regional aid), defined as those w ith above 

average unem ploym ent rate and industrial em ploym ent, and experiencing a decline in 

industrial em ploym ent. T ransfers from the S tructural Funds are disbursed at the 

regional level and are channelled m ainly into projects that build up the productive 

capacity  o f  regions, such as infrastructure im provem ents and sm all and m edium  

enterprise developm ent. G iven the eligibility criteria, m ost o f  the new  m em bers’ 

regions easily qualify  for funding under O bjective 1 or 2 or both. E ligibility  for 

transfers from the C ohesion Fund is also determ ined according to per capita income: 

countries that are below  90%  o f  the EU average G D P qualify. These transfers are 

allocated at the national level, in contrast to the S tructural Funds, and are m ainly 

designated for large public investm ent projects. A gain, all new  m em ber states m eet 

the eligibility criterion in the enlarged EU.

The ability o f  the new  m em bers to fully benefit from  EU transfers how ever, will be 

lim ited, at least initially, due to recently agreed reform s and transitional arrangem ents. 

In particular, the European Council in Berlin decided that the previously-agreed EU 

budget for 2000-06 will not be extended to finance this enlargem ent and only m odest 

transfers will be m ade to the acceding countries up until 2006. Thus, the new  m em bers 

receipts from the EU budget will am ount on average to 1% o f  their GD P in 2004, 

rising to 1.5% by 2006 (11 and 16 billion euro, respectively, according to Barysch, 

2003).^^ M oreover, EU transfers m ight, at least partially , d isplace any assistance that 

the depressed regions are receiving from their national governm ents at present 

(V lachos, 2003, m akes this argum ent w ith respect to  Sw edish reg ions’ potential 

benefits and costs from  their country’s EU entry).

A particularly controversial issue in regards the costs and benefits o f  enlargem ent is 

the application o f  the C om m on A gricultural Policy to the new  m em bers. The

”  Section  3.2 o f  Boldrin and Canova (2 0 0 1 ) g iv es a detailed description o f  the various instrum ents o f  
EU regional policy. U n less  stated otherw ise, the fo llow in g  d iscussion  draws on their analysis.

T hese figures, how ever, com bine receipts from Structural and C oh esion  Funds w ith the CAP.
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European C om m ission decided in January 2002 that the 10 acceding countries would 

only receive one quarter o f  the subsidies paid to existing m em ber states initially. This 

effectively im plies that w hile agricultural m arkets in the new  m em bers are opened to 

com petition from  the current EU m em bers, farm ers in the new m em ber countries do 

not enjoy the sam e level o f  subsidies as their com petitors. Their agricultural m arkets, 

however, are protected  from  im ports from  th ird  countries.

In sum m ary, the new  m em bers can expect to be net recipients o f  transfers from  the EU 

budget. S ince a large part o f  EU funds are disbursed directly to regions or even 

individual recipients (as is the case w ith the CA P), underdeveloped, poor, over

industrialized and/or agricultural regions should benefit m ore than others. The 

rem ainder o f  the chapter studies how these potential gains translate into both voting 

intentions and behaviour in the candidate coun tries’ referenda on EU m em bership.

4.4 Data

The em pirical analysis utilises tw o previously  untapped data sources: actual referenda 

results at the regional level, and survey data  on intended voting in a future referendum  

on EU m em bership . The regional analysis is perform ed for seven countries: Czech 

Republic, E stonia, Latvia, Lithuania, H ungary, S lovakia and Poland (for the two 

rem aining countries, M alta and Slovenia, e ither the regional referenda results or the 

corresponding socio-econom ic indicators w ere not available). The analysis w ith the 

individual data is based on the M arch/A pril 2002 C andidate C ountries Eurobarom eter 

(CCEB) opinion poll com m issioned by the European C om m ission and carried out by 

Gallup E urope in all 13 candidate countries (i.e., also including B ulgaria, R om ania 

and Turkey, in addition to  the ten new  m em bers). The CCEB survey includes the 

responses o f  14,163 individuals and contains extensive inform ation on their socio

econom ic characteristics, in addition to their intended vote in the referendum  on EU 

m em bership. T he data set contains approxim ately  1,000 respondents per country, 

except for C yprus and M alta with 500 respondents each and Poland and Turkey with
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2 ,0 )0  each. The surveys w ere carried out by m eans o f  face-to-face interview s and are
73representative at the national level.

Table 4.1 reports the support for EU m em bership  as m easured by the CCEB survey. 

W hile supporters o f  accession are the largest group in every country, several o f  the 

new  m em ber countries -  the B altics, C zech R epublic, M alta, Poland and Slovenia -  

appear rather unenthusiastic about EU m em bership, with those in favour o f  

m em bership accounting for 50%  or less o f  all respondents. Ironically, the countries 

that w ere not invited to participate in the next enlargem ent -  B ulgaria, R om ania and 

Turkey -  show  particularly high support for EU m em bership. C learly, the low share o f 

supporters is not necessarily  due to high opposition  to  m em bership but rather reflects 

the fact that by early 2002, a non-negligible part o f  respondents rem ained undecided 

(12%  on average). N onetheless, the outcom es o f  the ensuing referenda reveal a sim ilar 

pattern o f  reserved enthusiasm  as Table 4.2 dem onstrates (for C yprus, w here no 

referendum  on accession w as held, the table reports the result o f  the latest available 

opinion poll). The referenda results show  that in all countries except M alta, a 

resounding m ajority o f  voters cast a vote in favour o f  their coun try ’s m em bership in 

the EU. H owever, again w ith the exception o f  M alta, high support for m em bership 

com es on the back o f  low participation rates. In fact, only in L ithuania and Slovenia 

did m ore than half o f  eligible voters endorse their coun try ’s EU m em bership. Low 

participation need not indicate indifference about the referendum ’s outcom e. A s all 

candidate countries, except the Czech R epublic, had limits requiring a certain 

m inim um  participation (usually  50%)^'* for the referendum  to be valid, not voting was 

ju s t as effective ( if  not better) a strategy for an opponent o f  EU m em bership  as voting 

against, especially  when opinion polls conducted shortly before the vote predicted low 

turnouts. For exam ple, had enough o f  those w ho opposed EU m em bership  not voted, 

the turnout rates in Poland and S lovakia w ould have fallen below  the 50%  threshold.

B etw een  one and tw o CCEB surveys w ere carried out per year since the Eurobarom eter survey was 
extended to the candidate countries in 2001 but the primary data o f  these surveys so  far have not been  
released publicly.

In Hungary, w h ile  the turnout fell short o f  the 50%  required threshold, the result w as nonetheless  
valid according with Hungarian law  as more than one-quarter o f  the electorate voted Y es. The Czech  
R epublic is the only country w hich did not require a 50%  turnout or any other m inim um  participation in 
order for the referendum to be lega lly  binding. N on eth eless, even there the 50%  threshold w as 
politically  and p sych olog ica lly  important.
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Thus, a voter who was opposed to accession was more likely to thwart the referendum 

by not participating than by voting against it7^

To ascertain how participation in the referenda on EU membership compares with 

participation in regular elections, the last column o f  Table 4.2 reports the turnout rates 

recorded in the most recent parliamentary election in each country. In three cases 

(Hungary, Slovakia and Slovenia) turnout was lower in the referendum than in the 

previous election by ten percentage points or more, while the opposite was the case 

for Poland. The remaining six countries are more or less equally split between those 

that had somewhat higher turnout rates in the referendum (Lithuania and Estonia) and 

those that experienced a small decline in turnout compared to the most recent election 

(Malta and the Czech Republic), with Latvia reporting almost no change. While 

strategic considerations may have contributed to low participation in some countries, 

this does not appear to be a generally shared phenomenon.

Table 4.3 presents summary statistics for the dependent variables in the regional 

analysis -  the share o f  those who voted in favour o f  their country’s membership in the 

EU, in addition to the turnout rate. The analysis is carried out at the level o f districts 

(the so-called okresy in the Czech Republic and Slovakia, m aakond  in Estonia, rajons 

in Latvia and Lithuania, megye in Hungary and pow iat in Poland), with 77 

observations for the Czech Republic, 16 in Estonia, 33 in Latvia, 60 in Lithuania, 20 

in Hungary, 79 in Slovakia and 373 in Poland. As the mean vote shares are computed 

as average values across regions, they differ somewhat from the national figures 

reported in Table 4.1. There is notably less regional variation in the Yes vote in the 

Czech Republic, Estonia, Slovakia, Lithuania and Hungary than in Poland and Latvia. 

In the case o f Poland, this is due to relatively low support for EU membership in 

underdeveloped Eastern Poland, alongside the Ukrainian and Belorussian borders. In 

fact, all ten powiats with a majority vote against EU membership are located in
n c

Eastern Poland. Similarly in Latvia, five o f the thirty-three rajons, which reported an 

overall majority vote against membership, are all (bar one) bordering either Russia or

It is not clear what would have happened if  any country had failed to receive popular endorsement for 
accession. Possible outcomes include submitting the decision to the parliament, repeating the 
referendum or staying out.

These pow iats  were Janowski, W ysokom azowiecki, Skiem iewicki, Siedlecki, Lomzynski, Losicki, 
Radzynski, Zamojski, Wegrowski and Lubelski.
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Belarus^^ N one o f  the regions in the C zech R epublic, Estonia, L ithuania, S lovakia or 

Hungary reported a m ajority vote against accession. In all seven countries, turnout 

displays considerable variation across regions; in the C zech R epublic and Hungary, 

turnout varies m uch m ore than the Yes vote (the corresponding coefficients o f  

variation are 6.9%  for tu rnout vs 3.1%  for the Y es vote in the Czech R epublic and 

11.1% and 2.3% , respectively, in H ungary).

Table 4.4 reports the sum m ary statistics for the socio-econom ic indicators used to
no

explain voting and turnout at the regional level. All seven countries report 

considerable regional variation in unem ploym ent and w ages. W hile unem ploym ent is 

m oderate in the C zech R epublic and H ungary, it reaches double digits in Latvia, 

Estonia, S lovakia and Poland. F inally, Poland stands out am ong the new  m em bers as 

having a large share o f  em ploym ent in the agricultural sector.’^

4.5 Regional Determinants o f Support for EU Membership

As Tables 4 .1, 4.2 and 4.3 illustrate support for EU m em bership , as revealed in the 

opinion polls and the actual referendum  results, varies considerably  across and also 

w ithin countries. The variation in turnout is even greater. T he first step in the analysis 

is to study the determ inants o f  support for EU m em bership  and turnout as reflected in 

the regional results o f  the EU accession referenda. Both support for m em bership and 

turnout are analysed separately, as it is possible that those w ho opposed EU 

m em bership may have chosen not to vote, hoping that their abstention w ould be m ore 

effective in keeping the tu rnout below  the legally m andated m inim um  threshold, thus 

rendering the result invalid. A s the prim ary interest o f  this chapter is to determ ine 

w hether patterns o f  support can be generalised across the seven candidate countries 

and because each referendum  was held w ith essentially  the sam e underlying question, 

the regional data is pooled across all countries. H ow ever, individual country analysis 

are also carried out and are reported in A ppendix  4A. T he choice o f  explanatory

These rajons were Daugavpils city, Daugavpils, Rezekne, Kraslavas and Ludzas.
Descriptive statistics for the individual-level analysis are omitted to save space. They are available 

from the author upon request.
Table 4.4 reports simple, unweighted means o f  the various indicators. Nation-wide, nearly 20% o f  

Polish employment is in agriculture.

157



Chapter 4: Who is in Favour o f  Enlargement?

variables for the pooled regressions is then dictated by the need to find the ‘sm allest 

com m on denom inator’ in term s o f  availability  and com parability  o f  data across 

countries. Therefore, both support for m em bership and turnout are regressed on 

regional unem ploym ent rates, average w ages and em ploym ent in the m ain branches o f  

the econom y: agriculture, industry (w hich also includes construction), and services (as 

the om itted category).*® A ll regressions also contain country  dum m ies. In addition, the 

regressions are w eighted by the total num ber o f  votes cast in each region to account 

for the different num bers o f  regions per country and the relative sizes o f  the regions.

4.5.1 Pooled Regional Results

The results obtained concern ing  the support for EU m em bership  are reported in Table 

4.5, w hile those for partic ipation  are in Table 4.6. Four regression equations are 

reported in each table. First, support and participation are regressed on regional 

unem ploym ent and average w age alone, then the shares o f  em ploym ent in agriculture 

and industry are added and finally, a dum m y that d istinguishes d istricts surrounding 

m ajor urban centres in the C zech Republic, Hungary, S lovakia and L ithuania is added 

to the previous two regression specifications.*' This last dum m y is included to 

d istinguish suburban regions from  other rural areas that m ay have sim ilar econom ic 

conditions but are far aw ay from  m ajor cities -  residents o f  suburban regions often 

w ork in the nearby city and therefore their political p references m ay be closer to those 

o f  urban dw ellers rather than  to those o f  rural residents.

The results for support and partic ipation are quite d issim ilar, suggesting that different 

considerations w ere driv ing voting  behaviour and partic ipation in the referenda. The 

unem ploym ent rate is w eakly  and negatively related to support for EU m em bership in 

m odels 1 and 3, how ever it is positive and significant (a t the 1% level) w hen the 

structure o f  em ploym ent is controlled for in m odels 2 and 4. In contrast, higher 

unem ploym ent rates translate  into lower participation in the referenda (at the 1% 

level). The opposite holds for w ages: they have no statistical im pact in the regressions

Results o f  the country-by-country analysis, and results obtained w ith additional explanatory variables 
are reported in Appendix 4A .

These urban centres are the fo llo w in g  (with the corresponding suburban regions in parentheses): 
Prague (Prague East and W est), P lzen (P lzen South and North and R ok ycan y), Brno (B rno-vicin ity), 
Budapest (Pest), Bratislava (M alacky, Pezinok and Senec), K osice  (K osice -v ic in ity ), A lytus (A lytus- 
region), Kaunas (K aunas-region), K laipeida (K laipeida-region) and V iln ius (V iln ius-region).
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for support and have a positive and significant sign in those for participation (although 

the estim ated coefficients are at best m arginally significant). A s discussed above, it is 

not clear w hether low er tu rnout in high-unem ploym ent and low wage regions (w ith 

the qualification that the results for w ages are not highly significant) indicates 

indifference or opposition tow ards EU m em bership. N evertheless, these results show 

that w hile depressed regions tend to have a significantly  low er turnout rate, the voters 

who do cast their votes in these regions show  greater support for EU m em bership — 

possibly in anticipation o f  m em bership im proving their reg ions’ econom ic malaise.

The second colum ns show  that when em ploym ent in the m ain sectors o f  the econom y 

are added (except for L atvia and Lithuania for w hich com parable em ploym ent data is 

not available), the share o f  em ploym ent in agriculture is negatively correlated w ith 

support for EU m em bership and (along w ith the share o f  em ploym ent in industry) also 

w ith turnout. Thus, it appears that w orkers in these sectors fear they will lose out, or at 

least, do not expect to  benefit as m uch from accession com pared to the service sector 

(the om itted category). In particular, the negative im pact o f  em ploym ent in agriculture 

on support for accession and turnout m ay also reflect fears concerning the opening up 

o f  the m arket for agricultural goods and disappointm ent w ith the low level o f  subsides 

from the CA P that farm ers in the new  m em ber countries w ill receive. Sim ilarly, the 

negative coefficient obtained for industrial em ploym ent m ay be m otivated by fears 

that m em bership in the EU will accelerate the dow nsizing o f  inefficient firms.

The suburban dum m y only has a w eak negative im pact on support for m em bership in 

m odel 3, how ever this effect disappears when the em ploym ent variables are included. 

In addition, it has no im pact in the participation m odel. This suggests that suburban 

districts do not display d ifferent preferences regarding support for m em bership and 

participation than regions w ith com parable econom ic conditions that are further aw ay 

from  m ajor cities. F inally , the coefficients on country dum m ies are all strongly 

significant, both for support and participation, indicating that there are im portant 

differences in support for EU m em bership across countries beyond those can be 

attributed to d ifferent ob jective econom ic conditions (at least as m easured by the very 

basic indicators used in this analysis). Poland, H ungary, S lovakia and Lithuania 

display  higher support for m em bership than the C zech R epublic (the om itting 

category), w hile Estonia and Latvia display low er support. In regards turnout, the
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Poles, Estonians, Latvians and L ithuanians w ere m ore likely to turnout out to vote, 

than the C zechs, w hile H ungarians w ere less likely to  tu rnout to vote.

4.6 Individual Determinants of Support for EU Membership

The previous section found that support for m em bership  w as h igher but turnout was 

low er in depressed regions. It also observed that both support for accession and 

turnout w ere low er in regions with a large share o f  em ploym ent in agriculture and 

industry. These results w ere obtained at an aggregate level -  by analysing regional 

variation in support for m em bership and participation. W hile these results yield 

valuable insights for our understanding o f  pro-EU  sentim ent in the candidate 

countries, as they w ere obtained at the regional level, their extension to the individual- 

voter level is not straightforw ard. Therefore, this section extends this analysis by using 

data from  the M arch/A pril 2002 CCEB survey.

4.6.1 Model 1: Determinants o f  Voting Intentions

The dependent variable in m odel 1 is based on responses to the follow ing question: 

“And if  there w ere to be a referendum  tom orrow  on the question o f  (our country)’s 

m em bership, w ould you personally  vote for or against it?” The possible answers 

included: “ for” , “ against”, and “ 1 w ould not go to vote” . A s in the preceding section, 

both the support for EU m em bership and partic ipation in the referendum  are 

considered. A s “not going to  vote” was presented as one o f  the alternatives in parallel 

w ith voting for or against accession, the responden ts’ choices are analysed jo in tly  by 

m eans o f  a m ultinom ial logit regression^^ (see appendix 3E for a presentation o f  the 

M NL m odel and a discussion o f  the applicability  o f  d ifferent statistical m ethods to 

decisions situations with m ultiple choices). This m ethod requires that one o f  the 

choices is designated as the base category, therefore, to m ake the interpretation o f  the

A H eckm an Probit Selection  m odel w as also estim ated, due to a p ossib le  selection  bias, whereby  
voters could potential m ake tw o d ecision s- first, they m ust decide w hether to vote  or not and second, 
contingent on stage 1, they must then decide whether to vote  Y es or N o . H ow ever, both theoretically  
and em pirically the H eckm an Probit m odel w as an inappropriate ch o ice . First, given  that the question  
asked in the survey w as posed as a s in g le  question w ith 3 ch o ices 1) V ote  Y es, 2 ) V ote N o , 3 ) D o Not 
V ote, the respondent had to m ake the decision  sim ultaneously, not sequentially  as m odelled in a 
H eckm an Probit. Second, due to the high number o f  parameters, the m odel w ou ld  only  converge when  
the majority o f  the explanatory variables w ere excluded .
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coefficient estimates straightforward, “voting against” is designated as the base 

category.

A number o f  socio-economic variables, similar to those employed in Chapter 3, are 

included among the explanatory variables: gender, marital status, age (including a 

quadratic term), number o f children in the household, number o f household members, 

dummies for education, occupation and place o f  residence (village, small town or 

city), respondents’ history o f unemployment (number o f unemployment spells over 

the past five years) and household income or standard o f  living. Concerning the latter, 

regressions estimated using self-reported well-being (rich, comfortable, average, 

getting along or poor, with rich/comfortable being the reference category) are 

reported. The results obtained with nationally based income quartiles and an indicator 

stating whether the respondent considers their household income higher than 

necessary, sufficient or insufficient to meet their household’s needs (insufficient 

income being the omitted category) are qualitatively very similar and therefore are not 

reported (they can be obtained from the author upon request). Finally, a number o f 

dummy variables indicating the respondent’s country are also included in order to take 

account o f country specific effects.

4.6.2 Results o f  Model 1

The results o f model 1 are presented in Table 4.7. The first column presents the 

coefficient estimates for the probability o f choosing ""voting in fa v o u r ” compared to 

""voting against". The second column, similarly, reports the coefficient estimates 

characterising the probability o f choosing ""not vo ting” compared to ""voting against”. 

In addition, as the coefficients in MNL models are difficult to interpret since they 

correspond to the relative effect o f each independent variable on the log-odds ratio of 

a given party in comparison to the base category, the marginal effects are also 

reported beside the coefficient estimates.

In order to interpret how the various factors affect respondents’ choices over the three 

alternative courses o f  action (voting in favour, voting against or not participating), one 

has to consider both sets o f  results jointly. Accordingly, women are less likely than 

men to participate in the referendum, whereas the opposite holds for married
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respondents. However, neither gender nor m arital status is correlated w ith supporting 

m em bership am ong those who intend to  vote. O lder respondents are less likely to 

choose either voting in favour or abstaining, suggesting that age is correlated with the 

probability o f  voting against EU m em bership (the relationship is U -shaped, so that 

support and non-participation start increasing again once the respondent reaches 50 

years o f  age). H igher education and being a student both increase the likelihood o f 

participating and voting in favour o f  EU m em bership. H aving a w hite-collar 

occupation, a higher standard o f  living (or h igher incom e), and living in a tow n or city 

are all associated with h igher support for accession but do not affect the choice 

betw een voting against or not participating. C urrent unem ploym ent and having 

experienced tw o or m ore unem ploym ent spells in the past have an opposite effect on 

participation, suggesting that unem ployed respondents are m ore likely to participate, 

except for those who have a history o f  m ultip le past unem ploym ent spells. N either 

being currently unem ployed nor having had unem ploym ent spells in the past, 

how ever, affects the respondents’ support for the EU (unem ploym ent m ay lower 

support for accession indirectly because it low ers the respondents’ w ell-being but does 

not appear to have an effect going beyond that). Farm ers, finally, are less likely to cast 

a vote in favour o f  EU m em bership and, even m ore so, less likely to abstain, 

indicating that farm ers are quite strongly opposed to entering the EU.

Even after controlling for individual characteristics, the country dum m ies rem ain 

strongly significant, indicating that there are im portant differences in attitudes tow ards 

the EU at the aggregate level. In particular, m ost countries, w ith the exception o f 

R om ania and H ungary, are less supportive o f  the accession than B ulgaria (w hich is the 

om itted country), with M alta, Estonia, L atv ia and S lovenia appearing especially 

sceptical about accession. Interestingly, Turkey, w hich appeared strongly pro-EU  

(along with Bulgaria, H ungary and R om ania) w hen review ing aggregate num bers, 

turns out less enthusiastic about EU m em bership  after individual characteristics are 

controlled for. It is interesting to note that B ulgaria, H ungary, R om ania and Slovakia, 

w hich show relatively high rates o f  support for EU m em bership, have also higher rates 

o f  intended non-participation than the o ther countries. This indicates that the high 

aggregate levels o f  support for EU m em bership  in these countries m ay in fact disguise 

the fact the opponents o f  accession tend to choose non-participation rather than cast a 

negative vote.
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4.6.3 Model 2: Attitudes towards the EU  and Voting Intentions

Voters in any election are faced with two distinct decisions: they must first decide 

whether to participate or not and, second, they must choose how to cast their vote. The 

analysis so far could only investigate the attitudes towards EU membership for those 

respondents who indicated that they would participate in the referendum. This is 

dictated by the data, as the respondents who did not intend to vote (or were undecided) 

were not asked which outcome they would, nevertheless, prefer. It is possible, 

however, to obtain an insight into the preferences of abstainers by using a question 

that asks respondents whether they think their country will benefit from EU 

membership {^'Taking everything into consideration, would you say that (our country) 

could get advantages or not from  being a member o f  the European Union?'"). Cross- 

tabulating responses to this question with those on intended voting indicates that 

voting intentions are indeed closely correlated with expectations on gains from 

membership: only approximately 5% of those who intend to vote in favour of 

accession think that their country could not gain from it; among those opposed to EU 

membership, 15% expect their country to gain nonetheless.

Respondents are therefore divided into four groups: (1) those who believe their 

country will not benefit from membership and do not intend to participate, (2) those 

who believe their country will not benefit from membership but intend to participate, 

(3) those who believe their country will benefit from membership but do not intend to 

participate, and (4) those who believe their country will benefit from membership and 

intend to participate. Again, a multinomial logit model is employed to analyse 

respondents’ decisions over multiple choices. The EU pessimistic respondents who 

intend to vote, i.e. 2, (this being the second largest category of the four) is designated 

as the base category. Regression results with income measured again by self-reported 

well-being are reported in Table 4.8.

4.6.4 Results o f  Model 2

The results for the EU optimists who intend to vote are similar to those obtained 

above for the Yes vote -  not surprisingly, as the two regression equations are

The results w ith the other tw o m easures o f  incom e are qualitatively very sim ilar and therefore are not 
reported here but can be obtained from the author upon request.
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estimated over very similar supports. As before one should consider results across all 

three categories jointly to make proper inferences about attitudes towards the EU. 

Women are less likely to participate, however, there is little difference between those 

who are optimistic and those who are pessimistic about EU membership. Married 

respondents are less likely to be non-voting pessimists and, therefore, more likely to 

belong in any o f the three remaining categories. Both o f  these results further refine the 

findings reported previously. The probability o f being an optimist (voting or not) falls 

with age so that older people tend to be less enthusiastic about accession, but the 

effect again appears U-shaped, at least for those who intend to vote, and becomes 

positive after reaching approximately the age o f 62 (a similar finding to the preceding 

chapter). Students, those with university education and white-collar professionals are 

more likely to be optimists and cast their vote and less likely to be non-voting 

pessimists (i.e., education and skill are also positively correlated with overall 

participation). Again, farmers appear strongly sceptical about the entry into the EU. 

The pattern for subjective well-being is similar across all three categories: poorer 

respondents are less likely to belong to any category and thus are more likely to be 

pessimistic about accession and also participate in the referendum; this effect is 

particularly strong for the least affluent group. Finally, while current unemployment 

does not significantly affect any category, those who had been unemployed at least 

twice in the past are more likely to be optimistic about accession, but abstain from 

voting. Thus, while unemployment experience does not make people more pessimistic 

about EU membership, it does discourage them from voting in the referendum -  a 

finding that is similar to the one obtained for unemployment in the regional analysis.

4.6.5 MNL and Tests o f  IIA

As seen in the preceding chapter, it is necessary to carry out both the Hausman and 

Small-Hsiao test in order to test whether the IIA assumption holds in the two MNL 

models. The results o f both tests are reported in Appendix 4B. Neither the Hausman 

test for Model 1 and Model 2 or the Small-Hsiao test for model 1 reject the null 

hypothesis that IIA holds. However, the Small-Hsiao tests show that the llA 

assumption is violated for model 2. This suggests that the MNL results for model 2 

should be interpretation with caution. The following section summarises and discusses 

the results.
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4.7 Discussion

EU m em bership  is w idely expected to bring large gains to the ten countries that 

entered in M ay 2004. Yet, in recent opinion polls as well as in the referenda on 

accession that took  place in the course o f  2003, support for EU entry was far from 

overw helm ing. In a num ber o f  cases (for exam ple M alta, the C zech R epublic and 

Estonia), it appeared conceivable beforehand that the referendum  w ould not pass. 

A lthough all the referenda eventually  resulted in an endorsem ent for accession, these 

high rates o f  support often disguised very low rates o f  vo ter turnout. In som e countries 

(e.g., Poland and S lovakia), the turnouts barely exceeded the legally m andated 50%  

threshold that w as required to m ake the vote binding.

This chapter sheds som e light on these developm ents by analysing the regional and 

individual determ inants o f  support for accession and vo ters’ participation in the 

referenda. It is argued that accession will affect the citizens o f  the new  m em ber 

countries in tw o ways: through efficiency gains and new  econom ic opportunities 

arising from  accession to the European Single M arket, and by being included in the 

EU -w ide system  o f  redistribution via Structural and C ohesion funds and the Com m on 

A gricultural Policy. H ow ever, each effect will have different im plications for the 

various socio-econom ic groups, with som e gaining and others undoubtedly losing. By 

relating voting behaviour in the referenda or voting intentions as expressed in opinion 

polls, to regional and individual socio-econom ic characteristics, it is possible to 

identify the w inners and losers o f  this EU enlargem ent.

The em pirical results fm d that those w ith favourable and relatively flexible hum an 

capital tend to  support EU m em bership. In particular, those w ith high education (or 

still in school), w hite-co llar occupations, high incom e, young age and living in urban 

areas are m ore likely to participate in the accession referenda and vote in favour o f  EU 

m em bership. S im ilarly, regions w ith favourable econom ic conditions (low  

unem ploym ent and high w ages) display greater tu rnout (albeit not greater support). In 

contrast, and surprisingly, those who should in principle benefit from  redistribution in 

the EU -  the elderly , blue-collar workers, less educated, those w ith repeated history o f 

unem ploym ent, those living in rural areas and also those living in underdeveloped or 

agricultural regions -  tend to be against accession and/or do not vote. H ence, it
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appears that the nationals o f  the new  m em ber states tend to put a greater w eight on the 

gains from im proved efficiency and new opportunities, w hile they discount potential 

benefits from receiving subsidies from the richer EU m em ber states. The latter 

conclusion appears surprising at first sight, how ever it seem s w arranted given that the 

transfers which the new  m em bers will receive have been revised and in effect scaled 

dow n considerably com pared  to expectations, and also relative to the transfers 

received by other less developed entrants in the w ake o f  previous enlargem ents.

A nother plausible explanation is that voters perceive accession to the EU as a natural 

continuation, and indeed ultim ate outcom e, o f  the post-com m unist transition from 

central planning to a m arket econom y, and therefore their support for EU m em bership 

reflects w hether they gained or lost from m arket-oriented reform s (and w hether they 

expect to gain from further liberalisation and intensification o f  com petition). Indeed, 

the supporters o f  EU m em bership  tend to have sim ilar socio-econom ic profiles as 

voters o f  liberal, pro-reform  parties (see F idrm uc, 2000a,b; Jackson, K lich and 

Poznahska, 2001; Doyle and Fidrm uc, 2003; and C hapters 2 and 3). Furtherm ore, 

m em bership in the EU, and eventually  in the EM U , will im pose im portant constraints 

on national fiscal policy and thus the ability o f  governm ents to com pensate those 

m ade worse o ff  by accession as well as the on-going reform  process (V lachos, 2003, 

m akes a sim ilar point about voting in the Sw edish referendum  preceding that 

country’s EU entry in 1995).

Finally, and im portantly, these findings show  that voters in the new  states supported 

accession holding greater efficiency and econom ic integration rather than fiscal 

transfers as their prim ary m otivation. There is little political will am ong the EU-15 

m em bers to finance th is enlargem ent by extending the transfers and subsidies to the 

ten new m em ber countries w ithout a substantial reform  o f  the redistribution system . 

T he voters in the new m em bers appear to be aw are o f  this but they approved the 

accession nonetheless. Thus, w hile the scaling dow n o f  the scope for transfers and 

subsidies (relative to initial expectations) probably helped drive down the support for 

EU m em bership, the o ther benefits (efficiency im provem ents but also increased

A study by Tucker, Pacek and Berinsky (2002), using the 1996 Eurobarom eter survey, also found 
that regardless o f  dem ographic characteristics, the “w inners” from transition are m ore likely to support 
accession to the EU than the “ losers” .
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political and econom ic stability) m ade the prospect o f  EU m em bership sufficiently 

attractive to sw ay a critical m ass o f  voters in favour o f  accession.
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4 A Tables

Table 4.1 Intended Voting in EU Referenda (Spring 2002 CCEB)
Country In favour Against WiU N ot Vote DK /RA Respondents
Bulgaria 72.6 6.8 6.9 13.7 1000
Cyprus 65.4 17.2 3.8 13.6 500
Czech Rep. 50.8 18.4 13.5 17.3 1000
Estonia 43.4 27.4 15.8 13.4 1010
Hungary 74.0 5.8 7.2 13.0 1020
Latvia 41.8 36.8 8.4 13.0 1000
Lithuania 50.3 16.7 10.6 22.4 1015
Malta 42.2 34.0 5.0 18.8 500
Poland 53.3 24.1 13.4 9.2 2000
Romania 84.3 3.6 3.5 8.6 1049
Slovakia 68.1 9.9 11.2 10.7 1067
Slovenia 55.3 27.4 6.2 11.1 1002
Turkey 69.8 23.4 2.3 4.4 2000
CC’s total 60.2 19.4 8.5 11,9 14163

S ou rce: Candidate Countries Eurobarom eter (C C E B ), M arch/April 20 0 2 , Gallup Europe

N otes: The table reports answ ers to the fo llow in g  question: “W ould you personally vote  for or against it [EU  
m em bership]?” D K /R A  stands for ‘D o n ’t k n o w ’ and ‘R efuse to answ er’ responses.

Table 4.2 Resu ts of Referenda on EU Accession
Country Turnout

%
Yes
%

N o
%

Support®
% Date Recent

Turnout^
C^'prus'’ n.a. 58 25 n.a. Autumn, 2002 n.a.
Malta 91.0 54 46 49.1 March 8, 2003 97.0 (2003)
Slovenia 60.3 90 10 54.3 March 23, 2003 70.1 (2000)
Hungary’ 45,6 84 16 38.3 Apnl 12, 2003 70.5 (2002)
Lithuania 63.3 91 9 57.6 May 10-11,2003 58.2 (2000)
Slovakia 52.2 93 7 48.5 May 17, 2003 70.0 (2002)
Poland 58.9 77 23 45.4 June 7-8, 2003 46.3 (2001)
Czech Republic 55.2 77 23 42.5 June 13-14, 2003 58.0 (2002)
Estonia 63.0 67 33 42.1 Sept. 14, 2003 58.2 (2003)
Latvia 72.5 67 32 48.6 Sept. 20, 2003 71.5 (2002)

S ou rce: Gallup Europe, Enlargem ent Poll M onitor (htlp://wvvw.gallup-europe.be/epm /). and 

E lectionworld.org.

N otes: Candidate countries are ordered chronologically , according to the referenda dates. O nly countries that 
w ill be part o f  the next enlargem ent are included.

“ Percentage o f  e lig ib le  voters w h o supported accession .

*’ Cyprus approved EU m em bership w ithout holding a referendum ; the results o f  the latest available opinion  
poll are therefore reported.

Participation rate in the m ost recent parliamentary e lection  (the year to w hich the figure refers is in 
parentheses).
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Table 4.3 Regional Results of EU Referenda
Country Turnout [%] Yes V ote [%]

M ean St.D ev. M ean St.Dev.
Czech Republic 55.36 3.82 76.33 2,33
Estonia 62.46 3.38 65.33 4.03
Hungary 44.32 4.96 84.25 1.93
Latvia 70.91 5.51 69.36 13.31
Lithuania 63.25 5.70 90.40 3.52
Poland 56.11 5.82 74.35 10.33
Slovakia 51.27 5.59 92.82 2.35

N otes: M eans are com puted as averages across regions and as such are different from the nationw ide results 
reported in Table 4.1.

Table 4.4 Descriptive Statistics of Regional Indicators
Country U nem ploym ent 

Rate [Vo]
Average W age  
[local currency] Agriculture [%] Industry and 

Construction [%]
Czech Republic 9.94' 13,940.82' 6.90' 48.74'

(4.15) (1363.39) (4.34) (7.96)
Estonia 10.88 "I 5,073.94 J 12.63 31.69‘i

(3.88) (999.24) (6.89) (5.34)
Latvia 11.65' 119.09 >>

(6.52) (24.08)
Lithuania 13.33' 842.50'

(4.93) (156.64)
Hungary 6.07' 91,059.95' 5.85' 39.99'

(2.07) (13252.59) (2.38) (7.45)
Poland 17.77 *> 1,636.86» 41.35>> 26.20 •>

(6.55) (220.93) (24.74) (12.91)
Slovakia 15.09' 12697.23' 6.86' 40.96'

(6.88) (26(K),43) (3.43) (8.53)

S ources: Regional data w as obtained from the central statistical offices o f  the individual countries.

N otes: Agriculture, industry and construction are expressed as shares in total em ploym ent. M eans are 
com puted as averages across regions (standard deviation in parenthesis) and as such are different from the 
nationwide values. D ata pertain to: “ 1999; ’’ 2000, 2001; ** 2 0 0 2 ; ' first h a lf o f  2003.
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Table 4.5 Regional Determinants of Support for EU Membership; Pooled Data
P o o l e d  Y e s  V o t e (1) (2) (3) (4)
Unemployment Rate -0.135* 0.193*** -0.137* 0.190***

(0.071) (0.035) (0.071) (0.035)

Wage Ratio 0.531 -0.530 0.480 -0.474
(2.558) (1.750) (2.572) (1.764)

Agriculture -0.300*** -0.299***
(0.018) (0.018)

Industry & Construction 0.031 0.033
(0.028) (0.028)

Poland 0.523 6.821*** 0.421 6.749***
(0.871) (0.704) (0.869) (0.706)

Hungary' 6.029*** 7 077*** 6.121*** 7.183***
(0.779) (0.863) (0.728) (0.802)

Slovakia 17.188*** 15.818*** 17.125*** 15.785***
(0.593) (0.655) (0.596) (0.653)

Estonia -10.293*** -9.561*** -10.405*** -9.612***
(1.081) (1.400) (1.084) (1.400)

Latvia -10.521*** -10.631***
(3.056) (3.058)

Lithuania 14.118*** 1 4

(0.831) (0.829)
Suburb -1.941* -1.683

(1.013) (1.138)
Constant 77 981*** 76.415*** 78.159*** 76.341***

(2.664) (2.550) (2.686) (2.546)

R-Squared 0.3859 0.7851 0.3869 0.7859
F-Statistic 313.93 305.6 276.07 273.46
P-value 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
N o. o f  Observations 658 565 658 565

N otes: All estim ated w ith pooled O LS, heteroskedasticity-robust standard errors are in parentheses. 
U nem ploym ent rate is in percent. W age ratio is the ratio o f  regional average w age to  the national average 
wage. Agriculture and industry/construction are percentage shares o f  total em ploym ent, w ith services 
being the omitted category (structure o f  em ploym ent is not available for Latvia and Lithuania). The Czech 
R epublic is the om itted category w ith respect to country dum m ies. The regressions are w eighted by the 
total num ber o f  votes cast in each region to account for the different num bers o f  regions per country and 
the relative sizes o f  the regions. S ignificance levels: 1%, *♦ 5%  and • 10%.
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Table 4.6 Regional Determinants of Participation in EU Referenda: Pooled Data
Pooled T urnout (1) (2) (3) (4)
Unem ploym ent Rate -0 .467*** -0.302*** -0.466*** -0.299***

(0 .057) (0 .034) (0 .057) (0 .034)

Wage Ratio 6.191* 3.321 6.218* 3.249
(3 .288) (2 .433) (3.300) (2.495)

Agriculture -0.203*** -0.204***
(0 .014) (0 .013)

Industry & Construction -0 .086** -0.089***
(0.034) (0 .034)

Poland 6.022*** 8.898*** 6.077*** 8.991***
(0 .773) (0 .833) (0 .777) (0 .840)

Hungary -10.362*** -10.775*** -10.411*** -10.910***
(1.774) (1.572) (1.832) (1.646)

Slovakia 0 .3 3 0 -0 .913 0 .3 6 4 -0.871
(0.894) (0 .925) (0 .889) (0 .914)

Estonia 9.746*** 8.629*** 9.807*** 8.695***
(1.002) (1.113) (0 .998) (1.113)

Latvia 17.459*** 17.518***
(1.028) (1.032)

Lithuania 9.493*** 9.478***
(1.451) (1.446)

Suburb 1.044 2.166
(1.490) (1.824)

Constant 53.456*** 59.764*** 53.360*** 59.859***
(3 .339) (2.244) (3.321) (2 .259)

R-Squared 0 .612 0 .774 0 .612 0 .776
F-Statistic 71.99 220 .22 64 .20 197.71
P-value 0 .0 0 0 0 .000 0 .000 0 .000
N o . o f  Observations 658 565 658 565

Notes: All estimated with pooled OLS, heteroskedasticity-robust standard errors are in parentheses. 
Unemployment rate is in percent. Wage ratio is the ratio o f  regional average wage to the national average 
wage. Agriculture and industry/construction are percentage shares o f total employment, with services 
being the omitted category (structure o f  employment is not available for Latvia and Lithuania). The Czech 
Republic is the omitted category with respect to country dummies. The regressions are weighted by the 
total number o f votes cast in each region to account for the different numbers o f  regions per country and 
the relative sizes o f the regions. Significance levels: •** 1%, ♦♦ 5% and ♦ 10%.
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Table 4.7 MNL; Individual Determinants of Support for EU Membership

Base: Vote N o
Vote Yes WiU N o t Vote

C oef St. Error Marg. Effect C oef St. Error Marg. Effect
Female -0.041 (0.052) -0.027 0.373*** (0.083) 0,026
Married/remarried/cohabiting -0.017 (0.063) 0.013 -0.306*** (0.096) -0,020
Age -0.040*** (0.010) -0.005 -0.058*** (0.016) -0,002
Age squared. 0.0004*** (O.O(K)l) 0.000 0.0005*** (0.0002) 0.000
Number of children 0.025 (0.025) 0.001 0.063* (0.039) 0.003
Household size -0.029 (0.023) -0.006 0.011 (0.036) 0.002
Education: Secondar}' 0.142* (0.075) 0.047 -0.399*** (0,117) -0.032
Education: University 0.353*** (0.089) 0.084 -0.463*** (0,141) -0.042
Student 0.342*** (0.138) 0.081 -0.564*** (0,211) -0.042
Self-employed -0.137 (0.117) -0.018 -0.178 (0,205) -0.004
White-collar professional 0.202** (0.085) 0.042 -0.107 (0,138) -0.016
House person 0.017 (0.10,3) 0.011 -0.151 (0,174) -0.010
Unemployed 0.056 (0.102) 0.023 -0.271* (0,167) -0.018
Retired -0.032 (0.102) -0.008 0.029 (0,161) 0,004
Farmer/fisherman -0.319** (0.157) -0.028 -0.868*** (0,334) -0,031
Unemployment experience: once -0.045 (0.080) -0.010 0.029 (0,127) 0.004
Unemployment experience: 
twice/more 0.019 (0.101) -0.013 0.286* (0,160) 0.019

Well-being: average -0.422*** (0.090) -0.077 -0.084 (0,156) 0.017
Well-being: getting along -0.767*** (0.094) -0.144 -0.170 (0,161) 0.029
Well-being: poor/very poor -1.098*** (0.112) -0.226 -0.256 (0,182) 0.041
Small/mid-sized town 0.140** (0.062) 0.034 -0,153 (0,096) -0.017
City 0.239*** (0.066) 0.049 -0,104 (0,104) -0.018
Cyprus -1 377*** (0.195) -0.255 -1.543*** (0.331) -0.031
Czech Rep. -1.972*** (0.164) -0.428 -0.478** (0.224) 0.064
Estonia -2.239*** (0.158) -0.475 -0.699*** (0.216) 0.052
Hungary -0.112 (0.190) -0,007 -0.296 (0.260) -0.012
Latvia -2.483*** (0.157) -0.501 -1.641*** (0.233) -0.013
Lithuania -1 594*** (0.166) -0.338 -0.535** (0,230) 0.040
Malta -2.653*** (0.187) -0.530 -2.067*** (0,315) -0.032
Poland -1.817*** (0.149) -0.374 -0.685*** (0,203) 0.039
Romania 0.845*** (0.236) 0.128 0.095 (0,317) -0.032
Slovakia -0.657*** (0.177) -0.134 -0.091 (0,238) 0,030
Slovenia -2.163*** (0.162) -0,434 -1.660*** (0,243) -0,019
Turkey -1.399*** (0158) -0,218 -2.699*** (0,276) -0,070
Constant 3,931*** (0.303) ~ 1.800*** (0,445) ~
Log likelihood -8000,1285
Pseudo R- 0,103
Wald X- 1418,71***
No. o f observations 11,263

N otes: Coefficient estimates and marginal effects are reported with heteroskedasticity-robust standard errors in 
parentheses. The dependent variable corresponds to the follow ing question: '^And i f  there w ere to be a 
referendum tom orrow on the question o f  (country) 's membership, w ould you  personally vote fo r  or against 
it?” Possible answers are ‘for’, ‘against’, and ‘w ill not vote’. Both equations are estimated jointly by 
multinomial logit with ‘will vote against EU membership’ being the base category. The omitted categories are: 
male, not married or not cohabiting, primary education, manual worker, no past unemployment experience, 
rich/very comfortable/comfortable well-being, village/rural area, and Bulgaria. Significance levels: **♦ 1%, *♦ 
5% and * 10%.
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Table 4.8 MNL: Interaction between Attitudes towards the EU and Intended Participation 
in Referendum

Base;
E U  pessim ist- will 
participate

E U  pessim ist — will not 
_______ participate_______

Coef. SB ME

E U  optim ist — w ill not 
______ participate______
Coef. SE ME

E U  optim ist — wiU 
participate

Coef. SE ME
-0.038 (0.055) -0.014

-0.080 (0.066) -0.006

Female
Married/remarried/cohabit
ing
Age
Age squared.
No. of children
Household size
Education: Secondary
Education: University
Student
Self-employed
White collar professional
House person
Unemployed
Retired
Farmer/fisherman 
UE experience: Once 
UE experience: 
twice/more 
Well-being: Average 
Well-being: Getting along 
Well-being: poor/very 
poor
Small/mid-sized town
City
Cyprus
Czech Rep.
Estonia
Hungary
Latvia
Lithuania
Malta
Poland
Romania
Slovakia
Slovenia
Turkey
Constant

0.270** (0 .138) 0.006

-0.409*** (0 .155) -0.007

-0.012 (0 .027) 0.000
0.0002 (0 .0002) 0.000
0.001 (0 .068) 0.000
0.000 (0 .059) 0.000
-0.278 (0 .193) -0.006

-0.503** (0 .231) -0.011
-1.057*** (0 .391) -0.016

-0.011 (0 .326) 0.000
-0.420* (0 .235) -0.009
-0.227 (0 .328) -0.005
-0.182 (0 .281) -0.003
0.262 (0 .246) 0.004
-0.194 (0 .394) 0.002
-0.279 (0 .229) -0.005

0.193 (0 .261) 0.003

-0.578** (0 .267) -0.002
-0.406 (0 .273) 0.005

-0.717** (0 .311) 0.004

_0.404*** (0 .163) -0.008
-0.174 (0 .17.3) -0.006

-1.975*** (0 .787) -0.015
-0.395 (0 .356) 0.022
-0.209 (0 .333) 0.028
-0.027 (0 .406) -0.003

-1.450*** (0 .378) -0.001
-0.177 (0 .359) 0.018

-3.003*** (0 .778) -0.016
-0.314 (0 .306) 0.021

0.337* (0 .176) 0.004

-0.172 (0 .217) -0.001

-0.065* (0 .038) 0.000
0.0005 (0 .0004) 0.000
-0.033 (0 .101) -0.001
0.033 (0 .082) 0.001
-0.319 (0 .308) -0.004
-0.285 (0 .355) -0.005
0.491 (0 .421) 0.003
0.017 (0 .475) 0.000
0.301 (0 .289) 0.002
0.322 (0 .373) 0.003
-0.141 (0 .374) -0.001
0.291 (0 .395) 0.003
-1.185 ( 1.048) -0.007
0.205 (0 .275) 0.003

0.740** (0 .305) 0.010

-0.344 (0 .287) 0.001
-0.442 (0 .306) 0.003

-1.145*** (0 .397) -0.002

0.027 (0 .203) 0.000
-0.334 (0 .246) -0.005
-0.618 (0 .811) 0.001
-0.293 (0 .596) 0.015
-0.088 (0 .587) 0.019
0.860 (0 .616) 0.011

-1.922*** (0 .724) -0.005
0.469 (0 .589) 0.028

-1.576** (0 .806) -0.002
-0.057 (0 .544) 0.018
0.295 (0.734) -0.001
0.663 (0.560) 0.025
-0.687 (0.593) 0.007

-0.037*** (0.011) -0.006
0.0003*** (0 .0001) 0.000

0.020 (0.026) 0.004
-0.017 (0.024) -0.003
0.080 (0.079) 0.021

0.241*** (0.093) 0.049
0.350** (0.147) 0.062
0.009 (0.126) 0.002

0.193** (0.089) 0.035
0.086 (0.109) 0.015
-0.013 (0.106) 0.001
0.051 (0.106) 0.002

-0.371** (0.159) -0.061
-0.009 (0 .083) 0.000

0.068 (0 .106) 0.000

-0.592*** (0.097) -0.095
-0.878*** (0 .102) -0.155

-1.316*** (0 .119) -0.261

0.077 (0 .065) 0.019
0.207*** (0 .069) 0.041
-0.976*** (0 .206) -0.182
-1.995*** (0 .164) -0.441
-1.946*** (0 .157) -0.434

0.180 (0 .195) 0.021
-2.395*** (0 .155) -0.508
-1,343*** (0 .167) -0.300
-2.482*** (0.188) -0.525
-1.762*** (0 .146) -0.379
0.514** (0 .209) 0.078

-0.886*** (0.168) -0.191
-1.943*** (0 .161) -0.415
-1.281*** (0 .156) -0.229

0.377 (0 .733) -0.388 ( 1.019) 4.091*** (0 .311)

Log likelihood 
Pseudo R2 
Wald X-
No. of observations

-6464.680
0.105

1179.10***
9853

Notes: Coefficient estimates and marginal effects are reported with heteroskedasticity-robust standard errors in 
parentheses. All three equations are estimated jointly by multinomial logit with ‘EU pessimist -  will participate’ 
being the base category. The dependent variable combines answers to the question ''Taking everything into 
consideration, would you say that (country) could get advantages or not from  being a member o f  the European 
Union?"" with an indication on intended participation in the referendum on EU membership. The omitted categories 
are: male, not married or cohabiting, primary education, manual worker, no past unemployment experience, 
rich/comfortable well-being, village/rural area, and Bulgaria. Significance levels: *** 1%, ** 5% and * 10%.

