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“How does the past matter?” Five simple words, and yet at the same time
an enormously complex question. This book is motivated by an over-
arching desire to try to understand the answer to this question generally,
but also to understand the effect of a particularly important past, perhaps
the single greatest social experiment in the radical remaking of society in
the modern era: Soviet communism.

Note that the question with which we begin is not “does the past mat-
ter?” but rather “how does the past matter?” We consider the former
question fairly well settled: the past of course matters, and the communist
past probably more so than most. But how it matters is another question
altogether.

To date, much ink has been spilled on the question of how communist
legacies have affected the development of post-communist institutions.
When we started this project, though, there had been much less attention
paid to the question of how communist legacies might have affected what
political scientists call political behavior—the way in which individual cit-
izens interact with politics, such as by participating in politics, evaluating
political institutions and actors, and forming their own opinions about
political issues and topics.

While our overall research agenda has taken us in all three directions,
this book is focused on the last of these topics: how might the experience
of communism have affected the ways in which citizens of post-communist
countries think about such fundamental issues as democracy as a form of
political rule, the role of markets as an organizing principle in the econ-
omy, the responsibility of the state for individual social welfare, and the
importance of gender equality in society? We were drawn to these ques-
tions precisely because it was communist legacies that we sought to ex-
amine: all these questions had important antecedents in Marxist-Leninist
ideology.

Despite the importance of the topic—at least in our eyes!—we began
the project with less of a roadmap that one normally does in political sci-
ence. Therefore, we needed to put together new theoretical frameworks
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CHAPTER 1

Communism’s Shadow

1.1. INTRODUCTION

More than a quarter century after the Leninist extinction in the former
Soviet bloc, the specter—or at least the memory—of communism still
haunts the region. Memories of Stalinism (both glowing and bitter) fea-
ture prominently in the political discourse of Russia and Ukraine, while
new national-populist regimes in Poland and Hungary justify their politi-
cal tactics at least in part in terms of the fight against communism, even as
their opponents accuse them of having adopted much of the communists’
mindset and tactics. Even if much of this language is intended simply as a
rhetorical flourish, it suggests a deeper truth about the politics of the re-
gion: communism’s shadow is still ever present in the hearts and minds of
post-communist citizens.

Indeed, when analyzing a wide range of public opinion data from the first
two decades after the collapse of communism, we find that post-communist
citizens are, on average, less supportive of democracy, less supportive of
markets, and more supportive of state-provided social welfare—but no
more of supportive of gender equality—than citizens elsewhere in the
world. (See Figure 1.1 on the following page.) Why?

The most intuitive answer to this question is that it is somehow a legacy
of communism. But as popular as it has become to attribute outcomes of
interest in post-communist countries to “legacies,”! and despite some re-
cent theoretical efforts to conceptualize historical legacies more carefully
(Beissinger and Kotkin 2014: 11-20; Wittenberg 2015), there is no clearly
established theoretical or empirical blueprint for analyzing the effect of
legacies on attitudes. Accordingly, we begin with two more theoretically
precise potential answers to the question of “why”: it may be because
of the experience of living through communism; or it may be because of
the experience of living in a post-communist country. While related—we
do not expect to find truly large proportions of a population who lived

'The phrase “communist legacies” returns almost 1,700 citations on Google Scholar
(accessed October 28,2016).
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Democracy support  ————
Market support ——i
Welfare state support - ——
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Average attitude difference
(post-communist — non-communist)

Figure 1.1. Post-communist Attitudinal Differences

This figure shows the difference in standard deviations (along with 95% con-
fidence intervals) between the average attitudes of post-communist and non-
communist respondents from the 2nd, 3rd, 4th, and 5th waves of the World
Values Survey. The figure reveals that residents of post-communist countries
have on average significantly lower support for democracy and markets and
higher support for welfare states than their non-communist counterparts. Post-
communist citizens are also somewhat less supportive of gender equality, but
the difference is not statistically significant. For comparability, all dependent
variables are standardized to have a mean of 0 and a standard deviation of 1.
The estimates are based on models that include only the post-communist citizen
indicator and a series of dummies for the year of the survey. For more details
about the survey questions used to construct the dependent variables, see Chap-
ter 3. For full regression results, see the electronic appendix.

through communism anywhere else than in post-communist world,? and
(at least originally) most people living in post-communist countries had
lived through some period of communist rule—they are not the same thing,
and this is increasingly true as time passes and more people live in post-
communist countries who did not live through communism. In addition,
even people living in post-communist countries will have spent different
numbers of years living through communist rule. Crucially, the two ap-
proaches have different implications for how we understand these attitu-
dinal differences, how long we might expect them to persist, and the role

2Certain neighborhoods in London and Chicago notwithstanding.
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that communist legacies play in structuring opinion on fundamental social,
political, and economic issues. Furthermore, the answer to this question
remains as relevant as ever, because it informs some of the most pressing
issues in international politics, such as the future of the European Union
project, the status of frozen conflicts in the former Soviet space, and Rus-
sia’s relationship with the rest of Europe.

To the extent that differences in attitudes held by post-communist cit-
izens are a function of people living through communist rule, then this
would undoubtedly be a legacy of communism. Why might we expect liv-
ing through communism to have an effect on attitudes toward democracy,
markets, social welfare, and gender equality? For one, there is a long-
standing literature on “political socialization” that argues that all political
regimes—to one extent or another—seek to inculcate attitudes supportive
of the regime into their citizens (Dennis 1968; Greenstein 1971; Green-
berg 1973). In many cases, these efforts may be lackadaisical or passive,
but Soviet communism clearly made an active attempt to create a new
“Socialist Man” complete with a requisite set of beliefs about politics, eco-
nomics, and social relations (Deutscher 1967). Thus, living through com-
munist rule should be a promising candidate for explaining communist
legacy effects on public opinion.

Indeed, communist regimes differed from most other flavors of authori-
tarian regimes by being not merely interested in ruling over citizens, but
also trying to implement a particular project of shaping citizens’ attitudes.
Communist citizens were not simply expected to accept the rule of the
communists, but rather additionally to embrace and embody the precepts
of socialism.’> Moreover, this was not just a stated goal: communist re-
gimes took active steps to try to make sure these precepts were adopted,
including in the schools, the workplace, and party meetings. As Ilie Mo-
romete remarks in the Romanian novel Morometii by Marin Preda, “these
guys [the communists] are not content with just taking your cattle from
the stable, they also make you sign that you gave it willingly” (Preda 1967:
261). Thus the idea that people who lived through communist rule would
come to adopt attitudes in line with those the regime wanted its citizens to
hold should not be that much of a stretch.

Of course, it is also possible that the experience of living through com-
munism did nothing to affect the way that individuals thought about poli-
tics, economics, and basic social relationships in the post-communist era.
Perhaps the experience of living under communist rule was simply relegated
to the past once post-communism began, a relic of bygone times eclipsed
by subsequent experiences. In that case we need a different explanation

30Of course, this desire was stronger under certain types of communist regimes than oth-
ers, a point to which we return in much greater detail shortly.
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for why post-communist citizens hold different attitudes on such funda-
mental political and economic questions than citizens elsewhere. If living
through communism does not hold the answer, then the next most likely
candidate would seem to be the fact that post-communist citizens are liv-
ing in post-communist countries. After all, there are all sorts of apprecia-
ble ways in which post-communist countries differ from other countries.
Importantly, some of these ways will themselves be legacies of commu-
nism, but some will not.

How might we characterize these differences? To begin with, countries
“assigned” to experience communism—to use the parlance of experimen-
tal research design—were not assigned randomly. Soviet communism took
root—or was imposed—in particular geographic areas with particular so-
cial and political histories. If these geographic characteristics or historical
patterns of sociopolitical development were driving contemporary atti-
tudes, then the observed differences in post-communist attitudes would
not in any way be a legacy of communism. For example, if attitudes toward
markets were simply a function of the geographic location of a country
(e.g., suppose that the colder the climate, the more likely citizens were to
oppose markets), then differences in attitudes between post-communist cit-
izens and citizens from other countries would simply be due to the fact that
post-communist citizens are living in countries that have characteristics—
predating the communist experience—that are associated with opposition
to markets. The actual experience of having been ruled by communists
would be irrelevant; the divergence could be explained simply by the fact
that communists came to power in countries with features that—today—
are associated with a greater antipathy to markets.

Of course, the contours of post-communist societies were not exclu-
sively shaped by factors that predate communist rule: both communist-era
and post-communist developments affect the nature of the countries that
post-communist citizens are living in now. At the time of any survey of
post-communist citizens’ attitudes, post-communist citizens will be living
in countries with particular political institutions, economic conditions,
and sociodemographic characteristics: all these factors could explain di-
vergence in attitudes from citizens living in other countries. After all, there
are already many theoretical arguments to explain why democracy and
markets are more popular among some people than others.* Maybe over-
educated and underemployed people everywhere are more likely to op-
pose market economies. Or it may be the case that democracy is less popular

*On democracy, for example, see Chu et al. 2008; Duch 1993; Evans and Whitefield
1995; Gibson et al. 1992; Gibson 1995; Kitschelt 1992; Mishler and Rose 1996; Rose and
Mishler 1996; on markets, see Przeworski 1991; Gibson 1996; Stokes 1996; Earle and
Gehlbach 2003; Hayo 2004; Graham and Sukhtankar 2004; and Gabel 2009.
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in countries with young, dysfunctional political institutions. And perhaps
citizens in countries with poorly performing economies are more likely to
turn against both democracy and capitalism. If post-communist countries
have a disproportionately high number of overeducated and underem-
ployed citizens, are governed by new and not particularly well-functioning
political institutions, and experience greater economic turmoil, then all
these characteristics of the society they are currently living in could ex-
plain why post-communist citizens hold systematically different attitudes
toward politics and economics than citizens elsewhere. More generally,
we can classify the relevant characteristics of the countries that post-
communist citizen are living in at the time of the survey as falling into one
of three broad categories: the sociodemographic makeup of society; eco-
nomic conditions; and political institutions and outcomes. Any of these
factors could explain why we observe—on average—post-communist citi-
zens holding different attitudes about politics, economics, and social rela-
tions than citizens in other parts of the world.

This leads to an important and complicated question: to the extent that
factors related to the countries that post-communist citizens are living in
at the time of the survey could explain divergence in attitudes, would this
then represent evidence that communist legacies are having an effect on
post-communist attitude formation? Technically speaking, any characteris-
tic of society in the post-communist era is a function of varying combina-
tions of communist-era and post-communist-era developments; everything
is therefore both a legacy of communism and a result of post-communism.
However, some of these factors—for example, the sociodemographic
makeup of society—are clearly more of a communist-era legacy than a
feature of post-communist developments, while others—for example, elec-
toral rules—are the opposite; still others—for example, unemployment
levels in the 1990s—are probably a function of both communist legacies
and post-communist policies. Thus, if our primary explanation for post-
communist attitudinal divergence were to come from these contempora-
neous indicators of the country post-communist citizens are living in, we
would have to look very carefully at each relevant factor to assess the ex-
tent to which it could be credibly considered a communist legacy.’

If, however, we want to capture features of the countries that post-
communist citizens are living in that are totally independent of post-
communist influences, then we need to measure conditions as they were in
these countries (and in the countries to which we are comparing them) on
the eve of communism’s collapse. If, for example, we think that the reason
post-communist citizens are supportive of state-provided social welfare

’As will be discussed very ShOI‘tly this does not turn out to be a concern in this book
>
i practice.
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is because communism resulted in abnormally large spending on social
welfare, then we would want to look at the relationship between state
spending before communism collapsed and contemporary attitudes. To the
extent that attitude divergence among post-communist citizens could be
explained by the fact that they are living in a country where there was high
spending on social welfare in 1989, this would be a strong candidate to be
a legacy effect of communism.®

To end the suspense quickly, the primary empirical contribution of this
book is to show that there is much stronger support for the claim that
the attitudes of post-communist citizens toward democracy, markets, and
state-provided social welfare are due to living through communism than
living in post-communist countries, and thus these attitudes should be
considered at least in part a legacy of communism.” This is not to say that
conditions on the ground in post-communist countries are never useful
for understanding the attitudes of post-communist citizens, but at least
in these three issue areas, the incremental leverage from these factors is
dwarfed by the effect of living through communism.

The empirical evidence to support this claim is motivated by a simple
assumption: people who live through “more communism” (i.e., live more
years of their life under communist rule) should exhibit “more” of (i.e.,
higher congruence with) the attitudes consistent with communist ideol-
ogy.® This basic idea forms the core of our living through communism
analysis in this book: an additional year of exposure should be correlated
with additional support for the pro-regime attitude (i.e., less support for
democracy and markets, and more support for state-provided social wel-
fare and gender equality). However, it is crucial that we estimate the effect
of years of exposure to communism independent of the age of respondent
at the time she or he is queried about her or his opinions. Clearly, people

®The reason we cannot claim that this would definitively be a legacy of communism is
that state spending on social welfare in 1989 could itself be a legacy of pre-communist con-
ditions. However, as we will explain in detail in Chapter 3, when we actually test the effect
of these “end of communism” variables, we will include pre-communist indicators in our
models as control variables. If we could control for every aspect of pre-communism in our
analysis, then our end-of-communism variables could be said to be exclusively picking up
communist legacies. This is of course impossible in practice, but we do our best to control for
as many pre-communist indicators as possible. In addition, as we detail later in this chapter,
examining the differential effect of different sets of end-of-communism variables has the
added advantage of allowing us to unpack which particular aspects of the communist project
were potentially most responsible for the attitudes in question.

7 Attitudes toward gender equality reveal a much more complex—but no less interesting—
story for reasons that we will explain a bit later in this chapter and then in much more detail
in Chapters 7 and 8.

$Here, less support for democracy, less support for markets, more support for social
welfare spending, and more support for gender equality.



COMMUNISM’S SHADOW 7

with many years of exposure to communism will typically be older than
those with few years of exposure to communism, and thus it is neces-
sary to ensure that assessments of the effect of exposure on attitudes are
made while controlling for the age of the respondent.” This is one of the
major advantages of employing large comparative cross-national survey
data—crucially including multiple surveys from the same country—in our
analyses: such a research design makes it possible to estimate an effect for
exposure to communism while controlling for age.'’

That being said, all exposure is of course not equal, so we also test a
series of hypotheses based on the idea that the intensity of exposure might
vary. Moreover, different people in different contexts might react to this
exposure in different ways, so we similarly test a number of hypotheses re-
lated to variation in resistance to exposure.'! We allow both intensity and
resistance to be a function of both country-level factors'? and individual-
level factors.'

The empirical tests of our intensity and resistance hypotheses produce
nuanced results.'* On the one hand, for all four attitudes in question, there

9We thank Anja Neundorf and Dick Niemi for driving home the importance of this ap-
proach at a crucial time in the development of the project.

19Qur identification strategy for estimating the effect of exposure while controlling for
age is laid out in more detail in Section 3.3.3 of Chapter 3 but essentially relies on the fact
that with multiple surveys from a given country, we will have examples of respondents with
the same years of exposure and different ages, as well as the same age and different years of
exposure, across different surveys. Moreover, the total number of years of exposure to com-
munist rule is capped at a level fixed by history (and constant within countries), while age is
not theoretically capped at any particular level and certainly varies across individuals even
within countries. We can also gain leverage from the fact that communist rule started and
ended in slightly different years in different countries even above and beyond the dramatic
difference in start dates across East-Central Europe and the non-Baltic former Soviet repub-
lics. Note that doing so with a single cross-sectional survey in a single country where every-
one had lived their entire life under communist rule would make such a task impossible, as
age and exposure would perfectly co-vary if the period of communist rule was long enough.

1 As explained in great detail in Chapter 3, we test both sets of hypotheses by interacting
exposure to communism with the relevant intensity/resistance variable.

2E.g.,in a communist context, was the individual living under a Stalinist regime (greater
intensity)? Does the individual live in a country with a prior history of democratic rule
(greater resistance)?

3E.g., in a communist context, was the individual educated under communism (greater
intensity)? Is the individual Catholic (greater resistance)?

4The theoretical concept of living through rule by a particular regime—along with the
idea that there can be variation in the intensity of and resistance to exposure to the regime
and its precepts—is intended to be general enough to be applied to the study of the effects of
any type of regime that attempts to inculcate a particular view of politics among its citizens.
However, for the purpose of this book we introduce a specific set of hypotheses—presented
in Chapter 2—to predict both micro- and macro-level factors that affected the intensity and
resistance to Soviet communist regimes specifically (see Table 2.2 in Chapter 2).
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are always at least some intensity and resistance hypotheses for which we
find strong empirical support. To put this another way, we always learn
more about the drivers of political attitudes by engaging in the exercise of
testing our intensity and resistance hypotheses than if we had stopped sim-
ply at testing the average effects of a year of exposure to communist rule.
Moreover, in the one opinion area where our generic exposure variable
does not seem to work the way in which our living through communism
model would predict—gender equality—we find a great of deal of empiri-
cal support for many of our intensity and resistance hypotheses. In other
words, without the intensity and resistance hypotheses, we would have
wrongly dismissed communist exposure as irrelevant to gender equality
attitudes.

On the other hand, there is no single particular class of intensity or
resistance hypotheses (e.g., country-level resistance hypotheses) for which
we find consistent support across all our hypotheses, nor even a single
hypothesis for which there is consistent support across all four opinion
areas. This finding, in turn, demonstrates the importance of a rather wide-
ranging approach to thinking about these intensifying and resistance hy-
potheses. It is not possible, therefore, to simply say “measure exposure and
take account of this one particular variable and you will have the whole
story.” Nevertheless, the effort required to examine a varied set of intensi-
fying and resistance hypotheses does seem worthwhile, precisely because it
provides a richer account how communist exposure affected the attitudes
we study in Chapters 4-7. Moreover, we do find a few factors—in par-
ticular Catholicism, urban residence, and pre-communist regime type—
that have the effect predicted across three of the four issues we examine,
although of course this could be a function of the particular issues ex-
amined in this book.!" Perhaps the most striking finding, though, is the
fact that even though we examine many different intensifying and resis-
tance factors, it is extremely rare that we are able to find subgroups of
respondents that are completely unaffected by exposure. Thus we can also

15We do, however, recognize that our testing of a wide range of intensifying and resis-
tance hypotheses means that we are devoting a nontrivial amount of space in the book to
demonstrate a large number of null results. However, it is now increasingly being recognized
that political science has a publication bias in favor of positive results (Franco, Malhotra,
and Simonovits 2014; Mullinix et al. 2015; see as well https://www.washingtonpost.com
/news/monkey-cage/wp/2016/03/09/does-social-science-have-a-replication-crisis/). Given that
we had theoretical reasons to expect to find support for these intensity/resistance hypotheses,
we felt it was important to include the (many) null findings we encountered along with the
positive ones that get more discussion in the text. It is still important, however, to be aware
that operationalizing many of these hypotheses was challenging and, ultimately, sometimes
resulted in less than optimal measures. So most of these null findings are probably safer in-
terpreted as failing to provide evidence in support of the relevant hypotheses as opposed to
definitively proving the null hypothesis.
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conceive of these analyses as robustness checks to make sure that our find-
ings of exposure effects are not driven solely by particular subsets of our
respondents.

In addition, our goal is not so much to establish whether the past mat-
ters or not, but rather to show the way in which factors that are related
to the experience of communist rule in these countries can account for
attitudes held in the post-communist era and the extent to which this can
be predicted by theory. With this in mind, the primary analysis in each of
our four main empirical chapters (Chapters 4-7) provides the empirical
tests of whether living through communism or living in a post-communist
country best accounts for post-communist attitudinal divergences. We also
examine the mechanisms by which living through communism accounts
for attitude formation through our analysis of intensifying and resistance
hypotheses as the final part of our primary analysis. In addition, we sup-
plement these primary analyses with additional, chapter-specific research
drawing on other sources of data in an attempt to delve deeper into ad-
ditional mechanisms by which these effects are transmitted, but which we
cannot observe using our primary data source.

In the remainder of this chapter, we proceed as follows. In the next two
sections, we develop more thoroughly the theoretical arguments underly-
ing our living through communism (Section 1.2) and our living in post-
communist countries (Section 1.3) approaches to studying regime legacy
effects on public opinion. In Section 1.4, we discuss the implications of our
choice of attitudes toward democracy, markets, social welfare, and gender
equality to form the substantive basis of this book, noting the dimensions
on which these issues do—and do not—vary in theoretically interesting
ways. We then turn in Section 1.5 to providing a basic overview of the em-
pirical strategy employed in the book (which is addressed in much more
detail in Chapter 3). In Section 1.6 we lay out a brief summary of the most
important substantive findings of the book, which leads to a more general
discussion in Section 1.7 of the book’s contributions to the literature. We
conclude by outlining the remainder of the book in Section 1.8.

1.2. LIVING THROUGH COMMUNISM

Intuitively, the idea that living through communism might have an effect
on one’s attitudes toward politics, economics, and social relationships
seems fairly obvious and indeed permeates much of the literature on post-
communist politics. As we will discuss throughout this book, actually dem-
onstrating that this is the case in a rigorous, falsifiable empirical frame-
work is quite challenging. There is also surprisingly little theoretical work on
how living through one type of authoritarian regime might affect attitudes
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following the collapse of that regime.!® Fortunately, there is an extant
literature in the study of political behavior in established democracies on
the topic of “political socialization” that provides a nice base on which
to build such a living through approach to the study of regime legacies
on attitudes. In the remainder this section, we build on the brief introduc-
tion provided in the previous section to flesh out in a bit more detail the
general contours of such a living though model, including beginning with
a brief review of the political socialization literature. For now, though, we
limit ourselves to general arguments underlying our living through ap-
proach; in Chapter 2 we go into much more detail regarding the specific
hypotheses we test regarding the effects of living through communism.

Like many other aspects of the study of political behavior, the vast ma-
jority of the work on political socialization has been conducted in Ameri-
can politics, and this is especially true for the earliest work on the topic
(Campbell et al. 1960; see Sapiro 2004 for a review, although see Mishler
and Rose 2007). The term has been attached to a rather wide range of
topics (Dennis 1968), but the most prominent have been in regard to the
ways in which citizens pick up society’s “prevailing norms,”!” the ways in
which children learn about politics,'® and the manner in which parental
partisanship is transmitted from parents to their children.” Although the
last of these topics has come to predominate more recent work in the field
in American politics, it is the first of these that is of most use to us in our
current endeavor.

More specifically, there are four valuable observations from the exist-
ing literature on political socialization that we can use in attempting to
craft a general model of how citizens are likely to internalize attitudes
that are actively promulgated by a regime:

(1) There is clear evidence that individuals “acquire attitudes, beliefs, and
values relating to the political system of which he is a member and to his
own role as citizen within that political system” (Greenberg 1973: 3).

(2) This process can occur via multiple agents, some of the most important
of which are schools (Dennis 1968; Jennings and Niemi 1968; McDevitt
and Chaffee 2002; Campbell 2006).

16 Although see our own earlier attempts to grapple with this question: Pop-Eleches and
Tucker 2011, 2012, 2014.

7The term is from Greenstein 1971, but for a similar idea, see Greenberg 1973; Sears
1993; and Sears and Valentino 1997.

8 Greenstein 1971; Sapiro 2004; and Prior 2010.

Jennings and Niemi 1968; Zuckerman et al. 2007; and Jennings et al. 2009, although
see McDevitt and Chaffee 2002, who turn the causal arrows around, arguing that we should
be investigating whether parents pick up attitudes from their children, which they study by
examining the effect of children’s civic education programs at school on the political behav-
ior of their parents.
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(3) Socialization clearly varies across subsections of the population (Dennis
1968; Greenstein 1971; Visser and Krosnick 1998; Zuckerman et al.
2007; Eckstein et al. 2013).

(4) There remains an ongoing debate about whether these socialization pro-
cesses happen primarily during childhood (the “impressionable years”
hypothesis) or throughout one’s life (the “lifelong openness” or “constant
updating” hypothesis), but there is general agreement that the early years
of one’s life are important (Krosnick and Alwin 1989; Visser and Kros-
nick 1998; Sears and Valentino 1997; Prior 2010; D. Osborne et al. 2011).

In moving away from the American to the post-communist context,
we are struck by the wide number of factors that have been proposed to
us as we developed this research agenda as possible candidates to either
strengthen or weaken the effect that a given year of living under commu-
nist rule might have on the political socialization of an individual. Even
in the American context there are a number of these types of factors that
have been considered, but from our reading of the literature it seems that
most work really focuses only on one or at most two of these factors at
a time (e.g., childhood vs. adult exposure, prevalence of political discus-
sion in one’s home), and thus the literature has not really had to develop a
theoretical framework for thinking systematically about this type of vari-
ation. In the post-communist context, however, we not only have com-
munist regimes in different countries; we also have different varieties
of communism (e.g., Stalinism vs. reform communism) both within and
across countries; individuals who were educated before, during, and after
communism; and a wide range of religious traditions that had different
relations with the officially atheistic communist state, to identify just a few
potential sources of variation.

To avoid either (a) ignoring these many important sources of variation
or (b) simply incorporating them into our analysis in a haphazard man-
ner, we turn to the somewhat unlikely analogy of the causes of sunburn to
motivate the living through communism model.?° Surely, no one is going
to develop sunburn without being exposed to the sun, and, correspond-
ingly, we would expect the likelihood of doing so to increase as one spends
more time in the sun. However, each additional hour of exposure to the
sun is likely to have a larger effect on one’s likelihood of developing sun-
burn if the exposure in question is to a blazing hot sun on a cloudless
summer day than if it occurs on a hazy day during the fall late in the af-
ternoon.?! Similarly, we would expect for any given intensity of sunlight,

20We set aside the normative implications of conceiving of living through communism
as being analogous to suffering from sunburn.

2'We might also expect sunburn to be more severe over time as the levels of ozone in the
atmosphere are depleted (Abarca et al. 2002).
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each additional hour of exposure to have a greater effect on the likeli-
hood of developing sunburn for an individual covered in tanning oil than
an individual covered in sunscreen.”? Thus we have a primary factor that
predicts the likelihood of any given individual developing sunburn, tem-
poral exposure to the stimuli (e.g., hours out in the sun), as well as two
factors that can moderate the effect of that primary factor: the intensity or
strength of that exposure (e.g., how strong the sunlight is); and resistance
to that exposure (e.g., how much sunscreen a person is wearing).

The idea behind our living through communism model is simply to trans-
fer this framework to exposure to the “message” of any given regime—like
a Soviet communist regime—that is interested in actively transmitting a set
of attitudes to its citizens. So instead of hours of sunlight, the temporal ex-
posure is the time spent living under the rule of that regime.?? Our simplest
hypotheses will therefore be that each additional year of exposure to com-
munist rule will increase the likelihood of the individual coming to hold
the attitude that the regime wants to promote among its citizens, that is,
that the “socialization” of the population by the regime will be successful.

However, much like exposure to sunlight, we are well aware that the
intensity of any given individual’s exposure to the regime’s socialization
efforts will vary. Crucially, our living through model allows for the fact
that factors that intensify exposure—we will also use the term strengthen
exposure interchangeably—can vary at both the country level and at the
individual level. So some factors will intensify exposure for everyone liv-
ing in a given country at a given time, whereas other factors will affect the
intensity of exposure at the individual level.?* In Chapter 2 we will provide
specific hypotheses as to the types of factors that are germane for commu-
nist regimes, but for now consider just two examples to illustrate these dif-
ferent categories. At the country level, we might expect a state dominated
by true believers in a regime’s ideological vision (e.g., Stalinist communist
regimes) to deliver a stronger dose of regime propaganda to its citizens
than a state dominated by technocrats and careerists (e.g., post-totalitarian
communist regimes [Linz and Stepan 1996]).2° At the individual level, we
might expect people who attended secondary school under communism to

2Qr, interestingly enough, an individual drinking red wine regularly; see Matito et al.
2011; and http://www.cbsnews.com/8301-504763_162-20086913-10391704.html.

Z3For ease in interpretation and measurement, we will operationalize this concept as the
number of years spent living under a communist regime, although one could of course use
alternative measures of time.

24To be clear, this is what we mean by a “country-level” factor: something that affects
equally everyone living in a given country at a given time. Technically, we probably should
call this a “country-year” level factor (although quite a few of these country-level variables
are invariant to time), but for simplicity’s sake we will simply call it a country-level factor.

ZThis is not meant to question the strength of conviction of reformers in the potential of
reform communism, but rather only to order communist regime types from more “extreme”
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have gotten a stronger version of the regime’s message than people who
either attended secondary school before or after communist rule, or who
dropped out of school before completing their secondary education. So in
these cases, we would expect each year of temporal exposure to the regime
to have a larger effect on developing the pro-regime attitude. To put this
in the language of statistics, these are variables that we would expect to
have a positive interaction with exposure in terms of holding the regime-
endorsed attitude.

At the same time, there are other factors that we might expect—much
like sunscreen—could increase an individual’s resistance to regime social-
ization, regardless of the intensity of the exposure. So for example, at the
country level Darden and Grzymata-Busse (2006) have argued that people
who lived in countries where literacy was higher in the pre-communist
era were more likely to have been raised on stories of national myths, and
thus more likely to be able to resist communist indoctrination because
of recourse to these nationalist stories. At the individual level, we might
expect Catholics—who had access to a community and a set of organiza-
tions that were often hostile to communist regimes—to have had an ad-
ditional buffer between themselves and the state, and therefore additional
exposure to the regime’s message would have correspondingly less influ-
ence on Catholics (Grzymata-Busse 2015; Wittenberg 2006). Alternatively,
it could be the case that Catholicism increases individual-level resistance
through a social identity mechanism, i.e., Catholics see “people like me”
as skeptical of communism.?® To reiterate, the point of this argument is
not that people from more literate pre-communist countries or Catholics
were necessarily going to be more opposed to the ideals underlying the So-
viet communist project (although that would not be inconsistent with the
model), but only that a given additional year of exposure to communism
might have less of an effect on these people than on others, that is, that
their resistance would be higher.

To be clear, these are only a few examples of the types of individual-
level and country-level factors that we expect could affect the intensity of
the regime message received by citizens and their likely resistance to that
message. Most hypotheses within this framework of course need to be
developed taking account of the peculiar features of actual regimes. There-
fore, we devote a large part of Chapter 2 to fleshing out a living through

models to more moderate versions in their adherence to communist ideological principles
(such as repudiating markets).

26For more on these types of “people like me” arguments related in particular to parti-
sanship, see Green et al. 2002; and Achen and Bartels 2016. It is interesting to think about
how social identities could be related to our concept of resistance hypotheses, which are
largely about how individuals react to regime messages, but less so to our intensity hypoth-
eses, which are more related to the strength of the message sent by the regime.
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communism model that specifically identifies factors that we expect to en-
hance the effect of exposure to communism and increase resistance to com-
munist socialization attempts; for a concise summary of these hypotheses,
see in particular Section 2.3 and Table 2.2.

However, there are two individual-level variables that have received a
great deal of attention in the literature and that are not necessarily con-
text dependent. The first is age of exposure. There is a school of thought
that suggests children are much more likely to be susceptible to political
socialization than adults, although others have suggested that this is a life-
long process (Krosnick and Alwin 1989; Visser and Krosnick 1998; Sears
and Valentino 1997; Mishler and Rose 2007; D. Osborne et al. 2011).7
If we accept the premise that adults are more resistant to communist so-
cialization, then we should expect to find that only living one’s early for-
mative years under communist rule would be related to the adoption of
the attitudes associated with the communist paradigm (or at least that
subsequent socialization effects would be much weaker). If the lifelong
socialization model holds, we should see similar effects for years spent liv-
ing under a communist regime throughout one’s life. Of course, it is also
possible that communist socialization—unlike the more commonly stud-
ied forms of political socialization in democratic regimes—has an effect
on adults but not on children. This would fly in the face of a lot of what
is assumed about the effect of communist schooling (Rosen 1964), but
might be consistent with a view of the world where it is only as an adult
that the incentives of adopting the groupthink pushed by an authoritarian
(or especially a totalitarian) regime become apparent.?

Closely related is the topic of parental socialization, or the idea that
children will take on the political opinions of their parents (Jennings and
Niemi 1968; Beck and Jennings 1991; Achen 2002). However, it is impor-
tant to note that parental socialization effects could cut in both directions
depending on the attitudes of the parents toward the regime. Thus children
of parents who were strongly supportive of communist rule might be more
likely to adopt attitudes in line with communist ideology. But at the same
time, children of parents who were long-term opponents of communist

Y Interestingly, the only one of these works that focuses on a post-communist country
(Mishler and Rose 2007, analyzing data from Russia) not only emphasizes the possibility of
lifelong socialization but actually finds strong affects for what they call “adult relearning”
in the post-communist context.

28 As we discuss in more detail below in Section 1.6 and in Chapter 9, we actually find
more evidence in favor of an adult exposure effect than a childhood exposure effect! Only
in the case of gender equality do find an effect for child but not adult exposure. In the other
three issue areas, there is a much larger effect for adult socialization; this is most extreme in
the case of attitudes toward democracy, where there is apparently no effect for childhood
exposure. See as well Mishler and Rose (2007).
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rule could be expected to do exactly the opposite. Thus in the language of
this book, we could expect parental socialization either to function as an
intensifier of or to provide resistance to communist exposure, conditional
on the political proclivities of the parents. In pragmatic terms, this means
that an analysis of the effect of parental socialization as a moderator of
communist exposure requires data that allows an estimate of the pro- or
anti-communist nature of a respondent’s parents. Unfortunately, this is not
possible for our primary analyses because of the limitations of our data,
but it is a topic to which we turn in the supplementary analysis in multi-
ple chapters.

Taken together, all these intensifying and resistance variables can be
thought of in two ways. First, they are potential modifiers of the effect of
a year of exposure to communist rule on attitude formation. If we accept
the notion that a year of communist exposure does not have the same ef-
fect on all individuals in all countries and at all time periods, then we need
these intensifying and resistance variables (and the related hypotheses laid
out in Chapter 2, Section 2.3) in order to better specify our living through
communism model. However, there is another way to think about these
variables, which is as a first step to better understanding the mechanisms
by which exposure to communism translates into attitude formation. For
example, if we find that youth exposure, communist schooling, and paren-
tal socialization (from pro-communist parents) all increase the impact of
communist exposure on pro-regime attitudes, then it would suggest that
the mechanism by which this occurs flows through traditional methods of
political socialization such as schools and family life at a young age. If on
the other hand the most important factors turn out to be pre-communist
regime type, development, and literacy, then it would suggest that pre-
communist conditions were paramount for conditioning the impact of ex-
posure to communist rule. Alternatively, if we find that factors such as
urban residence, being a male, Communist Party membership, and com-
munist education predominate, then it might suggest that exposure to
communist propaganda is an important mechanism for picking up pro-
regime attitudes.

1.3 LIVING IN POST-COMMUNIST COUNTRIES

There are of course a wide variety of factors that could explain why opin-
ions held by post-communist citizens on politics and economics appear to
diverge from those held by people in other parts of the world that have
nothing to do with the experience of having lived through communism.
Collectively, we refer to these explanations as flowing from the fact that
the people whose opinions are being surveyed are living in post-communist



16 CHAPTER I

countries. Post-communist countries—like any collection of countries with
some degree of commonality among them—will differ from other coun-
tries in appreciable ways.?’ Certainly it is possible that these characteristics
could explain why citizens hold different opinions on politics, economics,
and social relations.

As was already discussed previously in Section 1.1 of this chapter, the
first place we want to look for potential distinguishing characteristics of
post-communist countries is in the types of countries in which communist
regimes came to power. In other words, the first test of the living in post-
communist countries model will be to see if pre-communist conditions can
explain why post-communist citizens hold different attitudes than people
in other parts of the world. Setting aside the thorny question of the mecha-
nism by which attitudes might be transmitted across generations, there are
a number of features of pre-communist societies that we might expect to
be correlated with attitudes in the post-communist era. In particular, lev-
els of socio-economic development (e.g., wealth, literacy, urbanization),
cultural history (e.g., religious tradition, imperial/colonization history),
and prior regime type all would seem to be important factors (Bunce 2005;
Badescu and Sum 20035). Recent literature in both political science and
economics has pointed as well to the role of geography (e.g., distance from
the equator, being landlocked) in influencing long-run developments in
both economics and politics (Sachs and Warner 1997; Hall and Jones
1999; Acemoglu et al. 2001; Easterly and Levine 2003; Collier and Hoef-
fler 2003; Rigobon and Rodrik 2005).

In addition to the strong theoretical rationale for including pre-communist
conditions in our study, accounting for these factors in our analyses has
two additional empirical advantages. First, as we go on to analyze all
the other variables in our models that occur after the imposition of com-
munist regimes (i.e., contemporaneous conditions, end-of-communism
conditions, and exposure to communism), we can do so with greater con-
fidence that our findings do not suffer from omitted variable bias. But
perhaps even more importantly from the perspective of this book, look-
ing at the correlation between attitudes and pre-communist conditions
provides us with one completely clean test that could supply evidence
that contemporary divergence in attitudes between post-communist citi-
zens and citizens from other parts of the world are not a function of
communist-era legacies. While obviously the quality of data from that
far in the past makes this a difficult test, it is an important part of our
empirical effort.

2We take up the question of why we focus on post-communist countries as opposed to
a different collection of countries at the start of Chapter 2.
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Of course, the most obvious candidates for demonstrating that the
divergent attitudes of post-communist citizens are due to living in post-
communist countries are the conditions on the ground at the time attitudes
are being surveyed. Perhaps the simplest way this could occur would be if
people’s preferences, evaluations, and political behavior were a function
of their sociodemographic characteristics and if post-communist countries
had different sociodemographic makeups than other countries. Consider
the following highly stylized example. Imagine a world with three income
categories (high, medium, and low) and three education categories (post-
secondary, secondary, and less than secondary). If all political preferences
were a direct function of income and education, then we would expect
societies with similar distributions of education and income to have simi-
lar distributions of political preferences. Now imagine that preferences for
extreme forms of redistribution were largely concentrated among those
with high levels of education and low incomes. If in Country A, which is
non-communist, there are very few highly educated poor people (either
because there are few poor people, or few highly educated people or be-
cause income is very highly correlated with education), then that country
would have a very small proportion of the population supporting extreme
forms of income redistribution. In contrast, if in Country B, which is post-
communist, income was unrelated to education or if both poverty and
higher education were both very prevalent, then we might find a much
larger proportion of the population supporting extreme forms of income
redistribution. This would hold despite the fact that in both countries,
individual preferences were generated in exactly the same manner (and
thus had nothing to do with living through communism): as a function of
income and education. Thus, despite identical processes of individual pref-
erence formation, the aggregate nature of preferences across the whole
society would be different, and we would find higher support for extreme
redistribution in the post-communist country.

Moving beyond sociodemographic characteristics, we might also ex-
pect attitudes to be a function of current economic conditions (Mishler
and Rose 1994, 1997, 2001; Tucker et al. 2002; Mason 1995). Consider
again a highly stylized world, only now it is one in which one embraces
markets as long as one’s real disposable income has gone up in the past
12 months; conversely, if real disposable income has declined in the past
12 months, one is skeptical of markets. Now let us assume that in non-
post-communist countries in the 1990s, at any given time 50% of citi-
zens had incomes that were going up, while the remaining 50% had in-
comes that were going down. However, let us assume—not completely
unrealistically—that post-communist economic transitions (Przeworski 1991;
Svejnar 2000; Gould 2011) resulted in only 20% of the population of post-
communist countries enjoying rising incomes, with 80% suffering from
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falling incomes, in the same time period. Were we then to observe prefer-
ences for market versus state-run economies, we would find that citizens
in post-communist countries were much more likely to be skeptical of
markets (Pop-Eleches and Tucker 2014). This would again be the case
despite the fact that in all countries the determinants of attitudes toward
markets were identical (i.e., solely determined by change in income).

Similarly to the economic conditions argument, we might expect citi-
zens’ political views to be a function of the political and economic in-
stitutions with which they interact in the political world. Again, let us
consider a highly stylized example. Imagine that support for democracy
was simply a function of whether one lived under a parliamentary form
of government or presidential form of government. Let us suppose that in
the former case, the average citizen supports democracy “a lot” (imagine
this as a 4 on a 5-point scale), while the average citizen living in a presi-
dential regimes supports democracy only “a little” (say 2 on a scale from
1 to 5). If the rest of the non-post-communist world is evenly split be-
tween presidential and parliamentary systems of government but the post-
communist world is made up exclusively of countries with presidential
systems of government,*® then the data would reveal that the average post-
communist citizen supports democracy a little (say 2 on our 1-5 scale)
whereas the average citizen in the rest of the world supports democracy
somewhat (say 3 on our 1-5 scale). The key point from our perspective
is that this finding would have nothing to do with the fact that post-
communist citizens are somewhat less trusting of political parties because
of decades of single-party rule; instead, it would be a function solely of the
fact that post-communist countries have exclusively presidential systems
of government.3!

As we noted earlier in this chapter in Section 1.1, assessing the extent to
which any of these contemporaneous characteristics—sociodemographic
characteristics, economic conditions, and political and economic insti-
tutions—are legacies of communism will require careful attention to the
particular variable in question. This is because once we get into the post-
communist era, any condition measured at that point in time will have at
least the potential of being in part a legacy of communism and in part
a function of post-communism. Take unemployment rates in the 1990s,
for example. The fact that many post-communist countries suffered from
high levels of unemployment in the 1990s was undoubtedly in part due to

30This is, of course, not the case in the real world, where plenty of post-communist
countries have parliamentary systems of government.

31 Astute readers will notice that we have not provided a list of specific variables that
we will use in any of these categories. In order not to interrupt the flow of this introduc-
tory theory chapter, we have elected to hold off the discussion of individual variables until
Chapter 3, where we address data, models, and methods.
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decades of decisions about how to organize the economy under commu-
nist rule, but at the same time variation in unemployment across countries
and over time would certainly have been affected by decisions made by
post-communist governments (Tucker 2006; Frye 2002; Hellman 1998;
Przeworski 1991). Each variable (or set of variables) that was found to
play an important role in explaining divergence in attitudes would there-
fore need to be assessed in a similar manner before one evaluated the ex-
tent to which it represented empirical evidence of a legacy effect. Thus to
be clear, any variable measuring conditions at the time of a survey in the
post-communist period could help explain post-communist citizens’ at-
titudes without necessarily being a legacy of communism. Thus the legacy
status of that variable hinges on the extent to which the variable in ques-
tion was affected by communist-era versus post-communist-era develop-
ments. Of course, this question is relevant only following a statistical
assessment of whether the variable did indeed help to explain attitudinal
divergence in the first place.

As noted previously, if we want to assess the effect of variables that
clearly do not reflect any post-communist influences, then we need to mea-
sure conditions at the end of the communist era and before the advent
of post-communism. To the extent that we are thorough in controlling
for pre-communist context, then our measure of the end of communism
context should be a reasonably good proxy for developments under
communism.

Moreover, as long as we focus on factors that are distinctly linked to
the communist experience,’ then examining the relative impact of end of
communism variables on our dependent variables is a way of “unpack-
ing” communism to see what exactly it was about communism that left
behind a legacy. Was it the fact that communist governments were left-
ist or authoritarian? Or perhaps that communist countries were highly
industrialized, had large state sectors, or had (relatively) lower levels of
economic inequality? To address this question systematically, we will con-
sider three sets of factors related to the communist experiences: develop-
mental legacies of communism;* communism’s redistributive/economic
egalitarian policies;** and the authoritarian/leftist political character of
communist regimes.**

32E.g., examining rainfall in 1989 makes little sense in this regard; examining industri-
alization, however, does.

3We include in this category urbanization, industrialization, expansion of primary edu-
cation, efforts at expanding literacy, and economic development (see Table 3.1 in Chapter 3).

3*We consider social welfare spending, size of the state sector, and income inequality
(Gini coefficients) (see Table 3.1 in Chapter 3).

3In our analysis, we examine government left-right orientation and degree of authori-
tarianism both individually and interactively (see Table 3.1 in Chapter 3).
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1.4. DEMOCRACY, MARKETS, SOCIAL WELFARE,
AND GENDER EQUALITY

Of course, if we wish to examine the effect of communist-era legacies on
post-communist attitudes, we need to choose actual attitudes to examine.
Even to explore four sets of attitudes thoroughly has required us to write a
fairly long book, so we had to consider our choice of issues carefully. Ulti-
mately, our goal was to examine the most important potential communist-
era legacies in the realm of public opinion: democracy, markets, social wel-
fare, and social relations (for which we explore attitudes toward gender
equality). Thus, we chose these topics because of their relevance to com-
munist ideology, not because we were aiming to maximize variation on a
particular characteristic of the issues that would allow us to test hypoth-
eses regarding cross-issue variation. That being said, by exploring overtly
political, economic, and social topics we are tapping into some of the most
important areas of the study of public opinion formation generally.3¢
However, it is still useful to classify the issues we did choose to examine
along theoretically relevant dimensions. Further, we can then use these
classifications both to inform some of our expectations of variation in
empirical findings across issues and to structure our interpretation of
our findings. The three classifications we will consider are centrality to
communist ideology (on which there is some variation, even though we
“oversample” issues that score high on this dimension), divergence be-
tween rhetoric and reality in terms of on-the-ground implementation of
relevant ideological tenets, and popularity of the issue among the popu-
lace. As we will go into greater detail on each of our four issue areas—
democracy, markets, social welfare, and gender equality—in the follow-
ing chapter, for now we limit ourselves to laying out how we see these
issues varying along these three dimensions, along with a very brief dis-
cussion of the implications this holds for our remaining analyses.*”
Table 1.1 lays out how we classify our four issues—democracy, mar-
kets, social welfare, and gender equality—along these dimensions. A few
quick words of explanation are in order. First, despite the eventual popu-

3¢The one potentially “central” area of communist ideology this leaves out is the foreign
policy dimension, which does not translate nearly as easily into a clear “legacy” position as
the other four issues examined in this book. While “anti-Western” or “anti-American” atti-
tudes could be an interesting subject for legacy analysis in future research, there was noth-
ing inherent about communist doctrine that foretold an anti-Western foreign policy would
emerge (given that Marx expected communist revolutions to start in the West).

37To be clear, as we are not using these categories for any actual hypothesis testing, these
categorizations are simply loose approximations of how we think the issues differ along
these dimensions, and thus should not be interpreted as a result of any sort of rigorous cod-
ing scheme.
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Table 1.1. Classifying Issue Areas

Ideological Match between Popularity
centrality reality and rhetoric?
Democracy High High Low
Markets High Medium-high Uneven
Social welfare Medium Medium-high High
Gender equality Low Medium-low Uneven

larity and importance of social welfare spending in the post-totalitarian
communist regimes, social welfare provision was not originally a central
tenet of communist revolutionary doctrine but was gradually added—
based at least in part on non-communist welfare state models—and over
time became one of the more popular aspects of communist rule (Cook
1993; Hoffman 2011; Lipsmeyer 2003). Second, the classification of
“reality matches rhetoric” for democracy is especially complicated, be-
cause—as we detail in Chapter 4—Soviet communist regimes often re-
ferred to themselves as “democratic”; the ultimate example here is the
German Democratic Republic. To the extent that we interpret democ-
racy from a Western liberal democratic perspective, though, there was
a very strong congruence between the regime’s rhetoric of opposition to
democracy and the reality of no multiparty democracy. Accordingly, we
have also coded the “popularity” of communist opposition to multiparty
democracy as low on the grounds that so many of the efforts to fight back
against—and eventually overthrow—communist rule were focused on ef-
forts to increase political pluralism and, eventually, institute multiparty
elections, but we realize that this may have varied quite a bit across the
post-Soviet space. Markets are listed as “medium-high” congruence be-
tween rhetoric and reality because this varied substantially by country,
although, as we detail in Chapters 2 and 3, even at their most open com-
munist countries had much more extensive state control over of the econ-
omy than elsewhere. Moreover, as we discuss in Chapter 7, while in most
cases communist regimes did not match their pro-gender equality rhetoric
with consistent real-world action, there were important exceptions with
respect to employment and, especially, schools. We also note that we have
marked the popularity of gender equality as uneven to reflect the fact that
while there were likely small portions of the population who felt this to be
an important issue (especially among educated women), there were other
portions of the population that were undoubtedly hostile to this idea.
Most importantly, though, readers should note that gender equality is
distinguished from the other three issues along two of the three of the dimen-
sions that we have highlighted: it was less central to communist ideology
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and has a greater gap between rhetoric and reality.’® This leads to two im-
portant takeaway points. First, it should perhaps not be that surprising that
we find different results when looking at attitudes toward gender equality
than we do when analyzing the other three issue areas. Second, when we
do find different results for gender equality, we do not have the research
design in place to really disentangle whether this is due to its lack of cen-
trality in communist ideology or because of the gap between rhetoric and
reality in the actual development of gender equality. While this would be an
excellent subject for future research—teasing out the relative importance
of centrality, rhetoric versus reality, and popularity on the likelihood of an
issue areas exhibiting signs of a legacy effect—our current study was not
designed with this goal in mind.*

We leave thorough explanations of how to conceptualize and measure
these four concepts—attitudes toward democracy, markets, social welfare,
and gender equality—to the particular empirical chapters in which each
is featured (Chapter 4-7, respectively). But with these four issue areas
in hand, we can now turn to introducing our basic empirical strategy to
examine the effect of communist-era legacies on public opinion in these
areas in post-communist countries.

1.5. EMPIRICAL STRATEGIES

In this section we briefly lay out the empirical strategy we follow for an-
swering the questions we have laid out above. This section is intended
only to introduce readers to our general empirical approach; the entire
purpose of Chapter 3 is to go into our methodological approach in much
greater detail.

3The likely popularity of gender equality under communism relative to the other three
issue areas is a bit more complicated. On the one hand, in Table 1.1, it is somewhat in the
middle of the pack as “uneven” in terms of popularity. On the other hand, there are good
reasons to suspect that (a) popularity is heterogeneously distributed and (b) we could prob-
ably make some pretty good predictions about subpopulations that are more and less likely
to support gender equality. For more, see the discussion in Section 7.1 of Chapter 7.

¥To reiterate, the issues areas were chosen largely because of centrality to communist
ideology, and thus not to provide variation across levels of centrality, let alone the other
categories. A research design that sought to disentangle the effects of centrality, gaps between
rhetoric and reality, and popularity would seek to ensure both variation within these catego-
ries across cases, but also variation in combinations of the three sets of classifications across
cases. This sort of study would require many more types of attitudes than we had space for in
this book given the level of detail into which we decided to go for each issue area. It might be
an interesting area for future research with a different sort of research design, but we would
not be surprised if it was difficult to find appropriate questions for testing less central tenets
of communist ideology on existing cross-national surveys; as it was, it was difficult for us
to find enough questions in all cases to test the highly central issues we do test in this book.
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1.5.1. Inter-regional Comparisons

In order to identify distinctive patterns of post-communist political at-
titudes, we use comparative survey data from both the post-communist
world and, crucially, countries from outside of the post-communist world.
Only by looking at the attitude or behavior in question both outside and in-
side the set of post-communist countries can we in fact determine whether
there is a post-communist “difference” to be explained. The simplest and
most direct way of doing so is to measure a quantity of interest in post-
communist countries, measure the same quantity of interest in other coun-
tries, and then establish whether there is a statistically and substantively
significant difference across the two.*’ So for example, if one wants to claim
that there are lower levels of support for democracy in post-communist
countries, then a first step would be to find a comparative survey project
that measures levels of support for democracy cross-nationally—such as
the World Values Survey, which we use here—then calculate the mean level
of democratic support in post-communist countries, calculate the same val-
ues outside of the post-communist countries, and then compare the two.
In practice, rather than comparing the difference of means, we will run
a multiple regression model with a post-communist dummy variable that
uniquely identifies respondents who are being surveyed in post-communist
countries. Our simplest models include only this dummy variable (plus
control variables for the year of the survey) in order to establish that post-
communist citizens indeed hold different attitudes; these are the models
from which Figure 1.1 at the beginning of this chapter was derived. To test
our living in post-communist countries models, we will then systematically
add our pre-communist, contemporaneous (demographic, economic, and
political), and unpacking communism variables to the model, in each case
testing to see how the size and significance of the post-communist dummy
variable is affected. To the extent that adding these variables reduces the size
of the coefficient on the post-communist dummy variable, we can conclude
the relevant living in post-communist countries variables are related to the
post-communist attitudinal divergence. If it does not, we can dismiss that
particular set of variables as being a potential source of the variation in at-
titudes between citizens of post-communist countries and citizens elsewhere.
We also use this framework for initial exploration of our living through
communism model by adding years of exposure to the analysis.*!

“For the moment, we set aside the question of the appropriate reference group of “other
countries”; depending on the question, it could include all other countries in the world, ad-
vanced industrialized democracies, other European countries, other new democracies, non-
democracies, etc. This point is addressed in much greater detail in Chapter 3.

#1To reiterate, this is only the briefest of summaries of the methodological approach, and
there are a myriad of other factors at work here as well; we explain all of these in great de-
tails in Chapter 3; see especially Section 3.3.
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1.5.2. Intra-regional Comparisons

For testing the living through communism model, we will also leverage
variation within post-communist countries. These types of analyses will be
most useful when we are interested in understanding the effect of variables
that are hypothesized to increase either the intensity of or resistance to
exposure to communism. There are both theoretical and methodologi-
cal reasons for limiting these analyses to post-communist countries. We
explain these in detail in Chapter 3, but the most intuitive explanation
here is that many of our variables here make no sense outside of the post-
communist context (e.g., how could you code a non-post-communist coun-
try in terms of whether communism was imposed from outside or came
about as a result of homegrown movements?).

1.5.3. Intra-country Comparisons

All the previously described analyses will involve the pooling of survey
data across multiple countries. While such a research design is justified
by the fact that we need to compare the attitudes and behavior of ex-
communist citizens to their counterparts in non-communist countries (as
well as comparing attitudes and behavior across post-communist coun-
tries), such analyses will nevertheless raise concerns about the comparabil-
ity of survey questions given cross-national cultural and linguistic differ-
ences in the absence of anchoring vignettes (King et al. 2003).

However, history has provided us with an interesting opportunity in
this regard. The reunification of Germany in 1990 offers a methodologi-
cal solution to this problem, because it allows us to compare the pat-
terns of attitudes and behavior among East and West Germans, who share
a common language and culture but of course differ in their exposure
to communism. Since the two countries have had very similar—and in
many cases identical—political institutions, such a comparison has the
additional advantage of reducing the potential for omitted variable bias
that may affect cross-country regressions. While demographic and devel-
opmental differences of course persist between West and East Germany,
these are arguably captured by individual characteristics, such as house-
hold income, for which we can often control in our analyses. Thus, reuni-
fied Germany offers another opportunity to explore our hypotheses, only
this time in a context that does not require cross-country analysis.*

“In certain limited instances, we may also be able to get similar within country leverage
from analyses of Ukraine and Belarus, both of which include Western regions which were
only incorporated into the Soviet Union after World War II and thus their inhabitants had
shorter exposures to communism than their compatriots from the East. We do not take
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1.5.4. Over-Time Comparisons

While our primary empirical analyses involve pooling all our empirical
data and controlling for the year of the survey (see Chapter 3, Section 3.3
for details), there are other interesting questions to be asked about the
temporal evolution of differences in post-communist attitudes, as well as
regarding the relative importance of cohort effects. What is the half-life of
communist attitudinal legacies and to what extent does it differ across dif-
ferent types of attitudes? To the extent that “normalization” (i.e., attitudi-
nal convergence between citizens of post-communist and non-communist
countries) occurs, is it the result of attitudinal changes in age cohorts that
personally experienced communism, or is it largely driven by the gen-
erational replacement of communist with post-communist cohorts? With
these questions in mind, we also provide over-time analysis that allows us
to examine these effects in more detail; see Chapter 8 for details.

1.5.5. Data

We rely on a number different data sources for our analysis, all of which are
explained in detail in Chapter 3 (see Section 3.4). These include two large
cross-national survey data sets—the World Values Survey (WVS) and the
European Bank for Recovery and Development’s Life in Transition Socie-
ties (LiTS) surveys—as well two single-country panel studies: the Hungarian
Household Panel Survey and the Political Attitudes, Political Participation
and Electoral Behavior in Germany Panel Study (hereafter German Elec-
tion Panel Study). For the cross-national surveys, we then supplement the
survey data with our own original collection of country-level and country-
year-level aggregate variables that measure pre-communist conditions, end
of communist-conditions, and contemporaneous demographic, economic,
and political conditions at the time of surveys.*

1.6. SUMMARY OF KEY FINDINGS

What do we learn from this enterprise? Many, many things of course (i.e.,
you should continue on to read the rest of the book!), but for now let us
highlight five key overall conclusions. First and foremost, living through

advantage of such opportunities in this book but simply wanted to highlight them here as a
potential source for future research (e.g., see Peisakhin 2015).

“To be clear, while the overall collection of aggregate-level data is novel, we of course
draw on a wide-range of sources to put this collection together, all of which will be docu-
mented in a supplemental online codebook. See Table 3.1 and the online codebook for
details.
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communism does a much better job of accounting for the attitudinal di-
vergence of post-communist citizens than living in post-communist coun-
tries. At least one of us began this project with a strong predisposition
toward thinking that living in post-communist countries—and especially
economic conditions in those countries—would very likely explain away
the attitudinal differences between citizens in post-communist countries
and citizens in the rest of the world. However, after years of gathering
data to try to make our living in models as thorough as possible, we simply
cannot come to this conclusion: no matter what we add to these models,
the differences do not go away. This is not to say that taking account of
the fact that our post-communist respondents are living in post-communist
countries does not explain away some of the differences in attitudes: in
every chapter, there is always at least one battery of variables that does
reduce the size of the difference substantially. That being said, the differ-
ence never disappears, and, moreover, in three chapters we find that when
we use our fully saturated living in a post-communist country model (pre-
communist conditions, and contemporary demographic, economic, and
political variables), the gap in attitudes is always larger than when we
started with just a simple bivariate model not taking account of any of the
differences. Moreover, we can always reproduce a similar effect in just the
German case.

Closely related, we find that the theoretical concepts of intensity of
and resistance to exposure in our living through communism model are
indeed a useful vehicle for capturing the reality that not all years of ex-
posure to communism were created equally. As noted earlier, it is not the
case that all the hypotheses we tested using this framework are supported
empirically. Still, we do find a number of hypotheses that are supported
by the data, and far more than we would expect to find by chance alone.
Moreover, we also find a few that are consistently supported by the data
across multiple chapters (e.g., the effects of late-communist growth, being
a Catholic, living in an urban residence) and some that are largely not
supported by the data (e.g., late-communist liberalization, having had a
native communist regime, having only a primary education).

Third, something very different is going on in the case of attitudes to-
ward gender equality than for attitudes toward democracy, markets, and
social welfare. Not only is there not a post-communist gender equality
surplus, but to the extent that we do find differences in post-communist
attitudes, they are actually in the opposite direction from what we would
have expected: post-communist citizens are less supportive of gender equal-
ity. By contrast, we do find what we would expect from a regime legacy
perspective in the case of attitudes toward democracy, markets, and social
welfare, with post-communist citizens having consistently less supportive
views of the first two and more supportive views of the last.
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Our fourth major finding may be of particular interest to behavior
scholars who have previously worked on the question of adult versus child-
hood socialization. As noted previously, the major fault line in this academic
debate revolves around the question of whether socialization occurs only
during childhood or whether it continues on throughout one’s lifetime; we
are not aware of academic work claiming that socialization occurs only in
adulthood. Our findings, however, suggest that something different might be
going on in non-democratic contexts, perhaps because success in one’s adult
life might be more dependent on adopting regime values. More specifically,
we find that adult exposure has the predicted effect on attitudes toward
democracy, markets, and social welfare, while the effect of childhood ex-
posure is nonexistent in the case of democracy, and only half the size of the
adult effect in the case of attitudes toward markets and social welfare (with
the last effect being only marginally significant as well). Interestingly, it is
only in the case of attitudes toward gender equality that we find an effect for
child socialization and not adult socialization. This actually fits nicely with
the idea that the “rhetoric but not reality” of gender equality was reflected
in not finding a pro—gender equality bias among post-communist citizens:
arguably it was only in the schools that the reality of gender equality was
present alongside the rhetoric.

Finally, when analyzing the temporal evolution of post-communist at-
titudes, the patterns we encounter are remarkably heterogeneous. Thus, at
one extreme, we observe a large and virtually unchanged post-communist
bias for social welfare, which even extends to cohorts with minimal per-
sonal communist exposure and suggests strong cross-generational trans-
mission mechanisms. At the other extreme, views on gender equality con-
verged rather quickly after the first few transition years. Perhaps the most
interesting pattern was with respect to democracy and market support,
where the early transition years witnessed a significant worsening of the
post-communist distrust toward democracy and capitalism (driven pri-
marily by cohorts with extensive communist exposure) followed by a grad-
ual convergence after 2000.%

1.7. CONTRIBUTIONS OF THE BOOK

Why study the effect of communist-era legacies on the attitudes of post-
communist citizens? First, we believe it helps us understand the nature of
post-communist politics better. Originally, the collapse of communism led
observers to suggest that the region would be a tabula rasa on which new

4See Chapter 8 for analysis of over-time trends.
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institutions could be painted and politics and economics would be accord-
ingly reshaped.* Since that time, however, study after study has demon-
strated the fact that we cannot hope to understand post-communist poli-
tics without first taking account of what was left behind by communism.*
However, most of this literature has focused on how the communist past
has shaped either institutions (e.g., post-communist party systems) or the
interests and choices of political elites. By comparison, the role of commu-
nist legacies in shaping political attitudes and behavior of citizens, which
are the main focus of the present study, has received much less attention.*’

And while the topic of legacies generally has attracted quite a bit of at-
tention among scholars of post-communist politics (Bernhard 1993; Haer-
pfer and Rose 1997; Stan and Turcescu 2000; Kopstein and Reilly 2000;
Kurtz and Barnes 2002; Neundorf 2010), surprisingly little of this work
has explicitly compared results in post-communist countries with results
in other parts of the world.* Thus we hope that our work can provide
another model for how to think about the study of legacies: that there
are questions that are best answered by inter-regional comparisons either
alone or in conjunction with intra-regional comparisons. In this book, we
try to be very precise about the values of both approaches and the types of
questions to which they ought best to be applied.

Beyond post-communist politics, however, the question of how the ex-
perience of living under one form of political regime affects attitudes held
by those citizens after regime change is an important general topic. In po-
litical science, studies of the effects of the past on the present have been
largely focused on the evolution of institutions (Thelen 1999; Pierson and
Skocpol 2002; Acemoglu, Johnson, and Robinson 2001, 2002); until re-

*See, e.g., Di Palma 1990; Karl and Schmitter 1991. While taking Leninist legacies
seriously, Geddes (1997) also argues that post-communist political attitudes were shaped
decisively by newly constructed political institutions.

¢ Although undoubtedly an incomplete list, see, e.g., Jowitt 1992; Crawford and Li-
jphart 1997; Fish 1998; Bunce 1999; Kitschelt et al. 1999; Grzymata-Busse 2002, 2007;
Bunce 2003; Ekiert and Hanson 2003; Kopstein 2003; Vachudova 2005; Tucker 2006;
Wittenberg 2006; Pop-Eleches 1999, 2007; Kitschelt and Bustikova 2009; Nalepa 2010;
Dolenec 2013; Carter et al. 2016.

47Although see Blanchflower and Freeman 1997; Alesina and Fuchs-Schiindeln 2007;
and Mishler and Rose 2007. To be clear, this is not to say there has not been important
research on political attitudes and public opinion in post-communist citizens. See, e.g., Gib-
son and Duch 1993; Miller et al. 1994; Bahry et al. 1997; Cox and Powers 1997; Evans and
Whitefield 1999; Anderson and O’Conner 2000; Brady and Kaplan 2012.

4 Although see the debates about the comparability of post-communist and other
third-wave transitions (Bunce 1995, 1998; Schmitter and Karl 1994). Two other recent
publications have taken a more broadly comparative approach: Carter et al. 2016, who
examine the likelihood of democratic survival of post-communist states as compared with
other third-wave democratizing states; and Djankov et al. 2015, who examine the post-
communist “happiness gap” using data from 82 countries.
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cently less attention has been paid to the subject of how the past affects
political attitudes.® The general methodological approach we lay out—to
assess differences between citizens in terms of attitudes, to attempt to ex-
plain away as much of these differences by living in features, and then to
attempt to directly study the effect of exposure to the old regime—holds
promise for understanding the effect of other types of regime change, such
as moving from colonial to post-colonial rule or from military dictator-
ship to democratic competition. Furthermore, the living through commu-
nism model is purposely designed from a set of general principles—that
individuals are exposed to regimes for different periods of time (temporal
exposure), and that there are factors that can intensify the effect of that ex-
posure and other factors that may increase resistance to that exposure—so
that it can be applied in contexts beyond the post-communist transitions.
And while we do focus on applications of the living through model for
studying the effects of communism in particular in the following chapter,
even then some of the variables that we will posit to be important in the
communist context—such as prior experience with democratic rule or reli-
gious affiliation—may have value in additional contexts as well.

It is also our hope that the individual empirical chapters on attitudes
toward democracy, markets, social welfare, and gender equality will each
on their own contribute to the relevant literatures on these topics. At the
very least, we hope to provide some of the most systematic evidence to
date of the determinants of these attitudes among post-communist citizens,
which can serve as a baseline for comparison for studies being carried out
in other areas. But more optimistically, we hope that will raise new and
interesting questions for people interested in the determinants of these dif-
ferent attitudes. Similarly, we hope that Chapter 8 will contribute to the
ongoing debates about the relevance of post-communism as an analytical
category (Bernhard and Jasiewicz 2015), about how to judge whether the
post-communist transition is over (Shleifer and Treisman 2004, 2014), and
more broadly about the half-lives of authoritarian regime legacies and the
dynamics of post-authoritarian attitudinal change (Roberts 2004; Bern-
hard and Karakoc 2007).

Moreover, the framework we present in this book could certainly also
be applied to other aspects of post-communist political behavior beyond
attitude formation. For example, elsewhere we have examined the effect of
communist-era legacies on the evaluation of political parties (Pop-Eleches
and Tucker 2011) and on civic participation (Pop-Eleches and Tucker
2013). Natural extensions of our approach here could be to examine par-
ticipation in elections in post-communist countries (Pacek et al. 2009), the

“However, in recent years, a few studies have started to address the attitudinal effects
of historical legacies more systematically (see, e.g., Peisakhin 2015).
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incumbency disadvantage in post-communist countries (Roberts 2008;
Pop-Eleches 2010; Klasnja 2015), and participation in protests (Robertson
2010). More generally, we can think about extending the framework be-
yond legacy effects on attitudes to effects on evaluation and participation
as well.

Finally, we want to highlight the central puzzle that motivates us in
writing this book. As communism collapsed in 1989, the enthusiasm for
democracy in the region seemed as strong and vibrant as anywhere in
human history. The fact that a few short years later a deficit in support
for democracy emerged in the region is an important puzzle to be solved
in its own right. The question of whether communism was successful in
creating “Socialist Man”—a possible solution to this puzzle—also strikes
us as an important question to be answered before we close the books on
the communist experiment in Eurasia and Eastern Europe.

1.8. LAYOUT OF THE BOOK

The remainder of the book is laid out as follows. In Chapter 2, we elabo-
rate further on the Soviet communist project and how it relates to our
living through communism model, as well as why we have chosen to ex-
amine legacy effects in post-communist—as opposed to some other collec-
tion of—countries. In particular, we lay out the specific variables that we
expect—based on the history of communism and how it developed in the
former Soviet Union and Eastern Europe—to have potentially increased
the intensity of the communist message to which citizens were exposed
and the resistance that citizens might have had to that exposure.

In Chapter 3, we turn to questions of data and methodology. We have
chosen to devote a specific chapter to this topic so as not to interrupt the
flow the empirical chapters with repeated methodological discussions that
are important across multiple chapters—as well as to allow readers who
are not interested in these topics to move quickly through the materials—
but also to reflect growing interest in the field of political science in meth-
odological transparency. We divide the chapter into three parts. In the
first part, we introduce in much greater detail the intuition behind our
methodological approach; our hope is that for those not interested in the
details of statistical analysis, this section will suffice to understand why we
are carrying out the analyses we do in the remainder of the book. In the
second part, we provide information regarding the modeling choices we
made in our analyses, our justification for doing so, and a discussion of
some of the consequences of these choices for how we ought to interpret
our findings. The third part describes both the survey data sets we ana-
lyzed and the aggregate-level data we collected to augment these surveys.
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Our hope here is that the section can function almost as a stand-alone
reference section that is easily accessible at any time during the reading
of the book.

In Chapters 4-7, we present our empirical analyses of the determinants
of attitudes toward democracy (Chapter 4), markets (Chapter ), social
welfare (Chapter 6), and gender equality (Chapter 7). Each of these chap-
ters follows a similar pattern with a set of analyses that are consistent
across all four chapters, followed by supplementary analysis that is spe-
cific to each chapter and allows us to examine a specific question of inter-
est in more depth, and in particular to begin exploring the question of the
mechanisms by which exposure may have impacted attitude formation. In
Chapter 8 we revisit findings from all four of these chapters with an eye
toward the temporal evolution of attitudes and an examination of cohort-
level effects. In Chapter 9, we conclude the book by considering our re-
sults in toto, addressing what they suggest both for our understanding of
post-communist politics and for the study of legacy effects more generally.

Before moving on, we close with a few very quick words on terminol-
ogy. One phrase that always comes into question in these types of studies
is what exactly we mean by “post-communist countries.” We are not inter-
ested here in whether terms like “post-communist” or “transition” imply
some unalterable path toward one political outcome or another (Gans-
Morse 2004; Roberts 2004). Instead, we merely use the term descriptively,
as shorthand for identifying the successor states to the former Soviet Union,
the former Yugoslavia, and the East European countries that at one time
or another made up the old communist bloc.*® Similarly, while there have
been different types of “communist” experiences around the globe, we are
referring particularly to the form of communism that took hold in Eastern
Europe and the former Soviet Union. While it would probably be more
accurate to refer to this as “Soviet communism” or “Soviet-style commu-
nism” (and indeed occasionally we do use these terms), for the most part
we will simply use the more efficient “communism” as shorthand for this
particular communist experience. Finally, throughout the book we will
be comparing citizens from post-communist countries with citizens from
countries in the rest of world. While the technically correct way to refer to
these people is as citizens of “non-post-communist countries,” we at times
use the slightly more parsimonious phrase “non-communist” countries to
refer to countries that are not former communist countries.’!

S0Essentially, this latter category is the former members of the Warsaw Pact plus the
former Yugoslav republics.

1 As will be explained in Chapter 3, we exclude China and Vietnam from any compara-
tive analyses.



CHAPTER 2

Living through Communism

LEONID BREZHNEV’S MOTHER COMES TO VISIT HIM. BREZHNEV TAKES HER
TO SEE HIS INCREDIBLE OFFICE AT THE KREMLIN:

BrREZHNEV: Mama, what do you think of my office?

MaMa: It’s nice, Leonid.

HE TAKES HER TO SEE HIS HUGE APARTMENT IN Moscow:

BREZHNEV: Mama, what do you think of my apartment?

MaMa: It’s nice, Leonid.

HE TAKES HER OUT TO HIS PALATIAL DACHA OUTSIDE OF MOSCOW:

BREZHNEV: Mama, what do you think of my dacha?

MaMma: It’s nice, Leonid.

BREZHNEV: Mama, I’ve shown you my incredible office, apartment, and
dacha, and yet you don’t seem excited. Aren’t you proud of me?
Aren’t you impressed with any of these things? What’s the matter?

Mama: They are all nice Leonid, but I’'m worried about what’s going to
happen to you when the communists come to power!

—Soviet joke from the late 1970s!

2.1. INTRODUCTION

In the previous chapter, we laid out two different analytical frameworks
for how to explain the fact that post-communist citizens hold systemati-
cally different social, economic, and political attitudes than people else-
where in the world. The first focused on the fact that post-communist
citizens today are living in a particular set of countries, with particular
pre-communist histories, particular developmental paths during the years
of communist rule, and particular sociodemographic characteristics, eco-
nomic conditions, and political conditions and institutions at the time re-

"Note: We start this and each subsequent chapter with a communist joke on (more or
less) the topic of each chapter. Jokes are not only an important gateway into understanding
life under communism but are also a fascinating—and surprisingly uniform—communist
legacy (Davies 2007).
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spondents were surveyed in the 1990s and 2000s. It is eminently possible
that all we need to take account of in order to explain post-communist
attitudinal divergence is precisely how these different features were related
to the attitudes we examine.

We also introduced an alternative framework, which focuses on the pos-
sibility that these attitudes might in some way be a function of having lived
through Soviet communist rule. Most of our discussion in the previous
chapter of this theoretical approach was pitched at a sufficiently general
level that it could be applied to living through any regime that had ended
and was posited to have had a lasting effect on attitudes in the period of
time following the collapse of that regime. We introduced readers to our
basic hypothesis for testing the living through theory of legacy effects:
more exposure to the regime (i.e., living through more years when that
regime was in power) should be associated with stronger support for at-
titudes that were consistent with regime ideology. Further, we suggested
that not all years of exposure would be equally influential, and not all
individuals would respond to exposure in the same way. As a result, a more
nuanced approach would involve identifying factors that could intensify
the effects of exposure as well as factors that could increase resistance to
that exposure.

Pitched at this level of generality, though, there is nothing about this
argument that is peculiar to living through communist rule. We could just
as easily apply this living through framework to legacy effects from living
through military rule (e.g., suggesting that citizens with more exposure to
a military regime would be more likely to harbor nationalist sentiments,
that this effect would strongest among people who had served in the army,
and that ethnic minorities and those who had studied abroad would be
more likely to resist this message, etc.). We largely kept the introduction of
the argument in Chapter 1 at this level of generality in order to introduce
the basic idea to readers interested in the broader question of attitudinal
legacies before we got into its appropriate implementation in the commu-
nist context.”

The purpose of this chapter, therefore, is to do just that: develop a more
focused living through Soviet communism (hereafter living through com-
munism) model to explain attitudinal divergence among post-communist
citizens. As we have already introduced the four issue areas—attitudes
toward democracy, markets, state-provided social welfare, and gender
equity—in practice this means the focus of this chapter will be to identify

2The one major exception, of course, was Section 1.4, where we introduced the partic-
ular issues that we expected communist exposure to impact; these are of course specific to
communist rule.
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the factors that we expect to intensify or provide resistance to the effects
of living through communism.

We take a two-part approach to doing so. In the second half of this
chapter (Section 2.3), we present and motivate the living through com-
munism intensifying and resistance hypotheses that we test in Chap-
ters 4-7. But first (Section 2.2), we provide some general background on
Soviet communism (hereafter simply “communism”). Of course, a vast
literature has dealt with the subject of communism (e.g., Brzezinski 1989;
Jowitt 1992; Kornai 1992; Verdery 1996; Tismaneanu 2009), so this will
be at best a cursory overview. Our goals, therefore, for this section are
modest and related specifically to the needs of the current book. First and
foremost, we want to provide the necessary context to justify the particu-
lar intensity and resistance hypotheses we will present in Section 2.3. Sec-
ond, we want the book to be accessible to people who know little about
communism or post-communism, so Section 2.2 should also function as
a quick primer for non-area-specialists on communism. Finally, from a
methodological perspective, we want to take this opportunity to explain
why exactly we are focusing on post-communist countries as opposed to,
for example, more generally post-authoritarian countries, or, more specif-
ically, Eastern European countries or former Soviet republics. While these
three goals could ostensibly be pursued separately, in practice the mate-
rial that each section would need to cover would overlap to such an ex-
tent that it makes more sense to just address all three simultaneously.
Accordingly, we structure Section 2.2 around the theme of “why study
post-communism?” but spill more ink on the topics of “institutional simi-
larities” and “pre-communist divergence” than would be necessary with-
out these other goals in mind.

2.2. WHY STUDY POST-COMMUNISM?

Post-communism is not the only analytically useful category for under-
standing the countries of the former Soviet bloc. We could move down the
ladder of generality (e.g., by further subdividing ex-communist countries
as a function of their pre-communist or communist developmental tra-
jectories) or up the ladder (e.g., by analyzing transition countries as part
of even broader categories such as post-totalitarian or post-authoritarian
regimes). What, then, are our reasons for studying post-communism?
Aside from the intrinsic interest of understanding the legacy of what was
arguably the largest-scale social and political experiment of the 20th cen-
tury, studying political behavior in the former communist countries of
Eastern Europe and Eurasia has a number of theoretical justifications and
presents certain methodological advantages over studying the legacies of
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other types of political regimes or economic systems. These advantages
include: (1) significant differences in pre-communist economic, political,
and cultural legacies, which help disentangle communist legacies from
alternative explanations; (2) a distinctive set of shared political and eco-
nomic institutions, which set ex-communist countries apart from other
post-authoritarian and developing countries; (3) a fairly high degree of
exogeneity in both the rise and the fall of communism for most of the
Soviet bloc countries; (4) an uninterrupted exposure to communist rule
ranging from around 45 years for most of Eastern Europe to 70 years for
the interwar Soviet republics (i.e., a strong treatment effect); (5) signifi-
cant divergence in the economic and political trajectories after the fall of
communism; and (6) several instances of significant within-country varia-
tion in the exposure to communism (specifically, Germany, Ukraine, and
Belarus). In the remainder of this section, we address each of these in turn.

2.2.1. Pre-communist Differences

Of great advantage to our analytical effort is the fact that the post-
communist countries entered into their periods of communist rule from a
remarkably diverse set of prior conditions. Such diversity presents two dis-
tinctive analytical advantages for our efforts to assess the attitudinal and
behavioral legacies of communism. First, this heterogeneity should make
it easier to distinguish the legacy of communism from other competing
explanations of political attitudes and behavior, such as accounts based on
socioeconomic development, prior institutional legacies, or cultural fac-
tors. Second, the large “within-bloc” variation along many key drivers of
attitudes and behavior means that our empirical setup represents a hard
test of the systemic legacy of communism. To the extent that—despite
their important differences—ex-communist countries exhibit significant
commonalities in attitudinal patterns and significant differences com-
pared to non-communist countries, we can be even more confident that
communism played an important causal role in explaining these distinc-
tive patterns than if such patterns were observed among countries that
shared more similar developmental and political histories.>

The countries of the former Soviet bloc entered their communist periods
with significant variations in socioeconomic development, political his-
tory, and cultural and religious backgrounds. This ranged from countries
with remarkably high levels of socioeconomic development, literacy, and

3This is not to say that there is not attitudinal variation across different post-communist
countries—see Figures 4.1, 5.1, 6.1, and 7.1 for more details. At the same time, addressing
this within post-communist variation plays a major role in the research design, i.e., the
country-level resistance and intensifying hypotheses.
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even experiences with democracy in countries like Poland and Czecho-
slovakia, to areas in the Balkans, the Caucasus, and Central Asia where
most of the population was illiterate and reliant on subsistence agriculture
before the advent of communism. In addition, Eastern European and Eur-
asian communism took root in a part of the world with a wide degree of
cultural and religious variation that included Catholics, Protestants, East-
ern Orthodox, and Muslims. We consider each of these factors in turn.

Perhaps the most significant distinction across the pre-communist land-
scape was socioeconomic development. Some of the communist countries—
especially those that had previously been part of the Prussian or Habsburg
empires such as Czechoslovakia and East Germany—had reached pre-
communist income, education, and industrialization levels that were on
par with much of Western Europe and superior to southern Europe and
most of the rest of the world (Gaidar 2012; Maddison 2009). In other
areas—especially in Central Asia and parts of the Caucasus and the Bal-
kans—most people relied on subsistence agriculture at the time when the
communists took over. Moreover, literacy rates varied greatly across the
region. As Darden and Grzymata-Busse (2006: 113) document, in Central
and Eastern Europe numerous countries (including Czechoslovakia, Esto-
nia, Hungary, Latvia, and Slovenia) had literacy rates above 90% at the
onset of the communist era. In contrast, Albania, Azerbaijan, and all five
of the Central Asian republics had literacy rates below 20%.

These countries had also traveled very different political paths on their
way to communism. Most significantly, while most of the Central and
Eastern European post-communist states were independent countries at
the onset of communist rule, most of the former Soviet republics were
part of the Russian empire. The only exceptions were Estonia, Latvia, and
Lithuania, which were independent, and Moldova, which was part of Ro-
mania in the interwar period. Moreover, prior to WWI, some of the now
post-communist countries were part of the Russian empire, others the
Habsburg or Prussian empires, and still others the Ottoman empire. In
addition, while a few Eastern European countries—especially Czechoslo-
vakia and to a lesser extent Poland and the Baltic republics—had expe-
rienced reasonably democratic elections and governance in the interwar
period, most of the former Soviet republics and Albania had practically
no usable democratic past prior to entering communism.

Culturally, the former Soviet bloc included a broad mix of ethnicities,
religions, and cultural traditions. This included the predominantly Mus-
lim and partially nomadic populations of Central Asia, the predominantly
Eastern Orthodox countries found in both the former Soviet Union and
the Balkans,* and the countries of East-Central Europe with their long

4This includes Russia, Ukraine, Belarus, Armenia, Georgia, Moldova from the former
Soviet Union and Bulgaria, Romania, Serbia, and Macedonia from East-Central Europe.
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Western Christian traditions, including both majority Protestant and
Catholic countries.’ In addition to the range of religious traditions, there
was also a great deal of variation in the degree of ethnic heterogeneity
across these countries, ranging from the volatile ethnic mosaics of Yugo-
slavia to the relative ethnic homogeneity of Hungary or Estonia.

While some of these differences were subsequently modified by commu-
nist developmental and redistributive efforts, by 1989 the countries of the
Soviet bloc still differed along a significant range of socioeconomic, political,
and cultural dimensions, and these differences are strongly correlated with
post-communist political trajectories (Bunce 1999; Janos 2000; Horowitz
2003; Kitschelt 2003; Pop-Eleches 2007). Thus, it was arguably no coinci-
dence that Czechoslovakia, Hungary, and Poland, some of the countries with
the region’s highest levels of pre-communist socioeconomic development,
not only experienced some of the largest anti-communist protest movements
before 1989 (Ekiert 1996; Janos 2000) but also subsequently emerged as
the region’s liberal democratic frontrunners in the 1990s. Moreover, even
in areas where communist development effectively erased pre-communist
differences—especially in terms of education—it has been argued that post-
communist political behavior seems to be shaped to a significant extent by
pre-communist developmental patterns (Darden and Grzymata-Busse 2006).

2.2.2. Institutional Similarities

Having touched on important sources of differences in the pre-communist
world, we now turn to the task of identifying institutional features that
were similar across communist regimes. Indeed, it is these institutional
similarities—combined with the fact that the regimes consciously self-
identified as communist—that even allow us to speak of a communist
regime “type,” and, consequently, to discuss the possibility of a predicted
consistent effect from living through communism. Determining whether
these similarities were a direct result of communist ideology or more a
function of the powerful influence of the Soviet Union as both an insti-
tutional model and an (implicit or explicit) enforcer of communism in
the region is beyond the purview of our current project, but clearly the
Eastern European and Eurasian communist countries shared several cru-
cial economic and political institutional features that set them apart from
many developmentally comparable countries. We focus here on five such
similarities: (1) de facto one-party regimes,® led by a Marxist-Leninist

5 As the joke goes: Poland, Ireland, and the Vatican are the three most Catholic countries
in the world, in that order.

°A few countries, such as East Germany and Poland, nominally allowed the existence
of multiple parties, but such parties were expected to—and almost always did—toe the offi-
cial party line.
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political party whose organization was closely intertwined—and often
fused—with the state apparatus; (2) greater penetration of all levels of
society by communist regimes compared to other authoritarian regimes;
(3) the central role of the state in the economy; (4) a comparatively stron-
ger emphasis on the development of industry, which in turn led to ur-
banization drives and a rapid expansion of primary and secondary and
technical post-secondary education; and (5) societies that were decidedly
more equal in terms of the relative distribution of wealth than most other
societies (Haggard and Kaufman 2008). In the remainder of this section,
we expand on each of these similarities in turn.

First—and perhaps most clearly—all the communist regimes were ei-
ther de jure (or at least de facto) one-party regimes, led by a Marxist-
Leninist political party whose organization was closely intertwined—and
often fused—with the state apparatus. The prominent role of the Com-
munist Party in communist regimes differed from the patterns of postwar
authoritarian regimes in other regions, such as military regimes in Latin
America (and parts of sub-Saharan Africa), monarchies (in the Middle
East), or regimes with partially free multiparty competition (in parts of
Latin America and Asia). While one-party regimes were not limited to
the communist bloc, with a few notable exceptions’ the non-communist
one-party regimes were much less institutionalized (and were often not
much more than the personal vehicles of authoritarian leaders).® More-
over, while cultural transformation was often subordinated to system-
building priorities (Jowitt 1992: 82-83) and the role and nature of ideol-
ogy varied across both time and space among the countries of the Soviet
bloc, the propaganda efforts to reshape individuals and society along
ideological lines (Ebon 1987; Hoffman 2011), and the central role of the
party in these efforts, were much more prominent in communist regimes
than in the non-communist world (democratic and authoritarian alike).
Therefore, we should expect the legacy of the once dominant Communist
Party and its ideology to affect both the institutional landscape of post-
communist politics and the individual values and attitudes of individuals
in ex-communist countries.

A second feature, driven to a great extent by the combination of insti-
tutionalization and ideological aspiration discussed above, was the much
greater penetration of all levels of society by communist regimes compared
to other authoritarian regimes. Even beyond the infamous mass “reeduca-

7Probably the most prominent exception is the KMT in Taiwan—a highly institutional-
ized political party that allowed very little political competition until the 1980s.

8This is true even of many of the pseudo-Marxist regimes sponsored by the Soviet
Union in parts of the developing world (e.g., Angola, Tanzania, Yemen) as part of the Cold
War ideological and military rivalry with the United States.
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tion” campaigns and purges of Stalinism, the deep penetration of society
by extensive networks of secret police agents and informers led to an un-
precedented degree of state control over the daily lives (and thoughts) of
individuals.” The effects of these surveillance and indoctrination efforts
were exacerbated by the simultaneous repression and cooptation of most
civil society organizations by communist regimes. Thus, churches were ei-
ther subordinated to the political agenda of the regimes—and often in-
filtrated by secret police informers up to the highest levels—or severely
limited in their activities and in some instances completely outlawed.!?
Meanwhile other intermediary organizations—such as labor unions, youth
organizations, sports clubs, and cultural groups—were allowed to operate
and often received generous state support but were subjected to tight ideo-
logical controls by the state and therefore did not provide opportunities
for independent civic interactions. By contrast, most other authoritarian re-
gimes were usually content to ward off political challenges, and while such
concerns sometimes resulted in violent campaigns against certain parts of
civil society—as in the case of unions in many Latin American military
regimes—they nevertheless left more space in other parts of public life.

A third important feature that sets communist countries apart from
the non-communist world is the central role of the state in the economy.
While extensive state intervention in the economy (including in some
cases prominent roles for state-owned enterprises in many key sectors)
also featured prominently in some Western European democracies and in
the import-substituting industrialization (ISI) models prevalent in many
developing countries until the early 1980s, communist countries neverthe-
less stood out in their systematic suppression of private enterprise and in
their heavy reliance on central planning, which produced a very different
economic logic and a series of typically communist pathologies (Kornai
1992). Again, important variations in the scope and nature of the state’s
economic control existed within the Soviet bloc,!" and in the 1980s there
were significant differences in the extent to which communist governments

°Of course the aggressiveness and effectiveness of such efforts varied widely across time,
space, and sector ( Jowitt 1992), arguably peaking during the Great Terror of the 1930s in the
Soviet Union and in the first postwar decade in Eastern Europe. While we will analyze
the implications of such intra-regional variation throughout the book, for the purpose of
the present discussion what matters is that (with the partial exception of the late Gorbachev
years) communist regimes never abandoned this basic model of societal control.

WHowever—as we will discuss in the final section of this chapter—this varied across
countries and religious denominations and even within the same denomination and country
(Wittenberg 2006; Nalepa and Pop-Eleches 2015).

'The most prominent outlier was Yugoslavia’s “socialist self-management,” where en-
terprises were technically owned and controlled by workers’ councils (albeit with a great
degree of interference from the party).
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embraced Gorbachev’s limited economic reform efforts. But despite such dif-
ferences, as late as 1989 the share of the private sector in overall economic
output varied surprisingly little in most of communist Eastern Europe and
Eurasia, largely ranging from about 5% in most Soviet republics, Czecho-
slovakia, and Albania to 15% in most of the Yugoslav republics (EBRD
2008).12

Fourth, driven by both ideological commitment to promote the indus-
trial proletariat and by the demands of military competition with the West,
the communist economies also differed from both advanced industrialized
countries and even other late developers in the nature of their economic
development and modernization strategies. In particular, communist coun-
tries stood out in their emphasis on industry, and especially energy-intensive
heavy industry (at the expense of both agriculture and services) and in
their relative neglect of consumer goods, whose variety and quality lagged
far behind the sometimes impressive achievements in producer goods and
military technology. Politically, these imbalances, combined with the wide-
spread shortages of even basic goods, inevitably invited invidious compari-
sons to Western Europe and helped undermine the legitimacy of communist
regimes (Janos 2000).

But beyond its immediate impact on living standards and regime le-
gitimacy, the particular nature of communist economic development led to
modernization strategies that produced peculiarly communist demographic
patterns. On the one hand, the rush to promote industrialization pushed
communist regimes to promote a rapid expansion of primary and second-
ary and technical post-secondary education, as well as—less successfully—
urbanization. On the other hand, the ideological bent and the often nar-
rowly technical nature of communist education, combined with the tight
restrictions imposed on individual entrepreneurship, arguably put many
Eastern Europeans in a difficult position in the post-communist period,
where in the emerging market economies of the 1990s there was much less
demand for their particular education and job skills. Similarly, many of the
“one-factory” industrial towns promoted by communist central planners
were highly vulnerable once the communist system of price controls and
subsidies was dismantled, and indeed many of these towns suffered dev-
astating drops in employment after the fall of communism, often leaving
residents few options but to try to migrate, either internally—sometimes
to the countryside in a remarkable trend of de-urbanization—or abroad.
Thus, communism left behind a demographic landscape characterized by
very specific opportunities and vulnerabilities, which differed from the so-

2The only partial outlier was Poland, where the private sector in 1989 accounted for
30% of the economy, largely because of the failure of large-scale collectivization of agriculture.
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cial footprint of alternative development models and could be expected
to shape the longer-term attitudes and behavior of its subjects in the post-
communist period.

Fifth, true to its ideological aspirations of promoting social and eco-
nomic equality among its citizens, communist regimes left behind more
equal societies and more expansive welfare states than their non-communist
counterparts. Thus, judging by a series of statistical measures, ranging from
Gini coefficients of income inequality to access to education and health
care, communist countries outperformed non-communist countries with
similar levels of economic development. Rather than engaging in the de-
bates over the extent to which these achievements justify the high human
costs at which they were achieved, our focus here is on how they are likely
to affect post-communist attitudes and behavior. A few points are worth
noting: first, given that the transition to capitalism brought significant—
though highly variable—increases in inequality to the former Soviet bloc
countries, one would expect that in countries and periods of time with rap-
idly increasing inequality, citizens—and particularly transitional losers—
would become much more receptive to the egalitarian rhetoric of commu-
nist parties (and some of their post-communist successors). Along similar
lines, the legacy of generous communist-era welfare benefits created strong
popular expectations about the state’s responsibilities for caring for its
citizens. The combination of economic liberalization and deep recessions
in the early transition years resulted in a significant reduction of welfare
benefits in many countries and created very difficult choices for politicians
caught between demands for fiscal restraint (in the context of inflationary
pressures) and the difficulty of scaling back preexisting social entitlement
programs (Haggard and Kaufman 2008). This tension, which was to a
great extent an institutional legacy of communism, may have played an
important role in driving the chronic discontent of Eastern European citi-
zens with post-communist political leaders. Finally, many welfare benefits
under communism—including child care and public housing—were chan-
neled through state-owned enterprises. This peculiarity of the communist
welfare state arguably made it more difficult to disentangle welfare state
reform from other aspects of economic reform.

Furthermore, the emphasis on egalitarianism extended—at least on a
rhetorical level—beyond economic inequality to a commitment to gender
and ethnic equality (Lapidus 1978; Slezkine 1994). While there was much
more variation in the extent to which this rhetoric was matched by prac-
tice than in the case of single-party rule, economic redistribution, and the
state provision of social welfare, the advent of communist rule brought
with it an unprecedented—at least for these countries—entry of women
into the workplace, access to abortion, and an end to legal discrimination
against ethnic minorities (Lapidus 1978; Kligman 1998; Gal and Kligman
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2000). It is worth noting, though, that this was never really accompanied
by any commensurate effort in the area of gay rights (O’Dwyer 2012),
often included in scales of social progressivism in comparative studies.

2.2.3. Exogeneity in the Rise and the Fall of Communism

A serious—and potentially intractable—challenge for studying the impact
of political and economic regimes on subsequent attitudes and behavior is
the possibility of reverse causation due to the endogeneity of political re-
gimes. Thus, it is reasonable to argue that the emergence of certain types of
economic and political regimes may be the consequence of prior economic
and political attitudes among a country’s citizens. For example, if citizens
strongly value crucial aspects of democratic regimes, and if they are suf-
ficiently organized and mobilized to act on these beliefs, then we would
expect their countries to be more likely to democratize and/or less likely
to revert to authoritarianism. To the extent that such values and behav-
ioral proclivities are relatively stable over time, then any correspondence
between current attitudes and recent regime characteristics may simply
be the product of spurious correlation rather than evidence of regime
legacies.

From this perspective, studying the effects of communism also has sig-
nificant advantages because, for many of the countries of the former So-
viet bloc, both the rise and the fall of communism was much more exog-
enous than for many other authoritarian regimes elsewhere around the
world. Among the former Soviet republics, Russia was arguably the only
one where communism arose endogenously, whereas in the other repub-
lics of the former Russian empire it was imposed as a result of the Red
victory in the Russian civil war of 1917-21.% For the three Baltic states
and Moldova, the incorporation into the Soviet Union and the imposition
of communism were initially the direct result of the Ribbentrop-Molotov
Pact between Nazi Germany and Soviet Russia, and later of the ability of
Soviet troops to reconquer these territories following the German invasion
of 1941. For the Eastern European satellite states, the rise of communism
was indelibly tied to the presence of Soviet troops in most countries in the
region in the aftermath of World War II, and this de facto power balance
on the ground was sanctioned by the agreements of the Yalta Conference
in early 1945, in which Churchill and Roosevelt agreed to Stalin’s de-
mands for control over Eastern Europe. Therefore, except for Albania and

3Even in Russia, much of the evidence suggests that the rise of communism was in
many ways the product of a series of historical accidents rather than the inevitable conclu-
sion of the type of historical forces that Marx had expected would lead to the victory of
communism.
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Yugoslavia,'* and to some extent Czechoslovakia,' the rise to power of
communist regimes in Eastern Europe was also largely exogenous, in the
sense that it was driven by great power politics and the presence of Soviet
troops rather than the economic and political preferences of the majority
of citizens from the region.

The surprising collapse of Eastern European and Eurasian communism
in 1989-91 was also more exogenous than the collapse of most other
authoritarian regimes, and once again for reasons closely tied to the ac-
tual or threatened use of force by the Soviet army to uphold communist
rule throughout the region. Here again, we need to distinguish between
the events in the Soviet Union and those in its Eastern European satellite
states. The timing of the collapse of communist regimes in Eastern Europe
was arguably to a large extent the result of Gorbachev’s abandonment in
late 1988 of the Brezhnev Doctrine, which signaled that the Soviet Union
would no longer use force or the threat of force (as in Hungary in 1956,
in Czechoslovakia in 1968, and in Poland in 1981) to reverse political
reforms in its Eastern European satellites. Following this crucial exter-
nal signal the communist regimes of the Warsaw Pact countries collapsed
with remarkable speed over the course of a single year, starting with the
Polish Roundtable in the early spring of 1989 and ending with the fall
of the Ceausescu regime in Romania in December 1989. While the col-
lapse of these regimes obviously had important domestic roots, including
an erosion of political legitimacy and a range of economic difficulties in
the 1980s, the timing of these events cannot be explained by domestic
factors alone. Many of these problems had existed for years before 1989
without producing regime change. Furthermore, change happened almost
simultaneously in countries whose recent communist experience had been
as diverse as Hungary’s relatively benign and prosperous “goulash com-
munism” and the nightmare of Romania’s neo-Stalinist Ceausescu dicta-
torship. While it is true that Poland and Hungary were at the forefront of
these changes, and that their earlier timing was hardly accidental,'® what

4In both cases the communists took over as a result of anti-fascist military campaigns
with genuine popular backing and minimal Soviet military involvement in 1944-45. As
a result, the Soviet Union also had less of an influence on the subsequent development of
communism in these countries (in particular in Yugoslavia after 1948 and in Albania after
1956).

5In Czechoslovakia, the Communist Party won the largest vote share in the reasonably
free and fair 1946 elections, riding a wave of anti-fascist sentiment. Nevertheless, their vote
share was still only around 38%, and their subsequent rise to absolute power was less the
result of an increase in popular support than aggressive tactics on the part of the Czech
communists to marginalize their non-communist coalition partners and to suppress the
resulting dissent.

1*We thank Milada Vachudova for this point and for her many other useful comments
on the first draft of this chapter.
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matters most for the purposes of our analysis is that over the course of
about a year most Eastern European countries transitioned from commu-
nism to post-communism irrespective of their differences in pre-communist
and communist trajectories.'”

In the Soviet republics, the fall of communism was intertwined with
the complicated and chaotic dissolution of the Soviet Union. Thus, techni-
cally, the transition to multipartyism was driven by Gorbachev’s change
in March 1990 of Article 6 of the Soviet Constitution, which effectively
ended the political power monopoly of the Communist Party and paved
the way for competitive elections later that year. The outcomes of these
elections differed quite dramatically—with anti-communist popular fronts
doing much better in the Baltics, Georgia, and Moldova than in the Central
Asian republics—and arguably reflected different popular evaluations of
the legitimacy of the communist regime. Nonetheless, Gorbachev’s refusal
to recognize the independence declarations of the Baltic republics, and
the repeated violent interventions of Soviet troops against independence
movements in the Soviet republics (e.g., Azerbaijan in January 1990, Lith-
uania in March 1990 and January 1991, etc.) suggest that the ultimate fate
of communism in the region was once again decided by events in Moscow
to a greater extent than by the preferences of Soviet citizens. While it is
unclear for how long the Soviet Union could have been held together by
force after the fall of Eastern European communism and the rapid rise of
nationalist popular mobilization (Beissinger 2002), it seems very likely
that the political trajectories of most former Soviet republics would have
looked very different in the 1990s had the August 1991 hardline coup
been successful or had the power struggle between Yeltsin and Gorbachev
been won by the latter. As things turned out, the failure of the coup and
Yeltsin’s assertion of Russian independence effectively sealed the fate of
Soviet communism and led to the emergence of fifteen newly independent
countries in the fall of 1991. While the trajectories of these countries di-
verged quite dramatically over the following years, what matters for the
current discussion is that all of them abandoned communism at roughly
the same time,'* and—with the partial exception of Russia—for reasons
that were largely independent of the political attitudes of their citizens.

7The fall of communism in the two non-Warsaw Pact communist countries of Eastern
Europe was slightly different: in Albania, where communism had survived under conditions
of almost complete international isolation for most of the 1980s, the transition to multi-
partyism did not start until December 1990. Meanwhile, in Yugoslavia the timing of the
transition to multiparty competition was quite similar to the rest of Eastern Europe but was
driven primarily by ethnic rifts between Serbian, Croatian, and Slovenian factions within
the League of Communists of Yugoslavia at the 14th Congress in January 1990.