-0.115 (0 .446) -0.008
-0.179 (0 .359) 0.010

1.331*** (0 .379) -0.002
•2.630*** (0 .477) -0.020 799*** (0 .648) -0.007
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4B Appendices 

Appendix 4A

Table 4A.1 Regional Determinants of Voting on EU Membership; Czech Republic
Yes Vote (1) (2) (3) (4)
Unemployment 0.104** (0.048) 0.077 (0.059) 0.084 (0.072)

Log Wage 6.361** (2.662) -7.639* (4398) -7.688* (4286) -8.080* (4.265)

Agriculture ~ ~ -0.291*** (0.083) -0.301*** (0.109) -0 277*** (0.078)

Industry ~ ~ -0.193*** (0.056) -0.194*** (0.048) -0.211*** (0.054)

Construction ~ ~ 0.141 (0.193) 0.124 (0.140) 0.071 (0.185)

Public Services ~ ~ -0.328*** (0.098) -0.325*** (0.083) -0.356*** (0.093)

Urban
Population' ~ ~ ~ ~ -0.011 (0.046) ~ -

Vacancy Ratio ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 0.067*** (0.020)

Constant 14.627 (25..'i64) 166.156*** (46.168) 167.422*** (44.957) 172.038*** (44.725)

R-Squarcd 0.078 0.303 0.304 0.371
F-Statistic 5.090 6.500 3.080 9.240
P-value 0.009 0.000 0.081 0.000
No. of C)bs 77 77 77 77
Turnout (1) (2) (3) (4)
U nemployment -0.747*** (0.064) -0.680*** (0.085) -0.639*** (0.114)

Log Wage -4.536* (2.462) -7.479 (4.719) -7.775** (3.37.3) -0.745 (4.593)

Agriculture ~ ~ -0.018 (0.107) -0.078 (0.083) 0.039 (0.102)

Industry ~ ~ -0.101 (0.065) -0.108 (0.063) -0.148** (0.067)

ConstrULtion ~ ~ 0.062 (0.270) -0.042 (0.248) -0.213 (0.269)

Public Services ~ ~ -0.251** (0.124) -0.238* (0.114) -0.371*** (0.113)

Urban
Population'

~ ~ ~ ~ -0.065** (0.029) ~ ~

V'acancy Ratio ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ -0.200*** (0.029)

Constant 106.047*** (23.589) 143.796*** (49.097) 151.449*** (33.105) 81.262* (48.090)

R-Squared 0.634 0.668 0.686 0.581
F-Stadstic 67.610 26.220 20.610 18.770
P-value 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
No. o f Obs 77 77 77 77

Notes: Models 1, 2 and 4 estimated with OLS, heteroskedasticity-robust standard errors are in parentheses. 
Unemployment rate is in percent. Average wage is in local currency. Agriculture, industry, construction and 
public services are percentage shares o f  total employment, with commercial services being the omitted 
category. ’ As Urban Population is measured at the level o f  kraje (higher level o f  aggregation with 14 regions), 
model 3 is estimated using a survey linear regression to adjust the standard errors for this higher level o f  
aggregation. Significance levels: 1%, ♦♦ 5% and ♦ 10%.
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Table 4A.2 Regional Determinants of Voting on EU Membership; Estonia
Yes Vote (1) (2) (3) (4)
Unemployment -0.130 (0.367) 0.009 (0 .213) 0.193 (0.263) 0.379 (0 .299)

Log Wages 10.166** (3.644) 13.104* (6 .592) 33.335*** (10.934) 17.971*** (3.706)

Primary- Employment ~ ~ 0.215 (0 .155) ~ ~ ~ ~
Secondary Employment ~ ~ -0.332* (0 .155) ~ ~ ~ ~
Industrial Production 2001 ~ ~ ~ ~ -0.001* (0 .000)

Ethnic FSU ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ -0.259*** (0 .065)

Ethnic Others ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 2.356* (1.242)

Constant -19.835 (34.049) -38.538 (63 .471) -218.08** (92 .946) -92.843** (34 .069)

R-Squared 0.251 0.606 0.380 0.589
F-Statistic 8.160 18.540 3.980 29.040
P-value 0.005 0.000 0.035 0.000
No. o f Observations 16 16 16 16
T urnout (1) (2) (3) (4)
Unemployment -0.173 (0 .214) -0.114 (0.107) 0.081 (0 .134) 0.098 (0 .117)

Log Wages 13.740*** (2.004) 18.43*** (3 .149) 31.974*** (6 .748) 20.131*** (2 .406)

Primary Employment ~ ~ 0.214*** (0 .066) ~ -
Secondary Employment ~ ~ -0.115 (0 .072) ~ ~ ~ ~
Industrial Production 2001 ~ ~ ~ ~ 0.000** (0 .000) ~ ~
Ethnic FSU ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ -0.087** (0 .028)

Ethnic Others ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ -0.199 (0 .669)

Constant -52.671** (18.344) -92.30*** (28 .866) -208.7*** (56.973) -108.3*** (20 .450)

R-Squared 0.651 0.848 0.764 0.831
F-Statistic 34.290 31.170 18.220 32.560
P-value 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
No. o f Observations 16 16 16 16

N otes: Estimated with O L S, heteroskedasticity-robust standard errors are in parentheses. U nem ploym ent rate is in 
percent. Average w age is in local currency. Primary (agriculture, hunting, fish ing and forestry) and Secondary  
(m ining, manufacturing, e lectricity , gas and water, construction) em ploym ent are percentage shares o f  total 
em ploym ent, with tertiary (serv ices) em ploym ent being the om itted category. Industrial production is at current 
prices in dom estic currency at the regional level. Ethnic FSU  (R ussian , B elorussian , Ukrainian and Tatar) and Ethnic 
Others are percentage shares o f  total population, with Ethnic Estonians being the om itted category. S ign ificance  
levels; *** 1%, *♦ 5% and * 10%.

175



C hapter 4: Who is in Favour o f  Enlargement?

Table 4A.3 Regional Determinants of Voting on EU Membership; Latvia
Yes Vote (1) (2) (3)
Unemployment 
Log Wage 
Urban Population 
Ethnic Russians 
Other Minorities 
Constant 
R-Squared 
F-Statistic 
P-value
No. o f (Observations

-1.113*** (0 .249) 

-6.661 (10.207)

114.063** (50.375) 

0.256 
11.010 
0.000 

33

-1.083*** (0 .264) 

19.294 (15.033) 

-0.259** (0.111)

2.775 (68.987) 

0.482 
8.890 
0.000 

33

-0.061 (0 .205) 

24.183*** (5.088) 

0.043 (0 .058) 

-0.795*** (0.110) 
-0.394** (0 .181) 

-26.453 (24 .441) 

0.911 
61.310 
0.000 

33
T u rn o u t (1) (2) (3)
Unemployment 
Log Wage 
Urban Population 
Ethnic Russians 
Other Minorities 
Constant 
R-Squared 
F-Statistic 
P-value
No. o f Observations

-0.352*** (0.101) 
13.129** (5.325)

12.473 (26 .157) 

0.519 
24.630 
0.000 

33

-0.356*** (0 .098) 

10.310 (7 .302) 

0.028 (0 .043)

24.557 (34.047) 

0.535 
16.880 
0.000 

33

-0.258* (0 .148) 

11.427* (6.249) 

0.067 (0 .045) 

-0.053 (0 .079) 

-0.300*** (0 .095) 

20.466 (29.219) 

0.690 
12.030 
0.000 

33

N otes: Estimated with O LS, heterosicedasticity-robust standard errors are in parentheses. A verage w age is in local 
currency. Russians and O ther m inorities are the percentage shares o f  total population, with Latvians being the 
om itted category. U nem ploym ent rate is in percent. S ignificance levels; *** 1%, * 5% and * 10%.
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Table 4A.4 Regional Determinants of Voting on EU Membership: Hungary
Yes V ote (1) (2) (3)
Unemployment 0.218 (0.211) 0.072 (0.172) 0.072 (0.235)

Log Wage -1.391 (2.562) -3.996 (4.604) -3.995 (4.641)

Agriculture ~ -0.272 (0.290) -0.272 (0.323)
Industry ~ ~ 0.102 (0.223) 0.102 (0.272)

Construction ~ ~ -0.685 (0.625) -0.686 (0.823)

Public Services ~ ~ 0.117 (0.334) 0.117 (0.468)

Long Term Unemployment ~ ~ ~ ~ 0.000 (0.151)

Constant 98.79** (29.549) 126.969* (67.680) 126.968* (70.(M6)

R-Squared 0.087 0.323 0.323
F-Statistic 0.810 1.320 1.350
P-value 0.460 0.317 0.309
No. o f Observations 20 20 20
T u rn o u t (1) (2) (3)
Unemployment -0.431 (0.317) -0.359 (0.506) 0.380 (0.385)

Log Wage 26.485*** (3.550) 23.706* (11.498) 22.245** (8.917)
Agriculture - ~ -0.287 (0.531) -0.086 (0.404)
Industry ~ ~ -0.094 (0.365) 0.095 (0.310)
Construction ~ -1.586 (1.340) 0.083 (1.528)
Public Services ~ ~ -0.282 (0.525) 0.263 (0.448)

Long Term Unemployment ~ ~ ~ ~ -0.480** (0.204)
Constant -255.28*** (41.519) -204.290 (156.261) -201.403 (120.954)

R-Squarcd 0.631 0.677 0.770
F-Statistic 37.980 15.650 48.160
P-value 0.000 0.000 0.000
No. o f Observations 20 20 20

N otes: Estimated with O LS, heterosi<edasticity-robust standard errors are in parentheses. U nem ploym ent rate is in 
percent. Average w age is in local currency. A griculture, industry, construction and public services are percentage 
shares o f  total em ploym ent, w ith com m ercial services being the om itted category. Significance levels: ••• 1%, •• 
5% and * 10%.
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Yes Vote (1) (2) (3)
Unemployment 
Log Wages
Long-Term Unemployment
Entrepreneurs
Constant
R-Squared
F-Statistic
P-value
No. o f  Observations

0.000 (0 .036) 

7.188*** (1. 196)

25.032** (11.645) 

0.317 
27.430 
0.000 

79

-0.097 (0 .067) 

7.658*** (1.183) 

0.074* (0 .038)

18.718 ( 11.615) 

0.344 
18.860 
0.000 

79

0.117** (0 .050) 

5.396*** (1.256)

0.807*** (0 .236) 

35.777*** (11.605) 

0.413 
26.420 
0.000 

79
Turnout (1) (2) (3)
Unemployment 
Log Wages
Long-Term Unemployment
Entrepreneurs
Constant
R-Squared
F-Statistic
P-value
No. o f  Observations

0.138 (0 .095) 

16.192*** (3.954)

-103.531*** (38 .241) 

0.206 
9.180 
0.000 

79

0.077 (0 .160) 

16.489*** (4 .088) 

0.047 (0. 100)

-107.5 1 8 * * *  (40.056) 

0.207 
5.930 
0.001 

79

0.375*** (0 .122) 

12.554*** (3 .840)

1.639*** (0 .587) 

-81.717** (35.911) 

0.2751 
10.96 
0.000 

79

Notes: Estimated w ith O LS, heteroskedasticity-robust standard errors are in parentheses. U nem ploym ent rate is in 
percent. Average w age is in local currency. Long-term  unem ploym ent is the percentage o f  those w ho have been 
unem ployed for over 12 m onths. Entrepreneurs is the percentage o f  entrepreneurs (excluding fanners) in the 
population. S ignificance levels: *♦* 1%, 5% and * 10%.

Table 4A.6 Regional Determinants of Voting on EU Membership; Poland
Yes Vote (1) (2)
Unemployment 0.347* (0 .169) 0.412*** (0.112)

Log Wage -2.785 ( 19.678) -5.842 (6 .410)

Agriculture ~ ~ -0.325*** (0 .084)

Indus try/Construction ~ ~ 0.067 (0 .084)

Public Services ~ ~ -0.075 (0 .212)

Constant 88.702 (145.765) 123.525** (49.810)

R'Squared 0.052 0.732
F-Statistic 2.240 96.420
P-value 0.144 0.000
N o. o f  Observations 373 373
Turnout (1) (2)
Unemployment -0.236** (0.096) -0.182*** (0.061)

Log Wage -0.596 (8. 162) -2.143 (2.323)

Agriculture ~ ~ -0.238*** (0.034)

Industry/Construction ~ ~ -0.074 (0 .048)

Public Services ~ ~ -0.138* (0 .077)

Constant 64.764 (61. 186) 89.533*** ( 18.159)

R-Squared 0.069 0.654
F-Statistic 4.160 74.730
P-value 0.038 0.000
N o. o f  (Observations 373 373

N otes: Estimated w ith survey linear regression (to take account o f  log w ages w hich is m easured at a higher level 
o f  aggregation). Standard errors are in parentheses. U nem ploym ent rate is in percent. A verage wage is in local 
currency. A griculture, industry, construction and public services are percentage shares o f  total em ploym ent, with 
com m ercial services being the om itted category. Significance levels: *** 1%, ** 5%  and ♦ 10%.
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Appendix 4B

Hausman and Small- Isiao Tests of IIA Assumption

Choices
H ausm an  T est Sm all-H siao T est

X=(df) Result X^(df) Result

Vote Yes -20.17(34) For Ho 33.39(35) For Ho
M odel 1 Do not Vote -8.42(34) For Ho 31.13(35) For Ho

EU Pessimist- 
Wili not Vote -0.25(68) For Ho 98.29(35)*** Against Ho

M odel 2 EU Optimist- 
Wili not Vote 0.86(68) For Ho 74.47(35)*** Against Ho

EU Optimist- 
Will Vote -9.59(68) For Ho 117.99(35)*** Against Ho

N ote: Ho: Odds are independent o f  other alternatives
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CHAPTER 5 

Testing for East-West Similarities: 

Determinants of Support for European 

Integration within the EU-25

Summary
This chapter investigates w hether the patterns o f  support for European integration found 

within the EU-15 m em ber states are replicated in the new m em bers states o f  C entral and 

Eastern Europe i.e., w hether a generalised theory o f  support for European integration can 

be formulated. Using the 2003 C andidate C ountries Eurobarom eter survey and the 2000 

Standard E urobarom eter survey from the EU-15 m em bers, it em pirically tests seven key 

hypotheses that w ere developed to  explain patterns o f  support w ithin the EU. The results 

suggest that despite different historical, social, religious norm s and com m unist legacies, 

the determ inants o f  support for European integration are alm ost identical in the new  and 

old m em ber states. The surveys are then pooled and a test o f  all seven hypotheses reveals 

that the support for European integration is founded on utilitarian considerations, political 

m otivation, and to a lesser extent, on cognitive m obilisation, in an EU o f  25 mem bers.
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5.1 Introduction

The creation and expansion o f the European Union over the last 47 years has largely 

been an elite driven process. However, the desire for deeper integration, most notably 

the inception o f the Single M arket, the Schengen zone without border controls, the 

introduction o f the Euro, and the subsequent need to ratify treaties by means o f 

referenda, has forced the public to become more concerned with European affairs. The 

EU has experienced more referenda since 1990 than the previous three decades o f its 

existence (10 between 1972-1989 and 29 between 1990-2004). The fate o f further 

integration, therefore, has been transferred into the hands o f the European public, and 

to date, they have often used this power to ground integration to a halt (e.g., the 

Danish rejection o f the M aastricht Treaty in 1992 and the Irish failure to ratify the 

Nice Treaty in 2001 -  though both decisions were eventually reversed). To account 

for the varying levels o f  support for the EU among the European public, a plethora o f 

studies have evolved (Handley, 1981; Inglehart, Rabier, and Reif, 1991; Franklin, 

Marsh and Wlezien, 1994; Gabel and Palmer, 1995; Franklin, Van der Eijk, and 

Marsh, 1995; Anderson and Reichert, 1996; Gabel, 1998). A number o f hypotheses 

have thus emerged, emphasising the importance o f economic factors, domestic politics 

and social values in determining support for European integration.

Parallel to these studies, research focusing on the determinants o f support for EU 

membership in Central and Eastern Europe, has materialized in recent years. As seen 

in Chapter 4, and indeed in several further studies which have analysed support for 

membership in the candidate countries (e.g., Cichowski, 2000; Ehin, 2001; Tucker, 

Pacek and Berlinsky, 2002; M arkowski and Tucker, 2003; Tverdova and Anderson, 

2003; Slomczynski and Shabad, 2003), the public’s support for EU membership is 

essentially an extension o f  their experiences o f the transition process, whereby those 

who benefited from the reform process also support the ultimate economic reform, 

i.e., becoming a member o f the European Union. While the determinants o f support 

for European integration in the EU-15 members have been divided into several 

testable hypotheses, research conducted on the Central and Eastern Europe countries 

has been more fragmented. The majority o f studies have concentrated on the 

importance o f the post-communist experiences in determining attitudes towards
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European integration rather than explicitly testing the established theories o f  support 

for EU integration. This exercise was essential in order to understand how the 

com m unist period (during w hich tim e these countries w ere m em bers o f  the Soviet 

block or, as in the case o f  the Baltic countries, integral parts o f  the Soviet Union) 

influenced attitudes tow ards relinquishing recently attained independence to jo in  the 

European Union. H ow ever, given that eight post-com m unist countries have now  

becom e m em bers o f  the EU to form  an union o f  25 states (increasing the size o f  the 

European population by 20% , from 380.8 m illion to  454.9 m illion), it is now 

appropriate to unite these tw o evolving literatures in order to, first, analyse w hether 

the determ inants o f  support in the countries o f  Central and Eastern Europe replicate 

the findings from W estern Europe, and second, to determ ine w hich overall theory o f  

support predom inates in the new  enlarged Union.

Theories regarding support for European integration are centred on three m ajor 

them es: Cognitive M obilization hypotheses (em phasizing the im portance o f  

know ledge and inform ation), U tilitarian hypotheses (focusing on econom ic concerns 

and w elfare gains) and Political M otivation hypotheses (considering political values 

and partisanship). One m ay expect that d ifferent hypotheses m ay hold relevance in the 

“old” and “new ” m em ber states*^ given their unique historical, econom ic, political and 

social experiences. For exam ple, d ifferent hypotheses m ay hold for countries which 

have had longer experiences o f  being m em bers o f  the EU, than for those countries that 

have recently becom e m em bers or have yet to jo in . In regards the cognitive 

m obilisation hypothesis, one m ay expect the old m em bers to have m ore know ledge o f  

the EU and its institutions than the new m em bers, given that they have been exposed 

to inform ation concerning the EU through m edia debates, referendum  cam paigns and 

holding the rotating EU presidencies and sum m its, th roughout the history o f  their 

m em bership. The new and old m em bers m ay also diverge in regards the utilitarian 

m otivations o f  support. W hile the old m em bers can use retrospective evaluations that 

encom pass previous benefits o f  m em bership to form  prospective expectations about

The “o ld” m em bers in this study refer to the 15 m em ber states before the latest enlargem ent: Austria, 
B elgium , Denmark, Finland, France, Germ any, G reece, Ireland, Italy, Luxem bourg, Netherlands, 
Portugal, Spain, Sw eden and United K ingdom . The “new ” m em bers in this study are the 10 new  
m em ber states that jo ined  the EU on M ay 1“ 2004: Cyprus, Czech R epublic, Estonia, Hungary, Latvia, 
Lithuania, Malta, Poland, S lovakia and Slovenia , as w ell as B ulgaria and Rom ania w hich are scheduled  
to jo in  in 2007, and Turkey w hich currently has no scheduled accession  date.
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the future, the new m em bers have no such reference point, and cannot extrapolate 

from past experiences. Therefore, their attitudes about being a m em ber o f  the 

European U nion are likely to be forw ard looking and based on expectations about the 

future benefits o f  m em bership. In addition, the new  and old m em bers m ay diverge in 

regards the political determ inants o f  support. W hile the political system  in W estern 

Europe is firm ly established and stable, the corresponding system  in Central and 

Eastern Europe is still evolving and fragm ented. G iven that the extent o f  individual 

party identification is still quite low, one m ay question w hether voters in the new 

m em ber states will follow  cues from either their incum bent governm ent or their 

preferred political party, w hen form ing opin ions about the EU.

Finally, the main factor w hich sets the countries o f  Central and Eastern Europe apart 

from their W estern counterparts is their legacy o f  com m unism , w hich not only 

im plem ented structural transform ations, but also espoused very differen t ideas and 

beliefs, and hence may influence the form ation o f  attitudes in the post-com m unist era. 

This chapter attem pts to uncover such potential d iscrepancies am ong the determ inants 

o f  support for European integration in the EU-15 and new m em bers states. The 

im plications o f  this research are potentially far reaching, as by finding how  sim ilar the 

old and new  m em bers are, it indicates the ex ten t to  w hich the new com ers are m ature 

and prepared for m em bership in the European Union, and in turn, how  fragm ented or 

cohesive the enlarged EU will be in the com ing years. In o ther w ords, the underlying 

question o f  this analysis is: are w e faced w ith a prospect o f  one Europe, or tw o?

This chapter thus investigates w hether a generalised theory o f  support for European 

integration can be form ulated. Sim ilar to G abel’s (1998) study testing  five theories o f  

support for European integration, this chapter m oves aw ay from  the anecdotal and 

event-specific explanations o f  support w hich has driven the current candidate country 

literature, tow ards perform ing a rigorous em pirical investigation o f  the determ inants 

o f  support for integration in both the old and new  m em ber states. This approach 

therefore develops previous literature in several w ays. First, it offers a com prehensive 

assessm ent and testing o f  seven central hypotheses on public support for European 

integration. The m ajority o f  studies to date that exam ine this issue restric t their 

analysis to one or two hypotheses w ithout controlling  for additional factors that may 

also, either directly or indirectly, influence support for integration. Therefore, in
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addition to testing each hypothesis separately, while controlling for standard socio

economic variables, this study also assesses how the various hypotheses fare when 

tested jointly. Second, the empirical analysis is performed using the most up-to-date 

survey data available covering 28 European countries (25 current member states and 3 

potential members). Previous studies examining support for enlargem ent in the 

candidate countries rely on survey data from 1996 or earlier, when European issues 

were not as salient nor was the prospect o f EU membership as tangible as in the more 

recent past. By utilising survey data from 2000 and 2003 it is possible to assess the 

determinants o f support for EU membership while the referenda on membership were 

taking place and the process o f further EU integration was already underway (see 

Chapter 4). In addition, selecting common questions from both the Eurobarometer and 

the Candidate Countries Eurobarometer surveys enables the testing o f  analogous 

hypotheses in both the EU-15 states and the new members from Central and Eastern 

Europe. Finally, this study also presents the first empirical study that includes all 25 

members in the newly enlarged Union

The chapter progresses as follows: section 5.2 discusses each o f  the main hypotheses, 

developed to explain the determinants o f  support for integration in the EU-15 member 

states. Section 5.3 then reviews the current literature on support for European 

integration within the new members. Following this, section 5.4 formulates the 

hypotheses to be tested and section 5.5 discusses the data used and methodology 

employed. Section 5.6 presents the empirical results for both the Eurobarometer and 

Candidate Country Eurobarometer surveys. Section 5.7 empirically tests all seven 

hypotheses o f support using the pooled EU-28 dataset. Finally, section 5.8 discusses 

the main implications o f the findings.

5.2 Theories of Support for European Integration

The literature concerning the determinants o f support for European integration is 

almost as old and established as the Union itself, with the first empirical analysis 

emerging after 1973 when the European Commission introduced the Eurobarometer 

opinion poll series. Since then, this survey has been carried out in all member states at 

6-month intervals. The existence o f such extensive information allowed researchers to
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test the hypotheses that evolved in the 1960’s and 1970’s to explain public support for 

European integration. A plethora o f studies thus ensued. The main findings o f this 

literature laid the foundations for the Utilitarian Hypothesis, the Cognitive 

Mobilization Hypothesis, and the Political Motivation Hypotheses, incorporating the 

Incumbency model, the Party Alignm ent M ode\, and the Class Partisanship Model. 

Each o f these hypotheses are discussed in detail below.

5.2.1 Utilitarian Hypotheses

Given the original foundation o f the European Union as an economic community, it is 

unsurprising that even today the primary explanations o f support for European 

integration rest on economic issues and concerns. This model was initially formalised 

by Gabel and Palmer (1995) and Gabel (1998) and proposes that individuals with 

diverging socio-economic characteristics derive different costs and benefits from EU 

integration, and hence citizens’ support for integration is positively related to their 

welfare gains emanating from it. Therefore, the Utilitarian Hypothesis is largely an 

economic one, whereby both macro and micro economic factors influence support for 

integration. The macro explanation is typically carried out at an aggregate cross

country level and finds that support for the EU is primarily motivated by the major 

three economic factors. High growth, low inflation and low unemployment are 

attributed to being a positive externality o f  being a member o f  the EU and hence 

influence support for it (see Eichenberg and Dalton, 1993; Anderson and Kaltenthaler, 

1996). In addition, such studies also examine the direct economic impact o f EU 

membership by considering the EU-budget ratio, i.e., the percentage return on 

contributions to the EU budget. This theory suggests that countries with high EU- 

budget ratios should display greater support for membership as they derive most 

financial benefit from it. The micro approach, on the other hand, focuses on the 

individual economic determinants o f support for integration. Such micro utilitarian 

support for European integration can be derived from both objective and subjective 

factors (see Chapter 3 for a parallel discussion), whereby one’s objective socio

economic characteristics, and subjective perceptions o f  the economy, may influence 

support for further integration.
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5.2.1.1 Socio-Economic Determinants

First, individual socio-econom ic and dem ographic characteristics m ay determ ine 

w hether one will benefit from  integration; therefore support for the EU m ay be 

correlated with gender, education and incom e. W hereby those w ho posses relatively 

favourable individual com petitiveness characteristics, i.e., high education and high 

incom e, tend to display greater levels o f  support than those w ith uncom petitive 

characteristics, such as those w ith low levels o f  education and incom e and the 

unem ployed. A ccording to Gabel (1998), these characteristics influence support for 

European integration in the follow ing w ays: first, labour m arket liberalisation affects 

citizens according to their level o f  hum an capital, such that those w ith h igher levels o f  

education have a greater ability  o f  apply their skills in a com petitive labour m arket; 

second, capital liberalisation affects those w ith h igher earnings, as their investm ent 

portfolio can be diversified  in a m ore open financial m arket; and finally, the free 

m ovem ent o f  goods and labour affects those w ho reside near borders as they can 

benefit from m ore cross-border econom ic interactions.*^ A nother socio-econom ic 

factor m otivated by the utilitarian hypothesis is occupation; professionals (such as 

doctors, accountants, law yers and university professors) w ho possess highly portable 

skills are generally m ore supportive o f  integration.*^ A m ong those not active in the 

labour m arket, students are typically  supportive o f  the EU, w hile the retired, 

unem ployed and house persons are generally  sceptical about it (H ix, 2004).

5.2.1.2 Subjective Economic Conditions

In addition to socio-econom ic characteristics, one o f  the m ost consisten t explanations 

o f  attitudes tow ards EU m em bership , is an ind ividual’s perception o f  both their own 

personal econom ic w ell-being and the state o f  the national econom y, i.e., the 

traditional egotropic and sociotropic m easures (see C hapter 1, and also G abel, 1998; 

Gabel and W hitten, 1997; A nderson and R eichart, 1996). Positive perceptions o f  ones’ 

personal econom y and the national econom y lead to h igher support for European 

integration. Such subjective m easures, w hen em ployed in individual-level studies, are

In reality the effects o f  the S in g le  M arket are felt in all areas o f  the m em ber states, and not just the 
border regions.

The political econom y sch oo l w ou ld  state that these ind ividuals have the pow er to influence EU  
policy-m akers and politicians and subsequently, these are the ind ividuals w h o w ill benefit m ost from  
the integrative process. Therefore, rather than supporting the EU for altruistic reasons i.e. greater 
liberalisation benefits all, they indirectly tailor EU policy  to benefit them selves personally.
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often used as proxies for objective national economic conditions. However, previous 

research has shown that subjective perceptions o f the economy may not be related to 

movements in the real economy and that such perceptions are biased by socio

economic characteristics and ideological beliefs (see Chapter 3 for discussion). 

Despite this, they are one o f the most common and consistently used measures o f 

utilitarian considerations.

On the whole, the Utilitarian Hypothesis has received much attention in the literature. 

A comprehensive study by Gabel (1998) empirically tests five main European 

integration theories using Eurobarometer survey data pertaining to the period between 

1978 and 1992 and finds that the Utilitarian theory is the most robust explanation for 

variation in support for European integration.

5.2.2 Cognitive Mobilisation and Value Hypotheses

Overall, the Utilitarian Hypothesis states that those who believe they will benefit from 

being a member o f the EU will support it. This hypothesis rests on the assumption that 

the European public know a great deal about the potential and actual benefits o f 

European integration and indeed that they care about them, i.e., that the issue is a 

salient one. The Cognitive Mobilisation Hypothesis, originally developed by Inglehart 

(1970), in contrast, proposes that individuals with high levels o f cognitive 

mobilisation -  i.e., those who possess more information about the economy, are 

politically aware and engage in political communication -  are more likely to favour 

European integration. This hypothesis is founded on the following assumptions: First, 

individuals with well developed cognitive skills are better equipped to process abstract 

information about the EU, and second, as ones level o f knowledge about an issue 

increases, the less threatened one feels by it and subsequently support for the issue 

increases. Various methods are employed to test the Cognitive M obilisation 

Hypothesis. One o f  the most frequently used measures o f cognitive mobilisation is the
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o o

respondents’ self-reported level o f  know ledge abou t the EU. A ccording to this 

theory all inform ation about the European process increases the level o f  support for 

integration.

A frequently used m easure that captures political aw areness is the respondents’ level 

o f  interest in politics or how  frequently they engage in political discussions. These 

m easures capture the responden t’s overall level o f  political sophistication, w ith high 

sophistication corresponding to high levels o f  EU  support. H ow ever, em pirical studies 

in regards the C ognitive M obilisation H ypotheses are inconclusive (see Janssen, 1991; 

and Gabel, 1998). The inconclusiveness o f  this hypothesis leads this chapter to 

reform ulate the classic C ognitive M obilisation H ypothesis such that know ledge o f  the 

EU may or m ay not increase support, how ever it does create m ore clearly defined 

attitudes about the EU, and those attitudes m ay be either positive or negative.

A nother hypothesis, proposed by Inglehart (1970), entitled  the Values Hypothesis, 

states that support for EU integration rests on value orientations form ed through 

socialisation during an ind iv idual’s form ative years. Inglehart claim s that the EU 

stands for a m ore egalitarian  society that should be m ore attractive to  individuals 

possessing post-m aterialist rather than m aterialistic values (G abel, 1998). Individuals 

who favour non-m aterial values such as self-fu lfilm ent, over m aterial values, such as 

security, are m ore likely to support integration. W hile support for this hypothesis 

holds for the original m em ber states in the I9 6 0 ’s, ev idence is less conclusion for the 

countries that jo ined  the EU later. In addition, Ehin (2001) argues that such values, 

w hich are an outcom e o f  advanced industrialised econom ies, m ay not be applicable to 

the post-com m unist countries. A lternative m easures o f  values w hich capture the belief

** It should be noted that such self-reported level o f  kn ow led ge, firstly, m ay be an overestim ation o f  
actual know ledge and second ly , m ay be endogenous i.e. respondents w h o support EU m em bership may 
be more likely to invest in acquiring inform ation about the E U . T herefore, in addition to exam ining the 
im pact o f  EU know ledge on support for m em bership, these se lf-assessm en t variables are instrumented 
using questions regarding the respondents languages spoken, v isits abroad and history o f  working  
abroad, on the assum ption that people  w ho speak EU languages and/or have visited /w orked in the EU  
in the past w ill be in a better position  to acquire inform ation. This inform ation is extracted from a series 
o f  questions w hich ask respondents w hich languages, other than their m other tongue, can they speak; 
w hich languages do they think are m ost useful to know; w h ic h /if  any countries did they v isit in the last 
tw o  years; and finally , w h ich /if  any country, apart from their hom e country, did they work in during the 
last tw o years. H ow ever, as these questions w ere on ly  asked in som e earlier CEEB surveys, they could  
not be included in the overall analysis (as it is a com parative study). N evertheless, the results o f  these  
alternative cogn itive  m obilisation  m easures for the CC EB survey are available upon request.
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system within post-com m unist societies have been proposed (see T verdova and 

Anderson, 2000; Ehin, 2001). Individuals w ho support the dem ocratic process and the 

m arket econom y are m ore likely to support EU m em bership  than those w ho favour 

authoritarian system s and closed econom ies.

5.2.3 Political Motivation Hypotheses

In the absence o f  possessing a large body o f  know ledge about the EU, citizens may 

rely on heuristics when form ing opinions o r m aking choices. These heuristics or 

cognitive shortcuts (see Tverdova and A nderson, 2003) in regards EU policy, often 

com e from dom estic politics, w hereby voters use e ither the incum bent governm ent or 

their preferred political party in order to gauge inform ation about the EU process, and 

subsequently w hether to support it or not. Several studies have show n a correlation 

between partisan alignm ent, incum bency support and class partisanship (H ug and 

Sciarini, 2000; Franklin, M arsh and M cLaren, 1994).

5.2.3a Partisan Alignm ent

Loyalty to particular political parties, w hether in governm ent or not, m ay influence 

preferences tow ards European integration. Previous research (Franklin, M arsh, and 

W lezien, 1994; Tucker, Pacek and B erlinsky, 2002) has found that respondents’ 

support for EU integration is a function o f  w hether they support “E urosceptic” or 

“ Pro-EU ” parties, also know n as “ E urophile” parties. This hypothesis states that the 

European public follow  their party line in regards European integration, independent 

o f their personal characteristics which m ay shape both attitudes tow ards integration
o q

and party choice. The typical m easure used to capture this hypothesis is either the 

respondents’ self-reported past voting behaviour, or their stated voting intentions in a 

hypothetical future election. By follow ing party  lines, the voters m inim ise the am ount 

o f  inform ation w hich they need to collect about the EU, therefore it is a relatively

It should also be noted that the partisan alignm ent hypothesis m ay also  be subject to endogeneity. 
W hile the hypothesis states that voters fo llow  their political parties EU stance, it is p ossib le  that voters 
actually support a certain political party due to their position  on EU integration, e .g ., a voters may 
support an extrem e right-w ing party, as it is a Eurosceptic party. Therefore, there may be a third factor 
that influences both support for a political party and support for the EU. To overcom e this potential 
endogeneity problem a suitable instrument is needed, w h ich  captures the determ inants o f  support for a 
political party, but is unrelated to the determ inants o f  support for the EU. A s political parties and the 
EU are both political entities it is very hard to identify a factor w hich w ould  influence support for one  
but not the other. Therefore, due to a lack if  suitable instrum ents in the Eurobarometer data it is not 
possib le to address the issue in this study.
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costless voting strategy. In addition, some studies (e.g., M idtbo and Hines, 1998) 

suggest that the causality between party alignment and support for the EU may run in 

the opposite direction, such that political parties may also be affected by the outcome 

o f EU referenda. However, Pierce, Valen and Listhaug (1983) posit that this is 

conditional on whether the parties take a clear stance on the issue. Supporters o f 

parties which are indifferent to EU matters are likely to be unaffected by the Party 

Alignment Hypothesis.

5.2.3b Incumbent Support

Many o f the EU-15 models find that support for EU integration, particularly in 

referenda situations, is a function o f support for the incumbent government. Hence, if 

voters are satisfied with the current national government they are more likely to 

support a vote on furthering EU integration (see Franklin, van der Eijk and Marsh, 

1995; Hug and Sciarini, 2000). According to Ray (2003), the relationship between 

incumbent support and pro-EU sentiments is a conditional one. The relationship holds 

in the context o f EU referenda, but is either weak or negative when examining support 

for further integration outside the referendum context or when additional controls are 

included. The Incumbency Hypothesis held in the early stages o f the European 

process, whereby citizens, through a lack o f knowledge and interest in European 

affairs, simply allowed their politicians to pursue further integrative policies. 

However, the Maastricht Treaty and subsequent referenda during the 1990’s saw the 

first signs o f public opposition. Several studies (Franklin and Wlezien, 1997; Franklin, 

Marsh and McLaren, 1994) have noted that the European public no longer obediently 

follow the positions o f their governments.

5.2.3c Class Partisanship

The Class Partisanship hypothesis, which emphasises the importance o f class 

alignment in the formation o f attitudes towards integration, has received much 

attention in the literature. This hypothesis is based on the traditional Left-Right 

cleavage model, whereby right-wing supporters typically favour EU membership 

while left-wing supporters oppose it (see Ingelhart, Rabier and Raif, 1991). 

Traditionally, left-wing parties opposed greater European integration, and right-wing 

parties favoured, it as it was regarded as a capitalist endeavour. However, there is a 

lack o f consistent evidence to support this hypothesis (Gabel, 2000). In addition, it
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appears that this traditional ideological hypothesis, no longer holds in the current 

political environm ent as such a restrictive dichotom y is now  inappropriate. Several 

studies (M arks, W ilson Ray, 2002; Taggart, 1998) have found that the relationship 

between the Left/R ight position  and support for integration is now  an inverted U- 

shaped curve, w hereby centrist parties support integration and both extrem e left and 

extrem e right parties oppose it. M arks, H ooghe, Edw ards and N elson (2004) introduce 

an additional dim ension to European politics, entitled the “N ew  Politics” or the 

G al/Tan dim ension, w here “ G al” represents the G reen/A lternative/L ibertarian  parties, 

and “T an” represents the T raditionalist/A uthoritarian/N ationalist parties. G enerally , 

Tan parties oppose EU integration as they see it as threatening the nation state, w hile 

Gal parities tend to support it. A  correlation is typically found betw een L eft and Gal, 

and R ight and Tan parties in W estern Europe, how ever in Central and Eastern Europe, 

the Left-Tan and Right-Gal dim ensions are m ore dom inant. A dditionally , a study by 

T aggart and Szczerbiak (2004) find that Eurosceptic parties in C entral and Eastern 

Europe tend to be on the right o f  the political spectrum  com pared to those in W estern 

Europe. Overall, these studies show  that the reliance on the traditional L eft-R ight 

dim ension to explain support for European integration is no longer relevant. These 

new dim ensions, therefore, em phasise the im portance o f  party fam ilies for dictating 

positions on European integration, w ith social dem ocrats, C hristian-dem ocrats, 

conservatives, liberals and regional ist/ethnic parties having sim ilar EU positions 

am ong political parties in both W estern and Eastern Europe.

5.2.3 Cross National Differences in Support

As the EU currently consists o f  25 different nation states w ith d istinct historical, 

cultural and political legacies, there m ay be im portance cross-country d ifferences in 

determ ining support for the EU. For exam ple, som e countries are trad itionally  m ore 

Eurosceptic than others e.g.. G reat Britain, Denm ark. Hix (2004) identifies three 

d im ensions w hich may explain both d iffering cross-country and even intra-country 

attitudes tow ards the EU: first, cultural differences, such as weak vs. strong national 

identities, C atholics vs. Protestant, N orth vs. South, East vs. W est, hom ogenous vs. 

m ulti-ethnic societies; second, econom ic differences, such as, rich vs. poor, urban vs. 

rural, industrial vs. agricultural, centre vs. periphery, large vs. sm all, incom e 

inequality; and third, political differences, such as, long vs. short dem ocratic
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traditions, majoritarian vs. consensual, corporatist vs. pluralist, liberal vs. social 

welfare states. Other potential explanations for cross-country differences include the 

time and circumstance o f  entry into the EU. Anderson and Kaltenthaler (1996) posit 

that countries entering the EU at different stages have different levels o f  enthusiasm 

for integration.

Another major hypothesis that has become increasingly relevant in recent years given 

the movement towards closer EU integration, e.g. single currency, EU constitution, 

concerns the role o f national identity and attachment to the nation-state in determining 

support for European integration. A plethora o f studies analysing the relationship 

between national identity and support for the EU have evolved. W hile some studies 

(e.g. Carey, 2002; Kriesi and Lachat, 2004; De Vreese and Boomgaarden, 2005; 

McLaren, 2002) find that individuals who strongly identify with their national 

community tend to perceive European integration as a threat, others find that national 

identity and European identity may reinforce each other (Citrin and Sides 2004; 

Kiandermans et al. 2003) whereby citizens may have multiple identities e.g., Haesly 

(2001) finds positive associations between Welsh and European identities and 

between Scottish and European identities. Hooghes and Marks (2005) find that the 

impact o f national identity on support for European integration depends on the 

cohesion o f the political elites; when elites are united on Europe, national identity and 

European integration tend to coexist; where they are divided, national identity 

produces Euroscepticism. In addition, Diez Medrano (2003) notes that some countries 

are more Eurosceptic than others, for example, the UK is Eurosceptic due to their 

history as a colonial power, while the Spanish are Europhile as European integration is 

seen as a proxy for modernisation and democratisation.^*^

These studies typically  use m easures capturing the level o f  the respondent’s attachm ent to their town, 
region, country and Europe, or their degree or pride and b e lie f  in their ow n nationality, or questions that 
capture for exam ple, whether and Irish respondent identifies h im se lf  as Irish, European, Irish and 
European or European and Irish. W hile such m easures are available in the Eurobarom eter data covering  
the EU-15 m em bers com parable questions are not available in the 2003  Candidate Country 
Eurobarometer covering the new  m em ber states. Therefore, as this is a com parative study o f  the 
determ inants o f  support for European integration in the new  and old m em ber states, unfortunately the 
national identity hypothesis cannot be tested in this study.
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5.3 Support for European Integration in the New Members

The preceding section discusses the various hypotheses developed to account for 

support for European integration in the old member states. Parallel to this, there are 

several studies which have analysed support for EU membership in the candidate 

countries, now the new member states o f Central and Eastern Europe. In addition to 

adopting some o f the above hypotheses, many studies have emphasised the 

importance o f post-communist experiences in determining attitudes towards EU 

membership. The standard utilitarian socio-economic considerations are encompassed 

into the winners and losers hypothesis, whereby individuals who benefited from the 

reform process due to their favourable human capital characteristics display much 

greater support for accession to the EU than those who fared badly during the 

transition process. In regards the values hypothesis, these studies find that positive 

attitudes towards democracy and capitalism also increase support for integration in 

general. Overall, evidence supporting the Utilitarian Model and Political Motivation 

Hypotheses prevails. In order to gauge the main findings concerning the determinants 

o f support for EU membership in the new members, several o f these studies are 

discussed in detail below.

One o f the most comprehensive studies o f attitudes towards EU membership is carried 

out by Tucker, Pacek and Berlinsky (2002) who use the 1996 Central and Eastern 

Eurobarometer survey to investigate the determinants o f support for EU accession 

within 10 post-communist countries. Overall, they find that those who support the free 

market and may be characterised as “winners” o f the transition process also support 

EU membership, while those who oppose free market actions and can be considered 

“ losers” o f the transition process tend to oppose EU membership. Tucker et al.'s  

approach may appear analogous to the traditional utilitarian hypothesis, however, they 

deviate from it by stating that support for EU membership is related to how the 

individuals’ economic position has changed during the transition period, rather than 

how joining the EU will change economic positions in the future. Thus, their 

explanation o f support for EU membership, though utilitarian in nature, is 

retrospectively rather than prospectively motivated. In addition, they also find that 

positive attitudes towards the EU in Hungary and Slovakia are related to support for
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pro-EU political parties. Therefore unlike other studies (Cichowski, 2000), which find 

that support for the EU is related to party preferences, they find that attitudes towards 

the EU influence support towards different political parties.

Another study utilising the 1996 Central and Eastern Eurobarometer survey, by 

Tverdova and Anderson (2000), analyses attitudes towards EU enlargement in six 

candidate countries (Bulgaria, Czech Republic, Estonia, Hungary, Latvia and 

Slovakia). They also find evidence in support o f  the utilitarian model, while the party 

alignment thesis and attitudes towards the transition process, yield only weak support. 

Contrary to the classic utilitarian approach, however, individuals possessing higher 

education do not favour enlargement any more than those with lower levels o f 

education. A similar study by Cichowski (2000), on the other hand, examining support 

for the EU in five candidate countries (Czech Republic, Estonia, Hungary, Poland and 

Slovenia) in 1996, finds evidence in support o f  the political motivation hypothesis, 

whereby an individual’s political partisanship and attitudes towards democracy are the 

most important determinants o f EU support. Unlike previous studies, they find that 

economic perceptions have little effect on support for EU membership.