8The high continuity of communist personnel and political repression in many of the
former Soviet republics (especially in Central Asia) raises important questions about the
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2.2.4. Regime Longevity

The communist regimes of Eastern Europe and Eurasia also stand out—at
least in comparison to most 20th-century authoritarian regimes—in their
remarkable longevity, ranging from roughly 45 years in Eastern Europe
to over 70 years for the pre-WWII Soviet republics. Combined with their
previously discussed ambitious efforts to revolutionize the societies and
individuals over which they ruled, this longevity arguably gave commu-
nist regimes a unique scope for affecting the political attitudes and behav-
ior of Eastern European citizens. Therefore, the communists had greater
opportunities to root out or at least marginalize prior formal and infor-
mal institutions. While these efforts were only partially successful, they
nevertheless had more profound consequences than similar efforts by
other authoritarian and totalitarian regimes. Thus, even though the Nazi
and fascist regimes arguably had similarly radical—though differently
conceived—societal transformation ambitions, their execution was cut
short by the defeat of the Axis countries in World War II, which capped
the length of the fascist experiment at just over two decades in the case
of Ttaly, and at less than 15 years for the other comparable regimes."
Regime duration matters not only for the extent of institutional trans-
formation, but also for the processes through which individual citizens
are politically socialized. For shorter-lived authoritarian regimes, such as
interwar fascist regimes or postwar Latin American military dictatorships,
large proportions of the adult population of the country still had distinc-
tive personal political memories of the preceding regimes by the time
the authoritarian regimes collapsed. By contrast, even assuming that a
10-year-old could form political memories that would survive over 70 years
of turmoil and repression, in the interwar Soviet republics such memories
would have been limited to persons in their 80s and older, while in the
Eastern European satellite states the corresponding age cutoff would have
been around 55-60 years. Even if we allow for intergenerational transmis-
sion of political memories (see Darden and Grzymata-Busse 2006; Lupu
and Peisakhin 2016) the much greater longevity of communist regimes

extent to which 1991 really represented genuine regime change (for much more detail, see
Jones Luong 2002). Nonetheless, the marginalization of the role of communist parties and
communist ideology in the new regimes, combined with the albeit gradual and uneven aban-
donment of central planning, suggest that even the most notoriously authoritarian of the
former Soviet republics (especially Uzbekistan and Turkmenistan) represent new breeds of au-
thoritarian regimes rather than continuations of Soviet communism.

YTechnically the authoritarian Spanish and Portuguese regimes that were installed prior
to WWII lasted over three decades, but the extent to which they can be accurately character-
ized as fascist in the post-WWII years is debatable, especially given the broad international
disavowal of fascism in the decades that followed WWII.
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effectively meant that the average resident of an interwar Soviet republic
was two generations further removed from the pre-communist past than a
German citizen would have been from the pre-fascist past in 1945.

In addition to allowing us to test the individual-level effects of a much
larger “dose” of authoritarian/totalitarian rule, the communist social ex-
periment provides us with two additional analytical advantages. First, it
provides dramatic within-country individual-level variation in the extent
to which citizens were exposed to communism, ranging from people who
had been born and lived for 70 years under a communist regime, to oth-
ers who were born just as communism collapsed and thus had no direct
personal experience with the system. Second, the coexistence among the
post-communist transition countries—and sometimes even in the same
country (see below)—of regions that had experienced 45 versus 70 years
of communism means that we can systematically test the effects of au-
thoritarian/totalitarian regime duration on a scale that would not be pos-
sible elsewhere in the world.

2.2.5. Post-communist Divergence

To the extent that political attitudes are shaped by a combination of an
individual’s personal experience of the political sphere, then, with the par-
tial exception of the few months immediately following the collapse of
communism, we should expect that any survey-based evidence of post-
communist exceptionalism would reflect not only the influence of com-
munism, but also that of the post-communist transition. To the extent that
the nature of this transition was both highly uniform across ex-communist
countries and very different from the experience of non-communist coun-
tries during the same period, this fact would raise important doubts about
our ability to draw inferences regarding the direct individual-level effects
of communism as opposed to indirect effects via economic and institu-
tional legacies. These concerns are particularly salient given the shared—
and significant—challenges facing ex-communist countries in their tran-
sition away from one-party states and command economies (Orenstein
2001). Moreover, these challenges resulted in high political uncertainty,
and significant economic and social costs, which were on average much
more severe than those inflicted by the economic and political reform ef-
forts undertaken during the same time period in other parts of the devel-
oping world.

While in our statistical tests we will try to address this issue in a num-
ber of ways—including through the use of survey data from the very early
transition period and by controlling for indicators of well-established dif-
ferences in economic and political performance—the task is simplified by
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the fact that following the collapse of communism the former commu-
nist countries experienced very different economic and political trajec-
tories (Stark and Bruszt 1998; Hellman 1998; Fish 1997; Janos 2000;
Frye 2002; Bunce 2003; Ekiert et al. 2007; Pop-Eleches 2007; Stoner
and McFaul 2013). While even a brief inventory of these differences is
beyond the scope of the present discussion, it is worth noting that after
1990 some countries (such as Poland) underwent rapid economic and
political reforms in an effort to emulate Western markets and democratic
institutions; others (such as Romania and Slovakia) underwent similar
transformations, but over a longer period and via lengthy detours of eco-
nomic and political populism; while others still (such as Uzbekistan and
Turkmenistan) went in an entirely different economic and political direc-
tion altogether. At the same time, the socioeconomic and political outputs
of the last two decades have varied widely across almost all politically
salient performance indicators, ranging from economic output, mon-
etary stability, unemployment, inequality, and life expectancy to crimi-
nality, governance, and state capacity (Svejnar 2000; Frye 2002, 2010).
Finally, the international context of these domestic transformations has
also varied dramatically, with some countries benefitting from the pow-
erful incentives of European integration (Vachudova 2005; Schimmelf-
ennig and Sedelmeier 2005; Schimmelfennig 2007), while others were
affected by regional conflicts such as the Afghan war or the dissolution of
Yugoslavia.

This significant post-communist divergence means that to the extent
that substantial ex-communist attitudinal commonalities persist beyond
the early transition years, such evidence would significantly strengthen our
confidence in the causal impact of the communist experience on citizen
politics. Moreover, this diversity provides us with greater analytical lever-
age for understanding how the relatively uniform experience of commu-
nism interacts with the sharply contrasting post-communist developments
to produce particular attitudinal configurations.

2.2.6. Within-Country Variation

The dramatic reconfiguration of Eastern European borders in the after-
math of World War II provides us with an additional analytical tool for
studying the impact of communism on subsequent economic and politi-
cal behavior: the existence of significant within-country variations in the
length of communist exposure for several of the post-communist countries.
Such subnational variation has become an increasingly popular alternative
in comparative politics for dealing with the potential shortfalls of cross-
country comparisons, which may be more prone to omitted variable bias.
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In the post-communist context, the most visible instance of such a “nat-
ural experiment”—though there was very little that was natural about
it—was the partition and subsequent reunification of Germany, which
meant that by the 1990s East Germans differed from their West German
compatriots through their experience of 45 years of communist rule but
shared not only a common language, culture, and history, but also—
increasingly—similar economic and political institutions. Therefore, a
number of studies have used comparative survey data from East and West
Germany to study the impact of communism while minimizing the risk
of omitted variable bias (see Alesina and Fuchs-Schiindeln 2007; Dalton
1994; Neundorf 2009). Other instances of such analytically valuable bor-
der changes also occurred in several former Soviet republics, which in-
clude territories that belonged to the Soviet Union in the interwar period
along with more recent territorial acquisitions during and after World
War II. The most prominent such division is between eastern and western
Ukraine, which has produced a deep and durable political cleavage,? but
similar differences exist between Eastern and Western Belarus, between
Transnistria and the rest of Moldova, and between Kaliningrad and the
rest of Russia.

While such subnational comparisons are important complements to
cross-national survey analyses, and will be employed in all our empirical
chapters, we do not claim that the former are necessarily methodologically
preferable to the latter. Even though, as mentioned, subnational compari-
sons help reduce the omitted variable concerns that usually plague even
many well-specified cross-country statistical comparisons, they do not elim-
inate them entirely. To take the German example, East Germans do not
differ from West Germans just in their experience of communism and in
potentially observable variables such as income, but prior to the unifica-
tion of Germany in 1871, most of what eventually became East Germany
was part of Prussia, a state with a very different political history and cul-
ture than many of the states that eventually became part of West Ger-
many, such as Bavaria or Saarland. Moreover, comparisons focused on
subnational variation in a single country run into potentially serious ex-
ternal validity limitations: even if it turns out that East Germans prefer
larger welfare states or hold different democratic values than their West
German counterparts, it is unclear whether one would be justified in con-
cluding that communism had similar effects elsewhere in Eastern Europe
and the former Soviet Union. For example, East Germans had a reputa-
tion for being much more ideologically committed to communism in the

208ee, e.g., Arel (1995); Craumer and Klem (1999); Birch (2000); Kubicek (2000); Bar-
rington (2002); Katchanovski (2006); Darden and Grzymata-Busse (2006); Kulyk (2011);
and Peisakhin (2015).
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late 1980s than their Eastern European neighbors, which suggests that
they may have experienced and processed communism differently than
their communist comrades elsewhere in Eastern Europe.?!

2.3. LIVING THROUGH COMMUNISM: INTENSITY
AND RESISTANCE HYPOTHESES

Having laid out the rationale behind our decision to examine the effect
of legacies on attitudes in post-communist countries (as opposed to other
collections of countries) as well as highlighting a number of distinctive
features of the experience of communist rule, in this section we now turn
to the task of identifying the appropriate intensifying and resistance hy-
potheses for living through communism. While a few of these will draw
on more general arguments that could be applied to legacy models of liv-
ing through other types of regimes, most are drawn from a logic related
specifically to features of communist rule discussed earlier in this chapter.
As a reminder, our four basic hypotheses—that is, the ones modified by
the intensity and resistance hypotheses and explained in detail in the pre-
vious chapter in Section 1.4—are that the longer an individual is exposed
to communist rule, (a) the less likely an individual will be to support
democracy,? (b) the less likely an individual will be to support markets,
(c) the more likely an individual will be to believe the state should pro-
vide social welfare, and (d) the more likely an individual will be to have
views in line with gender equality.

In the remainder of this section, we proceed systematically through
the different factors we believe could intensify the effect of exposure and
then those that could provide resistance against the effect of exposure to

210ther examples include the trauma of living in a divided city (Berlin), the greater sa-
lience of the Western consumption model through the proximity of West Germany, the par-
ticular patterns of communist-era economic transfers (marked by significant outflows in the
1950s but balanced by significant Soviet subsidies later on), etc.

2Qur prediction regarding support for democracy is intended to be in general as a form
of government, and not the performance of democracy in one’s own country. While it is of
course impossible to rule out the fact that evaluations of the latter affect attitudes regard-
ing the former, these are distinctly different concepts that can be measured with different
questions (Evans and Whitefield 1995; Torcal and Montero 2006; Neundorf 2010). To be
clear, it is not the case that we think the basic legacies framework we have advanced in
this manuscript cannot be used to measure evaluation questions such as how an individual
views the performance of democracy in her country. Indeed, we have previously published
work applying our general framework to the question of evaluating political parties (Pop-
Eleches and Tucker 2011) and intend to pursue this topic again in the future. However, the
purpose of this current book is to look solely at the underlying attitudes associated with
fundamental tenets of Soviet-style communism, and for this reason we concentrate here on
attitudes toward democracy generally.
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communism.? Before doing so, a few additional words of explanation are
in order. First, the method for testing the effect of these intensifying and
resistance factors will be addressed in much more detail in the following
chapter, but the basic idea is that we will initially test the effect of years
of exposure directly, and then test the level of support for our intensity
and resistance predictions by interacting these factors with years of expo-
sure and seeing if the interactive effect is in the expected direction.?* Sec-
ond, it is important to note as well that both factors work independently
of one another: factors that intensify the effect of a year of exposure to
communism are expected to do so independent of the level of resistance
of any given individual; factors that increase resistance are expected to
do so independent of the intensity of exposure.? Finally, we need to re-
iterate that we expect factors that can intensify the effect of exposure to
communism could vary at the country level or at the individual level; the
same holds for factors that affect resistance to communist exposure. Thus
the remainder of the section is divided into four parts: country-level fac-
tors that are predicted to intensify the effect of exposure to communism;
individual-level factors that are predicted to intensify the effect of expo-
sure to communism; country-level factors that are predicted to increase
resistance to the effect of exposure to communism socialization, and fi-
nally individual-level factors that are predicted to increase resistance.?

2To reiterate a point made in the first chapter, intensifying factors and resistance fac-
tors are not just two sides of the same coin. Returning to the sunburn analogy, anyone can
put on suntan lotion, regardless of whether they are out in a part of the world where the
ozone layer provides more or less protection from the sun. Thus you could experience high
resistance in an area where you are getting intense exposure or low resistance in an area
with intense exposure; the same holds for weak exposure. Thus our intensity and resistance
variables are meant to tap into distinct effects on how additional temporal exposure to com-
munism (i.e., more years living under communism) affects one’s attitudes.

24The one exception here concerns type of communism (e.g., Stalinist vs. reformist)
and age of exposure, which we analyze by decomposing years of exposure into its relevant
constituent parts, i.e., we include years of childhood exposure and years of adult exposure
as separate variables. See Chapter 3 for more details, especially Sections 3.3.3 and 3.3.4.

ZPut another way, we are not attempting to model a triple interaction effect between
exposure, intensity of exposure, and resistance to exposure. Instead, we are simply going to
test the model by looking at the two interactive effects (exposure x intensity of exposure;
exposure x resistance to exposure) separately. The former approach is a potentially interest-
ing direction for future research, but beyond the scope of what we are attempting to analyze
here.

26As a reminder “country-level” implies that the variable is the same for all people liv-
ing in a given country at a given time-period, not that the variable is by definition time
invariant. Some country-level variables do vary over time (such as whether the country is
currently being ruled by a reformist communist regime or a Stalinist communist regime),
whereas others (such as literacy levels in the pre-communist era) are in fact time invariant.
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2.3.1. Country-Level Intensifying Variables

We begin first with factors that we expect could intensify the effect of a
given year of exposure to communism that vary at the country level. We
start with regime-level factors. One of the most prominent aspects of di-
versity within the communist experience was the systematic variation be-
tween different “types” or “phases” of communist rule. To put this most
starkly, we might expect that someone who came of political age in Mos-
cow under Stalinism in the early 1950s to have been exposed to somewhat
different propaganda and policies than someone who came of age under
Gorbachev’s perestroika.

With the goal of effectively capturing these different phases, Table 2.1
breaks down the communist experience into five subcategories that rep-
resent different “types” of communist experiences. As with any attempt at
classification,?” we face a trade-off between level of detail, comparability,
and parsimony. Thus we do not mean to claim that Stalinism in Albania
in the 1980s was exactly the same thing as Stalinism in Romania in the
early 1950s, but at the same time we hope that the classification scheme
represents a useful first step in identifying different types of communist-
era experiences.

Table 2.1. Communist Experience by Year and Country

Neo-
Transition to Stalinist ~ Post-
Country communism Stalinist  hardline  totalitarian ~ Reformist
Bulgaria 1945 1946-53 1954-89 1990
Czechoslovakia 1945-47 1948-52 1953-67, 1968
1969-89
East Germany  1945-48 1949-62 1971-89 1963-70
Hungary 1945-47 1948-53 1957-60 1961-89 1954-56
Poland 1945 1946-56 1982-83 1963-81, 1957-62,
1984-87 1988-89
Romania 1945-47 1948-64 1971-89 1965-70
USSR* 1918-20 1928-52 1953-55; 1970-84 1921-27,
1965-69 1956-64,
1985-91
Yugoslavia 1945 1946-48 1949-90

* The Baltic republics and western Ukraine were coded as starting communism in 19435, and
exposure to regime subtypes was adjusted accordingly.

YFor an interesting alternative approach at classifying communist regimes, see Janos

(2000).
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Our five-fold classification scheme works as follows.?® First, we consider
the initial years in which countries were in the process of installing com-
munist systems of government. The next category is the Stalinist period,
essentially the high-water mark of communist orthodoxy and repression.
With the exception of Albania, the communist countries then all moved
beyond Stalinism, and we break down these “post-Stalinist experiences”
into three categories. “Neo-Stalinist” refers to regimes that moved beyond
Stalinism, but essentially still pursued hardline policies (e.g., low dissent
tolerance, an active repressive state apparatus but without widespread ter-
ror, active security services, etc.). The concept of “post-totalitarianism” is
taken from Linz and Stepan (1996) and refers to communist regimes where
the communist monopoly on power was still in place, but true believers in
the ideology were few and far between, with most party members now as-
sociating with the party for careerist as opposed to ideological reasons.”
Post-totalitarian regimes are also known for the tacit trade-off of political
power for economic security; limited pluralism was tolerated so long as
the state was not directly targeted. Finally, reformist communism refers
to periods like the Prague Spring, Gorbachev’s perestroika, and Poland’s
various flirtations with greater political openness and independent trade
unions like Solidarity (Brzezinski 1989; Ash 1990; Sakwa 1990; Janos
2000). Our expectation here is simply that the intensity of the effort on
the part of communist regimes to actively inculcate their citizens with the
underlying values of Soviet communism decreases across the categories
from Stalinist to neo-Stalinist to post-totalitarian to reformist.*

In addition to assuming that the effect of a year of exposure might vary
based on the type of communism to which one was exposed, we might also
reasonably expect that there was a cumulative effect of regime efforts at
socialization from having spent more years under hardline rule. Therefore,
we also test—at the regime level—whether there is a stronger effect for a
year of exposure in countries that spent a larger proportion of the com-
munist period with Stalinist or neo-Stalinist regime types, which we refer

28We were surprised to find that no one else had previously attempted this sort of clas-
sification and are much in debt to the many people who offered us suggestions on the
classification scheme following various presentations of our research and a post soliciting
feedback on The Monkey Cage blog. We in particular thank Andrew Janos, Radostaw Mar-
kowski, and Maria Popova, who also provided us with written comments and suggestions.

2See as well the discussion in Shlapentokh (1989) about the gradual shift away from the
public to the private sphere in these types of regimes.

3In some cases, it might be desirable to draw a more nuanced argument about intensity
decreasing in a non-monotonic manner, e.g., we might think that as the political legitimacy of
communist regimes decreased there would be correspondingly more of a need to emphasize
the economic benefits of communism, and thus we might actually see particular socialization
efforts increasing during, for instance, post-totalitarian years. For now, we leave the discus-
sion of such types of arguments to the actual empirical chapters in which they are analyzed.
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to as “hardline rule.” In addition, Kitschelt (1999) proposes that post-
communist countries can be subdivided on the basis of whether their bu-
reaucratic organization is more or less based on traditional patronage ties
as opposed to what he calls a “bureaucratic authoritarian” model. Thus
one might suppose that in countries where the bureaucratic authoritar-
ian model predominates, communist messages would be more likely to
be amplified than in countries where government was run along more
traditional patrimonial principles. For this reason, we also test if there is
an intensifying effect for bureaucratic authoritarianism.

Finally, we note the importance of variation in the extent to which dif-
ferent communist regimes “let up on” hardline communism in the final
decades of communist rule. This could be realized both in terms of more
tolerance of markets outside of the control of the state (late-communist
economic liberalization) as well as a growing tolerance of political plural-
ism and decreasing use of political repression (late-communist political
liberalization).>! In both cases, we expect the net effect to be to reduce the
intensity of the effect of communist exposure. For markets, this effect is
postulated to work primarily by undercutting the seriousness of the re-
gime’s message: if markets are being tolerated by a regime that is suppos-
edly anti-market, then what does this say about the regime’s commitment
to its own philosophy generally? In the case of political liberalization, the
effect could be even more direct, in the form of reduced emphasis on po-
litical propaganda and greater tolerance of political dissent.3

2.3.2. Individual-1evel Intensifying Variables

In addition to factors that vary across countries and over time, we need
to consider the fact that there might also be individual-level factors that
will affect the intensity of one’s exposure to communism, or, to put it an-
other way, that certain individuals were simply more likely to have been
exposed to communist messages and propaganda over the course of their
lives.

31While it is fairly easy to construct a comparative measure of late-communist political
liberalization using existing cross-national measures of regime type, commensurate measures
do not exist for economic liberalization under communist rule; the one candidate would be
the European Bank for Recovery and Development’s economic liberalization indexes, but
these did not start until 1989, when the economic transition was already under way in some
post-communist countries. For this reason, we include late-communist economic liberaliza-
tion in our theoretical discussion here, but not in our empirical tests, and, correspondingly
it is bracketed in Table 2.2.

32Note, however, that we think political liberalization could also simultaneously reduce
resistance to communist exposure, for reasons we explain in the following section, thus pro-
ducing two contradictory effects that could cancel each other out.
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Perhaps the single most obvious candidate for increasing the intensity
of exposure to communist ideology is whether or not the respondent was
a member of the Communist Party.>® Party membership could have this
effect either directly through simply exposing one to more Communist
Party rhetoric, or indirectly through convincing party members that adopt-
ing party ideology would be beneficial to their own personal career ad-
vancement, or even by functioning as more of a selection mechanism to
identify individuals more predisposed to communist ideology in the first
place. In this latter case, of course, it would be harder to claim a causal
impact for party membership, but we should still expect to see a relation-
ship between party membership and larger effects for years of exposure to
communist rule; a different research design would be needed in any case
for teasing out the causal impact of party membership.

A second candidate is place of residence. Jowitt (1992: 81-82), in par-
ticular, has argued that because of their single-minded focus on rapid
industrialization, communist regimes achieved much greater penetration
in urban settings. To the extent that this is correct, we would therefore
expect urban residents to be more affected by communist exposure than
rural residents.

A third individual-level factor that ought to predict the amount of expo-
sure to communist ideals and propaganda is whether or not an individual
is a male. We propose two potential mechanisms for this effect. First, the
armed forces—like schools—were certainly a vehicle for communist so-
cialization, and the armed forces of Soviet communist countries were al-
most entirely made up of men (Gambolati 1975; Kenez 1985; Hoffman
2011). Second, we would expect the workplace—especially under com-
munist regimes, focused as they were on the workplace as a location for
political organization—to be places where individuals would have greater
exposure to communist ideals and propaganda, especially compared to
their own homes (Remington 1989; Hoffman 2011; Berkhoff 2012). And
because of the fact that—despite significant progress in female workforce
participation—women in communist countries were still more likely than
men to stay home and not enter the workforce, we have a second reason
for suspecting that exposure to communism would have a greater effect
on males.>*

33 Unfortunately, although not surprisingly, the cross-regional World Values Survey does
not ask respondents whether they are/were members of the Communist Party, as the ques-
tion would be less useful in a broader global sample. Thus our party membership analysis is
relegated to our supplemental analyses using alternative data sources in Chapters 5 and 6.

3For a related argument, see Shabad and Slomczynski (1999), who argue that “political
identities” in post-communist Poland are related to forms of labor force participation under
communism. While occupation under communism represents a potentially interesting inten-
sifying variable, we currently lack the data to test such a hypothesis.
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Finally, parental socialization could also intensify the effect of exposure
to communist rule on pro-regime attitudes, but only conditional on the
parents themselves being pro-regime. This actually can lead to all sorts
of interesting hypotheses and tests, for example comparing the relative
impact of mothers versus fathers, or of having one parent who is pro-
regime but not the other. Teasing out the regime orientation of a respon-
dent’s parent from most surveys is a challenging task, however. One useful
proxy could be parental Communist Party membership, and thus we rely
on such data when available.>> However, even questions about parental
membership in the Communist Party rely on self-reported measures one
step removed from the actual individual in question, so the gold standard
here is really household surveys, where all members of a household are
surveyed in the same study.’®

2.3.3. Country-Level Resistance Variables

We now turn to the types of factors that we would expect to generate
varying levels of resistance to communist regime socialization efforts. Re-
call that these are factors that we expect to reduce the marginal impact
of an extra year of exposure to communism, regardless of the intensity of
that exposure. We begin with three country-level factors that capture key
elements of pre-communist economic and political development.

First, Darden and Grzymata-Busse (2006) and Darden (2011) point to
the importance of higher literacy rates before the onset of communism as
an important factor that moderated citizens’ experiences with communism.
Their argument is that the higher the literacy rates before communism, the
more likely it will be that that citizens were familiar with national myths.
These “national identities” can therefore serve as an alternative reference
point to the “Socialist Man” identity.” From this vantage point, we would
predict that higher pre-communist literacy rates would therefore signify
a larger percentage of the country with access to these types of national
myths during communist rule, and correspondingly overall higher levels of
resistance to communist socialization.

A second set of country-level characteristics that could shape the way in
which communism is viewed in a country concern the pre-communist politi-
cal trajectories of different countries and regions. Thus, in some countries,

33 Again, there are no questions regarding Communist Party membership on the World
Values Survey, unfortunately.

$¢Unfortunately, it is our sense that most household surveys tend not to focus on po-
litical issues; we were, however, fortunate to be able to find some questions on attitudes
toward unemployment and social welfare in the Hungarian Household Panel Survey, which
we analyze in Chapter 5 and Chapter 6, respectively.

37Russia is of course in its own category in this regard.
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communism followed a period of interwar democracy.’® In these countries,
we suspect communism may look somewhat worse in comparison to the
previous regime (i.e., citizens were not just moving from one form of non-
democratic regime to another) than in other countries that had not previ-
ously experienced democratic (or even quasi-democratic) rule. Therefore, in
the countries that had enjoyed a period of interwar democracy, we would
expect the effects of exposure to communism to be reduced.

Third, following a similar logic, we might expect that people who lived
in countries that had enjoyed greater economic success prior to the onset
of communism might be less receptive to communist socialization. To put
this in the language of our hypotheses, we would expect greater resistance
among citizens of countries with higher levels of pre-communist develop-
ment. The logic here hinges on the idea that citizens in these countries would
have less reason to be “thankful” for communism than people who lived
in countries that were worse off prior to the onset of communism and its
concomitant attention to economic development.

Next we turn to a number of communist-era variations that could ex-
plain why citizens of some countries may have been more receptive to
communist socialization efforts. One such factor is how well the economy
performed under communism. Conceptually, there are two ways that seem
intuitively plausible for how we might think about the economy “perform-
ing well” under communism. One approach would be to take a long-range
view, and assume that resistance will be lower in countries with more eco-
nomic growth under communist rule. However, if post-communist citizens
are more myopic, it is possible that they will view their years of interact-
ing with communism through the prism of only the most recent years of
economic development. Thus another way we could attempt to separate
out countries where communism may have been seen in a better economic
light would be by identifying countries where the economy performed bet-
ter in the final decade of communist rule. In both cases, we would expect
a more positive economic experience with communism to strengthen the
effect of communist exposure.

Along similar lines, and building on Jowitt’s distinction between inde-
pendent and “derivative” regimes ( Jowitt 1992: 47), we focus on the fact
that for some countries, communism was essentially a homegrown affair.
Here, we might expect citizens to be more receptive to communism, and
thus to have less resistance to communist socialization, than those living
in countries where communism was imposed by external forces (i.e., the
Soviet army). In particular in Russia, communism was not only home-
grown but was also associated with a period of superpower status.

3¥We measure the quality of interwar democracy by using the average Polity score in a
country from 1920 to 1939.
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Finally, there was rather significant cross-country variation in the de-
gree to which repression continued to be a key component of communist
rule as time passed (Linz and Stepan 1996). Here, the expectation is that in
countries in which the communist regime maintained a more antagonistic
relationship with the larger population to the bitter end, citizens might be
that much more resistant to incorporating any of the regime’s precepts in
their own worldviews once communism collapsed. Put another way, there
could be a “nostalgia effect” of continuing to reflect communist socializa-
tion after the collapse of communism in regimes where people look back
on their most recent memories of communism with a more pleasant eye.
In this way, late-communist liberalization could reduce resistance to com-
munist socialization. We already somewhat tap into this with our charac-
terization of different regime types (discussed in Section 2.3.1), but taking
stock of how closed the regime remained at the very end of the communist
era gives us a chance to explore this particular aspect of communist rule
more directly. Recall, though, that in Section 2.3.1, we noted that it is pos-
sible that as a consequence of liberalization—or perhaps as an additional
result of the same factors that gave rise to the liberalization—the quantity
and intensity of communist propaganda (as well as the seriousness with
which such message were viewed) could have decreased. Thus we are left
with opposite predictions: late-communist liberalization could reduce re-
sistance to communism socialization, but it also could reduce the intensity
of that exposure as well.

2.3.4. Individual-Level Resistance Variables

Finally, we turn to individual-level factors that could strengthen resistance
to communist socialization. Before doing so, it is important to mention
one important caveat, which is that there could likely be other relevant
factors that we are unable to measure with the data at our disposal. One
would be the extent to which the respondent is an “economic winner” in
the post-communist era (Tucker et al. 2002; Pacek et al. 2009). Further,
there are certainly a number of personality traits that would be interesting
to assess vis-a-vis resistance.” Thus for now, we simply note that eco-
nomic winners and personality would be interesting categories to include
among individual-level resistance hypotheses, but ones that we will not
pursue in this book.

The first individual-level factor we do consider is the age at which one
receives exposure to communism. As discussed in Chapter 1, there is a line

¥For recent work in political science applying personality traits to political behavior,
see, for example: Mondak and Halperin 2008; Mondak 2010; Mondak et al. 2010; Gerber
et al. 2010; Gerber et al. 2011; Greene and Robertson 2016.
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of argument in the political socialization literature proposing that people
are more open to socialization as children than later in life (Krosnick and
Alwin 1989; Visser and Krosnick 1998; Sears and Valentino 1997; D. Os-
borne et al. 2011). Within our living through communism framework,
then, this suggests we might find more resistance to communist regime
socialization efforts among adults than among children.*

Another factor that could increase individual-level resistance to com-
munist socialization is additional education. Here a straightforward hy-
pothesis would be that individuals with lower levels of education would
be more likely to accept regime pronouncements at face value than those
with additional years of schooling. We can think of this as either a selec-
tion effect—naturally curious people with more inclination to question
the world around them might be more likely to seek out higher educa-
tion—or as a result of the additional schooling itself, in which students
with more years of education would likely have received more instruction
in the types of skills necessary to support critical thinking, especially in an
environment in which access to information was limited.

The situation is potentially more complex in the case of post-communist
countries, as not all education is created equal. For example, we might ex-
pect that resistance would be especially likely to have been increased by
pre-communist education (Darden and Grzymata-Busse 2006). By con-
trast, communist-era education provided the state with an additional op-
portunity to socialize children and young adults. So it is actually possible
that communist education would reduce resistance to future subsequent
socialization effects, thereby leading to stronger exposure effects. There-
fore, even though such an analysis raises some methodological challenges,*!
in Chapters 5 and 7 we present supplementary analyses that address the
variation in socialization effects for education received under different
political regimes.

Combining all our different discussions of education, therefore, we
have a number of related hypotheses about the role of education. Addi-

It is worth noting that this argument has nothing to do with communism in particular,
and therefore could be applied to living through models anywhere.

“IThe ideal way to test these predictions would be to separately interact both communist
education and pre-communist education with years of exposure to communism while con-
trolling for age. Unfortunately, because pre-communist education had to take place prior to
the advent of communism, the people who received pre-communist education are almost
all from Eastern Europe and correspondingly received between (approximately) 42 and
45 years of exposure to communism, which is simply not enough variation to estimate a
convincing model. We can, however, test the direct effects of pre-communist education on
attitudes and compare these with the direct effects of communist education. While outside
the framework of our living through communism model as specified here, such an approach
is consistent with the idea of trying to unpack the mechanisms by which living through com-
munism affects attitude formation; see Section 1.2. in Chapter 1.
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tional education generally is predicted to increase resistance to regime so-
cialization, but having been educated under communist rule is predicted
to reduce resistance. Finally, having been educated under pre-communist
rule is predicted to increase resistance.

Third, to return to a theme from the beginning of this chapter, it is pos-
sible that followers of particular religious denominations would be more
likely to resist communist imprinting. This could be because the actual
doctrinaire teachings of the religion were more hostile to communism or,
as Wittenberg (2006) has demonstrated, because religious institutions ac-
tually provided a bulwark against communist attempts at indoctrination.
To explore this possibility, we subdivide post-communist citizens into five
groups based on their self-identified religious denomination in the surveys:
Protestants, Catholics, Eastern Orthodox, Muslims, and other (almost en-
tirely atheists). While the very fact that respondents self-identify with a cer-
tain religious denomination may itself reflect a greater willingness/ability
to resist communist indoctrination, we expect to see differences across reli-
gious denominations. In particular, we expect that Catholics and to a lesser
extent Protestants would be more resistant to communist teachings than
Eastern Orthodox and Muslims owing to the fact that Catholic and to
some extent Protestant churches were on balance less accommodating to
communist regimes than their Orthodox and Muslim counterparts. Fur-
thermore, we would expect any resistance effect related to religion to be
more pronounced among frequent attenders of religious services than
among those who either do not attend religious services or do so only rarely.

Finally, we need to consider the fact that parental socialization could
also contribute to resistance to communist exposure. We expect this effect
to be strongest among the children of dissidents and/or parents actively
repressed by the communist regime, but there is no reason not to expect
an effect simply from the cumulative effect of years of negative comments
about communists and communism around the dinner table, as one of us
experienced firsthand growing up in Romania in the 1970s and 1980s. Thus
parental socialization joins late-communist political liberalization in being
identified as both a potential intensifying and resistance variable. However,
in the case of parental socialization we do have theoretical expectations
for when the effect should be more of an intensifying one (pro-communist
parents) and more of a resistance one (anti-communist parents).

2.4. CONCLUSIONS

Tying all the preceding arguments together, Table 2.2 concisely presents
the various factors that we propose could either strengthen or weaken the
effects of exposure to communism.
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Table 2.2. A Living through Communism Model

Country level Individual level

Intensifying  Types of communism (Stalinism (+), Urban residence (+)

factors neo-Stalinism (+), post- Male (+)
totalitarian (-), reform Communist Party
communism (-) membership (+)
Higher proportion of hardline Parental socialization
communist rule (+) (+ parent communist
Bureaucratic authoritarianism (+) supporter)
[Late-communist economic
liberalization]

Late-communist political
liberalization (-)

Resistance Pre-communist literacy (-) [Economic winners]
factors Interwar democracy (-) [Personality traits]

Pre-communist development (-) Childhood exposure (+)

Communist economic success (+) Pre-communist education (-)

Externally imposed Communist education (+)
communism (-) Additional years of

Late-communist political education (-)
liberalization (+) Religion: denomination

(- Catholic, Protestant)

and attendance (-)
Parental socialization

(- parent communist

opponent)

Note: This table concisely summarizes our intensifying and resistance hypotheses. To facili-
tate the comparison with the statistical tests in Chapters 4-7, in this table a “+” represents a
prediction that more of that factor will be associated with an additional year of exposure to
communism having a larger effect in the direction predicted by communist ideology; a “~”
suggests that an additional year of exposure to communism will have a smaller effect. So a
“+” for intensity corresponds to more intensity and a larger predicted exposure effect, but a
“+” for resistance corresponds to less resistance, and therefore a larger predicted effect for
communist exposure. Note that late-communist political liberalization is predicted to pos-
sibly both strengthen exposure effects via increased intensity and weaken exposure effects
via increased resistance. Similarly, parental socialization is predicted to increase intensity of
exposure when one’s parent was a communist supporter, but to increase resistance when
one’s parent was a communist opponent. Variables in [brackets] are those that are discussed
in the text as having theoretical relevance but that we are unable to test empirically given
our data.
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Three points are worth noting. First, this is clearly not the only living
through communism model that one could write down. Despite the fact
that we have even tried to consider factors that we cannot currently test
(e.g., personality traits), we are sure that other observers could identify
additional factors that might moderate the effect of living through com-
munism. That being said, as with all modeling exercises there are trade-
offs between parsimony and thoroughness, and, as will become apparent
in Chapters 4-7, testing even the effects of this many different variables
is a time-consuming exercise. Overall, we believe the model laid out in
Table 2.2 does a reasonably good job of moving beyond the original na-
ive assumption—that any year of communist exposure in any country at
any time is equivalent to any other year of communist exposure in any
country at any time—to explore a wide range of factors that might inten-
sify the effect of or provoke resistance to exposure to communism. Further,
this list of factors was developed as a result of presenting earlier versions
of our research to a large number of audiences, and the final compilation
of factors listed above represents many valuable suggestions from many
patient people.

Second, even to the extent that readers may disagree with any particu-
lar factors either included in or excluded from Table 2.2, the approach
of thinking about legacy effects from living through rule by a particular
regime—and living through communism specifically—as a function of
years of exposure, factors that intensify this exposure, and factors that
provide resistance to that exposure is one that could be replicated else-
where without necessarily duplicating all the specific hypotheses we test
in this book. Indeed, the very way we have introduced our living through
legacy approach—generally in Chapter 1, and then applied to commu-
nism here in Chapter 2—is a reflection of the fact that we think the vari-
ables that populate Table 2.2 ought to vary across different regime types.*

Finally, it is important to note that Table 2.2 is not a statistical model,
but a rather a concise statement of a set of hypotheses generated by a
particular theoretical framework. Some of these factors undoubtedly co-
vary (e.g., pre-communist literacy and interwar democracy), and tap into

“While we obviously think the variables we have presented here are the most appro-
priate ones in the communist context—otherwise the table would have different variables
in itl—we would not be surprised to find scholars who think other factors are more impor-
tant than the ones we have identified. And while we have included a few factors here that
we do not measure in the empirical sections of this manuscript, it is undoubtedly the case
that our choice of factors has been affected by the feasibility of data collection and data
availability.
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similar dimensions (e.g., Eastern Europe vs. former Soviet Union).* For
now, this is fine, as we are just trying to create a thorough inventory of
the specific hypotheses we will test as part of our assessment of the effects
of living through communism. Correlation across independent variables
in actual statistical models of course presents some challenges for how we
interpret the results of our analyses, and it is to this and the many other
methodological challenges of testing both our living through communism
and living in a post-communist country explanations for the divergence
in post-communist political attitudes to which we turn in the following
chapter.

“We return to this question of the difference of effects in Eastern Europe and the former
Soviet republics in Section 9.4.2 of Chapter 9.



CHAPTER 3

Methods and Data

QUESTION TO RADIO YEREVAN: Is Marxism-Leninism an art or science?
RADIO YEREVAN ANSWERS: It is probably an art. If it had been a science,
they would have tried it on animals first.

—Soviet joke from the 1980s

3.1. INTRODUCTION

The goal of this book is to document differences (or the lack thereof) in
opinions about fundamental political, economic, and social issues between
citizens in post-communist countries and those in the rest of the world and
to assess the extent to which these differences are due to communist-era
legacies. More specifically, we want to understand the extent to which liv-
ing in a post-communist country and/or living through communism can
account for these attitudinal differences, and we want to do so in a rigor-
ous, transparent, and falsifiable manner. The point of this chapter—much
in the spirit of all the recent moves in the field of political science toward
greater methodological transparency—is to be as explicit as possible about
the methodological and data choices we made in order to accomplish those
goals.

The chapter is divided into three parts. In Section 3.2, we introduce
the general ideas behind the methods that we employ in the book. In Sec-
tion 3.3, we then discuss the more specific modeling decisions we made in
implementing the basic methodological approach described in Section 3.2.
The point of this section is not to discuss individual variables and how
they were coded, but instead to address categories of variables (e.g., “pre-
communist control variables”) and why they appear in the models they do.
Moreover, for the most part we will avoid discussion of chapter-specific
modeling decisions (i.e., decisions pertaining to supplementary analyses
that appear only in single chapters, including Chapter 8, which features a
different set of analyses from Chapters 4-7) and leave those to the indi-
vidual chapters in which they appear. This is also where readers can find a
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description of our identification strategy for estimating the effect of years
of exposure to communism while controlling for the age of the respon-
dent.! In Section 3.4, then, we discuss the data, including both the surveys
we use in our analysis (3.4.1) and the aggregate-level data we collected to
supplement those surveys (3.4.2).2

That being said, we have designed the flow of the book in a way that
hopefully makes reading this chapter optional. If you are reading this now
and are not particularly interested in our methodological choices and sim-
ply want to get on with learning more about our findings, you should be
able to jump ahead to Chapter 4 at this point and still be able to follow
our analysis. In addition, this chapter is meant to be modular: if you are
interested in data but not statistical methods, feel free to jump ahead to
Section 3.4.3 Finally, we hope that this chapter can be read out of order—
and in a way function almost like a glossary—whereby if you get into
the thick of one of the empirical chapters and then want to know why
we made certain choices, you should be able to jump back and read the
relevant sections of this chapter at that point in time.

3.2. GENERAL METHODOLOGICAL APPROACHES

The goal of this section is to provide an overview of the rationale under-
lying the primary statistical analysis that is found in each of the next four
chapters (i.e., the first three tables in Chapters 4-7).* Roughly speaking,
this breaks down into two categories: the living in a post-communist coun-
try analysis and the living through communism analysis. We describe
each of these in turn.

See Section 3.3.3. We largely do so by drawing on the fact that we have multiple sur-
veys carried out at different points in time for almost all the countries in the primary analy-
ses. We also gain leverage from the fact that communism took hold and ended in slightly
different years in different countries, as well as the much more significant difference in the
onset of communism across East-Central Europe and the non-Baltic former Soviet Union.

2Readers are also invited to see Pop-Eleches and Tucker (2014), where we address many
of the more technical methodological points covered in this chapter in greater detail.

3For those of you who grew up in the United States in the 1980s, you can think of this
as a “Choose Your Own Adventure” chapter: If you'd like to immediately learn more about
post-communist attitudes toward democracy, turn to Chapter 4. If you'd like to continue
thinking about statistical models, proceed to Section 3.2. If you'd prefer to seize the sword
of power and fight the dragon on your own, turn to page 370.

“To reiterate, the additional analyses found in the latter parts of these chapters that dif-
fer from chapter to chapter will instead be introduced as they occur.
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3.2.1. Living in Post-communist Countries Analysis

To recall, the goal of the living in a post-communist country approach is
twofold. First, we want to identify whether or not there is a systematic
difference in the attitude in question between citizens in post-communist
countries and citizens in the rest of the countries included in our analysis.
Second, we want to see if—having identified such a difference-any of our
proposed living in a post-communist country variables can account for
this difference.’ In other words, can we explain this attitudinal discrep-
ancy solely by taking account of the characteristics of the countries in
which our respondents are living without recourse to any measure of an
individual’s actual experience of living through communism?®
Accordingly, we begin with a simple model that approximates a bivari-
ate correlation. The dependent variable in this—and all the remaining—
models will be our measure of the attitude in question at the time of the
survey. To be clear, all the surveys employed in our study were carried out
in the years following the collapse of communism, so we are examining at-
titudes among citizens of post-communist countries.” Whenever possible,
we try to use an index composed of multiple questions for our depen-
dent variable to avoid being overly reliant on a single question; details
on how each specific dependent variable is constructed as well as basic
descriptive statistics are provided in each chapter.® The model contains a
dummy variable that identifies whether or not the respondent is a resident

’In Chapter 7, we find in our initial analysis of attitudes toward gender equality that
there is 7ot a systematic difference in our simplest model. Nevertheless, we still proceed with
the remainder of our analysis in order to check—as seemed warranted at that point based on
the findings in Chapters 4-6—whether or not the predicted difference appears once we, for
example, take account of the pre-communist context.

¢As will be addressed in greater detail below, we measure most of these characteristics
at the aggregate level but do take advantage of a richer source of data to measure demo-
graphics at the individual level.

"This is also why we drop Vietnam and China from our analysis, as is discussed later
in this chapter. Also, technically we should note that all of the former Soviet Republics were
not actually “post-communist” countries at the time of the 1990 surveys, though the transi-
tion was well underway in many of these countries, especially in the Baltic republics. There
were no surveys of post-Soviet states carried out in 1991, and by 1992 all the countries were
actually post-communist.

8The one case in which we were unable to use an index was in our World Values Survey
analysis of support for social welfare, for reasons we explain in more detail in Chapter 6,
Section 6.2. In both the markets and gender equality chapters, we can use an index although
we have fewer variables with which to work than we would have preferred. For this reason,
we explored some different ways to compose our indexes—essentially whether to include
variables in a continuous format or as a combination of dichotomous variables (e.g., high
support for a position, low support for a position)—to see which produced the most reliable
index (i.e., the highest Cronbach’s alpha).
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of a post-communist country, and the coefficient on this post-communist
dummy variable represents our simplest estimate of the difference in at-
titudes between citizens in post-communist countries and those in the rest
of the sample. The reason we do not simply report a correlation coefficient
or a difference in means is because we do include year-fixed effects for the
years in which the survey took place (as we do in every one of our cross-
national analyses).’

To this baseline we then add blocks of variables designed to measure,
in turn, pre-communist conditions in each of the countries, and then
contemporaneous demographic, economic, and political conditions. Pre-
communist conditions, as well as contemporary economic and political
conditions, are all measured at the aggregate level, that is, each respon-
dent in a given country-year gets the same value for those measures. The
pre-communist conditions are, by definition, time invariant (i.e., they do
not depend on the year in which the survey takes place); the contempo-
rary economic and demographic conditions vary by year of survey but
are again constant for each respondent in each country-year survey. De-
mographic variables, on the other hand, are measured at the individual
level .1

We first add pre-communist conditions, then, in turn, add contempo-
raneous demographic, economic, and political conditions, first separately
(by block) and then jointly.!* What we are looking for here is the effect of
including these variables in the model on the post-communist indicator
(or “dummy”) variable. We want to see both what this does to the magni-
tude of the coefficient for the post-communist indicator variable, as well
as what it does to the statistical significance of the estimate.'? Intuitively,
what we are checking is whether by taking account of these other differ-
ences, say for example in the level of literacy in countries before the 1920s,

“We do this primarily to control for any global trends across time (e.g., the development
of faith—or the loss thereof—in the “Washington Consensus”) and to take account of the
fact that the mix of communist and non-communist countries in the World Values Survey
varies across years.

0These include education, income, rural/urban residence, and gender; although see foot-
note 31 of this chapter for details on the one exception in this regard, ethnolinguistic frac-
tionalization. Pre-communist demographic conditions, such as literacy, are of course mea-
sured at the aggregate level, as in the proportion of the population that is literate.

UThere is of course collinearity across these blocks—which is why we first enter them
into our analysis separately before presenting a fully specified model—as well as within the
blocks. The collinearity within blocks would be problematic if we were attempting to dis-
entangle the effect of, for example, unemployment and inflation on the attitude in question.
However, since our focus is simply on whether adding the block of variables eliminates the
effect of the post-communist dummy variable, the fact that individual economic variables
correlate with one another is essentially beside the point.

2In doing so, we will not stick to a particular cutoff of statistical significance (.05 or .01)
but rather discuss the relative size of coefficients and standard errors in different models.
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the post-communist differential in the attitude in question disappears.'* So
to continue with this example, if we found that there was a large demo-
cratic deficit in post-communist countries, but once we controlled for pre-
communist literacy that deficit disappeared, we might very well conclude
that the reasons citizens in post-communist countries were less support-
ive of democracy was not because of communist rule, but rather because
people living in countries that had low literacy in the 1920s tended to be
less supportive of democracy for reasons having nothing to do with com-
munism, and it happens to be the case that communism took root in coun-
tries with disproportionately low-literacy rates in the 1920s.'

While controlling for contemporaneous variables that characterize liv-
ing in a post-communist country is theoretically important if we want to
disentangle the impact of communist legacies from other potential driv-
ers of political attitudes, in statistical terms it raises concerns about post-
treatment bias. In particular, given that by definition these variables are
measured after the end of the “treatment” (i.e., communism), they are
likely to be affected by both communism and other factors (such as the
nature of IMF conditionality in the 1990s, EU integration incentives, pol-
icy decisions made by post-communist governments, etc.), which means
that our estimates of the effect of communism from a model that includes
post-communist controls will be biased. In a sense the issue is a question of
semantics: if we interpret the post-communism dummy as a country-level
variable, then post-treatment bias concerns apply for the reasons discussed

13When applied to the post-communist variables, one can think of this approach as broadly
equivalent to a basic mediation analysis along the lines of the Baron and Kenny (1986) method
of testing whether “we can make the effects go away” by adding particular variables (that in
turn need to be affected by communism). However, note that in almost all cases, we are not
engaging in a full-fledged mediation analysis both because these living in a post-communist
country variables are not our main theoretical focus in this book and because the large number
of variables would make systematic mediation tests for all the living in a post-communist coun-
try variables quite impractical. Moreover, a proper mediation analysis would require a careful
discussion of the extent to which communist legacies were really responsible for particular
post-communist developments—e.g., whether the high inflation experienced by many transi-
tion countries was due to communism or due to the adjustment strategies chosen in the wake
of its collapse—which would get us into debates that are well beyond the scope of the present
book. That being said, we do report the results of a standard mediation analysis for exposure
to communism as part of our tests of the living through communism model using the approach
of Hicks and Tingley (2011) and Imai et al. (2009) in Chapters 4-6.

4Tt is of course possible that some of the contemporaneous variables are in fact a func-
tion of pre-communist conditions. Again, this would be more of a concern if we were trying
to somehow measure the direct and indirect effects of pre-communist conditions on our out-
come variables. Instead, our goal is simply to see if the different blocks of variables explain
away the post-communist attitudinal difference. Nevertheless, this is part of the reason we
include our pre-communist control variables in all the subsequent living in a post-communist
country analyses.
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above. If, however, we interpret it as an individual-level indicator (that
tells us whether a particular individual lives in a post-communist country),
then we do not need to be concerned that this particular individual’s resi-
dence would affect the aggregate-level economic and political country in
his or her country of origin. Unfortunately, there are no real statistical fixes
for post-treatment bias (King 2010). Thus, we use a two-pronged method-
ological approach. In the first table of our four main empirical chapters,
we present the statistical models with contemporaneous variables as part
of our living in a post-communist country analysis in order to satisfy the
interests of readers who want to know whether post-communist attitudi-
nal patterns can be attributed to the peculiar economic and political con-
text of the turbulent transition years. However, to assuage the concerns
of those who worry about post-treatment bias, we then drop the country-
level contemporaneous variables from the model specifications used in the
subsequent analyses.'

In addition to the cross-national analysis, we also rerun our models
using data from just the German portion of the World Values Survey. The
advantage of doing so is that Germany has citizens who experienced com-
munism (those who lived in East Germany) and citizens who did not ex-
perience communism (those who lived in West Germany). Restricting our
data to just Germany allows us to sidestep the potential concerns about
survey response comparability and omitted/unobservable differences that
may cause problems for cross-country regressions. These models are run
solely with the individual-level demographic control variables, the year-
fixed effects, and the post-communist dummy variable (capturing respon-
dents from the Eastern Bundeslander). While there are of course many
reasons why Germany might not be a “typical” post-communist country,
this approach does give us the opportunity to address concerns about
omitted country-level variables and the cross-cultural comparability of
survey questions in cross-national public opinion surveys.!®

15Note, however, that even though post-treatment bias concerns also apply at least in part
to individual demographic controls (which may also be the product of both communist and
post-communist influences, although see our previous discussion about post-treatment bias
if we conceive of the post-communist dummy variable as an individual-level characteristic),
we nevertheless continue to include the individual-level demographic control variables in
the analyses related to communist exposure because we worried that dropping them would
result in severely under-specified models given the extensive literature about the effects of
various sociodemographic factors on political attitudes.

160ne potential concern is that when people are interviewed in, for example, Munich
in 2006 and coded as living in West Germany, they may have grown up in East Germany
and in fact have been exposed to communism. This, unfortunately, is always going to be a
problem with any attempt to study legacies using survey data (unless surveys explicitly ask
about a respondent’s origin) and at the end of the day is part of the inherent measurement
error in such data. Indeed, this is a potential problem in our larger cross-national analyses,
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3.2.2. Living in Post-communist Countries:
Unpacking Communism Analysis

Our next set of analyses employs the same basic framework as the original
living in a post-communist country analysis—we add variables to a base
model and observe whether the addition of these variables changes the ef-
fect of the post-communist dummy variable—but with a slightly different
purpose in mind. Here, we attempt to measure discernible characteristics
associated with the most important ways in which communism is thought
to have remade these societies, and then observe whether taking account of
these particular characteristics can explain away the attitudinal differences
we observe. However, in an effort not to measure the effect of changes
under post-communism, and in a sense get our “purest” measure of the ef-
fects of communist rule, we measure these “results of communism” not at
the time of survey, but as they were in 1989, when communist rule came to
end in Eastern Europe.!”

We designed these analyses by attempting to model the set of variables
that would give us the best opportunity to observe the way in which com-
munist rule could have changed societies either from the pre-communist
version of their own country or as compared contemporaneously to non-
communist countries: in other words, how might communism have “mat-
tered”? To illustrate the intuitive thinking behind the approach, consider
the communist emphasis on reducing inequality. If the state of the world
was such that people in countries with less inequality were also less support-
ive of markets, then perhaps the reason that we find less support for mar-
kets in post-communist countries could be because communism reduced

although of course we expect a far smaller proportion people to have moved from a non-
post-communist country to a post-communist one (or vice versa) than we do to have moved
internally in Germany; still, this is another reason why we use the German analysis as a
supplementary test as opposed to as our primary form of analysis. However, in Chapter §
we take advantage of the fact that a different survey carried out only in Germany (the Ger-
man Election Panel Study) allows us to measure both where people grew up and where they
were presently living at the time of the survey to explicitly leverage these differences in our
analysis; see Section 5.7 in Chapter 5 for more detail.

"Here we faced a trade-off between accurately capturing the exact moment when com-
munism came to an end in each post-communist country and using a much more complex
coding rule for the data. In particular, even if we did divide up the post-communist countries
and use data from 1989, 1990, and 1991 for different countries, we would face the perplex-
ing question of which of these years we should use to draw the data for the rest of the (non-
post-communist) countries in the analysis. So here we side with parsimony and simply use
1989, when the collapse of communism started, as the reference point. To the extent that
we are trying to capture only the effects of communist rule, we run these models using just
the pre-communist control variables (plus our survey-year-fixed effects) in addition to the
end-of-communism variables but drop all the contemporaneous variables, including the
individual-level demographic indicators.
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inequality in these countries. If this was the case, then by adding a mea-
sure of inequality in 1989 to our models, we could test whether having
a more equal society at the end of the communist period can explain the
post-communist attitudinal differential in terms of markets.

The key point here is that if we are able to adequately control for condi-
tions before communism took hold, then measuring conditions at the end
of the communist period should give us our best opportunity to measure
cleanly the effect of not simply having been living in a post-communist
country at the time of the survey (which is what the dummy variable picks
up), but of the various attributes of communist rule. Accordingly, we add
blocks of variables to the model that are designed to account for four
major characteristics of communist rule: development, redistribution/egal-
itarianism, non-democratic rule, and leftist ideology.'®

3.2.3. Living through Communism: Inter-regional Analysis

Having addressed our living in a post-communist country methodologi-
cal approach, we now turn our methodology for studying the effects of
living through communism. In doing so, we turn our focus to examining
the relationship between exposure to communist rule at the individual
level and the attitude in question (e.g., do more years of exposure to com-
munism make one more likely to oppose democracy?). We go about this
in two different ways. The first approach builds directly on the method
of analysis utilized to test the effect of living in a post-communist country
(described in Section 3.2.1, above) but involves three important changes.

First, we begin with a base model that includes our pre-communist con-
trol variables and demographic characteristics of the respondent includ-
ing, importantly, the age of the respondent. We include pre-communist
controls here because—as in all our analyses—we want to account for
factors that were present in these countries before the advent of commu-
nism. We include our demographic controls in the analysis because now
that we are switching our emphasis to individual levels of exposure, we

8For the former two categories, we use these variables measured in 1989; for the latter
two, we use the average values over the decade and a half prior to the collapse of commu-
nism. More specifically, we used the average number of years that a country was run by a
regime classified as Left by the Database of Political Institutions from 1975 to 1989 and
the average Polity regime score for 1975-89. In the case of the Polity scores, we find similar
results using different time windows or using Freedom House Democracy scores, but we
chose to present the results using Polity to be consistent with the pre-communist regime
measure (which could not be calculated using Freedom House data).
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want to make sure to control for all individual-level characteristics that
could be influencing attitudes."”

Second, we add to this model a measure of years of exposure to com-
munism, which becomes our primary focus. This measure is calculated by
taking into account the year of the survey, the age of the respondent, and
the country in which he or she lived; the value is set at zero for people
who do not live in post-communist countries.?’ The primary test of our
living through communism model, then, is to observe the coefficient on
this variable. If the coefficient is in the correctly predicted direction and
is statistically and substantively meaningful, then it would suggest that ad-
ditional years of exposure to communism are associated with more con-
gruence with the attitude (e.g., support for social welfare) in question.

The third difference from the living in a post-communist country anal-
ysis is that we also run these exposure models using country-fixed effects
(i.e., including a series of dummy variables to pick up respondents’ country
of residence).?! Normally, we would address this in the following section as
part of our modeling discussion, but there is actually a substantive reason
for addressing it here, which is that we are essentially measuring the effect
of exposure in two different ways. In the standard analysis, we are lever-
aging cross-country variation in exposure, which includes the difference
in exposure between citizens in post-communist countries and citizens in
non-post-communist countries, but also the differences between citizens
in different post-communist countries that had longer versus shorter spells
of communist rule. In the country-fixed-effects models, however, we are
examining variation in exposure across individuals only within countries.
These fixed-effects specifications provide us with a more conservative es-
timate of exposure effects and, as we address in greater detail below, in
some cases produce estimates that approximate more closely the results
from running the models using hierarchical linear models.

YOf course, the most crucial demographic variable that we need to control for is age,
or else our attempts to measure exposure will end up largely picking up the effect of being
old in the post-communist era; how this is implemented and the methodological rationale
behind our way of doing so is explained in detail below in Section 3.3.3. Note as well that,
as discussed above, we drop the contemporaneous political and economic aggregate-level
variables from these analyses so as to avoid problems of post-treatment bias.

20We exclude from our analyses anyone living in communist countries outside of East-
ern Europe, the former Soviet Union, and Mongolia. In practice, the only countries in the
World Values Survey that fall into this category are China and Vietnam; the rationale for
doing so is explained later in this chapter in Section 3.3.5.

2! Adding country-fixed effects means that we need to remove the post-communist dummy
variable from our analysis because it perfectly co-varies with a linear combination of post-
communist countries’ country-fixed effects.
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Having examined the effect of exposure directly, our next step is to as-
sess the effect of the various intensifying and resistance factors in moder-
ating the effect of exposure. We explore most of these using intra-regional
analysis (described below in Section 3.2.4), but for two of these variables—
communist regime type and adult versus childhood socialization—we
continue to use the inter-regional analysis setup. We do this because indi-
viduals can have exposure to different types of communist regimes, and
can have exposure to communism as both an adult and as a child. Further,
the number of years of exposure to communism as an adult and as a
child will vary at the individual level (and the same holds for exposure to
different types of communist regimes). Thus modeling these effects using
interactive variables—as we do for the remaining intensifying and resis-
tance variables (and describe in detail in the following section)—seemed
not to be the best way to take advantage of the richness of the data. Given
that total years of exposure is equal to the sum of exposure to the differ-
ent regime types (Stalinist + neo-Stalinist + post-totalitarian + reformist)
or at different points of one’s life (adult + childhood exposure), we chose
instead to simply include multiple exposure variables in the models.?? This
in turn allowed us to continue to use the inter-regional analysis set up we
had used for the generic living through communism model.

Before we turn to the methodological approach for the remaining inten-
sifying and resistance variable—which will focus only on survey respon-
dents in post-communist countries—it is important to address the ques-
tion of why we continue to include non-post-communist countries at all
in our first set of analyses of the effects of living through communism,
given the fact that all respondents in non-post-communist countries are
coded as having zero years of exposure to communism. We do so primar-
ily for two methodological reasons. First, by continuing to maintain the
structure used in our living in post-communist countries analysis, we can
more directly compare the results for these analyses with the results from
our living through communism analysis. In particular, this allows us to
continue to include a post-communist dummy variable in our (non-fixed-
effects) living through communism analysis, and thus measure the effect
of adding exposure to communism to our models on the post-communist
attitudinal differential in much the same way as we did, for example, with
pre-communist characteristics. These models are then the basis for a more

22For the rest of our intensifying or resistance variables—regardless of whether they are
coded at the individual level or the aggregate level—each individual will be assigned to ei-
ther one category (e.g., highest level of education, lives in a country with the lowest quintile
of pre-communist literacy) or to one value on a continuous scale (e.g., has a pre-communist
per capita GDP of X), and thus are modeled as interactive effects.
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formal mediation analysis to establish the extent to which individual com-
munist exposure can account for the post-communist attitude differential.>®

But even more importantly, including non-post-communist countries in
the analysis gives us much more data from which to identify an exposure
effect while simultaneously estimating the effect of age. Indeed, as we de-
scribe below in Section 3.3.4, when we limit our analysis only to respon-
dents from post-communist countries, we will use a constrained regression
with a fixed coefficient for the effect of age precisely because estimating
both variables simultaneously leads to less stable estimates when relying
only on respondents from post-communist countries. So there are pros and
cons to both approaches; neither is a perfect fix.%*

3.2.4. Living through Communism: Intra-regional Analysis

For our remaining intensifying and resistance variables, the value of the
variable is fixed for each individual (e.g., you live in a country with a cer-
tain literacy level in the 1920s, or you are in an urban area, or you are a
Catholic, etc.), and therefore the appropriate form of analysis is to interact
each of these variables in turn with years of exposure. However, many of
these aggregate-level variables make little sense out of the post-communist
context (e.g., what would late-communist liberalization mean for a country
that was not ever under communist rule?), so we now restrict our analysis
to only post-communist countries. This has methodological implications
for how we set up our models (discussed below in Section 3.3.4), but for
now we focus on questions of interpretation.

Given that we are now interacting years of exposure with our intensify-
ing and resistance variables, the key variable of interest is now the inter-
action between years of exposure and the variable in question; in other
words, we want to ascertain whether years of exposure has a different
effect on people in the different categories hypothesized to increase the
intensity of exposure or resistance to exposure. Recall from the previous

23We run the formal mediation analysis using the medeff command in Stata 13.1 (Hicks
and Tingley 2011), which compared to other mediation routines in Stata has the advantage
of allowing the use of both weights and sample restrictions.

2Importantly, though, our country-fixed-effects models essentially approximate drop-
ping all the non-post-communist countries from the analysis anyway. Since these models
are measuring only within-country variation in years of exposure—and there is no within-
country variation in exposure in the non-post-communist countries—then including these
countries in the analysis cannot have an effect on the estimate of the exposure variable
except to the extent that they affect the coefficients on other individual-level variables (such
as age). So readers who would have preferred us exclude the non-post-communist countries
from these analyses entirely can simply focus on the results from the country-fixed-effects
version of the models.
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chapter that these hypotheses make predictions regarding both aggregate-
level factors (e.g., the effect of exposure to communism should be stron-
ger in countries where it was homegrown as opposed to imposed) and at
the individual level (e.g., the effect of exposure to communism should be
stronger for people with lower levels of education). In order to test these
hypotheses, we want to observe whether a year of exposure has a larger
effect (in the direction predicted by the living through communism model,
e.g., less support for democracy or markets) for residents of countries
where, for example, communism was homegrown, in our aggregate ex-
ample, or a larger effect on people with less education, in our individual
example.” By looking at the difference between the predicted effect of a
year of exposure across the categories within each intensifying/resistance
variable, we will then be able to assess the level of support for each of the
intensifying and resistance hypotheses in turn.?® Collectively, though, as-
sessing all these hypotheses will give us the opportunity to understand in a
more nuanced way how exposure affects the attitude in question.

3.3. MODELING DECISIONS

Having laid out the basic logic behind our methodological approach, our
next task is to explain the explicit modeling decisions we have made in
each of these cases. By definition, then, this section will be more technical
than the previous one and represents our attempt to be as transparent as
possible about both what analyses are presented in the remainder of the
book and why we made the specific modeling choices we did.

The one area where the interpretation of these interactions effects is not straight-
forward is for the variables measuring late-communist economic and political conditions.
The problem lies in the fact that while strong economic growth in the 1980s may lower
the resistance to communist exposure in that decade, it obviously cannot retrospectively
lower resistance to the exposure that some citizens of communist countries experienced in
the 1960s and 1970s. Therefore, the interactions for those models need to be interpreted
somewhat differently, in the sense that it is conceivable that solid late-communist perfor-
mance would reinforce earlier communist socialization, while weak performance in the
1980s could undermine the effects of earlier socialization.

26 As many before have argued, the best way to assess interactive effects is graphically, and
so we will follow this path as well by displaying the predicted effect for a year of exposure in
the different categories suggested by the relevant intensifying or resistance variables (Bram-
bor et al. 2006). For all the aggregate variables, we will display the effect in two categories
(e.g., homegrown vs. imposed communism, high pre-communist GDP vs. low pre-communist
GDP); we do the same for some of the individual variables (e.g., male vs. female, urban vs.
rural), but in some cases we have more than two categories (e.g., religious denomination,
highest level of education).
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3.3.1. Modeling the Living in a Post-communist
Country Analysis

Most of our data is multilevel in nature, with country-specific indicators
(e.g., literacy rates pre-1920), country-year indicators (e.g., unemploy-
ment in the year of the survey), and individual-level variables (e.g., edu-
cational achievement of the respondent) (Snijders and Bosker 1999; Gel-
man and Hill 2007). Despite its hierarchical nature, we opted to employ a
simpler analysis: ordinary least squares regression with clustered standard
errors. We feel confident doing so for four reasons. First, we have so many
Level 1 observations (i.e., survey respondents) for each Level 2 observa-
tion (i.e., the country’s unemployment rate) that there is very little analyti-
cal leverage to be gained as part of a trade-off for the added complexity
of running a hierarchical model. Second, in all our analyses, we cluster
the standard errors at the country-year (survey) level, which adjusts the
standards errors to account for the much smaller number of Level-2
(country-year) observations and patterns that an ordinary least squares
(OLS) analysis might miss. Third, we also use equilibrated survey weights
in all our analyses that combine any within-country survey weights with
a cross-country component that adjusts for sample size differences across
countries; this ensures that each country-survey affects the overall results
the same amount, regardless of whether certain surveys had a larger N
than others.?”” Finally, we have at various points throughout the project
run robustness tests of particular sets of results and have never found that
rerunning our analyses using hierarchical models produces results that
noticeably differ in substantive terms from what we find with OLS.?

As mentioned in the previous section, we begin the living in a post-
communist country analysis by adding variables measuring pre-communist
conditions to our base model. Our goal was to control for as many aspects
as possible of the cultural, political, and developmental context in which
Soviet communism took root. The challenge here is that data from the
pre-1920s era is of course harder to come by than data from the post-
communist era. With these constraints in mind, we include data on pre-
communist wealth, urbanization, and literacy in an effort to take account
of pre-communist development, the religious denomination of the major-
ity of the population and colonial legacy to take account of pre-communist
cultural and institutional influences (Janos 2001; Acemoglu et al. 2001),

?’In other words, if one country happened to sample twice as many respondents, it would
not have twice as large a commensurate effect on the overall results.

28In addition, for this book we have rerun the primary living in a post-communist country
models (the first tables in Chapters 4-7) and living through communism models (the third ta-
bles in Chapters 4-7) using hierarchical models, and we include these results in the electronic
appendix. We thank in particular Nathaniel Beck for numerous discussions on this topic.
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and pre-communist Polity regime scores to take account of the political
context. In addition, we also include a number of geographic indicators—
distance from Greenwich, England, distance from the equator, average
altitude, and whether the country is landlocked—that prior research has
shown to be related to political and economic development.?” One impor-
tant point to note about all these variables is that—by definition—they are
coded at the country level, not at the country-year level, as pre-communist
history does not change based on whether a survey is conducted in 1995
or 2005. A full list of these variables can be found in Table 3.1.

For contemporary political, economic, and demographic variables (all
also listed in Table 3.1), we rely on many of the usual suspects. The main
point to note is that our economic and political variables are coded at
the country-year level and our demographic variables are coded at the
individual level.3* We have more details on particular variables and how
they are coded below in Section 3.4, but for now two additional points
are worth noting. First, we include religion as one of our demographic
variables in two different ways, distinguishing both denomination and
frequency of attendance at religious services. Second, we felt strongly that
it was important to include a measure of corruption as part of our living
in a post-communist country analysis, but it could have been included
as part of either the political or economic set of variables. We ultimately
chose to include the corruption measure as part of our political variables
because we saw corruption more as an “institutional” feature of society
more than a particular economic outcome. As readers will discover in the
ensuing chapters, the distinction between adding economic and political
variables that capture living in a post-communist country to the models
does not end up being one of the main substantive conclusions of the
book; had this been the case, we would likely have carried out additional
tests to see if shifting corruption from the political to economic set of
variables would have made much of a difference.’

»See for example Sachs and Warner (1997); Hall and Jones (1999); Acemoglu et al.
(2001); Easterly and Levine (2003); Collier and Hoeffler (2003); and Rigobon and Rodrik
(2005).

3The one exception here is ethnic diversity, which we include as part of our demo-
graphic control variables and which is actually coded at the country level because the data
we use here—James Fearon’s ethnolinguistic-fractionalization index—is coded only at the
country level (Fearon 2003). It is obviously not ideal to have to rely on a single variable
here, but compared to many of the other variables in the study, ethnic diversity (generally)
does change relatively slowly.

31Readers should also note that we do not include individual-level sociodemographic
variables in our controls in all our living in a post-communist country models precisely
because these variables are one of our blocks of post-communist characteristics to be tested.
They are, therefore, included in the model where we introduce post-communist demo-
graphic characteristics (see Table 3.1, as well as the first tables in Chapters 4-7, Model 3)



METHODS AND DATA 77

Table 3.1. Living in a Post-communist Country Variables

Pre-communist variables (country-level): Urbanization 1920s; Landlocked;
Distance from equator; Distance from Greenwich; British colony; French
colony; Spanish colony; German empire; Habsburg empire; Russian empire;
Ottoman empire; Other European colony; Mean elevation; Log GDP/capita
1914; Literacy 1920s; Average Polity score 1900-19135; Average Polity score
1900-1915 x Overseas colony; Overseas colony pre-WWTI; Imperial territory
pre-WWI; Muslim majority; Christian majority

Post-communist demographic variables (all individual-level except Ethnic frac-
tionalization): Ethnic fractionalization; Post-secondary education; Secondary
education; Primary education; HH income; Town resident; City resident;
Large city resident; Male; Age; Religious attendance often; Religious atten-
dance never; Atheist

Post-communist economic variables (country-survey-level): GDP change since
previous year; Unemployment; Inflation (Log); GDP as % of GDP in 1989;
Income inequality

Post-communist political institutions variables (country-survey-level): Corrup-
tion index; Health and education spending as % of GDP, Freedom House De-
mocracy Score; Proportional representation electoral system; Mixed electoral
system; Majoritarian electoral system; Presidential system; Parliamentary-
presidential system; Parliamentary system*

End of communism sociodemographic variable (country-survey-level): Urban-
ization in 1989; Primary school enrollment 1989, Literacy 1989; Energy
intensity 1989; Industry as % of GDP in 1989; Log GDP per capita 1989

End of communism social welfare indicators (country-level): Health and educa-
tion spending as % of GDP 1989; Income inequality 1989; State sector size
1989

End of communism political variables (country-level): Average Polity score
1975-89; Average left-wing party share of government 1975-89

* The electoral system and governing system variables are mutually exclusive and exhaus-
tive categories; thus one category is always omitted when these dummy variables are include
in regression analyses. For consistency, we generally omit majoritarian electoral system and
parliamentary system.

One other methodological issue related to our living in a post-communist
country analysis warrants mention at this time. One of the concerns with
cross-country analysis is that we can never control for all the factors that
distinguish countries from one another in any statistical model. One way to
account for this concern is to conduct statistical analyses only within a single
country, but for the purpose of our study that would have meant restricting
our analysis to Germany, the only country with intra-country variation in

and in our full models with all the living in a post-communist country variables (Models 7
and 8 in the first tables in Chapters 4-7).
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having a communist past. Doing so would have come at the cost of more
limited external validity, which is why we opted to include a Germany-
only analysis alongside the cross-country analysis to function as a kind
of robustness check. Another option would have been to include country-
fixed effects in all the models—which we do employ in our inter-regional
analysis of the effect of living through communism—Dbut by doing so we
would lose the ability to analyze cross-national variation. Indeed, using
country-fixed effects for our living in a post-communist country analysis
would essentially undermine the main point of the analysis, which is to dis-
tinguish attitudes in one set of countries (post-communist countries) from
attitudes in other countries.

We do, however, test the robustness of our pre-communist findings
using a relatively new methodological technique. Following Hainmueller
(2012), we use entropic balancing to create a set of weights that allow us
to match the treatment group (post-communist countries) to the control
group (non-post-communist countries) along a number of the key devel-
opmental characteristics included as controls in the original model (see
Table 3.1). This approach has the advantage of relaxing the linearity as-
sumptions implicit in our parametric regression model but comes at the
cost of reducing the number of characteristics on which we can match the
two groups.’? With this trade-off in mind, we employ entropic balancing
primarily as a robustness test, but in each of the following four chapters,
we are reassured when the entropic balancing models produce largely the
same findings as we find in our standard parametric analysis of our pre-
communist variables.

3.3.2. Modeling the Living in a Post-communist Country
Unpacking Communism Analysis

Our modeling choices for the “unpacking communism” analysis are ex-
actly the same as for the living in a post-communist country analysis: we
employ ordinary least squares analysis with country-year (survey) clus-
tered standard errors and equilibrated survey weights. Again, the goal is
to see what happens to the coefficient on the post-communist dummy
variable when we add different clusters of variables—here, clusters tied to
the primary features of communist rule (development, redistribution/low
inequality, non-democratic rule, and leftist ideology). The key distinction,
however, from the living in a post-communist country analysis is that in-
stead of adding variables that measured conditions before the onset of
communist rule or contemporaneously with the survey, we are instead
now attempting to capture conditions at the end of communist rule but
before the onset of post-communism.

32The tests were run using the ebalance routine in Stata 13.1 (Hainmueller and Xu 2013).
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To do so, we measure conditions as they were in 1989. For most vari-
ables, this means simply taking the aggregate-level statistic for the year of
1989. However, for two variables—level of democracy and leftist ideology—
sampling conditions in 1989 seemed less valuable than measuring con-
ditions during the last period of communist rule. Remember that we are
measuring conditions both in post-communist countries and outside of
post-communist countries, and what we are trying to do is answer ques-
tions such as “can the fact that post-communist countries had been ruled
by leftist regimes under communism account for the differences we see in
post-communist attitudes?” By definition, communist countries will be
coded as “leftist” for any summary measure of rule under communism, so
the question becomes what exactly it is we are measuring in all other coun-
tries. For both ideology and political openness we settled on using aver-
age values in the decade and a half (i.e., 1975-89) preceding the collapse
of communism because such averages are arguably better at capturing the
political environment experienced by citizens of particular countries than
a short-term snapshot in a single year.?

One final point to note is that—as with the previous living in a post-
communist country analysis—we still do not include demographic con-
trol variables in these analyses. The reason we do so here is because most
of the variables we are including in these analyses (e.g., education under
communism, literacy under communism, economic development under
communism) are trying to pick up the effects of communist policies that
were intended to alter the sociodemographic composition of the popula-
tion. Thus controlling for sociodemographic characteristics at the time of
the survey—in addition to introducing post-treatment bias—would also in
effect be somewhat akin to measuring the effects of communism twice. We
do, however, include our pre-communist control variables in these analy-
ses, precisely because controlling for conditions before communism took
hold and then measuring conditions when communism collapsed repre-
sents our best estimate of the “pure” effect of communism (i.e., net of pre-
communist starting positions).

3.3.3. Modeling the Living through Communism
Inter-regional Exposure Analysis

To reiterate, the difference between the setup of the living through com-
munism analysis and the living in a post-communist country analysis is
that we are now adding a measure of years of exposure to communism
to our analysis. This variable is coded on an individual-level basis and is

3Thus, if a country (such as Brazil) was authoritarian until the mid-1980s and then de-
mocratized, we would want to capture that fact rather than just call it democratic in 1989.
Similar points can be made about having a leftist party in power.
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calculated using each individual’s age and country of residence to estimate
the number of years that the individual was six or older while her coun-
try was under communist rule. Therefore, if communism ended in one’s
country of residence in 1989 and someone was 25 years old at the time of
a 2005 survey, the respondent would be coded as receiving 4 years of com-
munist exposure (at ages 6, 7, 8, and 9). However, if respondent was only
20 years old at the time of the 2005 survey, she would be coded as having
no years of exposure to communism. Thus, years of exposure is a function
of the start and end dates of communism in one’s country, one’s age, and
the time of the survey. Residents of non-post-communist countries are all
coded as having had 0 years of exposure.

While the setup is largely the same as in the living in a post-communist
country analysis, our focus in interpreting the findings now changes, with
our primary emphasis being on the direction and significance of the co-
efficient on the exposure variable; our expectation is that more years of
exposure will lead to greater support for the regime position on the issue
in question (e.g., anti-markets, pro—social welfare, etc.). Since we still in-
clude the post-communism dummy and the age variable in the non-fixed-
effects model specifications,* the exposure variable represents a fairly
conservative estimate of the role of communist socialization effects, net
of the effects of living in a post-communist country and of the fact that
respondents with longer communist exposure tend to be older. As dis-
cussed in the previous section, we run each of our models a second time
using country-fixed effects; in these models we drop the post-communist
dummy variable because it is a linear combination of the country-fixed
effects from the post-communist countries.’® We also repeat the analysis
four times, once for exposure, once for exposure by regime type, once for
exposure by time of life (i.e., adult versus childhood exposure), and once
interacting adult and childhood exposure.’* While our expectation remains

34In line with the convention in age-period-cohort (APC) models, our regressions include
age and dummy variables for the survey year in addition to exposure indicators to disen-
tangle the different dimensions of temporal variation; for more details, see Pop-Eleches and
Tucker (2014).

¥Indeed, once we include country-fixed effects, it is impossible to include any dummy
variable in our models that single out a particular set of countries, because that would al-
ways represent a linear combination of the country dummy variables from those particular
countries.

3¢Childhood exposure is coded as years of exposure between ages 6 and 17, while adult
exposure is coded as years of exposure from age 18 up. Total exposure is simply the sum of
child and adult exposure. Given the length of the communist experience—especially in the
former Soviet Union—this gives the child-exposure variable a peculiar distribution. Most
respondents will simply have had a full 12 years of exposure as children. Those who have
had fewer than 12 years will either be young (people who were younger than 17 when
communism collapsed in their country) or old (people who were at least 7 years old upon
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that more years of exposure will increase support for the relevant atti-
tude in question, we are now also interested in whether these effects differ
across the predicted subcategories, for example, whether we observe a
larger effect for Stalinist exposure than for reformist communist exposure.
To assess the empirical support for this claim, we can simply observe the
relative size of the coefficients for, in this example, Stalinist exposure and
reformist exposure, as well as the statistical significance of any difference
between these coefficients.

Our “base model” for these analyses (i.e., the model to which we add
years of exposure) includes pre-communist control variables because
they predate any communist exposure. We also continue to control for
individual-level demographic characteristics in order not to introduce un-
necessary omitted-variable bias into our analyses. We do not, however,
include contemporaneous political and economic indicators in an effort
to avoid introducing post-treatment bias.

One final point worth reiterating is our identification strategy for find-
ing an effect for years or exposure while controlling for the age of respon-
dents. The challenge is that if we were to use a single survey from a single
country, age would be very highly correlated with years of exposure to
communism because of the way that the exposure variable is constructed.
However, even within a single survey this correlation is not perfect for
two reasons. First, there is a ceiling effect for exposure among the older
respondents (those born seven or more years before the start of commu-
nism), since exposure cannot be higher than the total years the country was
under communist rule. Obviously this ceiling effect is not very important
in the interwar Soviet republics (because there are relatively few respon-
dents born pre-1910 in post-communist surveys), but it matters consid-
erably more for the post-WWII Eastern European communist regimes.>’
Conversely, exposure is coded as zero for all respondents who were five or
younger when communism fell, and this group becomes a larger part of the
survey samples in later surveys.

the advent of communist rule in their country). Of course, citizens of non-post-communist
countries will have 0 years of exposure. As will become clear in the ensuing chapters, we
find less support for the effect of childhood exposure than the extant political socialization
literature would have led us to expect in a number of the chapters, which led us to wonder
whether there might be something mechanical about the distribution of this variable that
prevent positive findings. This concern, however, was at least somewhat mitigated when
we did finally see substantively and statistically significant findings in the gender equality
chapter in line with the received wisdom regarding child socialization, suggesting that there
was nothing mechanical about the distribution of child exposure that prevented statistically
significant findings.

¥For example, in the 1990 WVS survey for Bulgaria the ages for respondents with the
maximum communist exposure (45 years) varied from 50 to 90.
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When pooling data from multiple surveys from multiple years from
multiple countries, though, there are several important additional sources
of leverage for disentangling the effects of age and communist exposure.
First, we can take advantage of the fact that communism did not start and
end at the same time in all countries, especially when comparing Eastern
European and interwar former Soviet republics. Thus, even among the
former communist countries, respondents of the same age in a given sur-
vey year will have had different years of exposure to communism (e.g., a
70-year-old Russian surveyed in 1999 will have had significantly more ex-
posure to communism than a 70-year-old from Poland surveyed in 1999
owing to the earlier start date and later end of communism in the former
country as opposed to the latter). Second, in some cross-national survey
series, such as the World Values Survey, there are multiple countries that
were surveyed multiple times over time periods spanning almost two de-
cades. Therefore, if we compare respondents from the same country across
different years, we can also get respondents of the same age different
lengths of communist exposure (e.g., a 40-year-old surveyed in 1992 will
have had 10 more years of exposure to communism than a 40-year-old in
the same country surveyed in 2002). Taken together, these factors allow
us to estimate an effect for exposure even controlling for age, a fact we
go into in significantly greater detail in an article on this methodological
approach that was part of a special issue on age-period-cohort analysis in
Electoral Studies (Pop-Eleches and Tucker 2014).38

3.3.4. Modeling the Living through Communism
Intra-regional Exposure Analysis

Our assessment of our remaining intensifying and resistance variables fol-
lows the same basic approach as our analysis of the regime-type and time-
of-life exposure analysis: we have a base model to which we add years of
exposure, and then we examine our results to see if the effect of exposure
is moderated by our intensifying and resistance variables as predicted.
As noted above in Section 3.2.3, once we move beyond regime type and
time-of-life exposure, the rest of our intensifying and resistance variables
are of the type that each respondent will be assigned to a single category
(e.g., religious attendance) or value on a continuous scale (e.g., interwar
average Polity score in one’s country of residence). Thus, the appropriate
modeling technique is to interact years of exposure with the proposed

3#Interested readers should see the article, but one interesting takeaway is that we do
not actually need that many waves of surveys in each country to identify an estimate for
exposure. We thank Anja Neundorf and Dick Niemi for their invitation to participate in the
conference leading up to the publication of the special issue.
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modifying variable (i.e., the intensifying or resistance variable). This leads
us to make three important methodological changes for these analyses.

First, we now—for the first time—limit our analysis to data from post-
communist countries. We do so because of strong theoretical concerns
about the comparability of certain measures between communist and
non-communist countries. To give a couple of examples, what would “late-
communist political liberalization” mean outside the context of post-
communist countries? We measure this using a country’s Polity score in the
decade and a half leading up to 1989, but we do so in order to distinguish
post-communist countries where the regime opened a bit toward the end
of the communist era from those where it did not; outside of the post-
communist world this would simply indicate whether a country was demo-
cratic or not in the 1989. The United States, for example, would score high
on this category but was in no way a communist country that was opening
up a bit. In a similar vein, only countries that had ever experienced commu-
nism could be coded as having homegrown versus imposed communismy;
there is not even a way to code a country like that United States in that
categorization.

More generally, once we move away from “years of exposure” as a non-
interacted variable—where we can code people outside the communist
world as having zero years of exposure, and which was still the case in
our inter-regional analysis set up when we could break down individuals
into years of exposure in different categories—to models where we need to
interact years of exposure with distinct features of the communist experi-
ence, it becomes increasingly difficult to justify continuing to leverage the
data from the non-post-communist countries in our analysis. While there
are some intensifying and resistance variables for which we could code
people in non-post-communist countries (e.g., highest level of education
attained), the trade-off here would be bouncing back and forth between
different data sets for the analysis of different intensifying and resistance
variables, which would make comparisons arguably more difficult to justify.
Thus we made the decision to limit all our intensifying and resistance analy-
ses that included interactive variable to only the post-communist cases.

However, this change in samples raises some methodological challenges
owing to the fact that in the post-communist only sample, age and com-
munist socialization are much more highly correlated than in the global
sample, thereby leading to more unstable statistical results.>* Therefore,
our methodological change is that we now employ constrained regression

3This is the case because in the global sample we have so many people of all ages with
no exposure to communism. Once we restrict the analysis to just the post-communist coun-
tries, this correlation becomes higher. To be clear, we can still identify our models for all the
reasons discussed in the previous section, but the results are less stable.
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analysis instead of standard regression analysis,* in which we constrain
the age coefficient across all the models to the estimate obtained from
running a model regressing our variable in question (e.g., support for de-
mocracy in Chapter 4, support for markets in Chapter 5, etc.) on age (and
a battery of demographic controls) in the full sample of non-communist
countries. We then set the coefficient for age in our main regression (run
on the post-communist surveys only) to the coefficient estimate for the
age variable obtained from the first regression. Thus, the model is run still
controlling for age, which allows us to estimate the attitudinal effects of
additional years of communist exposure net of the age of the respondent,
but without having to simultaneously estimate effects for age and expo-
sure using only the post-communist data.

Note that there are basically two options for how to “set” age for the
constrained regression analysis: estimate age on the full data set; and es-
timate age using just the non-post-communist countries. The advantage
of this latter option is that it ensures that our estimate of the effect of age
on our variable in question is entirely uncontaminated by any of effect
of communist exposure. As “age independent of exposure” is what we
would be trying to estimate by including age in a regression model in the
first place, we opted to generate our coefficient for age in this matter. Thus
the coefficient on age in these models can be interpreted as the effect of
age on the attitude in question untainted by any exposure to communism,
but in practice running the model on the full dataset or only the non-
post-communist countries tended to generate very similar coefficients for
age in all cases (arguably because ex-communist countries accounted for
only about a quarter of the overall respondents in the WVS surveys we
analyzed).*

The third change is that since we are we now including only data from
the post-communist countries, we no longer have any reasons to include
our pre-communist control variables (other than the case where the pre-
communist indicator is the intensifying or resistance variable being tested
as a moderator in the model). Recall that the point of including the pre-
communist control variables in the prior base models was to control for
where communism took root and how those countries differed from coun-
tries where communism did not arise in period of time before the com-
munist era; with only communist countries in the sample, these variables
are no longer needed.** As we continue to exclude all contemporaneous

“0These analyses are performed using the cnsreg command in Stata 13.1. We thank Larry
Bartels for this suggestion.

“"However, we would expect this choice to matter more in surveys where ex-communist
countries are overrepresented (e.g., in the EBRD Life in Transition Societies surveys).

“There is also a pragmatic dimension to this decision: similar to the age/exposure re-
lationship, many other pre-communist control variables become much more highly corre-
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Table 3.2. Intensifying and Resistance Variables

Country-level variables: Literacy in the 1920s; Pre-communist GDP per capita;
Average polity scores 1920-39; Economic growth over entire communist
period; “Native” communist regime; Installed communist regime; Proportion
of years under communism with “hardline” communist rule;* Economic
growth 1981-88; Polity score in 1989

Individual-level variables: Catholic, Protestant, Eastern Orthodox, Muslim,
other religion; Religious attendance; Religious attendance interacted with
denomination; Primary education; Secondary education; Higher education;
No education; Sex; Residence**

* Years of rule under Stalinism and neo-Stalinism as proportion of total years under
communist rule.

** Religion, education, residence, and sex are mutually exclusive and exhaustive catego-
ries; thus one category is always omitted when these dummy variables are include in regres-
sion analyses. For consistency, we generally use “other” religion, no education, female, and
rural resident as our omitted category.

variables to avoid post-treatment bias, our intra-regional exposure analy-
sis models therefore consist only of years of exposure, age (constrained),
the variable for which we are testing whether there are either resistance or
intensifying effects, and our individual-level control variables. While this
choice leads to statistical models that are underspecified compared to the
first set of regressions, this does not affect the estimates for the main coef-
ficients in which we are interested: individual communist exposure and
the interaction terms between exposure and individual or country-level
moderating variables.*

Table 3.2 concisely lists all the different intensifying and resistance vari-
ables. One final point to note is that since we are now primarily interested
in the interactive effect between each of these variables and years of expo-
sure, we follow the advice of Brambor et al. (2006) and display our results
for these analyses in the text of book in graphic format. While we provide
more detail on exactly how these figures are constructed the first time one
appears in Chapter 4, the basic idea is that we will display the marginal

lated (e.g., such as interwar literacy and economic development) when we limit ourselves to
only the post-communist countries. Similarly, we also would encounter degree of freedom
constraints more quickly for aggregate-level variables with the more limited set of post-
communist cases, especially for pre-communist indicators at the country level (as opposed to
at the country-survey level).

4 Additionally, we no longer report country-fixed-effects models in these sections. In
the case of the country-level intensifying and resistance variables, this would basically be
impossible because the country-fixed effects would be linear combinations of our country-
level variables. We report the results from the individual level interactions in the same man-
ner for consistency’s sake.
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effect of an additional year of exposure for a respondent in the 5th and
95th percentile for each variable (which, for categorical variables, and of
course dummy variables, essentially means the highest and lowest catego-
ries) as well as confidence intervals around that estimate.** This allows for
an easily interpretable overview of which intensifying/resistance variables
do indeed lead to different effects for years of exposure, and whether these
differences are in the correctly predicted direction. The tabular version of
the regression results are available in the electronic appendix, and, when
relevant, we will discuss the statistical significance of the effects in the text
of the chapter.

3.3.5. Other General Modeling Points

In this final section on modeling choices, we address modeling choices
that run across our different forms of analysis.

The first modeling issue that permeates all the different analyses is the
question of missing data, which primarily affects a few of the country-
level variables used in the living in post-communist countries analyses.
We approach this in two ways. As a first cut, we identified a small num-
ber of microstates (Andorra, Iceland, Luxembourg, and Malta) and non-
independent territories (Puerto Rico and Taiwan) that had missing data
for a broad range of indicators (because many data sources do not report
statistical data for very small or non-independent countries). In order to
ensure that the results of our living in a post-communist country tests
were comparable across different model specifications, we excluded these
countries from all our tests. While doing so leads to a small but noticeable
reduction of the sample size, we felt that—with the partial exception of
Taiwan—the substantive loss of doing so was minimal given that most of
these countries were only marginally comparable to the post-communist
countries in our sample.

The second component of our approach is that in the few cases where
we were unable to fully code our aggregate-level variables, we mean re-
place the missing variables and then add a dummy variable to identify
the cases where this mean replacement takes place.* This means that the
coefficient on the variable in question is estimated only using the cases for
which we actually have data without forcing list-wise deletion.*® Obvi-
ously we do not use this approach for any of our dependent variables.

A second issue concerns the reference group of countries to which we
compare attitudes in post-communist countries. In our primary analysis,

“These are estimated using the margins command in Stata 13.1.

“We also applied this approach to a few individual-level demographic variables in the
World Values Survey.

4We thanks Chris Achen and Larry Bartels for suggesting this approach. For other ap-
plications, see Pacek et al. 2009; and Powell and Tucker 2014.
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we include in this group any country included in the World Values Surveys
that was nof still a communist county at the time of the survey (i.e., we
drop Vietnam and China). The reason for doing so was simply that while
we clearly could not include these countries as “post-communist,” it made
even less sense to put them in the non-communist reference category when
the goal was to see if, for example, the effect of communist rule was to
make people less supportive of markets than people in “other” countries.
Put another way, if communism made people less supportive of markets,
then we should not expect people in post-communist countries to be less
supportive of markets than people still living in communist countries.

However, this still leaves open the questions of what countries should
be included in our non-communist reference category. Four options seemed
viable. The first would be to compare post-communist attitudes to those
of citizens in “advanced industrialized democracies,” which in turn could
be limited to European countries if we wanted to control for history and
geography a bit more. The second option would be to take the opposite
approach and compare post-communist attitudes to those held by people
from countries that were ot living in advanced industrialized democracies.
To be clear, both of these approaches strike us as defensible and interest-
ing. It would be interesting to know if and why post-communist citizens
held attitudes that differed from either of these subgroups of countries,
and indeed one set of our analyses (those involving data from the EBRD’s
LiTS collection) takes the former approach by necessity, as the only non-
post-communist countries in that dataset are from Europe.

A third option would be to try to compare the post-communist coun-
tries to a set of non-communist countries that approximate most closely
what the ex-communist countries might have looked like if they had never
been under communist rule. While such an approach can be approximated
by comparing East to West Germany, applying this counterfactual logic
to the full set of ex-communist countries is obviously much more diffi-
cult. One could do so on a geographic basis, by selecting neighboring non-
communist countries such as Austria, Greece, Turkey, or Iran, or one could
select on the basis of pre-communist developmental indicators, which
might throw a number of other late-developing countries into the mix (in-
cluding parts of Latin America and East Asia). While we did not explicitly
create such a counterfactual sample, given that doing so is bound to be
arbitrary and controversial, our entropic balancing analysis described ear-
lier in this chapter essentially creates such a synthetic comparison group
and has the additional advantage of being tailored to the particular mix of
countries in a particular set of tests based on the WVS surveys.*

4’Thus, beyond the “philosophical” question of how much Finland and how much
Afghanistan to throw into the mix, a meaningful comparison would need to be tailored to
the particular country composition of the post-communist sample for any given analysis. In
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However, for our primary analysis utilizing the World Values Survey
data set, we decided to use all the available data—that is, every country
(besides the still technically communist China and Vietnam and the non-
independent/microstates mentioned above) for which the relevant ques-
tions allow us to code our dependent variables—in our analyses. The rea-
son was simply that we did not have a compelling theoretical reason to
want to compare attitudes in post-communist countries only to other ad-
vanced industrialized democracies, European countries, or other transition
countries. The theoretical arguments we have advanced in the previous
chapters all related to the overall effect of communism, not of commu-
nism compared to some other particular form of historical development
or political experience. From this vantage point, then, the goal of trying to
take advantage of all the data we had available seemed most appropriate.
Furthermore, dropping countries in nonrandom ways could introduce bias
into our analyses, and by adopting an a priori rule of using whatever data
we had available in the World Values Survey we are able to avoid con-
cerns that we somehow cherry-picked which countries to include in order
to generate more interesting findings. Of course, this does not mean that
countries were selected into the World Values Survey at random—a point
we discuss below—but at least it removes the concern that our decision of
which countries to include in our study could be a source of bias in our
findings.

A final point that needs to be addressed is the issue of measurement
error due to asking survey questions in the post-communist period when
we are interested in people’s experiences in the communist era. One issue
that compounds this problem is migration. Most of the data we analyze
comes from surveys that do not ask people if they were born in different
countries.* That means for a certain portion of our respondents, we may
be incorrectly attributing the number of years they spent living under
communism rule, as well as the correct “country variables” in our intensi-
fying and resistance analyses. Unfortunately, this is unavoidable; we sim-
ply need to accept it as a source of measurement error.’ A similar issue
is at play in our measure of religious attendance. The questions on our
surveys ask people about current religious attendance practices, while

other words, if we have more Czech and Hungarian respondents, then Austria would be a
more relevant comparison; but if we have more Central Asian respondents in the mix, then
perhaps Afghanistan, Turkey, or Iran would be the more useful reference groups.

*The one exception is the German Election Panel Study, and we do actually take ad-
vantage of this fact as part of our supplementary analysis in Chapter 5.

“However, the type of migration that is most relevant for our discussion here—that of
Eastern Europeans to Western Europe—is likely to lead to more conservative estimates of
the post-communist attitudinal differential since Western European samples will have been
“contaminated” by communist attitudinal legacies.
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what we are really interested in is religious attendance under communist
rule. Nevertheless, we feel comfortable that religious attendance at time
t+1 is probably the best proxy we can have for religious attendance at
time #, but again we want to acknowledge that this will inevitably lead to
some people being labeled incorrectly.>

3.4. DATA

Having explained our general methodological approach (Section 3.2) and
the modeling choices we made to implement that approach (Section 3.3),
we conclude this chapter by providing a more detailed discussion of the
data analyzed in the remainder of the book. We divide this section into
two parts. In the first part, we provide descriptions of the two large-scale
cross-national surveys and the two single-country panel surveys that we
use for our analysis in the following five chapters, as well as addressing
their advantages and disadvantages. In the second part, we describe the
aggregate-level data collection we have put together to supplement the
two cross-national survey collections in our statistical analyses, thus al-
lowing us to implement our methodological approach. While we leave a
description of every single variable we use to the data codebooks (in the
electronic appendix), we will use this section to provide some additional
discussion of a number of variables where coding decisions or data collec-
tion was not necessarily straightforward.

3.4.1. Survey Data Sets

In the following five chapters, we draw on survey data from four differ-
ent survey projects. To be very clear, this is all secondary analysis: in none
of these cases did we collect the survey data ourselves, which means that
we did not have the opportunity to participate in the design of the sur-
vey. Nevertheless, we consider ourselves extremely fortunate that so many
people put so much time into both carrying out and conducting these
surveys and making them publically available for secondary analysis by
scholars. Two of the data sets—the World Values Survey (WVS) and the
European Bank for Recovery and Development’s Life in Transition Soci-
eties (LiTS) surveys—are cross-national surveys; the other two datasets

The biggest concern here would be if we were measuring religious attendance of
people in the present who were too young to attend religious services under communism.
Fortunately, this will not be a problem given the set up of our analysis. Recall that we are
interested in the interactive effect of religious attendance and years of exposure to commu-
nism; respondents too young to have attended religious services under communism will by
definition not have had any exposure to communist rule.
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we analyze—the Hungarian Household Panel Survey (TARKI 1997); and
the German Election Panel Study (Falter et al. 2012)—are single country
panel studies.

3.4.1.1. WORLD VALUES SURVEY (WVS)

The WVS is the workhorse of our book, as we use the WVS in every sin-
gle empirical chapter for our primary analysis. The reason is simple: the
global and temporal coverage of the WVS is unparalleled for any survey of
political attitudes. Carried out under the supervision of Ronald Inglehart
of the University of Michigan, the WVS has been deployed in a continu-
ously expanding sample of countries from all geographic regions for more
than three decades.

The advantage of working with the WVS is that we are able to include
so many countries in our analyses over so many years; in addition, most
of the countries in the data set are surveyed in multiple waves of the sur-
vey. As discussed above in Section 3.3.3, this feature of multiple surveys
of individual countries in different waves of the study plays a very im-
portant role in our identification strategy. Furthermore—as also discussed
previously—the WVS has countries from all over the world, therefore in-
creasing the external validity of our analysis. A final advantage of working
with the World Values Survey is that it is a very well known and widely
used data set in the scholarly community that has already generated large
numbers of scholarly publications.!

Another significant advantage of the WVS data is that the surveys in-
cluded questions on the full range of attitudes that we analyze in this book.
Moreover, with the partial exception of the analysis about welfare state
attitudes in Chapter 6,%? the WVS includes multiple questions tapping into
the attitudes in which we are interested. This allowed us to construct stan-
dardized multi-item indexes with reasonably high reliability scores for our
cross-national statistical tests.> Additional details about the survey ques-
tions and additional measurement decisions for each of the dependent

1A Google Scholar search for “World Values Survey” produces more than 20,000 re-
sults, and the WVS website at one point featured a 200-page-long selective list of publica-
tions based on WVS survey data.

32As we discuss in Chapter 6, in addition to the main survey question we use in the anal-
ysis, some surveys included two additional related questions. However, the two questions
were asked in a very small proportion of the surveys, and they produced a low-reliability
index (alpha below .7), so we decided to analyze the single survey question with broad
geographic and temporal coverage for our main analyses in Chapter 6.

$3We used the alpha command (with the standardized option) in Stata 13.1 to calculate
the indexes and used .7 as the cutoff for acceptable index reliability.
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variables are discussed in the introductory sections of the relevant em-
pirical chapters.

Working with the WVS data, however, of course has some disadvantages
as well. As a decentralized academic survey-research project—surveys are
carried out and supervised by country-specific teams—there is less control
that each survey is administered in the same way than one would have
in a project carried out in a more centralized manner. From our perspec-
tive, this is most problematic because not all questions are asked on all
surveys. This is often the case across waves of surveys, but in the case of
the WVS we have found this variation even within waves. This problem
manifests itself in two ways that are of direct importance for our study.
First, the democracy indicators that we use to calculate our dependent
variable in Chapter 4 were not asked in Wave 2 (1990-94) of the survey,
so our democracy analysis begins with 1995 and utilizes data only from
Waves 3 (1995-98), 4 (1999-2004), and 5 (2005-9) of the WVS; this is
in contrast to our markets, social welfare, and gender equality analysis,
which rely on Waves 2-5 of the WVS.>* However, across the waves cer-
tain country teams chose not to ask the gender equality questions, so our
results in Chapter 7 are based on a smaller number of observations than
our results in Chapters 4-6.