While the majority o f studies to date have concentrated on analysing the so-called 

Visegrad-4 countries^', Ehin (2001), tests the applicability o f three existing theories o f 

public support for EU integration (utilitarian expectations, political values and 

domestic politics) in the context o f the Baltic States. Ehin finds that economic 

expectations and domestic politics are significant determinants o f support. Contrary to 

previous findings, individual competitiveness does not influence patterns o f support 

for EU integration; while the education and gender hypotheses hold, income and 

unemployment are not significant determinants o f support, suggesting that the classic 

utilitarian model is not applicable to the Baltic countries. Ehin suggests that such 

measures o f competitiveness may not be appropriate in a post-communist context 

where there is much social mobility and changing labour market conditions. Indeed, 

contrary to Chapter 4, Ehin finds that the unemployed, i.e., those who are expected to 

gain through redistribution programs, are in favour o f EU enlargement. Therefore this 

study finds dual support for accession, firstly from those who will benefit from a

C zech Republic, H ungary, Poland and Slovakia.
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com petitive labour m arket, and secondly, from  those w ho will benefit from  the 

European w elfare state.

In addition to these com parative analyses, several studies focus on individual counties, 

with Poland receiving the m ost attention to date. F irst, M arkow ski and T ucker (2003) 

analyse support for EU m em bership as dem onstrated  in the 2003 Polish referendum , 

and in individual-level survey data from  Exit Polls from  June 2003. T hey test three 

hypotheses - the “w inners/losers” m odel (in w hich the “w inners” o f  the transition 

process have a higher probability  o f  supporting EU enlargem ent than the “ losers”); the 

party alignm ent hypothesis (w hich exam ines the link betw een previous vote choice in 

the 2001 parliam entary election and the 2003 referendum ); and finally a political 

m otivation hypothesis (w hich exam ines the effect o f  ideological self-placem ent, 

evaluation o f  the incum bent, and interest in politics). O verall, the econom ic and 

political hypotheses have a m ore consistent effect on support for EU m em bership  than 

dem ographic factors, w ith satisfaction w ith  the incum bent governm ent proving the 

m ost significant determ inant o f  EU support. S lom czynski and Shabad (2003) also 

undertake a panel data analysis o f  attitudes tow ards EU m em bership in Poland. They 

exam ine both changes in attitudes over tim e (1995-1999) and the determ inants o f 

these changes. They specifically exam ine the im pact o f  social class, subjective 

econom ic w ell-being, degree o f  exposure to  the W est, partisan preferences, attitudes 

tow ards socialism  and dem ocracy, and cognitive m obilisation (as m easured by 

respondents level o f  interest in politics), on support for EU m em bership. It is found 

that both political orientations and utilitarian calculations play a role in influencing 

citizens’ preferences regarding EU enlargem ent. In addition, pro-dem ocratic and pro

capitalist values are also predictors o f  EU support.

F inally, L oveless and R ohrschneider (2004) investigate w hether support for EU 

m em bership in Hungary, B ulgaria and U kraine is related to attitudes tow ards prior 

experience w ith other international organisations. They find that positive attitudes 

tow ards NATO^^ are correlated with positive attitudes tow ards EU m em bership. They 

posit that as N A T O  (a supra-national international organisation) is seen as a positive 

influence in post-com m unist countries, then support for N A TO  should subsequently

There are parallels betw een the determ inants o f  support for the N A T O  and the EU. Support for 
N A T O  has been related to gender, political affiliation , residence, age and education.
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increase support for the EU (i.e., another international organisation). While they 

examine overall support for EU integration, they also examine attitudes towards 

specific outcomes o f integration, namely support for foreign investment. They find 

higher support for EU membership than for foreign investment. Contrary to other 

studies, they do not find a relationship between economic perceptions and support for 

the EU (apart from the Ukraine where sociotropic measures are more important then 

egotropic ones), however the strong effect o f  the NATO coefficient could be 

dominating any potential economic effects. While they control for several other 

factors which may influence support for the EU, they do not discuss the potential 

collinearity between attitudes towards EU membership and attitudes towards NATO, 

therefore it is possible that the relationship between support for the NATO and 

support for the EU is collinear rather than causal, with similar determinants driving 

attitudes towards both international organisations.

Overall, the utilitarian hypotheses and the political motivation hypotheses prevail. As 

seen above, these studies differ from those carried out on the old member states in that 

they take account o f the specific characteristics o f  the post-communist context. A 

direct comparison o f the determinants o f support for integration in the old and new 

members is not possible with these studies. In order to develop public opinion 

research for a EU o f 25 member states, it is necessary to align both approaches. Given 

that the countries o f Central and Eastern Europe are now members o f the EU, they 

should be analysed as part o f that Union, by incorporating the specifics o f the post

communist experience into the already established hypotheses. This chapter, therefore, 

empirically tests identical hypotheses for both the EU-15 members and the new and 

future member states.

5.4 Hypotheses

The majority o f past studies, both in the EU-15 literature and the Central and East 

Europe literature (with the exception o f a notable few) have focused on analysing only 

one (or two) existing theories without controlling for alternative explanations. By 

doing so, one cannot perform a true test o f  the individual hypotheses as there are 

additional factors which are being omitted and may indeed influence support for
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integration. For example, as Gabel (1998) notes "education may be positively related 

to support fo r  integration because it raises cognitive mobilisation or because it 

enables citizens to exploit economic opportunities in an integration market. Without 

controlling fo r  alternative explanations, it is impossible to test accurately competing 

theoretical claim s” (pg 334). When testing each individual theory it is therefore 

necessary to include a variety o f  potentially influential variables.

This study tests the following 7 hypotheses:

HI: Support for the EU rests on utilitarian considerations, whereby individual

socio-economic characteristics are the main determinants o f  support.

H2: Support for the EU rests on utilitarian considerations, whereby positive

subjective perceptions o f  the economy increase EU support.

H3: Support for the EU rests on cognitive mobilisation factors, whereby greater

knowledge o f the EU increases the respondent’s probability o f  having clearly defined 

(either positive or negative) opinions o f the EU, while respondents with less 

knowledge are more likely to posses an indeterminate or only moderately 

positive/negative attitude.

H4: Support for the EU rest on cognitive mobilisation factors, whereby higher

levels o f political sophistication are related to greater EU support.

H5: Support for the EU follows partisan alignment, such that individuals follow

cues from their preferred political parties; hence supporters o f  Eurosceptic parties 

display less support for the EU.

H6: Support for the EU mirrors incumbent support, whereby individuals who

support the current governing party display greater support for integration.

H7: Support for the EU follows class partisanship, whereby supporters o f different

political family groups display differing levels o f support for the EU.

It should be noted that each hypothesis is first tested individually by including the 

main variable o f interest for each hypothesis and a set o f control variables, and finally 

all seven hypotheses are estimated jointly in a full model. First however, section 6.5 

describes the data used and methodology employed in the empirical analysis.
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5.5 Data and Methodology

5.5.1 The Survey Data

The impirical analysis is performed using two datasets with a common set o f  features. 

The first is the October/November 2003 Candidate Countries Eurobarometer (CCEB) 

opin on poll, commissioned by the European Commission and carried out by Gallup 

Europe in all 13 candidate countries (i.e., also including Bulgaria, Romania and 

Turkey, in addition to the ten countries which became members in 2004). The CCEB 

dataset includes the responses o f  12,165 individuals and contains extensive 

infonnation on their socio-economic characteristics, past vote choice, attitudes 

towards the EU, in addition to their intended vote in the referendum on EU 

membership. Each CCEB survey contains approximately 1,000 respondents per 

country, except for Cyprus and Malta with 500 respondents each and Poland and 

Turkey with 2,000 each. The surveys were carried out by means o f face-to-face 

interviews and are representative at the national level.'^^

The second database is the April/M ay 2000 Eurobarometer 53 opinion poll, which is 

also commissioned by the European Commission and is carried out in each o f the EU- 

15 member states (it carries out separate surveys in Northern Ireland and East 

Germany, hence overall 17 surveys are analysed). This dataset includes responses 

from 16,978 individuals and contains similar information to the above CCEB surveys. 

Each EB survey contains approximately 1000 respondents, apart from Northern 

Ireland and Luxembourg with 300 and 600 respondents respectively. While more 

recent EB surveys are available, the EB 53 survey, which was carried out in 2000, is 

the latest survey to include the respondents’ choice o f political party, hence enabling 

the testing of the political motivation hypotheses.

5.5.2 Dependent Variable

The dependent variable employed in this analysis is dictated by the need to find a 

comparable question across the two surveys. The dependent variable therefore is 

based on responses to the following question: “Do you think that (C ountry)’s

Between one and tw o CC EB surveys w ere carried out per year since the Candidate Countries 
Eurobarometer survey w as inaugurated in 2000  but the primary data o f  these surveys so far have not 
been released publicly.
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membership to the European Union is (would be) 1) "a good thing”, 2) “neither good 

nor had”, 3) “a had thing” Rather than use questions that address attitudes towards 

the specific processes of the EU (e.g., monetary union, common foreign policy etc.), 

this measure captures respondents’ overall attitudes towards the EU. Table 5.1 

presents summary statistics for the dependent variables across both surveys, it shows 

that support for the European Union is highest in Romania, followed by Ireland, 

Luxembourg and Bulgaria, while support is lowest in Great Britain, Sweden and 

Austria. Overall, there is no clear divide between the attitudes of the new and old 

members, while those countries that have yet to join the Union display the greatest 

support for it (see Chapter 4 for a similar observation based on a different CCEB 

survey). Similar to previous chapters, as the dependent variable is categorical, 

multinomial logit models are estimated for both the EB and CCEB surveys (see 

Appendix 3E for a description of the MNL model).

5.5.3 Independent Variables

Three sets of independent variables are included in the analysis in order to test each of 

the above hypotheses. First, in order to test the Utilitarian Hypotheses both objective 

and subjective factors must be considered. To account for the objective determinants, 

a set of standard socio-economic variables are included; gender, martial status, age, 

age squared, household size, education, economic status and income (see Appendix 

5A for exact description). According to the Utilitarian Hypothesis individuals with 

diverging socio-economic characteristics derive different costs and benefits from EU 

integration. Previous studies (e.g.. Gabel and Palmer, 1995; Gabel, 1998) have found 

that those with greater levels of education, higher incomes and white-collar 

professional occupations tend to display greater support for European integration than 

those with lower skills, income and education. In regards gender, previous studies 

(e.g., Nelsen and Guth, 2000) have found a modest gender gap, whereby women are

For both the dependent and independent variables, the “don’t know” responses were dropped from 
the analysis.
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less supportive o f the EU than men.^^ Following Inglehart’s (1970) assertions, age is 

generally found to be negatively related to support for further integration, as younger 

age groups are likely to possess post-materialist values, which are more supportive o f 

integration.

In order to control for the subjective determinants o f  the Utilitarian Hypothesis, 

measures o f economic perceptions are also included. Similarly to Tucker, Pacek and 

Berinsky (2002) (in addition to Chapter 3) both the retrospective and prospective 

economic perception questions are combined to create an overall measure o f the 

individual’s economic well-being. The retrospective measure asks respondents’ 

whether their personal economic situation improved, stayed the same or got worse in 

the last five years, while the prospective measures asks whether they expect their 

personal economic situation to improve, stay the same or get worse in the next five 

years (for exact wording see Appendix 5A). These questions were asked in both the 

EB and CCEB surveys. These measures are combined, rather than including them 

independently, due to the high correlation between the two (r=0.40 in EB and r=0.43 

in CCEB) and additionally (following the intuition o f Tucker et al. 2002) the 

combined measure portrays the strongest “economic winners” , i.e., those whose 

personal situation has already improved and is expected to get better, and the strongest 

“economic losers”, i.e., those whose situation has worsened and is likely to deteriorate 

further. The variable is then rescaled along a 0-1 continuum.

Second, in order to test the Cognitive Mobilisation Hypotheses, two measures which 

gauge the respondents’ awareness o f European integration are included. The first 

measure o f cognitive mobilisation determines how much the European public know 

about the EU, and is captured by responses to the following question "How much do 

you fe e l  you know about the EU, its policies, its institutions? " Answers are coded on a 

scale o f 1= “know nothing at a l l” to 10= "know a great d e a l”. Overall, the majority 

o f  respondents declare that they do not have much knowledge o f the European Union

P ossib le  explanations for the gender divide include the Cultural m odel, w hereby w om en are guided  
by different values; the Ideological m odel, which states w om en pursue different ideo log ica l goals; the 
P erceived Interest m odel, w h ich  states that labour market integration differs for m en and wom en; the 
N ational Tradition m odel, w h ich  posits that attitudes towards regional and global integration are 
determ ined by national traditions; and finally , the political econ om y explanation, w hich states that 
w inners have different attitudes than losers, and as w om en are m ore likely  to have low er education they 
feel m ore trapped by integration.
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with only 1.1% (in EB) and 1.39% (in CCEB) o f all respondents declaring they know 

a great deal. Indeed, the distribution o f knowledge appears to be consistent across the 

EU-15 members and the new members, with 72% in both surveys declaring they do 

not know a lot about the EU (ranges 1-5), suggesting that being a member o f the EU 

does not automatically increase one’s knowledge o f  it. The second measure of 

cognitive mobilisation gauges the respondent’s level o f  political sophistication 

through the following question “When you get together with friends, would you say 

you discuss political matters, frequently, occasionally or never?'^^ Only 12.4% o f the 

EU-15 members declare that they frequently discuss politics, while 30% never discuss 

it, with the majority only discussing it occasionally (57%). In the new members, on 

the other hand, the majority o f respondents state they never discuss politics (48.6%), 

while 34% discuss it occasionally and 17% discuss it frequently.

Finally, the third set o f  independent variables correspond to the three Political 

Motivation Hypotheses; the Partisan Alignment Hypothesis, the Incumbency 

Hypothesis and the Party Family Hypothesis. The formulation o f the variables used to 

test these hypotheses is centred on the following question: “I f  a general election were 

held tomorrow, which political party would you vote f o r ? ” Both the EB 53 and CCEB 

2003.4 surveys ask this particular question (unfortunately it is not a standard feature in 

the EB Trend surveys). Therefore using this question, three additional variables were 

created.

First, in order to determine whether respondents follows cues from their preferred 

political party, each party in the EB 53 survey is coded as a Eurosceptic or Pro-EU 

party using the M arks/Steenbergen Experts Party Database. This expert database 

codes all major parties in the EU-15 member states according to their ideology, party 

family, orientation towards the EU, etc. In regards support for the EU, the variable is 

ordered on a scale o f 1 -7, whereby a party is coded 1 if it strongly opposes the EU and 

7 if it strongly supports the EU. Using this dataset, almost all parties mentioned in the 

EB survey were classified accordingly. However, as the Party Alignment variable in

The wording o f  this question changes slightly in the CC EB survey, in that it asked how  often the 
respondent d iscusses political matters w ith friends, partners, relatives, fe llo w  workers and other people. 
For consistency sake w e on ly  use responses to the question about friends. In addition, this category has 
the least number o f  non-resp onses/d on’t know s.
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the CCEB survey it is a dummy variable whereby 0 represents a pro-EU party and 1 is 

a Eurosceptic party, in order to make the two measures comparable, the scaled 

variable in the EB survey is transformed into a dummy variable matching the one in 

the CCEB survey, whereby 1-3 is coded 1 and 4-7 coded 0. Parties which were not 

included in the M arks/Steenbergen database, but were mentioned in the EB survey, 

were dropped from the analysis, therefore in total 48 parties were coded.^^ In addition, 

only parties which received more than 50 votes were included in the analysis. Overall 

79.47% o f respondents declared they would vote for Pro-EU parties (see Table 5.2).

Unfortunately, no comparable dataset is available for the political parties in Central 

and Eastern Europe.^* However, by using several different sources (mainly Taggart 

and Szczerbiak (2004) who classify all the main parties in 10 Central and East 

European countries into hard Eurosceptics and soft Eurosceptics) a similar analysis is 

carried out. The Central and East European parties are coded 0 if they are regarded as 

Pro-EU parties and 1 if  they are perceived as Eurosceptic parties. While this method 

deviates from that used for the EB surveys, no alternatives exist until the Central and 

Eastern Europe Expert datasets are released. Table 5.3 shows that only 18.47% of 

respondents in CCEB state that they support a Eurosceptic party.

The Marks/Steenbergen dataset is also used to classify each party in the EB survey 

into one o f seven political family groups: Socialists, Conservatives, Liberal, Religious, 

Radical Right, Radical Left and Others. Table 5.4 shows that the majority o f 

respondents state that they would vote for Socialist (35.3%), Conservatives (19.06%) 

or Liberals (15.17%). In order to classify the parties in CCEB survey into party 

families, Armingeon and Careja (2004)’s “Comparative Data Set for 28 Post- 

Communist Countries, 1989-2004”, is used to categorise the parties into the same 

family groups as above. As seen in Table 5.5, the majority o f respondent’s state they 

would vote for Liberals (28.82%), Socialists (20.34%), while contrary to their EU 

counterparts, only 9.18% state they will vote for Conservatives. Overall, this suggests 

that the countries o f Central and Eastern Europe favour Liberal parties, perhaps

A s Luxem bourg, Northern Ireland and East G erm any, are not included in the M arks/Steenbergen  
dataset, the Political M otication hypotheses cannot be estim ated for these countries.

T w o separate expert datasets, one by Rohrschneider and W hitefie ld , another by M arks, H ooghe, 
Edwards and N elson , are currently being com piled but are not yet publicly available.
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reflecting their recent experiences with the economic reform programs, while the old 

EU members tend to favour Socialist parties. However, it should be noted that over 

30% of the Central and East European parties could not be classified as belonging to 

any particular party family, while only 9% of parties in the EU-15 are unclassified. 

This reflects the fragility o f the party system in the new members.

Finally, in order to test the Incumbency Hypothesis a dummy variable is created to 

capture whether the respondent supports the incumbent government in both surveys. 

This variable is coded 0 if the party favoured by the respondent is either in opposition 

or holds less than the majority of seats in the government, and 1 if the respondent 

favours the party which holds the majority o f seats in government. As seen in Table

5.6 the majority of respondents in both EB and CEEB do not support the incumbent 

government, with 78.77% of respondents stating support for non-incumbent parties in 

EB and 66.41% in CCEB. In addition, country dummies are also included in every 

model to control for cross-country differences.

5.6 Determinants o f Support in the EU -15 and CEEC-13̂ ^

Tables 5.9 to 5.12 presents the results of the Multinomial Logit models o f support for 

the EU in both the EU-15 member states (see EB results) and the 13 new (and future) 

members (see CCEB r e s u l t s ) . T h e  MNL method requires that one of the choices be 

designated as the base category, therefore to make the interpretation of the coefficient 

estimates straightforward “EU  is a Bad thing” is designated as the base category. 

Tables 5.9 and 5.10 present the coefficient estimates for the probability of choosing 

“EU is a Good thing" compared to choosing “EU  is a Bad thing”, while Tables 5.11 

and 5.12 presents the coefficient estimates for the probability of choosing "EU is 

neither a Good or Bad thing” compared to choosing “EU  is a Bad thing”. Eight 

models are estimated for each o f the EB and CCEB surveys -  HI and H2 represent the 

Utilitarian Hypotheses; H3 and H4 represent the Cognitive Mobilisation Hypotheses; 

and H5, H6 and H7 correspond to the Political Motivation Hypotheses. Each of the

N ote, also including M alta and Cyprus.
This study also includes three countries - Rom ania, B ulgaria and Turkey - w hich have yet to jo in  the 

U nion. A s it is likely that R om ania and Bulgaria w ill jo in  the EU in 2007  and Turkey soon after, it is 
important to investigate whether the determ inants o f  support for the EU differ am ong the new , old and 
future member states.
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hypotheses are first tested independently  due to  possible co llineararity  (Tables 5.7 and 

5.8 report the spearm an rank correlations o f  these independent variables), including 

the variable o f  interest and a set o f  control variables, w hile the final m odel, H8, 

incorporates all the individual hypotheses. O verall, the results are quite stable across 

both surveys, w ith the determ inants o f  support for integration in the EB and CCEB 

countries only deviating in regards som e o f  the socio-econom ic characteristics, while 

rem aining consistent for the m ain hypotheses o f  interest.

Utilitarian H ypotheses

H I in both Table 5.9 (EB ) and 5.10 (C C EB ) analyses the effect o f  standard socio

econom ic characteristics on support for the EU. Table 5.9 first show s that fem ales in 

the EU-15 are less likely to believe the EU is a good th ing com pared to m en. This 

effect is significant across all e ight m odels and replicates previous research which 

suggest fem ales are less supportive o f  integration than m en as their p lacem ent in the 

labour m arket is often such th a t they are less occupationally  m obile than men. 

However, this effect does not hold for w om en in Central and Eastern Europe, where 

the fem ale coefficient, w hile having a negative im pact on support for the EU, is not 

statistically significant. This suggests the position o f  w om en in W estern and Eastern 

Europe may differ. Tables 5.11 and 5.12, analysing the effect o f  socio-econom ic 

characteristics on being indifferent tow ards the EU (i.e., determ inants o f  stating the 

EU is neither a good or bad thing, com pared to stating it is a bad th ing) show  that 

fem ales are more likely to  believe the EU is neither a good or bad thing rather than 

believing it is a bad thing. T his is consistent in both EB and C C E B , suggesting that, 

overall, wom en are m ore indifference tow ards the EU rather than view ing it 

negatively.

Age also has a negative and significant im pact across all e ight m odels in the EB 

survey (Table 5.9), w hile also having a negative, albeit w eaker, effect in the CCEB 

survey (Table 5.10), suggesting that o lder respondents are less likely to  believe the EU 

is a good thing. The effect how ever is U -shaped, and support for integration starts 

rising again when the respondent reaches approxim ately 56 years o f  age in the EU-15

204



C hapter 5: Testing fo r  East-W est Similarities

m em bers.'^ ' For the new m em ber states, the im pact o f  age only holds in three o f  the 

m odels, suggesting a less robust relationship; how ever again, the im pact for age is U- 

shaped with support increasing w hen respondents reach 64 years o f  age. In addition. 

Table 5.11 also shows that age is negatively related to  indifference tow ards the EU, 

suggesting the o lder respondents in the EU-15 countries have a higher probability to 

stating the EU is a bad thing. T his effect is not replicated  in C CEB, w here the age 

coefficient has little im pact on indifference tow ards the EU.

N ext, household size also has a negative im pact on both support and indifference 

tow ards the EU in EB (see Tables 5.9 and 5.11), w hile it has only a w eak negative 

im pact in some o f  the m odels in CCEB survey. This suggests that larger households 

are less supportive o f  integration than sm aller households. E ducation has a positive 

and significant im pact across all 8 m odels for both EB and CCEB surveys. This 

suggests that those respondents w ho have a university  education  or are currently a 

student have a greater probability  o f  believing the EU is a good thing. Education, 

how ever, as seen in Tables 5.11 and 5.12, has no im pact on indifference tow ards the 

EU. Again this finding replicates previous research suggesting that higher education 

increases support for European integration as individuals w ith greater skills benefit 

from more closely integrated labour m arkets. A lso, h igher education m ay, indirectly, 

increase one’s level o f  cognitive m obilisation, w hereby it enables individuals to 

understand the com plex w orking o f  the integration process.

T ables 5.9 and 5.10 also dem onstrate that w hite-collar professionals have a higher 

probability  o f  stating the EU is a good thing, again confirm ing previous w ork, which 

finds that professionals, who possess highly m obile skills, are the main recipients o f  

the benefits derived from  m em bership  in the EU. Surprisingly, Table 5.9 show s that 

house people w ithin the EU-15 m em bers are also supportive o f  the EU, how ever this 

effec t does not hold in C CEB  countries. Being self-em ployed, unem ployed, retired or 

a farm er/fisherm an has no im pact on support for integration in either the EB or CCEB 

surveys. O f all the occupational status variables, only the farm er/fisherm an category 

has an  negative im pact on stating the EU is” neither a good or bad th ing”, suggesting 

that th is  group are quite opposed to the EU, again confirm ing previous w ork which

C alculated by finding the m ax/m in o f  the quadratic function.
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shows that farm ers in both the EU-15 m em bers and the new  m em bers are less 

supportive o f  the EU (also see C hapter 4). F inally , incom e has a positive and 

significant effect on support for the EU in both surveys (Tables 5.9 and 5.10), 

suggesting that higher incom es are associated w ith g reater support for integration, 

possibly due to the opportunities to be gained through capital m arket liberalisation. 

Incom e also has positive and significant im pact on indifference tow ards the EU (Table 

5.11), in the EB survey.

Several o f  the country dum m ies are also significant, suggesting that there are 

im portant country level factors that influence support for integration. A m ong the EU- 

15 countries (Table 5 .9), the m ost supportive countries are Belgium  (the base 

category), Ireland and Portugal, while the m ost Eurosceptic nations are D enm ark, 

G erm any, France, N orthern  Ireland, G reat Britain, F inland, Sw eden and A ustria. In 

addition, Table 5.11 show s that the latter countries are also likely to favour opposition 

rather than indifference tow ards the EU. A m ong the C CEB  countries (Table 5.12), the 

m ost enthusiastic countries are B ulgaria (the base) and R om ania, w hile all the other 

countries are relatively less supportive o f  the EU.

O verall, these results suggest that, in term s o f  socio-econom ic characteristics, the m ost 

pro-European individuals in the old m em bers are B elgian, Irish, Portuguese m ales 

w ho are w hite-collar p rofessions, highly educated and high-incom e earners. A m ong 

the new and future m em bers, the greatest supporters o f  integration are also the highly 

educated, high-earning professionals, how ever they are not necessarily  m en, perhaps 

reflecting the high labour-force participation o f  w om en inherited from  the com m unist 

era.

These results provide ev idence in favour o f  G abel’s original U tilitarian H ypothesis, 

w hich focuses on the ob jective determ inants o f  EU support. H2 then tests the second 

U tilitarian H ypothesis - the im pact o f  subjective econom ic perceptions on support for 

integration. Again T ables 5.9 and 5.10 show that support for the EU is positively and 

significantly related to o n es’ assessm ent o f  their personal econom y, i.e., the strongest 

“econom ic w inners” (those w hose personal situation has already im proved and is 

expected to get better) are m ore supportive o f  integration than the strongest “econom ic 

losers” (those who feel their econom ic situation has already w orsened and is likely to
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continue deteriorating). The effect also holds in the final m odel, w hich com bines each 

o f  the individual hypotheses. “ Econom ic W inner” also  has a positive and significant 

im pact on indifference tow ards the EU in both EB (Table 5.11) and CCEB  (Table 

5.12), indicating that respondents who have a positive perception o f  their econom ic 

situation are m ore likely to  believe the EU is a good th ing or rem ain indifferent to it 

rather than oppose it. O verall, the results reveal strong support for the U tilitarian 

H ypotheses.

Cognitive Mobilisation Hypotheses

H3 and H4 test the C ognitive M obilisation hypotheses. The results o f  H3 in both EB 

(5.9) and CCEB (5.10) surveys dem onstrate that g reater know ledge about the EU and 

its policies is related to h igher support for integration. This provides evidence in 

favour o f  the C ognitive M obilisation H ypothesis that posits the m ore know ledge one 

possesses about an issue, the less threatened they feel by it and subsequently  the m ore 

likely they will support it. These effects also hold in the full m odel. A lso, greater 

know ledge o f  the EU is negatively related to  indifference tow ards it (EB Table 5.11), 

suggesting that respondents who state they  know  very little about the EU are less 

likely to hold strong opinions about it. H ow ever, th is effect does not hold in the CCEB 

survey (Table 5.12) or in the full m odels show n in the final colum ns.

H4 includes a “D iscuss Politics” m easure that captures the responden ts’ level o f 

political sophistication. It show s that respondents w ho state they d iscuss political 

m atters occasionally  (as com pared to never - the base category) show  h igher support 

for the  EU. W hile the result in consistent in both EB and CCEB surveys, it is only 

significant at the 5% level and there is no statistical significant relationship  betw een 

those who discuss politics frequently and support the EU. A s seen in T ables 5.11 and 

5.12 there is a stronger relationship betw een indifference tow ards the EU and 

discussing politics. In the EB survey, respondents w ho discuss politics either 

occasionally  or frequently  are less likely to state indifference com pared to  opposition 

tow ards the EU, and sim ilarly , in the CCEB  surveys, those w ho discuss politics 

frequently  are also less likely to state indifference tow ards the EU.

T hese results provide evidence in favour o f  the new  cognitive m obilisation hypothesis 

that states both discussing political m atters and possessing m ore inform ation about the
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EU leads to a crystallisation o f  a ttitudes concerning the EU, and that these attitudes 

m ay be either positive or negative. Hence, those w ho display low levels o f  political 

sophistication or know ledge about European affairs are likely to be indifferent to the 

EU. O verall, the EU know ledge variable is a m ore consistent m easure o f  cognitive 

m obilisation than political sophistication. As the correlation betw een EU K now ledge 

and D iscuss Politics is 0.38 for the EU-15 and 0.29 for the CCEB countries (see 

Tables 5.7 and 5.8), only the EU know ledge variable is included in the full m odel to 

avoid possible m ulticollinearity . W hile EU know ledge rem ains significant in regards 

the favourable attitudes tow ards the EU (Tables 5.9 and 5.10), it has no effect on 

indifference tow ards the EU (Tables 5.11 and 5.12).

Political Motivation Hypotheses

H5, H6 and H7 present the results o f  the three Political M otivation H ypotheses. H5 

tests the Partisan A lignm ent H ypothesis in both EB and CCEB surveys. The variable 

is dichotom ous w hereby 1 corresponds to a Eurosceptic party. F irstly , Table 5.9 

show s that respondents in EU-15 w ho support E urosceptic parties are less likely to 

support the EU than those who favour Pro-EU  parties. In addition, this effect rem ains 

in the fm al m odel, thus suggesting that respondents follow  cues from  their preferred 

political parties. This result is analogous am ong the CCEB countries, w hereby 

respondents who support E urosceptic parties also have a h igher probability  o f  not 

supporting the EU. A gain this finding rem ains robust in the fm al m odel. T ables 5.11 

and 5.12 also show  that respondents w ho support Eurosceptic parties have a greater 

probability  o f  stating opposition rather than indifference tow ards the EU. These results 

parallel the findings o f  M arkow ski and T ucker (2003) who also find that those who 

voted for Pro-EU parties in the preceding election w ere m ore likely to vote in favour 

o f  EU enlargem ent, w hile right-w ing voters w ere m ore likely to  oppose m em bership 

than left-w ing voters.

Next, H6 provides a test for the Incum bent Support H ypothesis. A gain the results are 

parallel for both the W est and East European countries, w hereby respondents who 

vote for the current incum bent party have a higher probability  o f  supporting the EU 

than those who vote for the opposition. This incum bency effect drops out o f  the final 

model in both EB and CCEB. W hile support for the incum bent also increases the 

probability o f  being indifferent rather than opposing the EU in the EU -15 countries, it
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has no impact in the CCEB countries. Finally, H7 tests the new Class Partisanship 

Hypothesis that examines the effect o f political party families, rather than the 

traditional Left-Right class distinction, on support for the EU. The base category for 

both surveys is Socialist parties. These are mainly Social-Democratic parties, which 

are positioned centre-left on the traditional ideological scale. Table 5.9 shows that in 

the EB survey, respondents who declared they would vote for either a Radical Left, 

Radical Right, or Liberal party are less supportive o f the EU than Social Democratic 

followers. In Table 5.10, on the other hand, supporters o f Conservative, Liberal or 

Religious parties are more supportive o f  the EU than Social Democrats, in the new 

and potential members. While sim ilar to the EB survey, supporters o f Radical Left 

parties are also Eurosceptics. In addition, supporters o f all party families, with the 

exception o f the Social Democrats, are less likely to be indifferent towards the EU 

than oppose it in the EB survey. Conservative voters in the CCEB survey are more 

likely to be indifferent rather than opposed to the EU, while Radical Left voters have a 

higher probability o f opposition than indifference.

Overall, the final column'®^ in Table 5.9 demonstrates that support for the EU among 

the EU-15 members is influenced by political party alignment, knowledge o f  the EU, 

subjective measures o f economic performance, age, education, occupational status and 

income. Among the Central and East European countries, Table 5.10 shows that class 

partisanship, political party alignment, knowledge o f the EU, subjective measures o f 

economic performance and education are the main determinants o f  support for the EU. 

Therefore, apart from the socio-economic characteristics, the determinants o f  support 

for the EU are similar in both the old and new member states. In regards attitudes of 

indifference towards the EU, Tables 5.11 and 5.12 show that indifference is mainly 

motivated by political party alignment and subjective measures o f economic 

performance for both the EU-15 states and the new and potential members. The 

substantive impact o f these variables is echoed in Appendix 5B which displays the 

marginal effects for both the EB and CCEB results. As seen in Tables 5B.1 and 5B.2, 

after the country dummies, the subjective economic winner variable and party

In order to test for the presence o f  m ulticollinearity due to the inclusion o f  all the explanatory  
variables in the full m odel, each o f  the full m odels are first estim ated using the standard OLS  
procedure, and then the variance inflation factors w ere calculated . A s all the variables (apart from age  
and age squared) have a VIF value less than 20  this suggests that m ulticollinearity am ong the main 
hypotheses o f  interest is not a problem.
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I

I
alignment measure have the largest impact on support for the EU, overriding any of 

I  the socio-economic factors.

5.7 Determinants of Support in the EU-28

The above results show that the main hypotheses concerning support for the EU are 

identical in both the EU-15 members and the countries of Central and Eastern Europe. 

This section therefore pools both the Eurobarometer and the Candidate Country 

Eurobarometer surveys, in order to test the seven main hypotheses across all 28 

European countries. The pooled dataset includes 28,243 observations representing 28 

different countries. All the variables, including the dependent variable, remain the 

same'°^, however a dummy variable is included to account for the two different 

surveys. In order to test which hypothesis holds across all European countries, a MNL 

model is estimated and is reported in Tables 5.13 (representing the determinants of 

I choosing "EU is a Good Thing” compared to ""EU is a Bad Thing") and 5.14

I (representing the determinants o f choosing "EU is neither a Good or Bad thing” over

I "EU is a Bad Thing"). Again, each column tests each of the seven hypotheses, while

I the final column represents the full model including all variables. As expected, the

r results do not differ overtly from the individual survey results.

5 .7.1 Results o f  M NL Determinants o f  Support in EU-28

As seen in Table 5.13, females, older respondents and large households show less 

support for the EU than the highly educated, students, self-employed, white-collar 

professionals, house persons and those with higher incomes. The effect of these 

variables is consistent across all 7 models. In the full model, however, only the effect 

of education, white-collar occupation and income remains. Table 5.14 shows that the 

socio-economic variables have a much more modest impact on the determinants of 

stating indifference about the EU rather than opposing it. For example, only females 

and farmers has a consistent impact, whereby females have a greater probability of 

stating indifference rather than opposition, while farmers show opposition rather than 

indifference towards the EU. H2 in both Table 5.13 and 5.14 measures the second

T he incom e deciles used in C C E B  are transform ed into incom e quartiles to match those in EB.
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U tilitarian H ypothesis - the effect o f  subjective econom ic perceptions on support for 

the EU - both tables show  that respondents w ho are optim istic about their econom ic 

situation have a greater probability  o f  stating the EU is either a good thing, or neither 

a good or bad thing, com pared to stating it is a bad thing, hence positive econom ic 

perceptions increase support for the EU. This effect is also consistent in the full 

m odel.

H3 and H4 report the C ognitive M obilisation determ inants o f  support. F irst, Table

5.13 show s that respondents w ho possess greater know ledge o f  the EU are m ore likely 

to support it. This effect rem ains constant in the full m odel. In regards indifference 

tow ards the EU, how ever, the effect o f  know ledge is only significant at the 10% level 

in Table 5.14 and drops out in the full m odel. N ext, H4 reports the political 

sophistication hypothesis - T able 5.13 show s that respondents w ho discuss politics 

occasionally  are m ore likely to support the EU , w hile surprisingly, discussing politics 

alo t has no effect on support. A s seen in the individual survey analysis, the correlation 

coefficient between discussing politics and know ledge about the EU is r=0.33. Hence, 

given the consistent effect o f  the EU know ledge m easure, this variable is only 

included in the final m odel, as it seem s a m ore reliable m easure o f  cognitive 

m obilisation than the political sophistication variable. Table 5.14 show s that those 

w ho discuss politics either occasionally  or alot, are less likely to  be indifferent about 

the EU. Overall, these results again suggest that greater know ledge o f  the EU is 

related to  higher levels o f  support for European integration.

H5, H6 and H7 report the Political M otivation H ypotheses. First, H5 in both Table

5.13 and 5.14 dem onstrate that support for Eurosceptic parties decreases support for 

the EU. This provides evidence in favour o f  the Partisan A lignm ent hypothesis, 

w hereby respondents are influenced by the policy positions o f  their favoured political 

party. A gain this results holds also in the full model. H 6 tests the Incum bency 

H ypothesis and finds that support for the incum bent governm ent also increases 

support for the EU, suggesting that assessm ents o f  the EU are often assessm ent o f  

national, rather than European, political concerns. N ext, H7 tests the im pact o f  support 

for various political fam ily groups on support for the EU. Both 5.13 and 5.14 show  

that supporters o f  conservative, liberal, religious and socialist parries are m ore likely 

to either support or be indifferent to  the EU, com pared to supporters o f  radical right-
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wing parties. Table 5.13 shows that as before, supporters o f radical left parties are less 

likely to support the EU, than oppose it. The impact o f the party family groups, 

however, mainly drops out in the full model, where only the positive impact o f the 

Conservative supporters remains.

Finally, there are also notable cross-country difference in support for European 

integration. The base category is Belgium, which is often perceived as a Pro-EU 

nation. Therefore, Table 5.13 shows that Denmark, East and West Germany, France, 

Northern Ireland, Great Britain, Finland, Sweden, Austria, Czech Republic, Estonia 

and Latvia have a lower probability o f supporting the EU, while, Ireland, Portugal, 

Bulgaria, Romania and Slovakia are more likely to support the EU relative to 

Belgium.

Overall, support for European integration, as seen in the full model, is a combination 

o f  several established hypotheses, with the Party Alignment hypothesis and the 

subjective Utilitarian hypothesis proving the most significant determinants o f  support, 

with the Incumbency hypothesis and Cognitive M obilisation hypotheses also proving 

significant. Among the socio-economic factors, education and white collar 

professionals, and to some extent, gender and income, are also important determinants 

o f support for the EU. Finally, the substantive impact o f  these results are mirrored in 

Appendix 5B, where Table 5B.3 presents the marginal effects for the EU-28 model. 

Again, the subjective Utilitarian hypothesis and the Party Alignment hypothesis have 

the largest impact on support for the EU.

As discussed in Chapters 3 and 4 it is necessary to carry out both the Hausman and 

Small-Hsiao test in order to test whether the IIA assumption holds in the MNL 

models. The results o f both tests for each o f the full M NL models are reported in 

Appendix 5C. Neither the Hausman test nor the Small-Hsiao test in the EB, CCEB or 

EU-28 models reject the null hypothesis that IIA holds.
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5.8 Discussion

According to Hix (2004) the most pro-European individual is “an Irish, Italian or 

Benelux male, who is a professional or company director, younger than 55, highly 

educated, a practising Catholic, and a member o f  the political or cultural elite The 

findings in this study m irror those o f Hix, except the list o f  the most enthusiastic 

Europeans should include also the Bulgarians and Rom anians whose countries have 

yet to join the Union, while among the actual EU members, the Portuguese, Slovaks 

and the Hungarians have taken over the role o f Euro-enthusiasts. On May 2004 the 

European landscape experienced a dramatic transform ation as the EU expanded to 

incorporate 10 new members, to create a Union o f 25 countries. Despite the apparent 

lack o f enthusiasm demonstrated at the EU referenda that took place throughout 

Central and Eastern Europe in 2003 (see Chapter 4), all the referenda were passed and 

eight post-communist and two Mediterranean countries are now full members o f the 

European Union. With this, the size o f the European public has substantially increased 

and therefore so too has the importance o f European public opinion.

This study attempts to extend the EU public opinion literature to include the new 

members o f Central and Eastern Europe, in order to test whether the archetypical EU 

supporter still remains in the new enlarged Union. This chapter has dual functions. 

Firstly it is a comparative investigation into the determinants o f support for European 

integration in both the “old” EU-15 members and the “new” and future EU member 

states. While separate literatures have evolved in regards both regions, no comparative 

study, thus far, has been performed. Second, this study also provides a comprehensive 

and rigorous test o f all the main hypotheses concerning the determinants o f support 

for the European Union. In testing seven established hypotheses, while controlling for 

individual socio-economic factors, this study allows a true test o f all the major 

hypotheses in the field. Overall, the results suggest that while the determinants o f 

support for European integration are very similar in both the old and new members, 

there is no clear-cut “winner” in regards the theories o f support for European 

integration, with several hypotheses proving consistent across each model.
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The m ost consistent hypothesis is the U tilitarian approach. In regards socio-econom ic 

characteristics, this study confirm s G abel’s original findings, such that individuals 

who possess higher education and higher earnings tend to support integration due to 

the gains to be realised through labour m arket and capital m arket liberalisation. In 

addition, w hite-collar p rofessionals consistently  show  greater support for the EU 

com pared to o ther occupations. A ge and G ender have a less consistent effect on 

attitudes tow ards the EU. In general, o lder respondents and fem ales are m ore likely to 

feel indifference tow ards the EU, rather than being enthusiastic or in opposition  to it. 

The subjective u tilitarian hypothesis proves to be another stable determ inant o f  

support, w hereby individuals w ho are optim istic about their past and future econom ic 

w ell-being display greater levels o f  support for the EU than individuals w hose
I
i  econom ic circum stances are bleak. O verall, the im portance o f  these objective and 

subjective econom ic factors evoke a clear picture o f  the classic E U -enthusiast - they 

are typically  w ell-educated, high earning professional m ales w ho are in econom ically  

strong positions. Such consisten t evidence in favour o f  the U tilitarian hypotheses 

suggest that support for the European U nion is therefore founded on expectations o f  

w elfare gains rather than m ore “affective” concerns or abstract concepts regarding 

ideological or non-m aterial attachm ent to the idea o f  a European state.

C ontrary to  recent studies that find that the C ognitive M obilisation H ypothesis does 

not hold in the European context, this analysis finds that individuals w ith h igher levels 

o f  cognitive m obilisation are generally  m ore supportive o f  European integration than 

those w ith low cognitive levels. O verall, individuals w ho have acquired know ledge o f  

the EU generally display greater support, than those w hose EU know ledge is limited. 

Those w ho do not possess m uch know ledge about the EU are also likely to display 

m ore indeterm inant attitudes tow ards it. T he low correlation betw een education levels 

and know ledge o f  the EU (r=0.26), suggest that this result is not driven by 

collinearity , but by true cognitive m obilisation factors, w hich state that greater 

know ledge about an issue subsequently  reduces feelings o f  alienation tow ards it and 

thus increases approval for it. G iven that both surveys suggest a large m ajority o f  the 

public possess very little know ledge o f  the EU, increasing the pub lics’ aw areness o f  

European issues m ay help create a European m entality and consequently  increase 

support for it. Evidence in favour o f  the second C ognitive M obilisation H ypothesis 

how ever is weak, w hereby political sophistication does not have a consisten t im pact
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on support for integration. In general, the political sophistication literature posits that 

individuals w ho regularly  engage in political d iscourse tend to  support new  social 

trends; hence the present w ave o f  globalisation, and further European integration, are 

endorsed by m em bers o f  the political and cultural elite. H ow ever, this study shows 

that engaging in political d iscussions does not directly  increase support for further 

integration. The cognitive m obilisation hypotheses enhance the findings o f  a 

utilitarian Europe, w hereby those w ho know  alot about the EU, are aw are o f  the 

benefits and opportunities to be realised in an integrated Europe and therefore display 

greater support.

U tilitarian considerations are not lim ited to the econom ic sphere. Indeed, given the 

significant costs involved, in term s o f  tim e and m otivation, w hen gathering 

inform ation about the EU, one can also derive significant benefits by using short-cuts 

or heuristics when form ing opinions about European issues. T herefore, when 

gathering inform ation about the EU, individuals often rely on inform ation from the 

dom estic political sphere. M oreover, the Political M otivation H ypotheses claim  that 

the determ inants o f  support for the EU rests on the EU policy stance o f  the incum bent 

governm ent, the individuals’ preferred political party, and the individual preferred 

political family. In regards the three Political M otivation Hypotheses, evidence is 

m ost favourable to the Partisan A lignm ent hypothesis, w hereby supporters o f  

Eurosceptic parties show  less support for the EU, w hile supporters o f  Pro-EU  parties 

regularly  display greater support for further European integration. H ence, it appears 

that the European public, given the general lack o f  know ledge concerning European 

issues, follow  cues from  their political parties when form ing attitudes abou t the EU. 

This confounds the present consensus that believes that the European public have 

becom e m ore inquiring and critical o f  European affairs. W hile this view  is som ew hat 

substantiated given the lack o f  evidence in support o f  the Incum bency Support 

H ypothesis, w hereby the public are no longer follow ing the governing party ’s 

position, overall it show s that E uropeans are still relying on dom estic issues to dictate 

their EU stance.

One o f  the m ost im portant outcom es o f  this study is that old and new  E uropeans are 

rem arkably sim ilar to each other. D espite different cultural, social and religious 

traditions and the legacy o f  decades spent under com m unist regim es, the sam e factors
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affect the form ation o f  opinions and attitudes on European integration in both sets o f  

countries. As such this finding m irrors tw o alternative studies that find the attitudes o f 

individuals who once lived under very  d ifferent regim es tend to converge over time. 

A nderson and O ’Connor (2000) find that attitudinal differences betw een East and 

W est G erm ans are very low despite years o f  separation. W hile N annestad , Paldam  and 

Rosholm  (2003) find very little difference in the attitudes o f  native Israelis and 

im m igrant Soviet Jews. Indeed the fo llow ing chapter (6) w ill dem onstrate the political 

assim ilation o f  m igrants from form er com m unist countries into various different 

political and econom ic system s.