More broadly, the reliability and comparability of cross-national survey
data has long been the subject of debate in political science, and given
its particularly broad geographic reach and decentralized structure, these
problems are likely to be exacerbated in the World Values Survey. Since
the best way to address such issues—through survey vignettes (King et al.
2003)—was obviously not an option for our current analysis, we tried a
number of alternative approaches. First, as discussed earlier, we report a
series of tests based solely on the East versus West Germany comparison,
where the cross-cultural comparability of survey questions is not a con-
cern, and we are reassured by the fact that these tests produce for the most
part very similar results to the cross-national tests. Second, in Chapter 4 we
test whether respondents from different countries understand democracy
differently, and while we do find some systematic differences, we show that

S4Readers familiar with the World Values Survey will note that the sixth wave of the
survey (2010-14) was released before we completed the writing of this book. We do not,
however, include surveys from that wave in our study for both theoretical and pragmatic
reasons. Theoretically, we felt that the global financial crisis of 2008-9 would create a
whole host of reasons to potentially expect different patterns in the Wave 6 data, which we
felt best to leave to future research. Pragmatically, the data were released quite late in the
life of the project. Realistically, incorporating the new wave of data would have delayed the
publication of the book substantially, especially because of the fact that we supplement all
our analyses with aggregate-level data that we collect from variety of different sources. Fi-
nally, there is a certain aesthetic appeal to exploring the first two decades of post-communist
public opinion.
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our substantive findings are not affected if we account for these different
democratic conceptions (or, for that matter, if we base our dependent vari-
able only on survey questions that do not include the word “democracy”
in the actual question). Third, for the exposure tests we also report results
from model specifications with country-fixed effects, and given that the re-
sults are largely similar to the models without fixed effects for our primary
analysis, this increases our confidence that our findings are not an artifact
of cross-national differences in how respondents understand survey ques-
tions.> Finally, to address concerns about the comparability of the house-
hold income question across different surveys in the World Values Survey,
we adopted the method proposed by Donnelly and Pop-Eleches (2016) to
obtain cross-nationally and cross-temporally valid income measures.

3.4.1.2. LIFE IN TRANSITION SOCIETIES (LITS) SURVEYS

The EBRD’s Life in Transition Societies (LiTS) survey is the second large
cross-national survey data set on which we draw in our study. Relative
to the WVS, the LiTS surveys have much smaller coverage: the data we
utilize are drawn from two waves of surveys (2006 and 2010) in 27 coun-
tries, of which only five are non-post-communist countries, and all of
which are located in Europe.*®

However, the LiTS survey has two main advantages for our study relative
to the WVS. First, the coverage of post-communist countries is excellent,
including 22 countries total, all of which are included in both waves of the
survey. Second, the surveys contain a series of questions about whether the
respondent had ever been a member of the Communist Party and whether
their mother and/or father had belonged to the Communist Party, which
the WVS survey—not surprisingly for a cross-national survey not expressly
focused on communist or post-communist countries—does not contain.’’
This gives us the ability to explore not only the effect of Communist Party

The gender equality results for communist regime type exposure are one notable
exception.

S6There is a third wave of the LiTS survey that was conducted during the writing of
this book, but its results were not yet publicly available when we completed the analysis
for this book.

S7Unfortunately, the LiTS surveys do not ask when or for how long either the respondent
or the respondent’s parents were members of the Communist Party. Thus is it is possible
that in some cases we are picking up people here who were not members of the Communist
Party under communist rule but did join subsequently. While on face value this seems fairly
unlikely—the big movement in Communist Party membership after the collapse of commu-
nism was away from Communist Party membership, and indeed in numerous countries the
Communist Party largely ceased to exist and was replaced by a social democratic successor
party—it is still logically possible. As one safeguard, we do recode as “not a Communist Party
member” anyone who reports on the LiTS survey that they were a member of the Communist
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membership as a potential mechanism for communist socialization, but
also the effect of parental CP membership. Furthermore, the LiTS surveys
include questions about the educational achievements of both respondents
and their parents. Therefore, the LiTS surveys give us an opportunity to do
some additional analysis of parental socialization.

The main disadvantage of the LiTS data, and the reason why we use the
WVS survey instead of the LiTS data for our primary analysis, is simply
the coverage. The first survey was carried out in 2006, which means that
we are missing attitudinal data from the first decade and a half of the post-
communist transition. Furthermore, the LiTS surveys include only a very
limited number of non-post-communist countries in the study: Germany,
France, Italy, Sweden, and Turkey, with only Turkey included in both sur-
vey waves. This means that the LiTS surveys were much less useful for
establishing the extent of post-communist attitudinal exceptionalism than
the much broader sample of the WVS.8

3.4.1.3. SINGLE-COUNTRY PANEL SURVEYS

Although the LiTS data set contains questions about parental education
and Communist Party membership, the ideal data for studying parental
socialization is a household survey of multiple members in the same house-
hold. Thus, we were very fortunate to come across the Hungarian House-
hold Panel Survey (HHPS), a yearly panel survey from 1992 to 1997 that
included over 8,000 respondents from almost 2,700 households in Hun-
gary. The panel has two other unique advantages for the purpose of our
analysis of parental socialization. First, the survey includes interviews with
all adult members of the household, thereby allowing us to analyze the
temporal evolution of political attitudes across multiple generations. Sec-
ond, unlike most other public opinion surveys, the HHPS includes respon-
dents starting at the age of 16, which allows us to analyze an additional
two years that may be crucial for understanding the “impressionable” pe-
riod of political socialization.

Of course, the disadvantage of working with a single country panel sur-
vey is that we have respondents only from a single post-communist country,
and thus do not have a control group of non-post-communist respondents.

Party but were under the age of 18 when communism collapsed, as such individuals could
have joined the Communist Party only in the post-communist era.

3$In Chapter 7, we also report on a supplementary analysis we conduct using the Inter-
national Social Survey Programme (ISSP). The ISSP is an annual cross-national survey. As
we do not actually present any tables or figures from the analysis in the text of the book
(they are relegated to the supplemental appendix), in the interests of space we are referenc-
ing the data in this chapter only in this note; interested readers should see the website of the
project: http://www.issp.org/.
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Obviously, a multicountry panel survey with non-post-communist coun-
ties would solve this problem, but we are not aware of any cross-national
political panel survey. We can, however, draw on the unique history of
Germany here again to find a single-country panel survey with respon-
dents who were and were not exposed to communist rule. The German
Election Panel Study (GEPS) which interviewed over 8,000 German citi-
zens in 1994, 1998, and 2002 (including over 4,400 respondents who were
interviewed in at least two of the waves), is therefore our final source of
survey data in this book. Crucially, the GEPS surveys people in both the
former East Germany and West Germany, thus giving us access to a panel
of both post-communist and non-post-communist citizens within the same
country.

The disadvantage of single-country studies is of course the generaliz-
ability of the findings.” Again, this is why we keep the WVS data at the
center of all our analyses. However, as the WVS data are not suitable for
analyzing questions on topics such as Communist Party membership and
parental socialization, we believe there is value in turning to single-country
panel and household studies that allow us to explore some of these in-
teresting questions, even if it is in a less generalizable fashion. We think
of it a bit as triangulating between different data sources to get at our
question of interest: we would not write a book using data only from the
Hungarian Household Panel Survey and claim that it represented a broad
view of the effect of communism, but we do believe it is valuable to take
questions raised by our most wide ranging analyses and put these ques-
tions to data in the one post-communist country where we can actually
test them.

3.4.2. Aggregate-Level Data

The most time-intensive data-related aspect of our analysis was the collec-
tion of the broad range of country-level statistical indicators we used for
the living in a post-communist country analyses. While for many of the
contemporary economic and political indicators the process largely in-
volved merging the appropriate variable from the relevant data source—
for example, the inflation and growth statistics from the World Bank’s
World Development Indicators database or regime data from the Polity IV
database—the task was more complicated for other variables, particularly
for historical indicators.

3?One other issue is that neither of these surveys had a particularly wide breath of politi-
cal questions on them, as neither was an explicitly political survey. This unfortunately limited
the use to which we could put these data and also forced us to construct dependent variables
that did not match our WVS dependent variables as closely as we would have liked.
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We are not going to go through every single variable in our aggregate-
level collection—for a full list, see Tables 3.1 and 3.2—but a number of
the variables warrant a bit of extra discussion:®

Literacy in the 1920s: This variable tries to capture an important aspect
of the developmental differences between the countries included in the
World Values Surveys. We chose to focus on the 1920s because doing so
allows us to get a comparative snapshot before the massive communist
literacy drive started to affect literacy rates in the Soviet Union while at
the same time allowing us to take advantage of the better post-WWI data
coverage for many Eastern European countries (since many of them had
not been independent before 1914). Nonetheless, the quality and coverage
of literacy statistics for many developing countries was rather limited dur-
ing this time period. Therefore, rather than using a continuous measure
of the share of the adult population that was literate, we created a five-
point measure based on 20%-wide literacy “bins.”®! While doing so leads
to some loss of information for countries where more detailed literacy
statistics were available in the 1920s, it allows us to code countries where
precise statistics were not available but where we know that literacy was
below 20% during the 1920s without falsely implying precision not war-
ranted by the data.

Coloniallimperial legacies: While much of the cross-national work
on the effects of imperial/colonial legacies focuses on the impact of Brit-
ish, French, and Spanish empires, these categories were less relevant for
the Eastern European and Eurasian countries. Therefore, based on data
from Mayer and Zignago (2011), we also coded a broader set of imperial
dummy indicators for empires that mattered more for the ex-communist
countries, namely the German, Habsburg, Ottoman, and Russian empires.
Note that for the many countries that belonged to multiple empires over
the course of their histories we did not assign a dominant imperial back-
ground, but rather coded each of the empires of which they had ever been
part.

Pre-World War I regime: To capture the significant cross-country dif-
ferences in the extent of political liberalization/democratization prior to
the advent of communism, we calculated the average Polity regime score

In addition, it is worth addressing one variable we did not include in measures of con-
temporary economic variables, which was GDP per capita. The reason we did not do this
was because of the fact that because we already included household income as an individual
level characteristic, we felt that adding GDP per capita would essentially be double-counting
current income. Moreover, GDP per capita in the 1990s and 2000s was actually remarkably
strongly (approximately 0.8) correlated with GDP in 1914, which we do include as one of
our pre-communist variables.

#1Thus, the variable is coded as 1 if literacy was below 20%, 2 if literacy is 20-40%, etc.
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for the 1900-1915 period. The main dilemma here was how to deal with
the countries that were not independent prior to World War I and for
which—understandably—there are no pre-independence regime scores in
the Polity database. Since we did not want to treat such observations as
missing, we adopted the following approach. For countries that were fully
integrated provinces of different empires—as in the case of most territo-
ries of the Habsburg and Russian empires—we simply used the average
regime score for the relevant empire for the 1900-1915 period. We do so
because the political rights (or lack thereof) of an imperial subject were
arguably very similar for the center and the periphery of these empires: for
example, Slovaks and Romanians in the Austro-Hungarian empire had
very similar individual political rights as Austrians or Hungarians (even if
their collective rights were different). By contrast, the same logic does not
apply for overseas colonies: thus, British colonial subjects in Africa did
not enjoy the same political rights as British citizens. Therefore, we coded
overseas colonies as having the lowest possible regime score (-10) to re-
flect the fact that they had very little direct say in their political affairs.
However, to capture the possibility that the experience of political exclu-
sion may differ across residents of an overseas colony and the subject of
an independent authoritarian regime, we also included an interaction term
between the Polity regime score average for 1900-1915 and a dummy
variable capturing overseas colonial status.

GDP as proportion of 1989 GDP: This variable is intended to mea-
sure the change in the overall state of the economy since the collapse of
communism. It is calculated by multiplying the annual GDP change rates
from 1990 until the year prior to the survey using data from World De-
velopment Indicators.®® There are a few cases where we do not have GDP
data from 1989; in these cases we calculate the change from the first year
that the data is available after 1989.

Corruption. This variable has already been discussed once in this chap-
ter because of the fact that it is probably the hardest of all our variables to
categorize as either a political or economic characteristic. But it is also a
challenge because the most widely used cross-national time-series on cor-

©20f course, such an approach does not do justice to the variation in political rights
between different overseas colonies—for example, India under British rule was allowed a
number of non-trivial forms of local representative institutions (Varshney 2001)—but un-
fortunately we are not aware of a data source that captures such differences in a consistent
cross-national fashion. However, we hope that at least some of the differences in colonial-
era political rights will be captured by the imperial legacy variables discussed above.

®3Thus, for a country that had a 10% growth rate in 1990 and 1991, the variable would
take a value of 1.21 (=1.1%1.1) for a 1992 survey.
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ruption—Transparency International’s Corruption Perception Index and
the Corruption Control measure from World Governance Indicators—
has very limited data coverage for the early 1990s. Since corruption is an
important living in a post-communist country variable in our analyses—
especially for support for democracy and support for markets—we did not
want to jettison the measure altogether.** With this in mind, we created an
index based on the two indicators above and the corruption measure from
the International Country Risk Guide, which has coverage starting in the
mid-1980s for most countries in our sample.

Social welfare spending: Somewhat to our surprise, it proved to be enor-
mously difficult to locate consistent cross-national welfare spending data,
especially relative to the amount of academic literature that seems to have
been written on the topic. As a result, we ultimately ended up building
this variable ourselves using the following approach: given that the cover-
age for overall welfare spending was significantly smaller than for two of
its largest components—public health care and education spending—we
calculated an indicator that measures the sum of public spending on these
two items as a percentage of GDP in the year prior to the survey (as well as
for 1989 for the analyses in the second tables of Chapters 4-7 about un-
packing the effects of communism).% In doing so, we drew on data from
a variety of data sources, but the vast majority of our data comes from
the World Development Indicators and, in the case of the post-communist
countries, from the Transmonee database (UNICEF 2014).

Catholicism: Finally, for the record we want to note (simply because we
have gotten this question multiple times during presentations of our re-
search) that our measure of Catholics in the intra-regional resistance analy-
sis is not simply functioning as a dummy variable for Polish citizens. While
it is true that over three-quarters of the Polish respondents self-identified as
Catholics, Poles represent fewer than 20% of the self-identified Catholics
in WVS surveys carried out in post-communist countries. In fact, Croa-
tia actually has a larger percentage of self-identified Catholics (83%) than
Poland in the WVS, and Slovenia, Slovakia, and Lithuania all have over
two-thirds of respondents self-identifying as Catholics in the WVS. More-
over, all our results using Catholics as a moderating variable are robust to
excluding Poland from the analysis.®

4 And indeed, before we added a measure of corruption to the analysis, this was one of
the most frequent questions we encountered when presenting our research.

In cases where spending data was not available for the preceding year, we used data
for up to four years prior, and, where no pre-survey data was available, for up to two years
after the year of the survey.

Results are available in the electronic appendix.
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3.5. CONCLUSION

In conclusion, we want to reiterate that while we realize this chapter may
not have made for the most scintillating reading, we feel it has accom-
plished three important goals. First, we have laid out our general method-
ological approach in a clear way so that those not familiar with statistical
analysis should be able to understand why we are running the tests we
run and using the data we use in the next five empirical chapters. Second,
we want to embrace the growing movement in political science research
of methodological transparency and thus have attempted to provide as
much detail as possible regarding the actual statistical models employed
and data analyzed for those who are not familiar with (or simply not
interested in...) reading and rerunning Stata do files. Third, we want this
chapter to serve as a reference when reading the next five chapters so that
if questions arise about particular methodological choices, data sets, or
even particular variables, readers could easily know where to turn for
answers.
And with that, we are ready to turn to the analysis!



CHAPTER 4

Democracy

Ni1cOLAE CEAUSESCU ADDRESSES A MEETING OF THE CENTRAL COMMIT-
TEE OF THE COMMUNIST PARTY.

Ceausescu: “Comrades, I've been thinking that maybe Romania would
benefit from having a new leader.”

[THE ROOM 1S PERFECTLY QUIET.]

Ceausescu: “So I would like to propose to you my comrade and life part-
ner, Elena Ceausescu!”

[EVERYONE 1S LOOKING DOWN. NO ONE SAYS ANYTHING.]

CeAuUsescu: “I see, you probably think that she’s not that much younger
than me and perhaps we need a younger leader. So I propose to you
my son, Nicu Ceausescu!

[EVERYONE 1S STILL LOOKING DOWN. NO ONE SAYS ANYTHING. |

CEAUSESCU: “You tricksters! You just can’t bear to see me go!”

—Romanian joke, late 1980s

4.1. INTRODUCTION

The collapse of communism generally—and in much of East-Central Eu-
rope in particular—was accompanied by overwhelming enthusiasm for
democracy (Stoner and McFaul 2013; Fish 1995). Indeed, it is possible
to call the anti-communist movements that swept through Eastern Eu-
rope largely pro-democracy movements: if there was a single common
demand of all opposition forces, it was for the various communist parties
in the region to give up their respective monopolies on power (Roeder
1993; Stark and Bruszt 1998). And yet, we began this book in Chapter 1
by noting that there is a systematic deficit in support for democracy among
post-communist citizens. For those who remember the heady days of 1989
(e.g., Ash 1993), this result would not have been predictable (although
see Jowitt 1992: 300-304). So why is this case?

The theoretical frameworks we presented in Chapters 1 and 2 suggest
two possible explanations: the effect of living in post-communist coun-
tries, or the effect of living through communism. In this chapter, therefore,
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we present the first empirical tests of our two legacy models. Along with
the attitudes toward markets, which will be analyzed in the next chapter,
the extent to which citizens of post-communist countries support democ-
racy has been one of the most important questions of the post-communist
transition experience. Moreover, the transition toward democracy—or at
least away from communist one-party rule—was for most Eastern Euro-
peans the most visible aspect of the early post-communist period. Within
a few months of the dramatic collapse of their communist regimes, the
citizens of most Eastern European countries—as well as a number of the
republics of the former Soviet Union—had the chance to experience their
first genuinely contested multiparty elections in over four decades, if ever.
Despite some early predictions that the legacy of communism would cast
a long shadow on the region’s subsequent political performance (Jowitt
1992), which were echoed and expanded by subsequent work on the
challenges of post-communist democratization (Tismdneanu 1998; How-
ard et al. 2006; Pop-Eleches 2013), it is only more recently that the
individual-level (anti-) democratic legacies of communism have been
subjected to more systematic analysis. Much of this work has focused
on whether ex-communist citizens are less civically and politically active
(Howard 2002, 2003; Letki 2004; Bernhard and Karakoc 2007; Pop-
Eleches and Tucker 2013; Ekiert and Kubik 2014). Within ex-communist
countries, citizens with greater personal exposure to communism have
been shown to be less satisfied with democracy (Neundorf 2010). In this
chapter, however, we approach the topic from the perspective of support
for general democratic values, exploring whether communist-era lega-
cies can explain why, as illustrated in Figure 1.1 of Chapter 1, citizens
in post-communist countries on average have lower levels of support for
democracy than citizens from the rest of the countries included in the
World Values Survey.

There is a long-standing debate in political science regarding the driv-
ers of popular support for democracy, and more specifically about the
relative importance of economic considerations, political performance,
and cultural factors. Thus, whereas several authors have traced patterns
of democratic support to individual and societal variations in economic
conditions (Przeworski 1991; Kitschelt 1992; Dalton 1994; Mason 1995;
Fidrmuc 2003), others have instead emphasized the importance of po-
litical performance and especially citizens’ evaluations of the functioning
of basic democratic institutions (Evans and Whitefield 1995; Rose et al.
1998; Chu et al. 2008). Still another strand of the literature focuses on
the role of political culture in shaping democratic regime support (Al-
mond and Verba 1965; Inglehart 1990).

Somewhat surprisingly, there has been very little explicit discussion
about the extent to which communist legacies can help explain the pat-
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terns of democratic support in the region.! In part, this may be due to
the fact that most of the contributions to this debate relied on surveys
from only a single country or region, and that one of the few explic-
itly cross-regional analyses (Chu et al. 2008) does not include data from
the ex-communist countries.> One exception in this respect is previous
work by one of us (Pop-Eleches 2009), which identifies a significant post-
communist deficit in democratic values but explains it largely in terms of
the peculiarities of communist modernization efforts. Meanwhile, Rosen-
feld (2016) identifies state employment, which is one of the key legacies
of communism, as an important factor behind the weak middle-class sup-
port for democracy in many ex-Soviet countries, but she does not frame
the discussion as an explicit communist legacy. Mishler and Rose (2007)
analyze survey data from Russia and find that—in line with a communist
socialization perspective—older cohorts were less supportive of the new
regime, but their primary focus is on post-communist learning, which
they argue has a greater impact on democratic attitudes.? Finally, Neun-
dorf (2010) analyzes the impact of communist socialization, but her
focus is on satisfaction with democracy rather than democratic support.*

Our analysis in this chapter speaks directly to these debates, in the
sense that we test the explanatory power of hypotheses derived from
all three of these scholarly traditions. However, we do so from the very
specific perspective of our concern for the mechanisms through which

'Although see the various sources mentioned previously in this chapter that address
post-communist distinctions in closely related areas such as civic participation; one excep-
tion is Pop-Eleches and Tucker (2014), where we previously addressed the issue of the post-
communist deficit in support of democratic values, but in that case by relying solely on data
from post-communist countries.

2Rose et al. (1998: 99-103) do include some comparative survey evidence from EU
countries, but they do not analyze the differences between Eastern and Western Europe
from a communist legacy perspective.

3The interpretation of their findings is complicated by the fact that the meaning of sup-
porting Russia’s new political regime is somewhat ambiguous given that during the time
period covered by their surveys (1993-2005) Russia’s regime was not fully democratic and
in fact drifted toward renewed authoritarianism after 2000. For a related but different take
on support for authoritarian values in post-communist Hungary, see Todosijevic and Enyedi
(2008), who examine the relationship between left-right self-placement and authoritarianism.

4While democratic satisfaction is interesting in its own right, it is conceptually separate:
thus, it is possible to hold liberal democratic values while being dissatisfied with demo-
cratic developments in one’s own country (Achen and Bartels 2016: 8) and conversely to
be satisfied with the state of democracy without embracing democratic values fully. (For an
interesting analysis comparing ideal commitments to democracy to evaluations of real de-
mocracy in post-communist countries, see Evans and Whitefield 1995.) Empirically, factor
analysis confirms that democratic satisfaction has much higher uniqueness and a lower fac-
tor loading on the main factor than the democratic support indicators, which suggests that
there is no compelling statistical reason for lumping the two types of indicators together.
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communist legacies affect post-communist political attitudes. Thus, we
analyze both economic conditions and political institutions through our
inclusion of measures of contemporaneous economic conditions and po-
litical institutions (see Models 4 and 3, respectively, of Table 4.1 in par-
ticular) when assessing the effects of living in post-communist countries.
Moreover, we also tap into the “cultural” strand of this literature in two
ways. First, the pre-communist variables in our living in post-communist
countries model can certainly be interpreted as picking up underlying
cultural elements from the region that predate the communist era. But in
addition, our living through communism model can also be thought of as
capturing exposure to Soviet culture.’

To understand the impact of communism on subsequent democratic
attitudes, we begin with the authoritarian and often totalitarian na-
ture of communist regimes over the course of their four to seven de-
cades in power. Unlike many other authoritarian regimes, communist
regimes went beyond the traditional repression of political opponents
and launched—despite some important variations across both time and
space—massive efforts to penetrate deep into civil society and into the
private lives of individuals (see Section 2.2.2 of Chapter 2). This deeper
penetration, combined with their longer duration—at least compared to
most fascist regimes in Europe or military dictatorships in Latin America
or Africa—suggests that we should expect the anti-democratic character
of these regimes to be reflected more powerfully in the democratic prefer-
ences of post-communist citizens.

However, it is important to note that despite Marx’s emphasis on the
key role of the dictatorship of the proletariat in the transition from capi-
talist to communist society (Marx 2008: 39), communist regimes differed
from most other authoritarian regimes in the 20th century in that they
actually claimed to be democratic.® These pretensions went beyond the
use of “democracy” in a variety of official names (including the “German
Democratic Republic”), to include regular elections, which in some coun-
tries (e.g., Poland and East Germany) even gave voters a choice between
multiple parties, albeit with outcomes that were never really in question

SIndeed, the sense that there was a Soviet “culture” that supported the values we as-
sociate with communism in this book is in some ways the purest interpretation of why
additional exposure should be associated with a greater likelihood of holding that value.
Of course, as we have laid out in Section 1.2 of Chapter 1, our goal is to go beyond simply
positing that there were elements of Soviet culture that inculcated support for these atti-
tudes and instead point to particular mechanisms that account for the effects we find to be
associated with communist exposure. That being said, the general approach of analyzing
the effects of living through communism has a shared intellectual heritage with the idea of
regimes fostering a particular political culture among their citizens.

°In the 21st century, however, claiming to be democratic has become a hallmark of
authoritarian regimes—and especially competitive authoritarian regimes (Levitsky and Way
2002, 2013)—more generally.



DEMOCRACY 103

until 1989. Perhaps more importantly for the present discussion was the
fact that communist regimes often referred to themselves as “people’s
democracies,” whose democratic nature supposedly derived from the fact
that their leaders governed in accordance with the interests of the ma-
jority of the people. However, by the 1980s most of these democratic
claims sounded increasingly hollow,” and much of the negotiations be-
tween communist regimes and their opponents in the late 1980s and
early 1990s revolved around the extent to which the former were willing
to accede to political liberalization and eventually full-blown democrati-
zation (Roeder 1993; Stark and Bruszt 1998).

Thus, despite these pretenses to the contrary, there is little doubt that
by the late 1980s communist regimes were seen not only by their oppo-
nents, but also by most citizens and even by most regime insiders (Kotkin
2010), as essentially authoritarian in nature. Therefore, the most straight-
forward expectation from a living through communism legacy perspec-
tive would be that citizens of former communist countries would exhibit
weaker support for democratic values in the wake of the collapse of com-
munism. Of course, it is also conceivable that post-communist citizens,
driven by their rejection of the deeply compromised communist regimes,
would be so excited to be rid of communism that they would embrace
democratic values with greater fervor than their non-communist counter-
parts.® If this resistance mechanism had ended up predominating—and
much of the democratic optimism of the early 1990s was implicitly or ex-
plicitly built on this expectation—then we should have expected a demo-
cratic surplus among citizens of Eastern Europe and the former Soviet
Union. However, given that we have already demonstrated in Table 1.1
of Chapter 1 that there is a post-communist democratic deficit, our task
in this chapter is to explain this weaker democratic support among post-
communist citizens.

The remainder of this chapter is organized as follows: first, we demon-
strate that a democratic deficit exists among post-communist citizens and
that this deficit holds across a broad cross-national sample of countries
even if we account for pre-communist differences. Next we examine the
extent to which these differences in democratic support can be explained
by the fact that these citizens were living in post-communist countries.
We find that while post-communist contemporaneous conditions shape

"While some of the early communist redistributive efforts and developmental achieve-
ments had given a certain validation that communist regimes represented rule for the people
(if not necessarily by the people), by the 1980s the increasingly visible lifestyle differences
between communist elites and average citizens had largely delegitimized these claims.

8Put another way, perhaps the “counterfactual” of non-democratic rule would be both
more real and more viscerally disliked among citizens of post-communist countries with
memories of the reality of communist rule than among citizens in other countries where the
concept was more hypothetical.
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democratic attitudes, they do not fully account for the democratic deficit
(see Table 4.1).° Nor does taking account of conditions at the end of com-
munism—intended to be our most direct measure of the legacy effects of
communism on society as a whole—which instead actually increase the
size of the deficit (Table 4.2). Instead we show that individual exposure
to communism—and especially exposure as an adult—has an important
and lasting impact on democratic support (Table 4.3).

However, the anti-democratic effects of communist exposure were not
uniform but were moderated by several of our intensifying and resistance
factors. Thus, living in a country that had been wealthier, more literate,
or more democratic before communist rule provided some resistance to
these socializing effects, while living in a country with a greater propor-
tion of hardline communist rule magnified the effect of exposure (see
Figure 4.2). In addition, we find that having higher education or being a
Catholic also provided resistance to these exposure effects (Figure 4.3).
Conversely, living in an urban area and—somewhat surprisingly—being fe-
male intensified the effects (Figure 4.3). In the final section we tackle the
potential complications introduced into our analyses by the peculiar his-
tory of the use of the word democracy under communist rule, including
the question of whether post-communist citizens understand democracy
differently, and whether these different democratic conceptions help ex-
plain the differences in democratic support.

4.2. LIVING IN POST-COMMUNIST COUNTRIES AND
ATTITUDES TOWARD DEMOCRACY

To establish whether there is a systematic difference in attitudes toward de-
mocracy between post-communist citizens and their counterparts in coun-
tries that have never experienced communism, we rely on data from three
waves (1994-98, 1999-2004 and 2005-9) of the World Values Survey,
which yielded 164 surveys from 83 countries (including 52 surveys from
24 post-communist countries).'” To assess democratic support, we create

°Indeed, while some factors reduce the size of the deficit, others increase it, and the net
result of all our pre-communist and contemporaneous living in post-communist countries
variables is that the deficit ends up being roughly the same size as in our simple bivariate
model. Note, however, that in the HLM models in the electronic appendix the boost from
controling for pre-communist factors in model 2 is weaker. As a result, even though the ef-
fects of adding post-communist controls are similar in the HLM and OLS models, the mag-
nitude of the post-communist democratic deficit is smaller, and in the fully saturated model
it falls short of achieving statistical significance (though it is still positive).

YUnfortunately from our perspective, the questions we use to create our democracy
index were not asked in the 1990-93 wave of the World Values Survey, and thus we have
fewer surveys on which we can draw in this chapter than in the next two. As a reminder,
we use ordinary least squares (OLS) regressions and with robust standard errors clustered
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Figure 4.1. Average Support for Democracy by Country: Post-communist vs.
Non-communist

This figure lists the country-level averages in democratic support of post-
communist countries (dark-gray bars) compared to those of non-communist
countries (light-gray bars) based on the 3rd, 4th, and 5th waves of the World
Values Survey (1995-2008). In calculating the averages we used any individual-
level weights, and we also applied equilibrated weights to adjust for different
sample sizes across surveys for different years in any given country. The figure
shows that while only Russia and Kyrgyzstan rank toward the very bottom of
the global democracy support distribution, most ex-communist countries are
below average, and very few are in the top third of the most pro-democratic
countries. The dependent variable is an index of seven survey questions (see the
electronic appendix for details) which was standardized to a mean of 0 and a
standard deviation of 1. For the full set of country codes, see the list of country
code abbreviations on page xv.

a standardized democracy index based on seven WVS survey questions
that ask respondents to evaluate different statements about democracy
and alternative ways of ruling the country (see the electronic appendix

at the country-year level for our statistical analysis; we also use equilibrated survey weights
in all our regressions that combine any within-country survey weights with a cross-country
component that adjusts for sample size differences across countries. For much more detail
on our statistical methods and approach, see Section 3.3 of Chapter 3 in particular, and all
of Chapter 3 generally.
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for question wording).!! Conceptually, the measure is tapping into a pref-
erence for democratic rule as opposed to other types of regimes, as well as
a belief that democracy is an effective regime type for producing desirable
outcomes.

Figure 4.1 breaks down the average level of support for democracy
by country, with post-communist countries in darker gray. To be clear,
this is aggregated data—and thus says nothing about individual level
variation—and it is raw data, so we are not taking account of any other
factors while presenting these data. Nevertheless, post-communist coun-
tries clearly do not appear to just be randomly placed across the dis-
tribution. There are very few post-communist cases in the top third of
countries most supportive of democracy (the right-hand side of the fig-
ure), and post-communist countries are clearly overrepresented (relative
to their overall prevalence in the data) in the lower third (the left-hand
side of the figure). Still, it is clearly not the case that all post-communist
countries are on the left side of the figure, and nor are all countries with
lower average levels of support for democracy post-communist. It is also
interesting to note that while the two post-communist countries with the
lowest average level of support for democracy are Russia and Kyrgyzstan,
the next grouping of countries seems rather evenly distributed between
countries that are now in the EU (e.g., Poland, Romania, Bulgaria, Lat-
via, and Lithuania) and former Soviet republics (e.g., Ukraine, Armenia,
Moldova, and Belarus), which suggests that the anti-democratic effects of
communist regimes were quite widespread in the region.

Turning to our statistical analysis, we begin with the results in Ta-
ble 4.1, which indicate that citizens of the former communist countries were
indeed on average less supportive of democratic forms of government
than their non-communist counterparts. In the most basic specification
in Model 1, which includes only the post-communism dummy variable
and a set of survey year dummies to capture temporal effects, we identify
a statistically significant negative effect of post-communist citizenship
on democratic values, and this effect is moderately large in substantive
terms: more than a quarter (27%) of a standard deviation of the democ-
racy support index.

1Cronbach’s alpha for the index was .72 for the WVS index, which is quite reasonable
for this type of survey questions. The variable originally had a mean of -.03 and a standard
deviation of .66, which we standardized to have a mean of 0 and a standard deviation of
1. Moreover, factor analysis confirmed that all the questions loaded on a single main fac-
tor, and we were not able to improve the alpha statistic by dropping any variables from
the index. In the final section of the chapter, we present robustness tests using only those
components of the index that do 7ot contain the word “democracy”; see the penultimate
section of this chapter. For question wording, see the electronic appendix.
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In Model 2, we include our pre-communist variables, which, as a
reminder, control for a range of geographic and historical factors that
set Eastern European and Eurasian countries apart from the rest of the
world.'? Interestingly, including the pre-communist control variables, far
from explaining away the democratic deficit in post-communist coun-
tries, actually results in a post-communist democratic support deficit that
is almost twice as large as in the baseline model. In other words, the
deeper structural and historical differences between the post-communist
countries and the rest of our sample would actually lead us to expect to
see more support for democracy in these countries were we to ignore ev-
erything that happened after 1917/1945. Indeed, taking account of these
factors suggests that simply living in a post-communist country—once we
control for pre-communist conditions—is enough to reduce one’s level of
support for democracy by over half a standard deviation in our index.

To test the robustness of our results in Model 2, in Model 3 we present
the results of a test using entropy balancing, a preprocessing technique
that creates a set of weights designed to achieve covariate balance be-
tween the treatment and the control groups that we discussed in more
detail in Chapter 3 (Hainmueller 2012). Since the resulting control group
(composed of non-communist countries) very closely resembles the pre-
communist developmental profile of the treatment group (ex-communist
countries), we can run a simple weighted regression using the entropy
weights but including only the post-communist indicator variable in the
main regression. Even though we were unable to use the full battery of
pre-communist developmental controls among the balancing criteria,!
the procedure nevertheless allows us to match ex-communist countries
to a synthetic control group that looks very similar along a number
of crucial developmental and geographic characteristics including pre-
communist urbanization and literacy, as well as longitude, latitude, and
terrain. Comparing the results of the entropy balancing test in Model 3
to those from the standard OLS models with pre-communist controls in
Model 2 suggests that the results are virtually identical, which gives us
greater confidence in the robustness of our main estimation procedure.

In the next four models, we introduce variables that measure the de-
mographic characteristics of our survey respondents,* economic con-

12See Table 3.1 in Chapter 3 for a list of these variables.

3This is at least in part due to the fact that no set of weights can deal with the fact that
some of the colonial legacy variables are completely absent in either the treatment or the
control group (e.g., there are no French or Spanish colonies among the post-communist
countries).

“E.g., education, household income, residency, religious attendance. See Table 3.1 in
Chapter 3 and the codebook in the electronic appendix for full list and details.



DEMOCRACY 109

ditions," and political institutions.'® We begin by adding each of these
blocks of variables separately, so the relevant comparison for Models 4-7
is Model 2. Adding demographics and religiosity in Model 4 leads to a
modest reduction in the size of the deficit and an improvement in model
fit, but given that our variables capture individual-level demographic
conditions at the time of the survey, it is unclear how much of this effect
is due to the demographic footprint of communism and how much to the
traumatic social transformations of the post-communist transition. More
importantly for our discussion, the post-communist democratic support
deficit continues to be large and statistically significant, although it falls
by about 25% from Model 2. So the contemporary demographic profile
of the citizens of post-communist countries can explain some, but far
from all, of the democratic deficit.

In Model 5 we include a series of post-communist economic perfor-
mance indicators to test whether the post-communist democratic defi-
cit could be the result of the traumatic economic transitions that post-
communist countries were undergoing at the time of many of the surveys.!”
We find moderate support for this “Weimar hypothesis”: thus, controlling
for economic conditions explains approximately 14% of the democratic
support gap in Model 2. This is less than the effect of demographic condi-
tions, although it remains nontrivial.

In Model 6 we control for political institutions and outcomes, with
similar results. Including these controls in the model reduces the size of
the post-communist dummy variable from Model 2 by a bit more than
20%, placing it between the demographic and economic effects.

Combining all three of these controls—that is, including the full set of
post-communist demographic, economic, and political contemporaneous
variables associated with living in post-communist countries—results in
a fairly large drop in the post-communist democratic deficit compared to
Model 2, where we included only our pre-communist control variables.
Altogether, the living in post-communist countries contemporaneous vari-
ables, reported in Model 7, reduce the democratic deficit by roughly 50%
compared to Model 2, thus explaining away a good deal of the difference,

SE.g., unemployment, inflation, growth. See Table 3.1 in Chapter 3 and the codebook
in the electronic appendix for full list and details.

16E.g., corruption index, health and education spending as % of GDP, regime type,
electoral system. See Table 3.1 in Chapter 3 and the codebook in the electronic appendix
for full list and details.

17 As Walder et al. (2015: 444-45) note, “All but one of 28 post-communist nations suf-
fered immediate economic downturns, but the severity and depth of these recessions usually
went far beyond prior expectations. . . . Sharp recessions in the first states to emerge from
the revolutions of 1989 were followed by much deeper economic crises in new states that
emerged from the breakup of the Soviet Union.” See as well Kornai 1994; Hellman 1998;
Frye 2002; and Tucker 2006.
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but certainly not all of it. In addition, the goodness of fit of the model also
increases noticeably. That being said, the post-communist democratic defi-
cit in Model 7 is still larger than the simple bivariate difference identified
in Model 1. Put another way, controlling for all the contemporary de-
mographic, economic, and political indicators is almost enough to bal-
ance out the increase in the estimated post-communist democratic deficit
caused by taking account of pre-communist conditions.!®

In Model 8, we restrict our focus to a within-country analysis of Ger-
many to isolate the effects of the 45 years of communist rule in the areas
that belonged to the former East Germany (GDR).?” Model 8 not only
confirms the existence of a democratic deficit among the residents of the
ex-communist regions of Germany but suggests that the effect is nearly
identical to the one found in Model 7, where we controlled for all the
living in post-communist countries contemporaneous effects, thereby
strengthening our confidence in the robustness of our cross-national
findings.

4.3. LIVING IN POST-COMMUNIST COUNTRIES:
UNPACKING THE EFFECTS OF COMMUNISM

We turn next to the ways in which communism may have affected the coun-
try at the aggregate level as a possible explanation for why post-communist
citizens are less supportive of democracy.?’ As explained in detail in the
previous chapter (Section 3.2.2), we do so by adding a series of aggregate
level indicators that measure conditions at the time of communism’s col-
lapse related to distinctive features of communist rule: the developmental
legacies of communism; the redistributive/economic egalitarian character
of communism, and the political characteristics of communist regimes.*!

¥Note, however, that in the HLM models presented in the electronic appendix the re-
duction in the deficit due to accounting for post-communist controls is greater than the
boost from pre-communist controls, though it does not eliminate the deficit completely.

Testing the model on a single country allows us to control for a host of cultural and
institutional similarities that may not have been captured even by the extensive sets of con-
trols we used in the cross-national regressions above (see the relevant discussion in Sec-
tion 3.2.1 of Chapter 3).

20This is not to be confused with the individual-level effect of living through commu-
nism, which we explore in the following section.

21 As discussed in detail in the previous chapter (Section 3.2.2), measuring these variables
at the time of communism’s collapse ensures that we are not picking up effects of post-
communist developments. To the extent that we can adequately control for pre-communist
conditions, this type of analysis represents our best attempt at clean legacy effect measure-
ment in the living in post-communist countries framework.
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Table 4.2. Communist System Features and Support for Democracy
m @ (3) @ ) (6)
Post-communist -.530%*%  —.635%* -577** -.653*%* -57§5%* -.822%*
(.098) (.122) (.110) (.127) (.102) (.148)
Urbanization 1989 -.295
(.197)
Primary school enrollment .004#
(.002)
Literacy 1989 5.239
(4.723)
Energy intensity -.006
(.004)
Industry as % GDP .001
(.003)
Log GDP per capita 1989 -.153%
(.065)
Health & education -.012
spending 1989 (.014)
Income inequality 1989 -.006
(.005)
State sector size late 1989 .022
(.031)
Average regime score -.008 -.009
1975-89 (.006) (.007)
Left government share 120 .187%
1975-89 (.082) (.077)
Average regime score -.007
1975-89 x Left (.012)
government share
1975-89
Year dummies Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Pre-communist controls Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Observations
R-squared

227,373 227,373 227,373 227,373 227,373 227,373

.104 111

.109 .105

.105 107

Note: This table demonstrates that post-communist citizens are less supportive of democracy than
citizens in the rest of the world, even when controlling for conditions at the time of communism’s col-
lapse, including developmental legacies (Model 2), redistributive/egalitarian policies (Model 3), and
the political orientation of communist regimes (Models 4-6). The dependent variable is an index of
seven survey questions (listed in the electronic appendix) which was standardized to a mean of 0 and
a standard deviation of 1. The list of independent and control variables can be found in Table 3.1 of
Chapter 3. Full regression results are in the electronic appendix. The data utilized in these analyses are
from the 3rd, 4th, and 5th waves of the World Values Survey. Robust standard errors in parentheses:

#* p<.01, * p<.0S, # p<.1.
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As in the previous set of analyses, we rely on the model with pre-
communist controls as our point of reference (i.e., Model 1 in Table 4.2 is
the same model as Model 2 in Table 4.1). We then sequentially add in de-
velopmental legacy variables?? in Model 2, redistributive/egalitarian vari-
ables?® in Model 3, and political variables?* in Models 4-6.%° Somewhat
surprisingly, each of these sets of variables results in a net increase in the
size of the post-communist democratic deficit. Thus, far from explaining
away the demographic deficit, taking account of the political, economic,
and demographic effects of the communist experience—to the best of
our ability to measure them—only heightens the difference in attitudes
toward democracy between post-communist citizens and those found in
the rest of the world.?

How should we interpret the inability of these models to reduce the
post-communist democratic deficit even after accounting for indicators
of communist developmental, economic, or political policies in the final
years of the Cold War period? One possibility would be to point to the
limitations of the statistical indicators we use, given that they capture only
a relatively limited time period (largely the last decade of communism),
and given that some observers have raised reasonable doubts about the
validity of communist-era statistical indicators (Aslund 2002). However,
whatever their limitations, these indicators nonetheless capture real dif-
ferences between communist and non-communist countries in the 1980s
(such as the fact that communist countries were non-democratic, had
leftist governments, and had comparatively high levels of literacy and in-
dustrialization), and therefore we do not think that their lack of explana-
tory power can be blamed entirely on measurement problems. Instead,
we favor a second explanation, which maintains that even though our
indicators include some of the important “ingredients” of communism—
leftist ideology, long authoritarian spells, statist economic policies—they

2Urbanization, primary school enrollment, literacy, energy usage, industry as % of
GDP, and log GDP per capita.

Z3Health and education spending, income inequality, and state sector size.

24 Average level of Polity regime score from 1975 to 1989 and percentage of years under
a left-wing government.

#See Table 3.1 in Chapter 3 and the codebook in the electronic appendix for full list and
details on all the variables.

26Qne interesting finding in Model 6 is that having a higher share of leftist governments
in the final 15 years of the Cold War leads to higher levels of support for democracy. Note,
however, that this direct effect of a leftist government is after controlling for whether the
country is communist or not. Since there is no variation in the percentage of leftist govern-
ments within post-communist countries (in the period from 1975 to 1989, they are all
coded as left-wing), the variable is simply picking up the fact that there are higher levels of
support for democracy in non-post-communist countries that had leftist governments dur-
ing that time period than those that did not.
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do not add up to the full communist “recipe.”?” In other words, the expe-
rience of communism may not be reducible to living in literate, industrial-
ized societies with large state sectors led by leftist parties in an authoritar-
ian fashion. Perhaps this problem could be addressed in future work by
looking at additional interactions between some of these variables to try
to capture the distinctiveness of communism better (e.g., is communism
distinctive because it is an authoritarian regime with generous welfare
states in formerly underdeveloped societies?), or by trying to capture ad-
ditional aspects of communism in a quantitative fashion (e.g., the use of
ideology in education or propaganda at the workplace). However, in this
book we take a different approach and in the next section instead focus
on testing our alternative theoretical framework: the effects of actually liv-
ing through communism.

4.4. LIVING THROUGH COMMUNISM AND
ATTITUDES TOWARD DEMOCRACY

To examine the effect of living through communism on attitudes toward
democracy, we begin with Model 1 of Table 4.3, which contains the pre-
communist controls and the contemporaneous individual demographic
control variables from Model 4 of Table 4.1, but with an added simple
measure of years of exposure to communist rule that captures the number
of years from age six on that a respondent spent living under communist
rule.?® Recall that—as discussed in more detail in Section 3.3.3 of Chap-
ter 3—in line with age-period-cohort modeling approaches, we include
both a measure of the respondent’s age and survey year dummy variables
in all the models. Thus our estimates for the effect of exposure on at-
titudes toward democracy are controlling for the age of the respondent
and the year of the survey.”’

The results in Model 1, which are confirmed by the fixed-effects speci-
fication®® in Model 2, indicate that in line with our expectations, an ad-
ditional year spent living under communist rule reduces a respondent’s

?’To take this metaphor one step further, as bakers know very well, the same ingredients
can produce very different results following from even minor variations in how these ingre-
dients are combined and interact with each other.

28Recall that we do not include contemporaneous aggregate-level variables in these
models in an effort to avoid post-treatment bias in our analysis (see the discussion in Chap-
ter 3, Section 3.2.1 for more detail). In the second of each pair of models, we replace the
post-communist dummy variable with country-fixed effects.

2 See Section 3.3.3 of Chapter 3 for an extended discussion of the features of our data
that allow us to identify the effect of exposure while still controlling for age.

3We cannot include the post-communist dummy variable in the fixed-effects models
because it is a linear combination of the country dummy variables.
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predicted support for democracy in the post-communist period. The re-
sult is highly significant (at p<.001) and is quite large in substantive terms:
thus, the difference between a respondent with the full dose (e.g., 45 years)
of Eastern European communism and one who was six or younger when
communism fell (and therefore should be minimally affected by personal
exposure) accounts for .3 points on the democracy index in Model 1 (or
three-tenths of a standard deviation on the index), which is larger than
the estimate of the post-communist dummy variable from the bivariate
specification in Model 1 of Table 4.1 and practically the same size as the
estimate of the post-communist dummy variable in the fully specified
Model 7 (including all pre-communist and contemporaneous control var-
iables) in the same table.’! For comparative purposes, the magnitude of
this exposure effect is about 50% larger than the democratic support dif-
ference between a respondent who completed secondary education and
one with no education at all, and about 25% larger than the difference
between post-secondary and secondary education.

The other results worth noting from Model 1 in Table 4.3 is that the
size of the post-communist citizen variable is only marginally signifi-
cant and is about half the size compared to the baseline model (Model 4
in Table 4.1). This suggests that controlling for exposure accounts for
roughly half the post-communist effect on democratic attitudes. This
finding was confirmed by more formal mediation analysis, which indi-
cated that about 46% of the post-communist citizen effect is mediated by
the communist exposure variable.?? Another way to interpret this result is
that since this model specification controls for years of communist expo-
sure, the coefficient for the post-communist citizen variable now captures
the democratic deficit of someone living in an ex-communist countries
but who has had no personal exposure to communism past the age of six.
While for such a person the post-communist deficit is indeed smaller, it
nonetheless does not disappear completely, which suggests that the post-
communist democratic deficit could extend to future generations.*

Next we consider whether the impact of exposure varies with the in-
tensity of the exposure and/or the degree of resistance that individuals

3 The predicted effects are obviously potentially larger among residents of the interwar
Soviet republics, who could have up to 25 years of additional exposure.

328ee the electronic appendix for the full output of the mediation analysis, which was
conducting using the medeff command in Stata 13.1 (Hicks and Tingley 2011).

3To the extent that this continued deficit represents a legacy of communism, it raises
the interesting question of how it could be transmitted to future generations not exposed to
communism. In later chapters, we look at one possible mechanism, which is parental trans-
mission. But it is also possible that this could be driven by more general nostalgia effects
that we cannot measure, such as growing up in a country where anytime things go wrong
people talk about how life was better under communism, and thus a generation with no
personal exposure to communism picks up attitudes consistent with communist ideology.
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have to that exposure. As an initial step, in Models 3 and 4 we investi-
gate the first possible dimensions along which communist exposure could
be expected to yield heterogeneous effects on democratic attitudes: the
type of communist regimes under which people lived (see Table 2.1 in
Chapter 2).3

In interpreting the results in Model 3 and Model 4 on the exposure ef-
fects across different types of communist regimes, recall that our baseline
expectation here is that the effects of exposure to communism will be
strongest under Stalinist regimes, then neo-Stalinist, then post-totalitarian,
and finally weakest under reform communism. The empirical support for
this expectation is mixed. Thus, Model 3 (without country-fixed effects)
is consistent with the idea that the effect of exposure is weakest under re-
form communism but offers no evidence that the effect is strongest under
Stalinism. Meanwhile, the country-fixed-effects specification in Model 4,
which mirrors our findings using hierarchical models in the electronic
appendix, does show the strongest effect for Stalinist exposure—as well
as coefficients ordered in line with our expectations—but the effects for
neo-Stalinism and, especially, post-totalitarian and reform communism
are all very similar and are not statistically distinguishable from one an-
other. So taken together, the two sets of analyses are at least vaguely con-
sistent with our expectations, but not what we would call strong evidence
that exposure to different types of communist regimes had differential
impacts on attitudes toward democracy. Perhaps more importantly, all
the coefficients on all of the exposure variables remain in the correct di-
rection (negative) and, for the fixed-effects model, all remain statistically
significant and substantively meaningful.