The findings in this study are therefore im portant as they signify that the enlarged 

E uropean U nion will be more cohesive and less fragm ented and prone to  disagreem ent 

than one m ight have thought prior to  the latest enlargem ent. These results also suggest 

that one should not see future enlargem ents as a threat to the European integration 

process -  indeed, nationals o f  the countries currently  left out o f  the EU are am ong the 

m ost enthusiastic supporters o f  European integration.
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5A Tables

Table 5.1 Dependent Variable; Support for the EU (arranged in descending order)
Countries EU GOOD N either GOOD nor BAD EU BAD
Romania 86.97 10.56 2.46
Ireland 81.62 12.5 5.88
Luxembourg 78.37 14.88 6.75
Bulgaria 78.17 18.64 3.19
Netherlands 76.75 16.79 6.46
Spain 71.28 22.29 6.43
Turkey 70.4 17.68 11.92
Portugal 70.0 24.78 5.22
Greece 66.56 25.74 7.7
Belgium 65.41 23.89 10.7
Malta 64.56 19.83 15.61
Hungar}' 63.94 25.94 10.12
Italy 62.94 27.05 10.01
Lithuania 62.85 28.02 9.13
Cyprus 61.18 27.43 11.39
Slovakia 59.31 32.5 8.2
Poland 56.36 29.74 13.9
Denmark 54.88 20.33 24.79
Slovenia 52.5 40.31 7.19
France 52.36 32.88 14.76
Czech Republic 51.38 34.29 14.33
Latvia 49.79 32.98 17.23
Northern Ireland 49.16 38.24 12.61
West Cjermany 48.95 33.96 17.09
Estonia 43.94 39.09 16.97
Finland 42.21 35.81 21.98
East Germany 38.57 46.9 14.53
Austria 36.43 35.78 27.79
Sweden 35.88 26.58 37.54
Great Britain 32.77 37.62 29.61

Source: Eurobarometer 53 (April/May 2000) and Candidate Countries Eurobarometer 2003.4 (Oct/Nov 
2004).

Note: The table reports answers to tiie question: “Do you thini< that (Country)’s membership to the European 
Union is/would be 1. A Good thing, 2. Neither Good nor Bad, 3 .A Bad thing.
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Table 5.2 Political Parties EU Position in EB 53
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Strongly
O pposed

O pposed Somewhat
O pposed

Neutral Somewhat in 
Favour

In Favour Strongly in 
Favour

3.81% 8,0% 2,69% 6,05% 22,77% 44.79% 11.91%

Source: EB 53 Survey and Marks/Steenbergen Dataset (1999).

Table 5.3 Political Parties EU Position in CCEB 2003.4
Pro-EU  Parties % Eurosceptic Parties %

81.53 18.47

Source: CCEB 2003.4 Survey and Taggart and Szczerbiak (2004).

Table 5.4 Political Families in EB 53
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Socialist Conservative Liberal Religious Radical Right Radical Left O ther
35.3“/'o 19.06% 15,17% 10.5% 4,79% 6.17% 9.0%

Source; liB  53 Survey and Marks/Steenbergen Dataset (1999).

Table 5.5 Political Families in CCEB 2003.4
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Socialist Conservative Liberal Religious Radical Right C om m unist O ther
20.34% 9.18% 28,82% 2,95% 2,14% 4.13% 32.44%

Source: CCEB 2003.4 Survey and Armingeon and Careja (2004).

Table 5.6 Incumbent Party Support
N on Incum ben t % Incum ben t %

EB 53 78,77 21.23

CCEB 2003,4 66,41 33.59

Source: EB 53 and CEEB 2003.4 Surveys and w ww .electionworld.org.
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Table 5.7 Spearman Rank Correlations o ‘ Independent Variables in E B53
Econom ic Winner Knowledge o f  EU Discuss Politics Party EU  Stance Incum bent Support

Knowledge o f 0.0516
EU (O.OOO)

Discuss 0.010 0.379
Politics (0.220) (0.000)

Party EU -0.046 0.033 0.003
Stance (0.000) (O.O(M) (0.788)

Incumbency 0.009 -0.001 0.012 0.111
Support (0.266) (0.891) (0133) (0.000)

Political Party 0.027 -0.040 -0.016 -0.072 0.038
Family (0.012) (0.000) (0.131) (0.000) (0.000)

N ote: Significance levels in parenthesis.

Table 5.8 Spearman Rank Correlations o 'Independent Variables in CCEB 2003.4
Econom ic Winner Knowledge o f  EU Discuss Politics Party EU  Stance Incum bent Support

Knowledge o f 0.208
EU (0.000)

Discuss 0.033 0.294
Politics (0.000) (0.000)

Party EU -0.133 -0.112 -0.018
Stance (O.O(K)) (0.000) (0.142)

Incumbency 0.077 -0.006 -0.035 0.130
Support (0.000) (0.606) (0.004) (0.000)

Political ta rtv -0.009 0.009 -0.010 -0.152 -0.226
Family (0.474) (0.442) (0.404) (O.O(M)) (0.000)

N ote: Significance levels in parenthesis.
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Table 5.9 EB 53 MNL Determinants of stating the EU is GOOD THING

Base; EU Bad
Utilitarian Hypotheses Cognitive Mobilisation Hypotheses Political Motivation Hypotheses

Full Model
HI H2 H3 H4 H5 H6 H7

Party: Conservative ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ -0.165 (0.127) -0,073 (0.152)
Party: Liberal ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ -0.314** (0.127) -0,421** (0.162)
Party: Religious ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ -0.221 (0.146) -0,221 (0.162)
Party: Radical Right ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ -1.615*** (0.184) -0,321 (0.291)
Party; Radical Left ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ (0.150) -0,263 (0.265)
Party: Other Family ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ -0.408** (0.157) -0,188 (0.197)

Incumbent Party ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 0.497*** (0.078) ~ ~ -0,173 (0.126)

Eurosceptic Party ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ -1.435*** (0.101) ~ ~ ~ ~ -1,451*** (0.206)

Discuss Politics Occ. ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 0.171** (0.076) ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ '
Discuss Politics Alot ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 0.100 (0.105) ~ ~ ~ ~ ~
Knowledge of EU ~ ~ ~ ~ 0.140*** (0.017) ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 0,155*** (0.023)

Economic Winner ~ ~ 1.643*** (0.124) ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 1,606*** (0.164)

Female -0.123** (0.063) -0.143** (0.064) -0.036 (0.065) -0.117* (0.064) -0.253*** (0.081) -0.122* (0.063) -0.269*** (0.081) -0,155* (0.085)

Married 0.035 (0.077) 0.017 (0.078) 0.026 (0.078) 0.029 (0.078) 0.004 (0.101) 0.034 (0.078) 0.010 (0.100) -0,008 (0.103)

Age -0.046*** (0.012) -0.029** (0.012) -0.056*** (0.012) -0.050*** (0.012) -0.042*** (0.015) -0.047*** (0.012) -0.042*** (0,015) -0,037** (0.016)

Age Squared 0.000*** (0.000) 0.000*** (O.(X)O) 0.001*** (O.(XX)) 0.000*** (0.000) 0.000** (0.000) 0.000*** (0.000) 0.000** (0,000) 0,000** (0.000)

Household Size -0.099*** (0.030) -0.098*** (0.030) -0.081*** (0.030) -0,093*** (0.030) -0.099** (0.039) -0.098*** (0.030) -0.104*** (0,039) -0,077* (0.040)

Education: Secondaty 0.155* (0.085) 0.144* (0.085) 0.083 (0.086) 0.130 (0.085) 0.151 (0.111) 0.175** (0.085) 0.152 (0,111) 0.070 (0.115)

Education: University 0.634*** (0.101) 0.589*** (0.102) 0.469*** (0.103) 0,611*** (0.101) 0.611*** (0.131) 0.670*** (0.101) 0.646*** (0,131) 0.379*** (0.137)

Student 0.923*** (0.157) 0.887*** (0.158) 0.640*** (0.161) 0,870*** (0.158) 0.831*** (0.209) 0.966*** (0.158) 0.884*** (0,209) 0.506** (0.219)

Self employed 0.142 (0.144) 0.166 (0.146) 0.079 (0.145) 0,161 (0.145) -0.074 (0.179) 0.163 (0.145) -0.011 (0,181) -0.078 (0.184)

White-Collar Profess, 0  474*** (0.094) 0.433*** (0.096) 0.428*** (0.096) 0,466*** (0.094) 0.440*** (0.125) 0.483*** (0.094) 0.450*** (0,125) 0.351*** (0.130)

House Person 0.360*** (0.133) 0.403*** (0.135) 0.329** (0.134) 0,365*** (0.133) 0.158 (0.172) 0.356*** (0.133) 0.180 (0,172) 0.145 (0.178)

Unemployed -0.072 (0.140) 0.063 (0.141) -0.093 (0.142) -0,090 (0.140) 0.071 (0.200) -0.071 (0.139) 0.116 (0,201) 0.116 (0.208)

Retired 0.076 (0.119) 0.120 (0.120) 0.019 (0.121) 0,064 (0.119) -0.117 (0.151) 0.090 (0.119) -0.103 (0,151) -0.110 (0.156)

Farmer/Fisherman -0.137 (0.255) 0.049 (0.253) -0.313 (0.258) -0,148 (0.255) -0.501* (0.298) -0.117 (0.255) -0.407 (0,298) -0.373 (0.301)

Income 0.278*** (0.037) 0.264*** (0.037) 0.240*** (0.037) 0.269*** (0.037) 0.266*** (0.048) 0.276*** (0.037) 0.269*** (0,047) 0.225*** (0.049)
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Table 5.9 Continued
H I H2 H3 H4 H5 H6 H7 FuU Model

Denmark -1 714*** (0.190) -1.832*** (0.192) -1.742*** (0.191) -1.740*** (0.190) -1.380*** (0.225) -1.780*** (0.191) -1 456*** (0.232) -1.504*** (0.240)

West Germany -0 972*** (0.200) -0.892*** (0.200) -1.071*** (0.201) -0.984*** (0.202) -0 947*** (0.242) -1 072*** (0.202) -1.001*** (0.244) -1.037*** (0.250)

Greece 0.161 (0.230) 0.133 (0.231) 0.171 (0.232) 0.133 (0.230) 0.409 (0.287) 0.043 (0.232) 0.262 (0.298) 0.300 (0.305)
Italy -0.165 (0.232) -0.268 (0.233) -0.228 (0.233) -0.201 (0.232) 0.453 (0.333) -0.187 (0.233) 0.342 (0.336) 0.280 (0.345)
Spain 0.369 (0.251) 0.149 (0.252) 0.376 (0.252) 0.365 (0.251) 0.470 (0.315) 0.299 (0.253) 0.370 (0.324) 0.191 (0.334)

France -0 949*** (0.201) -1.040*** (0.202) -0.942*** (0.202) -0.965*** (0.201) -0.845*** (0.243) -0.966*** (0.202) -0.967*** (0.250) -1.020*** (0.255)

Ireland 0.559* (0.290) 0.306 (0.296) 0.603** (0.294) 0.556* (0.291) 0.604* (0.350) 0.420 (0.292) 0.453 (0.355) 0.384 (0.378)

N orthern Ireland -0.918*** (0.338) -1 178*** (0.334) -0.785** (0.336) -0.935*** (0.339) ~ -0.877*** (0.338) ~ ~ ~
Luxembourg 0.267 (0.281) 0.181 (0.282) 0.286 (0.285) 0.236 (0.281) ~ 0.216 (0.282) ~ ~ ~ ~
Holland 0.274 (0.223) 0,192 (0.225) 0.279 (0.224) 0.243 (0.224) 0.479* (0.266) 0.201 (0.225) 0.378 (0.267) 0.432 (0.276)

Portugal 0.793*** (0.253) 0.674*** (0.254) 0.824*** (0.253) 0.765*** (0.253) 0.773** (0.300) 0.694*** (0.254) 0.674** (0.309) 0.677** (0.317)

Great Britain -2 079*** (0.209) -2.285*** (0.212) -2.052*** (0.210) -2.091*** (0.209) -1.836*** (0.247) -2 214*** (0.211) -2.276*** (0.255) -2.041*** (0.273)

East Germany -1.162*** (0.205) -1.093*** (0.206) -1.236*** (0.207) -1.166*** (0.207) ~ ~ -1.230*** (0.206) ~ ~ ~ ~
Finland -1.679*** (0.192) -1.800*** (0.193) -1.686*** (0.193) -1.697*** (0.193) -1.626*** (0.228) -1.754*** (0.193) -1.633*** (0.236) -1.764*** (0.243)

Sweden -2.376*** (0.187) -2.591*** (0.190) -2.370*** (0.188) -2.398*** (0.188) -2.06*** (0.224) -2.470*** (0.190) -2 287*** (0.231) -2.307*** (0.242)

Austria -1.842*** (0.198) -1.857*** (0.2(H)) -1.965*** (0.204) -1.860*** (0.200) -1.630*** (0.236) -1 911*** (0.200) -1.680*** (0.237) -1 799*** (0.249)

Constant 2.463*** (0.326) 0.995*** (0.345) 2 223*** (0.332) 2.478*** (0.328) 2.802*** (0.417) 2 443*** (0.327) 2.977*** (0.425) 1 263*** (0.472)

Log likelihood -8991.20 -8844.78 -8762.57 -8892.29 -5202.59 -8963.91 -5221.75 -5003.32
Wald 1542.2*** 1676.0*** 1625.1*** 1593.3*** 950.22*** 1564.6*** 943.5*** 1078.17***
Pseudo 0.0938 0.1062 0.1034 0.0985 0.1078 0.097 0.1045 0.1300
No. o f observations 10139 10117 10009 10088 6164 10139 6164 6093

N otes: C oefficient estim ates and heteroskedasticity-robust standard errors (in parentheses) are reported. The dependent variable corresponds to the follow ing question: 
“Do you think that (Country)’s m embership to the European Union is 1. A G ood thing, 2. Neither G ood nor Bad, 3.A  Bad thing?” Both equations are estimated jointly  
by m ultinomial logit with ‘the EU is a Bad thing’ being the base category. Am ong the categorical variables the om itted categories are: Socialists, non-incum bent party, 
Pro-EU party, never d iscuss politics, m ale, not married or not cohabiting, primary education, manual worker, and Belgium . The “Econom ic W inner” variable is scaled  
on a 0-1 continuum, where 0=E conom ic Pessim ist and l=E conom ic Optimist. “K now ledge o f  the EU” is based on a 1-10 scale where 10=know s about the EU. 

Significance levels: 1%, •• 5% and • 10%.
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Table 5.10 CEEB 3003.4 MNL Determinants of Stating the EU is A GOOD THING
Base: E U  BAD

Utilitarian H ypotheses Cognitive M obilisation H ypotheses Political M otivation H ypotheses
FuU M odel

HI H2 H3 H4 H5 H6 H7
Party: Conservative ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 1.591*** (0.260) 1 213*** (0.249)
Part\': Liberal ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ - ~ ~ 0.472*** (0.150) 0.455** (0.182)
Party: Religious ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 1.030** (0.470) 1.183** (0.481)
Party: Radical Right ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ - ~ ~ ~ ~ 0.371 (0.508) 0.564 (0.469)
Part)’: Radical Left ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ -2 946*** (0.334) -1.860*** (0.369)
Party: O ther Family ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ -0.110 (0.146) -0.049 (0.160)
Incumbent Party ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 0.372*** (0.112) ~ 0.216 (0.146)
Eurosceptic Party ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ -1 493*** (0.137) ~ ~ ~ ~ -1.091*** (0.153)
Discuss Politics Occ. ~ - ~ ~ ~ ~ 0.194** (0.087) ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~
Discuss Politics Alot ~ ~ ~ ~ 0.027 (0.102) ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~
Knowledge o f EU ~ ~ ~ 0.276*** (0.025) ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 0.239*** (0.031)
Economic Winner ~ ~ 2.846*** (0.142) ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 2.559*** (0.186)
Female -0.065 (O.OSO) -0.028 (0.083) 0.091 (0.082) -0.070 (0.081) -0.158 (0.103) -0.151 (0.101)

*00O
(0.103) -0.036 (0.109)

Married 0.105 (0.092) 0.084 (0.096) 0.102 (0.094) 0.104 (0.092) 0.077 (0.119) 0.053 (0.117) 0.041 (0.121) 0.026 (0.129)
Age -0.031** (0.014) 0.022 (0.015) -0.033** (0.014) -0.034** (0.014) -0.021 (0.018) -0.019 (0.018) -0.015 (0.018) 0.026 (0.019)
Age Squared 0.000* (0.000) 0.000 (0.000) 0.000* (0.000) 0.000* (0.000) 0.000 (0.000) 0.000 (0.000) 0.000 (0.000) 0.000 (O.O(K))
Household Size -0.075* (0.039) -0.049 (0.041) -0.049 (0.040) -0.071* (0.039) -0.001 (0.051) -0.017 (0.050) -0.014 (0.051) 0.052 (0.056)
Education: Secondary 0.410*** (0.107) 0.421*** (0.110) 0.225** (0.111) 0 414*** (0.108) 0.170 (0.138) 0.190 (0.136) 0.224 (0.137) 0.091 (0.148)
Education: University 0.771*** (0.131) 0.701*** (0.136) 0.451*** (0.137) 0.768*** (0.134) 0.637*** (0.170) 0.647*** (0.168) 0.638*** (0.171) 0.344* (0.186)
Student 0.939*** (0.222) 0.849*** (0.231) 0.639*** (0.229) 0.928*** (0.223) 0.738*** (0.280) 0.753*** (0.279) 0.761*** (0.281) 0.383 (0.298)
Self employed 0.275 (0.190) 0.141 (0.201) 0.258 (0.193) 0.272 (0.190) 0.325 (0.231) 0.334 (0.230) 0.206 (0.233) 0.101 (0.255)
White-Collar Profess. Q 421*** (0.136) 0.301** (0.142) 0.365*** (0.139) 0.423*** (0.136) 0.457*** (0.174) 0.509*** (0.172) 0.455*** (0.175) 0.265 (0.186)
House Person 0.235 (0.169) 0.188 (0.178) 0.278 (0.175) 0.241 (0.169) 0.230 (0.217) 0.211 (0.213) 0.163 (0.217) 0.151 (0.241)
Unemployed -0.204 (0.149) -0.050 (0.154) -0.187 (0.151) -0.212 (0.149) -0.131 (0.191) -0.107 (0.189) -0.095 (0.190) 0.004 (0.204)
Retired -0.052 (0.137) -0.010 (0.141) -0.070 (0.141) -0.043 (0.137) 0.129 (0.174) 0.101 (0.173) 0.119 (0.176) 0.150 (0.188)
Farm er/Fisherm an -0.212 (0.231) -0.172 (0.244) -0.090 (0.241) -0.222 (0.232) 0.062 (0.309) 0.054 (0.300) -0.112 (0.310) -0.100 (0.327)
Income 0.076*** (0.017) 0.017 (0.019) 0.050*** (0.018) 0.071*** (0.018) 0.045** (0.022) 0.070*** (0.022) 0.056** (0.022) -0.034 (0.026)
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Table 5.10 Continued
HI H2 H3 H4 H5 H6 H 7 Fi.ll Model

Cyprus -1.338*** (0.264) -1 749*'+=* (0.273) -1.730*** (0.270) -1.329*** (0.264) -0.467 (0.381) -1.251*** (0.358) -3.720*** (0.476) -2 932*** (0.535)
Czech Republic -2.126*** (0.229) -2.268*** (0.231) -2.287*** (0.232) -2.158*** (0.230) -1.298*** (0.318) -1 849*** (0.317) -3.093*** (0.367) -2.518*** (0.379)
Estonia -9 (0.222) -3.022*** (0.227) -2.650*** (0.224) -2.603*** (0.223) -1.268*** (0.331) -2.292*** (0.309) -4.751*** (0.435) -3.811*** (0.452)
Hungary' -1.375*** (0.2.35) -1.588*** (0.237) -1 441*** (0.237) -1.360*** (0.235) -0.365 (0.337) -1.324*** (0.324) -3.353*** (0.445) -2.435*** (0.443)
Latvia -2 289*** (0.221) -2.818*** (0.227) -2.538*** (0.226) -2.325*** (0.222) -1.930*** (0.3t)8) -2 014*** (0.310) -4  141*** (0.430) -4.108*** (0.416)
Lithuania -1.521*** (0.233) -1.854*** (0.238) -1.525*** (0.237) -1.539*** (0.234) -1.306*** (0.330) -1.344*** (0.331) -3.390*** (0.444) -3.008*** (0.431)
Malta -1.612*** (0.264) -2  131*** (0.268) -2.108*** (0.272) “1 619*** (0.264) -0 979*** (0.330) -1.705*** (0.351) -4.388*** (0.476) -3.786*** (0.476)
Poland -1 939*** (0.226) -2.031*** (0.231) -2.188*** (0.231) -1.951*** (0.227) -1.410*** (0.327) -1.733*** (0.324) -3.720*** (0.447) -3 152*** (0.435)
Romania 0.529* (0.310) 0.318 (0.315) 0.499 (0.317) 0.531* (0.310) 1.190*** (0.455) 0.755* (0.455) -1.150** (0.540) -0.654 (0.535)
Slovakia -1.260*** (0.239) -1 191*** (0.241) -1.515*** (0.243) -1.271*** (0.240) -0.820*** (0.326) -1.328*** (0.318) -3.472*** (0.441) -2.556*** (0.433)
Slovenia -1.318*** (0.253) -1.753*** (0.257) -1.709*** (0.258) -1.337*** (0.254) -0.837** (0.369) -0 971*** (0.373) -2 946*** (0.476) -2.987*** (0.464)

Turkey -1.375*** (0.238) -1.870*** (0.246) -1.485*** (0.242) -1.367*** (0.239) -1.424*** (0.314) -1.582*** (0.318) -3 514*** (0.436) -3.341*** (0.420)
Constant 3.458*** (0.410) 1 197* * * (0.442) 2.622*** (0.420) 3.475*** (0.411) 3.215*** (0.558) 3.058*** (0.552) 4 959*** (0.627) 1.523** (0.658)

Log likelihood -7368.87 -7008.98 -7052.45 -7332.47 -4372.94 -4440.81 -4342.302 -3968.257
Wald 955.3*** 1360.2*** 1188.8** 984.64*** 661.36*** 548 9*** 673.59*** 1073.39***
Pseudo R̂ 0.0751 0.1184 0.1012 0.0772 0.0863 0.0721 0.0927 0.1600
No. of observations 9027 9007 8918 9002 5605 5605 5605 5541

N otes: C oefficient estim ates and heteroskedasticity-robust standard errors (in parentheses) are reported. The dependent variable corresponds to the follow ing question: 
"Do you think that (Country)’s m embership to the European Union would be 1. A G ood thing, 2. Neither Good nor Bad, 3 .A  Bad thing?” Both equations are estimated 
jointly by m ultinomial logit with ‘the EU is a Bad thing’ being the base category. Am ong the categorical variables the om itted categories are: Socialists, non- 
incumbent party, pro-EU party, never discuss politics, m ale, not married or not cohabiting, primary education, manual worker, and Bulgaria. The “Econom ic W inner” 
variable is scaled on a 0-1 continuum, where 0=E conom ic Pessim ist and l=E conom ic Optimist. “K now ledge o f  the E U ” is based on a 1-10 scale where 10=knows 
about the EU. Significance levels: 1%, •• 5% and * 10%.
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Table 5.11 EB 53 MNL Determinants of Stating the EU is NEITHER A GOOD OR BAD THING

Base: E U  Bad
Utilitarian H ypotheses Cognitive M obilisation H ypotheses Political M otivation H ypotheses

FuU Model
HI H2 H3 H4 H5 H6 H7

Part)’: Conservative ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ -0.276** (0.138) -0.231 (0.162)

Party: Liberal ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ -0.261* (0.140) -0.325* (0.17.3)
Part)': Religious ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ -0.317** (0.161) -0.352** (0.172)
Part)-: Radical Right ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ -0.953*** (0.185) -0.099 (0.29.3)

Party: Radical Left ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ -0.607*** (0.157) 0.175 (0.268)
Party: Other Family ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ -0.301* (0.169) -0.133 (0.208)

Incumbent Party ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ - ~ ~ ~ 0.184** (0.083) ~ ~ -0.143 (0.134)

Eurosceptic Party ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ -0.753*** (0.105) ~ - ~ ~ -0 997*** (0.206)

Discuss Politics Occ. ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ -0.308*** (0.078) ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ -
Discuss Politics Alot ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ -0.638*** (0.113) ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ - ~ ~
Knowledge of EU ~ ~ ~ -0.044** (0.018) ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ -0.007 (0.024)

Economic Winner ~ ~ 0.467*** (0.127) ~ ' ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ***00o

(0.170)

Female 0.152** (0.067) 0.143** (0.067) 0.120* (0.069) 0.092 (0.068) 0.057 (0.088) 0.154** (0.067) 0.043 (0.088) 0.047 (0.092)

Married 0.002 (0.082) 0.001 (0.082) -0.001 (0.083) 0.001 (0.082) -0.102 (0.109) 0.001 (0.082) -0.093 (0.108) -0.103 (0.110)

Age -0.041*** (0.012) -0.037*** (0.012) -0.041*** (0.012) -0.036*** (0.012) -0.033** (0.0159) -0.042*** (0.012) -0.035** (0.016) -0.034** (0.016)

Age Squared 0.000*** (0.000) 0.000*** (0.000) 0.000*** (0.000) 0.000** (0.000) 0.000 (0.000) 0.000*** (0.000) 0.000* (0.000) 0.000* (O.(X)O)

Household Size -0.088*** (0.032) -0.089*** (0.032) -0.091*** (0.032) -0.090*** (0.032) -0.053 (0.042) -0.089*** (0.032) -0.055 (0.042) -0.051 (0.043)

Education: Secondary -0.020 (0.087) -0.028 (0.087) -0.002 (0.089) -0.004 (0.087) -0.097 (0.115) -0.010 (0.087) -0.090 (0.115) -0.076 (0.118)

Education: University -0.034 (0.106) -0.044 (0.106) -0.005 (0.109) 0,024 (0.107) -0.185 (0.138) -0.017 (0.107) -0.156 (0.139) -0.198 (0.144)

Student -0.003 (0.165) -0.024 (0.167) 0.039 (0.170) 0.074 (0.167) -0.231 (0.222) 0.019 (0.166) -0.191 (0.222) -0.274 (0.232)

Self employed -0.130 (0.156) -0.112 (0.156) -0.127 (0.157) -0.083 (0.158) -0.289 (0.198) -0.120 (0.156) -0.223 (0.200) -0.250 (0.201)

White-Collar Profess. 0.056 (0.102) 0.042 (0.102) 0.085 (0.103) 0.073 (0.102) -0.032 (0.137) 0.061 (0.102) -0.20 (0.137) -0.047 (0.141)

House Person 0.200 (0.137) 0.220 (0.138) 0.199 (0.139) 0.194 (0.138) -0.029 (0.179) 0.200 (0.137) -0.002 (0.179) -0.027 (0.182)

Unemployed -0.163 (0.141) -0.128 (0.141) -0.164 (0.142) -0.160 (0.142) -0.149 (0.211) -0.167 (0.141) -0.119 (0.211) -0.158 (0.214)

Retired -0.103 (0.124) -0.086 (0.123) -0.126 (0.126) -0.101 (0.124) -0.227 (0.160) -0.097 (0.123) -0.214 (0.161) -0.238 (0.163)

Farmer/Fisherman -0.522* (0.277) -0.452 (0.275) -0.618** (0.283) -0.530* (0.277) -0.804** (0.335) -0.520* (0.277) -0.721** (0.338) -0.762** (0.343)

Income 0.095** (0.039) 0.094** (0.039) 0.103** (0.040) 0.110*** (0.039) 0.113** (0.051) 0.096** (0.039) 0.120** (0.052) 0.124** (0.053)
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Table 5.11 Continued
H I H2 H3 H4 H5 H6 H7 Full M odel

D e n m a rk -1.376*** (0.208) -1.406*** (0.208) -1.332*** (0.208) -1.297*** (0.209) -1.121*** (0.247) -1.402*** (0.208) -1.218*** (0.254) -1 132*** (0.260)

West Germany -0.409* (0.21.1) -0.387* (0.212) -0.415* (0.214) -0.281 (0.215) -0.505* (0.261) -0.443** (0.214) -0.533** (0.263) -0.484* (0.268)

Greece 0.146 (0.245) 0.145 (0.245) 0.167 (0.246) 0.248 (0.246) 0.393 (0.307) 0.109 (0.247) 0.281 (0.318) 0.358 (0.323)

Italy -0.062 (0.247) -0.088 (0.247) -0.032 (0.248) 0.014 (0.249) 0.547 (0.349) -0.068 (0.247) 0.481 (0.352) 0.568 (0.357)

Spain 0.104 (0.268) 0.037 (0.268) 0.106 (0.269) 0.077 (0.269) 0.263 (0.336) 0.084 (0.269) 0.182 (0.346) 0.148 (0.352)

France -0.421** (0.214) -0.445** (0.214) -0.399* (0.215) -0.410* (0.215) -0.533** (0.264) -0.428** (0.215) -0.639** (0.270) -0.633** (0.273)

Ireland -0.457 (O.S-ll) -0.522 (0.332) -0.458 (0.331) -0.429 (0.333) -0.553 (0.408) -0.505 (0.331) -0.585 (0.416) -0.535 (0.426)

N orthern Ireland -0.330 (0.349) -0.412 (0.349) -0.367 (0.350) -0.268 (0.350) ~ -0.317 (0.349) ~ ~ ~

Luxembourg -0.433 (0.316) -0.463 (0.316) -0.402 (0.320) -0.365 (0.317) ~ -0.448 (0.316) ~ ~ ~ ~

Holland -0.247 (0.244) -0.266 (0.244) -0.252 (0.244) -0.197 (0.245) -0.055 (0.292) -0.272 (0.245) -0.148 (0.294) -0.066 (0.299)

Portugal 0.607** (0.267) 0.570** (0.267) 0.593** (0.268) 0.615** (0.268) 0.503 (0.319) 0.579** (0.268) 0.377 (0.328) 0.428 (0.335)

Great Britain -1.084*** (0.217) -1.138*** (0.218) -1.092*** (0.217) -1.052*** (0.217) -0.862*** (0.260) -1.131*** (0.219) -1.157*** (0.268) -0.886*** (0.285)

East Germany 0.127 (0.211) 0.147 (0.211) 0.148 (0.212) 0.283 (0.214) ~ ~ 0.106 (0.212) ~ ~ ~ -

Finland -0.664*** (0.203) -0.701*** (0.203) -0.616*** (0.204) -0.578*** (0.204) -0.563** (0.243) -0.693*** (0.204) 0.578** (0.251) -0.587** (0.257)

Sweden -1.551*** (0.200) -1.610*** (0.200) -1.545*** (0.200) -1.482*** (0.201) -1.271*** (0.241) -1.587*** (0.201) -1 439*** (0.248) -1.328*** (0.256)

Austria -0.775*** (0.207) -0.772*** (0.207) -0.716*** (0.212) -0.636*** (0.209) -0.700*** (0.250) -0.798*** (0.208) -0.728*** (0.251) -0.669** (0.259)

Constant 2 124* * * (0.342) 1.721*** (0.359) 2.260*** (0.348) 2.151*** (0.345) 2.132*** (0.446) 2121*** (0.342) 2 314*** (0.454) 2.024*** (0.497)

Log likelihood -8991.20 -8844.78 -8762.57 -8892.29 -5202.59 -8963.91 -5221.75 -5003.32
Wald 1542 2*** 1676.0*** 1625.1*** 1593.3*** 950.22*** 1564.5*** 943.5*** 1078.17***
Pseudo R2 0.0938 0.1062 0.1034 0.0985 0.1078 0.097 0.1045 0.1300
No. o f observations 10139 10117 10009 10088 6164 10139 6164 6093

N otes: C oefficient estim ates and heteroskedasticity-robust standard errors (in parentheses) are reported. The dependent variable corresponds to the follow ing question: 
“Do you think that (Country)’s m embership to the European Union is 1. A Good thing, 2. N either G ood nor Bad, 3.A  Bad thing?” Both equations are estim ated jointly  
by multinomial logit with ‘the EU is a Bad thing’ being the base category. Am ong the categorical variables the om itted categories are: Socialists, non-incum bent party, 
Pro-EU party, never discuss politics, m ale, not married or not cohabiting, primary education, manual worker, and Belgium . The “E conom ic W inner” variable is scaled  
on a 0-1 continuum, where 0=E conom ic Pessim ist and l=E conom ic Optimist. “K nowledge o f  the E U ” is ba.sed on a 1-10 scale where 10=know s about the EU. 
Significance levels: *** 1%, ** 5% and * 10%.
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Table 5.12 CEEB 2003.4 MNL Determinants of Stating the EU is NEITHER A GOOD OR BAD THING

Base: EU BAD
Utilitarian Hypotheses Cognitive Mobilisation Hypotheses Political Motivation Hypotheses

FuU Model
HI H2 H3 H4 H5 H6 H7

Party: Conservative ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ -- ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 0.940*** (0 .289) 0.533** (0 .263)

Party: Liberal ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 0.227 (0 .166) 0.223 (0 .192)

Part}’: Religious ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ - ~ ~ ~ ~ 0.311 (0 .502) 0.247 (0 .515)

Party: Radical Right ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ - ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 0.387 (0 .526) 0.219 (0 .513)

Part)’: Radical Left ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ -1.522*** (0 .330) -1.030*** (0 .349)

Party: Other Family ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ -0.013 (0 .162) -0.078 (0 .171)

Incumbent Party ~ ~ ~ - ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 0.139 (0 .122) ~ - -0.033 (0.1540

Eurosceptic Party ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ -0.732*** (0 . 147) ~ ~ ~ -0.428*** (0 .160)

Discuss Politics Occ. ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ -0.009 (0 .092) ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~
Discuss Politics Alot ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ - -0.345*** (0 . 111) ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~
Knowledge of EU ~ ~ ~ ~ 0.007 (0 .026) ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ -0.003 (0 .032)

Economic Winner ~ ~ 1.090*** (0 .143) ~ - ~ - ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ - 1.028*** (0 .189)

Female 0.344*** (0 .085) 0.360*** (0 .086) 0.358*** (0 .086) 0.307*** (0 .086) 0.217** (0 . 111) 0.227** (0 .110) 0.202* (0 . 110) 0.218* (0 .113)

Married 0.047 (0 .097) 0.039 (0 .099) 0.040 (0 .098) 0.056 (0 .098) 0.091 (0 . 129) 0.078 (0 .127) 0.076 (0 .130) 0.066 (0 . 133)

Age -0.003 (0 .015) 0.017 (0 .015) -0.001 (0 .015) -0.002 (0 .015) 0.013 (0 .020) 0.014 (0 .020) 0.018 (0 .019) 0.036* (0 .020)

Age Squared 0.000 (0 .000) 0.000 (0 .000) 0.000 (0 .000) 0.000 (0 .000) 0.000 (0 .000) 0.000 (0 .000) 0.000 (0 .000) 0.000* (0 .000)

Household Size 0.009 (0.0410 0.013 (0 .042) 0.014 (0 .042) 0.010 (0 .041) 0.063 (0 .054) 0.053 (0 .054) 0.056 (0 .055) 0.074 (0 .057)

Education: Secondar\’ 0.224** (0 .113) 0.213 (0 .113) 0.223* (0 .117) 0.253** (0 .114) 0.080 (0 .151) 0.089 (0 .149) 0.106 (0 .149) 0.088 (0 .157)

Education: University 0.072 (0 . 140) 0.042 (0 .142) 0.058 (0 .145) 0.128 (0 .143) 0.104 (0 .185) 0.109 (0 . 183) 0.111 (0 .186) 0.079 (0 . 196)

Student 0.304 (0 .237) 0.232 (0 .241) 0.320 (0 .242) 0.341 (0 .238) 0.397 (0 .303) 0.403 (0 .303) 0.399 (0 .304) 0.301 (0 .315)

Self employed -0.042 (0 .209) -0.077 (0 .213) -0.025 (0 .211) -0.045 (0 .210) 0.038 (0 .256) 0.048 (0 .257) -0.049 (0 .258) -0.054 (0 .265)

VC'hite-CoUar Profess. 0.058 (0 . 145) -0.003 (0 .147) 0.058 (0 .146) 0.063 (0 .145) 0.052 (0 .186) 0.080 (0 .185) 0.036 (0 . 186) -0.042 (0 .192)

House Person -0.030 (0 . 182) -0.072 (0 . 185) 0.005 (0 .186) -0.036 (0 .182) 0.179 (0 .236) 0.168 (0 .234) 0.143 (0 .238) 0.104 (0 .248)

Unemployed -0.139 (0 .156) -0.093 (0 .157) -0.149 (0 .157) -0.147 (0 .156) -0.071 (0 .204) -0.061 (0 .202) -0.052 (0 .201) -0.052 (0 .208)

Retired -0.035 (0 . 145) -0.026 (0 .147) -0.038 (0 .149) -0.026 (0 .146) 0.128 (0 .189) 0.114 (0 .188) 0.123 (0 . 190) 0.135 (0 .196)

Farmer/Fisherman -0.625** (0 .276) -0.613** (0 .278) -0.585** (0 .281) -0.615** (0 .276) -0.760* (0 .390) -0.768** (0 .383) -0.856** (0 .388) -0.863** (0 .396)

Income 0.010 (0 .018) -0.009 (0 .019) 0.010 (0 .019) 0.010 (0 .018) -0.012 (0 .024) 0.001 (0 .023) -0.008 (0 .024) -0.034 (0 .026)
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Table 5.12 Continued
HI H2 H3 H4 H5 H6 H7 Full Model

Cyprus -0.731*** (0 .282) -0.868*** (0 .285) -0.774*** (0 .284) -0.“ 14** (0 .282) -0.302 (0 .404) -0.754** (0 .385) -2.225*** (0 .487) -1.477*** (0 .536)

Czech Republic -0.834*** (0 .244) -0.882*** (0 .244) -0.848*** (0 .246) -0.829*** (0 .245) -0.439 (0 .342) -0.780** (0 .339) -1.401*** (0 .366) -0.920** (0 .370)

Estonia -0.950*** (0 .2.?4) -1.111*** (0 .236) -0.952*** (0 .236) -0 93^*** (0 .235) -0.225 (0 .351) -0.785** (0 .327) -2.266*** (0 .438) -1.624*** (0 .454)

Hungary -0.761*** (0 .250) -0.833*** (0 .250) -0.761*** (0 .251) -0.742*** (0 .250) -0.471 (0 .363) -0.985*** (0 .349) -2.259*** (0 .455) -1.686*** (0 .454)

Latvia -1.130*** (0 .235) -1.324*** (0 .237) -1.133*** (0 .237) -1.117*** (0 .236) -1.018*** (0 .330) -1 047*** (0 .332) -2.375*** (0 .436) -2.063*** (0 .415)

Lithuania -0.728*** (0 .251) -0.849*** (0 .252) -0.690*** (0 .254) -0.723*** (0 .252) -0.750** (0 .357) -0.765** (0 .357) -2.050*** (0 .455) -1.686*** (0 .439)

Malta -1.356*** (0 .292) -1.525*** (0 .294) -1.379*** (0 .298) -1.334*** (0 .293) -1.526*** (0 .393) -1.920*** (0 .411) -3.552*** (0 .526) -2 597*** (0 .501)

Poland -0.939*** (0 .242) -0.963*** (0 .24 .3) -0.921*** (0 .246) -0 937*** (0 .243) -0.842** (0 .353) -1.036*** (0 .350) -2.324*** (0 .460) -1 713*** (0 .442)

Romania -0.162 (0 .334) -0.234 (0 .335) -0.115 (0 .339) -0.175 (0 .334) 0.125 (0 .488) -0.119 (0 .490) -1.369** (0 .564) -0.914* (0 .555)

Slovakia -0.380 (0 .253) -0.343 (0 .253) -0.379 (0 .256) -0.348 (0 .254) -0.144 (0 .347) -0.461 (0 .338) -1.757*** (0 .446) -1.035** (0 .436)

Slovenia 0.002 (0 .264) -0.163 (0 .265) -0.020 (0 .268) 0.009 (0 .265) 0.217 (0 .388) 0.167 (0 .390) -1.093** (0 .480) -0.772* (0 .463)

Turkey -1.250*** (0 .259) -1.426*** (0 .261) -1.232*** (0 .262) -1.214*** (0 .261) -1.466*** (0 .348) -1.526*** (0 .351) -2.762*** (0 .451) -2.435*** (0 .426)

Constant 1.575*** (0 .437) 0.818* (0 .455) 1.475*** (0 .445) 1.568*** (0 .438) 1.155* (0 .600) 1.084* (0 .597) 2.259*** (0 .657) 1.145* (0 .668)

Log likelihood -7368.87 -7008.98 -7052.45 -7332.47 -4372.94 -4440.81 -4342.302 -3968.257
Wald 955.3*** 1360.2*** 1188.8*** 984.6*** 661.36*** 548.94*** 673.59*** 1073.4***
Pseudo R2 0.0751 0.1184 0.1012 0.0772 0.0863 0.0721 0.0927 0.1600
No. of observations 9027 9007 8918 9002 5605 5605 5605 5541

N otes: Coefficient estim ates and heteroskedasticity-robust standard errors (in parentheses) are reported. The dependent variable corresponds to the following question: 
“Do you think that (C ountry)’s mem bership to the European Union would be I. A Good thing, 2. Neither Good nor Bad, 3.A Bad thing?” Both equations are estimated 
jointly by multinomial logit with ‘the EU is a Bad thing’ being the base category. Among the categorical variables the omitted categories are: Socialists, non- 
incumbent party, pro-EU party, never discuss politics, male, not married or not cohabiting, primary education, manual worker, and Bulgaria. The “Economic W inner” 
variable is scaled on a 0-1 continuum, where 0=Economic Pessimist and l=Econom ic Optimist. “Knowledge o f  the EU ” is based on a 1-10 scale where IO=knows 
about the EU. Significance levels: **• 1%, •* 5% and • 10%.