As a next step, we examine whether adults have more resistance to
communist regime socialization than children. We do so by splitting our
years of exposure variable into two separate variables for years of expo-
sure to communism as a child (ages 6-17) and years of exposure to com-
munism as an adult (ages 18 and older).3’ Quite surprisingly, we find the
exact opposite from what the political socialization literature led us to
expect. According to both models, the effects of adult exposure were neg-
ative and highly significant (at p<.01). Conversely, childhood exposure

3 As discussed in Chapter 3 (Section 3.2.3), we include variables that break down years
of exposures into mutually exclusive categories (e.g., years of Stalinist exposure vs. years
of reform communist exposure) that vary at the level of the individual in our inter-regional
analysis. For all other factors—both aggregate and individual—that we interact with years of
exposure, we conduct our analysis using only intra-regional analysis (see Tables 4.4 and 4.5).
We do so because these are not variables that we expect to “modify” the effect of exposure,
but rather are essentially different ways to categorize years of exposure.

¥3Total exposure is equal to child plus adult exposure. For more details on these vari-
ables, see the discussion in footnote 37 of Chapter 3.
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had a statistically inconclusive effect and pointed in the wrong direction
in Model 5, while in the fixed-effects specification in Model 6 it was nega-
tive but still nowhere near statistically significant.

In Models 7 and 8, we repeat the child versus adult exposure analysis
but also include an interaction effect between the two to test whether
early and adult communist exposures reinforce each other. While the
interaction terms fall short of achieving statistical significance at con-
ventional levels, they are nevertheless negative, suggesting that perhaps
longer childhood communist exposure intensifies the anti-democratic ef-
fects of adult exposure and vice versa.’® Overall, these findings suggest
that regime preferences get solidified later in a person’s life—a pattern
that is at odds with predictions suggesting that adults should be more
resistant to socialization than children. The findings are more compatible
with previous hypotheses suggesting that socialization would be more of
a lifelong process, but even these theories never predicted an effect only
in the adult years and not in the years of childhood.

What could explain this surprising finding? Perhaps it is the case that
even in regimes that place a great deal of attention on inculcating a par-
ticular worldview among their citizens, childhood—despite the indoctri-
nation potential of schooling—is a period when politics is simply less rel-
evant in one’s life. Adults living under communism, however, were more
likely to be more deeply incorporated into communist political structures
and power relations. This more constant contact at a time in one’s life
when people realized the cost and benefits of toeing (or not) the party line
may have led to a more intense socialization experience.’” Another pos-
sible explanation, which we discuss more in depth in the final chapter of
the book (see Section 9.3), is that communist education was effective not
so much at indoctrinating students as it was in suppressing their ability
to resist the state/party later in life.

Having analyzed the effect of our two “subtype” exposure variables,
we now turn to the remaining variables that according to the living
through communism model are predicted to either increase the intensity

3¢In fact, in Model 8 the conditional effect of childhood exposure was at least margin-
ally significant (at .05 one-tailed) for individuals with very long adult communist exposures
(over 60 years). Conversely, in Model 7, early communist exposure has a modest positive
effect (marginally significant at .15 two-tailed) for respondents without any adult com-
munist exposure.

37 As will become apparent in the following chapters, we find somewhat similar results
regarding adult vs. childhood socialization in the markets and social welfare analyses,
where both adult and childhood exposure have the predicted effects, but the size of the
effect for adult exposure is twice as large as the effect for childhood exposure. Only in the
gender equality analysis do we find early exposure having the predicted effect but ot adult
exposure.
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of or resistance to communist exposure, and, consequently, also move to
our intra-regional analysis. For the sake of clarity in the presentation of
results, rather than first discussing either intensity or resistance variables,
we instead first examine country-level factors that affect both intensity
and resistance (Figure 4.2) and then turn to the individual-level factors
(Figure 4.3).%8

4.4.1. Country-Level Moderators of Exposure Intensity and
Resistance on Attitudes toward Democracy

We present the results of our interaction analyses visually in the text of
the chapter (see Figures 4.2 and 4.3), with tables similar to the ones previ-
ously presented in this chapter in the electronic appendix; full regression
results also continue to be included in the electronic appendix. As dis-
cussed in Chapter 3, the reason we do this is because interpreting interac-
tion effects from regression tables is always complicated, and therefore
the figures more easily and intuitively convey the information necessary
to assess our intensifying and resistance hypotheses.

With that mind, let us briefly explain exactly how to read Figure 4.2. Each
pair of results (e.g., low pre-communist literacy and high pre-communist
literacy, imposed communism and homegrown communism) shows the
estimated conditional marginal effect of a year of exposure to commu-
nism on a person living in a country that meets that condition (e.g., in a
country with low pre-communist literacy for the first row, in a country
with high pre-communist literacy in the second row). The dot represents
the estimated marginal effect of one additional year of exposure taking
into account both the coefficient of the exposure variable and the coef-
ficient of the variable interacting exposure with the country-level effect
in question, while the lines represent 95% confidence intervals around
these estimates.’® As we already know the effect of an average year of

3 Readers should recall that for reasons discussed in Section 3.2.4 in Chapter 3, we now
restrict ourselves to only survey respondents from post-communist countries, utilize con-
strained regression analysis (with age constrained), and drop our pre-communist control
variables.

3This is calculated using the lincom command in Stata 13.1. Note that the statistical
significance of the interaction effects cannot be determined precisely from Figures 4.2 and
4.3. While estimate pairs with non-overlapping confidence intervals are always statistically
significant from each other, overlapping confidence intervals do not necessarily imply lack
of significant differences as long as the intervals of one estimate do not overlap with the
other estimate. For example, the interaction term between pre-communist democracy (re-
gime) and exposure is significant at .05 two-tailed even though the confidence intervals in
Figure 4.2 overlap slightly. Meanwhile, for pre-communist literacy, the confidence intervals
overlap to a greater extent (but do not fully include the other estimate points in the pair),
and the interaction effect is still close to, although definitely outside, traditional cutoffs for
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Communist exposure effects on democracy support

Figure 4.2. Communist Exposure and Democracy Support: Country Moderators
This figure reports the marginal effects of a single year of exposure to commu-
nism in different types of country contexts. The results indicate that negative
communist exposure effects on democratic support were significantly stronger in
countries with low pre-communist literacy, GDP/capita, and democracy, as well as
for countries with lengthy periods of hardline communism, in peripheral patrimo-
nial regimes and countries with high late-communist economic growth. In inter-
preting the substantive size of these effects it is important to keep in mind that the
median number of years of exposure to communism in the analyses that produced
this figure was 28 years, while the 90th percentile was 55 years for a resident of
the former Soviet Union and 435 years for a resident of East-Central Europe.

exposure (see Table 4.3, Model 1), what we are primarily interested in
here is how the effects of a year of exposure matter across each of the
pairs of categories.*

significance (.13 two-tailed). Therefore, readers interested in the statistical significance of
the interactions should consult the full regression tables in the electronic appendix.

“0To generate the pairs, we estimate marginal effects of an additional year of commu-
nism at the Sth and 95th percentiles of the variable with which we are interacting years of
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Starting from this perspective, we can begin assessing the support for
our different intensifying and resistance hypotheses. The clearest differ-
ences can be found in two political variables: the proportion of years a
respondent’s country was under Stalinist and neo-Stalinist rule (“pro-
portion hardline communism”), and levels of interwar democracy (“pre-
communist democracy).* Turning to the former (sixth pair from the top),
we find that in a country that—all else equal—had spent 90% of its com-
munist experience under either Stalinist or neo-Stalinist rule, the predicted
effect of an added year of exposure to communism in decreasing support
for democracy is more than two and a half times the size of the effect in
a country that has spent only 6% of its communist period under Stalinist
or neo-Stalinist rule. Similarly, the effect of an additional year of commu-
nist exposure in a country with an average Polity score of -7.375 (i.e., low
level of democracy) from 1920 to 1939 results in twice as large of a de-
crease in support for democracy is in a country with an average Polity
score of 7 (i.e., high level of democracy) from 1920 to 1939 (third pair
from the top). Both of these interaction effects are statistically significant
at .05 or better and are in the predicted direction: interwar democracy
appears to provide resistance against anti-democratic communist social-
ization, while more years of exposure to hardline communism intensifies
the effect of exposure.

In contrast, there is no meaningful distinction in the effect of a year
of communist exposure in a country where communism was externally
imposed as opposed to being homegrown (fifth pair from the top), in
countries where there was more or less overall economic growth under
communism (fourth pair from the top) or in countries where there was
more versus less political liberalization in the last decade of communism
(bottom pair). In all three of these cases, the standard error of our esti-
mate for the interaction effect between the variable in question and com-
munist exposure was larger than its coefficient, suggesting very low con-
fidence in any real effect, as confirmed by our estimates of the marginal
effects in Figure 4.2. This is surprising, as we would have expected home-
grown Russian, Albanian, and Yugoslav communism to have been (at
least initially) more effective in shaping the political values of its citizens,

exposure. In practice, for categorical variables such as pre-communist literacy, this means
setting the variable to its highest and lowest categories.

“IPrior experience with democracy varied from fairly robust in several countries in the
region (Czechoslovakia, East Germany, Poland, and the Baltic states) to non-existent in
the interwar Soviet republics and several Balkan countries. While the communists tried and
largely (but not fully) succeeded in destroying the institutional vestiges of pre-communist
democracies, we would nevertheless expect the availability of prior democratic memories
(or myths) to shape both the resistance to communist political narratives and the post-
communist embrace of democratic values.
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and therefore to lower the resistance to communist exposure. However,
our findings do not confirm this expectation, suggesting that the initial
differences in legitimacy did not translate into noticeably greater recep-
tiveness toward communist socialization (at least with respect to demo-
cratic values).

For the remaining three country-level variables we find effects that
point in the predicted direction but were not very strong in substantive
and statistical significance terms. Perhaps most interestingly from the per-
spective of the prior theoretical discussion, the socialization effect of
communist exposure is about 50% higher in countries with low levels of
pre-communist literacy than countries with high levels of pre-communist
literacy (first pair in Figure 4.2).*> While we have to be careful about in-
ferring individual-level mechanisms from aggregate-level data, this find-
ing is consistent with Darden and Grzymata-Busse’s (2006) argument
about the greater obstacles to communist indoctrination for citizens who
had previously been exposed to different political narratives through pre-
communist education systems. Along similar lines, communist exposure
effects were almost 50% stronger in countries with low levels of pre-
communist GDP/capita than in countries with higher pre-communist
GDP. Given that the magnitude of these results is on a par with pre-
communist literacy, this greater resistance to communist indoctrination
of societies that were highly economically developed may reflect not only
the importance of pre-communist political socialization as an ideological
antidote to communism, but also the fact that the appeals of the devel-
opmental and political project of communism may have been stronger in
less developed societies, therefore possibly resulting in citizens who were
more likely to embrace its anti-democratic values as well. Or to put in the
language of the living through communism model, the effect of exposure
appears to have been reduced where greater pre-communist economic
progress increased the resistance of citizens to the communist regime’s po-
litical project (i.e., in the manner predicted by the model).

Interestingly, we find a very similar result when we look at growth
in the last decade of communism. Here we are picking up the effects
of the divergence between countries that weathered the economic crisis
of the 1980s relatively well (e.g., East Germany and the Soviet Union)
versus those that suffered crippling recessions (e.g., Poland, Yugoslavia,
and especially Romania). To reiterate, our expectation is that communist
economic success should reduce resistance to the effects of communist

“The interaction effect is even marginally significant. While the table in the electronic
appendix reports the results of two-tailed tests for p-values, we actually have a pretty com-
pelling a priori expectation in the case of pre-communist literacy, which means a one-tailed
test would be appropriate, which would result in a p-value of <.10.
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exposure, and thus we would expect to find a negative coefficient for the
interaction effect. This is indeed what we find: a year of exposure in a
country with higher late-communist growth results in about 50% more
communist anti-democratic socialization than a year of exposure in a
country with low late-communist growth, and the interaction effect is
at least marginally significant (.07 two-tailed). Again, economic benefits
from communism seem to increase its appeal.

Overall, the results in Figure 4.2 (and in the table in the electronic
appendix) confirm that the extent to which Eastern European and Eur-
asian societies were affected by communist indoctrination efforts was
shaped in predictable ways at the country-level by both pre-communist
economic and political trajectories and by differences in communist eco-
nomic performance. As expected, citizens of countries that entered com-
munism with considerable democratic experience and with higher levels
of socioeconomic economic development seem to be less affected by addi-
tional years of communist exposure in their attitudes vis-a-vis democracy.
Homegrown as opposed to imposed communism, however, had no effect,
and nor did overall growth throughout the communist period. Finally, po-
litical developments in the last decade of communist rule seem to have had
no effect on either strengthening or weakening the communist socializa-
tion effect of an additional year of exposure, but economic developments
in that final decade did.

Taken together, we find that while not all our predicted intensifying or
resistance effects at the aggregate level were supported by the empirical
data, all the cases where effects appeared to be statistically or substan-
tively meaningful were indeed in the correctly predicted direction based
on our living through communism model. Thus, where effects are pres-
ent, they are the types of effects that we expected to find.

4.4.2. Individual-Level Moderators of Exposure Intensity and
Resistance on Attitudes toward Democracy

Since the living through communism model predicts that the effects of
communist exposure are likely to be modified not just by characteristics of
the macro-environment but also by the particular individual circumstances
of a respondent, in Figure 4.3 (and in the related table in the electronic
appendix) we analyze the interactions between communist exposure and
the individual-level intensifying and resistance characteristics identified in
Chapter 2. We again restrict the analysis in this model to citizens of post-
communist countries and therefore also use the same constrained linear
regression approach we employed for the tests in Figure 4.2.

As a first step we interact communist exposure with different types of
self-declared religious denomination, with the expectation that Catholicism
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Figure 4.3. Communist Exposure and Democracy Support: Individual Moderators
This figure reports the marginal effects on democracy support of a single year
of exposure to communism in different types of individuals. The results indi-
cate weaker negative communist exposure effects on democracy support among
Catholic respondents (among both frequent churchgoers and non-churchgoers)
and stronger negative exposure effects among less educated individuals and urban
residents. The dependent variable is an index of seven survey questions (listed in
the electronic appendix) which was standardized to a mean of 0 and a standard de-
viation of 1. The list of independent and control variables can be found in Table 3.1
of Chapter 3. Full regression results are in the electronic appendix. In interpreting
the substantive size of these effects it is important to keep in mind that the median
number of years of exposure to communism in the analyses that produced this
figure was 28 years, while the 90th percentile was 55 years for a resident of the
former Soviet Union and 4S5 years for a resident of East-Central Europe.

and to a lesser extent Protestantism will increase resistance to communist
exposure. Our analysis confirms this is the case for Catholics, but not for
Protestants: an additional year of communist exposure has an approxi-
mately 50% larger anti-democratic effect among Protestant, Muslim, and
Eastern Orthodox respondents than for Catholic respondents. These dif-
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ferences do not necessarily reflect the differences in democratic sensibilities
of different religions toward democracy,* but rather, we suspect, the more
independent political stance of the Catholic Church vis-a-vis the communist
regimes compared to their Orthodox, Protestant, and Muslim counterparts.

Interestingly, though, this finding does 7ot seem to be entirely (or even
primarily) driven by church attendance. An additional year of exposure
to communism did have a slightly larger (20%) effect on Catholics who
did not attend church regularly than those who did, but the difference is
not statistically significant, and, moreover, even Catholics who did not
attend church regularly seem to exhibit a great deal more resistance to-
ward communist socialization than Muslims, Protestants, and Eastern
Orthodox regular church attenders. One possible explanation for this
Catholic phenomenon could be that it was driven by the role of the pope
in opposing communism, something that would have been widely known
to Catholics even outside of regular church attenders. Moreover, it is pos-
sible that a consistent message of resistance emanating from the Catholic
Church could have reached those who only occasionally came to church
(e.g., for major holidays) or even those who had relatives with more con-
sistent contact with the church.

This pattern of church attendance being largely unrelated to the effect
of exposure on attitudes toward democracy is, if anything, even stronger
among Protestants, Muslims, and Eastern Orthodox. Indeed, despite the
fact that there is limited evidence in this regard among Catholics, it was
actually a larger difference than for the other three groups. The direct
comparison of church attendance across all religious denominations—
illustrated in the second grouping of effects in Figure 4.3—confirms the
modest nature of this effect, which is at best marginally significant (at .1
one-tailed).

In the fourth grouping of effects in Figure 4.3, we focus on the effects of
education, which should by all accounts play a crucial role in the political
socialization process. Recall, though, that we had a number of different
predictions regarding education: the effects of pre-communist education;
the effects of communist education, and the effects of overall level of edu-
cation generally. We address the first two of these categories in Chapters 5
and 7, but for now we examine whether or not higher levels of education
lead to more resistance to communist exposure. The results in Figure 4.3 are
actually remarkably clear in that regard: the higher the level of education,
the smaller the size of the effect of an additional year of exposure to com-
munism on anti-democratic attitudes. To be clear, even higher education

4Thus, Muslims in post-communist countries actually appear to be significantly more
tavorable to democratic systems than their Catholic counterparts among respondents with
short communist track records. In the following chapter, however, we will show that Mus-
lims also exhibit resistance to socialization in regard to markets in a similar manner to what
we have identified in this chapter for Catholics.
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did not completely inoculate one against socialization, but the effect of an
additional year of exposure on someone with post-secondary education is
only about half as large as for someone with less than primary education.
The one exception to this rule is that the effects of primary and secondary
education on exposure are practically indistinguishable, so the major ac-
tion here is when we move from essentially no education to some educa-
tion, and then from some education to higher education.

Next, we test whether Jowitt’s (1992) argument about the greater po-
litical penetration of communist regimes in urban settings is confirmed in
terms of the relative impact of communist exposure on democratic values.
As illustrated in the next to last set of factors in Figure 4.3, the moderately
large and statistically significant interaction effect between urban residence
and communist exposure suggests that urban residents indeed exhibited
almost 50% higher communist socialization effects for the same degree of
temporal exposure. These findings support Jowitt’s theory, which is remark-
able given that urban residents had greater access to alternative sources of
information, and therefore, like respondents with a higher education, may
have been better equipped to resist communist indoctrination efforts.

Finally, because of the greater exposure of men to communist social-
ization in both the workplace and the army, we expected that being male
should intensify the effect of communist exposure. The results of our
analysis contradict this hypothesis: while the conditional effects of com-
munist socialization were negative and statistically significant for both
men and women, the anti-democratic effects of exposure were weaker
among men.* As a result the democratic gap between men and women
was larger among respondents with extensive communist exposure, but
not in the direction we hypothesized.

Looking across all the individual-level intensifying or resistance vari-
ables, we find that this framework is indeed useful for getting a more nu-
anced picture of the effect of exposure to communism on lack of support
for democracy, although not uniformly across the board. Catholicism and
higher levels of education seemed to increase resistance to the socializing
effect of communist exposure, although the effect of religious attendance
was limited to Catholics and was only marginally important. Furthermore,
as Jowitt predicted, urban respondents seemed to have had an intensi-
fied socialization experience but—contrary to expectations—exposure to
communism had a larger effect on women than on men.*

Taking the last three sections together, we have our first complete as-
sessment of the living in post-communist countries and living through

#“This effect is marginally significant, with p=.06, albeit in the opposite direction from
what we expected.

45 Although perhaps this will be less surprising to fans of the US-based FX network tele-
vision show The Americans, where Keri Russell’s sleeper spy character does seem to be more
of a true believer than her husband.
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communism approaches to exploring the presence of legacy effects on
attitudes of post-communist citizens. The findings are quite clear: on
balance taking account of the fact that our survey respondents were liv-
ing in post-communist countries, with peculiar pre-communist histories,
socioeconomic economic outcomes from the communist experience, and
with particular post-communist demographic profiles, economic condi-
tions, and political institutions only partially accounts for the system-
atically lower levels of support for democracy among residents of these
countries.* The experience of living through communism, however, had
exactly the effect predicted: additional years of exposure to communism—
even after controlling for age—led to less support for democracy. While
not all the modifiers (especially at the country level) were significant, we
nevertheless found clear evidence of uneven exposure effects at both the
country and the individual level along the lines predicted by our theoreti-
cal expectations about intensifying and resistance factors.

4.5. EXTENSION: CONCEPTIONS OF DEMOCRACY

As briefly mentioned in the introduction to this chapter, there are good
reasons to expect that the peculiar nature of communist “popular democ-
racies” would shape not only citizen support for democratic politics but
also their very understanding of democracy. Thus, Rohrschneider (1999),
using public opinion surveys from the early to mid-1990s, shows that even
though both East and West German citizens regarded liberal democratic
rights as key components of democracy, the former showed considerably
higher concern for social egalitarianism in their understanding of democ-
racy. Given that we could expect democratic conception differences to
be even greater in ex-communist countries with weaker pre-communist
democratic traditions than East Germany, this raises questions about the
validity of cross-national comparisons of democratic support measures.
In other words, what does it mean to say that post-communist citizens
are less supportive of democracy if their understanding of democracy is
different than that of their non-communist counterparts?*’

46This conclusion is based on comparing the fully saturated form of the model (Model 7
in Table 4.1) with the bivariate version of the model (Model 1). To be clear, once we control
for pre-communist conditions (Model 2), then adding the full combination of contempo-
rary demographic, political and economic variables does reduce the size of the democratic
differential almost in half; it does not, however, make it disappear entirely. As mentioned
earlier, the effects of the living in post-communist countries model were somewhat stronger
in the HLM version of the test (see electronic appendix).

47We address a similar question with regard to left-right self-placement elsewhere (Pop-
Eleches and Tucker 2010).
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Table 4.4. Drivers of Democratic Conceptions

(1) (2) 3) (4)

Government Religious Choose

tax rich and authorities leaders People receive

subsidize interpret in free unemployment
Variables poor laws elections aid

Panel 1. Results without additional controls

Post-communist -.297 -.455 3144 9427 *
(.345) (.386) (.163) (.249)

Observations 60,097 58,488 61,030 60,570

R-squared .002 .004 .003 .019

Panel 2. Results with individual and country-level controls

Post-communist 1.022* =111 229 .848%*
(.444) (.371) (.228) (.270)

Observations 60,097 58,488 61,030 60,570

R-squared .061 198 .042 .079

Note: This table demonstrates that while post-communist citizens do have different concep-
tions of democracy from citizens in other countries, it is not as systematic as one might expect.
Moreover, post-communist citizens seem just as likely to equate democracy with free elections and
even more likely to equate democracy with civil rights, two findings we would not have expected
if post-communist citizens’ conception of democracy was overly influenced by the notion that
communist regimes were “people’s democracy.” The dependent variable in each case is a 10-point
scale asking the respondent how much he or she agrees that the factor at the top of the column
was a characteristic of democracy. Panel 1 presents simple bivariate regressions with standard
errors clustered at the country year and equilibrated survey weights; Panel 2 contains a more com-
plete set of control variables (as in Table 4.3) Full regression results are in the electronic appendix.
The data utilized in this analysis are from Sth wave of the World Values Survey. Robust standard
errors in parentheses: ** p<.01, * p<.05, # p<.1.

To address these concerns we use a set of questions from the fifth wave
(2005-9) of the World Values Survey, in which respondents were asked
for a number of items to rate on a 10-point scale how essential each item
was as a characteristic of democracy (see the electronic appendix for full
question wording). As a first step we run a series of weighted and county-
year clustered OLS regressions where we simply regress each item on the
post-communism dummy variable (top panel of Table 4.4). As in the case
of the democratic support regressions, we then supplement these simple
bivariate models with a set of more fully specified models (lower panel of
Table 4.4) along the same lines as those we have used to model exposure
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(5) (6) (7) (8) 9) (10)
Army takes Civil rights People can Women
over when protect Criminals change the same
government people’s Economy is  severely laws in rights as
is incompetent  liberty prospering punished referendums  men
-.240 676%% .808%** S15 S16* 495%*
(.332) (.245) (.296) (.309) (.205) (.170)
58,664 59,376 60,133 60,518 59,045 61,042
.001 .012 .017 .005 .007 .008
.682 .812%* 1.420%** 1.485%* 799%* .380#
(.500) (.293) (.2635) (.281) (.242) (.215)
58,664 59,376 60,133 60,518 59,045 61,042
127 .071 .103 .080 .048 .089

effects in the interregional analyses (i.e., as in Table 4.3), that is, the pre-
communist country-level variables and contemporaneous individual-level
demographic characteristics.*®

The results in both sets of regressions confirm that post-communist
conceptions of democracy differ in some significant ways from those of
non-communist respondents, and the results are broadly in line with theo-
retical expectations: thus, post-communist respondents were significantly
more likely to consider state aid for the unemployed and a prospering econ-
omy as an essential component of democracy. In both cases the effect is fairly
large: on a 10-point scale, these variables account for a predicted change
of 0.9 points and 0.8 points, respectively, in the bivariate models, and
0.8 points and 1.4 points in the more fully specified models. In addition,

“Given that the democratic characteristics questions were only asked in a single survey
wave, we have to slightly reduce the number of country-level controls in order to avoid the
multicollinearity problems that arise with over-fitted models. Rerunning the model with the
full set of pre-communist controls results in practically the same coefficient for the post-
communist dummy variable in both specifications in Table 4.5, but because of multicol-
linearity standard errors are somewhat higher.
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the fully specified model suggests that post-communist citizens were also
more likely to see taxing the rich as a component of democracy.

On the other hand, these more economic conceptions of democracy do
not come at the expense of what we would consider the more traditional
procedural or liberal elements of democracy. Post-communist citizens are
no less likely to think that democracy involves choosing leaders in free
elections and are actually more likely to think that referenda could be
used to change the law. Moreover, ex-communist citizens are also more
concerned about a number of liberal aspects of democracy, such as equal
rights for women and civil liberties protections. While some of these as-
pects, such as social security and gender equality (which we revisit in
much greater detail in Chapter 7) are in line with communist-era prin-
ciples, the emphasis on civil liberties and the endorsement of popular
referenda are arguably more reflective of reactions against the abuses and
the paternalism of communist regimes. Finally, it is worth emphasizing
that for one of the more fundamental threats of democratic collapse—
accepting intervention by the army against incompetent governments—
post-communist citizens were statistically indistinguishable from their
non-communist counterparts. So overall, the concern that perhaps post-
communist citizens see democracy solely as a set of economic rather than
political principles is not substantiated by these data.

That observation notwithstanding, it is still worth examining whether
and how differences in conceptions of democracy affect democratic sup-
port patterns and—crucially from our perspective—whether these dif-
ferences can help explain the post-communist democratic deficit. For
example, if citizens who see a prospering economy as a key component
of democracy tend to be less supportive of democracy, and given that
we know that ex-communist citizens are more likely to see economic
prosperity as a crucial element of democracy, then it is conceivable that
the democratic deficit could disappear once we account for such differ-
ent democratic conceptions.* To test whether this is the case, in Table 4.5
we first estimate a baseline model (along the lines of Model 4 in Table 4.1
with individual demographic and pre-communist country controls) using
only data from the surveys for which the democratic conceptions ques-
tions were asked. In Model 2 we add the ten democratic conception indi-
cators discussed in Table 4.4.

The results of the baseline regression in Model 1 confirm that the post-
communist democratic deficit for the 2005-9 survey wave is similar to the
deficit we found in the corresponding model using the full set of surveys

Y Of course, if we were to find that this is the case, then that would not necessarily refute
the importance of communist legacies but would suggest a particular cognitive mechanism
for why ex-communist citizens profess weaker democratic support.
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Table 4.5. Democratic Conceptions and Democratic Support

(1) (2)

Post-communist -.401* -.432%*
(.195) (.142)
Democracy = governments tax the rich .009*%
and subsidize the poor. (.004)
Democracy = religious authorities -.030**
interpret the laws. (.004)
Democracy = people choose their .068%*
leaders in free elections. (.007)
Democracy = people receive state aid -.004
for unemployment. (.004)
Democracy = the army takes over -.082%*
when government is incompetent. (.005)
Democracy = civil rights protect .038%*
people’s liberty against oppression. (.011)
Democracy = the economy is .016%*
prospering. (.006)
Democracy = criminals are severely -.005
punished. (.006)
Democracy = people can change the .031%**
laws in referendums. (.006)
Democracy = women have the same .021%*
rights as men. (.006)
Pre-communist controls Yes Yes
Individual demographic controls Yes Yes
Observations 52,942 52,942
R-squared 141 285

Note: This table demonstrates that while post-communist citizens do have different con-
ceptions of democracy from citizens in other countries, the differences do not explain away
the post-communist deficit in support for democracy. The dependent variable is an index
of seven survey questions (listed in the electronic appendix), which was standardized to a
mean of 0 and a standard deviation of 1. The list of independent and control variables are
similar to those used in Model 4 of Table 4.1 and can be found in the electronic appendix
along with the full regression results. The data utilized in this analysis are from 5th wave
of the World Values Survey. Robust standard errors in parentheses: ** p<.01, * p<.03,
# p<.1.
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for 1995-2009 (Model 4 in Table 4.1).°° Turning to the results in Model 2,
we find that democratic conceptions matter for explaining democratic
support patterns: not only are several of the individual democratic con-
ception variables individually significant predictors of democratic sup-
port (and their signs are in the expected direction), but adding them to
the model specification leads to a significant improvement in the explana-
tory power of the model (the R-squared statistic doubles from .14 in
Model 1 to .29 in Model 2). However, the most important finding for our
purposes is that accounting for differences in conceptions of democracy
does not in any way explain away the post-communist democratic sup-
port deficit: thus, in Model 2, the size of the post-communism coefficient
is virtually unchanged compared to the baseline results and continues
to be negative, substantively large, and highly statistically significant. In
other words, even though post-communist citizens differ somewhat from
citizens elsewhere in the world in terms of what they see to be essential
elements of democracy, these differences cannot account for their lower
overall support for democracy in the post-communist period.

As a final step to test whether simply including the word “democracy”
in the survey questions is contaminating our analysis, we reconstruct our
democratic support index by excluding all of the questions from the index
in which the actual word “democracy” appears. To do so, we construct
an alternative three-item index, which includes two of the questions from
the original index—asking about the desirability of army rule and rule
by a strong leader—as well as an additional question about having ex-
perts rather than the government ruling the country.’! Doing so has the
advantage of eliminating the potential validity concerns related to the
different democratic conceptions discussed above even beyond the solu-
tions applied in Table 4.5. Moreover, given the heavy normative emphasis
on democracy in the post-Cold War era, one may worry about whether
answers to direct questions about democracy would elicit truthful re-
sponses. On the other hand, however, the resulting three-item index has
a considerably lower reliability than our original index, even though the
two indexes are correlated at .66.

In Table 4.6 we start with the same baseline specification as in Table 4.5
(pre-communist controls plus individual-level demographic characteris-
tics) and then rerun the models using the alternative three-item democracy

S"We return to the question in variation in the size of the deficit in different time periods
in much greater detail in Chapter 8.

S1This question is not included in the original democracy index because its inclusion
would lower the reliability of the index and because it is less obviously an anti-democratic
alternative than army rule or a strong leader. We include it here out of interest in not rely-
ing solely on two variables in the index, but also because adding it to the index in this case
actually increases the alpha of the scale across the full dataset.
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Table 4.6. Robustness Test Using an Alternative Democracy Index

(1) (2) 3) (4)

Variables 7-item 3-item 7-item 3-item
democracy  democracy democracy democracy
index index index index

Post-communist -.384%* -.408** -317** -.233**

(.119) (.120) (.045) (.025)

Pre-communist controls  Yes Yes No No

Individual demographic ~ Yes Yes Yes Yes

controls

Countries All All Germany Germany

Observations 220,276 220,276 5,957 5,957

R-squared 138 153 .100 .069

Note: This table demonstrates that purging our democracy index of the questions that
include the actual word “democracy” does not change our overall findings. The dependent
variable is an index of seven survey questions (listed in the electronic appendix) that was
standardized to a mean of 0 and a standard deviation of 1 for Models 1 and 3; for Mod-
els 2 and 4 it is an index of three items not containing the word “democracy.” The list of in-
dependent and control variables are similar to those used in Model 4 of Table 4.1 and can
be found in the electronic appendix along with the full regression results. The data utilized
in this analysis are from 3rd, 4th, and 5th waves of the World Values Survey. Robust stan-
dard errors in parentheses: ** p<.01, * p<.03, # p<.1.

index discussed above.*? The results confirm that our findings about the
existence of a substantively large and statistically significant democratic
support deficit are not simply driven by biases inherent in question word-
ing: thus, Model 2, which uses the three-item democracy index, reveals a
post-communist democratic deficit that is highly significant and of a slightly
larger magnitude than the one in the baseline Model 1, which uses the
seven-item democracy index.** The similarity also holds when we restrict
the analysis to within-country variation between East and West Germans
in Models 3 and 4, although here the size of the coefficient falls a bit (but
remains in the correct direction and statistically significant). Therefore,
we can be quite confident that despite different conceptions of democracy,

2The coefficients differ slightly from those in Table 4.1 because the sample was re-
stricted to observations for which data was available for both the seven-point and the three-
point democracy indexes.

S3While the two coefficients are not strictly comparable, the two variables nevertheless
had very similar means and standard deviations.
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possible normative biases in cross-national responses to survey questions
about support for democracy, and even ways of thinking about the meet-
ing of the word democracy itself, the patterns discussed in the rest of this
chapter are not simply an artifact of these factors.

4.6. CONCLUSIONS

In this chapter we have analyzed the mechanisms underlying the large
and temporally resilient democratic values deficit among residents of
post-communist countries. While we have shown that a number of pre-
communist and post-communist demographic, political, and economic
factors affect democratic support patterns, these features of living in a
post-communist country alone cannot account for the significant demo-
cratic deficit of post-communist citizens.* When we attempt to unpack the
effect of communism at the aggregate level by measuring conditions at the
end of the communist period, the democratic deficit only grows. By con-
trast, we find very strong support for the effects of exposure to commu-
nism at the individual level: the extent of the democratic deficit increases
substantially with the length of time a given individual spent living in a
communist regime, even after controlling for a citizen’s age. The data,
therefore, strongly suggest that the legacy of living through communism
contributed to anti-democratic attitudes in the post-communist period.
Our analysis in this chapter has also illustrated the value of digging
deeper to get a more nuanced understanding of the individual- and
country-level contexts that moderate the effects of communist exposure.
Turning first to factors predicted to intensify the impact of communist so-
cialization, we find fairly strong evidence that the anti-democratic effects
of communist exposure were more pronounced in countries with a greater
proportion of years spent under the rule of hardline communist regimes.
Along the same lines we also find some—albeit less robust—evidence that
the effects of exposure were weaker in reform-communist regimes and
stronger in Stalinist regimes. However, we find much weaker support for
other country-level intensifiers, such as the possibility of weaker socializa-
tion effects in countries with late-communist political liberalization or in
less ideologically focused patrimonial regimes. In terms of individual-level
intensifiers, we find evidence for Jowitt’s (1992) contention that living
in urban areas would result in an intensified socialization effect, but the

$4To reiterate, in our HLM robustness test, the coefficient on the post-communist
dummy variable does drop below conventional levels of statistical significance in the fully
saturated model, despite otherwise exhibiting similar patterns to the OLS analysis; see the
electronic appendix for details.



DEMOCRACY 135

other individual-level intensifying hypothesis we tested in this chapter—
that socialization effects would be stronger among men, who had more
opportunities to come in contact with the regime—is actually falsified by
the data, which reveal a stronger socialization effect for women.

With respect to resistance, our analysis provides fairly consistent support
for the hypothesis that pre-communist developmental differences shaped
subsequent country-level differences in resistance/receptiveness to com-
munist socialization efforts. Thus, we find significantly weaker communist
exposure effects in countries with greater pre-communist democratic track
records, as well as to a somewhat lesser extent in countries with higher
pre-communist literacy and economic development levels. Communist-era
country-level predictors of resistance are somewhat weaker, though as ex-
pected we do find that stronger economic growth in the late-communist
period translates into stronger exposure effects, suggesting that the politi-
cal message of communist regimes resonated more strongly in countries
whose command economies performed somewhat better in the last decade
of communism.

At the individual level, we find relatively strong individual-level sup-
port for two of the resistance hypotheses, with Catholics—and particu-
larly Catholic churchgoers—as well as those with higher education levels
experiencing smaller anti-democratic effects from each additional year
of exposure to communism. However, when we assess the effect of child-
hood versus adult exposure, we find that it is adult exposure that has
a consistent, systematic, and statistically significant effect on attitudes
toward democracy, while childhood exposure does not. This finding is at
odds with expectations based on the literature on political socialization
in the United States.

In the final section of the chapter, we addressed a number of potential
concerns about the cross-national comparability of survey questions tap-
ping into democratic support. We show that while post-communist citi-
zens indeed have somewhat different conceptions of democracy—placing
a heavier weight on economic aspects but also on gender equality, popu-
lar participation, and civil liberties—these differences in conceptions of
democracy cannot account for the democratic deficit discussed in this
chapter. Nor do our findings seem to be sensitive to an alternative con-
struction of the dependent variable that excludes survey questions that
explicitly mention democracy and may therefore be sensitive to norma-
tive biases.

With these results in hand, we can move beyond the political sphere of
democracy to questions of economic and social preferences as well. We
turn to the first of these questions—attitudes toward the market—in the
following chapter.
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Markets

An old lady walks into a butcher shop in Romania in the mid-1980s and
asks for a kilo of pork. When told that there isn’t any, she asks for a kilo
of ham. When told that there isn’t any ham either, she asks for beef for

a roast, but once again it’s not available. After a few more unsuccessful
inquiries, the old lady finally storms off in a huff. The butcher turns to his
assistant and says: “She’s really annoying, but, by God, what a memory
she has!”

—Romanian joke, late 1980s

5.1. INTRODUCTION

If the contrast between single-party rule in communist countries and
Western-style multiparty democracy was the clearest political difference
between Eastern and Western Europe during the Cold War, surely the
division between capitalism and communism’s approach to state man-
agement of the economy was the biggest ideological distinction. After all,
Marxism—despite its political implications—was in its essence an ar-
gument for a different system of economic management, one in which
capital would no longer exploit labor and a benevolent state under the
leadership of the Communist Party would oversee the economy for the
benefit of all.! Of course, as discussed in Chapter 2, there are all sorts
of qualifications in terms of how this played out in the actual communist
experience (Janos 2000), but if nothing else, Marxism-Leninism was cer-
tainly a critique of capitalism.

Further, the decision of how far and fast to go in embracing markets
as a means of organizing economic activity has been absolutely central
to the post-communist transition experience. In the early days of post-
communism, the most important debates revolved around whether market
reforms should be embraced all at once using “shock therapy” or through
a more incremental “gradualist” process (Sachs and Lipton 1990; Murrell

1Or, as another communist-era joke put it: “Capitalism is all about the exploitation of
man by man. By contrast in communism it’s the other way around.”
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1993; Popov 2007).2 Perhaps the preeminent public policy decision faced
by the new post-communist governments concerned whether and how to
move public property—where it was owned and managed by the state—
into the hands of private citizens (Lipton and Sachs 1992; Appel 2004;
Gould 2011). And even as the initial phase of post-communist transitions
passed, the extent of marketization of the economy would continue to
be important as countries prepared for EU accession (Vachudova 2008,
2009; Herzog and Tucker 2010; Grabbe 2014) and dealt with the after-
math of the 2008 global economic crisis.

Thus, in our continuing exploration of how communist legacies might af-
fect attitudes in post-communist countries, we now turn to attitudes toward
market-based economies. Simply put, our expectation is that—in line with the
core arguments of Marxism-Leninism—citizens in post-communist countries
will be less supportive of market-based economic systems—and therefore
more in favor of state intervention in the economy—than citizens not living
in post-communist countries (Marx and Engels 2002 [1848]; Marx 2012
[1867]; Lenin 1999 [1902]). And the data from the World Values Survey do
indeed show that in a simple bivariate analysis, post-communist citizens are
indeed less likely to support market-based approaches to the economy than
citizens in the rest of the World Values Survey countries, thus making it a suit-
able subject for testing whether these distinctions can be explained by living
in a post-communist country, living through communism, or neither. Further,
as the reverberations of the global economic crisis continue to raise questions
about the commitment of citizens to markets the world over, the question of
whether we might expect post-communist citizens to be particularly fickle in
their attachment to markets takes on renewed importance.

What do we find? Building on the results in the previous chapter, the
living in a post-communist country model explains away little of the dif-
ference between attitudes among post-communist citizens and those in
the rest of the world regarding the market (see Table 5.1). In fact, add-
ing our pre-communist or contemporaneous living in a post-communist
country variables gives us a larger distinction in attitudes than in our
simple bivariate model.* Conversely, and also similar to the findings in

2Although see Gould (2011) for an interesting argument that the more relevant distinc-
tion is actually whether insiders or outsiders oversaw the privatization process.

3For example, in 2007 Jacques Rupnik wrote in regard to Poland, “When economic re-
sults turned out to be generally positive, people became used to markets much more readily
than they came to embrace democracy” (Rupnik 2007: 20). If this commitment, however,
was less firm than it appeared on the surface, would it be able to survive a pronounced
period of economic dislocation? While this book does not explore the post-2009 period, an
understanding of the extent of communist legacies in structuring attitudes toward markets
pre-crisis would seem to be an important prerequisite for such research.

“These patterns are also confirmed in the HLM tests presented in the electronic appendix.
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the previous chapter, we continue to find strong evidence in support of
the living through communism model (Table 5.3).

With the mounting accumulation of empirical evidence in support of
our primary predicted observable implication of the living through com-
munism model—that additional years of exposure to communism leads to
more support for opinions associated with basic principles of communist
ideology—we embark on a new empirical direction in the latter half of this
chapter by exploring a number of channels through which communist ex-
posure could have translated into opposition to markets.

Before doing so, we follow a pattern similar to the previous chapter. In
Section 5.2, we introduce our measure of attitudes toward the market and
assess the effect living in a post-communist country on differential attitudes
toward markets when accounting for pre-communist conditions and our
measures of contemporaneous demographic, economic, and political fac-
tors. In Section 5.3, we then analyze the effect of controlling for condi-
tions at the end of the communist era that were related to some of the
key characteristics of communism, including its developmental legacies,
emphasis on reducing inequality and redistribution, left-wing ideology, and
non-democratic rule. In Section 5.4, we test the effect of exposure to com-
munism, including variables we have hypothesized could intensify the effect
of or provide resistance to communist exposure at both the aggregate and
individual level.

In Sections 5.5, 5.6, and 5.7, however, we depart from the analysis in
Chapter 4 by taking advantage of additional sources of data that allow
us to conduct supplementary analyses not possible with the World Values
Survey. First, in Section 5.5, we draw on data from the 2006 and 2010
European Bank for Recovery and Development Life in Transition Sur-
veys (LiTS) to test the impact of three potential channels through which
Eastern Europeans may have been socialized into the political value sys-
tem promoted by the communist regimes: the role of communist educa-
tion, Communist Party membership, and cross-generational transmission
of values by family members educated under communism or belonging
to the Communist Party. In addition, we test whether recipients of pre-
communist education were more resistant to communist ideology and
whether such resistance was transmitted within families. In section 5.6
we use data from the early transition period (1992-1997) on parents
and children from the same household from the Hungarian Household
Panel Survey (HHPS) to analyze how parental socialization affects both
the transmission of communist economic values and the resistance to
official indoctrination. Finally, in Section 5.7 we use data on migrants
from the 1994 German Election Survey to attempt to disentangle some
of the effects of communist socialization from those of residence in apost-
communist country.
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5.2. LIVING IN POST-COMMUNIST COUNTRIES
AND ATTITUDES TOWARD MARKETS

As in the previous chapter, we begin by conducting our analyses using
data from the World Values Survey, although we can now analyze data
from four survey waves (1989-93, 1994-98, 1999-2004, and 2005-9),
which includes 201 surveys from 84 countries (including 67 surveys from
24 post-communist countries). Our dependent variable is an index that
is largely drawn from a single question asking respondents where they
place themselves on a 10-point scale between “private ownership of busi-
ness should be increased” (1) and “government ownership of business
should be increased” (10). We supplement this question with an additional
item that unfortunately was asked only in a single wave of the survey (the
third wave), which again used a 10-point scale to ask respondents to choose
between “the state should give more freedom to firms” (1) and “the state
should control firms more effectively” (10). The resulting “market support
index” is standardized to a mean of 0 and a standard deviation of 1 and
has a Cronbach’s alpha of .70.°

Figure 5.1 presents the average level of support for our market index
displayed by country. As is clearly discernible here, it is of course not the
case that all post-communist countries have a lower average level of sup-
port for markets than all other countries. What we do observe, though, is
that only two post-communist countries (Albania and Macedonia) placed
near the top of the distribution in terms of their support for the market.
There is also a rather large clump of post-communist countries in the lower
part of the index, dominated primarily by countries from the former So-
viet Union (e.g., Moldova, Russia, Armenia, Ukraine, and, perhaps more
surprisingly, Poland).

>

SWe use the first item to create two separate dummy variables: a “private ownership”
supporter for people who rank themselves as a 1, 2, or 3 and a “government ownership”
supporter for people who rank themselves as an 8, 9, or 10. In a similar fashion, we create
two additional dummy variables from the second item for pro-firm freedom (1, 2, 3) and
anti-firm freedom (8, 9, 10). We do so because coding the variable in this way increases the
Cronbach’s alpha on our index above .70, which simply entering the data as a continuous
variable does not. Moreover, visual inspection of the government ownership variable re-
veals a strong tri-modal distribution around opposing, supporting, and being in the middle
(the three modal responses are 3, 1, and 10). Recoding as essentially three dummy variables
(with “no opinion” as the omitted category) therefore seemed to be an appropriate strategy.
That being said, our index correlates with the government ownership variable at -.94. Not
surprisingly then, rerunning the analysis using just the private ownership question in its
10-point scale format returns very similar results to those found in the remainder of the
chapter.

.
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Figure 5.1. Average Support for Markets by Country: Post-communist vs.
Non-communist

This figure lists the country-level averages in market economy support of post-
communist countries (dark-gray bars) compared to those of non-communist
countries (light-gray bars) based on the 2nd, 3rd, 4th, and 5th waves of

the World Values Survey (1990-2008). In calculating the averages we used
individual-level weights, and we also applied equilibrated weights to adjust for
different sample sizes across surveys for different years in any given country.
The figure shows that while only Russia and Moldova rank toward the very
bottom of the global market support distribution, ex-communist countries are
over-represented in the lower half of the distribution, and very few are in the
top quarter of the most pro-market countries. The dependent variable is an
index of two or four items (depending on the survey wave) standardized to a
mean of 0 and a standard deviation of 1. The data utilized in these analyses are
from the 2nd, 3rd, 4th, and 5th waves of the World Values Survey. For the full
set of country codes, see the list of country code abbreviations on page xv.

Three important points need to be addressed before we proceed with
our empirical analysis. First, although there obviously was variation in
the degree of state control of the economy across communist countries (de
Melo et al. 2001), this was dwarfed by the variation in state control of the
economy separating communist countries from non-communist countries.
As discussed in Chapter 2, the share of economic output produced by the
public sector in communist countries ranged from 85% to 95% (EBRD
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2008). Even the most statist social democracies of Western Europe rarely
approach 25% of economic output generated by the public sector, and
many others (such as the United States) are closer to 5% (Estrin 2007).
Thus the emphasis by communist regimes on state socialism as an alterna-
tive form of economic organization to capitalism was indeed marked by
real, on-the-ground, economic realities. Under communist regimes, state
ownership of the means of production was actually widespread,® agricul-
ture was collectivized,” and massive government bureaucracies did indeed
exist to actively manage economic activity.® So when respondents are asked
questions about state involvement in the economy, our understanding is
that this is indeed tapping into a reality with which people were familiar,
whereas in the previous chapter we had to wrestle with the idea of what a
“people’s democracy” might have meant. Whatever its ambiguities,
communism was certainly a massive experiment in state management and
ownership of the economy.

Second, in interpreting the survey responses, we need to keep in mind
that economic conditions were changing dramatically in post-communist
countries throughout the period of our study. Thus, when respondents
were asked questions about the relative merits of market-based versus
state-managed economic systems, they were not doing so in an economic
vacuum. The economic circumstances of post-communism were continu-
ously changing and in many cases had fluctuated dramatically since the
collapse of communism (Hellman 1998; Frye 2002). We address these cir-
cumstances in two ways. Most directly, in Table 5.1, Model 4, we intro-
duce measures of contemporary economic conditions into our analysis (as
we did in Table 4.1 in the previous chapter as well). Should it be the case
that the post-communist “market support deficit” (i.e., the fact that post-
communist citizens are less supportive of market-based economies than
citizens in other countries) was simply a function of economic conditions at
the time of our surveys, we would expect the deficit to disappear in this
specification of the model. As it turns out, the deficit in this model is prac-
tically identical to the deficit in the model with pre-communist control
variables, suggesting quite strongly that contemporaneous economic con-
ditions were not the driving force behind a lack of support for market eco-
nomics. As discussed in Chapter 3, we do not continue to include these
contemporaneous economic conditions in the subsequent analyses in the
chapter in an effort to avoid post-treatment bias in our models. However,

¢See, for example, Ticktin (1973); Nove (1990); Ericson (1991); Goldman (1991); and
Kornai (1992).

’See, for example, Millar (1974); Conquest (1986); Hunter (1988); and Pryor (2014),
although note the exception of Poland (Gorlach 1989).

8See, for example, Neustadt (1947); Manove (1971); Gregory (1990); Gregory and Tik-
honov (2000); and Ellman (2014).
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we do include year dummies in all our analyses, which should pick up any
global economic trends that are not specific to the post-communist context.

The final point we need to address—which builds on the previous
two—is the fact that unlike the democracy indicators that essentially
query respondents on their level of support for a given concept, the sur-
vey items we are forced to rely on in this chapter ask about relative levels
of marketization, that is, should there be more or less private (or govern-
ment) ownership of businesses; as well as more or less freedom for firms.
To be clear, this was not a deliberate choice—we would have preferred to
rely on questions that were more directly comparable with those in the
previous chapter—but these were the only questions asked repeatedly on
the World Values Survey related to markets.’