227



Table 5.13 EU-28 MNL Determinants of Stating the EU is A GOOD THING

Base: E U  BAD
Utilitarian H ypotheses Cognitive M obilisation H ypotheses Political M otivation H ypotheses

FuU Model
H I H2 H3 H4 H5 H6 H7

Party: Conservative ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ -- ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 1.505*** (0.183) 0.567*** (0.207)

Party; Liberal ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 1.200*** (0.167) 0.288 (0.196)
Party: Religious ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 1.255*** (0.186) 0.361* (0.211)
Partv’: Socialist ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 1.226*** (0.159) 0.212 (0.195)

Party: Radical Left ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ' ~ ~ ~ ~ -0.340* (0.187) -0.295 (0.195)

Party: O ther ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 0.848*** (0.169) 0.038 (0.191)

Incumbent Party ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 0.452*** (0.064) ~ ~ 0.185** (0.081)
Eurosceptic Party ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ -1.454*** (0.080) ~ ~ ~ ~ -1.162*** (0.108)

Discuss Politics Occ. ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 0.164*** (0.056) ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~
Discuss Politics Alot ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 0.054 (0.073) ~ ~ ~ ~ ~
Knowledge o f EU ~ ~ ~ ~ 0.196*** (0.014) ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 0.190*** (0.018)

Economic Winner ~ ~ 2.166*** (0.091)) ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 2.079*** (0.118)

Female -0.113** (0.049) -0.117** (0.050) 0.009 (0.050) -0.112** (0.050) -0.219*** (0.063) -0.137** (0.053) -0.221*** (0.063) -0.103 (0.066)

Married 0.077 (0.059) 0.062 (0.060) 0.070 (0.060) 0.073 (0.059) 0.046 (0.076) 0.051 (0.064) 0.022 (0.075) 0.021 (0.079)

Age -0.040*** (0.009) -0.009 (0.009) -0.048*** (0.009) -0.043*** (0.009) -0.031*** (0.011) -0.039*** (0.010) -0.028** (0.011) -0.010 (0.012)

Age Squared 0.000*** (0.000) 0.000 (0.000) 0.000*** (0.000) 0.000*** (0.000) 0.000** (0.000) 0.000*** (0.000) 0.000* (0.000) 0.000 (O.(HK))

Household Size -0.090*** (0.024) -0.079*** (0.025) -0.069*** (0.025) -0.085*** (0.024) -0.062* (0.032) -0.077*** (0.026) -0.067** (0.0320 -0.026 (0.033)

Education: Secondary 0.264*** (0.066) 0.260*** (0.067) 0.153** (0.068) 0.251*** (0.066) 0.157* (0.086) 0.185** (0.071) 0.162* (0.085) 0.059 (0.089)

Education: University' 0.694*** (0.080) 0.637*** (0.081) 0.470*** (0.082) 0.679*** (0.080) 0.615*** (0.102) 0.661*** (0.086) 0.631*** (0.102) 0.359*** (0.108)
Student Q (0.127) 0.857*** (0.130) 0.600*** (0.130) 0.882*** (0.128) 0.761*** (0.166) 0.892*** (0.137) 0.780*** (0.166) 0.390** (0.175)

Self employed 0.200* (0.113) 0.175 (0.117) 0.144 (0.114) 0.211* (0.114) 0.097 (0.140) 0.225* (0.121) 0.080 (0.140) 0.003 (0.146)
WTiite-Collar Profess. 0.463*** (0.077) 0.398*** (0.079) 0.405*** (0.078) 0.458*** (0.077) 0.461*** (0.101) 0 497*** (0.082) 0.459*** (0.101) 0.338*** (0.106)
House Person 0.317*** (0.103) 0.347*** (0.106) 0.299*** (0.106) 0.324*** (0.103) 0.181 (0.134) 0.304*** (0.112) 0.153 (0.133) 0.155 (0.141)

Unemployed -0.126 (0.100) 0.040 (0.102) -0.148 (0.102) -0.139 (0.100) -0.054 (0.137) -0.085 (0.111) -0.038 (0.137) 0.062 (0.143)

Retired 0.018 (0.089) 0.069 (0.091) -0.027 (0.091) 0.014 (0.089) -0.009 (0.114) 0.082 (0.097) -0.027 (0.114) 0.011 (0.118)

Farm er/Fisherm an -0.152 (0.169) 0.006 (0.172) -0.191 (0.174) -0.164 (0.169) -0.163 (0.213) 0.005 (0.191) -0.201 (0.213) -0.129 (0.218)

Income 0.226*** (0.028) 0.172*** (0.028) 0.178*** (0.028) 0.218*** (0.028) 0.185*** (0.035) 0.231*** (0.030) 0.195*** (0.035) 0.086** (0.037)

Survey CCEB -0.460* (0.2370 -0.109 (0.244) -0.699*** (0.240) -0.442* (0.238) -0.102 (0.258) -0.725*** (0.250) -0  779*** (0.288) 0.025 (0.339)
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Table 5.13 Continued
HI H2 H3 H4 H5 H6 H7 Full Model

Denmark -1.695*** (0.188) -1.857*** (0.192) -1.756*** (0.191) -1.718*** (0.188) -1.342*** (0.221) -1.752*** (0.189) -1 390*** (0.224) -1.592*** 0.2.37

West Germany -0.964*** (0.200) -0.866*** (0.202) -1.108*** (0.202) -0.9"^3*** (0.202) -0.950*** (0.240) -1.057*** (0.201) -0.935*** (0.239) -1.081*** 0.250

Greece 0.161 (0.227) 0.149 (0.230) 0.156 (0.230) 0.145 (0.228) 0.322 (0.280) 0.021 (0.228) 0.230 (0.287) 0.204 0.301

Italy -0.162 (0.231) -0.305 (0.234) -0.249 (0.234) -0.189 (0.231) 0.406 (0.330) -0.202 (0.232) 0.263 (0.331) 0.136 0.347

Spain 0.391 (0.250) 0.095 (0.251) 0.401 (0.252) 0.391 (0.250) 0.431 (0.312) 0.290 (0.251) 0.387 (0.319) 0.073 0.328

France -0.967*** (0.200) -1.098*** (0.204) -0.967*** (0.202) -0.982*** (0.200) -0.856*** (0.241) -0.975*** (0.201) -0.910*** (0.245) -0.996*** (0.253)

Ireland 0.552* (0.289) 0.232 (0.299) 0.610** (0.294) 0.554* (0.290) 0.557 (0.345) 0.412 (0.290) 0.294 (0.346) 0.078 (0.370)

Northern Ireland -0.917*** (0.336) -1.261*** (0.334) -0.732** (0.336) -0.931*** (0.338) ~ ~ -0.885*** (0.336) ~ ~ ~
Luxembourg 0.248 (0.281) 0.116 (0.284) 0.266 (0.286) 0.220 (0.281) ~ 0.197 (0.282) ~ ~ ~ ~
Holland 0.268 (0.222) 0.155 (0.225) 0.273 (0.225) 0.237 (0.223) 0.464* (0.264) 0.207 (0.223) 0.439* (0.264) 0.366 (0.274)

Portugal 0.806*** (0.252) 0.637** (0.255) 0.845*** (0.253) 0.785*** (0.252) 0.695** (0.297) 0.665*** (0.253) 0.711** (0.304) 0.510 (0.317)
Great Britain -2.066*** (0.208) -2.349*** (0.21.3) -2.039*** (0.211) -2.076*** (0.208) -1,813*** (0.245) -2.192*** (0.209) -2.246*** (0.250) -2.257*** (0.263)
East Germany -1.162*** (0.204) -1.083*** (0.206) -1.277*** (0.208) -1.161*** (0.206) ~ ■ -1.218*** (0.205) ~ ~ ~
Finland -1.652*** (0.190) -1.810*** (0.194) -1.685*** (0.193) -1.669*** (0.191) -1.585*** (0.225) -1.716*** (0.192) -1.583*** (0.230) -1 8'^2*** (0.241)
Sweden -2.370*** (0.186) -2.679*** (0.191) -2.380*** (0.189) -2.390*** (0.187) -2.037*** (0.221) -2.448*** (0.188) -2.222*** (0.224) -2.445*** (0.239)

Austria -1.856*** (0.197) -1.899*** (0.201) -2.055*** (0.204) -1.869*** (0.199) -1.644*** (0.234) -1 911*** (0.198) -1.663*** (0.232) -1.905*** (0.247)

Bulgaria 1.629*** (0.258) 1.644*** (0.265) 1 9(31*** (0.261) 1.641*** (0.259) Q 974*** (0.324) 1.781*** (0.333) 2.659*** (0.349) 1.605*** (0.406)
Cyprus 0.300 (0.239) -0.533** (0.213) 0.357 (0.241) 0.314 (0.239) 0.504* (0.292) 0.528* (0.286) 0.363 (0.293) -0.186 (0.307

Czech Republic -0.430** (0.206) -1.242*** (0.209) -0.215 (0.207) -0.445** (0.207) -0.337 (0.223) -0.047 (0.232) 0.337 (0.251) -0,763** (0.3(X))

Estonia -0.929*** (0.2(K)) 0.124 (0.220) -0.644*** (0.202) -0 943*** (0.200) -0.364 (0.223) -0.567** (0.223) -0.563** (0.237) 0.362 (0.311)
Hungary 0.292 (0.214) -1.019*** (0.208) 0.572*** (0.216) 0.314 (0.214) 0.599** (0.245) 0.465* (0.250) 0.534** (0.268) -1.228*** (0.309)

Latvia -0.702*** (0.200) -0.100 (0.220) -0.516** (0.202) -0.716*** (0.200) -1.016*** (0.216) -0.327 (0.223) -0.238 (0.246) -0.254 (0.331)
Lithuania 0.100 (0.212) -0.395 (0.243) 0.463 (0.216) 0.102 (0.213) -0.365 (0.247) 0.411 (0.257) 0.477* (0.277) -0.697** (0.319)
Poland -0.203 (0.208) -0.272 (0.216) -0.051 (0.211) -0.204 (0.208) -0.363 (0.246) 0.135 (0.252) 0.457 (0.279) -0.321 (0.329)
Romania 2.149*** (0.295) 2.001*** (0.303) 2.476*** (0.302) 2.165*** (0.295) 2.183*** (0.402) 2.526*** (0.403) 2.859*** (0.419) 2.193*** (0.461)

Slovakia 0.451** (0.219) 0.509** (0.227) 0.594*** (0.221) 0.452** (0.220) 0.175 (0.236) 0.506** (0.244) 0.617** (0.263) 0.304 (0.315)

Slovenia 0.295 (0.236) -0.007 (0.242) 0.360 (0.236) 0.293 (0.236) 0.093 (0.303) 0.748** (0.309) 0.931*** (0.329) -0.193 (0.377)

Turkey 0.330 (0.207) -0.086 (0.215) 0.581*** (0.211) 0.337 (0.207) -0.325 (0.219) 0.307 (0.225) 0.506** (0.252) -0,544* (0.315)

Constant 2.366*** (0.274) 0.350 (0.290) 1.877*** (0.279) 2.368*** (0.275) 2.616*** (0.346) 2 329*** (0.290) 1.324*** (0.363) -0.086 (0.408)

Log likelihood -16380.28 -15904.03 -15849.33 -16252.84 -9592.12 -13422.14 -9637.07 -9047.46
Wald y 2 2601.8*** 3093.8*** 2875.9*** 2672.5*** 1676.4*** 2226.3*** 1638.3*** 2104.1***
Pseudo R2 0.0886 0.1129 0.1047 0.0915 0.1006 0.0929 0.0964 0.1401
No. of observations 19166 19124 18927 19090 11769 15744 11769 11634
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Table 5.14 EU-28 MNL Determinants of Stating the EU is NEITHER A GOOD OR BAD THING

Base: E U  BAD
Utilitarian H ypotheses Cognitive M obilisation H ypotheses Political M otivation H ypotheses Full M odel
H I H2 H3 H4 H5 H6 H7

Party: Conservative ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 0,794*** (0.196) 0.256 (0,214)
Party: Liberal ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 0.680*** (0.179) 0.197 (0.205)
Party: Religious ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 0.569*** (0.201) 0.030 (0.223)
Party: Socialist ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 0.788*** (0.169) 0.243 (0.204)
Party: Radical Left ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 0.134 (0.195) 0.152 (0.197)
Party: O ther ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 0.557*** (0.180) 0.100 (0.200)
Incumbent Party ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 0.174** (0.068) ~ ~ 0.063 (0.087)
Eurosceptic Party ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ -0.735*** (0.084) ~ ~ ~ ~ -0.658*** (0.112)
Discuss Politics Occ. ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ -0.172*** (0.059) ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~
Discuss Politics Alot ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ -0.471*** (0.079) ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ -
Knowledge o f EU ~ ~ ~ -0.028* (0.015) ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ -0.009 (0.019)
Economic Winner ~ ~ 0.681*** (0.092) ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 0.710*** (0.121)
Female 0.224*** (0.052) 0.217*** (0.052) 0.212*** (0.053) 0.178*** (0.053) 0.118* (0.068) 0.172*** (0.057) 0.116* (0.068) 0.110 (0.070)
Married 0.026 (0.062) 0.022 (0.063) 0.021 (0.063) 0.031 (0.062) -0.004 (0.082) 0.034 (0.068) -0.014 (0.082) -0.018 (0.083)
Age -0.025*** (0.(K)9) -0.016* (0.009) -0.024** (0.009) -0.021** (0.009) -0.011 (0.012) -0.026** (0.010) -0,011 (0.012) -0.005 (0.01.3)
Age Squared 0.000** (0.000) 0.000 (0.000) 0.000** (0.000) 0.000* (0.000) 0.000 (0.000) 0.000* (0.000) 0.000 (0.000) 0.000 (O.(KK))
Household Size -0.048* (0.026) -0.047* (0.026) -0.047* (0.026) -0.049* (0.026) -0.008 (0.034) -0.051* (0.028) -0.009 (0.034) -0.001 (0.035)
Education: Secondary 0.078 (0.068) 0.068 (0.069) 0.095 (0.070) 0.101 (0.069) -0.029 (0.091) 0.020 (0.075) -0.030 (0.090) -0.029 (0.093)
Education: University 0.007 (0.084) -0.010 (0.085) 0.023 (0.087) 0.064 (0.085) -0.063 (0.110) 0.019 (0.092) -0.052 (0.110) -0.080 (0.114)
Student 0.114 (0.135) 0.077 (0.136) 0.130 (0.138) 0.164 (0.136) 0.013 (0.177) 0.122 (0.144) 0.019 (0.177) -0.061 (0.184)
Self employed -0.099 (0.124) -0.090 (0.125) -0.097 (0.125) -0.075 (0.125) -0.160 (0.155) -0.067 (0.133) -0.149 (0.156) -0.150 (0.158)
White-Collar Profess. 0.067 (0.08.1) 0.044 (0.084) 0.084 (0.084) 0.074 (0.083) 0.019 (0.110) 0.073 (0.089) 0.017 (0,110) -0.005 (0.112)
House Person 0.120 (0.109) 0.136 (0.110) 0.122 (0.110) 0.113 (0.109) 0.047 (0.142) 0.184 (0.117) 0.041 (0.142) 0.044 (0.145)
Unemployed -0.135 (0.103) -0.083 (0.104) -0.152 (0.104) -0.139 (0.104) -0.110 (0.144) -0.125 (0.114) -0.098 (0.144) -0.087 (0.147)
Retired -0.065 (0.093) -0.048 (0.093) -0.085 (0.095) -0.065 (0.094) -0.073 (0.122) -0.034 (0.103) -0.081 (0.122) -0.062 (0.124)
Farm er/Fisherm an -0.538*** (0.194) -0.478** (0.194) -0.575*** (0.198) -0.537*** (0.194) -0.735*** (0.256) -0.560** (0.224) -0.733*** (0,256) -0 722*** (0.260)
Income 0.059** (0.029) 0.051* (0.029) 0.063** (0.030) 0.066** (0.029) 0.039 (0.038) 0.058* (0.032) 0.048 (0.038) 0.032 (0.039)
Survey CCEB -0.790*** (0.266) -0.127 (0.257) -0.747*** (0.269) -0.764*** (0.265) -0.953*** (0.325) (0.311) -1.353*** (0.348) 0.153 (0.346)
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Table 5.14 Continued
HI H2 H3 H4 H5 H6 H7 Full xModel

Denmark -1.362*** (0 .207) -1.413*** (0 .207) -1.325*** (0 .207) -1.310*** (0 .207) -1.130*** (0 .245) -1.393*** (0 .207) -1.198*** (0 .249) -1 193*** (0 .254)

West Germany -0.397* (0 .212) -0.370* (0 .212) -0.415* (0 .214) -0.305 (0 .214) -0.499* (0 .260) -0.429** (0 .21 .3) -0.482* (0 .260) -0.467* (0 .265)

Greece 0.141 (0 .242) 0.154 (0 .243) 0.152 (0 .243) 0.222 (0 .243) 0.351 (0 .301) 0.086 (0 .244) 0.260 (0 .308) 0.304 (0 .314)

Italy -0.074 (0 .247) -0.113 (0 .247) -0.048 (0 .247) -0.020 (0 .248) 0.501 (0 .347) -0.093 (0 .247) 0.420 (0 .349) 0.487 (0 .35 .3)

Spain 0.117 (0 .267) 0.015 (0 .267) 0.123 (0 .267) 0.105 (0 .267) 0.247 (0 .333) 0.072 (0 .268) 0.186 (0.3400 0.082 (0 .342)

France -0.440** (0 .214) -0.475** (0.2140 -0.423** (0 .214) -0.433** (0 .214) -0.549** (0 .263) -0.442** (0 .214) -0.630** (0 .266) -0.645** (0 .268)

Ireland -0.458 (0 .329) -0.548* (0.3320 -0.461 (0 .330) -0.427 (0 .331) -0.560 (0 .404) -0.514 (0 .330) -0.666 (0 .409) -0.700* (0 .414)

Northern Ireland -0.339 (0 .349) -0.454 (0.3470 -0.361 (0 .349) -0.293 (0 .349) ~ ~ -0.326 (0 .348) ~ ~ ~ ~
Luxembourg -0.447 (0 .315) -0.496 (0.3160 -0.417 (0 .320) -0.398 (0 .316) ~ -0.469 (0 .316) ~ ~ ~ ~
HoUand -0.248 (0 .244) -0.278 (0 .244) -0.257 (0 .244) -0.218 (0 .244) -0.077 (0 .290) -0.275 (0 .244) -0.125 (0 .291) -0.124 (0 ,295)

Portugal 0.607** (0 .266) 0.555** (0 .266) 0.598** (0 .267) 0.619** (0 .267) 0.471 (0 .317) 0.553** (0 .267) 0.411 (0 .324) 0.342 (0 .330)

Great Britain -1.078*** (0 .217) -1.163*** (0 .218) -1.083*** (0 .217) -1.053*** (0 .217) -0.838*** (0 .258) -1 119*** (0 .218) -1.135*** (0 .264) -1.058*** (0 .272)

East Germany 0.119 (0 .210) 0.142 (0 .210) 0.133 (0 .211) 0.230 (0 .212) ~ ~ 0.109 (0 .211) ~ ~ ~ ~
Finland -0.647*** (0 .202) -0.705*** (0 .202) -0.604*** (0 .203) -0.590*** (0 .202) -0.550** (0 .241) -0.675*** (0 .203) -0.565** (0 .246) -0.633** (0 .251)

Sweden -1.545*** (0 .200) -1.641*** (0 .200) -1.538*** (0 .200) -1.500*** (0 .200) -1.266*** (0 .240) -1.579*** (0 .200) -1.400*** (0 .244) -1.408*** (0 .250)

Austria -0.781*** (0 .206) -0.789*** (0 .207) -0.743*** (0 .211) -0.683*** (0 .207) -0.696*** (0 .248) -0.791*** (0 .207) -0.699*** (0 .248) -0.680*** (0 .255)

Bulgaria 1.416*** (0 .287) 0.879*** (0 .279) 1.371*** (0 .290) 1.381*** (0 .287) 1.502*** (0 .386) 1 967*** (0 .390) 2.327*** (0 .404) 0.545 (0 .422)

Cyprus 0.632** (0 .268) 0.030 (0 .224) 0.591** (0 .270) 0.614** (0 .267) 1.178*** (0 .349) 1.164*** (0 .346) 1.081*** (0 .351) 0.038 (0 .314)

Czech Republic 0.604** (0 .234) -0.185 (0 .216) 0.563** (0 .237) 0.611*** (0 .234) 1.055*** (0 .296) 1.183*** (0 .296) 1.373*** (0 .313) 0.043 (0 .299)

Estonia 0.449** (0 .225) 0.058 (0 .232) 0.413* (0 .228) 0.474** (0 .225) 1.258*** (0 .289) 1.143*** (0 .283) 1.174*** (0 .294) -0.186 (0 .321)

Hungar)’ 0.646*** (0 .242) -0.347 (0 .216) 0.610** (0 .245) 0.631*** (0 .241) 1 014*** (0 .316) 0.965*** (0 .313) 0.946*** (0 .331) -0.609* (0 .314)

Latvia 0.292 (0 .226) 0.083 (0 .232) 0.274 (0 .229) 0.306 (0 .225) 0.508* (0 .286) 0.918*** (0 .286) 0.940*** (0 .307) -0.275 (0 .345)

Lithuania 0.686*** (0 .242) -0.659** (0 .269) 0.688*** (0 .248) 0.680*** (0 .242) 0.770** (0 .317) 1.214*** (0 .320) 1.229*** (0 .339) -1 114*** (0 .365)

Poland 0.530** (0 .236) -0.024 (0 .227) 0.545** (0 .240) 0.518** (0 .236) 0.719** (0 .317) 1.001*** (0 .316) 1 154*** (0 .340) -0.249 (0 .340)

Romania 1.237*** (0 .328) 0.649** (0 .322) 1.248** (0 .335) 1.185*** (0 .328) 1.655*** (0 .462) 1.866*** (0 .462) \ 999*** (0 .477) 0.577 (0 .479)

Slovakia 1.076*** (0 .246) 0.562** (0 .238) 1.065*** (0 .249) 1.099*** (0 .246) 1.367*** (0 .302) 1.529*** (0 .304) 1.590*** (0 .322) 0.422 (0 .321)

Slovenia 1.422*** (0 .258) 0.784*** (0 .250) 1.406*** (0 .260) 1.420*** (0 .258) 1.733*** (0 .357) 2.146*** (0 .357) 2.191*** (0 .376) 0.624 (0 .381)

Turkey 0.130 (0 .240) -0.543** (0 .229) 0.131 (0 .244) 0.139 (0 .240) 0.052 (0 .298) 0.480 (0 .296) 0.505 (0 .320) -1.090*** (0 .328)

Constant 1.635*** (0 .291) 1.045*** (0 .302) 1.710*** (0 .294) 1.633*** (0 .292) 1.501*** (0 .374) 1.698*** (0 .308) 0.770* (0 .394) 0.794* (0 .428)

Log likelihood -16380.28 -15904.03 -15849.33 -16252.84 -9592.12 -13422.14 -9637.07 -9047.46
Wald 2601.8*** 3093.8*** 2875.9** 2672.5*** 1676.4*** 2226.3** 1638.3*** 2 1 0 4 . 1 * * *

Pseudo 0.0886 0.1129 0.1047 0.0915 0.1006 0.0929 0.0964 0.1401
No. of observations 19166 19124 18927 19090 11769 15744 11769 11634
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C hapter 5: Testing fo r  East-W est Similarities

5B Appendices 

Appendix 5A: Variable Wording and Coding

Dependent Variable:

“Do you think that (Country) 's membership to the European Union is/would be I. A Good thing, 2. 

Neither Good nor Bad, 3.A Bad thing.

Independent Variables:

Socio-Economic Variables

• Gender: 0=Male l=Female

• Married: 0=Not Married (incorporating single/divorced), l=Married/Remarried/Cohabitating

• Age: Age in years

• Household Size: Coded 1=1 person household, 2=2 person household, 3=3 person household 

4=4 person household and 5=5 or more person household.

•  Education: l=primary, 2=Secondary, 3=University, 4=Still Studying

• Occupation: l=M anual, 2=Self Employed, 3=White-collar professional, 4=House Person, 

5=Unemployed, 6=Retired, 7=Farmer/Fisherman

• Income: CCEB-Deciles 1-10, EB- Quartile 1-4.

• “Economic Winner”

The Economic Winner variable is a combination o f  the following two questions:

Retrospective Question- "Ifyou  compare your present situation with fiv e  years ago, would you say 

it has improved, stayed the same, or got worse? "

Prospective Question- “In the course o f  the next five  years, do you expect your personal situation 

to improve, to stay the same, or to get worse? ”

The mean o f the 2 variables is taken and the results are recoded along a 0-1 continuum, where the 

higher value indicates an economic winner.

•  “Discuss Politics”

“When you get together with friends, would you say you discuss political matters, 1 .Frequently, 

2 .Occasionally, 3.Never?”

• “EU Knowledge”

“On a scale o f  1-10, how much do you fe e l you know about the European Union, its policies, its 

institutions? ”

l=Nothing at all and IO=Knows a great deal.
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Chapter 5: Testing fo r  East-West Similarities

Political M otivation V ariable

The 3 Political Motivation variables are all based on the following question " I f  a General election were 

held tomorrow, which political party would you vote fo r?  ”

• “ P arty  A lignm ent”

EB “ Eurosceptic P arty” : Each party in the EB 53 survey is coded as a Eurosceptic or Pro-EU 

party using the Marks/Steenbergen Experts Party Database. The variable is ordered on a scale o f  1- 

7, whereby a party is coded 1 if it strongly opposes the EU and 7 if it strongly supports the EU. The 

variable is then transformed into a dichotomous variable in order to match the CEEB measure 

whereby parties are coded 0 if they are regarded as Pro-EU parties and 1 if they are perceived as 

Eurosceptic parties.

CCEB “ Eurosceptic P arty ” : Using several different sources (mainly, Taggart and Szczerbiak 

(2004) who classify all the main parties in 10 Central and East European countries into hard 

Eurosceptics and soft Eurosceptics) the Central and East European parties are coded 0 if they are 

regarded as Pro-EU parties and 1 if they are perceived as Eurosceptic parties.

•  “ Incum bent S upport” : This variable is coded 0 if the party favoured by the respondent is 

either in opposition or holds less than the majority o f  seats in the government, and 1 if the 

respondent favours the party which holds the majority o f  seats in government.

EB “ Party Fam ily” : The Marks/Steenbergen dataset is used to classify each party into the 

following political family groups: 1 .Socialists, 2.Conservatives, 3.Liberal, 4 .Religious, 5.Radical 

Right, 6.Radical Left and 7.Others.

CC EB “ P arty  Fam ily” : The Armingeon and Careja (2004)’s “Comparative Data Set for 28 Post- 

Communist Countries, 1989-2004”, is used to categorised the parties into the following political 

family groups: 1.Socialists, 2.Conservatives, 3.Liberal, 4.Religious, 5.Radical Right, 6 .Radical Left 

and 7.Others.
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Chapter 5: Testing fo r  East-W est Sim ilarities

Appendix 5B

Table 5B.1 Marginal Effects of EB 53 MNL ^ull Model
Full Model EU BAD Neither Good or Bad EU GOOD
Party: Conservative 0.013 -0.031 0.018
Party: Liberal 0.047 0.004 -0.050
Party: Religious 0.030 -0.030 0.001
Party: Radical Right 0.030 0.031 -0.061
Party: Radical Left 0.014 0.078 -0.092
Part)': Cither Family 0.020 0.004 -0.024
Incumbent Party 0.018 0.000 -0.018
Euroscepric Party 0.197 0.016 -0.212
Knowledge of EU -0.012 -0.025 0.037
Economic Winner -0,140 -0.160 0.299
Female 0.011 0.033 -0.043
Married 0.004 -0.018 0.014
Age 0.004 -0.001 -0.003
Age Squared 0.000 0.000 0.000
Household Size 0.008 0.002 -0.010
Education: Secondary -0.003 -0.025 0.028
Education: University -0.024 -0.090 0.114
Student -0.032 -0.112 0.144
Self employed 0.014 -0.033 0.019
White-Collar Profess. -0.025 -0.061 0.086
House Person -0.010 -0.027 0.037
Unemployed -0.005 -0.044 0.049
Retired 0.016 -0.026 0.010
Farmer/Fisherman 0.060 -0.075 0.016
Income -0.021 -0.012 0.033
Denmark 0.218 -0.006 -0.212
West Germany 0.120 0.060 -0.180
Greece -0.031 0.019 0,012
Italy -0.035 0.065 -0,030
Spain -0.018 -0.002 0.021
France 0.128 0.028 -0.156
Ireland -0.020 -0.127 0.147
Holland -0.031 -0.073 0.104
Portugal -0.054 -0.029 0.083
Great Britain 0.272 0.093 -0.364
Finland 0.201 0.136 -0.337
Sweden 0.345 0.033 -0.378
Austria 0.219 0.117 -0.336

234



Chapter 5: Testing fo r  East-W est Similarities

Table 5B.2 Marginal Effects o f CEEB 2003.4 MNL Full M odel
Full Model EU BAD Neither Good or Bad EU GOOD
Party: Conservative -0.048 -0.091 0.139
Party: Liberal -0.024 -0.033 0.057
Party: Religious -0.044 -0.118 0.161
Part}': Radical Right -0.026 -0.049 0.074
Party: Radical Left 0.188 0.089 -0.277
Party: Other Family 0,004 -0.006 0.002
Incumbent Party -0.010 -0.039 0.049
Eurosceptic Party 0.074 0.099 -0.174
Knowledge of EU -0.012 -0.038 0.050
Economic Winner -0.139 -0.227 0.366
Female -0.002 0.043 -0.042
Married -0.002 0.007 -0.005
Age -0.002 0.002 0.000
Age Squared 0.000 0.000 0.000
Household Si2e -0.004 0.005 -0.001
Education: Secondary -0.006 0.001 0.005
Education: University -0.017 -0.040 0.057
Student -0.020 -0.009 0.029
Self employed -0.004 -0.025 0.029
White-Collar Profess. -0.012 -0.047 0.059
House Person -0.008 -0.006 0.014
Unemployed 0.001 -0.009 0.009
Retired -0.009 0.000 0.009
Farmer/Fisherman 0.017 -0.107 0.091
Income 0.002 -0.001 -0.002
Cyprus 0.351 0.114 -0.465
Czech Republic 0.233 0.206 -0.438
Estonia 0.428 0.170 -0.597
Hungaty 0.300 0.032 -0.332
Latvia 0.520 0.091 -0.611
Lithuania 0.375 0.084 -0.459
Malta 0.586 -0.041 -0.545
Poland 0.399 0.087 -0.486
Romania 0.059 -0.054 -0.005
Slovakia 0.246 0.185 -0.431
Slovenia 0.251 0.291 -0.542
Turkev 0.472 -0.013 -0.460
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Table 5B.3 Marginal Effects of EU-28 MNL Full Model
Full Model EU BAD Neither Good or Bad EU GOOD
Party: Conservative -0.037 -0.043 0.080
Party: Liberal -0.022 -0.010 0.032
Party: Religious -0.022 -0.049 0.071
Party-: Radical Right -0.018 0.010 0.008
Party: Radical Left 0.015 0.080 -0.094
Party: Other Family -0.005 0.012 -0.008
Incumbent Party -0.013 -0.018 0.031
Eurosceptic Party 0,117 0.055 -0.172
Knowledge of EU -0.012 -0.032 0.044
Economic Winner -0.150 -0.199 0.349
Female 0.004 0.036 -0.040
Married -0.001 -0.007 0.007
Age 0.001 0.001 -0.001
Age Squared 0.000 0.000 0.000
Household Size 0.002 0.004 -0.005
Education: Secondary -0.003 -0.014 0.018
Education: University -0.021 -0.068 0.089
Student -0.023 -0.067 0.090
Self employed 0.003 -0.026 0.023
White-Collar Profess. -0.021 -0.052 0.073
House Person -0.011 -0.016 0.027
Unemployed -0.002 -0.025 0.027
Retired 0.001 -0.013 0.012
Farmer/l'isherman 0.024 -0.093 0.069
Income -0.006 -0.008 0.014
CEEB Survey Dummy -0.005 0.024 -0.019
Denmark 0.210 0.004 -0.215
West Germany 0.106 0.079 -0.185
Greece -0.018 0.023 -0.005
Italy -0.019 0.072 -0.053
Spain -0.006 0.003 0,003
France 0.108 0.030 -0.138
Ireland 0.007 -0.112 0,105
Holland -0.020 -0.072 0,093
Portugal -0.034 -0.020 0.054
Great Britain 0.287 0.098 -0.386
Finland 0.190 0.149 -0.339
Sweden 0.344 0.047 -0.391
Austria 0.205 0.147 -0.352
Bulgaria -0.074 -0.131 0.205
Cyprus 0.011 0.038 -0.049
Czech Republic 0.051 0.140 -0.190
Estonia -0.019 -0.080 0,100
Hungary' 0.130 0.071 -0.201
Latvia 0.025 -0.010 -0.015
Lithuania 0.093 -0.083 -0.010
Poland 0.029 0.005 -0.034
Romania -0.087 -0.177 0.264
Slovakia -0.026 0.028 -0.003
Slovenia -0.007 0.167 -0.160
Turkev 0.073 -0.097 0.024
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Appendix 5C

Hausman and Small-Hsiao Tests of IIA Assumption

Survey Categories
H ausm an  T est Sm all-Hsiao T est

X^(df) Result X=(d£) Result
EB 53 EU Neither Good nor Bad 

EU Good
-56.47(38)
-5.039(38)

For Ho 
For Ho

46.20(39)
32.41(39)

For Ho 
For Ho

CCEB EU Neither Good nor Bad 
EU Good

-25.95(37)
-11.64(37)

For Ho 
For Ho

46.87(38)
37.12(38)

For Ho 
For Ho

EU 25 EU Neither Good nor Bad 
EU Good

-7.79(51)
-13.61(51)

For Ho 
For Ho

51.51(52)
50.38(52)

For Ho 
For Ho

Note: Ho: Odds are independent o f  other alternatives
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CHAPTER 6 

Voice of the Diaspora: 

An Analysis of Migrant Voting Behaviour^

Summary
This chapter utilises a unique dataset on votes cast by C zech and Polish m igrants in 

recent national elections in their home countries. The political preferences o f  m igrants, as 

manifested by their voting behaviour, are strikingly different from those o f  their home- 

COuntry counterparts. In addition, there are im portant differences in voting patterns across 

m igrants living in different countries. This study exam ines three alternative explanations 

o f  m igrant voting behaviour: adaptive learning; econom ic self-selection; and political 

self-selection. The results suggest that m igrant voting behaviour is affected by the 

institutional environm ent o f  the host countries, in particular the dem ocratic tradition and 

the extent o f  econom ic freedom. There is little evidence that differences in m igrants’ 

voting behaviour are caused by pre-m igration self-selection with regard to political 

attitudes, or econom ic considerations. The results indicate that the political preferences o f  

m igrants change significantly in the w ake o f  m igration as m igrants adapt to the norm s 

and values prevailing in the host country.

This chapter forms part o f  a co-authored paper w ith Dr. Jan Fidrm uc.
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I  6.1 Introduction
I
I

S ocia l and political assim ilation o f  im m igrants is o f  great interest to political scientists 

and econom ists alike. Lack o f  assim ilation may engender a segm ented  and possib ly  

polarized society , with migrant com m unities espousing  political, cultural and religious 

va lu es that m ay be very different from those prevailing in the host country.''^'* Political 

assim ilation, or the lack thereof, m ay also have an important im pact on the m igrants’ 

countr) o f  origin, esp ecia lly  for countries w ith large diaspora com m unities. For 

exam ple, migrant com m unities o f  M uslim s in Europe, w hich  largely succeeded  in 

retaining their religious norm s and political attitudes, are som etim es seen  as providing  

refuge and breeding grounds for M uslim  extrem ism . T his, in tum , underm ines the 

j stability o f  their ancestral c o u n t r i e s . O n  the other hand, returning im m igrants from  

W estern dem ocracies to Central and Eastern Europe played a crucial role in 

facilitating the post-com m unist countries’ transition from com m unism  to dem ocracy  

I and overcom ing the S oviet legacy, in regards politics, the econ om y, education and 

cultural life.'°^ H ence, both the actual presence o f  the diaspora and the political 

attitudes that they espouse can thus have important bearings on political developm ents  

in the ancestral countries.

The existing literature has identified a number o f  channels through w hich the 

experience o f  m igrating and liv ing in a foreign country affects the m igrants’ econom ic  

and social ou tcom es. Firstly, m igrants build up their human capital stock by acquiring

Huntington (2004) presents a particularly gloom y and controversial assessm ent o f  the dangers posed 
by the grow ing Hispanic com m unity in the US and their lack o f  assim ilation.

This is especially the case in m oderately dem ocratic and/or secular countries such as Turkey, 
M orocco or Algeria.

This w as particularly pronounced in, though not lim ited to, the Baltic countries: the current president 
o f  Latvia, Vaira V ike-Freiberga, and the form er president o f  L ithuania, V aldas A dam kus, are both 
form er political refugees w ho spent m ost o f  their adult lives in em igration and only returned after the 
B altic countries seceded from the Soviet U nion. A naturalized US citizen, M uham ed Sacirbey, played 
an im portant role in building support for B osnia’s independence during his term as B osnia’s 
am bassador to the UN in early 1990s. In 2000, the then Czech president V aclav Havel designated 
M adeleine A lbright (w ho was bom  in C zechoslovakia as M arie K orbelova) as his preferred successor 
(though the invitation was eventually declined). A som ew hat unconventional exam ple o f  a returning 
em igre is the current prim e m inister o f  B ulgaria -  the form er king Sim eon 11. In a celebrated example, 
the econom ic reform s in Chile under Pinochet w ere conceived and carried out by the “C hicago Boys” : a 
group o f  C hicago-educated econom ists. A rgentinean reform efforts o f  early 1990s, sim ilarly, was lead 
by U S-educated econom ists: D om ingo Cavallo (H arvard) and Roque Fernandez (C hicago). Finally, the 
diaspora played an im portant role in the recreation and defence o f  Israeli statehood: a notable exam ple 
is that o f  G olda M eir, prim e m inister during the 1967 war, w ho w as a naturalized A m erican citizen.
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new  languages and productive skills, participating in formal education in the host 

country, and becoming acquainted with new social and cultural n o r m s . S e c o n d l y ,  

migrants typically accumulate savings, thus building up their stock o f  physical capital, 

which can then be used to aid self-employment in the destination country or to set up 

businesses, either them selves or through relatives left behind in the country o f  

origin.'®* Finally, migrants also acquire social capital through contacts with the 

indigenous population, in addition to becoming part o f  a migrant network in the 

destination country.

This chapter considers another potentially important implication o f  migration that has 

to date been largely unexplored: the impact o f  migration on the m igrants’ political 

opinions and, especially, their voting behav iour ." '’ M igration often entails moving 

between two different political systems with diverse political standards, norms and 

traditions, and occasionally, different economic systems. Through exposure to local 

news, culture, formal schooling or contacts with co-workers, neighbours and friends, 

migrants are confronted with fundamental norms and values that may be different 

from, or are even in outright conflict with, those prevailing in their home countries. 

Important examples o f  such differences include attitudes towards democracy and a 

market-oriented economic system and religious tolerance and secularism. The chapter 

studies whether such exposure induces migrants to adopt the norms and values 

prevailing in their destination country. To this end, an original data set is utilised, 

which has not been previously used in studies o f  voting or migration: votes cast by 

citizens living abroad w ho participate in their home coun try ’s elections.

In addition to introducing the political dimension into the study o f  migration and its 

implications, this chapter also sheds new light on the fundamental question in the 

voting literature: how do voters formulate their political opinions and attitudes? The 

political socialisation literature disagrees as to whether o n e ’s political preferences are

Friedberg (2000), C h isw ick  and M iller (2 0 0 4 ) and H artog and W inkelm ann (2 0 0 4 ) analyse  
m igrants’ labour-market return to sk ills  brought from the hom e country and adopted in the host country.

See Stark (1 9 9 1 ) Chapters 2 6 -2 8 , and Lofstrom  (2004).
Rauch and Trindade (2 0 0 2 ) find that ethnic C hinese networks increase bilateral trade flow s am ong  

South-east Asian countries by as m uch as 60%.
W hile the academ ic literature failed to explore this top ic so  far, a recent novel by the C zech em igre  

writer M ilan Kundera depicts som e o f  the political and cultural conflic ts encountered by returning 
em igrants; see  Kundera (2002).
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largely determ ined in young age by fam ily environm ent and upbringing, or w hether 

they are continuously shaped and updated by changes in o n e’s socio-econom ic 

characteristics and/or the social, political and institutional environm ent. Typically , 

em pirical analyses o f  vo ting  behaviour, particularly  in established dem ocracies, take 

the external environm ent as given and stable over tim e. Even in countries undergoing 

radical political and econom ic transform ations (such as the Central and East European 

countries), all voters are exposed to essentially  the sam e process o f  change. It is 

therefore difficult to determ ine the extent to w hich o n e ’s external environm ent, and 

changes therein, influence voting  decisions. This characterisation, how ever, does not 

apply  to m igrants w ho are often subject to  dram atic changes in their external 

environm ent. Furtherm ore, m igrants living in d ifferen t countries becom e exposed to 

d ifferent econom ic, political and social norm s and values. The data used in this 

chap ter consist o f  votes cast by m igrants from the sam e country o f  origin w ho, at the 

time o f  the election in their hom e country, live in d ifferen t foreign countries. W hile 

m igrants do not represent a typical sam ple o f  voters i.e., they are not random ly 

selected from the population, and therefore their p references and behaviour m ay d iffer 

from those o f  non-m igrants, the data enables us to exam ine w hether m igrant voting 

behaviour is influenced by the institutional characteristics o f  the destination countries 

or is m otivated by long standing political and econom ic preferences.

The analysis is based on the m ost recent parliam entary  elections in the C zech 

R epublic (2002) and Poland (2001). These countries are particularly  suited for this 

analysis as they are currently  undergoing transition  from  com m unism  to dem ocracy 

and from  central planning to a m arket econom y, w hich involve significant political, 

econom ic and institutional changes. Therefore, C zechs and Poles are already likely to 

be am enable to change, and the changes that they experience in the w ake o f  m igration 

are often  substantial (certain ly  more so than the changes experienced by a m igrant 

from a developed country  m oving to another developed country).

W hile the  num bers o f  m igrant voters are by no m eans sm all, their d irect im pact on 

political developm ents in their hom e countries is m odest a t best. The 3,742 C zechs 

and 26,211 Poles who voted from abroad (in 85 and 90 countries, respectively) 

accounted for only 0.08%  and 0.20%  o f  the total num ber o f  votes in their respective 

countries. Yet, the m ost striking characteristics o f  the votes from  abroad are that they
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differ dram atically from the political preferences at hom e, and that they also vary 

substantially across the host countries and regions. In both countries, the national 

elections resulted in victories for left-w ing parties, w hereas the C zechs and Poles 

living abroad overw helm ingly  voted for right-w ing (and in the case o f  Poland also 

religious conservative) parties. The difference is driven m ainly by votes cast by 

m igrants in W estern Europe, N orth  A m erica and A ustralia. In contrast, the voting 

preferences o f  C zechs and Polish m igrants in the form er com m unist countries, the 

M iddle East and N orth A frica, Latin  A m erica and, to a lesser extent A sia, do not differ 

overtly from  those o f  the hom e-country electorates.

This chapter considers three possible explanations for these d ifferences. First, 

m igrants m ay be subject to a selection bias (either due to self-selection or because o f  

the destination coun tries’ im m igration policies) w hereby the determ inants o f  w hich 

country they em igrate to  are correlated with their econom ic characteristics. Second, 

the choice o f  destination country m ay sim ilarly reflect the m igran ts’ political 

preferences. Finally, m igran ts’ political attitudes and preferences m ay be shaped by 

the institutional, political and econom ic environm ent and by the cultural norm s 

prevailing in the host country. To assess the relative im portance o f  these explanations, 

the shares o f  votes cast by m igrant voters for each dom estic political party are related 

to variables reflecting the host coun tries’ level o f  econom ic developm ent, recent 

econom ic perform ance, political institutions (such as the level o f  political and 

econom ic freedom  and the nature o f  the political system  in place) and social 

characteristics.

A fourth possible determ inant o f  m igrant voting behaviour are the policies proposed 

by the various parties that directly affect m igrants, such as citizenship  issues, 

protection o f  their rights to property left behind in the hom e country, social security, 

or the trea tm ent o f  their fam ilies. H ow ever, as there is no discrim ination  based on 

m igran ts’ host countries, this factor can help explain the difference betw een voting 

preferences o f  m igrants and voters in the hom e countries, but not the variation across 

host co u n trie s .'"

The m ain exception  to this is the parties’ stance on accession  to the E U , as this m ay have a different 
effect on m igrants liv ing  in the EU or other acced ing  countries, than those liv ing in countries that w ill 
remain outsid e the EU.
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T he follow ing section com pares the voting behaviour o f  C zechs and Poles w ho voted 

in their hom e countries and those w ho voted from  abroad, and describes the data used 

in the analysis. Section 6.3 outlines the m ain theoretical explanations o f  political 

socialisation developed in the literature, and relates them  to theories o f  m igration. 

Section 6.4 describes the m ethodology em ployed and Section 6.5 presents the results 

o f  the analysis. The final section then sum m arizes the m ain findings.

6.2 Migrants’ Voting Behaviour

The legal fram ew ork regulating voting by nationals living abroad is sim ilar in both the 

C zech Republic and Poland. Both countries require advance registration and only 

allow  voting in person; hence, voting by postal ballot or by proxy is not possible. 

Those who perm anently live abroad m ust register w ith the em bassy or consulate in the 

country o f  their perm anent residence. Those w ith perm anent residence in the hom e 

country, on the other hand, can vote w hen abroad upon presenting a v o ter’s card 

issued by the m unicipal council in their district o f  perm anent residence.''^  The Czech 

Republic only allow s voting at em bassies and consulates. Poland, in contrast, also 

established a num ber o f  po lling  stations in Polish clubs and em igre associations in 

countries with large m igrant populations (for instance, there w ere eight polling 

stations in Chicago and four in N ew  Y ork C ity) and also w ithin a few  large overseas 

installations o f  Polish firm s (including, for exam ple, the Polish perm anent research 

station in Antarctica).

Poland was generally m ore successful than the Czech R epublic in persuading its 

citizens abroad to vote, w ith vo ters’ abroad accounting for 0 .20%  o f  the electorate in 

Poland and 0.08%  in the C zech R epublic. W hile this m ay sim ply reflect the fact that
113Poles are more inclined to leave their country , it is undoubtedly also due to  the 

greater density o f  Polish polling stations (both because Poland, as a larger country, 

tends to have m ultiple consulates in larger countries and because voting w as also

There is no information on the num ber o f  votes cast by permanent residents in the host countries and 
short-term visitors; hence it is not possib le  to d istinguish betw een m igrants and tourists.

It is estim ated that there are betw een  14 and 17 m illion P oles liv ing  outside Poland, w ith the largest 
P olonia (i.e. Polish em igrants) located in the United States, w here approxim ately 9  m illion  P oles reside 
(see  w w w .w ik iped ia .org).
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\
possible at additional po lling  stations outside o f  em bassies or consulates). In addition,

1
I  Poland adopts a m ore liberal attitude to dual nationality  than the Czech R epublic, such 

that Poles who live perm anently  abroad and have acquired the host coun try ’s 

nationality are often able to  rem ain Polish citizens.

Overall, 3,742 C zechs and 26,211 Poles cast their votes in 85 and 90 different 

countries, respectively. T ables 6.1 and 6.2 report the m ain election results for both 

countries. The country w ith  the largest num ber o f  C zech voters is S lovakia w ith 374 

votes (not surprisingly g iven  the com m on history and shared borders) follow ed by the 

US (285), France (260), Italy (200) and G erm any (196). The country w ith the largest 

num ber o f  Polish votes is the US with 7,061 votes, follow ed by G erm any (2,872), 

C anada (1,641) and France (1,406). Quite surprisingly, relatively few  votes were 

received from other form er socialist countries. Russia, for exam ple, only accounts for

j 96 Czech and 606 Polish votes, w hile 410 Polish votes w ere received from the Czech 

Republic and 70 from  C zechs w ho voted in Poland.

The num ber o f  Czech and Polish m igrants who partic ipated  in their home countries’ 

national elections is by no m eans large. The O EC D  (2004) SO PEM I report provides 

inform ation on the stock o f  m igrants from the m ain origin countries living in the 

various m em ber countries o f  the OECD. W hile the num bers o f  Czech m igrants are 

typically too small to w arran t a separate entry, the inform ation on the num ber o f  

Polish m igrants is available for several countries. C om paring these num bers w ith the 

num ber o f  m igrant voters, the fraction o f  m igrants w ho voted ranges from  0.9%  in 

G erm any to 9%  in B elgium  and 13% in Hungary. C learly , there is a trade-o ff betw een 

the size o f  the country and m igran ts’ electoral participation: m any Polish m igrants in 

G erm any live far from  the nearest em bassy or consulate and the cost o f  voting is 

therefore too high (besides the em bassy in Berlin, Poland has also consulates in 

Cologne, H am burg, Leipzig , M unich and Stuttgart), unlike the typical Polish m igrant 

in H ungary or Belgium .

Sp ecifica lly , the available figures on voter participation am ong m igrants (and the corresponding  
numbers o f  polling stations in the country) are the fo llow ing: G erm any 0.9%  (6 polling stations), C zech  
Republic 2.4%  (4 polling stations), Italy 2.9%  (3 polling stations), Denm ark 3.1%  (I polling station), 
Sw eden 3.8%  (3 polling stations), B elgium  9.1%  (1 polling station), and Hungary 12.7%  (I polling  
station).
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The num ber o f  m igrants participating in the 2001 Polish national election also appears 

low when com pared w ith other elections for w hich data from  voting abroad are 

available: the 2000 presidential election w hich saw  the participation o f  over 57

j  thousand Polish m igrants, 0 .32%  o f  the total num ber o f  votes, and the 2003

referendum  on Polish accession to  the EU, w ith nearly  80 thousand valid votes cast 

abroad, accounting for 0 .45%  o f  all votes (the 2002 C zech election was the first, and 

so far, the only election that allow ed voting at em bassies and consulates abroad; in 

contrast to Poland, the Czech electoral law does no t allow  voting from abroad in 

referenda).

I The present-day Czech and Polish em igrant com m unities are the product o f  m ultiple

I em igration waves. From  the 1820’s to the early  1900’s approxim ately 55 m illion

Europeans em igrated to the N ew  W orld countries. Poland, in addition to several other 

southern and east European countries did not fully partic ipate in the em igration wave 

until the late 1880’s and early 1890’s (H atton and W illiam son, 1998). These m igrants 

were mainly unskilled and uneducated econom ic em igrants, and as reported by 

Im m igration C om m ission published in 1911, the new  w ave o f  m igrants w ere “far less 

intelligent” and “have alm ost entirely  avoided agricultural pursuits, and in cities and 

industrial com m unities have congregated together in sections apart from native 

A m ericans and the o lder im m igrants to such an ex ten t that assim ilation has been 

s lo w ...” (see H atton and W illiam son, 1998). This m igration w ave laid the foundations 

for the large Polish diaspora com m unities in the U nited States (particularly  in the 

C hicago area), France and elsew here. The C zech R epublic also participated in this 

m igration but the flow  was m uch sm aller"^  and the reasons for em igrating were 

largely econom ic. A nother large m igration w ave cam e w ith  the Germ an occupation o f 

the two countries in the course o f  the Second W orld W ar. N evertheless, m any o f  these 

m igrants returned hom e after the War. The com m unist takeover in 1947-48 led to 

another m ajor outflow  o f  political refugees, w hich, although dim inished, continued 

throughout the com m unist period. The last m ajor w ave o f  C zech m igration cam e with 

the Soviet occupation in 1968 and the subsequent rep re ss io n .'’  ̂ Poland experienced a

The 1870 U S census stated 4 0 ,289  C zech em igrants w ere in the United States, how ever it is believed  
that the number w as far greater, as many declared Austria to be their hom e country (M iller, 1978).

Approxim ately 150,000 C zechs and Slovaks fled  to the W est after the Prague Spring (see  
http://arch iv.rad io.cz/history/h istoryl4.htm l)
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similar outflow o f political refugees during the early 1980s in the wake o f  the crushing 

o f the Solidarity movement and the proclamation o f  the state o f emergency. During 

the 1980s, the worsening economic conditions in Poland precipitated an increase in 

migration. After the end o f the communist regime, the lifting o f travel restrictions 

allowed further economic migration from both countries.