Nevertheless, we felt comfortable going forward with analyzing this de-
pendent variable for two main reasons. First, to the extent that the move
from absolute levels to relative levels complicates our analysis, it should
bias us against finding a significant difference in attitudes in the predicted
direction (i.e., less support for markets in post-communist countries).
Thus, if we assume that for most of the period under study here post-
communist countries had much larger state sectors than other countries,
then the types of errors this would enter into the data (e.g., mistakenly
coding a post-communist citizen as pro-market because he or she wants
a little more private ownership in a country with extensive government
ownership or a non-post-communist citizen as anti-market because he or
she lives country with minimal government ownership and would just like
a little more government ownership) would both bias against finding an
anti-market post-communist differential.

Second, we confirmed the robustness of our main findings below in a
separate analysis—reported in greater detail in the electronic appendix—
where we used data from three waves (1990, 1996, 2006) of the Interna-
tional Social Survey Programme (ISSP) to replicate the key findings from
the WVS-based analysis below using a different set of survey questions. The
ISSP survey questions asked respondents whether they favored or opposed
a series of government interventions in the economy, including wage and
price controls and assuming a direct role in managing various economic
sectors, and thus avoid the aforementioned concerns with the variables
included in the WVS surveys. While the much smaller set of both post-
communist and non-communist countries in the ISSP surveys precluded

9The alternative options—to drop the examination of markets entirely or rely on a com-
pletely different dataset for this chapter—struck us as an even less desirable research strategy.
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us from running the same set of models and including the same variables
as in the WVS tests, our analysis nevertheless confirms the main findings
discussed in Sections 5.2 and 5.4 below: thus, we find a significant and
robust anti-market bias among citizens of post-communist countries, and
we show that longer personal communist exposure (and particularly adult
communist exposure) was associated with more anti-market attitudes.

With these points addressed, we can now turn to assessing our empiri-
cal findings. Starting again with the living in a post-communist country
framework, Model 1 of Table 5.1 confirms what the visual inspection of
Figure 5.1 suggested: at the individual level, there is indeed a systematic
market support deficit among post-communist citizens. As our index is
standardized to a mean of 0 and a standard deviation of 1, the magnitude
of this effect is about 12.5% of a standard deviation: substantively mean-
ingful, although less than half the size of the democratic differential in our
initial bivariate analysis in the previous chapter.'

Interestingly, though, the size of the deficit more than doubles once we
include our pre-communist control variables (Model 2).!! To reiterate, this
means that based on the characteristics of the countries in which commu-
nism took hold before the communist period, we would actually expect
citizens in post-communist countries on average to be more supportive of
a market economy. Model 3 of Table 5.1 shows the robustness of this find-
ing to using non-parametric modeling with entropic balancing: the size of
the coefficients on the post-communist dummy variables is practically the
same in both Models 2 and 3.

In Model 4, we add controls for individual-level demographic character-
istics of all survey respondents. This results in an improvement in model fit
by roughly one-third (the R-squared goes from 0.06 in Model 2 to 0.08 in
Model 4) and an approximately 25 % decline in the size of the coefficient on
the post-communist dummy variable from Model 2 (although still leaving
a coefficient that is 70% larger than the simple bivariate regression in
Model 1). Thus, as in the previous chapter, we can explain some—but far
from all—of the deficit in support for the attitude in question (here, mar-
kets) using demographic characteristics.

Interestingly, controlling for contemporaneous economic outcomes has
almost no effect on the post-communist deficit in support for markets.
This is especially surprising given that we are now directly considering an

Note, though, that for the fully saturated model, the size of the market differential is actu-
ally a bit over two-thirds of the size of democracy differential (Model 7 in Tables 5.1 and 4.1).

"t is worth noting that the raw data in Figure 5.1 does not reflect these pre-communist
controls.
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economic preference. It would stand to reason that support for markets
would be lower in countries where economic conditions were worse, as
was certainly the case in many post-communist countries in the 1990s.
One possible explanation could be that the initially negative compara-
tive performance of the ex-communist countries was balanced out by the
subsequent economic recovery after the late 1990s, when many Eastern
European countries grew faster than the rest of the world. If that was the
case, then we should see an initial increase in the post-communist market
deficit in the early to mid-1990s followed by a decline starting in the late
1990s.12

In contrast to our findings regarding economic conditions, adding po-
litical institutions to the analysis (Model 6), despite not greatly improving
model fit (R-squared of .064 vs. .059 in Model 2) does have a rather sub-
stantial effect on the size of the post-communist dummy variable, reducing
it by almost 40%. It is important to note here that our list of political and
institutional variables includes our measure of corruption, which has a
strong and statistically significant effect on support for the market (see full
results in the electronic appendix). Thus, part of the difference in attitudes
toward markets between post-communist countries and other countries
in the world is likely due to having had less success in addressing prob-
lems related to corruption in the post-communist word, which not sur-
prisingly undermines popular support for markets. Nevertheless, we still
find a difference between the two sets of countries that is larger than in
our simple bivariate test.

Model 7 in Table 5.1 confirms that even after adding all our living in a
post-communist country variables simultaneously, there is still a meaningful
market support deficit among post-communist citizens. It is about 25%
smaller than what we found when simply controlling for pre-communist
characteristics, but almost 75% larger than in the simple bivariate analy-
sis with year dummies. Again as well, our single-country result from Ger-
many (Model 8) yields a similarly sized (albeit marginally significant)
effect in the same direction, suggesting that East Germans were on bal-
ance less supportive of markets even once we control for demographic
differences. Thus, as in the previous chapter, we are unable to explain
away the post-communist deficit in support for markets using country-
level variables associated with living in a post-communist country and
demographic characteristics of respondents, suggesting that once again we

12And indeed, this is exactly what we do find when we explore the temporal evolution
of these deficits in Chapter 8; see Figure 8.1b.



146 CHAPTER §

need to examine the effects of communism more directly. We start with the
aggregate-level characteristics of post-communist countries at the time of
communism’s collapse.

5.3. LIVING IN POST-COMMUNIST COUNTRIES:
UNPACKING THE EFFECTS OF COMMUNISM

As previously, we begin by trying to unpack the various developmental,
redistributive, and political effects of communism by measuring condi-
tions in 1989, at the end of the communist era. In Model 1 of Table 5.2 we
replicate the results from Model 2 of Table 5.1. This model specification
includes our pre-communist control variables and year-of-survey dummy
variables, thus allowing us to get our best estimate of the aggregate-level
effects due to communism. Recall that our goal here is to see if we can
model the distinguishing features of the communist experience to see if
(a) these factors have interesting direct effects on attitudes toward the
market (and therefore that “more” of this variable could explain the at-
titude in question) and (b) if controlling for these factors leads to the
elimination of the post-communist market support deficit (and therefore
suggests that these factors represent mechanisms through which commu-
nism shaped economic preferences).

The results in Table 5.2 are actually a bit more interesting than the com-
mensurate results from the previous chapter on attitudes toward democracy,
where attempts to control for communism’s distinguishing effects actually
led to an increase in the size of the democratic deficit in all cases. Start-
ing with Model 2, we examine the effect of communism’s developmental
footprint through urbanization, industrialization, increased schooling and
literacy, and overall wealth. Including these variables has a modest effect on
the post-communist dummy variable, but at least it is in the correct direc-
tion, reducing the size of the differential by about 12%. Potentially more
interesting is that it identifies statistically significant correlations between
two sociodemographic characteristics of a society and less support for mar-
kets that are both hallmarks of the communist experience: having higher
levels of urbanization and having industry represent a greater proportion
of economic output in 1989. Given that communism increased both urban-
ization and industrialization, this might be one potential pathway of the
manner in which communism decreases support for markets.

Adding our redistribution measures (health and education spending, in-
come inequality, and size of state sector) in late 1989, however, does noth-
ing to explain away the post-communist market support differential; on
the contrary, it increases the size of the difference by about 40% in Model 3.
Moreover, while higher health and education spending is associated with
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Table 5.2. Communist System Features and Attitudes toward Markets

(1) (2) 3) (4) (5) (6)

Post-communist

Urbanization 1989

Primary school enrollment

Literacy 1989

Energy intensity

Industry as % GDP

Log GDP per capita 1989

Health & education
spending 1989

Income inequality 1989

State sector size late 1989

Average regime score
1975-89

Left government share
1975-89

_288%F  _251%%  _397%% _191#  _.342%% _324%%
(.082)  (.073)  (.082)  (.099)  (.078)  (.109)
~.393%*
(.119)
.001
(.001)
.002
(.002)
5.503
(4.067)
~.010%*
(.002)
.090*
(.043)
—.017#
(.010)
~.001
(.002)
053%%
(.017)
0074 .006
(.004) (.005)

A53%%  151%%
(.049)  (.048)

Average regime score -.006
1975-89 x

Left government share (.007)
1975-89

Year dummies Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Pre-communist controls Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Observations
R-squared

262,299 262,299 262,299 262,299 262,299 262,299
.059 065 061 059 .060 .060

Note: This table demonstrates that post-communist citizens are less supportive of markets than citi-
zens in the rest of the world, even when controlling for conditions at the time of communism’s collapse,
including developmental legacies (Model 2), redistributive/egalitarian policies (Model 3), and the politi-
cal orientation of communist regimes (Models 4-6). The dependent variable is an index of two or four
items (depending on the survey wave) standardized to a mean of 0 and a standard deviation of 1. The list
of independent and control variables can be found in Table 3.1 of Chapter 3. Full regression results are
in the electronic appendix. The data utilized in these analyses are from the 2nd, 3rd, 4th, and 5th waves
of the World Values Survey. Robust standard errors in parentheses: ** p<.01, * p<.05, # p<.1.
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lower market support, the coefficient for state sector size (which is a five-
category variable with higher values representing larger state sectors) is
actually in the opposite direction, with citizens in countries with a larger
state sector in 1989 being more supportive of markets.'?

In Model 4, we control for how democratic the country was in the
decade and a half before the collapse of communism. Almost by defini-
tion, post-communist countries are going to score much lower on this
index—in the reported results we use the Polity scores, but we get similar
findings when using Freedom House scores as well'*—and therefore with
Model 4 showing a positive relationship between living in a more demo-
cratic country and having a higher level of support for markets, it is not
surprising that this variable reduces the size of the market support deficit
by almost 30%. That being said, the coefficient on the dummy variable
remains negative and statistically significant and is still larger that the bi-
variate coefficient from Model 1 of Table 5.1.

Model 5 leads to the most surprising effect in the entire table: control-
ling for pre-communist characteristics and the year of the survey, hav-
ing had a more left-wing governments in the decade and a half leading
up to the collapse of communism was related to more support for mar-
ket economies. Since the post-communist countries had left-wing gov-
ernments during that period of time, this unsurprisingly means that the
addition of the left-wing government measure increases the size of the
post-communist market support deficit. While one might suppose that
this was being driven by citizens in democratic regimes with left-wing
governments encountering “gentler” markets and thus liking them more,
the interaction effect between regime type and left-wing governments
(Model 6) actually shows that the effect is stronger in less democratic
countries (recall that Polity is coded from -10 to 10) and weaker in more
democratic countries. So the more democratic the country, the less having
a left-wing government increases support for markets, but the less demo-
cratic the country, the more it does so. As a result, incorporating both re-
gime type and government ideology (and the two interacted with one an-
other) in the model, far from explaining away the market support deficit
among post-communist citizens, actually enhances it further. This might
be an instance where the fact that we are measuring preference for change

13Note that this effect may be due to the survey question wording (discussed earlier in the
chapter): as the question measures preferences for changing the status quo, we would expect
more pro-market preferences in a countries with larger state sectors even if the distribution
of preferences about the absolute size of the state sector is identical to countries with smal-
ler state sectors.

“The average country-year score between 1975 and 1989 for a citizen in a post-
communist country was a —6.7 score on Polity’s =10 to 10 scale, while for respondents not
living in a post-communist country it was 3.5.
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as opposed to levels might be creeping into our results; it is possible that
citizens in countries that already had left-wing governments feel a need for
more pro-market changes, whereas citizens in countries with right-wing
governments may have preferred a little less exposure to markets.

Taken together, it seems that much of what made communism distinc-
tive at the country level cannot explain why post-communist citizens are
less supportive of markets. To be clear, there are some exceptions: living
in a country with higher levels of urbanization, industrialization, spend-
ing on health and education, and being less democratic are all associated
with being less supportive of markets. But none of these factors is enough
to erase the distinction between citizens in post-communist countries and
those in other countries, and incorporating most of them together tends
to increase the size of the deficit.

Thus we arrive at roughly the same point we were in the previous
chapter: despite including pre-communist, contemporaneous, and end-
of-communism control variables in our models—as well as individual
social-demographic characteristics—we still find a persistent gap in mar-
ket support between citizens inside and outside of the post-communist
world, which points again to individual exposure to communist rule as
a possible explanation. It is to this topic that we turn in the following
section.

5.4. LIVING THROUGH COMMUNISM AND
ATTITUDES TOWARD MARKETS

Table 5.3 presents our initial analysis of the effect of exposure to commu-
nism (controlling for age) on attitudes toward markets. As in Chapter 4,
we run each of these models twice, once with the post-communist dummy
variable (and a battery of country-level controls) and once with country-
fixed effects. We continue here with our inter-regional analysis—that is
we are still including respondents from countries both inside and outside
of the post-communist world—and accordingly the sample size remains
the same as in Tables 5.1 and 5.2.

Models 1 and 2 reveal exactly what the living though communism
model predicts: additional exposure to communism—controlling for age—
results in lower support for markets, just as it did for democracy in the
previous chapter. Not only are both of these coefficients statistically sig-
nificant, but also they are substantively large and, in fact, almost 50%
larger than the effect for a year of exposure on attitudes toward democ-
racy. A full dose of exposure to Eastern European communism (435 years),
for example, would result in an estimated decrease of close to -0.45 on
our market support index. By comparison, this effect is about 30% larger
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than the predicted effect of moving from the 5th to the 95th percentile on
the income scale among the WVS respondents in our sample.

The other finding worth noting is that whereas in the baseline model
(Model 4 of Table 5.1) the effect of the post-communist citizen variable
had been negative and significant, once we control for communist ex-
posure in Model 1 of Table 5.3 the post-communist citizen coefficient
turns positive (albeit insignificantly so). In other words, residents of ex-
communist countries without personal exposure to communist regimes
after the age of six do not exhibit (at least on average) the type of anti-
market bias associated with communist ideology and reflected in the at-
titudes of their older compatriots. Thus, it appears that personal commu-
nist exposure completely accounts for the post-communist anti-market
bias (and more!)—a conclusion that is confirmed by more formal media-
tion analysis.'

Turning to Models 3 and 4 of Table 5.3 we find once again greater
differences between the fixed-effects and the non-fixed-effects specifica-
tions in the models focusing on communist regime subtypes. If we focus
on Model 3, we find the somewhat surprising result that Stalinism has
no effect on attitudes toward the markets, but that the other three—and
especially post-totalitarian exposure—have large effects. This is broadly
consistent with a “nostalgia” view of socialization, whereby exposure to
gentler communism is more likely to result in socialization effects, but
before we make too much of this finding it is important to note that it
is not robust at all to including country-fixed effects. In the fixed-effects
specification, as well as in the HLM models in the electronic appendix,
the effect is actually largest for Stalinist exposure and smallest for post-
totalitarian exposure, although all the coefficients are fairly close to one
another and in no case can we reject the null that they are the same.'®
Taken together, the results suggest that there is little systematic evidence
for different effects of exposure to different types of communist regimes.

15See the electronic appendix for the full output of the mediation analysis, which was
conducted using the medeff command in Stata 13.1 (Hicks and Tingley 2011). The analysis
indicates that communist exposure accounts for 150% of the initial difference between
post-communist and non-communist countries. Since this number is over 100%, it confirms
that taking account of communist exposure causes the direction of the post-communist
dummy variable to flip, which is what we also observed in the simpler analysis presented
in Models 1 and 2.

1*The closest is the distinction between the effect of Stalinist exposure and post-
totalitarian exposure, but even this difference is only marginally significant.



MARKETS 151

Our comparisons of adult and childhood exposure in Models 5-8,
however, are much more interesting and differ in important ways from
what we found in Chapter 4, where the only significant effects were from
adult exposure and there was no interaction effect between adult and
childhood exposure. Here, we find noticeably different results. When we
do not model the interaction effect (Models 5 and 6), we find substan-
tively and statistically significant effects for both early and adult expo-
sure, although the effect for adult exposure is nearly twice as large, and
we have greater statistical confidence in these effects as well. However,
when we include the interaction effect between childhood and adult ex-
posure, we find that the direction of childhood exposure flips, but we
end up with a statistically significant interaction effect. This means that
for people who were exposed to communism only as children there is
actually a positive effect on support for markets for each additional year
of exposure as a child, but that growing up under communism enhances
the negative effect (i.e., strengthens the expected anti-market effect) for
each year of adult exposure to communism. So experiencing communism
as a child does not necessarily inculcate anti-market sentiments but does
prime individuals to be more likely to develop those views as an adult,
compared to adults who did not grow up under communism.

One important caveat is worth noting here. In practice, the only peo-
ple in our surveys who would have had been exposed to communism as
children but not as adults would have been born in the 1970s or 1980s, a
time when skepticism about communist propaganda was higher in many
places than in earlier years. So it is possible that had communism ended
owing to some exogenous shock earlier (say in the early 1960s), the early
socialization effects could have been different. So it may not be that we
have identified some universal rule about the effect of childhood expo-
sure to communism without adult exposure per se, but rather one that
was peculiar to the particular time period that yielded the experience of
being exposed to communism as a child but not as an adult.'”

Having found strong evidence to support the hypothesis that increased
exposure to communism is on average linked to lower support for mar-
kets, we now move on to consider whether the extent to which this ex-
posure is either intensified or resisted in predictable ways by country-
level variables (Figure 5.3) or individual-level variables (Figure 5.4). As a

7Note, though, that we did not find this effect in the previous chapter, nor do we find
it in subsequent chapters. So it would be difficult to conclude that this was simply a meth-
odological artifact of the way in which we have structured our analysis.
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reminder, when specifying models that interact exposure with other vari-
ables, we move to our intra-region analysis and include only surveys from
post-communist countries.'®

5.4.1. Country-Level Moderators of Exposure Intensity
and Resistance on Attitudes toward Markets

Recall that in the previous chapter we found the strongest moderating ef-
fects for political variables (namely experience with interwar democracy
and the proportion of years under communism spent under Stalinist and
neo-Stalinist rule). Interestingly, when we turn to attitudes toward the mar-
ket, the two variables that have the biggest moderating effect on exposure
are two economic variables: overall growth during the communist period
(fourth pair of rows in Figure 5.2) and growth during the final decade of
communism (seventh pair). In both cases we find much larger negative ef-
fects for a year of exposure to communism on attitudes toward markets in
countries that had enjoyed higher levels of growth under communism. The
only other statistically significant interaction effect is interwar democracy
(third pair), with a year of exposure to communism having a smaller anti-
market effect in interwar democracies (i.e., countries with higher interwar
Polity 2 scores) than in countries with weaker or no interwar democratic ex-
periences. In contrast to the previous chapter, though, there is no discernible
effect from having spent more years under hardline communist rule (sixth
pair) on the effect of a year of exposure on attitudes toward the market.

Also notable for the lack of any interaction effect at the country level are
pre-communist literacy levels (first pair in Figure 5.2) or pre-communist
wealth (second pair); in both cases, even though the coefficients are posi-
tive (indicating weaker exposure effects in more developed countries), the
effects are far from statistically significant (see electronic appendix for
more details). Thus there does not in this case seem to be any significant
additional resistance from living in a country with higher levels of pre-
communist literacy. There also appears to be little effect related to living
in a periphery patrimonial regime as opposed to a bureaucratic authori-
tarian regime (seventh pair).

The two remaining variables—imposed versus homegrown communism
(fifth pair) and late-communist political liberalization (last pair)—both have
substantive effects worth noting, although their interaction coefficients do
not achieve traditional levels of statistical significance. The anti-market effect
of a year of communist exposure was about 25% larger in a country with
homegrown communism than in a country where communism was imposed

In addition, as addressed in Chapter 3, in the intra-regional analysis we employ con-
strained regression analysis; see Section 3.3.4 for details.
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Low pre-communist literacy — ——

High pre-communist literacy | —e—i
Low pre-communist GDP/capita | ——i
High pre-communist GDP/capita ——
Low pre-communist democracy - ——it
High pre-communist democracy - ———i
Low communist growth | ——
High communist growth  ——@—
Imposed communism | —e—
Homegrown communism -  ——@——i
Low proportion hardline communism - ——
High proportion hardline communism - —e—i

Periphery patrimonial regime | ——i

Bureaucratic authoritarian regime - ——
Low late-communist growth | ————
High late-communist growth —e—i
No late-communist political liberalization | ——
Late-communist political liberalization | —_——
T T T
-0.015 -0.010 -0.005 0.000

Communist exposure effects on market support

Figure 5.2. Communist Exposure and Market Support: Country Moderators
This figure reports the marginal effects on market support of a single year of
exposure to communism in different types of country contexts. The results indi-
cate that negative communist exposure effects on market support were stronger
in countries with low pre-communist democracy, as well as for countries with
high overall and late-communist economic growth, and countries without late-
communist political liberalization. The dependent variable is an index of two or
four items (depending on the survey wave) standardized to a mean of 0 and a
standard deviation of 1. The list of independent and control variables can be
found in Table 3.1 of Chapter 3. Full regression results are in the electronic
appendix. The data utilized in these analyses are from the 2nd, 3rd, 4th, and
Sth waves of the World Values Survey. In interpreting the substantive size of
these effects it is important to keep in mind that the median number of years of
exposure to communism in the analyses that produced this figure was 28 years,
while the 90th percentile was 55 years for a resident of the former Soviet Union
and 45 years for a resident of East-Central Europe.
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from the outside, and the effect was about 40% higher in a country with
no late-communist political liberalization than in a country with significant
late-communist political liberalization. Note, however, that while this latter
effect is in line with the hypothesis that political liberalization would be as-
sociated with a weaker intensity of the communist ideological message, it is
at odds with the resistance-based version of this hypotheses, whereby having
a gentler (here, liberalized) form of communism is predicted to make indi-
viduals more receptive (i.e., have a lower resistance) to the anti-market mes-
sage of the communist regime.'” The direction of the effect for homegrown
versus imposed communism, however, is what we expected from a resis-
tance perspective: socialization effects were stronger in countries with home-
grown communist regimes, suggesting that—for markets at least—the ef-
fects of living through communism were strengthened in countries where
communist rule may have been seen as more legitimate.

Taken together, we again find support for our theoretical expectations
that country-level effects could enhance or reduce the effect of a year of
exposure to communism. While we find mixed results for the particular
individual moderators, it is interesting to note that in our first exploration
of an economic attitude, it is two economic variables that have the most
significant effects in this regard.

5.4.2. Individual-1 evel Moderators of Exposure Intensity
and Resistance on Attitudes toward Markets

The effects of our individual-level intensifying and resistance variables on
the effect of a year of exposure on attitudes toward the market are con-
cisely summarized in Figure 5.3 (with regression tables in the electronic
appendix).

Let us first consider the effect of religion. Recall that in the previous
chapter Catholicism provided resistance against socialization in terms of
attitudes toward democracy, and that church attendance did not seem
particularly important in this regard. Figure 5.3 reveals a substantially
different picture for attitudes toward the market. First of all, it is Mus-
lims who have statistically significantly more resistance to anti-market
exposure effects than adherents of any other faith (p<.05 vs. Catholics,
p<.01 vs. Protestants and Orthodox). Thus a year of exposure to commu-
nism had the smallest effect on Muslims in decreasing support for mar-
kets. Catholicism does still seem to provide more resistance than being

1“We realize that there can be something unsatisfying about a finding that confirms one
hypothesis if it reveals a positive relationship and a different one if it reveals a negative re-
lationship. That being said, we want to be clear that it is possible to falsify both hypotheses
simultaneously, which would be the case if the analysis reveals no relationship (i.e., an insig-
nificant interaction effect).
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Figure 5.3. Communist Exposure and Market Support: Individual Moderators
This figure reports the marginal effects on market support of a single year of
exposure to communism in different types of individuals. The results indi-

cate weaker negative communist exposure effects on market support among
Muslim respondents and churchgoers as well as among females and rural resi-
dents. The dependent variable is an index of two or four items (depending

on the survey wave) standardized to a mean of 0 and a standard deviation

of 1. The list of independent and control variables can be found in Table 3.1

of Chapter 3. Full regression results are in the electronic appendix. The data
utilized in these analyses are from the 2nd, 3rd, 4th, and Sth waves of the World
Values Survey. In interpreting the substantive size of these effects it is important
to keep in mind that the median number of years of exposure to communism
in the analyses that produced this figure was 28 years, while the 90th percen-
tile was 55 years for a resident of the former Soviet Union and 45 years for a
resident of East-Central Europe.
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Protestant and Orthodox, but these differences are not statistically sig-
nificant for the former.

Second, church (or mosque) attendance seems to be extremely impor-
tant in providing resistance to socialization effects in terms of anti-market
attitudes, with an additional year of exposure to communism having a
two-thirds larger effect on those who did not attend (or attended irregu-
larly) religious service than those who attended regularly.* However, this
effect was not uniform across religious denominations. Thus, whereas in
the case of Protestants, anti-market exposure effects on churchgoers were
actually insignificantly stronger than for non-churchgoers, for the other
three main denominations the effects were in line with the overall pattern
of religion promoting resistance. In the case of Muslims who regularly at-
tend religious services, the resistance effect is so strong that it completely
wipes out any socialization effect of an additional year of exposure to
communism on anti-market attitudes.

Turning to education, we find a substantially different pattern than in
the previous chapter in all respects save one. Recall that our expectation
here is that additional education will provide greater resistance to com-
munist socialization, resulting in a smaller negative effect for each ad-
ditional year of exposure to communism on attitudes toward the market.
When we observe Figure 5.3 (and the corresponding table in the electronic
appendix), we do indeed find that respondents who have not completed
primary education experience the largest anti-market exposure effect, but
the effects for primary education, secondary education, and higher educa-
tion are all bunched closely together, and none is statistically distinct from
the others at conventional levels of statistical significance.?! So perhaps the
most we can say here is that we once again have some suggestive evidence
that socialization effects are marginally stronger among those with the

least education.

In contrast, our findings for the relative strength of socialization ef-
forts in rural versus urban areas are similar to the previous chapter and
again confirm Jowitt’s (1992: 81-82) contention that socialization effects
should be stronger in urban areas: the anti-market effect of an additional
year of exposure to communism is more than 20% larger for urban resi-
dents than for those living in rural areas (and the difference is significant

200f course, as noted in Chapter 3, it is important to keep in mind that the surveys ask
about contemporaneous rather than historical church attendance, so these results should be
interpreted accordingly.

The difference between primary education and no education has a p-value of .11,
which is close to conventional levels of significance (especially if we think of this as a one-
tailed test where our expectation is that the effect would be stronger [i.e., more negative
effect] for no education as opposed to primary education, in which case the p-value would
be .055). The p-values are higher for all other combinations of coefficients.



MARKETS 159

at .05). When we turn to gender, though, we find a different result from
the democracy chapter: now, in line with our original theoretical expecta-
tions, the effect of a year of exposure to communism is larger (here, by
approximately 17% [p<.01]) for men than women.

Taken together, the analysis of the individual-level moderating factors
actually produces quite a lot of evidence that is consistent with the expec-
tations of our living through communism model. We again find heteroge-
neous exposure effects across individuals: men and urban residents experi-
ence intensified exposure effects, while those who attend religious services
more frequently (especially among Muslims but also among Catholics and
to some extent Orthodox) and those with at least some education appear
to have higher levels of resistance.

However, the findings as to which particular intensifying and resis-
tance factors matter are not exactly in line with our findings from the pre-
vious chapter. For example, higher education provided additional resis-
tance to socialization regarding anti-democratic attitudes, whereas in the
case of markets it did not. Conversely, in the previous chapter we found
no real effect for church attendance, while here we do. And while Catho-
lics were more resistant to exposure than Protestants and Orthodox in
both chapters, Muslims were more resistant to the anti-market than to
anti-democratic influence of communist socialization. Finally, while gen-
der moderated the effects of communist exposure in both chapters, the
effect is in different directions (i.e., the correctly predicted direction here
and the opposite in the previous chapter).

5.5. COMMUNIST SOCIALIZATION CHANNELS: FAMILY,
EDUCATION, AND COMMUNIST PARTY MEMBERSHIP

While our empirical analysis has identified a number of factors that can
either intensify or attenuate the effects of communist exposure, we have
so far been somewhat limited in our ability to test some of the key mecha-
nisms that may account for the heterogeneous effects of communism on
political attitudes by the questions included in the WVS. In this section
we therefore turn to another source of data, the EBRD Life in Transition
Survey (LiTS), to analyze three important potential socialization mecha-
nisms: families and intergenerational transmission; different types of edu-
cation; and Communist Party (CP) membership.

As briefly discussed in Chapter 3, the LiTS data we analyze consists
of two waves of surveys (2006 and 2010) in virtually all post-communist
countries, as well as a handful of non-communist countries for comparison.
In addition to their remarkable geographic coverage of the post-communist
world, these surveys are an important complement to the World Values



160 CHAPTER §

Survey because they include two types of questions that were not asked in
the WVS. First, in addition to the standard questions about the educational
attainment of the survey respondent, the LiTS also recorded the education
of the respondent’s parents. This allows us to assess not only the direct
impact on the respondent of having received a communist versus non-
communist education, but also the extent to which such educational effects
are transmitted across generations (Darden and Grzymata-Busse 2006).
Second, the surveys also included questions about whether the respondent
had ever been a member of the Communist Party and whether the respon-
dent’s mother and/or father had belonged to the Communist Party. This
information, which is unfortunately (although understandably) lacking
from the more global WVS, allows us to test both the direct socialization
effects of individual Communist Party membership and the extent to which
such indoctrination was passed on within families.

The dependent variable we used for this analysis was an index based
on seven survey questions that touched on different aspects of state in-
tervention in the market economy, including preference for a market or
a planned economy, support for privatization versus re-nationalization,
guaranteed state employment, price controls for food and utilities, and
state ownership of utilities and large businesses.?? The resulting index is
coded such that higher values indicate greater support for markets over
state intervention. In addition to our main variables of interest, discussed
in greater detail below, our regressions control for demographic char-
acteristics of the respondent, including gender, religious affiliation and
attendance, type of residence (urban vs. rural), highest educational attain-
ment, and an income-asset index.??

Since we are once again interested in how different factors moderate
the effects of communist exposure, we use the same types of constrained
regressions as in the preceding section and constrain the coefficient for
age in our main regressions (which are restricted to ex-communist coun-
tries) to the value we obtain in a separate regression run only on the non-
communist countries. The only difference compared to the statistical ap-
proach in the previous section is that in addition to year dummies we also

2We used questions q305_2, q305_2, q305_3, q305_4, q305_5, q305_6, q309, and
q310 (while LiTS also included other potentially relevant questions, their inclusion lowered
the reliability of the index). The Cronbach’s alpha reliability score for the index was .724.
See the codebook in the electronic appendix for details.

23This index captures whether the household received income from wages and/or pen-
sions, as well as whether the household had (1) a car, (2) a bank account, (3) a cell phone,
(4) a computer, and (5) internet access. The index has a Cronbach’s alpha of .77.
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included country-fixed effects.?* As in the previous section, we present the
key empirical findings in a series of figures, while the full regression tables
are available in the electronic appendix.

5.5.1. Individual and Parental Education Effects

Before discussing the results presented in Figure 5.4, let us briefly place
education and family socialization in the context of our living through
communism model from Chapter 2. As far as individual education is con-
cerned, we can think about it in two—not necessarily exclusive—ways.
First, education could act as a one-time ideological shock that is largely
independent of the length or nature of subsequent communist exposure,
leading to more pro-communist attitudes for those who experienced a
communist education and to more anti-communist attitudes for people
who experienced pre-communist education. If that were the case, we
should observe an anti-market impact among individuals who received
communist education, but there should be no interaction effect between
communist education and exposure. Alternatively, however, communist
education may simply reduce resistance to subsequent exposure: in this
case, the effects of communist education on economic attitudes would be
modest for individuals with short personal exposures to communism but
would be larger among those with longer exposure.

Similarly, the effects of parental education could work in two possible
ways in shaping the political attitudes of their children. Thus, parents
with pre-communist (communist) education may impart pro-market (anti-
market) attitudes on their children, and this initial push could be largely in-
dependent of subsequent socialization experiences. Alternatively, parents
with pre-communist (communist) education could increase (lower) the
resistance of their children to communist socialization, in which case the
differences would be once again much more pronounced among indi-
viduals with long personal communist exposures than among those with
shorter exposures.

Given the discussion above, we are therefore interested in both the direct
and the indirect effects of individual/parental education on market atti-
tudes. Thus, unlike in Figures 5.2 and 5.3, in Figure 5.4 we present both the
direct effects of education as well as the conditional effects of different types
of education for individuals with low versus high communist exposure.?®

2We did so because, unlike in the previous section, where we were interested in cross-
country differences, here our main focus is on within-country individual differences. How-
ever, the results are robust to dropping the country-fixed effects.

% Note that we did not include interaction effects between pre-communist personal edu-
cation and communist exposure. While from a theoretical perspective it would have been
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The direct effects of different types of education are largely in line with
our theoretical predictions: respondents who received a pre-communist
education are more likely to be pro-market both compared to the base
category of respondents without an education and compared to those
educated under communism (significant at .05). Furthermore, the differ-
ences between pre-communist and communist education were also trans-
mitted across generations, and according to Figure 5.4 the effects were
actually slightly stronger for parental education differences. While the
magnitude of these effects was not large (6-9% of a standard deviation
of the DV) they were not trivial either: thus, the predicted difference in
market support between an individual with a pre-communist education
and a parent with pre-communist education and another individual with
a communist education and a parent with communist education would
be equivalent to the predicted difference between respondents at the 25th
and 75th percentile of the income-asset index distribution.

Judging by the nature of the interaction effects in the rest of Figure 5.4,
it appears that both individual and parental communist education are im-
portant primarily through their impact on resistance to subsequent com-
munist exposure rather than as intrinsic ideological shocks. Thus, indi-
vidual communist education had an insignificant positive effect on market
attitudes among individuals with short personal exposures to commu-
nism, but the effects of communist exposure are roughly 50% stronger
for those with communist education, and as a result communist education
recipients were noticeably more anti-market among individuals with long
communist exposures (marginally significant at .03 one-tailed).

Turning to parental socialization, we find a similar and even more pro-
nounced pattern for parental communist education: whereas children of
communist-educated parents were significantly more pro-market among
those with short communist exposure,? the effect turns significantly neg-
ative for those with long communist exposure because of the much stron-
ger negative effects of communist exposure among those whose parents

interesting to test whether pre-communist education functions as a one-time ideological
shock or by providing greater resistance against subsequent communist socialization, our
data do not lend themselves to such a test, because by definition anyone who experienced
at least some pre-communist education was at least six years old at the time of the commu-
nist takeover, which means that all such respondents had the maximum personal exposure
within their respective countries. Since respondents of the interwar Soviet republics would
have had to be over 95 years old by 2006 to have received pre-communist education, the
only variation in communist exposure among recipients of pre-communist education was
due to the slight differences in the duration of Eastern European communist regimes.

26This counterintuitive effect probably picks up the fact that the children of communist-
educated parents were better positioned to take advantage of market opportunities in the
post-communist period (though it is also compatible with a revolt against their parents
among younger respondents).
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Figure 5.4. Education, Communist Exposure, and Market Support

This figure illustrates the combined effects of different types of education and
communist exposure on market support. The first set of estimates indicates that
respondents with a pre- or post-communist education are more pro-market
than those with a communist education. The second pair shows that respondents
whose parents had a pre-communist education are more pro-market than those
with communist-educated parents. The third pair shows that communist exposure
has a stronger anti-market effect for those with a communist education, while the
fourth pair shows that communist education only matters for those with long
communist exposure. The fifth set shows that communist exposure primarily af-
fects those with communist-educated parents. The sixth pair shows that parental
pre-communist has stronger pro-market effects for those with lower communist
exposure. The final pair suggests that having communist-educated parents is
associated with pro-market attitudes toward those with low exposure and anti-
market attitudes for those with high exposure. Full regression results are in the
supplemental online appendix. The data utilized in these analyses are from the
2006 and 2010 waves of the EBRD Life in Transition Surveys. In interpreting

the substantive size of these effects readers should keep in mind that the commu-
nist exposure effects reported in this figure are for 10 years of exposure to com-
munism. The median number of years of exposure to communism in the analyses
that produced this figure was 22 years, while the 90th percentile was 45 years.
Where exposure is used as a moderator, it was set at the 5th and 95th percentile
of the actual distribution for that particular group of respondents.
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were schooled under communism (compared to respondents whose par-
ents were either schooled before communism or did not attend school).
In other words, it appears that communist-educated parents shape their
children’s subsequent political preferences not through outright direct in-
doctrination but by weakening their resistance to subsequent communist
socialization efforts.

By contrast, the effects of pre-communist parental education reveal a
very different pattern. Thus, the conditional effects of communist exposure
among individuals whose parents were educated before communism are
more mixed: on the one hand, respondents with pre-communist educated
parents were only about half as likely to be affected by communist expo-
sure as their counterparts with communist-educated parents (and the dif-
ference is statistically significant at .05), and as a result the contrast be-
tween the two groups is most pronounced among respondents with long
periods of communist exposure. On the other hand, children of recipients
of pre-communist education experienced on average stronger anti-market
communist exposure effects than respondents with parents without any
education.?” As a result, the second-to-last pair of coefficients in Figure 5.4
suggests that the attitudinal impact of having a parent educated before the
communist takeover was almost twice as large among respondents with
relatively short communist exposure as among those with long communist
exposure (and the difference is statistically significant at .05). From this
perspective, then, pre-communist parental education can be interpreted as
a large initial ideological “shock” in favor of the market, which gets par-
tially eroded—but not completely eliminated—by subsequent communist
exposure.

5.5.2. Individual and Parental Communist Party
Membership Effects

At least in theory, the function of the communist parties in the former
Eastern bloc was not just simply as a power transmission mechanism
deeply intertwined with the state apparatus, but also as a political social-
ization mechanism for its members and, at least indirectly, for the broader
society. While socialization efforts through the party and its affiliated
organizations—especially youth organizations for different education
stages, such as pioneers’ organizations or communist youth organizations
(Komsomol)—affected broad swaths of society, arguably the most intense
effects should be observed among actual Communist Party members and

¥This is because respondents whose parents had been educated before communism
tended to be older on average than those with uneducated parents.
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their families. Of course, Communist Party membership was not neces-
sarily associated with true ideological conviction—many people joined
largely because doing so was a prerequisite for career advancement in many
professions or because they were pressured to do so by their bosses—but
even among such opportunists we may expect to see attitudinal effects ei-
ther through the socialization that occurred during the mandatory regular
party meetings and activities or from a “pocketbook” perspective given
the fact that CP members were generally better off than the rest of the
population.

Studying the socialization effects of CP membership using post-
communist survey data raises two potential inferential problems. The
first concerns the reliability of self-reported Communist Party member-
ship data: given that the LiTS questions about CP membership were
asked directly (rather than through the use of list experiments or other
techniques designed to address sensitive topics), we may be concerned
about underreporting to the extent that there may be a negative stigma
attached to admitting to membership in the former ruling party. While
such concerns cannot be completely dismissed for particular individuals,
the aggregate responses to the questions in the LiTS surveys are roughly
line with the official CP membership statistics.?

The second difficulty lies in disentangling the socialization effects of
Communist Party membership from the likely selection mechanisms un-
derlying CP membership. Thus, to the extent that individuals with pro-
communist political attitudes were more likely to apply and/or be admitted
to the Communist Party, we may observe attitudinal differences between
CP members and nonmembers even if the socialization effects of member-
ship itself were very weak. The ideal setup for such a task would be a panel
survey that followed cohorts of Eastern European youths from before they
were eligible for CP membership and then compared the attitudes of even-
tual CP members to nonmembers both before and after joining the party.
While our post facto survey data does not lend itself to such analysis, we
can nevertheless tease apart the effects of selection and socialization by
analyzing the nature of the interaction effect between CP membership and
communist exposure. Thus, to the extent that attitudinal differences are
primarily driven by selection effects, then the magnitude of the CP ideolog-
ical differential should be very similar irrespective how long an individual
was a member of the CP. If, on the other hand, individuals join primarily
for instrumental or other non-ideological reasons but are then influenced

28For example, according to the LiTS surveys, 23.9% of Romanian respondents who
were 18 and older in 1989 reported having been CP members, a figure that is very close to
the official membership share in Romania in 1989 (Cioroianu 2007).



166 CHAPTER §

by party indoctrination, then we should see minimal attitudinal differences
for CP members who were members for a brief period but large and grow-
ing differences among respondents with longer CP membership tenures.?

The first set of results in Figure 5.5 provides some tentative evidence
that CP membership matters: respondents were more likely to express anti-
market attitudes almost two decades after the collapse of communism if
either they or one of their family members had been CP members prior to
1989. However, the effects are fairly small in substantive terms (about 2.5%
of a standard deviation of the DV) and are at best marginally significant.

However, to the extent that former Communist Party members still
held more anti-market attitudes than their compatriots, the nature of
the interaction between CP membership and communist exposure length
suggests that the effects were driven by CP socialization rather than selec-
tion bias. Thus, as illustrated in the third pair in Figure 5.5, for former
CP members with relatively short exposure, there is no discernible impact
on attitudes toward markets, which suggests that CP members were not
more opposed to markets than nonmembers when they joined the party.
By contrast, for CP members with long personal exposure to communist
regimes (and presumably with longer periods of CP membership) the ef-
fects were roughly twice as large as for the average CP member, and the
difference was at least marginally significant (.05 one-tailed). Further-
more, as illustrated by the second pair in Figure 5.5, the anti-market ef-
fects of communist exposure were about 50% stronger for CP members
than for nonmembers (though the difference in effects fell short of achiev-
ing statistical significance).

The final two pairs of rows in Figure 5.5 suggest that despite the fairly
modest direct socialization effects of Communist Party membership, there
may have been a stronger indirect ideological effect due to family transmis-
sion dynamics. Thus, the last pair of estimates in Figure 5.5 shows that
while for short communist exposures the offspring of families with CP ties
were somewhat more pro-market than their counterparts from nonparty
families, long communist exposure respondents with family members in
the CP exhibited a large and statistically significant anti-market bias. What
explains these highly uneven effects of family ties to the Communist Party?
The second-to-last pair of estimates suggests that the reason for this con-

¥Ideally we would use data on the length of CP membership, but since the question
was not asked in the LiTS survey we instead use overall communist exposure, which should
be fairly highly correlated with CP membership tenure (since very young individuals could
obviously not have been members for very long, and since few individuals joined the Com-
munist Party very late in life). Note as well that both selection and socialization effects
could be at work, with those more predisposed to share communist ideological positions
being more likely to join in the first, but then also coming to resemble party orthodoxy even
more closely owing to the socialization effects of party membership.
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Figure 5.5. Communist Party Membership, Communist Exposure, and

Market Support

This figure illustrates the combined effects of Communist Party membership
and communist exposure on market support. The first pair of estimates indi-
cates that both CP members and individuals with relatives in the Communist
Party were marginally more anti-market. The second pair suggests that the ef-
fects of communist exposure were somewhat stronger for CP members than for
nonmembers (but the difference was not statistically significant). The third pair
shows that contrary to the selection hypothesis CP members with low commu-
nist exposure were not anti-market, but in line with the socialization hypothesis
CP members with high communist exposure were more anti-market than non-
party members. The last two pairs suggest that the anti-market effects of com-
munist exposure were stronger among respondents with family members in the
CP and, conversely, that having a family members in the CP matters more for
those with high exposure. Full regression results are in the electronic appendix.
The data utilized in these analyses are from the 2006 and 2010 waves of the
EBRD Life in Transition Surveys. In interpreting the substantive size of these ef-
fects readers should keep in mind that the communist exposure effects reported
in this figure are for 10 years of exposure to communism. The median number
of years of exposure to communism in the analyses that produced this figure
was 22 years, while the 90th percentile was 45 years. Where exposure is used as
a moderator, it was set at the Sth and 95th percentile of the actual distribution
for that particular group of respondents (e.g., CP members).
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trast is that the anti-market effects of communist exposure are stronger for
individuals with family members who belonged to the Communist Party.
These dynamics are very similar to the effects of parental communist
education suggested by Figure 5.4: rather than straight-out communist
indoctrination of children in families with CP members, the mechanism
appears to have been a reduced resistance to subsequent communist so-
cialization efforts. Or put another way: given that in much of the Soviet
bloc CP membership was largely a matter of opportunism/conformism
rather than ideological commitment, it should come as no surprise that
children from CP families seem to be more likely to adopt the economic
orientation du jour. This interpretation explains not only the anti-market
zeal of CP member offspring with long communist exposures, but also the
(albeit statistically insignificant) pro-market bias of “CP brats” with short
communist exposures, who came of age after the fall of communism.*

5.6. PARENTAL SOCIALIZATION AND PANEL
EVIDENCE FROM HUNGARY

While the analysis in the preceding section addresses parental socializa-
tion effects indirectly by inferring unobserved parental attitudes on the
basis of observable potential correlates of such attitudes (i.e., the nature
and timing of the parents’ education or their Communist Party member-
ship), in this section we use a more direct approach that allows us to test
the transmission of political attitudes from parents to children by com-
paring the survey responses of different generations of respondents from
the same family. As briefly mentioned in Chapter 3 (Section 3.4.1.3), we
were able to locate a valuable source of data for exploring the effect of
parental socialization, the Hungarian Household Panel Survey (HHPS).
The HHPS is a yearly panel survey that included over 8,000 respon-
dents from almost 2,700 households in Hungary from 1992 to 1997.
Thus it presents a unique opportunity for examining the attitudes of both
parents and children from the same household over multiple years. Like
many other household panel surveys, the HHPS tends to have a better
selection of economic and demographic questions than survey questions
tapping into political attitudes, and we were unable to find appropriate
questions related to attitudes toward democracy or gender equality. How-
ever, respondents were asked one question that arguably taps into market
attitudes for a new and highly salient aspect of post-communist political

30Note, however, that this positive effect could also reflect the fact that the children of
CP members often had better economic opportunities during the post-communist transition.
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economy: the rise in unemployment. The question, which was included
in the 1992, 1993, 1994, 1996, and 1997 waves, asked respondents to
choose between two statements: (1) “unemployment should be avoided
by any means,” or (2) “economic problems are impossible to solve with-
out facing a certain amount of unemployment.” Given the communist
emphasis on employment as a right and duty, we would expect commu-
nist attitudinal legacies to include opposition to rising unemployment as
a crucial component of a broader ambivalence toward market-based eco-
nomic policies. And while in the absence of a non-communist benchmark
it is difficult to establish the extent of post-communist exceptionalism, it
is worth noting that about 58 % of respondents endorsed the first option.

To capture parental socialization, we code both each respondent’s own
attitude toward unemployment in the current and previous year and,
where applicable, the current and lagged responses of any parent living
in the same household. One obvious limitation of our data is that we
cannot capture the impact of parental socialization on individuals who
do not live in the same household as their parent(s), which precludes us
from analyzing the impact of divorced parents and which also means
that, particularly for older respondents, the individuals included in our
analysis may not be representative of the broader Hungarian population.
The proportion of respondents living with at least one of their parents
declines from over 90% for minors (up to age 18) to roughly 50% for
22-to-23-year-olds and to about 30% of 25-to-26-year-olds (for more
details, see related figure in the electronic appendix.). Therefore, we need
to be mindful about the possibility that the parental socialization effects
for respondents beyond their early 20s may not be representative of the
broader population not just because individuals not living with their par-
ents are likely to be exposed to less parental socialization, but also be-
cause the very fact of living with one’s parents as an adult may be indica-
tive of closer parental ties.’! Therefore, we also test whether any of our
results are sensitive to restricting our analysis to the age groups where the
vast majority of respondents lived with their parent.’?

Our regressions control for a number of household and individual
characteristics that may reasonably be thought to affect individual atti-
tudes toward unemployment, including age, gender, residence, and educa-
tion levels. Most importantly, we control for changes in logged per capita

3'However, it should be noted that, particularly in the context of the economic crisis of
the early 1990s, a key driver of adult children living together with parents were economic
constraints and the declining supply of low-cost housing. While this still represents a non-
random selection mechanism for adults living with their parents, it is less likely to lead to
biased estimates of parental socialization effects.

32This means that we reran the analysis using only respondents aged 16-18.
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household income between the current and most recent survey. Ideally, this
should capture one of the most important sources for spurious correlation
between the political attitudes of members of the same household: the
possibility that some common economic shock affecting the household
could shape the attitudes of both parents and children (e.g., by increas-
ing support for unemployment benefits in response to a sudden loss of
income/employment).

Given the dichotomous nature of our dependent variable, we run probit
regressions. All models include year-fixed effects to capture possible time-
specific shocks in unemployment attitudes. To account for the fact that in-
dividuals are grouped in households, we report standard errors clustered
at the household level. Finally, to allow for comparability across models
we restricted the sample to observations for which we had answers to
all the relevant questions from both the respondents and their parents.*

The first step, illustrated in Model 1 (of Table 5.4) simply establishes
that individual responses are fairly strongly correlated with contempo-
raneous parental attitudes on the same issue. Not only are the paren-
tal attitude indicators statistically significant, but they are fairly large in
substantive terms: thus, in Model 1 the difference between a respondent
with parents opposed to unemployment and parents supportive of some
degree of unemployment corresponds to roughly two-thirds of a stan-
dard deviation in the dependent variable.’* However, these results argu-
ably represent an upper bound of average parental socialization effects:
even though the models control for key individual and household demo-
graphic characteristics, they ignore the possibility of reverse causation
(i.e., children affecting their parents’ attitudes) and of spurious correla-
tion (e.g., some unobserved factors, such as media consumption, driving
both parents’ and children’s attitudes).

To deal with these challenges, we run a number of additional model
specifications. First, to address concerns of reverse causation, in Model 2
we use the lagged parental responses. While the magnitude of the differ-
ence between the two extreme parental views constellations is about
30% smaller in Model 2 than in Model 1, we still find that even lagged
parental views are strong predictors of unemployment attitudes among
children. However, it appears that using lagged indicators has an asym-
metric effect on the size of the coefficients: thus, whereas the coefficients
for having two parents who hold “countercurrent” views—that is, who
are willing to tolerate unemployment (in Model 2)—are virtually identi-

3While this approach resulted in smaller sample sizes, the results were not affected
when we ran the individual models on the largest possible samples.