The motives for migration thus changed considerably over time. Unfortunately the 

data used in this study contains no information about the individual voters; therefore, 

only general and somewhat speculative inferences can be made. Migrants from the 

earlier emigration waves are less likely to appear in this data, as many have died or 

relinquished the nationality o f the home country. This is particularly likely for the 

Czech Republic that does not permit dual nationality; Poland, on the other hand, is 

more liberal on this front. The majority o f the Czech voters from abroad are likely to 

be migrants who left their country in the late part o f  the communist period and after 

the demise o f communism. The Polish data set may also include some o f the earlier 

migrants or their descendants. Due to the regional concentration, especially in parts o f 

the US, the Polish migrant community comes closer to constituting a true diaspora, 

with its own media, shops, cultural and social establishments and political life. The 

Czech migrants, in contrast, tend to be more dispersed, and as such are likely to 

integrate into the home communities more fully. This issue is further discussed in 

section 6.5.

6.2.1 Czech Migrant Voting Behaviour

Table 6.1 shows the percentages o f votes received by the five main political parties in 

the Czech Republic from both home voters and from voters living abroad. The most 

striking difference between the two sets o f results is in the support for the Communist 

Party o f  Bohemia and Moravia (KSCM), which received 18.55% o f the vote in the 

Czech Republic but only 2.75% from Czech citizens living abroad. There is, however, 

considerable variation across the various m igrants’ host countries. The communists 

fared relatively well in votes cast by migrants in the countries o f the Former Soviet 

Union (FSU) where they polled 7.37%, closely followed by 6.90% in Central and East 

European countries and 3.17% in the Middle East and North Africa. In contrast, 

KSCM did poorly in Asia and North America, receiving only 0.53% and 0.54% of the
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vote, respectively. Another party for which support among migrant voters
i

I significantly deviates from its support at home is the Coalition (which was formed in 

2000 as a pre-election coalition o f the Christian Democratic Union-Czechoslovak 

People’s Party (KDU-CSL), Democratic Union (DEU), and Freedom Union (US))."^ 

While the Coalition party only garnered 14.28% o f  the overall vote in the Czech 

Republic, it received an impressive 33.99% o f the migrant votes. Support for the 

Coalition party reaches a high o f  54.24% in Australia and a low o f 17.51% in the FSU 

countries. The Coalition did well also among voters living in W estern Europe 

(42.07%) and North America (47.17%).

Overall, the results display a considerable disagreement between the Czech electorate 

at large and Czech voters living abroad. If Czechs abroad had their say, the elected 

government would most probably be a coalition o f right-wing parties rather than a
!
I government lead by the Social Democrats with the Coalition as their junior partner.

I  However, there is also considerable disagreement among migrant voters living in

different countries. Czech citizens living in the former comm unist countries tend to 

favour left-wing parties, with support for the KSCM being highest in the former 

Soviet Union, and support for the centre-left CSSD being highest in Central and East 

European countries. In contrast, Czechs living in Western democracies tend to support 

more centre-right parties such as the ODS and the Coalition party. Those residing in 

Asian and African countries also display higher levels o f support for the ODS, while 

those in Central and South American countries and North African and Middle Eastern 

countries tend to support the CSSD.

6.2.2 Polish Migrant Voting Behaviour

Table 6.2 similarly shows the percentage o f votes received by the eight main Polish 

political parties from citizens living abroad and the overall election results o f the 2001 

election to the Sejm (the lower chamber o f the Parliament). The election brought about 

a dramatic change in the political make-up o f the new parliament, with the two 

incumbent parties (AWSP and UW) failing even to pass the threshold (5% for parties 

and 8% for coalitions) required for representation in the parliament. The preferences

O riginally, the Q u a d  C oa lition  a lso  included the C iv ic  D em ocratic A llian ce  (O D A ). The O D A  later 
left this grouping, and eventually  w ithdrew  from the election  altogether.
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o f  Poles living abroad differ notably from the sentiments o f their domestic 

counterparts, although perhaps not as dramatically as in the Czech case. The main 

divergences occur, on the one hand, with respect to the winner o f the election, the 

Democratic Left Alliance-Labour Union (SLD-UP) and, on the other hand, in regard 

to the various fringe parties.

The 2001 Polish election resulted in a coalition o f the Democratic Left Alliance- 

Labour Union (SLD-UP) and the Polish Peasants’ Party (PSL, although subsequently 

the PSL withdrew from the coalition, leaving the SLD-UP with a slim parliamentary 

majority). The SLD-UP"* received 41.04% o f the overall vote but only 25.98% o f the 

migrant votes. Had the migrant votes been the deciding factor, this coalition would not 

have been viable and a right-of-centre government o f  the Citizens’ Platform (PO), 

Law and Justice Party (PiS) and the Freedom Union (UW ), would have been more 

likely."^ These three parties received, respectively, 12.68%, 9.50% and 3.10% o f the 

overall vote, compared with 15.88%, 19.04% and 10.02% o f  the migrant votes. The 

preferences o f migrant voters also deviated considerably in the case o f two new 

radical parties. The Self Defence o f the Polish Republic (SO), a radical farm ers’ 

movement, fared poorly among Poles living abroad (1.37%) compared to its domestic 

support (10.2%). The League o f  Polish Families (LPR), a nationalist-Christian based 

far-right party, received 7.87% of the overall domestic vote but garnered an 

impressive 17.84% of the vote from Polish migrants. The support for SLD-UP was 

highest among Poles living in North Africa and the M iddle-East (48.93%), closely 

followed by the Former Soviet Union (44.55%), Central and Eastern Europe (44.49%) 

and Asia (43.56%). In contrast, they derived least support in North America (13.97%).

6.3 Theories of Political Socialisation and Migration

6.3.1 Theories o f  Political Re/Socialisation and Literature

As seen in Chapter 1 both the economic and political terms o f the voter’s utility 

function may change over time. To migrant voters who live outside the jurisdiction o f

The SL D  has its roots in the original Polish C om m unist Party but, unlike the C zech K SCM , it has 
shed its com m unist heritage and transform ed into m odem  socia list party.

T hese three parties in fact jo in tly  fielded candidates in the e lection  to the Senate, the upper cham ber 
o f  the Polish Parliament.
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their national governm ent, econom ic considerations are likely to bear little on their 

voting behaviour; concern for friends and fam ily back hom e or the expectation o f  

return to their hom e country notw ithstanding. T herefore, this chapter focuses on the 

political considerations, nam ely, v o ters’ political and ideological opinions. Indeed, a 

v o te r’s political and ideological attitudes are likely to change w hen her socio

econom ic characteristics have changed (for exam ple, im agine tw o w orkers w ithin a 

now  bankrupt firm , one o f  w hom  has becom e a successful entrepreneur w hereas the 

o ther has rem ained unem ployed). In addition, attitudes m ay also respond to changes in 

the political and institutional environm ent. W hile political system s and institutions in 

m ost countries are generally  very slow  to change, the changes experienced by 

m igrants are often dram atic. M oreover, m igrants m oving to different countries are 

exposed to d ifferent institutions and political system s. T herefore, by relating m igrants’

votes to political and institutional variables in the destination countries, one can learn
120how  the external environm ent conditions political a ttitudes and voting behaviour. 

W hile several studies have analysed the voting behaviour o f  m igrant com m unities in
I 7  1the national elections o f  their new  country o f  residence none to  date have exam ined 

the im pact o f  the new  political, social and cultural environm ent on the voting 

behaviour o f  m igrants participating in elections in their country o f  origin. As already 

stated, em pirical analyses o f  voting take the external environm ent as given and stable 

over tim e. Therefore, by analysing the voting behaviour o f  m igrant populations in a 

large num ber o f  diverse countries, one can infer to w hat extent the external 

environm ent m atters in the form ation or transform ation o f  a m igran t’s core political 

values, beliefs and subsequent behaviour, a process referred to in the literature as 

political resocialisation.

™  A s migrant voters, by definition , live outside the jurisdiction o f  their national governm ent, the 
econ om ic  environm ent in the country that they live  in is less lik ely  to have m uch bearing on their 
voting behaviour. O f  course, migrant voters’ decisions m ay be affected  a lso  by econom ic  
considerations, either out o f  concern for friends and fam ily in the hom e country or because they expect 
to return in the future. In that case, how ever, their voting behaviour is likely to be shaped by econom ic  
developm ents back hom e rather than those in the country where they currently live. Y et, one m ight find 
a significant effect if, for instance, migrants in high-inflation countries perceive anti-inflationary  
p o lic ies as important also  for their hom e country, and accordingly v o te  for parties that they expect to be 
tough on inflation.

B lack et at. (1987); C ho (1999); Correa (1998); Finifter and Finifter (1989); G arcia (1987); 
G itelm an (1982); G laser and G ilens (1997); W ong (2000).
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The Hterature on the formation o f political attitudes is vast; the two main conflicting 

theories are the Social Psychological model and the Rational Choice model. The 

social psychological theorists (Campbell et a l,  1960) tend to emphasize the 

importance o f parental socialisation and downplay the role o f short-term influences,

I while the rational choice theorists (Downs, 1957) stress the continuous incorporation 

o f new information into cumulative evaluations. Political resocialisation can be 

defined more in terms o f the rational choice hypothesis, whereby the migrants 

incorporate information about their new political environment into their decision sets.

Examining voting behaviour among those who move across states in the US, Brown 

(1988) find that if the new political environment differs from the old political 

I environment, then both voting behaviour and party identification tend to become 

similar to those in the new state. However, research by Black et al. (1987), which 

examine the political adaptation o f immigrants to Canada, find that the country o f 

origin does not exert a strong influence on post-migration political adaptation. Finifter 

and Finifter (1989) find that both past party identification and political ideology 

influence the political adaptation o f American emigrants in Australia. Finally, drawing 

on pre-election poll data for both native Israelis and immigrants from the former 

communist countries who live in Israel, Nannestad, Paldam and Rosholm (2003) 

examine the speed at which m igrants’ opinions converge to those o f native voters in 

the evaluations o f the economic competence o f  the government. They find very little 

difference between the two groups, hence suggesting that migrants quickly adopt the 

economic evaluation patterns o f the natives. However, these studies are based on 

migrants’ attitudes towards the political system in the destination country or region. In 

particular, this focus implies that the analysis is concerned with migrants who have 

integrated into the host society sufficiently to become naturalized citizens. This 

chapter, in contrast, considers migrants who are still nationals o f their country of 

origin and indeed may have no intention o f remaining in the host country in the long 

term, yet whose political attitudes may have been shaped already by their migration 

experience.
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6.3.2 Theories o f  Migration

A key issue in regards political socialisation, is whether migrant voters adopt the 

norms and values prevailing in the host country or whether the very choice o f  the 

destination country is affected by the m igrants’ original political attitudes. Clearly, 

correlation between institutional and political variables and voting behaviour is not 

indicative o f  causality. M igrants are likely to have different socio-economic 

characteristics than the stayers (as is evident from the fact that typically only a small 

fraction o f  a country’s population leaves). For instance, migrants may be more 

entrepreneurial and respond more readily to economic opportunities. However, to 

ascribe the variation in m igrants’ voting behaviour across countries to self-selection, a 

theory predicting that different countries attract different types o f  migrants is needed.

1 The traditional migration theory emphasises earnings differentials (see Todaro, 1969, 

and Harris and Todaro, 1970) and as such can be applied to predict the size o f  the 

migration flow but not the m igrants’ socio-economic characteristics or political 

attitudes. Borjas (1987 and 1991, building on Roy, 1951), in contrast, argues that 

migration decisions depend also on the dispersion o f  earnings in the alternative 

destinations. Accordingly, highly skilled and productive workers move to countries 

with widely dispersed earnings, as that is where their skills yield the highest return. In 

contrast, unskilled workers are more likely to choose destinations with highly equal 

distribution o f  earnings, as their low productivity is less penalised in these countries. 

Accordingly, highly productive and entrepreneurial individuals -  who tend to form the 

natural constituency o f  right-wing parties -  would gain from moving to countries such 

as the US but also from m oving to post-com m unist and developing countries with 

high levels o f  wage inequality (e.g., Russia or Brazil). On the other hand, blue-collar 

and less productive white-collar workers would gain more from m oving to highly 

egalitarian countries such as continental Western Europe.

Political motivations may also be another source o f  self-selection o f  migrants. Non- 

negligible numbers o f  dissenters and political refugees left the Czech Republic and 

Poland during the com m unist period. Thus, migrants who moved to communist 

countries at that time were likely to be more left leaning, while the dissenters and 

refugees who moved out o f  the Soviet Block were more likely to be right leaning.
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There seems httle reason for pohtical factors to weigh heavily in migration decisions 

after 1990, as political repressions ceased in both countries in the wake o f the collapse 

o f the communist regime. Therefore, as the pre-1990 migrants remained abroad and 

retained their original nationality, one can expect more left-wing (and in particular 

pro-communist) voters in other post-communist countries and more right-wing (and 

possibly also social democratic) voters in Western countries.

6.4 Methodology

The principal variable o f interest in this analysis is the proportion o f votes, Fy, that 

party j  receives from voters living in country i. Therefore the data display two specific 

properties: the individual observations lie between 0 and 1, and the proportion o f votes 

received by all parties sum to one. To avoid these restrictions, the vote shares, Vy, are 

transformed into the following logit form:

log
^ V..y

The resulting dependent variable is unbounded (that is, it can take values between -oo 

and co) but is not defined for vote shares o f either 0 or 1. As there are several zero 

observations in the data, especially for the Communist party, 0.001 was added to all 

vote shares before performing the logit transformation. As discussed in section 2.4 in 

Chapter 2, the most appropriate method for analysing multi-party election data is 

Seemingly Unrelated Regression (SUR) models. Therefore, all regressions are 

estimated using this model, which takes account o f  the adding-up constraint 

characteristic o f election data. In addition, the Breusch-Pagan test is performed to test 

for the appropriateness o f the SUR, (see Chapter 2, section 2.5.3 for a discussion of 

this test).

The analysis utilises information on votes cast by Czech and Polish migrants in 85 and 

90 countries, respectively.'^^ Countries in which less than 10 migrants voted were 

omitted from the analysis. This issue only arose in the case o f  the Czech data where 

19 countries had to be dropped. Furthermore, analytic weights are applied in all 

regressions to account for the differing number o f migrant voters in each country.

Please refer to A ppendix 6B  for a list o f  regions and countries used in the analysis.
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A nalytic \veights are the appropriate weights to use given that the dependent variable 

in the analysis is the average o f  all votes cast by migrants in a particular country. 

W eighing by the number o f voters in each country takes account o f the fact that, for 

exam ple, 260 votes were cast by Czech citizens in France, and only 11 votes were cast 

in Costa Rica.

As there ere no preceding theories to prescribe which factors may influence migrant 

voting behaviour, the analysis follows a somewhat agnostic approach: migrant votes 

are related to a wide array o f  explanatory variables selected so as to account for three 

alternative hypotheses o f  migrant voting behaviour:

1. Skill-based economic self-selection (Roy-Borjas model o f  migration):

' Accordingly, highly skilled and educated potential migrants are more likely to migrate

to countries with a high degree o f income inequality. Given that highly skilled, 

i educated and entrepreneurial individuals tend to vote for right-wing parties, income
I

1 inequality should be positively correlated with support for right-wing parties and
I

negatively correlated with support for left-wing and former communist parties.

2. Political self-selection: Migrants located in former socialist countries should 

display stronger support for left-wing and especially former communist parties than 

those in Western democracies, and vice versa for right-wing parties.

3. Adaptive learning: Migrants adapt to the norms and values prevailing in the 

host country. According to this hypothesis, higher support for liberal and democratic 

parties and lower support for left-wing and especially former communist parties 

should be observed in countries with a greater extent and longer tradition o f 

democracy and a market economy. Similarly, the voting preferences o f migrants may 

be correlated with the prevailing political attitudes (captured by the political 

orientation o f the government) and/or economic conditions in the host country.

To test the adaptive learning hypothesis, a number o f institutional, political and socio

economic indicators pertaining to the host countries are included. First, various
19^measures o f democracy : indexes o f civil liberties and political freedom (compiled 

and reported by the Freedom House); fraction o f years between 1972 and 2001 in

Two alternative democracy measures were initially used: the Freedom House Democracy Index and 
the Polity Democracy Index. As the correlation between the 2 indexes (for 2001) is very high (0.92), 
the Freedom House Index is used due to greater country coverage.
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which the country was classified by the Freedom House as free, partially free or not

free. Second, measures o f economic freedom '^”* (reported by the Fraser Institute) as

captured by the following sub-indexes'^^; size o f  government, legal structure and

security o f  property rights, sound money, foreign trade liberalisation, and regulation.

Third, various measures o f economic development, such as GDP per capita (as o f

2000 in thousands o f US dollars), the economic growth rate and inflation in 2000.

Fourth, measures o f the political environment as captured by an indicator o f the

political orientation o f the government (left-wing, centrist/mixed, right-wing,

autocratic or ethnically/religiously dominated) and the nature o f the political system
126 . . .(strong or weak presidential or parliamentary). Next, the Gini index is included to 

account for the skill-based economic self-selection hypothesis in line with the Roy- 

Borjas model. Finally, the political self-selection hypothesis, which stresses the impact 

o f current or past political ties and their legacies, is accounted for by including a
127number o f regional dummy variables in all the regressions.

Differentiating between the political self-selection and adaptive learning hypotheses is 

not straightforward, as many of the former socialist countries have low levels o f 

democracy and are far from having attained a working market economy. There are, 

however, important differences among the form er communist countries. Some, most 

notably the new EU member countries, have made great progress in political and 

economic liberalisation since the end o f communism, while others have either 

remained at an intermediate level (e.g., Russia, Serbia and M ontenegro or the 

countries in the Caucasus) or have reverted back to repressive and autocratic regimes 

(Belarus and the Central Asian Republics). M oreover, several developing countries 

(e.g., Iran, Congo or Egypt) have similar levels o f  democracy and/or economic 

freedom as the former communist countries without ever having had a communist 

past. Note that during the communist period, when one would expect that most o f the

T w o alternative m easures o f  econom ic freedom  w ere a lso  originally  used; the H eritage E conom ic  
Freedom  Index and the Fraser Econom ic Freedom  Index. The correlation betw een the 2  indexes is high  
(0 .9 1 ), therefore the Fraser Index is used due to greater country coverage.

See  A ppendix 6 A .4  for bivariate correlations o f  the various sub-indexes.
Data defin itions and sources are d iscussed in greater detail in A ppendix 6 A .1 , 6A .2  and 6A .3 .

Both a distance variable (distance from capital to capital as m easured by 
w w w .geobytes.com /C ityD istan cetoo l.h tm .) and border dum m ies w ere a lso  included, how ever they are 
only significant w hen the regional variables are not included. In addition, a migrant in the U S , for 
exam ple, may be able to sustain a c loser relationship w ith his Polish roots than, for exam ple, one in 
Rom ania, due to the larger Polish im m igrant com m unity in the former and easier access to inform ation.
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m igration m otivated by political self-selection to have occurred, it m ade little 

d ifference w hether one m igrated to  Belarus or Russia, Serbia or S lovenia, R om ania or 

Slovakia, V ietnam  or N orth K orea. By 2001/2002 how ever, m igrants w ill have found 

them selves in dram atically d ifferent political and econom ic environm ents. The 

regional dum m ies should capture the sim ilarities that various groups o f  countries 

share in term s o f  political legacies, w hereas the indicators o f  dem ocracy and econom ic 

freedom  should account for the differences in their present-day conditions.

T here is a non-negligible correlation betw een som e variables (for exam ple, developed 

countries tend to display relatively high degrees o f  both econom ic freedom  and 

dem ocracy). Therefore, the coefficient estim ates m ay change substantially  depending 

on the other variables included in the m odel. In addition, given that there is only 

lim ited a priori expectations about w hich particular host country  characteristics may 

influence migrant voting behaviour, a G eneral-to-Specific procedure is applied to 

determ ine which factors are robust (for an explanation and assessm ent o f  this 

m ethodology, see A ppendix 6D and H oover and Perez, 1999, and the references 

therein).

T his procedure starts o ff estim ating a general unrestricted regression specification, 

including all possible explanatory variables, w hich is then tested against more 

parsim onious m odels (nested w ithin the general m odel), repeating the testing-dow n 

procedure until no further variables can be excluded. The result is a m odel that is less 

com plex  than the general model but nonetheless contains all the re levant inform ation. 

A lthough this procedure is som etim es likened to sophisticated data m ining. Hoover 

and Perez show that in m ost cases (on average 80% ), the general-to-specific procedure 

succeeds in identifying the true data-generating m odel or a closely related m odel (i.e., 

one that encom passes the true m odel but contains additional irrelevant variables that 

the procedure fails to elim inate). The procedure was im plem ented m anually , using 

STA TA , repeating the step-w ise testing-dow n procedure until the exclusion tests 

becam e significant at least at the 10% level (this m oderate threshold  w as chosen in 

v iew  o f  the relatively small num ber o f  observations). A t each step, the least significant 

variable for each party was tested and elim inated, testing for variables at sim ilar levels 

o f  significance. A s a general rule, only variables w hose significance was no more than 

30 percentage points o ff the least significant one were tested at each step, so that, for
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exam ple, if  the lowest significance level was 50% , variab les that appeared w ith up to 

20%  significance level w ere included in the exclusion test.

6.5 Determinants of Migrant Voting Behaviour

T his section presents the results o f  the em pirical analysis o f  m igrant votes in the last 

C zech and Polish parliam entary elections. As d iscussed above, in the absence o f  a 

theory  o f  m igrant voting behaviour and in view  o f  the large num ber o f  potentially 

relevant variables, the analysis is carried out using the general-to-specific procedure, 

starting  with the m ost general unrestricted m odel, w hich is gradually  slim m ed down 

until all insignificant variables are dropped (w ith the significance threshold set at the 

10% level). The analysis is perform ed using tw o alternative indexes o f  dem ocracy 

(both com piled by the Freedom  House). The indexes m easure tw o different aspects o f 

dem ocracy: civil liberties (freedom  o f  expression and association, religious and 

educational freedom ) and political rights (universal franchise, organisation o f  free 

e lections with participation open to all groups w ith in  society). The two indexes are 

very closely correlated (the correlation coefficient across the countries in the sam ple is 

0.94). Therefore, to avoid m ulticollinearity, tw o m odels for each country are 

estim ated, one including the civil liberties index and one w ith the political rights 

index, rather than including both indexes in parallel as is done w ith the rem aining 

variables.

As discussed above, the m igrant votes are regressed on a num ber o f  host country 

institutional, political and econom ic characteristics, a m easure o f  incom e inequality, 

and a num ber o f  regional dum m ies (with W estern Europe being the om itted category), 

so as to control for the three alternative hypotheses o f  m igrant voting behaviour. In 

addition, two country specific dum m y variables w ere included. F irst, the votes from 

Italy also include those from the C zech and Polish consulates in the V atican, a large 

fraction o f  which was probably cast by clergym en and theology students. Therefore, 

as their political attitudes m ay be significantly d ifferen t from  those o f  the rest o f  the 

electorate, especially with respect to support for C hristian-D em ocratic parties, a 

dum m y for Italy was included. Second, the US has a large num ber o f  Polish 

im m igrants, who are often allow ed to retain their Polish nationality  after acquiring US
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citizenship.'^^ T his potentially m akes the A m erican-Polish  im m igrant com m unity 

different from  Polish m igrants in o ther countries (w here typically  they w ould have to 

give up their Polish nationality  in order to becom e naturalized citizens o f  the host 

country -  and thus w ould not be eligible to vote in Polish elections): the form er have 

lived in the host country m uch longer (or m ay even have been born there) and 

probably keep m uch looser contacts with the ancestral country. Furtherm ore, as 

m em bers o f  a relatively large and geographically  concentrated  com m unity, A m erican 

Poles are m ore likely to retain  their own unique identity (that m ay also be m arkedly 

different from  that in present-day Poland) than m igrants living in o ther countries 

where they are less num erous and more dispersed. A lthough the C zech m igrant 

population in the US appears neither particularly  large nor geographically  

concentrated (and the C zech R epublic does not perm it its nationals to acquire another 

nationality w hile rem aining C zech citizens), for the sake o f  com parability  the US 

dummy is also included in the Czech regressions.

6.5.1 General-to-Specific SUR Results

The results obtained for the general unrestricted m odels are reported in A ppendix 6C. 

Tables 6.3 and 6.4 present the fmal results for those explanatory variables that 

survived the elim ination by the general-to-specific procedure. The votes cast for five 

Czech and seven Polish political parties are analysed. The results for each party are 

reported in separate tables labelled A -E in the C zech regressions and A -G  in the 

Polish regressions. N ot surprisingly, given the large num ber o f  explanatory variables 

and the low num ber o f  observations, not m any variables appear significant in the 

general unrestricted m odels. A pplying the general-to-specific m ethodology greatly 

reduces the num ber o f  explanatory variables. O ut o f  a total o f  130 explanatory 

variables in the C zech regressions, 78 and 74 are elim inated as insignificant in the 

regression with civil liberties and political rights, respectively. For Poland, the

Other countries a lso  allow  dual nationality, how ever, the U S  case seem s exceptional in v iew  o f  the 
size  and regional concentration o f  the Polish em igrant com m unity and its ability to retain a separate 
identity and culture.

The Breusch-Pagan tests reported at end o f  T ables 6 .3  and 6 .4  indicate that the null hypothesis o f  
independence o f  the residuals across the equations in each o f  the P olish  and C zech regressions are be 
rejected, suggesting the appropriateness o f  the SU R  technique.
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corresponding ‘drop-out’ rate is even higher: 147 and 130 variables out o f  a total o f  

196.

The key question o f  interest is w hich variables survive the testing-dow n procedure and 

w hat does this reveal about the validity  o f  the three hypotheses form ulated in the 

preceding section. The evidence is least favourable for the skill-based self-selection 

hypothesis, w hich posits that host-country incom e inequality is correlated  with 

m ig ran ts’ skills: highly skilled m igrants choose high-inequality  destinations, while 

those w ith low skills prefer m ore egalitarian societies. C onversely, votes for right- 

w ing parties should be positively correlated w ith incom e inequality w hile those for 

left-w ing parties should display a negative correlation w ith incom e inequality. To test 

this m otive for m igration, the G ini coefficient was included am ong the explanatory 

variables. H ow ever, the general-to-specific procedure elim inated it com pletely  from 

the regressions with C zech m igrant votes. In the Polish regressions, incom e inequality 

survived the testing-dow n and is correlated w ith votes for the SLD -U P (coalition o f 

the Party o f  D em ocratic Left and the U nion o f  Labour) and the PiS (Law  and Justice) 

parties only. The expected pattern is only confirm ed for the PiS, w hich being a right- 

w ing party derives greater support from  countries w ith high incom e inequality. The 

votes for the SLD, how ever, are also positively correlated  w ith incom e inequality (in 

the regression with political rights), contrary to the hypothesis. For all the rem aining 

parties, the indicator o f  incom e inequality was elim inated by the testing-dow n 

procedure.

Tables 6.3 and 6.4 also reveal that several o f  the regional dum m y variab les survive to 

the end, thus potentially indicating support for the political self-selection hypothesis. 

This hypothesis stipulates that support for left-w ing and post-com m unist parties 

should be stronger, and support for right-w ing parties w eaker, in the form er 

com m unist countries. The opposite should hold for W estern dem ocracies, i.e., support 

for left-w ing parties should be low er com pared to support for right-w ing parties. The 

evidence, how ever, is at best m ixed. W hile m any regional dum m y variables are 

elim inated by the general-to-specific procedure, w hen they do rem ain, they frequently 

appear with the “w rong” sign. In particular, the support for the K SCM  (Czech 

C om m unist Party) is not any higher in the form er com m unist countries than in 

W estern Europe or in A nglo-Saxon countries (in fact, the only regional variable that
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survives the testing down for the com m unists is the dum m y for Italy w here is appears 

w ith a negative coefficient). In addition, contrary to the political self-selection 

hypothesis, the CSSD  (Czech Social D em ocrats) draw s significantly few er votes from 

C entral/Eastern Europe and the Form er Soviet U nion. Sim ilarly, the Polish SLD-UP 

fared poorly in the form er Soviet Union, w hereas it fared well in the US. The results 

are sim ilarly m ixed for right-w ing parties. A m ong C zech parties, the ODS (Civic 

D em ocratic Party) draws less support in C entral/E astern  Europe, as predicted by the 

hypothesis, but the opposite is true for the K D U -U S (coalition o f  C hristian Dem ocrats 

and Union o f  Freedom ). A m ong Polish m igrant voters, the A W SP (Solidarity 

Electoral Action) fared well in the form er Soviet U nion despite its deep anti

com m unist roots, and poorly in the US. The support for the UW  (U nion o f  Freedom ) 

is low in the A nglo-Saxon countries and especially  in the US, despite its liberal p ro

m arket nature. Only the PO (C itizens’ P latform ) received few er votes from  the form er 

Soviet Union, as predicted by the hypothesis. Surprisingly, the support for the LPR 

(extrem e-right League o f  Polish Fam ilies) is strong in C entral/Eastern Europe, the 

Form er Soviet Union and also in the US.

In contrast to the tw o self-selection hypotheses, the evidence w ith respect to the 

adaptive learning hypothesis is m ore encouraging. Both for the extent o f  dem ocracy 

(m easured with the Freedom  H ouse indexes o f  civil liberties and political rights) and 

the tradition o f  dem ocracy (m easured as the fraction o f  years betw een 1972 and 2001 

that the country w as classified by the Freedom  House as free or partially free) in the 

host countries, is accounted for. The latter m ay be im portant as it d istinguishes 

countries that dem ocratised recently from  those that espoused high degrees o f 

dem ocracy for decades. Striking sim ilarities appear both across parties, and across the 

tw o countries included in the analysis. O n the one hand, the effect o f  dem ocracy on 

m igrant votes is mixed: it is positively  significant and hum p-shaped for every Czech 

political party, (w ith the m axim um  effect attained at an interm ediate level o f  

dem ocracy), apart from the K D U -U S'^°, for either one or both o f  the civil 

liberties/political rights indexes. W hile in the Polish regressions, high levels o f 

dem ocracy are positively related to  votes for the A W SP, PiS and LPR, negatively

For K DU -US, the pattern appears U -shaped, how ever, w ith the m inim um attained at the political 
rights index equal to 0.05. As the index ranges betw een 0 and 10, the im pact o f  political rights on votes 
for this party is effectively positive.
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related to votes for SLD-UP and UW, and U-shaped for the PO. However, the impact 

o f the tradition o f democracy is quite consistent: countries with a longer tradition o f 

full o r moderate democracy show less support for the left-wing parties (CSSD and 

KSCM ) and stronger support for the right-wing parties (KDU-US, UW, PO and, 

somewhat surprisingly given its extremist nature, also LPR).

The results obtained with the various sub-indexes o f economic freedom are mixed but 

again reveal some consistencies. Most notably, migrants in countries with less 

pervasive regulation are more likely to vote in favour o f  right-wing parties -  ODS, 

KDU-US, AWSP, UW, PO and LPR than left-wing parties -  CSSD, KSCM and SLD- 

UP. The estimated effects o f the other sub-indexes are more mixed, often with one or 

two sub-indexes appearing significant and with signs opposite to that o f the regulation 

sub-index.'^ ' Due to this, the jo int impact o f  economic freedom is in fact weaker than 

it would appear if only the regulation sub-index was included. Nonetheless, 

comparing the sizes o f the estimated coefficients for the various sub-indexes, the 

impact o f  economic freedom appears clearly positive for the KDU-US, AWSP, UW 

and LPR, and negative for SLD-UP.

The impact o f economic development, (measured by the GDP per capita), is similar to 

that o f  economic freedom: migrants in richer and more advanced countries show 

greater support for right-wing parties, (KDU-US, UW and PiS), at the expense o f left- 

wing parties, (CSSD and KSCM). This pattern appears somewhat less robust as it is 

only obtained for a subset o f parties. In contrast to economic development, the results 

for economic performance (economic growth and inflation), while appearing 

significant for some parties, are mixed and do not conform to a clear-cut pattern 

across parties and the two countries. Czech migrants in high-inflation countries show 

greater support for left-wing parties, CSSD and KSCM, than for ODS, but this pattern 

is not replicated in the Polish data. The weak and mixed results for economic 

performance variables should not be surprising. Typically, the literature on economic

The various sub-indexes o f  economic freedom are moderately strongly correlated with each other 
(correlation coefficients between 0.51 and 0.66), with the exception o f  the size o f  government, which is 
essentially uncorrelated with the other sub-indexes (correlation coefficients range between -0 .3 2  and 
0.20), see Table 6A.4 in the Appendix.

As for these parties, either regulation is the only sub-index that remains significant after performing 
the general-to-specific procedure, or it dominates, in absolute value, the coefficients obtained for the 
other sub-indexes.
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voting finds that voters punish the governm ent for bad econom ic perform ance by 

voting for the opposition and rew ard them  for good perform ance by re-electing them. 

H ow ever, the host country’s econom ic conditions have little relevance for passing a 

verdict on the com petence o f  the governm ent in the m igran ts’ hom e country.

Sim ilarly, variables reflecting the nature o f  the political environm ent in the host 

country -  political orientation o f  the governm ent and the type o f  political system 

(parliam entary, strong presidential or w eak presidential) frequently  appear significant 

but it is difficult to  identify a system atic pattern in the results. Som etim es, the results 

defy expectations. For exam ple, the K D U -U S, UW  and PO, being all right-of-centre 

parties, do well am ong m igrants w ho live in countries w ith left-w ing governm ents, 

w hereas the C SSD  does poorly in such countries. For o ther parties, the pattern is more 

in line with expectations: the UW  also does w ell in countries w ith a centrist or mixed 

governm ent, w hile the PiS and LPR do poorly in countries w ith either centrist/m ixed 

or left-w ing governm ent. Therefore, w hile the political environm ent seem s to have an 

effect on m igrants’ political preferences, the precise nature o f  this effect is not very 

clear.'^^ O verall, the results provide m ore consistent support for the adaptive learning 

hypothesis than for either the political or econom ic self-selection  hypotheses, 

suggesting that m igrants’ political attitudes and behaviour are indeed influenced by 

their new  environm ent.

6.6 Discussion

This chapter analyses the voting behaviour o f  C zech and Polish m igrants who 

participated in their countries’ m ost recent national elections by casting their votes 

from  abroad. Evidence from these elections indicates that the voting behaviour o f  

m igrants differs substantially from  that o f  their com patriots at hom e. M oreover, the 

preferences o f  m igrants vary significantly  also across the various host countries. In 

this chapter three alternative hypotheses that could potentially  explain these 

d ifferences are considered: adaptive learning (m igrants gradually  adopt the norm s and

N o te  that finding a strong impact o f  the political orientation o f  the host country’s governm ent on  
m igrant voting behaviour could be interpreted also  as ev id en ce in favor o f  the political se lf-selection  
hypothesis. One w ould  need information o f  the m igrants voting histories to differentiate between  
political se lf-selection  and adaptive learning. G iven that the results are m ixed , this problem  does not 
arise in this case though.
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values prevailing in the host country and this influences their political preferences 

accordingly), econom ically-based self-selection (m igrants m ove to countries where 

the payoff to their hum an capital is highest), and finally  political self-selection 

(m igran ts’ political attitudes before m igration determ ine the choice o f  destination 

countries).

The analysis considers a w ide range o f  potential determ inants o f  m igrant voting 

behaviour, m otivated by these three alternative hypotheses. To determ ine which 

factors robustly affect votes from abroad, the general to specific m ethodology is 

applied to a long list o f  potential explanatory variables. T his m ethod reduces the 

general unrestricted m odel to a m ore parsim onious one, containing only significant 

variables. The results o f  the slim m ed-dow n m odel provide only little support for the 

self-selection hypotheses, w hether on econom ic or political grounds. In contrast, the 

results give strong indications that m igran ts’ voting behaviour is indeed shaped by the 

institutional environm ent prevailing in the host country. In particular, right-w ing 

parties tend to fare w ell, and left-w ing parties do poorly, am ong m igrants living in 

countries with a long tradition o f  full or partial dem ocracy and /o r a greater extent o f  

econom ic freedom . Sim ilarly, right-w ing parties derive m ore support from  m igrants 

living in econom ically advanced countries, w hile the opposite holds true for left-w ing 

parties. The results, how ever, are m ore m ixed and less clear-cu t in regards the im pact 

o f  econom ic perform ance (grow th and inflation) and the political environm ent (i.e., 

political orientation o f  the incum bent governm ent, and w hether the political system  is 

presidential or w eakly/strongly presidential).

This study is restricted to analysing C zech and Polish m igrants as the m ajority o f  other 

post-com m unist countries either do not allow  their citizens living abroad to vote in 

national elections or the relevant data in not m ade publicly  available. H ow ever, as 

Czech Republic and Poland represent typical post-com m unist societies, albeit they 

were, at least initially, m ore advanced, it is likely that the conclusions draw n from the 

Czech and Polish cases will also apply to  m igrants from  o ther transition countries. The 

findings in this study suggest that voters tend to  adapt to the values and norm s 

prevailing in their current surroundings and as these norm s change, so too does voting 

behaviour. It is likely that such an effect is universal to all m igrants, regardless o f  

nationality. In addition, w hile m igration is an extrem e case o f  such a societal change a
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similar process is likely to be at play in countries undergoing fundamental economic 

and political transitions. Therefore one can expect that far-reaching regime changes 

(whether initiated from within or outside the country), when sustained for sufficiently 

long, will be subsequently accompanied by changes in attitudes and political 

preferences. Given that the majority o f the society must change, the pace o f  such 

transformations will be much more gradual than in the case o f  migration.

These results underscore the potential impact o f  migration on political and economic 

change in countries that currently are, or recently were, ruled by authoritarian and 

interventionist governments. Migrants can play an important political role directly, as 

the examples enumerated in footnote 106 illustrate. Even more importantly, returning 

migrants, who have adopted the democratic and liberal views o f their host country, are 

likely to demand democratic institutions and liberal economic policies and jo in  grass

roots support structures for like-minded parties in their home countries. W hether or 

not this effect is sufficiently pronounced, however, depends upon the ability o f 

migrants to retain these liberal attitudes upon return to their home countries, despite 

the non-liberal norms and values that may still prevail there.

A critical aspect o f the migration experience is that it teaches migrants that there are 

alternatives to the economic and political system prevailing at home, and that these 

alternatives may indeed deliver superior outcomes. This is especially the case for 

migrants coming from authoritarian and repressive countries. Consider a migrant from 

pre-perestroika Russia or present-day North Korea arriving in Europe or the US. The 

impact o f  seeing first-hand the disparity between the picture o f the West painted by 

the m igrant’s home country’s authorities and the reality o f Western society may 

seriously undermine the m igrant’s indoctrinated beliefs. Similarly, for countries such 

as the Czech Republic and Poland that are currently undertaking economic and 

political reforms, the goal o f  a liberal democracy and functioning market economy 

may appear very elusive compared to the economic hardships their countries 

experienced in the course o f transition. While the citizens o f such countries are no 

longer subject to communist propaganda and many may have visited Western 

countries, the experience o f having lived in developed democratic countries is likely 

to have a more profound impression.
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Not surprisingly, repressive regimes often curtail their citizens’ freedom to travel. 

Communist countries (whether the Former Soviet block or present-day Cuba and 

North Korea) are prime examples o f this. Contrary to the conventional wisdom, the 

reason is not the fear that freedom to travel would result in the rapid depopulation o f 

authoritarian countries. Rather, repressive regimes seem more concerned that 

emigrants would eventually return home and help build up a constituency in favour o f 

political change. The former communist countries, for example, typically stripped 

emigrants o f nationality, thereby precluding them from returning home later. 

Turkmenistan -  a present-day dictatorial regime in Central Asia -  went even further: 

not only does it severely restrict its citizens’ movement across borders, but recently, 

Turkmen nationals who also held Russian passports (and as such were relatively free 

to travel) were recently forced either to relinquish their Russian nationality or 

emigrate.'^'* Thus, by opening their borders to immigrants, especially those from 

authoritarian and transition countries, developed countries can help spread liberal 

values and attitudes to these regions. This potentially important implication o f 

migration, however, does not seem widely understood or appreciated in the main host 

countries.

A ccording to one report, Turkmen teachers w ho obtained their education abroad have been  
prohibited from exercising their profession , see  RFE/RL N E W SL IN E  V ol. 7, N o . 73, Part I, 16 April 
2003 .
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6A Tables

Table 6.1 Czech Domestic and Abroad Election Results 2002
Political Parties CSSD

%
KSCM

%
ODS

%
Coalition

%
ODA

%
Others

% No. of Votes

Overall Results' 30.12 18.55 24.51 14.28 0.51 12.04 4,757,884
Results from Abroad 25.33 2.75 27.71 33.99 1.71 8.50 3,742
Former Soviet Union 37.79 7.37 25.35 17.51 2.30 9.68 217
Central and East European 30.28 6.90 28.03 25.35 0.99 8.45 710
W estern Europe 20.72 1.20 26.95 42.07 1.32 7.75 1,588
Asia 19.25 0.53 39.57 24.60 2.67 13.37 187
N orth  Africa and Middle-East 44.96 3.17 24.78 15.85 1.15 10.09 347
Sub-Sahara Africa 17.89 1.05 35.79 32.63 5.26 7.37 95
Australia 8.47 1.69 27.12 54.24 1.69 6.78 59
Central and South America 32.74 1.79 23.81 27.98 3.57 10.12 168
N orthern America 14.29 0.54 28.30 47.17 2.70 7.01 371

Notes: The party acronym s stand for Czech Social Democratic Party (CSSD), Communist Party o f  Bohemia and M oravia (KSCM ), Civic 
Democratic Party (ODS), Coalition o f  Christian Democratic Union-Peoples Party o f  Czechoslovakia, Union o f  Freedom and Democratic Union 
(Coalition), and Civic Democratic Alliance (ODA).

' Includes votes from abroad.
Source: Czech Statistical Office.
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Table 6.2 Polish Domestic and Abroad Election Results 2001
Political Parties SLD-UP

%
AWSP

%
UW
%

SO
%

PiS
%

PSL
%

PO
%

LPR
%

Others
%

Total
Votes

Overall Results' 41.04 5.60 3.10 10.20 9.50 8.98 12.68 7.87 1.02 13,017,929
Results from Abroad 25.98 7.37 10.02 1.37 19.04 1.90 15.88 17.84 0.60 26,200
Former Soviet Union 44.55 7.30 8.83 0.84 11.06 2.84 13.29 10.83 0.46 1,302
Central and East Europe 44.49 5.28 10.02 1.58 11.02 2.54 18.21 5.86 1.00 2,405
Western Europe 25.65 9.54 12.88 1.45 17.55 1.55 18.28 12.66 0.45 10,651
Asia 43.56 5.81 19.96 0.18 7.99 1.63 18.87 1.63 0.36 551
North Africa /  Middle-East 48.93 1.98 12.69 2.39 8.81 2.55 17.87 3.46 1.32 1,214
Sub-Sahara Africa 29.37 12.21 19.80 1.65 8.91 3.63 19.80 3.30 1.32 303
Australia 27.15 10.60 10.60 1.55 27.15 0.44 11.26 11.04 0.22 453
Central/South America 26.33 11.47 16.32 1.29 10.18 3.55 22.46 5.65 2.75 619
Northern America 13.97 5.53 4.87 1.22 26.96 1.83 11.85 33.31 0.46 8,702
N otes: The party acronym s stand for Coalition o f  Dem ocratic Left and Union o f  Labor (SL D -U P), Solidarity Electoral Action (A W SP), Union o f  
Freedom (U W ), S e lf  defense o f  the Polish Republic (SO ), Law and Justice (PiS), Polish People's Party (PSL), Citizens' Platform (PO), and League o f  
Polish Fam ilies (LPR).

‘ Includes votes from abroad.

Source: Polish Central Electoral Com m ission.

266



Chapter 6: Voice o f  the Diaspora

Table 6.3 Czech Republic: General-to-Specific Results
A. Civic Dem ocratic Party 
(C DS) Civil Liberties Political Rights

Civil/Political Freedom Q 1 (0.037) 0.443*** (0.114)

Civil/Political Freedom Squared ~ ~ -0.043*** (0.010)

EF: Sound Money -0.136*** (0.037) -0.099*** (0.038)

EF: Regulation ~ ~ 0.180*** (0.063)

Inflation [%] ~ -0.020** (0.008)

Gov.: authoritarian 0.774** (0.322) ~ ~
Parliamentary’ 0.255** (0.105) 0.374*** (0.109)

Central/Eastern Europe -0.423*** (0.146) ~
South East Asia 0.680*** (0.230) ~ ~
Central/Latin America ~ ~ -0.445** (0.211)

Italy -0.609*** (0.192) -0.476** (0.206)

Constant -0.883*** (0.249) -1.651*** (0.428)

R-squared 0.400 0.410

Excluded and Omitted Variables: Fraction years free and Partially free (Fraction years not free omitted); S ize  o f  
governm ent. Legal/property rights. Foreign trade; G DP per capita, G DP growth, Centrist/mixed, Left-w ing and 
Ethnic/religious government (Right-w ing governm ent om itted); Weak presidential electoral system  (strong 
presidential omitted); Former Soviet Union, M iddle East and North Africa, A nglo-Saxon, United States (Europe 
omitted).

B. Czech Social Democratic 
Party (CSSD) Civil Liberties Political Rights

C iv i l /P o l i t ic a l  F r e e d o m 0.470** (0.213) 0.275*** (0.080)

C iv i l /P o l i t ic a l  F r e e d o m  S q u a re d -0.045*** (0.014) ~
F r a c t io n  Y e a r s  F re e -1.417** (0.69.3) -2.080*** (0.805)

F r a c t io n  Y e a r s  P a rtia lly  F ree -1.639*** (0.591) -2.532*** (0.622)

E F :  L e g a l /P r o p e r ty  R ig h ts 0  444 * * * (0.133) ~ ~
E F : S o u n d  M o n e y ~ ~ 0.181* (0.102)

E F :  R e g u la t io n -0.369*** (0.117) -0 293*** (0.115)

G D P p e r  c a p i ta  (USS th o u s a n d s ) -0.058*** (0.021) -0.046*** (0.016)

Inflation [Vo] 0.028*** (0.011) 0.036** (0.015)

Gov.: Left w in g -0.375* (0.198) ~ ~
Gov.: a u th o r i ta r ia n 2.050*** (0.556) 2.376*** (0.534)

P a r l ia m e n ta ry -0.507*** (0.202) -0.298* (0.170)

Central/Eastern Europe -1.089*** (0.412) -1.315*** (0.433)

Former Soviet Union -1.942*** (0.630) ~ ~
South East Asia -0.902*** (0.363) ~ ~
Middle E ast/N orth  Africa -2.592*** (0.654) -1.184** (0.533)

Ita ly -1.031*** (0.344) -1.117*** (0.334)

Constant 0.130 (0.908) -0.357 (0.844)

R -s q u a re d 0.529 0.515

Excluded and Omitted Variables: Fraction years not free (om itted); Size o f  governm ent. Foreign trade; G DP growth. 
Centrist/mixed, and Ethnic/religious governm ent (R ight-w ing governm ent omitted); W eak presidential electoral 
system  (strong presidential omitted); Central/Latin A m erica (Europe omitted).
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C. C om m unist Party o f Bohem ia 
and  M oravia (KSCM)

Civil L iberties Political R ights

Civil/Political Freedom 1.698*** (0.450) ~ ~
Civil/Political Freedom Squared -0.137*** (0.0.’i6) 0.026*** (0.010)

Fraction Years Free -5.057*** (1.079) -3.350*** (1.144)

Fraction Years Partially Free -5.468*** (1.153) -3 442*** (1.092)

EF: Si2e o f  Government 0.242** (0.128) ~ ~
EF: Legal/Property Rights 1.022*** (0.250) 1.013*** (0.288)

EF: Foreign Trade 0.477** (0.262) 0.710*** (0.271)

EF: Regulation -0 999*** (0.313) -0.752** (0.269)

G D P per capita (USS thousands) ~ ~ -0.116*** (0.055)

Inflation [%] ~ ~ 0.054** (0.023)

Parliamentary -1.623*** (0.420) -2.031*** (0.458)

Italy -2.260*** (0.795) -1.590** (0.794)

Constant -9.762*** (2.285) -9.224*** (2.405)

R-squared 0.526 0.544

Excluded and Omitted Variables: Fraction years not free (omitted); Sound M oney; G DP growth. Centrist/mixed, Left- 
w ing, Authoritarian and Ethnic/religious governm ent (R ight-w ing governm ent om itted); W eak presidential electoral 
system  (strong presidential omitted); Central/Eastern Europe, Former Soviet Union, South-east Asia, M iddle East and 
North Africa, Central/Latin Am erica, A nglo-Saxon , United States (Europe om itted).

D. C oalition  (KDU-US) Civil L iberties Political R ights

Civil/Political Freedom ~ ~ -0.142** (0.062)

Fraction Years Free ~ ~ 1.447** (0.662)

Fraction Years Partially Free ~ ~ 0.917* (0.499)

EF: Legal/Property Rights -0.350*** (0.098) -0.275*** (0.089)

EF: Regulation 0.590*** (0.096) 0.501*** (0.107)

G D P per capita (USS thousands) 0.077*** (0.017) 0.057*** (0.016)

Gov.: Left wing 0.349** (0.162) 0.253* (0.132)

Parliamentary 0.428*** (0.147) 0.363*** (0.142)

C entral/Eastern Europe 0.516*** (0.169) 1.057*** (0.340)

South East Asia -0.389* (0.234)

Middle E ast/N orth  Africa ~ ~ -0.630** (0.318)

Anglo-Saxon -0.365** (0.150) -0.289* (0.154)

Italy 1.558*** (0.261) (0.253)

Constant -3.800*** (0.526) -3.263*** (0.560)

R-squared 0.763 0.794

Excluded and Omitted Variables: C ivil/Political Freedom Squared; Fraction years free and Partially free (Fraction 
years not free omitted); Size o f  governm ent, Sound m oney, and Foreign trade; G DP growth, Inflation, Centrist/mixed, 
Authoritarian and Ethnic/religious governm ent (R ight-w ing governm ent om itted); W eak presidential electoral system  
(Strong presidential omitted); Former Soviet Union, Central/Latin Am erica (Europe omitted).
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E. Others Civil Liberties Political Rights
Civil/Political Freedom 0.225*** (0 .068) ~ ~
Civil/Political Freedom Squared ~ 0.014** (0.007)

Fraction Years Free -0.926** (0 .428) -2.680*** (0.642)

EF: Legal/Property Rights ~ ~ 0.380*** (0.098)

EF: Sound Money -0.234** (0 .107) -0.384*** (0. 120)

EF: Foreign Trade ~ ~ -0.205* (0. 114)

EF: Regulation 0.374*** (0 .111) 0.264** (0.137)

Inflation [%] -0.067*** (0 .016) -0.070*** (0.017)

Gov.; Centrist or mixed' -0.570*** (0 .153) -0.573*** (0.174)

Gov.: Left wing' ~ ~ -0.490** (0 .208)

Gov.: authoritarian' -2.007*** (0 .665) -1.960*** (0 .664)

Central/Eastern Europe ~ -1.462*** (0 .404)

Form er Soviet Union 1.956*** (0 .612) ~ ~
South East Asia 0.904** (0 .379)

Middle E ast/N orth  Africa 3.680*** (0 .711) 1 7 4 (3* * * (0 .647)

Anglo-Saxon ~ ~ -0.614*** (0 .235)

United States -0.707** (0 .290) ~ ~
Constant _3 4 9 4 * * * (0 .819) -0.360 (1.054)

R-squared 0.471 0.472

Excluded and Omitted Variables: Fraction years partially free (Fraction years not free omitted); Size o f  government; 
GDP per capita, GDP growth, Ethnic/religious governm ent (R ight-wing governm ent omitted); Weak presidential and 
Parliamentary electoral system (Strong presidential omitted); Central/Latin America, and Italy (Europe omitted).

Breusch-Pagan Test of Independence
Civil Liberties Political Rights

x2(10) = 36.30*** X2(10) = 36.98***

Notes: Num ber o f observations is 54. Standard errors are in parentheses. Estimated using a Seemingly Unrelated 
Regression (SUR) model and applying the General-to-Specific procedure. A nalytic weights are applied using the total 
number o f  votes per country. A dummy for Italy is added because votes from Italy also include those from the 
Vatican. Significance levels are indicated as 1% (***), 5% (♦*) and 10% (*), The Breusch-Pagan test o f  
independence indicates that we can reject the null hypothesis o f  independence o f  the residuals across the equations in 
each o f  the Polish and Czech regressions. Therefore, OLS estimates w ould be inconsistent and the choice o f  SUR is 
justified.
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Table 6.4 Poland: General-to-Specific Results
A. Coalition of Dem ocratic Left 
and U nion of Labor (SLD-UP)

Civil Liberties Political Right s

Civil/Political Freedom Squared -0.005*** (0 .002) ~ ~
EF: Legal/Property Rights ~ ~ -0.112*** (0 .033)

EF: Foreign Trade ~ ~ 0.178*** (0 .047)

EF: Regulation -0.296*** (0 .055) -0.421*** (0 .039)

Gini Index ~ ~ 0.014** (0 .006)

Gov.: Centrist or mixed 0.296*** (0 .077) 0.383*** (0 .076)

Gov.: ethnic/religious 0.401** (0 . 185) 0.613*** (0 .214)

Parliamentary 0.313*** (0 .081) ~ ~
Form er Soviet Union ~ ~ -0.706*** (0 .196)

Sub-Saharan Africa ~ ~ -0.794*** (0 .239)

Central/Latin America ~ -0.692*** (0 .190)

Anglo-Saxon -0.216** (0 .097) ~ ~
United States 0.366*** (0 .116) ~ ~
Italy -1.331*** (0 .129) -1.516*** (0 .122)

Constant 1.011*** (0 .304) 0.742* (0 .393)

R-squared 0.856 0.865

Excluded and Omitted Variables: Civil/political freedom; Fraction years free and Partially free (Fraction years not 
free omitted); Size o f  government, Sound money; G DP per capita, GDP growth. Inflation, Left-wing and 
Authoritarian governm ent (Right-wing government om itted); Weak presidential electoral system (strong presidential 
omitted); Central/Eastern Europe, South East Asia, M iddle East and North Africa (Europe omitted).

B. Solidarity E lectoral A ction 
(AWSP)

Civil L iberties Political R ights

EF: Regulation 0.235*** (0 .083) 0.245*** (0 .08 .3)

G D P G rowth [%] -0.186*** (0 .045) -0.199*** (0 .046)

Former Soviet Union 0.990*** (0 .371) 1.136*** (0 .392)

United States -0.567*** (0 .185) -0.545*** (0 .184)

Italy 1.760*** (0 .299) 1.830*** (0 .295)

Constant -3.477*** (0 .592) -3.516*** (0 .591)

R-squared 0.509 0.513

Excluded and Omitted Variables: Civil/political freedom (linear and squared); Fraction years free and Partially free 
(Fraction years not free omitted); Size o f governm ent. Legal/property rights, Sound money, Foreign trade; GDP per 
capita; Gini Index; Inflation, Centrist/mixed, Left-wing, Authoritarian and Ethnic/religious governm ent (Right-wing 
governm ent omitted); Weak presidential and Parliam entary electoral system (strong presidential omitted); 
Central/Eastern Europe, South East Asia, Middle East and North Africa, Sub-Saharan Africa, Central/Latin America, 
Anglo-Saxon, (Europe omitted).
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C. U n io n  o f F reed om  (UW ) Civil L iberties P olitica l R ights

Civil/Political Freedom -0.096*** (0 .037) ~ ~
Fracdon Years Partially Free 0.751*** (0 .285) 0.674*** (0 .269)

EF: Regulation 0.366*** (0 .078) 0.334*** (0 .077)

G D P  per capita 0.015* (0 .009) 0.018** (0 .009)

Gov.: Centrist or mixed ~ -- 0.370*** (0 .116)

Gov.: Left wing ~ ~ 0.334*** (0 .116)

Gov.: authoritarian ~ ~ 0.734** (0 .351)

Gov.: ethnic/religious ~ ~ 0.542** (0 .242)

Parliamentary ~ ~ -0.304** (0 .128)

South East Asia ~ ~ 0.400* (0 .235)

Anglo-Saxon -0.702*** (0 .135) -0.616*** (0 .131)

United States -1.043*** (0 . 127) -1.310*** (0 .180)

Constant -3.840*** (0 .405) -4.503*** (0 .431)

R-squared 0.747 0.793

Excluded and Omitted Variables: Civil/political freedom squared; Fraction years free (Fraction years not free 
om itted); Size o f  government, Legal/property rights, Sound money, Foreign trade; Gini Index; GDP growth. Inflation, 
Centrist/m ixed, Left-wing, Authoritarian and Ethnic/religious governm ent (Right-w ing governm ent omitted); Weak 
presidential electoral system (strong presidential omitted); Central/Eastern Europe, Form er Soviet Union, M iddle East 
and N orth Africa, Sub-Saharan Africa, Central/Latin America, Italy (Europe omitted).

D . L aw  and Justice  (PiS) Civil L iberties P olitica l R ights

Civil/Political Freedom Squared 0.004* (0 .002) ~
EF: Foreign Trade 0.200*** (0 .071) ~ ~
G D P  per capita (USS thousands) ~ ~ 0.022*** (0 .006)

Gini Index 0.025*** (0 .008) 0.024*** (0 .008)

Gov.: Centrist or mixed -0.300*** (0 .122) -0.310*** (0 . 124)

Gov.: Left wing -0.313*** (0 .120) -0.344*** (0 .107)

Gov.: ethnic/religious -0.772*** (0 .269) -0.825*** (0 .257)

Parliamentary -0.226** (0 .104) ~ ~
South East Asia -0.449* (0 .271) -0.661** (0 .273)

Sub-Saharan Africa -1.204*** (0 .373) -0.946** (0 .409)

Central/Latin America -1.270*** (0 .279) -1.097*** (0 .311)

Constant -3.963*** (0 .627) -2.664*** (0 .312)

R-squared 0.705 0.698

Excluded and Omitted Variables: C ivil/political freedom; Fraction years free and Partially free (Fraction years not 
free omitted); Size o f  government. Legal/property rights, Sound money. Regulation; GDP growth. Inflation, 
Authoritarian government (Right-wing governm ent omitted); W eak presidential electoral system (strong presidential 
omitted); Central/Eastern Europe, Form er Soviet Union, M iddle East and North Africa, Anglo-Saxon, United States, 
Italy (Europe omitted).
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E . C itizens’ Platform  (PC ) Civil L iberties Political R ights
Civil/Political Freedom ~ - -0.555*** (0.1« )

Civil/Polidcal Freedom Squared ~ ~ 0.043*** (0.013)

Fraction Years Partially Free 0.597* (0.339)

EF: Size of Government -0.089*** (0 .028) -0.076*** (0.021)

EF: Legal/Property Rights ~ ~ 0.064* (0 .037)

EF: Regulation 0.083** (0 .043) ~ ~
G D P Growth [%] 0.060** (0 .027) 0.068** (0.028)

Inflation [“o] ~ ~ 0.018*** (0 .007)

Gov.: Centrist or mixed 0.468*** (0 .092) 0.555*** (0.085)

Gov.: Left wing 0.457*** (0 .102) 0.424*** (0 .087)

Gov.: authoritarian ~ ~ -0.710* (0 .427)

Weak presidential ~ ~ 0.930** (0 .396)

Form er Soviet Union ~ ~ -0.633** (0 .317)

South East Asia ~ ~ -0.696** (0 .296)

Middle E ast/N orth  Africa ~ ~ -0.622* (0 .362)

Central/Latin America 0.619*** (0 .231) 0.678*** (0 .257)

Constant -2.212*** (0 .316) -1.118** (0 .492)

R-squared 0.457 0.561

Excluded and Omitted Variables: C ivil/political freedom; Fraction years free (Fraction years not free omitted); Sound 
m oney, Foreign trade; G DP per capita; Gini Index; Ethnic/religious governm ent (R ight-w ing governm ent omitted); 
Parliamentary electoral system  (strong presidential omitted); Central/Eastern Europe, Sub-Saharan Africa, A nglo- 
Saxon, United States, Italy (Europe omitted).

P. L eague of Polish Fam ilies 
(L PR )

Civil L iberties Political R ights

Fraction Years Free 2.009*** (0 .389) 1.702*** (0 .394)

EF: Regulation 0.482*** (0 .08.3) 0.373*** (0 .123)

G D P Growth [%] ~ ~ -0.095** (0 .048)

G ov.: Centrist or mixed -1.148*** (0 .188) -1.383*** (0 .225)

Gov.: Left wing ~ ~ -0.370* (0 .205)

Gov.: ethnic/religious -2.179*** (0 .532) -2.448*** (0 .584)

Parliamentary ~ ~ 0.565*** (0 .221)

Central/Eastern Europe 1.523*** (0 .317) 1.340*** (0 .294)

Form er Soviet Union 3.709*** (0 .500) 4.247*** (0 .559)

Sub-Saharan Africa -0.968* (0 .595) ~ ~
United States ~ ~ 0.671** (0 .295)

Constant -6.801*** (0 .557) -5.807*** (0 .783)

R-squared 0.732 0.756

Excluded and Omitted Variables: C ivil/political freedom (linear and squared); Fraction years partially free (Fraction 
years not free omitted); S ize  o f  government, Legal/property rights, Sound m oney, Foreign trade; G DP per capita; Gini 
Index; Inflation, Authoritarian governm ent (R ight-w ing governm ent om itted); W eak presidential electoral system  
(strong presidential omitted); South East A sia, M iddle East and North Africa, Central/Latin Am erica, A nglo-Saxon, 
Italy (Europe omitted).
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G. Others Civil Liberties Political Rights

Civil/Political Freedom Squared ~ ~ 0.009*** (0 .004)

EF: Legal/Property Rights 0.211** (0 .091) ~
G D P per capita (USS thousands) -0.058*** (0 .018) -0.045*** (0 .012)

Gov.: Centrist or mixed -0.292* (0 .157) -0.321** (0 .158)

South East Asia -1.212*** (0 .413) -1.064*** (0 .414)

Anglo-Saxon -0.553*** (0 .186) -0.398** (0 .178)

United States 1.029*** (0 .233) 0.923*** (0 .209)

Constant -3.654*** (0 .447) -3.079*** (0 .251)

R-squared 0.343 0.349

Excluded and Omitted Variables: Civil/political freedom; Fraction years free and Partially free (Fraction years not 
free omitted); Size o f  government, Sound money, Foreign trade. Regulation; Gini Index; GDP growth, Inflation, Left- 
wing, Authoritarian and Ethnic/religious governm ent (Right-w ing governm ent omitted); W eak presidential and 
Parliamentary electoral system (strong presidential omitted); Central/Eastern Europe, Form er Soviet Union, M iddle 
East and N orth Africa, Sub-Saharan Africa, Central/Latin America, Italy (Europe omitted).

Breusch-Pagan Test of Independence
Civil Liberties Pohtical Rights

X’(21) =77.13*** X^(21) = 80.51***

Notes: N um ber o f  observations is 66. Standard errors are in parentheses. Estimated using a Seemingly Unrelated 
Regression (SUR) model and applying the General-to-Specific procedure. Analytic weights are applied using the total 
number o f  votes per country. A dummy for Italy is added because votes from Italy also include those from the 
Vatican. Significance levels arc indicated as 1% (***), 5% (**) and 10% (*). The Breusch-Pagan test o f 
independence indicates that we can reject the null hypothesis o f  independence o f  the residuals across the equations in 
each o f the Polish and Czech regressions. T herefore, OLS estim ates would be inconsistent and the choice o f  SUR is 
justified.
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6B Appendices 

6A Appendix: Explanatory Variables

6A.1 Description o f Explanatory Variables

M easures o f Democracy

• Freedom House Democracy Index: The average o f  2001 indicators o f  political freedom and civil 

liberties as reported by Freedom House, rescaled so that it ranges from 0 (no democracy) to 10 (full 

democracy).

Sub-Indexes o f  Freedom House Democracy

- Civil Liberties

- Political Rights

•  Duration o f Democracy: Fraction o f  years between 1972 and 2001 in which the country is

considered free, partially free, and not free, as reported by Freedom House.

•  Democracy Dummies: Dummies included to measure whether the country is free, not free or

partially free, where free is the omitted category, as reported by Freedom House.

• Polity Democracy Index: Computed by subtracting AUTOC (general closedness o f  political 

institutions) from DEM OC (general openness o f  political institutions), so that the resulting variable 

ranges from -1 0  (high autocracy) to 10 (high democracy), as reported by Polity IV Project Dataset.

M easures o f  Political Environment

•  Political orientation o f the current government: Coded as 1. R ight-wing, 2. Centrist/mixed, 3. 

Left-wing, 4. Authoritarian and 5. Ethnic/Religious, right w ing is om itted category. As reported in 

Beck, George, Groff, Keefer, and Walsh (2001)’s Database o f  Political Institutions and updated by 

the authors using information reported on http://w ww .electionw orld.org/index.htm l.

• Political System: Coded as 1. Direct Presidential, 2. Weak Presidential (relatively strong president 

elected by the legislature) and 3. Parliam entary, where direct presidential is the omitted category. As 

reported in Beck, George, Groff, Keefer, and Walsh (2001)’s Database o f  Political Institutions and 

updated by the authors using information reported on w ww .electionw orld.org/index.htm l.

M easures o f  Economic Freedom

• Heritage Economic Freedom Index: The 2001 economic freedom index as reported by the Heritage

Foundation, rescaled so that it ranges between 0 (not free) and 5 (m ost free).

• Fraser Economic Freedom Index: The 2000 economic freedom index as reported by the Fraser

Institute, which ranges between 0 (not free) and 10 (most free).
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•  Sub-indexes of Fraser Economic Freedom:

Each o f  the following indexes are measured on a 10 point scale determ ining the extent to which each 

area is considered economically free, ranging from 0 (not free) to 10(most free):

- Size o f  Government: Expenditure, Taxes and Enterprise

- Legal Structure and Security o f  Property Right

- Access to Sound Money

- Freedom to exchange with foreigners

- Regulation o f Credit, Labour and Business

M easures o f Economic Development

•  GDP per capita: Gross Domestic Product is in per capita terms at purchasing power parity and in 

thousands o f  current US$ as o f  2000, as reported by the W orld D evelopment Indicators.

•  GDP Growth: Gross Domestic Product growth is in percent as o f  2000, as reported by the World 

Development Indicators.

•  Inflation: Inflation is the GDP deflator (annual %) in percent, as o f  2000, as reported by the World 

Development Indicators.

•  Gini Coefficient: The gini coefficient is a measure o f  income inequality, taken from Country 

Indicators for l-oreign Policy (CIFP) database and the W orld Incom e Inequality Database (W IID) in 

various years.

Distance Measures

• Distance: Measures the distance from host country capital to home country capital, measured in 

kilometers by City D istance Tool www.geobytes.com /CityDistancetool.htm .

•  Border Dummies: Dummies included for countries which share a border with the Czech Republic 

and Poland.

Additional Dummies Included

• Regional dummies: Included for W estern Europe, Central and Eastern Europe, Form er Soviet Union, 

South East Asia, M iddle East and North Africa, Sub-Sahara Africa, Central and Latin America and 

Anglo-Saxon Countries, where W estern Europe is the omitted category.

•  Italy Dummy: Included as votes from Italy also include those from the Vatican.
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Table 6A.2 Descriptive Statistics of Explanatory Variables: Political Indicators
Sub-Indexes of Freedom 

H ouse
Sub-Indexes o f Freedom 

H ouse Fraction Fraction
Years Polity Polity Political Political

Overall
Index

Civil
Liberties

----------------------------

Political
Rights

Overall
Index

Civil
Liberties

Political
Rights

Free^ Partially
Free^ Index 200P

d  11 1 A  W ̂

Index 20023 of Gov.'' System*

Former Soviet Union 3.90 3.83 3.67 3.70 3.67 3.50 0 0.32 0.30 0.10 3.30 0.20
(1.79) (1.37) (2 .46) (1.77) ( 1.31) (2 .41) (0) 0.15 (6 .75) (6 .92) (1.16) (0 .6.3)

Central and Eastern Europe 7.86 7.38 8.45 7.93 7.50 8.57 0.25 0.22 8.23 8.62 2.43 1.64
(1.83) (1.56) (2 .31) (1.69) (1.42) (2 .25) (0 .16) 0.22 (1.74) (1.33) (0 .94) (0 .74)

Asia 5.36 5.00 5.48 5.36 5.00 5.48 0.24 0.45 3.00 3.07 3.36 1.14
(3 .34) (2 .77) (3 .89) (3 .34) (2 .77) (3 .89) (0 .31) 0.38 (7 .45) (7 .36) (1.50) (0 .86)

North Africa and Middle-East 2.47 2.44 2.11 2.13 2.11 1.89 0.02 0.44 -4.00 -4.08 3.67 0.33
(1.68) (1.77) (1.83) ( 1.46) (1.47) (1.65) (0 .06) 0.33 (4 .80) (4 .79) (0 .98) (0 .72)

Sub-Sahara Africa 4.58 4.31 4.45 4.58 4.17 4.72 0.05 0.48 2.36 3.18 3.08 0.33
(2 .50) (1.94) (3 .28) (2 .43) (2 .07) (3 .00) (0 .10) 0.30 (4 .88) (5 .12) (1.16) (0 .78)

Central and South ,\merica 7.08 6.67 7.50 7.17 6.67 7.64 0.46 0.37 7.08 7.08 1.83 0.08
(2 .71) (2 .75) (2 .89) (2 .79) (2 .84) (2 .97) (0 .29) 0.28 (4 .58) (4 .58) (0 .83) (0 .29)

Anglo-Saxon 9.83 9.72 10 9.83 9.72 10 1 0 10 10 1.50 1.67
(0 .41) (0 .68) (0) (0 .41) (0 .68) (0) (0) 0 (0) (0) (0 .84) (0 .82)

Western Europe 9.50 9.17 10 9.50 9.17 10 0.97 0.02 9.94 9.94 1.61 1.72
(0 .71) (1.18) (0) (0 .71) (1.18) (0) (0 .07) 0.05 (0 .25) (0 .25) (0 .78) (0 .67)

United States 10 10 10 10 10 10 1 0 10 10 1 0
N otes: The table reports the mean values for each explanatory variable, with the standard deviation in parentheses.
' The dem ocracy index is the average o f  2000 and 2001 indicators o f  political freedoms and civil liberties as reported by the Freedom H ouse, rescaled so that it 
ranges from 0 (no dem ocracy) to 10 (full dem ocracy).  ̂Fraction years free (partially free) is a variable that corresponds to the fraction o f  the years that the 
country was classified  as free (partially free) by the Freedom House. ^The Polity democracy index for 2001 and 2002 ranges from - 1 0  (high autocracy) to 10 
(high dem ocracy) ‘'Political orientation o f  the government. * Political system: presidential, weak presidential (relatively strong president elected by the 
legislature), parliamentary.
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Table 6A.3 Descriptive Statistics of Explanatory Variables: Economic and Inequality Indicators

R egions

Sub-Indexes o f F rase t E conom ic F reedom  Index  2000' H eritage  H eritage  
E conom ic E conom ic G D P per 
F reedom  F reedom  C apita 

Index  Index  2000^ 
200Q2 20012

G ini
Coefficient^

G D P 
G row th 

2000 [%]5

Inflation^
[%]( )verall 

Index
Size of 
Gov.

Legal/
Property

Rights

Sound
Money

Foreign
Trade

Regulation

Former Soviet Union 5.50 5.19 5.81 4.53 6.78 5.20 1.35 1.31 4.23 38.84 5.96 35.49
(1.57) (1.29) (2 .06) (4 .35) (0 .19) (1.27) (0 .49) (0 .49) (2 .25) (12.71) (3 .14) (55 .03)

Central and Eastern Europe 6.10 4.85 6.49 6.44 7.02 5.69 1.95 2.05 9.01 30.40 4.69 7.60
(0 .70) (1. 14) (0 .74) (1.90) (0 .93) (0 .54) (0 .62) (0 .58) (3 .92) (4 .12) (1.75) (10 .81)

Asia 6.80 6.80 5.73 8.03 7.28 6.17 2.06 2.07 9.78 37.50 5.91 3.30
(1. 14) (1.35) (1.74) (1.51) (1.52) (1.03) (1.02) (1.02) (9 .71) (8 .33) (2 .97) (4 .93)

N orth Africa and Middle-East 6.05 5.61 6.11 7.46 5.95 4.96 1.58 1.60 6.94 43.24 3.68 15.13
(1.08) (1.26) (1.57) (1.90) (1.34) (1.32) (0 .85) (0 .89) (4 .88) (10. 18) (2 .19) (15.92)

Sub-Sahara Africa 5.52 5.99 4.42 5.92 6.32 5.25 1.50 1.65 2.01 45.32 2.49 50.23
(1.02) (1.04) (1.42) (2 .19) (0 .57) (1.07) (0 .58) (0 .39) (2 .42) (8 .28) (3 .45) (119 .97)

Central and South ^\merica 6.66 7.31 5.09 7.63 7.00 6.25 2.11 2.12 7.73 49.27 3.46 7.72
(0 .70) (0 .93) (1.19) (1.55) (0 .72) (0 .61) (0 .74) (0 .73) (2 .22) (8 .98) (2 .62) (7 .41)

Anglo-Saxon 8.21 6.46 9.23 9.40 8.24 7.71 3.14 3.19 26.85 37.19 4.62 3.31
(0 .21) (0 .59) (0 .18) (0 .26) (0 .43) (0 .46) (0 . 10) (0 .15) (4 .93) (4 .53) (3 .51) (1.08)

Western Europe 7.38 4.60 8.43 9.28 8.01 6.57 2.73 2.78 25.67 31.78 4.05 3.02
(0 .47) (1.24) (1.03) (0 .65) (0 .74) (0 .68) (0 .26) (0 .27) (7 .28) (4 .31) (1.52) (3 .54)

United States 8.54 7.57 9.23 9.66 8 8.23 3.2 3.25 34.14 40.8 4.2 2.21
Notes: The table reports the mean values for each explanatory variable, with the standard deviation in parentheses.
' The Fraser Economic Freedom Index and sub-indexes are measured on a 10 point scale determining the extent to which each area is considered economically 
free, ranging from 0 (not free) to 10(most free).  ̂The Heritage economic freedom index is the 2002 value o f  the index, rescaled so that it ranges between 0 (not 
free) and 5 (m ost free).  ̂Gross national income is in per capita terms and in thousands current U S $ .'' The gini coefficient is a measure o f  income inequality, 
which ranges from 0 (perfect equality) and 100 (perfect inequality). *GDP growth is in percent. ^Inflation is in percent.
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Table 6A.4 Bivariate Correlations of Fraser Economic Freedom Index and Sub-Indexes
2000 F raser Index E conom ic  F reedom E F: Size o f G overnm ent EF: L ega l/P roperty  R ights E F: Sound M oney E F: F ore ign  T rade E F: R egulation

Economic Freedom 1
EF: Size o f Government 0.22 1
EF: Legal/Property Rights 0.76 -0.32 1
EF; Sound Money 0.84 0.03 0.60 1
EF: Foreign Trade 0.76 0.01 0.57 0.51 1
EF: Regulation 0.85 0.20 0.63 0.56 0.66 1
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6B Appendix: List o f  Regions and Countries
Form er Soviet U nion C entral and  E aste rn  E urope
Polish \'o tes Czech \'^otes Polish \'o tes Czech Votes
Azerbaijan Belarus Albania Albania
Belarus Georgia Bosnia-All Bosnia-All
Kazakhstan Kazakhstan Bulgaria Bulgaria
Moldova Russia Croatia Croatia
Russia Ukraine Czech Estonia
Ukraine Uzbekistan Estonia Hungar\'
Uzbekistan Hungary Latvia

Latvia Lithuania
Lithuania Poland

Asia Macedonia Romania
Polish Votes Czech Votes Romania Slovakia
China China Slovakia Slovenia
Hong Kong India Slovenia
India Indonesia
Indonesia Japan
Japan Korea South L atin  A m erica
Korea N orth Malaysia Polish Votes Czech Votes
Korea South Mongolia Argentina Argentina
Malaysia Pakistan Brazil Brazil
Singapore Philippines Chile Chile
Taiwan Singapore Columbia Columbia
Thailand Thailand Costa Rica Costa Rica

Vietnam Cuba Cuba
Mexico Mexico
Panama Peru
Peru Uruguay
Uruguay \'enezuela
Venezuela
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W estern  E urope
Polish Votes Czech Votes
Austria Austria
Belgium Belgium
Cyprus Cyprus
Denmark Denmark
Finland Finland
France France
Germany Germany
Greece Greece
Iceland Israel
Israel Italy
Italy Netherlands
Luxembourg Norway
Netherlands Portugal
Norway Spain
Portugal Sweden
Spain Switzerland
Sweden
Switzerland

A nglo-Saxon
Polish Votes Czech Votes
Australia Australia
Canada Canada
Ireland Ireland
USA USA
United Kingdom United Kingdom

M iddle E ast and  N o rth  Africa
Polish Votes Czech \'o tes
Algeria Algeria
Egypt Eg>Tt

Iran Iran
Iraq Iraq
Jordan Kuwait
Kuwait Lebanon
Lebanon Libya
Libya Morocco
Morocco Saudi Arabia
Saudi Arabia Syria
Syria Tunisia
Tunisia Turkey
Turkey United Arab Emir.
United Arab Emir. Yemen
Yemen

Sub-Sahara Africa
Polish Votes Czech Votes
Angola Congo-Kinshasa
Congo-Kinshasa Cote d'Ivoire
Kenya Ethiopia
Madagascar Ghana
Nigeria Kenya
Senegal Nigeria
South Africa South Africa
Tanzania Zimbabwe
Zimbabwe
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6C Appendix: General Unrestricted Models

Table 6C.1 Czech Republic: General Unrestricted Model Specification
A. Civic D em ocratic  Party (ODS) Civil L iberties Political R ights

Clvil/Poiitical Freedom 0.109 (0.210) 0.417** (0.211)
Civil/Political Freedom Squared -0.001 (0.014) -0.038** (0.017)
Fraction Years Free 0.129 (0.645) 0.005 (0.706)
Fraction Years Partially Free 0.083 (0.582) -0.329 (0.637)
EF: Size o f Government 0.049 (0.057) 0.072 (0.054)
EF: Legal/Property Rights 0.077 (0.117) 0.025 (0.117)
EF: Sound Money -0.132 (0.110) -0.145 (0.106)
EF: Foreign Trade 0.022 (0.092) 0.003 (0.089)
EF: Regulation 0.077 (0.127) 0.113 (0.127)
G D P per capita -0.024 (0.025) -0.010 (0.024)
G D P G rowth [%] 0.007 (0.031) -0.002 (0.029)
Inflation [%] -0.002 (0.014) -0.015 (0.015)

Gov.: Centrist or mbted 0.051 (0.163) -0.025 (0.155)

Gov.: Left wing 0.059 (0.192) 0.041 (0.181)
Gov.: authoritarian 0.667 (0.552) 0.387 (0.511)

Gov.: ethnic/religious -0.137 (0.405) -0.276 (0.379)

Weak presidential -0.140 (0.362) -0.130 (0.349)

Parliamentary 0.154 (0.197) 0.240 (0.193)
Central/Eastern Evirope -0.350 (0.411) -0.317 (0.407)
Former Soviet Union 0.110 (0.700) -0.387 (0.680)
South East Asia 0.666* (0.374) 0.234 (0.375)
Middle E ast/N orth  Africa 0.022 (0.718) -0.390 (0.677)
Central/Latin America -0.247 (0.437) -0.767* (0.452)
Anglo-Saxon -0.049 (0.204) -0.040 (0.198)
Umted States -0.089 (0.341) -0.187 (0.332)
Italy -0.443* (0.258) -0.556** (0.241)
Constant -1.903* (L118J__ -1.164 (1.035)
R-scjuared 0.4579 0.4910
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Table 6C.1 Continued
B. C zech Social Democratic 
Party (CSSD)

Civil Liberties Political Rights

C iv i l /P o l i t ic a l  F r e e d o m 0.401 (0.329) 0.609* (0.334)
C iv i l /P o l i t ic a l  F r e e d o m  S q u a re d -0.042* (0.022) -0.027 (0.026)
F r a c t io n  Y e a rs  F re e -1.519 (1.011) -3.102*** (1.117)
F r a c t io n  Y e a rs  P a rtia lly  F re e -1.519* (0.911) -2.960*** (1.007)
E F :  Si2e o f  G o v e r n m e n t -0.046 (0.089) -0.158* (0.085)
E F :  L e g a l /P r o p e r ty  R ig h ts 0.420** (0.183) 0.213 (0.185)
E F :  S o u n d  M o n e y 0.208 (0.172) 0.178 (0.168)
E F :  F o r e ig n  T r a d e 0.007 (0.143) -0.019 (0.141)
E F :  R e g u la t io n -0.451** (0.198) -0.264 (0.201)
G D P  p e r  c a p i ta -0.066* (0.038) -0.058 (0.038)
G D P  G r o w th  [%] 0.008 (0.048) 0.038 (0.047)
Inflation [%] 0.048** (0.022) 0.032 (0.024)
Gov.: Centrist or mixed 0.051 (0.256) 0.158 (0.245)

Gov.: Left wing -0.345 (0.301) 0.053 (0.286)
G o v .:  a u th o r i ta r ia n 1.551* (0.864) 2.092** (0.808)
G o v .:  e th n ic / r e l ig io u s -0.081 (0.635) 0.553 (0.599)

W e a k  p re s id e n t ia l 0.337 (0.568) 0.264 (0.552)

P a r l ia m e n ta ry -0.282 (0.308) -0.234 (0.305)
Central/Eastern Europe -0.981 (0.643) -1.750*** (0.643)
Former Soviet Union -1.556 (1.096) -0.663 (1.075)
South East Asia -0.795 (0.585) -0.261 (0.593)
Middle East/North Africa -2.892** (1.124) -1.178 (1.071)
Central/Latin America 0.001 (0.685) 0.596 (0.714)
Anglo-Saxon -0.134 (0.319) -0.128 (0.312)
United States 0.844 (0.534) 0.755 (0.525)
I ta ly -1.186*** (0.404) -0.771** (0.382)
Constant -0.548 (1.750) -1.050 (1.636)
R -s q u a re d 0.5823 0.5999
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Table 6C.1 Continued
C. C om m unist Party  o f B ohem ia 
and  M oravia (KSCM)

Civil L iberties Political R ights

Civil/Political Freedom 1.666** (0 .716) 0.173 (0 .765)

Civil/Political Freedom Squared -0.124** (0 .048) 0.018 (0 .061)

Fraction Years Free -3.903* (2 .201) -3.193 (2.561)

Fraction Years Partially Free -5.898*** ( 1.984) -4.424* (2 .311)

EF: Size o f  Government 0.159 (0 .193) 0.020 (0 .195)

EF: Legal/Property Rights 0.828** (0 .400) 0.710* (0 .424)

EF: Sound Money -0.387 (0 .374) -0.292 (0 .385)

EF: Foreign Trade 0.686** (0 .313) 0.726** (0 .324)

EF: Regulation -0.893** (0 .432) -0.737 (0 .461)

G D P per capita -0.033 (0 .084) -0.059 (0 .088)

G D P G rowth [%] -0.124 (0 .105) -0.123 (0 .107)

Inflation [%] 0.012 (0 .048) 0.026 (0 .055)

Gov.: Centrist or mixed 0.195 (0 .557) 0.445 (0 .562)

Gov.: Left wing -0.206 (0 .655) 0.102 (0 .656)

Gov.: authoritarian 1.786 (1.882) 1.862 (1.853)

Gov.: ethnic/religious 1.347 (1.383) 1.584 (1.375)

Weak presidential 1.380 (1.236) 1.281 (1.267)

Parliamentary -1.531** (0 .671) -1.714** (0 .700)

Central/Eastern Europe -1.109 ( 1.401) -0.588 ( 1.476)

Former Soviet Union -3.109 (2 .387) -1.097 (2 .467)

South East Asia -1.103 (1.275) -0.046 (1.360)

Middle E ast/N orth  Africa 0.113 (2 .448) 0.699 (2 .457)

Central/La dll yVmcrica -0.824 (1.491) 0.075 (1.639)

Anglo-Saxon 0.291 (0 .695) 0.302 (0 .717)

United States 0.122 (1.162) 0.033 (1.204)

Italy -2.356*** (0 .879) -1.684* (0 .875)

Constant -7.202* (3 .813) -6.681* (3 .754)

R-squared 0.6192 05954
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Table 6C.1 Continued
D. Coalition (KDU-US) Civil Liberties Political Rights

Civil/PoUtical Freedom -0.076 (0 .243) -0.300 (0.244)

Civil/Political Freedom Squared 0.008 (0 .016) 0.014 (0 .019)

Fraction Years Free 0.783 (0.747) 1.756** (0 .817)

Fraction Years Partially Free 0.371 (0 .673) 1.200 (0 .737)

EF: Size of Government -0.095 (0.066) -0.060 (0.062)

EF: Legal/Property Rights -0.440*** (0 .136) -0.378*** (0 .135)

EF: Sound Money -0.109 (0.127) -0.075 (0 .123)

EF: Foreign Trade -0.082 (0 .106) -0.038 (0.103)

EF: Regulation 0.603*** (0 .146) 0.528*** (0 .147)

GDP per capita 0.086*** (0 .028) 0.075*** (0 .028)

GDP Growth [%] 0.015 (0.036) 0.003 (0.034)

Inflation [%] -0.008 (0 .016) 0.002 (0.018)

Gov.; Centrist or mixed 0.071 (0 .189) 0.068 (0 .179)

Gov.: Left wing 0.332 (0 .222) 0.209 (0 .209)

Gov.: authoritarian 0.884 (0.638) 0.724 (0 .591)

Gov.: ethnic/religious 0.439 (0 .469) 0.220 (0 .438)

Weak presidential 0.570 (0 .419) 0.537 (0 .404)

Parliamentary 0.582** (0 .227) 0.513** (0 .223)

Central/Eastern Europe 0.481 (0.475) 0.947** (0 .470)

Former Soviet Union -0.134 (0 .810) -0.354 (0 .786)

South East Asia -0.396 (0 .433) -0.532 (0 .433)

Middle East/North Africa -0.155 (0 .830) -0.847 (0 .783)

Central/Latin America 0.351 (0.506) 0.141 (0 .522)

Anglo-Saxon -0.158 (0 .236) -0.141 (0 .228)

United States 0.013 (0 .394) 0.048 (0 .384)

Italy 1.522*** (0 .298) 1.415*** (0 .279)

Constant -2.087 ( 1.293) -1.995* ( 1. 197)

R-squared 0.8007 0.8130
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Table 6C.1 Continued
E. Others Civil Liberties Political Rights
Civil/Political Freedom 0.749** (0 .301) -0.207 (0 .323)

Civil/Political Freedom Squared -0.036* (0 .020) 0.032 (0 .026)

Fraction Years Free -2.832*** (0 .926) -2.165** (1.082)

Fraction Years Partially Free -1.227 (0 .835) 0.335 (0 .976)

EF: Size o f Government 0.079 (0 .081) 0.089 (0 .082)

EF: Legal/Property Rights 0.153 (0 .168) 0.308* (0 .179)

EF: Sound Money -0.374** (0 .157) -0.351** (0 .162)

EF: Foreign Trade -0.116 (0 .132) -0.181 (0 .137)

EF: Regulation 0.354* (0 .182) 0.329* (0 . 195)

GDP per capita 0.024 (0 .035) 0.024 (0 .037)

GDP Growth [%] 0.004 (0 .044) -0.020 (0 .045)

Inflation [%] -0.085*** (0 .020) -0.071*** (0 .023)

Gov.: Centrist or mixed -0.804*** (0 .234) -0.818*** (0 .238)

Gov.: Left wing -0.282 (0 .276) -0.487* (0 .277)

Gov.: authoritarian -2.000** (0 .792) -2.563*** (0 .783)

Gov.: ethnic/reUgious -0.122 (0 .582) -0.561 (0 .581)

Weak presidential -0.699 (0 .520) -0.493 (0 .535)

Parliamentar)’ -0.124 (0 .282) -0.146 (0 .296)

Central/Eastern Europe -0.963 (0 .589) -0.478 (0 .623)

Former Soviet Union 1.098 (1.005) 1.614 (1.042)

South East Asia 0.754 (0 .537) 0.971* (0 .574)
Middle East/North Africa 3.743*** (1.030) 2.892*** (1.038)

Central/Latin America 0.085 (0 .627) 0.316 (0 .692)

Anglo-Saxon -0.411 (0 .292) -0.480 (0 .303)

United States -1.011** (0 .489) -0.997** (0 .509)

Italy -0.068 (0 .370) -0.050 (0 .370)

Constant -2.884* ( 1.604) -1.714 ( 1.586)

R-squared 05774 0.5473

Breusch-Pagan Test of Independence
Civil Liberties Political Rights

X̂ (IO) = 42.58*** X (̂IO) = 41.67***

Notes: N um ber o f  observations is 54. Standard errors are in parentheses. Estimated using a Seemingly Unrelated 
Regression (SUR) model and applying the General-to-Specific procedure. Analytic w eights are applied using the 
total number o f  votes per country. Omitted variables include: fraction o f  years not free, right wing government, 
strong presidential system and Western Europe. A dummy for Italy is added because votes from Italy also include 
those from the Vatican. Significance levels are indicated as 1% (***), 5% (**) and 10% (*). The Breusch-Pagan 
test o f independence indicates that we can reject the null hypothesis o f  independence o f  the residuals across the 
equations in each o f  the Polish and Czech regressions. Therefore, OLS estimates would be inconsistent and the 
choice o f  SUR is justified.
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Table 6C.2 Poland: General Unrestricted Model Specification
A. C oalition  of D em ocratic  Left 
and  U n ion  of L abor (SLD -UP)

Civil L iberties Political R ights

Civil/Political Freedom 0.376* (0 . 192) 0.076 (0 .172)

Civil/Political Freedom Squared -0.027** (0.012) -0.006 (0 .014)

Fraction Years Free -0.582 (0 .637) 0.120 (0 .737)

Fraction Years Partially Free -0.899* (0 .494) -0.391 (0 .559)

EF: Size o f  Government -0.003 (0 .043) -0.011 (0 .044)

EF: Legal/Propert}' Rights -0.091 (0 .072) -0.133* (0 .070)

EF: Sound Money -0.037 (0 .064) -0.021 (0 .066)

EF: Foreign Trade 0.073 (0 .081) 0.121 (0 .080)

EF: Regulation -0.266*** (0 .088) -0.272*** (0 .093)

G D P per capita 0.005 (0 .015) -0.001 (0 .015)

Gini Index 0.013 (0 .009) 0.015 (0.010)
G D P G rowth [%] 0.006 (0 .028) -0.004 (0 .030)

Inflation [%] -0.005 (0 .009) -0.009 (0.010)
Gov.: Centrist or mixed 0.273** (0 .114) 0.306*** (0 .115)

Gov.: Left wing -0.058 (0.121) -0.013 (0.121)
Gov.: authoritarian 0.309 (0 .406) 0.410 (0 .414)

Gov.: ethnic/religious 0.875*** (0 .308) 0.815*** (0 .304)

Weak presidential 0.140 (0 .388) 0.107 (0 .392)

Parliamentary 0.298** (0 .152) 0.263 (0 .167)

Central/Eastern Europe -0.267 (0 .384) 0.119 (0 .424)

Former Soviet Union -0.505 (0 .499) -0.179 (0 .516)

South East Asia 0.197 (0 .316) 0.228 (0 .326)

Middle E ast/N orth  Africa 0.362 (0 .438) 0.363 (0 .452)

Sub-Saharan Africa -0.403 (0 .423) -0.370 (0 .446)

Central/Latin America -0.380 (0 ,347) -0.419 (0 .359)

Anglo-Saxon -0.258 (0 .162) -0.241 (0 .164)

United States 0.230 (0.221) 0.192 (0 .230)

Italy -1.515*** (0 .187) -1.483*** (0 .196)

Constant -0.164 (0 .970) 0.245 (0 .954)

R-squared 0.8912 0.8830
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Table 6C.2 Continued
B. Solidarity E lectoral A ction 
(AWSP)

Civil L iberties Political R ights

Civil/Political Freedom -0.356 (0 .410) -0.254 (0 .360)

Civil/Political Freedom Squared 0.012 (0 .026) 0.025 (0 .029)

Fraction Years Free -0.176 (1.360) -0.748 (1.540)

Fraction Years Partially Free -0.264 (1.055) -0.200 (1.168)

EF: Size o f Government 0.001 (0 .093) -0.040 (0 .092)

EF: Legal/Property Rights -0.152 (0 . 153) -0.215 (0 .147)

EF: Sound Money -0.104 (0 .137) -0.076 (0 .137)

EF: Foreign Trade 0.075 (0 .173) 0.121 (0 .168)
EF: Regulation 0.353* (0 .188) 0.246 (0 .195)
G D P per capita 0.074** (0 .031) 0.063** (0 .032)

Giru Index 0.026 (0 .020) 0.029 (0 .020)

G D P Growth [%] -0.283*** (0 .059) -0.252*** (0 .062)
Inflation [%] -0.030 (0 .020) -0.019 (0 .021)

Gov.: Centrist or mixed -0.217 (0 .244) 0.016 (0 .239)

Gov.: Left wing -0.245 (0 .257) -0.049 (0 .252)

Gov.: authoritarian -0.968 (0 .867) -0.501 (0 .865)

Gov.: ethnic/religious -0.672 (0 .658) -0.240 (0 .635)

Weak presidential 0.370 (0 .828) -0.003 (0 .819)

Parliamentary 0.519 (0 .325) 0.316 (0 .349)

Central/Eastern Europe 0.948 (0 .820) 0.430 (0 .885)
Former Soviet Union 2.470** (1.065) 2.153** (1.078)

South East Asia -0.371 (0 .674) -0.142 (0 .681)

Middle E ast/N orth  Africa 0.840 (0 .935) 0.995 (0 .944)

Sub-Saharan Africa 0.327 (0 .903) -0.101 (0 .931)

Central/Latin America 0.606 (0 .741) 0.413 (0 .750)

Anglo-Saxon -0.235 (0 .346) -0.009 (0 .343)

United States -0.721 (0 .473) -0.748 (0 .479)

Italy 1.518*** (0 .398) 1.599*** (0 .409)

Constant -2.791 (2 .069) -3.507* (1.993)

R-squared 0.6616 0.6052
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Table 6C.2 Continued
C. U n ion  of F reedom  (UW) Civil L iberties Political R ights

Civil/Political Freedom -0.214 (0 .253) 0.138 (0.218)

Civil/Political Freedom Squared 0.012 (0 .016) -0.015 (0 .018)

Fraction Years Free 0.452 (0 .838) 0.020 (0 .935)

Fraction Years Partially Free 0.885 (0 .650) 0.328 (0.709)

EF: Size o f Government -0.040 (0 .057) -0.050 (0.056)

EF: Legal/Property Rights 0.071 (0 .094) 0.035 (0 .089)

EF: Sound Money 0.112 (0.084) 0.118 (0 .083)

EF: Foreign Trade -0.077 (0 .107) -0.069 (0 .102)

EF: Regulation 0.231** (0 .116) 0.251** (0.119)

G D P per capita 0.024 (0 .019) 0.028 (0.019)

Gini Index 0.018 (0 .012) 0.019 (0 .012)

G D P G rowth [%] 0.035 (0 .036) 0.031 (0 .038)

Inflation [%] 0.009 (0 .012) 0.007 (0 .013)

Gov.: Centrist or mixed 0.472*** (0 .151) 0.454*** (0 .145)

Gov.: Left wing 0.274* (0 .159) 0.265* (0.153)

Gov.: authoritarian 0.740 (0 .535) 0.779 (0 .525)

Gov.: ethnic/religious 0.539 (0 .405) 0.716* (0 .385)

Weak presidential 0.019 (0 .510) -0.012 (0 .497)

Parliamentary -0.381* (0 .200) -0.303 (0.212)

Central/Eastern Europe 0.649 (0 .506) 0.441 (0 .537)

Former Soviet Union 0.268 (0 .656) 0.045 (0 .654)

South East Asia 0.660 (0 .415) 0.638 (0 .413)

Middle E ast/N orth  Africa -0.142 (0 .577) -0.058 (0 .573)

Sub-Saharan Africa 0.436 (0 .556) 0.409 (0 .565)

Central/Latin America 0.063 (0 .457) -0.012 (0 .455)

Anglo-Saxon -0,594*** (0 .213) -0.593*** (0 .208)

United States -1.428*** (0.291) -1.397*** (0 .291)

Italy -0.120 (0 .246) -0.152 (0 .248)

Constant _4 944*** (1.276) -5.476*** (1.210)

R-squared 0.8232 0.8234
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Table 6C.2 Continued
D . Law  and  Ju stice  (PiS) Civil L iberties Political R ights

Civil/Polidcal Freedom -0.455 (0 .278) -0.227 (0 .242)

Civil/Political Freedom Squared 0.029* (0 .017) 0.023 (0 .020)

Fraction Years Free -0.227 (0 .921) -1.133 (1.038)

Fraction Years Partially Free 0.623 (0 .714) 0.274 (0 .787)

EF: Size o f Government 0.076 (0 .063) 0.074 (0 .062)

EF: Legal/Propert>' Rights 0.049 (0 .104) 0.093 (0 .099)

EF: Sound Money 0.030 (0 .093) 0.016 (0 .092)

EF: Foreign Trade 0 .2 1 0 * (0 .117) 0.164 (0 .113)

EF: Regulation -0.127 (0 .127) -0.165 (0 .132)

G D P per capita 0 . 0 2 2 (0 .021) 0.024 (0 .022)

Gini Index 0 . 0 2 2 (0 .013) 0 . 0 2 0 (0 .013)

G D P G rowth [%] -0.085** (0 .040) -0.061 (0 .042)

Inflation [%] 0 . 0 0 1 (0 .014) 0 . 0 1 0 (0 .014)

Gov.: Centrist or mixed -0.296* (0 . 165) -0.241 (0 .161)

Gov.: Left wing -0.359** (0 . 174) -0.335** (0 .170)

Gov.: authoritarian -0.703 (0 .587) -0.662 (0 .583)

Gov.: ethnic/religious 4 ,4 4 *** (0 .445) -1 294*** (0 .427)

Weak presidential -0.128 (0 .560) -0.206 (0 .552)

Parliamentary -0.431** (0 .220) -0.500** (0 .235)

Central/Eastern Europe 0.103 (0 .555) -0.478 (0 .596)

Former Soviet Union 0.048 (0 .721) -0.369 (0 .726)

South East Asia *0000

(0 .456) -0.747 (0 .459)

Middle E ast/N orth  Africa -0.770 (0 .633) -0.755 (0 .636)

Sub-Saharan Africa -1.452** (0 .611) -1.647*** (0 .627)

Central/Latin America -1.552*** (0 .502) -1.546*** (0 .505)

Anglo-Saxon 0.099 (0 .234) 0.162 (0 .231)

United States -0.454 (0 .320) -0.437 (0 .323)

Italy 0,061 (0 .270) 0.073 (0 .276)

Constant -1.978 (1.401) -2.427* (1.342)

R-squared 0.7652 0.7607
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Table 6C.2 Continued
E .  C itizens’ Platform  (PO ) Civil L iberties Political R ights

Civil/Political Freedom 0.130 (0.240) -0.419** (0.201)
Civil/PoUtical Freedom Squared -0.009 (0.015) 0.034** (0.016)
Fraction Years Free -1.482* (0.796) -0.400 (0.862)
Fraction Years Partially Free -0.831 (0.617) 0.300 (0.653)
EF: Size o f Government -0.076 (0.054) -0.062 (0.052)
EF: Legal/Property Rights 0.089 (0.090) 0.134 (0.082)
EF: Sound Money 0.079 (0.080) 0.087 (0.077)
EF: Foreign Trade -0.027 (0.102) -0.020 (0.094)
EF: Regulation 0.195* (0.110) 0.123 (0.109)
G D P per capita -0.009 (0.018) -0.022 (0.018)
Gini Index -0.007 (0.012) -0.008 (0.011)
G D P G rowth [%] 0.072** (0.035) 0.092*** (0.035)
Inflation [%] 0.024** (0.012) 0.031*** (0.012)

Gov.: Centrist or mixed 0.508*** (0.143) 0.571*** (0.134)

Gov.: Left wing 0.563*** (0.151) 0.586*** (0.141)

Gov.: authoritarian -0.419 (0.508) -0.486 (0.484)

Gov.: ethnic/religious 0.535 (0.385) 0.291 (0.355)

Weak presidential 0.647 (0.484) 0.601 (0.459)

Parliamentary -0.169 (0.190) -0.323* (0.195)
C entral/Eastern Europe -0.653 (0.480) -0.171 (0.495)
Former Soviet Union -1.447** (0.623) -1.005* (0.603)
South East Asia -0.658* (0.394) -0.564 (0.381)
Middle E ast/N orth  Africa -0.763 (0.547) -0.867 (0.529)
Sub-Saharan Africa -0.206 (0.528) -0.133 (0.521)
Central/Latin America 0.307 (0.434) 0.437 (0.420)
Anglo-Saxon -0.058 (0.202) -0.032 (0.192)
United States -0.207 (0.277) -0.236 (0.268)
Italy 0.215 (0.233) 0.238 (0.229)
Constant -2.818** (1.211) -2.432** (1.115)
R-squared 0.6034 0.6266
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Table 6C.2 Continued
F. L eague o f Polish Fam ilies 
(LPR)

Civil L iberties Political R ights

Civil/Political Freedom -0.664 (0 .518) -0.349 (0 .452)

Civil/Political Freedom Squared 0.036 (0 .033) 0.025 (0 .037)

Fraction Years Free 3.534** (1.717) 3.030 (1.935)

Fraction Years Partially Free 1.587 (1.332) 1.399 (1.467)

EF: Size o f  Government 0.064 (0 . 117) 0.049 (0 .116)

EF: Legal/Property Rights -0.145 (0 .193) -0.154 (0 .185)

EF: Sound Money -0.284* (0 .173) -0.268 (0 .172)

EF: Foreign Trade 0.078 (0 .219) 0.080 (0 .211)

EF: Regulation 0.406* 0 .237) 0.327 (0 .245)

G D P per capita 0.006 (0 .039) 0.000 (0 .040)

Gini Index -0.011 (0 .025) -0.009 (0 .025)

G D P G rowth [%] -0.173** (0 .075) -0.139* (0 .078)

Inflation [%] -0.038 (0 .025) -0.027 (0 .027)

Gov.: Centrist or mixed -1.587*** (0 .309) -1.474*** (0 .301)

Gov.: Left wing -0.453 (0 .325) -0.388 (0 .317)

Gov.: authoritarian -0.846 (1.095) -0.707 (1.087)

Gov.: ethnic/religious -3.018*** (0 .830) -2.723*** (0 .797)

Weak presidential 1.114 (1.045) 0.878 ( 1.030)

Parliamentary 0.880** (0 .410) 0.790* (0 .439)

Central/Eastern Europe 1.600 (1.036) 1.169 ( 1.112)

Former Soviet Union 4.309*** (1-345) 3.966*** ( 1.354)

South East Asia -1.53,5* (0 .851) -1.401 (0 .855)

Middle E ast/N orth  Africa 0.333 (1.181) 0.437 (1. 187)

Sub-Saharan Africa -1.007 ( 1.140) -1.210 (1. 169)

Central/Latin Amenca -0.267 (0 .935) -0.322 (0 .943)

Anglo-Saxon 0.087 (0 .437) 0.204 (0 .432)

United States 0.826 (0 .597) 0.863 (0 .602)
Italy -0.280 (0 .503) -0.294 (0 .514)

Constant -1.436 (2 .613) -2.535 (2 .504)

R-squared 0.8070 0.8033
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Table 6C.2 Continued
G. Others Civil Liberties Political Rights
Civil/Political Freedom 0.488 (0 .382) -0.018 (0 .344)

Civil/Political Freedom Squared -0.046* (0 .024) 0.014 (0 .028)

Fraction Years Free -0.103 (1.266) 0.002 (1.473)

Fraction Years Partially Free -1.283 (0 .982) -0.425 (1.117)

EF: Size of Government 0.138 (0 .086) 0.074 (0 .088)

EF: Legal/Property Rights 0.356** (0 . 143) 0.221 (0 .141)

EF: Sound Money -0.332*** (0 .127) -0.287** (0 .131)

EF: Foreign Trade -0.031 (0 .162) 0.091 (0 .160)

EF: Regulation 0.088 (0 . 175) -0.028 (0 .187)

GDP per capita -0.066** (0 .029) -0.085*** (0 .031)

Gini Index -0.052*** (0 .018) -0.046** (0 .019)

GDP Growth [%] 0.008 (0 .055) 0.018 (0 .059)

Inflation [%] -0.024 (0 .019) -0.019 (0 .020)

Gov.: Centrist or mixed -0.795*** (0 .227) -0.449** (0 .229)

Gov.: Left wing -0.259 (0 .240) 0.083 (0 .241)

Gov.: authoritarian -0.569 (0 .808) 0.250 (0 .827)

Gov.: ethnic/religious -0.495 (0 .612) -0.099 (0 .607)

Weak presidential 0.800 (0 .771) 0.351 (0 .784)

Parliamentary 0.393 (0 .30 .3) 0.063 (0 .334)

Central/Eastern Europe -0.759 (0 .764) -0.911 (0 .847)

Former Soviet Union -0.657 (0 .991) -0.558 (1.031)

South East Asia -1.443** (0 .627) -1.135* (0 .651)

Middle East/North Africa 0.263 (0 .871) 0.418 (0 .903)

Sub-Saharan Africa 1.013 (0 .841) 0.451 (0 .890)

Central/Ladn America 1.231* (0 .690) 0.902 (0 .718)

Anglo-Saxon -0.729** (0 .322) -0.419 (0 .329)

United States 1.658*** (0 .440) 1.521*** (0 .459)
Italy 0.067 (0 .371) 0.279 (0 .391)

Constant -1.571 (1.927) -1.131 (1.906)

R-squared 0.5326 0.4921

Breusch-Pagan Test of Independence

Civil Liberties Pohtical Rights
X^(2\) =85.20*** X^(2\) = 86.66***

N otes: Num ber o f  observations is 66. Standard errors are in parentheses. Estimated using a Seem ingly Unrelated 
Regression (SU R ) model and applying the G eneral-to-Specific procedure. A nalytic w eights are applied using the 
total number o f  votes per country. Omitted variables include: fraction o f  years not free, right-wing government, 
strong presidential system  and W estern Europe. A dummy for Italy is added because votes from Italy also include 
those from the Vatican. Significance levels are indicated as 1% (***), 5% (**) and 10% (*). The Breusch-Pagan 
test o f  independence indicates that w e can reject the null hypothesis o f  independence o f  the residuals across the 
equations in each o f  the Polish and Czech regressions. Therefore, OLS estim ates w ould  be inconsistent and the 
choice o f  SU R is justified.
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6D Appendix: General-to-Specific Procedure

The General-to Specific (Gets) procedure, also know as the London School o f  Economics (LSE) approach, 

was first pioneered by Denis Sagan and more recently by David Hendry, and has frequently been compared 

to sophisticated data mining. However, despite such charges it has evolved into one o f  the most commonly 

used methodologies in econometrics. A concise definition o f  the procedure is given by Krolzig, and its 

originator, Hendry (2001:2):

“...starting from a general dynamic statistical model, which captures the essential characteristics o f  the 

underlying data set, standard testing procedures are used to reduce its complexity by eliminating 

statistically-insignificant variables, checking the validity o f  the reductions at every stage in order to ensure 

the congruence o f  the selected model. ”

A General-to-Specific procedure is appropriate when the precise specifications o f  a model are unknown ex 

ante. It is useful, therefore, when dealing w ith theory restrictions and problem s o f  collinear variables when 

a large number o f  variables are available for estimation. W hile the Gets procedure was originally developed 

and utilised to deal with time series issues, such as cointegration and error correction mechanism, it can also 

be useful in cross-sectional analyses. The Gets approach, however, has been criticised (see Hansen, 1996, 

Faust and Whiteman, 1997) and is mainly favoured in Europe and A ustralasia and has yet to make an 

impact on North American empirical research.

Typically, empirical analyses are founded in economic theory, whereby economists have a priori 

expectations about the particular specifications o f  the model. One o f  the main criticism s o f  the general-to- 

specific procedure is that it does not conform to this traditional view  o f  econometrics, as it is seen as 

atheoretical. The debate is therefore centred on the question o f  w hether observed data should only be used 

to explain and support existing theories or w hether data should also be used to form hypothesis in order to 

develop new theories (Feelders, 2002). The foundation o f  all scientific theory is based on real observations. 

And while the testing and confirming o f  established theories holds precedence in classical econometrics, 

new theories must also develop, and these theories can only be initiated by observing real world events 

captured in real world data. Hence, exploratory studies, or “data m ining” is an important instrument in the 

formation o f  new theories. These theories that are founded in real world observations can then be empirical 

tested with new data and hence the scientific cycle continues.

The study undertaken in this chapter is original, not only in the data employed, but also in its underlying 

hypothesis, hence there are no preceding theories to prescribe which factors may influence migrant voting 

behaviour. It is therefore an exploratory study identifying an interesting pattern in an original data set (a 

diverging pattern between migrant and domestic voting behaviour) and tries to understand this pattern by
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relating a num ber o f  host country characteristics to migrant vote choices in home country elections. 

Therefore, given there are no a priori expectations about which particular host country characteristics may 

influence m igrant voting behaviour, a wide range o f  political, economic and institutional variables were 

collected and a general-to-specific procedure applied, starting with a General Unrestricted Model (GUM ) 

which includes all possible explanatory variables. While this technique is sometimes criticised, in the 

absence o f  any viable alternatives this is the best possible procedure to use in such an exploratory study.

There is a commercial software package developed by Hendry and Krolzig (2001), available, called PcGets, 

which estim ates General-to-Specific procedures, however, the technique can also be applied manually in 

other statistical packages. Therefore, the Gets procedure is estimated in STATA, using the following steps: 

First a general unrestricted model (GUM ) that includes all the explanatory variables, which are considered 

vaguely relevant, is estimated. A cut-off point o f  0.6 is chosen, and all variables, which have a z-score 

below this point are dropped. These variables are then tested jointly as a group against zero. I f  the test is not 

significant, i.e., cannot reject the test, they are deleted from the model and then the model is re-estimated. 

The whole procedure is then repeated by increasing the cut-off point, firstly by increments o f  0.2 and then 

by 0.1 until no more variables can be deleted without producing a significant test statistic. Finally, the full 

model is re-estimated and all the variables, which were deleted along the way, are then tested against this 

general model. If  the test is not significant, then the final Gets model is specified.

One o f  the main criticisms o f  this approach is that in starting o ff with a wide range o f  different variables 

and specification possibilities that it is possible that the final search may produce a model that is far from 

the correct specification. However, the best strategy according to Hoover and Perez (1999) to avoid this 

problem is to try a number o f  different starting points. Therefore in this study many different general-to- 

specific models w ith varying initial specifications were estimated.
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CHAPTER 7 

Conclusion

“/  often had to smile to myself, at how I came across as a fa iry-ta le hero.
a boy who, in the name o f  the good, 

beat his head against the w all o f  a castle inhabited by evil kings, 
until the wall fe l l down and he him self became king. ”

Vaclav Havel

7.1 Overview

The rise and fail o f  the com m unist bloc represented one o f  the most dram atic historical 

events o f  the last century. The countries o f  Central and Eastern Europe have undergone 

m onumental changes in the past fourteen years, as they have evolved into open, 

dem ocratic societies with com petitive m arket economies. The once m em bers o f the 

Soviet Union are now fully-fledged m em bers o f  the European Union, and indeed even the 

language used to describe the area has changed - the once “transition” countries are now 

the “new” m em ber states. It is therefore vital to capture the thoughts and actions o f  the 

citizens o f  Central and Eastern Europe during this instrumental period o f  their history.

This thesis explores the evolution o f  these countries through an analysis o f  their voting 

behaviour, starting with a study o f the first free election in the post-com m unist period and 

concluding with an analysis o f  the voting preferences o f  post-com m unist migrants. In 

doing so it addresses several issues in the econom ic voting literature by taking advantage 

o f  the unique circum stances o f the post-com m unist era and provides a com prehensive 

analysis o f  the evolution o f voting behaviour and attitudes am ong the countries o f  Central 

and Eastern Europe. Analysing economic voting in a system undergoing vast structural 

changes and subsequent economic and political turbulence, where voter sophistication
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should be low and party attachm ent weak, enables the investigation o f  several o f  the 

m ajor debates in the field. Therefore, w hile this thesis mainly focuses on econom ic voting 

in the transition countries, its implications for the general econom ic voting literature are 

far-reaching. It sheds light on the retrospective/prospective debate, the inconsistencies 

between the macro and m icro approach to economic voting, the persistency o f  voting 

patterns, the importance o f  initial endow m ents, voter learning and heterogeneity and 

finally, the extent o f  political resocialisation. It considers and tests a variety o f  different 

hypotheses and theories using a w ide-range o f  data and m ethodologies. The uniqueness o f 

this study stems from the diversity o f  topics covered, while still encapsulating its original 

theme: an economic analysis o f  voting in Central and Eastern Europe. The concluding 

remarks, which follow, highlight several areas where this thesis has developed our 

knowledge o f  the political and econom ic interactions in the post-com m unist context and 

how it provides important lessons for the economic voting field.

7.2 Implications o f the Thesis

The retrospective/prospective debate has consum ed the econom ic voting literature due to 

the intrinsic difficulty in distinguishing retrospective voting from prospective voting. In 

established democracies with a long history o f accountable incum bent governments, the 

retrospective option is always available, as current and past econom ic conditions can 

readily be attributed to the governm ent. Prospective voting behaviour, however, is harder 

to expose, as such behaviour is infused with retrospective elem ents. Endeavours to 

differentiate the two often rely on individual perceptions o f  the econom y; as such 

m easures are easily attainable. However, as Chapters 3 and 5 highlight, the correlation 

between such retrospective and prospective economic perceptions is often very high, and 

indeed it can be shown that the causality can run in either direction. For this reason, 

previous attem pts to disentangle the effect o f  retrospective and prospective perceptions on 

voting behaviour, by including both m easures in the same model, may prove unreliable, 

and therefore, fail to capture the true orientation o f  voters. The first free election within 

the Central and East European countries however, which occurred in many cases just 

months after the fall o f  the Berlin W all, provides the ideal testing ground for this debate.
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As initial voting preferences in these countries could not be formed through the classic 

reward/punishm ent m echanism  given the recent fall and dem ise o f  the incum bent 

Com m unist Party, voting decisions had to be based on expectations concerning the ability 

o f the newly formed political parties to deliver i.e., m axim ise utility, in the new system. 

Therefore, it presents a clear example o f  a series o f  elections that had to be prospectively 

orientated.

This thesis shows that despite the initial euphoria surrounding the first election in the 

post-com m unist period, voting behaviour at a regional level, was far from hom ogenous. 

Contrary to popular belief, rather than unanim ously voting for the removal o f 

com m unism, voters in the first post-com m unist election actually revealed their 

preferences for the future developm ent o f  their country, and not all enthusiastically 

supported the oncom ing free market economy. C hapter 2 finds that regions which 

anticipated reaping the benefits and opportunities o f  the new economy ,voted in favour o f 

right-wing pro-reform parties, while those who feared econom ic developm ent would have 

a detrimental effect on their future well-being, favoured left-wing parties. In addition, 

these initial voting patterns persisted throughout the transition period. Such expectations 

were formed while the classic economic indicators were not available, implying that 

voters were prospectively orientated and could only rely on their inheritance from the 

com m unist period to form these expectations. The subsequent relationship between 

economic conditions and voting behaviour in later elections provides evidence that these 

initial predictions about the distribution o f  gains and losses from the economic reforms 

proved correct. The finding that the 2002 unem ploym ent rate had a significant impact on 

electoral decisions in 1990 provides additional evidence that voters accurately predicted 

their well-being in the new economy, and voted accordingly.

The implications o f  this study are twofold. First, while such evidence in favour o f  the 

prospective voting hypothesis may be a specific feature o f  the post-com m unist era, its 

extension to economic voting in general is tenable. This study provides evidence that 

voters are not necessarily the naive “peasants” as often proposed, rather, by taking 

account o f  their own personal situation, they can form expectations about the future and
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subsequently voting preferences, even in the absence o f  economic cues or knowledge 

about the new political or economic system. This exam ple dem onstrates that voters 

possess the capabilities to act prospectively and form accurate predictions, therefore, 

there is little reason to believe that this phenom enon will not apply to voters in other 

dem ocracies. While it is harder to abstract prospective behaviour from retrospective 

behaviour in established economies, the case o f  the Czech Republic is an indication that 

the prospective voting hypothesis could hold in o ther contexts.

Second, in term s o f  the lessons learned about post-com m unist voting behaviour, it is 

found that voting patterns at a regional level are relatively persistent over tim e and not as 

volatile as usually cited in the post-com m unist literature. W hile volatility at the margin 

causes slight shifts in the overall balance o f  pow er, the constituency o f  voters in support 

o f  the two main ideological groups rem ained relatively stable throughout the transition 

period. These two ideological blocks, one characterised by pro-reform, right-w ing parties, 

and the other by leftist parties advocating various levels o f  state intervention (e.g., centre- 

left parties that promote gradual reforms and a social dem ocracy, and left-w ing parties, 

such as the Com munists, promote a high degree o f  state intervention) derive their support 

from the “w inners” and “ losers” o f the transition process. Chapter 2 identifies winning 

and losing regions, while subsequent chapters reveal the individual characteristics o f 

these w inners and losers. These results enable the creation o f a taxonom y o f  voters within 

Central and Eastern Europe. The taxonom y is based on regions and individuals with 

favourable characteristics, embodied in the endow m ents o f good physical and human 

capital that proved valuable in the new m arket economy, and those with unfavourable 

endow ments whose characteristics are redundant in the new system.

In term s o f  regions, the “ losers” are those with poor initial endowm ents, such as a 

reliance o f  CM EA orientated trade under com m unism , over-industrialisation, a high- 

dependency on a single industry e.g., coal mining, poor infrastructure and a lowly 

educated labour force. These regions did not perform  well in the post-com m unist period 

and typically had very high rates o f unem ploym ent during the later stages o f  transition. 

The “w inner” regions, conversely, possess good initial characteristics, such as being
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located near Western borders, having a high incidence o f  pre-transition trade with mari<et 

economies, good infrastructure, well-educated labour force and a diversified structure o f 

em ploym ent. These regions typically performed well during transition due to their ability 

to adapt and thrive under the pressures o f  the com petitive m arket economy. C hapter 4, 

which analyses the regional determ inants o f support for EU m em bership as demonstrated 

in the recent referenda on EU enlargem ent, augm ents these results. Here it is shown that 

regions with low unemployment and high wages typically voted yes, while regions with 

high unem ploym ent and a dependency on agriculture and industry voted against EU 

m em bership.

The individual determinants o f  such w inners and losers permeate the rem ainder o f  the 

thesis and are a feature, in some shape or form, o f  each subsequent chapter. Chapter 3 

identifies the winner and losers o f  the transition process at the individual level, through an 

analysis o f  attitudes towards econom ic developm ent and voting behaviour. It finds that 

being female, young, having greater levels o f  education, and being em ployed in private 

firms correspond to positive attitudes about the econom ic reform s process. These positive 

characteristics subsequently translate into support for right-w ing parties. W hile the losers 

o f  the transition process are typically older workers (approxim ately between 45-65), with 

low levels o f  education and are em ployed in either state firms or privatised state firms. 

These characteristics lead to more negative views about advanced econom ic reform s and 

translate into support for either centre-left or com m unist parties.

Chapters 4, 5 and 6 enhance this taxonom y. Both Chapters 4 and 5 dem onstrate that 

support for the EU is higher am ong the younger generation, those with high levels o f  

education or are currently a student, w hite-collar professionals and those residing in a 

town or city. While support is lowest among older workers, farmers and blue-collar 

workers. These results indicate that initial endowments o f  the “w inners” and “ losers”, not 

only influence attitudes towards economic reform s and voting behaviour, but also 

translate into support for European integration. Finally, C hapter 6 extends this taxonom y 

to a country level and finds that m igrants living in countries with a long tradition o f 

dem ocracy and a greater extent o f  econom ic freedom are more likely to support right-
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w ing parties. While migrants living in countries with either unstable or low levels o f  

dem ocracy and more pervasive econom ic regulations tend to support more left-wing 

parties.

This thesis therefore identifies a taxonom y o f  voters that explains both voting patterns 

and political preferences in regards national elections, attitudes towards economic 

reform s and support for European integration, throughout the post-com m unist period. 

This taxonom y is based on initial endowments, which were either implicitly or explicitly 

inherited from the com m unist regime, and will continue to influence, not only voting 

behaviour, but the very developm ent o f  these countries. These characteristics, while 

inherited from the com m unist era, are not a post-com m unist phenomenon. The fall o f  the 

Soviet block and the em ergence o f  new dem ocracies and m arket economies represented a 

m assive structural change within Central and Eastern Europe that will have lasting 

implications on its future growth. Structural changes, however, also occur in other 

countries, albeit not in such a dramatic fashion, which affect different segm ents o f  the 

population in varying ways. For example, the introduction o f  the Irish Free State in 1922 

represented a major structural change, and the im pact o f  this change has persisted over 

time. However, any major change in governm ent policy is also likely to induce these 

effects to some degree, with the consequences o f  the change varying for different socio

econom ic groups. The impact o f  these initial shocks are likely to persist and have an 

influence on political attitudes, economic policy preferences and indeed voting behaviour. 

The post-com m unist context allows us to take advantage o f  a dramatic structural change 

to create a better understanding o f  the consequences and im pact o f  any m ajor societal 

change on voting behaviour.

This thesis also develops the economic voting literature by extending the debate 

concerning the formation o f  economic perceptions to the countries o f  Central and Eastern 

Europe. The post-com m unist experience enable the investigation o f  perception formation.

M ore sophisticated voting alignm ents w ill em erge in tim e, such that, these countries w ill eventually 
resem ble the political system  o f  Western Europe, and the GalATan dim ension w ill dom inate the Left/Right 
dim ension. H owever, in the early stages o f  democratisation, this sim ple taxonom y captures essential 
support for the new political and econom ic regime.
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when adverse economic conditions are param ount and voter experience is low. Micro 

economic voting studies typically rely on subjective perceptions o f  the econom y as 

proxies for real economic conditions. In doing so, they assum e that the error between 

voters’ interpretations o f the economy and actual econom ic conditions is negligible. In 

addition, they assume that voters can form accurate and unbiased judgem ents o f  the 

national economy. The study undertaken in C hapter 3 presents a unique way o f  testing 

this assum ption. Unlike previous studies o f  perception formation that utilise 

disaggregated individual survey data, this study explicitly tests, using both subjective and 

objective measures, how closely vo ters’ perceptions o f  the econom y are related to real 

economic conditions. It finds that despite the fluctuations o f  the regional unem ploym ent 

rate and wage levels both across time and regions during the periods analysed, the two 

objective economic measures fail to exert a consistent impact on economic perceptions. 

This suggests that perceptions are often unrelated to movem ents in the real economy. 

Utilising regional economic data in this way provides a new and innovative technique for 

investigating perception formation. As regional data varies across individuals in the 

survey it enables a true test o f the objectivity o f  econom ic perceptions at one moment in 

time (i.e., in one survey), or indeed across several surveys over time.

In testing whether economic perceptions are influenced by objective or subjective 

measures, this study also finds that both voters’ retrospective and prospective perceptions 

o f  the econom y are consistently biased by ideological beliefs and personal conditions. 

This provides additional evidence in support for the partisan perceptions screen 

hypothesis, such that right-wing supporters typically hold optimistic view o f  both the past 

and future economy, while left-wing supporters, consistently view the econom y more 

negatively when right-wing parties are in government. These results do not imply that 

voters are irrational, or even naive, indeed given that the cost o f  acquiring information 

about the economy is greater than the benefit derived from casting a vote, the reliance o f 

voters on heuristics (either from their own personal situation or their ideological beliefs) 

to m inim ise the cost o f  acquiring inform ation to form perceptions o f  the econom y, signals 

rational behaviour. In addition, as this study is carried out in a country experiencing a 

large degree o f economic and political turbulence and hence the economic cues are very
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Strong, the inaccuracies or the rehance o f  voters on other factors, such as personal 

situations or ideological tendencies, m ay be even stronger in established democracies 

where economic conditions are far less volatile. The implications o f  this study are far- 

reaching for the economic voting literature.

These results also have further im plications for micro econom ic voting studies. Micro 

analysis o f  voting behaviour typically include the respondent’s econom ic perceptions 

together with their ideological position and socio-econom ic characteristics. However, if 

econom ic perceptions are actually a function o f these variables, then the results obtained 

may be spurious. This does not suggest that perceptions o f  the econom y should not be 

used, rather, one must recognise that when using economic perceptions as a proxy for real 

econom ic conditions in voting models, one should not include such additional factors that 

are incorporated into the voters’ perceptions. Section B o f  Chapter 3 adopts this approach 

and, after controlling for the effects o f  socio-econom ic characteristics, ideology, and 

perceptions o f  personal economic status on perception formation, it tests whether such 

subjective economic perceptions or the objective economic conditions, ultimately 

influence vote choice. As the objective measures do not have an im pact on economic 

perceptions, it is possible that their effect on vote choice is more direct. Overall, this 

chapter finds that subjective economic perceptions exert a greater influence on voting 

decisions that objective economic condition.

One o f  the m ajor concerns voiced by several o f  the EU-15 m em ber states regarding the 

enlargem ent o f the European Union to include the ten countries from Central and Eastern 

Europe and the M editerranean, was that they would require huge fiscal transfers, and as 

such, drain funds away from the current net recipients o f  EU transfers, in addition to 

increasing the financial burden on the whole Union. As yet, few studies have analysed 

firstly, whether the post-com m unist countries wanted to jo in  another union and secondly, 

the reasons underlying their decision to jo in . In addition to re-identifying the winners and 

losers o f  the transition process in term s o f  support for EU m em bership, C hapter 4 also 

examines w hether support for EU m em bership in the candidate countries was founded on 

expectations o f redistributions gains from the Structural and Cohesion funds and CAP, or

301



Chapter 7: Conclusion

alternatively based on potential efficiency gains from new econom ic opportunities. Using 

the regional referenda results on EU mem bership and individual survey data conducted 

prior to the referenda, this chapter finds that EU m em bership was accepted for the right 

reasons, i.e., efficiency gains. The main implication o f  this study is that, given the new 

mem ber states will not receive as much transfers from redistribution as past waves o f  

entrants, their support for EU m em bership derived from efficiency gains represents a new 

kind o f  enlargement, which is based on the original ideals o f  the Union.

W hile the turnout rates during the EU referenda were quite low in some o f the candidate 

countries, support am ong those who did vote was high com pared to previous rounds o f 

referenda on EU m embership. Among the post-com m unist candidate countries support 

for membership ranged from 67%  to 93%, while support was far lower in the previous 

referenda held in Denmark (63.3%), Austria (66.6% ), Sweden (52.8%) and Finland 

(56.9%). The low turnout rates during the recent referenda motivated C hapter 4 to 

investigate the determ inants o f both support and participation rates. As the determ inants 

for both were quite dissimilar, this suggests that different considerations were driving 

voting decisions and participation rates. The results find that support for m em bership was 

higher but turnout was lower in depressed regions and that both support for accession and 

turnout were lower in regions with a large share o f  em ploym ent in agriculture and 

industry. This tentatively suggests that strategic considerations were at play during the 

election as regions that traditionally do not support enlargem ent, displayed lower turnout 

rates. Refraining from voting, rather than voting against, was a much more effective way 

o f  keeping the participation rate below the m inim um  threshold, thus resulting in the 

referendum being declared invalid. Such electoral strategies are a feature o f  advanced 

dem ocracies, and suggests that voters in these countries have learned the rules o f the 

electoral game in this short period o f  time.

One issue not addressed in the thesis is the declining turnout rates at national elections 

and referenda over the course o f  the post-com m unist period. For example, turnout in the 

Czech Republic has been in decline since the first post-com m unist election, from a high 

o f 96% in the 1990 national parliamentary election to 85% in the 1992 election, 74% in
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the 1996 election, 58%  in the 2002 election, 55.2% in the referenda on EU m em bership, 

and finally, reaching an all-time low o f 28%  in the EU parliam entary election held in June 

2004. If this declining turnout rate was matched with a shift in the com position o f  the 

electorate, whereby voters endowed with certain characteristics had a higher propensity to 

vote, then this could have implications for the results o f  this study. Previous research has 

found that different groups in society vote at different rates and prefer different policies. 

Therefore if, for example, those with high incomes vote at a higher rate than those with 

low incom es, the policies favoured by the higher income groups should hold more 

influence over parties and candidates seeking election (Lyons and Sinnott, 2003).

A study o f  electoral participation in Central and Eastern Europe by Orviska, Caplanova 

and Hudson (2001) finds that participation increases with age, income, education, positive 

attitudes towards the free market, satisfaction w ith the general developm ent o f  the 

country and a sense o f  civic duty. This would suggest that over time, the proportion o f  the 

electorate casting votes would increasing consist o f  those with higher income, greater 

education, who favour free market policies and have benefited from the econom ic reform 

programs (i.e. those who form the natural constituency o f  right-w ing supporters). If  this 

were the case, we would have expected the electorate to become more right-w ing over 

time and therefore parties representing the right-w ing would have entered parliament. 

However, the m ajority o f  the former com m unist countries m oved towards the left, rather 

than the right, as transition progressed. For example, in the Czech Republic, while the 

first three elections resulted in right-wing governments, the last two elections saw the 

centre-left enter parliament. This suggests that voting in Central and Eastern Europe has 

not become a phenom ena o f the right-wing, and that while the num ber o f  voters turning 

out to vote has declined, the overall composition o f  voters has not changed, and therefore 

the results in this study are comparable over time.

Chapter 4 also finds that different segments o f the population supported and opposed EU 

m em bership, however, how do these results com pare to the determ inants o f  support in the 

old m em ber states? Will the unique circum stances o f the post-com m unist experience 

imply that the underlying grounds for support differ am ong Central and Eastern Europe
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and the EU-15 m em ber states? To date, no previous study has undertaken a com parative 

analysis o f  support for the EU am ong the new and old m em bers; C hapter 5 therefore, 

fulfils this task by testing for East-W est sim ilarities within the EU-25 using 

Eurobarom eter survey data.

Two main objectives m otivated this study, the first, as stated above, was to perform a 

com parative analysis o f  support for European integration, and the second, was to 

em pirically test seven o f  the main hypotheses that were developed to explain support for 

European integration, and have constituted the main debates w ithin the European 

integration literature for the previous tw enty years. In testing these seven theories, while 

controlling for individual socio-econom ic characteristics, this study reveals the true 

determ inants o f  support in this new stage o f  European history. Overall, the analysis finds 

that, despite the differing historical, social, religious norm s and com m unist legacies, the 

determ inants o f  support am ong the new and old m em bers states are nearly identical, with 

the Utilitarian model proving the most consistent.

This study encompasses several key implications. First, and most importantly, it signifies 

that, contrary to initial concerns that the entry o f  the ten new m em bers would create a 

two-speed Europe, this study highlights the underlying sim ilarities in term s o f  support for 

the EU, suggesting that the new union will not be any less unified or fragm ented, and that 

the new European public are united by com m on goals and European attitudes. Second, 

such consistent evidence in favour o f  the Utilitarian approach suggests that economic 

voting also underlies voting decisions in a European context, and is not, therefore, solely 

a feature o f  country specific elections. The low participation rates during European 

parliam entary elections and referenda on further integration, w ould indicate that the 

European public do not believe that decisions m ade at a European level can have an 

economic impact on domestic issues. However, the im portance o f  both objective and 

subjective economic concerns in determ ining support for the EU, suggest that support for 

the EU, in both the new and old m em bers, is founded on expectations o f  welfare gains, 

rather than abstract concepts o f  an ideal European state. This dem onstrates that the
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European public believes the EU can make a real difference, even if  this idea is not 

portrayed in the European elections.

Third, this study demonstrated the Cognitive M obilisation hypothesis is also a consistent 

determ inant o f  EU support, albeit not as consistent as the U tilitarian hypothesis. Those 

who possess m ore knowledge about the EU generally display greater support for it, than 

those w hose EU knowledge is limited; in addition this result is driven by true cognitive 

factors rather than collinearity. It is well documented that the m ajority o f  the European 

public are relatively unaware o f  European affairs, this result therefore, suggests that 

increasing the publics’ awareness o f the benefits and opportunities to be realised in an 

integrated Europe may increase participation and interest in European affairs, and 

perhaps, even support. The final im plication o f this study, on a m ore technical note, is the 

finding that support for the EU is sim ilar in both regions will allow the parallel studies 

that were evolving concerning support for the EU in Central and Eastern Europe and the 

EU-15 m em bers to be united in a single framework.

The final chapter in this thesis introduces a new area o f  research to the economic voting 

field and indeed to the political science literature in general. C hapter 6 is unique in its 

focus, m otivation and empirical analysis. This study utilises an exceptional case o f  pure 

sociotropic voting to answer several m ajor questions concerning political attitude 

form ation migration and socialisation. Taking advantage o f  a dataset o f  votes cast by 

Czech and Polish migrants in recent national elections in their home countries, this 

chapter tests whether migrant voting behaviour is either, m otivated by a self-selection 

bias, w hereby the determ inants o f  which country they m igrant to is correlated with their 

economic or political preferences, or alternatively, is influenced by the institutional, 

political and economic environm ent prevailing in their host country, i.e., voters 

preferences are influenced by their new environment. Using the general-to-specific 

technique to unravel the true determ inants o f migrant voting behaviour, it finds only weak 

support for both the economic and political self-selection hypotheses. However, strong 

evidence in favour o f  the adaptive learning hypothesis is found, whereby migrant voting 

behaviour is shaped by the institutional environm ent prevailing in the host country.
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These findings yield several important implications. First, one o f  the ongoing debates in 

the voting literature concerns how voters formulate their political attitudes. Social 

psychologists propose that such opinions are formed in a child’s form ative years and are 

an outcom e o f  parental socialisation, while the rational choice theorists claim that 

political attitudes are subject to continuous updating and adaptation to new information 

and circum stances. It is very difficult, however, to test which hypothesis prevails, as 

essentially voting studies have to take the external environm ent as given, as typically the 

institutional environm ent o f  any country is slow to change. Therefore, one cannot 

examine how changes in the environment affect changes in political attitudes. M igration, 

however, represents an instant change in ones external environm ent and enables a test o f  

political resocialisation. The results presented in C hapter 6 provide evidence in support o f  

the rational choice hypothesis, whereby m igrants’ political attitudes, and hence voting 

behaviour, are influenced by the institutional setting o f  their new surroundings. Both 

Czech and Polish migrants living in more W estern style dem ocracies with open market 

economies and a long tradition o f democracy typically display greater support for right- 

wing parties, than those living in less dem ocratic and open societies. In addition, this 

study provides evidence that these results are not biased by self-selection m otivations.

Second, this study also provides lessons for the migration literature. One o f  the main 

debates in the migration socialisation literature is that the extent to which migrant 

com m unities integrate into their new environment. Often, these studies find that migrants 

retain their religious norms and political attitudes, and sometimes these attitudes are even 

intensified. This study demonstrates that migrants are open to the social norms and 

attitudes in their new environment, even if they are at odds to those prevailing in their 

home country. The changing o f such attitudes, and the adoption o f  new ideas may have 

important im plications for the home country, w hereby returning migrants may help 

facilitate political and economic changes. In particular, the exposure to dem ocratic 

systems m ay aid the spread o f dem ocratisation in authoritarian and statist regimes, as 

exemplified by the returning migrants from W estern dem ocracies to Central and East 

Europe in 1989. Finally, the primary aim o f this study is to instigate further research in
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the areas o f  political attitude formation and m igration, by utilising the new and innovative 

approach, described in the above study.

7.3 Future Research

In addition to producing a variety o f  interesting results, this thesis has also highlighted 

several areas o f  research that deserve further attention. First, one o f  the m ajor findings o f 

the thesis has been the importance o f  human capital endow m ents inherited from the 

com m unist era, in determ ining whether one would become an econom ic w inner or loser 

from the transition process, which subsequently influenced both political attitudes and 

voting behaviour. A natural progression, therefore, is to investigate such hum an capital 

endow m ents in more detail, in order to gauge which type o f  human capital attained under 

the com m unist regime, yielded the highest returns in the post-com m unist period. Given 

central planners over-valued vocational and technical training and under-valued 

university education, it is likely that the returns to academic secondary education and 

third level education will rise more than lower levels o f  education in the post-com m unist 

period. As many o f the skills obtained during the com m unist era are redundant in the 

post-com m unist period, it would be interesting to exam ine the effect o f  cognitive ability 

on earnings, as such ability should determ ine how well one can adapt and learn new skills 

that are suitable in a market environment. Therefore, a further extension o f  this thesis is to 

examine the relationship between earnings, cognitive ability and educational attainm ent 

in Central and Eastern Europe.

A nother possible extension o f the w ork undertaken in this thesis is to extend Chapter 4, 

which analyses the support for EU m em bership in the candidate countries as dictated in 

by referenda results, to include all previous referenda on EU m em bership, e.g., the Irish, 

Norw egian, Danish, Austrian, Finnish and Swedish EU m em bership referenda. 

Investigating all previous referenda w ould reveal w hether the prim ary determ inants o f 

integration are the same in different countries and at different stages o f  the E U ’s history. 

Essentially this study would identify whether the “w inners” and “ losers” identified 

throughout this thesis, are the same in different European countries. In addition, another
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useful exercise is to extend the approach utilised in Chapter 3 to the European context. 

Chapter 3 tests whether perceptions o f the econom y are objectively or subjectively using 

both individual survey data and regional economic data. Such an approach could be 

applied when analysing support for EU integration, by m atching regions identifiers in the 

Eurobarom eter surveys with regional data at the N UTS2 and NUTS3 level. This would 

reveal w hether respondents’ attitudes towards the EU are influenced by subjective 

econom ic factors or objective economic conditions. A sim ilar process could also be 

applied using the am ount o f structural funds that each region receives. As structural funds 

are adm inistered at the regional level, it would be illuminating to see whether support for 

European integration was related to the am ount o f  funds received in respondents’ regions.

Chapter 5 introduced (see footnote num ber 88) the idea that self-reported measures o f  

knowledge, which are regularly used as measures o f  political sophistication in the voting 

literature, may be an overestim ation o f  actual knowledge, and in addition, may be 

endogenous, whereby respondents who support the EU may be more likely to invest in 

acquiring information about the EU. One way to overcom e this possible endogeneity 

problem is to adopt an Instrumental Variable (IV) approach. The instrumental variable 

approach is often used in the returns to education literature to control for the possible 

endogeneity between years o f  schooling and earnings. An instrum ent often used is the 

respondent’s father’s education; as such a variable is related to personal years o f 

schooling but unrelated to personal earnings. The application o f  the IV approach to 

political issues has, to date, been limited. However, it is possible to instrument knowledge 

about the EU using several variables that captures the respondent’s ability to acquire 

information, but are unrelated to the dependent variable, i.e., the respondent’s level o f 

knowledge about the EU. Questions regarding the respondent’s ability to speak EU 

languages and questions regarding whether they have lived/worked or visited the EU are 

all ideal instrum ents, as respondents who have spent time in these countries and can speak 

its languages may be in a better position to acquire inform ation about the EU. As several 

o f  these measures are available in the Candidate Countries Eurobarom eter survey 

datasets, such an analysis is now possible.

308



Chapter 7; Conclusion

7.4 Concluding Comments

This thesis has developed both the post-com m unist econom ic voting literature and the 

econom ic voting literature in general. Using a w ide range o f different data, techniques 

and m ethodologies, it has tested and investigated the extent and form o f  econom ic voting 

within Central and Eastern Europe. The initial euphoria in 1990 for dem ocratic ideals and 

free m arket aspirations has led to indifference and apathy in 2004, therefore representing 

the true consolidation o f  their political system s. This econom ic analysis o f  voting in 

Central and Eastern Europe has tracked the preferences o f voters during this most 

important period o f their history and found that, despite the economic and political 

turbulence experienced throughout the region, the citizens o f  the form er com m unist 

countries, have consistently displayed forw ard-looking, persistent and rational behaviour.

THE END
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