3*Note that in all models presented in Table 5.4, the excluded category is the neutral
category, i.e., in the case where one parent favors some unemployment while the other op-
poses it.
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cal in the lagged and contemporaneous response specifications, the effects
of having two parents holding “majoritarian” views is significantly re-
duced compared to the contemporaneous versions and, in Model 2, even
falls short of achieving statistical significance.

As a next step in Model 3 we run an even more conservative specifica-
tion, which controls for the respondent’s attitude toward unemployment in
the previous survey. This approach essentially assumes away any contem-
poraneous effects and thus largely captures whether parental attitudes “an-
chor” individual responses by either reducing the likelihood of future devi-
ations from the “family line” or by increasing the likelihood of respondents
returning to the fold after temporary deviations. While, reassuringly, lagged
individual responses are rather strong predictors of current attitudes, the
results still reveal a statistically significant and fairly substantial parental
influence. Thus, the magnitude of the parental socialization effect corre-
sponds to half the size of the lagged individual response effect in Model 3.
However, once again, the impact of parental socialization is asymmetrical,
with the effects of having parents who hold minority opinions mattering
much more than those of parents with mainstream opinions. In fact, the
responses of individuals with conformist parents were statistically indis-
tinguishable from those with neutral/mixed responses, whereas the effects
of antiestablishment views were statistically significant and substantively
similar to the earlier models.

However, the problem with the approach above is that by viewing pa-
rental responses largely as a corrective, it fails to answer the crucial ques-
tion about where initial individual attitudes come from. Unfortunately
the HHPS does not interview individuals under 16, so we do not have
the luxury of establishing at what point these views first emerge and how
closely they are tied to parental views. Sixteen-year-olds in the HHPS had
a noticeably higher share of nonresponses and don’t-knows to the unem-
ployment questions (see related figure in the electronic appendix), but over
70% still reported an opinion on the question, and their answers do not
seem to be much noisier than for the overall sample.’* Nonetheless, in
Model 4 we focus on respondents where we know the lagged responses
of their parents but do not have a prior response to the unemployment
questions, either because they were under 16 the last time the question
was asked or because they did not answer the question/stated they did not
know the answer. While such an approach obviously has its limitations,3*
it nevertheless allows us to test the impact of parental attitudes on a group

3Thus, for 17-year-olds the correlation between current and lagged responses was .35,
which was not considerably lower than the correlation for respondents age 25 and older (.39).
3Besides the longer-standing concerns with how to interpret don’t-knows and non-
answers (Berinsky and Tucker 2006), we may worry about the fact that some of the
16-year-olds probably had unemployment views at the time of the previous survey but
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of respondents with presumably weaker initial views on the subject. The
results reveal statistically significant parental socialization effects with
magnitudes broadly comparable to the results in Model 2. Moreover, to
the extent that these models are closer to capturing the dynamics of initial
parental socialization, it is interesting to note that it appears that the im-
pact of mainstream parental views is broadly similar to that of minority/
dissenting views in shaping the initial views of adolescents. In other words,
it appears that the greater impact of dissenting views applies primarily to
the subsequent anchoring mechanism but does not play as prominent a
role in the initial imprinting of parental attitudes.

Finally, in Model 5 we run an additional specification to assess the im-
pact of changes in parental attitudes toward unemployment on the cor-
responding attitudinal changes among respondents. While this approach
is still vulnerable to the possibility of reverse causation,? it has the advan-
tage of reducing concerns about spurious correlation due to unobservable
household-level characteristics.® The results of this model suggest statis-
tically significant effects of parental attitude changes and the effects are
largely symmetric for parental switches toward and away from the main-
stream (anti-unemployment) position.

While the discussion so far has revealed rather strong parental social-
ization effects, there are good theoretical reasons to expect these effects
not be uniform across all respondents. Therefore, in the remainder of
Table 5.4 we briefly analyze how parental socialization is affected by
the age of the respondent, by the gender of the parent holding a given
opinion, and by the Communist Party and religious affiliation of a given
respondent’s household.

First, since we would expect the influence of parental socialization to
decline as children get older and correspondingly more independent, we
test whether the impact of parental attitudes declines with age. To do so,
we compared the effects of lagged parental attitudes for two age groups:
respondents aged 16-18 and respondents aged 19-25. Comparing the
effects of parental attitudes in Models 6 and 7 suggests that even though
parental socialization continues be a statistically significant predictor of

those views were simply not recorded. However, on the latter issue, we were reassured that
our results are not significantly affected if we excluded 16-year-olds from the sample.

3’However, in separate tests (available upon request) we found that the lagged attitudes
of children are not significant predictors of the attitudes of parents once we control for the
lagged responses of the parents and spouses of the respondents. This suggests that on aver-
age we need not be too concerned about reverse causation.

30f course this applies only to time-invariant characteristics, but our models control
for what is arguably the most important time-variant factor, changes in the household’s
economic situation.
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unemployment attitudes for young adults, the effects were only about
half the magnitude of their younger counterparts. Moreover, given that
the proportion of children living with their parents declines from over
90% for 16-to-18-year-olds to about 50% for 19-to-25-year-olds, the over-
all differences in parental socialization impact would probably be even
larger if our surveys had included young adults no longer living with their
parents.

The next model separately assesses the impact of paternal and mater-
nal attitudes vis-a-vis unemployment. According to the results in Model 8,
the impact of paternal attitudes on overall views about the acceptability
of unemployment is somewhat larger, but both paternal and maternal
attitudes matter, and the difference between the two coefficients is not
statistically significant.’

Given our findings in Section 5.5 about the attitudinal effects of having
family members who were Communist Party (CP) members, in Model 9
we analyze how parental CP membership moderates the effect of pa-
rental socialization. From a straightforward indoctrination perspective,
we might expect CP members to have been more willing than average
citizens to instill their children with communist values. Alternatively, it is
conceivable that given the recent collapse of communism in the region,
former Communist Party members might face a credibility deficit not just
in the broader society but even in their own families, in which case they
might be less effective in shaping the political attitudes of their children.
Finally, given that particularly in the case of Hungary’s “goulash com-
munism” the Communist Party had lost most of its ideological zeal well
before 1989, we may expect CP membership not to matter at all either on
its own or as a moderating factor. Judging by the results in Model 9, CP
households were indistinguishable from the rest of the country in their
ability to socialize their children into accepting unemployment. However,
even though the interaction term does not come remotely close to ap-
proaching statistical significance, it does appear that the effect of having
two parents opposed to unemployment is substantively about 35% larger
in CP households than in non-CP households, which offers some modest
support to the indoctrination hypothesis. Overall, these results suggest
that CP members were no more effective than their non-CP counterparts
in transmitting their political attitudes to their children, except (perhaps)

¥We also checked whether the gender match between parent and child had an effect
on socialization but found no such evidence. However, we did find that for both mothers
and fathers the effects of socialization grew weaker when the age difference between parent
and child increased.
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when both parents endorsed values that were broadly in line with com-
munist ideological commitments to full employment.

In separate tests not reported here due to space constraints, we used the
HHPS data to probe the micro-foundations of another finding from our
earlier analysis: the role of Catholicism in moderating political socializa-
tion. Given that in Section 5.4 we found weaker communist socialization
effects among Catholics, we wanted to find out whether this lower recep-
tiveness to official propaganda is partly due to the fact that Catholics are
more likely to adopt the political attitudes of their parents. While the direc-
tion of the interaction effects between Catholicism and parental attitudes
points in the direction of Catholics having stronger parental influence ef-
fects, the interaction terms were very imprecisely estimated, so these find-
ings need to be treated as highly tentative support for our hypothesis.

Opverall, these results confirm the importance of parental socialization
in shaping the attitudes toward unemployment of young Hungarians in
the early years of the post-communist transition. In line with our expecta-
tions, parental socialization is more influential among younger individu-
als, but we nevertheless still see significant effects well into the early and
mid-20s, at least among the individuals who still live with their parents
(roughly 50% of the age cohort in our sample). Among moderating fac-
tors, it appears that former Communist Party members were less effective
in passing on their attitudes to the next generation. More broadly, we find
stronger socialization effects among individuals embracing minority/dis-
senting views (in this case acceptance of unemployment).

5.7. DISENTANGLING COMMUNIST EXPOSURE
FROM POST-COMMUNIST RESIDENCE:
EVIDENCE FROM GERMANY

In trying to assess the attitudinal impact of communism, large portions of
our analysis rely on comparing respondents of ex-communist countries to
respondents of non-communist countries. However, this, too, raises two
important inferential concerns. The first is a result of the fact that any
difference we observe through such comparisons tends to combine (1)
the effects of living through communism and (2) the experience of living
through post-communism.*’ While our analysis in Table 5.1 of this chapter
(and in the corresponding tables in the other empirical chapters) tries to

“0This latter problem would be somewhat reduced if we were to focus exclusively on
surveys from 1990, but even for those we would expect attitudes to be affected by the rever-
berations of the collapse of communism (see our discussion in Chapter 8 for more details).
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account for the potential attitudinal effects of living in an ex-communist
country by controlling for a variety of differences between ex-communist
and non-communist countries, we may nevertheless worry that these ef-
forts do not fully capture these differences, either because of unobserved
factors or because of measurement error in our control variables.

The second problem is rooted in the fact that the two main sources
of cross-national surveys we use in this book—the World Values Survey
and the EBRD Life in Transition Survey—record only respondents’ cur-
rent place of residence, but not where they lived prior to the survey. As a
result, we do not know whether all our respondents from ex-communist
countries have indeed lived under communism prior to its collapse, or, for
that matter, whether respondents from non-communist countries could
have lived in a communist country before moving to their current coun-
try of residence. Given the widespread migration of Eastern Europeans to
Western Europe before and especially after the fall of communism, such
concerns are not trivial.¥* Such migration may have two—potentially
opposite—effects on our estimates. On the one hand, to the extent that
migration leads to “contamination” between the two samples, then our
cross-national comparisons may understate the true attitudinal effects of
communism and perhaps lead to more noise/larger standard errors. On
the other hand, however, it is conceivable that migration could introduce
selection bias into our analysis if Eastern Europeans were more likely to
emigrate if they held anti-communist political attitudes. While this con-
cern is probably less serious for post-communist migration, which seems
to have been driven primarily by economic opportunity rather than polit-
ical convictions,* it is likely to apply to a significant subset of those who
left the Eastern bloc before 1989.

Fortunately, we are able to address these questions using data from the
1994 wave of the German Election Panel Study. That survey, which in-
cluded over 2,900 respondents from the territories of the former East Ger-
many along with over 2,500 respondents from the former West Germany,
has the unique feature of asking respondents how long they had lived in
the Bundesland (state) and where they had moved from—with categories
including “other Western Bundeslinder,” “other Eastern Bundeslidnder,”
“other Eastern bloc countries” and “other non-FEastern bloc countries.”
As a result, we were able to reconstruct (at least partially) the migration

#1See, for example, Favell (2008), which is the introduction to a special issue of the
Journal of Ethnic and Migration Studies entitled “The New Face of East—West Migration
in Europe.”

“Levitz and Pop-Eleches (2009) find that Bulgarian citizens who expressed a desire to
live/work abroad were no more likely to express pro-democratic attitudes than other Bul-
garians with comparable demographic backgrounds.
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histories of individual respondents and thus to distinguish between the
effects of current residence and those of earlier political socialization. To
simplify the interpretation of the results, we created four categories of
respondents based on the different possible combinations of socialization
and current residence: (1) residents of the territory of the former East
Germany who had lived the majority of their adult lives under a com-
munist regime; (2) residents of the territory of the former West Germany
who had lived the majority of their adult lives under a communist regime;
(3) residents of the territory of the former East Germany who had lived the
majority of their adult lives under a non-communist regime; (4) residents
of the territory of the former West Germany who had lived the majority of
their adult lives under a non-communist regime. While the first version of
the variable included international migrants from both communist and
non-communist countries, we also created a more restrictive second ver-
sion, which excludes international migrants and focuses only on internal
migrants (i.e., East Germans who had moved to West Germany and vice
versa).

To capture attitudes toward markets, we used a five-point agree-disagree
survey question focused on the statement that the most important compa-
nies need to be nationalized, and recoded it so that higher values indicate
greater market support.* For ease of interpretation we ran simple OLS
regressions, but the results presented below are robust to running ordered
probit models as well. In addition to the residence/socialization variables
discussed above, the regressions include a standard set of demographic
control variables including education, age, residence, occupational status,
income, sex, religious denomination, and church attendance. The main
results are summarized in Figure 5.6 while the full regression results are
available in the electronic appendix.

Figure 5.6 suggests that exposure to communist regimes mattered even
once we account for current residence. Thus, compared to the base cat-
egory (West Germans and other non-communist citizens living in West
Germany), respondents who received the majority of their political so-
cialization in a communist country were significantly more likely to en-
dorse the nationalization of important enterprises even if they lived in
West Germany at the time of the survey (see row 3 of Figure 5.6).

By contrast, the economic attitude differences were substantively
smaller and statistically insignificant for West Germans and other non-
communist citizens living in the lands of the former communist East Ger-
many (row 2 of Figure 5.6). This result suggests that simply living in East
Germany at a time of relatively pervasive anti-market disenchantment
was not sufficient to turn people without significant prior communist so-

43The variable has a mean of 2.4 and a standard deviation of 1.36.
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cialization against markets, or at least not to the levels of Germans who
had grown up under communist rule. The final result worth noting in Fig-
ure 5.6 is the fact that the anti-market bias was stronger for ex-communist
citizens living in the former East German territories than among those
who had resettled to West Germany, and the difference was both sub-
stantively and statistically significant (row 1 vs. row 3). It is not clear,
however, how much of this difference is due to selection (i.e., the fact that
East Germans who left to West Germany were more pro-market to begin
with), how much of it was due to the experience of worse economic condi-
tions in the former East Germany in the post-communist period, and how
much simply reflects the fact that those who migrated to West Germany
had their communist socialization truncated earlier.

To address these questions, we next differentiate between three types
of migrants from former communist countries: those who migrated rela-
tively early (before 1985, row 4) and had thus lived in a non-communist
country for at least ten years, those who had migrated in the final years
of communism (1985-89, row 5) and those who left after the collapse of
communism (1990 or later, row 6). To the extent that selection is the key
driving force, we should observe much weaker (and relatively similar)
anti-market biases for the two groups of communist-era migrants than
for East German nonmigrants or post-1990 migrants. To the extent that
short-term economic experiences affect market support, then the big dif-
ferences should be between ex-communist residents of East versus West
Germany (but with relatively small differences between different types of
ex-communist migrants). Finally, to the extent that the timing of the end
of communist socialization was decisive, then we should see large (and
broadly similar) anti-market biases for East German nonmigrants and
post-communist migrants, combined with a monotonic reduction in this
bias for earlier migration groups (since communist socialization ended
earlier for such individuals).

Judging by the results in the bottom half of the panel in Figure 5.6,
the differences between different groups of ex-communist migrants who
were living in West Germany by 1994 are most compatible with the third
explanation, which focuses on the time that has passed since the respon-
dents were last exposed to communist socialization. Thus, the post-1989
migrants, for whom communist exposure ended at the same time as for
individuals who never left East Germany, show a large anti-market bias
(row 6) that is comparable in size to, and statistically indistinguishable
from, East German nonmigrants (row 1). By contrast, the bias is some-
what smaller but still marginally significant for those who migrated from
1985-89 (row 5) and disappears altogether for earlier migrants (row 6).
While the lack of an anti-market bias among pre-1985 migrants is also
compatible with the selection story, the same cannot be said of the large
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Ex-communist citizen living in East ——
Non-communist citizen living in East ——————
Ex-communist citizen living in West | —_——
Ex-communist citizen (migrated pre-1985) *
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T T T T
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Effect on market support

Figure 5.6. Socialization vs. Residence in Germany (1994)

This figure illustrates the differences in market support among German citizens
based on the timing of their experiences of living in East vs. West Germany. The
results in the upper part of the figure suggest that while anti-market attitudes
were the most pronounced among respondents who lived their whole lives in
communist and post-communist Germany, even respondents who moved from
East to West Germany were on average significantly more anti-market than
those who had lived only in West Germany (the excluded baseline category).
The bottom half of the panel shows that Germans who migrated from East to
West Germany post-1989 had much stronger anti-market attitudes than earlier
migrants, especially those from before the mid-1980s. The dependent variable is
a five-category survey question that measures disagreement with the proposition
that economic enterprises should be nationalized. The variable has a mean of
2.4 and a standard deviation of 1.36. Full regression results are in the electronic
appendix. The data utilized in these analyses are from the 1994 wave of the
German Election Panel Study.

and statistically significant difference between the two groups of pre-
1989 migrants: thus, to the extent that anti-communists were overrepre-
sented among communist-era migrants, those two groups should display
similarly weak anti-market biases.** Finally, the patterns in Figure 5.6

“The only way this could hold is if somehow the selection effect was stronger in the
1985-89 period than previously. However, there is nothing in East German history that
suggests to us that anti-communists were suddenly motivated to leave the country more
after 1985 than previously.
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are completely at odds with the post-communist economic conditions
explanation, which can account for neither the similarity between post-
communist migrants and East German nonmigrants, nor for the differ-
ences between different groups of ex-communist migrants living in East
Germany by the time of the 1994 survey.

Of course, these findings need to be interpreted with some caution given
the relatively small number of migrants in the survey® and the particu-
lar nature of the post-communist transition in East Germany. Neverthe-
less, our analysis of the 1994 German Election Panel Study confirms our
broader findings so far that the attitudinal differences between citizens of
ex-communist and non-communist countries are driven by the personal ex-
posure to communist regimes rather than differences from living in a post-
communist country. Furthermore, the analysis in this section allowed us to
address—and largely reject—the concern that post-communist differences
in attitudes were driven by a migration-related selection bias whereby indi-
viduals with more anti-communist attitudes were more likely to emigrate,
thereby exaggerating the socialization effects of communist regimes.

5.7. CONCLUSIONS

In this chapter we have analyzed the attitudinal imprint of communism on
the second main ideological pillar that differentiated communist regimes
from their Western rivals: support for market-based economic principles.
In line with our findings about democratic support in the previous chap-
ter, the empirical evidence from the first two decades of post-communism
confirms that despite the extinction of Leninist regimes (Jowitt 1992:
249-83), the effects of the communist socialization project did not simply
evaporate overnight. Thus, citizens of ex-communist countries were signif-
icantly less supportive of market economics, and these differences persist
even when we account for a broad range of features related to living in
a post-communist country, including pre-communist development differ-
ences and post-communist economic and political performance. Further-
more, as in the previous chapter, the attitudinal effects of communism can-
not be readily attributed to any of its particular policy outcomes—such as

#Qur analysis included 28 respondents born in the West but living in East Germany
and 70 respondents born in an ex-communist country (mostly but not exclusively East
Germany) but living in West Germany at the time of the survey (of which 34 had migrated
post-1989, 24 between 1985 and 1989, and 12 before 1985). Note that we counted respon-
dents as having been socialized in a communist country only if they had spent at least half
of their time before 1990 living in a communist country.
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different developmental strategies or welfare spending—but rather seems
to reflect a different systemic logic.

This chapter further reinforces the importance of personal exposure
to communist regimes and, implicitly, the crucial role of political social-
ization in shaping the anti-market attitudes of Eastern Europeans well
after the demise of communist command economies. As in the case of de-
mocracy, the anti-market bias was much more pronounced for individu-
als who had lived longer under communism, and once again the impact
was stronger for adult exposure than for exposure as a child/adolescent.
However, unlike in the previous chapter, early communist exposure was
not entirely inconsequential: even though by itself it had a relatively mod-
est anti-market effect, it appears to have intensified the attitudinal effects
of adult exposure compared to individuals who experienced communism
only as adults but not as children.

The analytical utility of the living through communism framework is
further reinforced by the patterns of factors that intensify the effect of,
and increase resistance to, communist exposure on market support. At the
country level, we are reassured by the fact that the anti-market socializa-
tion effects of communist exposure were the most pronounced in countries
with better overall and late-communist economic growth, that is, precisely
in the places where we would expect the economic attractiveness of the
communist model to have been the greatest, and, thus, resistance to expo-
sure to have been the lowest. Similarly, homegrown communism, which
we also expected to trigger weaker resistance, produced stronger anti-
market socialization effects. Compared to Chapter 4 we found somewhat
weaker support for resistance rooted in pre-communist developmental dif-
ferences: while citizens of pre-communist democracies were indeed less re-
ceptive to communist-era anti-market influences, pre-communist literacy
and economic development played a weaker moderating role (though they
pointed in the right direction). The support for country-level intensifying
factors was also mixed: on the one hand, socialization effects were indeed
stronger in countries with minimal late-communist political liberalization
(where economic orthodoxy was reinforced to the bitter end), but the
differences across communist regime subtypes did not produce clear evi-
dence that hardline regimes were overall more effective in promoting anti-
market attitudes.

At the individual level, the results of the main WVS-based tests confirm
the greater intensity of communist socialization among urban residents
and—in contrast to the previous chapter but in line with our theoretical
expectations—among men. We also confirmed our expectation that so-
cialization effects would be weaker among regular churchgoers. In terms
of denominational differences, in line with the democracy support find-
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ings in Chapter 4, Catholics again appeared to be more resistant to com-
munist exposure than Protestant and Orthodox respondents, though in
this case Muslims exhibited the greatest resistance.

By focusing on a series of unique questions in the LiTS surveys, we were
able to explore three additional socialization channels that we had not ana-
lyzed in Chapter 4: the effects of communist versus non-communist educa-
tion, of Communist Party membership, and of parental/family socialization.

While our analysis in Section 5.4 analyzed education as a moderating
variable associated with greater resistance to communist socialization, in
Section 5.5.1 we focused on the role of education in the transmission of
different ideological preferences. Our results confirm that pre-communist
(and to a somewhat lesser extent post-communist) education was associ-
ated with more pro-market attitudes, but we find weak support for the
“communist educational indoctrination” hypotheses, as individuals edu-
cated under communism were no more anti-market than those without
any education. However, communist education was not inconsequential
for shaping post-communist attitudes towards markets: we find that in-
dividuals educated under communism experienced noticeably stronger
anti-market effects from communist exposure, which suggests that com-
munist education worked primarily by lowering resistance to subsequent
ideological indoctrination rather than by actively inculcating anti-market
ideas. These patterns closely mirror—albeit using different measures and
data—our findings in Section 5.3 about the modest direct effects of early
communist exposure combined with the stronger adult socialization effects
among individuals who experienced communism in their childhood/ado-
lescence. In other words, the results in this chapter suggests that commu-
nist education/early communist exposure mattered not so much because
it succeeded in turning children into anti-market zealots but because it
“softened them up” for subsequent indoctrination efforts.

The LiTS surveys also allowed us to test the socialization effects of
personal Communist Party membership. Given that the anti-market ef-
fects were negligible among CP members who were young when commu-
nism collapsed, we are able to reject the possibility that any attitudinal
differences simply reflect preexisting ideological affinities among those
selected for CP membership. By contrast, older CP members were notice-
ably more opposed to markets than non-CP members from the same age
cohorts. This suggests that either CP membership had a direct socializing
effect that accumulated over the course of a person’s membership or that
CP membership lowered people’s resistance to other aspects of commu-
nist socialization.

The fact that the magnitude of these CP membership effects was not
particularly large can be interpreted in two ways. First, we may conclude
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that the direct ideological indoctrination capacity of the communist par-
ties was fairly limited, perhaps because the (uneven) ideological fervor
of the early years had largely given way to an increasingly hollow and
ritualistic set of rhetorical exercises after the mid-1950s. Alternatively,
however, the aforementioned indirect effects of Communist Party mem-
bership on the political attitudes of other family members suggest that
perhaps party members did not stand out too much from their compa-
triots because communist socialization had permeated broad swaths of
society fairly effectively.

As expected, parental socialization had an important effect on atti-
tudes toward markets in post-communist countries. However, rather
than working as one-time ideological shocks, these effects as well mani-
fested themselves primarily in terms of a lower resistance to communist
socialization among individuals whose parents had been educated under
communism or whose family members had been members of the Com-
munist Party. As a result, the anti-market effects of growing up in such
households were negligible (or even reversed) among those who were
young when communism collapsed but were quite substantial for those
with extensive subsequent communist exposures.

Our supplementary analysis in Section 5.6 based on the Hungarian
Household Panel Survey reveals a robust link between the expressed atti-
tudes of parents and children. In addition to strengthening our confidence
in the causal impact of parental socialization, this analysis also adds a
number of interesting nuances to the parental socialization dynamics dis-
cussed in Section 5.5. First, our tests suggest that while the impact of
parental socialization was considerably stronger for younger individuals
(the 16-to-18-year-olds in our sample), parents continued to shape the at-
titudes of their children even for young adults (at least for those still living
in the same household). Second, we found that parental socialization ef-
fects were significantly stronger when parents held “minority” views (i.e.,
views diverging from those held by the majority of survey respondents).
Third, we found that parents who had been members of the CP were
somewhat less likely to shape the attitudes of their children. This finding
is in line with our earlier finding that parental CP membership did not
result in an ideological shock for young respondents but rather affected
attitudes by lowering resistance to subsequent communist socialization
(and for the youths in the Hungarian household sample this communist
socialization was cut short by the collapse of communism in 1989).

The final empirical contribution of this chapter is that it allowed us to
disentangle—at least in the German context—the effects of communist
socialization from those of living in a post-communist country. We did
so by using data from the 1994 German Election Survey to compare the
attitudes of respondents who had lived in East Germany both before and
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after the collapse of communism (i.e., the typical post-communist respon-
dent in our other surveys) to respondents who had either moved from East
to West Germany or from West to East Germany over the course of their
lives. Our evidence here strongly suggests that communist socialization is
much more important than the current place of residence, at least for re-
spondents for whom communist socialization is not too far removed tem-
porally. In other words, to paraphrase the old saying, “you can take the
kid out of East Germany but you can’t take East Germany out of the kid.”



CHAPTER 6

Social Welfare

The paradoxes of communism:

1. There is no unemployment but nobody works
2. Nobody works but everybody gets paid
3. Everybody gets paid but you can’t buy anything
4. You can’t buy anything but everybody’s taken care of
—Eastern European joke

6.1. INTRODUCTION

If anti-market rhetoric was the stick of communism’s Marxist economic
message, then a nurturing state providing cradle-to-grave social welfare
could be considered the carrot (Cook 1993; Roberts 2010; Lipsmeyer
2003). It is to this topic that we turn in this chapter as we examine atti-
tudes toward social welfare, and, more specifically, the extent to which
the state should be responsible for providing for the welfare of its citizens.

There is a rich extant literature on attitudes toward social welfare pol-
icies, although the vast majority of this work has featured research from
advanced industrialized democracies.! Three explanations seem to pre-
dominate among the attempts to understand why some people are more
supportive of the state providing for social welfare (or more generous
social welfare policies). The first—and most prevalent—is that individu-
als who benefit from social welfare policies (e.g., the poor, unemployed,
elderly, disadvantaged, etc.) ought to be the most likely to support social
welfare policies (Bean and Papadakis 1998; Hasenfeld and Rafferty 1989;
Andref§ and Heien 2001; Blekesaune and Quadagno 2003; Busemeyer
et al. 2009).2 The second is that people who live in countries with more

'And those pieces that do include cases from outside Western Europe and the United
States often have only a handful of other countries included in a comparative study, e.g.,
Blekesaune and Quadagno (2003) and Senik et al. (2009).

2In an extension of this argument, Goerres and Tepe (2010) also claim that when peo-
ple are more closely tied to those who are likely to benefit from social welfare—they exam-
ine intergenerational solidarity—support for social welfare policies is likely to be higher.
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generous welfare states ought to be more supportive of these policies
than people who do not (Svallfors 1997; Andref§ and Heien 2001; Jaeger
2006). The final major argument is that attitudes toward social welfare
policy ought to be a function of a general left-wing or social-democratic
ideological outlook (Bean and Papadakis 1998; Hasenfeld and Rafferty
1989; Blekesaune and Quadagno 2003), although this of course begs
the larger question of the role of communist legacies in driving left-right
ideological self-placement (Pop-Eleches and Tucker 2010). More recent
research—following on earlier studies that examine the effect of race on
attitudes toward social welfare policy in the United States (Alesina et al.
2001; Gilens 2009) has also assessed the impact of immigration on atti-
tudes toward social welfare policy in Western Europe (Senik et al. 2009;
Eger 2010).

It is worth noting that there appears to be almost no literature on
the determinants of attitudes toward social welfare policy specifically in
post-communist countries,> and certainly no existing work that attempts
to disentangle why post-communist citizens might hold different attitudes
regarding the state’s responsibility for individual social welfare than citi-
zens elsewhere. Moreover, the 2008 global economic crisis—and the sub-
sequent rise in popularity of far-right and far-left movements throughout
Europe promising greater state support for individual welfare—again
suggests it is important to understand the extent of the communist legacy
on post-communist attitudes in this regard. While communist welfare
states were quite generous compared to their economic development lev-
els (see, e.g., Haggard and Kaufman 2008), the institutional contrast vis-
a-vis the rest of the world may have been less stark than for democracy
and markets, so we may expect less pronounced attitudinal differences
than in the previous chapters. However, the political centrality of welfare
state benefits was driven—particularly starting in the post-Stalinist rou-
tinization period—by the unofficial “social contract” of communist re-
gimes that stipulated that the Communist Party would retain a monopoly
on power in return for providing economic benefits, and particularly gen-
erous (or at least adequate) social welfare benefits (Madison 1968; Cook
1993; Haggard and Kaufman 2008; Inglot 2008). During the growing
poverty and economic insecurity of the first post-communist decade we
would expect the state’s provision of social welfare benefits during the
communist period to weigh heavily on people’s minds, and indeed this

3The exception is Lipsmeyer (2003), who examines the extent to which attitudes toward
social welfare policies vary across seven different post-communist countries and across
different social welfare policies. There is an existing literature on the larger subject of eco-
nomic preferences among post-communist citizens; see, for example, Kitschelt 1992, 1995;
Evans and Whitefield 1993; Markowski 1997; and Gijsberts and Nieuwbeerta 2000.
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is undoubtedly a large part of what people refer to when they speak of
communist-era nostalgia.

Taken together, this suggests two potentially contradictory predictions
for our approach to studying communist-era legacies. On the one hand,
we might expect high levels of support for social welfare among post-
communist citizens, driven both by memories of the better social welfare
provision under communism and by the growing demand for a safety net
in the context of the economic downturn and uncertainty of the early
post-communist years. On the other hand, we might expect less of a con-
trast with citizens outside the post-communist world who—at least in
some countries—also often experienced generous welfare states (or at
least rhetorical commitments by political leaders to provide such ben-
efits) and thus could also be expected to value state provision of social
welfare. That being said, our working hypothesis (see Chapter 1) is still
that we would expect post-communist citizens to be more supportive of
state-provided social welfare than non-post-communist citizens.

As it turns out, we observe a very similar post-communist distinction
in the case of support for state-provided social welfare benefits to the ones
we did in the previous two chapters in support for democracy and support
for market-based economies. More specifically, as Model 1 in Table 6.1 in
the following section demonstrates, when we simply examine the bivari-
ate relationship (controlling for the year of the surveys) between living in
a post-communist country and attitudes toward state provision of social
welfare, citizens of post-communist countries are indeed more likely to
agree that it is the state’s responsibility to provide for the social welfare
of its citizens.* Moreover, the size of the effect is the largest we have yet
seen in this manuscript: despite the many factors that undoubtedly go into
determining one’s attitudes toward government responsibility for social
welfare, simply living in a post-communist country is associated with a
shift of almost one-third of a standard deviation of the distribution of at-
titudes on the state’s role in providing for social welfare.®

The remainder of the chapter is organized similarly to the previous
two. In the following section, we turn to our large-scale cross-national

“The actual survey question reads: “How would you place your views on this scale?
1 means you agree completely with the statement on the left; 10 means you agree com-
pletely with the statement on the right; and if your views fall somewhere in between, you
can choose any number in between. People should take more responsibility to provide for
themselves vs. The government should take more responsibility to ensure that everyone is
provided for.” This is variable €037 on the integrated World Values Survey questionnaire.

SWe obtained very similar results using an index created from the question above and
two additional questions (with much more limited coverage): whether the individual or the
state should be responsible for providing pensions (E043) and whether the individual or the
state should be responsible for housing (E044).
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analysis using the World Values Survey and demonstrate that even after
we control for pre-communist conditions and contemporary social-
demographic, economic, and political conditions at the time of our sur-
veys, we end up with more support for state-provided social welfare in
post-communist countries than elsewhere, and indeed the effect from the
fully saturated model is almost 50% larger than the bivariate analysis
referenced in the previous paragraph.® We then turn to “unpacking com-
munism” at the aggregate level, where we find that citizens in less demo-
cratic countries in the years leading up to the collapse of communism
are indeed more likely to support state-provided social welfare benefits,
which explains a good deal of the post-communist differential.”

Once again we find that individual exposure to communism has an
important effect on attitudes toward government responsibility for social
welfare and that—as we found in the previous chapters—the effect of ex-
posure is stronger for adults than for children (see Table 6.3). Moreover,
we continue to find some results of interest from our intensifying and
resistance factors that are predicted to moderate the effect of exposure
on attitudes toward social welfare, but less so than in previous chapters.

In the final section of this chapter, we again move beyond our standard
World Values Surveys analyses to utilize a different source of data, here
the Hungarian Household Panel Survey from Hungary. As described in
Chapters 3 and 3, this survey included respondents from the same house-
holds interviewed annually over a five-year period, thus making it an
ideal dataset for estimating the effects of parental socialization. And we
do indeed find evidence of parental socialization effects on the attitudes
of children, although intriguingly these again seem to be stronger when
they cut against the communist legacy position. Moreover, the study also
contains questions regarding past Communist Party membership, thus
allowing us to explore the effects of party membership directly, and the
effects of party membership on parental transmission of opinions to chil-
dren. Interestingly, we find that parents who were CP members had more
of an effect on their children’s attitudes vis-a-vis unemployment benefits
than non-communist parents, again raising questions about the role of
party membership as a mechanism through which living through com-
munism leaves a legacy effect on post-communist citizens’ attitudes.

®The effect within only Germany is also in the same direction, albeit quite a bit smaller.

"We also find, somewhat surprisingly, that citizens in countries with more left-wing
governments in the decade and a half preceding the collapse of communism were less likely
to support state-provided social welfare, although this effect ends up being driven more by
citizens in democratic countries than those in non-democratic countries. We discuss this
finding in more detail in Section 6.3 below.
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6.2. LIVING IN POST-COMMUNIST COUNTRIES AND
ATTITUDES TOWARD SOCIAL WELFARE

As previously, we begin our analysis with data from four waves of the
World Values Survey (1989-93, 1994-98, 1999-2004, and 2005-9),
which in the case of attitudes toward social welfare allows us to ana-
lyze 207 surveys from 85 countries (including 68 surveys from 24 post-
communist countries). For reasons related to the availability of suitable
variables, however, instead of relying on an index to ascertain attitudes
toward social welfare spending, we instead utilize a single survey ques-
tion. The question asked respondents to place themselves on a 1-10 scale
based on the extent to which they agree more with the statement “Peo-
ple should take more responsibility to provide for themselves” or “The
government should take more responsibility to ensure that everyone is
provided for.” The variable has a mean of 5.9 (6.4 in post-communist
countries, and 5.8 elsewhere)—showing an average preference in favor
of state-provided social welfare. In line with the previous chapters, we
standardize this 1-10 scale so that the mean value is 0 and the standard
deviation is 1. Figure 6.1 displays the country averages for this standard-
ized version of the variable (using equalized survey weights).

When we look at the average by country, we find that post-communist
countries lean to the right (pro—social welfare) end of the figure, although
again we find meaningful variation across the countries. Of particular note
is the complete lack of any post-communist countries among the collection
on the far left side of the figure indicating the lowest level of support for
state-provided social welfare. Also interesting is the fact that all the pre-
WWII Soviet republics cluster in the upper third of the distribution while
the only post-communist countries with below-average support for social
welfare are all new Eastern European EU members (Croatia, the Czech
Republic, Romania, and Poland).

Turning to the living in post-communist countries analysis, the results
in Table 6.1 reveal that citizens of the former communist countries were
more supportive of a greater state role in providing for the welfare of
individuals across a wide range of model specifications.® The baseline

$As in the previous chapters, we use ordinary least squares (OLS) regressions with stan-
dard errors clustered at the country-year level and employ equilibrated survey weights in
our analysis. While the dependent variable is a 10-point ordinal variable, we present OLS
rather than ordered probit/logit results because they are more intuitive to interpret (espe-
cially in the case of interaction effects), because the latent variable we are trying to measure
is by construct continuous, and because the software package (Stata) that we used to esti-
mate our constrained regressions did not have options for ordered models.
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Figure 6.1. Average Support for Social Welfare by Country: Post-communist vs.
Non-communist

This figure lists the country-level averages in social welfare support of post-
communist countries (dark-gray bars) compared to those of non-communist
countries (light-gray bars) based on the 2nd, 3rd, 4th, and 5th waves of the
World Values Survey (1990-2008). In calculating the averages we used any
individual-level weights, and we also applied equilibrated weights to adjust
for different sample sizes across surveys for different years in any given coun-
try. The figure shows that the ex-communist countries are significantly over-
represented in the upper half of the distribution and make up the majority of
countries with the strongest support for state-provided welfare. For the full set
of country codes, see the list of country code abbreviations on page xv.

specification in Model 1, which includes only the post-communism indi-
cator and a set of survey year dummies, reveals a statistically significant
and substantively sizeable (approximately one-third of a standard devia-
tion) positive effect: thus, citizens of post-communist countries are more
likely to think the state is responsible for individual-level welfare. To put
the size of this effect in perspective, this difference is slightly larger than
the effect of moving from the 10th to the 90th percentile of the household
income distribution for the respondents in our sample, and twice the size
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of the effect of moving from not completing high school to having a post-
secondary degree.’

In Model 2, we once again begin the process of assessing whether /iv-
ing in a post-communist country can explain these differences by adding
pre-communist control variables. As was the case in both the democracy
and markets chapters, doing so results in an increase in the size of the
post-communist differential (although not by as much as in the previous
chapters); here, accounting for historical differences between citizens in
post-communist countries and those living in other countries increases the
gap by approximately one-third. Thus once again controlling for deeper
historical differences improves the model fit but, rather than explaining
away post-communist distinctiveness, instead further sharpens the atti-
tudinal imprint of communism. As in previous chapters, we replicate the
pre-communist control analysis using entropic balancing (Hainmueller
2012) in Model 3 and find a largely similar result (negative, statistically
significant, and substantively comparable). While the magnitude of the
effect from the non-parametric estimation is somewhat weaker than in
Model 2, it is still larger than in Model 1.

In the next four models we explore the impact of adding contempo-
raneous demographic, economic, and political variables. Adding demo-
graphics in Model 4 increases the size of the post-communist dummy
variable by approximately 10% relative to including just pre-communist
control variables (Model 2); adding contemporary economic conditions
increases it by almost 25%. In both cases, the direction of the effect re-
mains the same—post-communist citizens are more supportive of state-
provided social welfare—and model fit improves marginally.

By contrast, controlling for post-communist political institutions and
outcomes in Model 8 leads to a noticeable reduction in the post-communist
indicator effect, which is now almost 30% smaller than in Model 2 (pre-
communist controls). Still, though, the post-communist dummy variable
continues to be statistically significant at p<.01, and the magnitude is still
larger than in the previous two chapters. This suggests that the differential
political performance of ex-communist countries is at least partially related
to the greater preference of post-communist citizens for state support for
social welfare.!

° As suggested by prior research, the more economically vulnerable (those without a high
school education) are more supportive of state responsibility for social welfare than those
with higher education degrees (Andrefd and Heien 2001; Blekesaune and Quadagno 2003).

10Tt is interesting to note that the two most important political factors in Model 6 are age
of democracy and corruption (see the electronic appendix for full results), both of which sig-
nificantly reduce welfare state reliance, and thus help explain why the citizens of newer and
more corrupt transition countries are more supportive of state intervention. Perhaps what is
going on here is some sort of modern version of the political rights for economic development
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In the fully saturated specification in Model 7—including pre-communist
conditions and all three sets of contemporaneous indications—the post-
communist differential returns to approximately the size it was when in-
cluding pre-communist conditions and demographics: 10% larger than
pre-communist conditions alone, 50% larger than the baseline bivariate
model, and still significant (p<.01). Thus, it appears that the greater sup-
port for welfare state intervention among ex-communist citizens cannot be
explained away by differences related to living in a post-communist country.
This conclusion is further reinforced by the results in Model 8, where we
restrict our analysis to Germany. The within-Germany results yield a pro-
welfare state bias among East Germans that is somewhat smaller than
the results in Model 7 (but still of comparable magnitude to Model 1), in
the same direction, and statistically significant (p<.05).!!

6.3. LIVING IN POST-COMMUNIST COUNTRIES:
UNPACKING THE EFFECTS OF COMMUNISM

As in the previous chapters, we next add a series of “end of communism”
variables to our models and continue to observe the effect of including
these variables in our models on the post-communist dummy variable.
To reiterate, with these variables we intend to capture the dominant ef-
fects of communist rule: developmental legacies, reductions in inequality,
non-democratic political rule, and rule by left-wing parties. Model 1 of
Table 6.2 is our baseline model, which contains year-fixed effects and
pre-communist control variables, and therefore is the same as Model 2
of Table 6.1.

In Model 2, we add a series of variables to attempt to capture commu-
nism’s developmental legacies. Doing so, however, results in a very mini-
mal decrease in the size of post-communist dummy variable. Moreover,
when we add variables to control for inequality and attempts to reduce
inequality as of 1989, the size of the post-communist social welfare dif-
ferential actually increases by about 25% in Model 3. So neither of these

of the later Soviet periods (Linz and Stepan 1996) but only updated to a “tolerating corrup-
tion vs. provision for social welfare” trade-off. See as well Klasnja and Tucker (2013), who
find using a survey experiment that in Moldova respondents punish a mayor for supposed
corrupt behavior when the economy is performing badly, but 7ot when the economy is
performing well.

"This Germany specific finding is in line with the results in Alesina and Fuchs-Schiindeln
(2007).



Table 6.2. Communist System Features and Welfare State Attitudes

(1) (2) 3) (4) (5) (6)
Post-communist A11%* .398%* S513%% 135 .500%# .062
(.085) (.097) (.084) (.101) (.083) (.101)
Urbanization 1989 .318*
(.135)
Primary school .002
enrollment (.002)
Literacy 1989 .000
(.003)
Energy intensity -7.649
(5.097)
Industry as % GDP .006*
(.003)
Log GDP per capita -.073#
1989 (.043)
Health & education .012
spending 1989 (.012)
Income inequality 1989 .005
(.003)
State sector size -.066%*
late 1989 (.022)
Average regime score -.019** -.009#
1975-89 (.005) (.005)
Left government share =251%% . 141%*
1975-89 (.060) (.047)
Average regime score —-.022%*
1975-89 x Left (.007)
government share
1975-89
Year dummies Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Pre-communist controls ~ Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Observations 281,157 281,157 281,157 281,157 281,157 281,157
R-squared .077 .081 .081 .080 .080 .083

Note: This table demonstrates that post-communist citizens are more supportive of markets than
citizens in the rest of the world, even when controlling for most conditions at the time of communism’s
collapse, including developmental legacies (Model 2), redistributive/egalitarian policies (Model 3), and
the leftist orientation of communist regimes (Model 5). However, once we take account of the fact that
citizens living in less democratic regimes were significantly more likely to support state responsibility for
social welfare, especially in left-wing non-democratic regimes, the post-communist differential is greatly
reduced (Models 4 and 6). The dependent variable is a question asking respondents to place themselves on
a 10-point agreement scale between “People should take more responsibility to provide for themselves”
and “The government should take more responsibility to ensure that everyone is provided for,” standard-
ized to a mean of 0 and a standard deviation of 1. The list of independent and control variables can be
found in Table 3.1 of Chapter 3. Full regression results are in the electronic appendix. The data utilized
in these analyses are from the 2nd, 3rd, 4th, and 5th waves of the World Values Survey. Robust standard
errors in parentheses: ** p<.01, * p<.05, # p<.1.
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hallmarks of communism appears to be a good candidate for explaining
the post-communist preference for state-provided social welfare.

Model 4 of Table 6.2, however, reveals a very different result, and
indeed it is a result unlike any that we have come across in the course of
analyzing our living in a post-communist country model up to this point
in the book. Namely, once we control for how democratic the regime was
on average from 1975 to 1989, the size of the post-communist differen-
tial is substantially cut—here by almost two-thirds—and the statistical
significance of the post-communist dummy variable falls below conven-
tional levels.'> Model 4 suggests that support for social welfare is on av-
erage higher in less democratic countries, perhaps because authoritarian
regimes are more likely to resort to welfare benefits to shore up legiti-
macy. Since post-communist citizens live in countries that were—not sur-
prisingly—on average less democratic in the years 1975-89 than citizens
in non-post-communist countries,'3 controlling for the level of democracy
does indeed explain away a great deal of the post-communist social wel-
fare differential.

However, Model 5§ produces a surprising result: citizens in countries
with more leftist governments from 1975 to 1989 were actually less sup-
portive of state-provided social welfare than those living in countries with
more rightist governments. As post-communist countries were by defini-
tion run by left-wing governments in the 1970s and 1980s, adding this
measure to our model increases the size of the post-communist differential.

There are two ways to make sense of this somewhat perplexing find-
ing. The first—which in some ways squares with the finding in Model 3
that people living in countries with smaller state sectors in 1989 were
more supportive of state-provided social welfare—is that it is countries
that are lacking in social welfare that were more likely to vote in left-
wing governments in the late 1970s and 1980s.

2However, with a p-value of .15, a one-tailed significance test would be marginally
significant at a level of p<.10. Average regime score is measured using the Polity 2 score
from 1975 to 1989, but using Freedom House scores instead produces a similar—albeit a
bit weaker—effect, resulting in a coefficient on the post-communist dummy of .21 with a
standard error of .13 and a p-value of .11.

13The average respondent in the data set used to estimate Model 4 living in a post-
communist country was living in a country with a Polity score that averaged -6.8 be-
tween 1975 and 1989, while the corresponding average for a citizen living in a non-post-
communist country was +3.2.

141t is also possible that respondents were cuing off of the “more” in the wording of this
question, and that people living in countries with left-wing regimes in power did not think
they needed “more” state responsibility for social welfare than currently present. Recall that
we discussed this point in greater detail in the previous chapter in Section 5.2. The reason
we have not repeated that discussion here is because we think the two sets of questions are
different. In previous chapters, respondents were asked whether more or less of something
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The second, however, is to revisit the finding from Model 4 regarding
the relationship between democracy and support for state-provided so-
cial welfare, and consider the possibility that something different is going
on in more and less democratic governments. Thus in Model 6, we in-
teract average regime type and average governing ideology from 1975 to
1989. This produces two interesting findings. Turning to the direct ef-
fects, we find that in democratic regimes (positive Polity scores) having
had more leftist governments in the late 1970s and 1980s results in lower
support for social welfare, which would make sense from the perspec-
tive that people living in democratic regimes with more generous social
welfare states would have less of a need to vote in left-wing parties.'
However, in non-democratic countries (negative Polity scores) having more
left-wing governments is correlated with more support for state-provided
social welfare. And as post-communist countries were both left-wing
and non-democratic in the decade and a half preceding the collapse of
communism, controlling for this interaction has a much larger effect on
the post-communist social welfare support differential, dropping the
size of the coefficient even further and—for the first time in the book—
producing a standard error on the post-communist dummy variable that
is larger than the coefficient.!

We thus arrive at the first time in this book where it looks like we
have a candidate for explaining why post-communist citizens may hold
different attitudes from citizens elsewhere on the basis of our living in
a post-communist country approach. Citizens in non-democratic coun-
tries with left-wing governments in the 15 years preceding the collapse of
communism were more likely to support state-provided social welfare in

(privatization, freedom for firms) was desirable, which makes the starting level of that some-
thing important. In contrast, in this chapter the word “more” is used for both options:
states should be more responsible, or individuals should be more responsible. Thus “more”
here is contrasting between the two options (more the responsibility of states or more the
responsibility of individuals). Consequently, answers ought to reflect where respondents
think the balance between the two ideals should be, not whether changes from the current
level is desired. So despite our skepticism that this is what is actually going on here, we
thought it prudent to at least flag it as a possible explanation for the unexpected left-wing
government finding.

That being said, we would not expect this finding to be particularly robust, and it
could be a peculiarity of the particular years for which we included these analyses. It might
also be the case that after the recessions of the 1970s, right-wing parties were more will-
ing to increase social welfare spending than they might normally have been, although of
course that is not a particularly good description of Ronald Reagan’s America or Margaret
Thatcher’s Britain.

16 As an aside, this finding is a nice confirmation that our approach to testing our living
in a post-communist country model is indeed a valid one that can generate positive results.
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the 1990s and 2000s across our entire WVS dataset, and post-communist
countries were particularly non-democratic and left-wing in those years.!”

That being said, we still proceed in the following section to exam-
ine the effect of exposure to communism on attitudes toward state sup-
ported social welfare for two reasons. First, from the point of view of
theory testing, we want to make sure that we test the empirical support
for both models regardless of the order in which we present our results.
But more importantly from a substantive perspective, although we now
believe there is something fundamental about leftist non-democratic re-
gimes that encourages citizen support for state-supported social welfare,
we still have no idea if the mechanism by which this occurs is related to
living through these types of regimes. So with that in mind, we turn next
to examining the effect of exposure.

6.4. LIVING THROUGH COMMUNISM AND
ATTITUDES TOWARD SOCIAL WELFARE

The results in Model 1 of Table 6.3 indicate that once again there is broad
support for the living through communism model: living longer under
a communist regime is associated with higher support for welfare state
service provision in the post-communist period.'® The result is highly sta-
tistically significant (at p<.001) and is substantively meaningful; the dif-
ference between a respondent with 45 years of communist exposure and
one who was six or younger when communism fell (and therefore should
be minimally affected by personal exposure) corresponds to almost one-
third of a standard deviation in our state-provided social welfare support
variable. This is almost identical to the bivariate post-communist dummy
variable in Model 1 of Table 6.1, and about three-quarters of the size
of the coefficient in our baseline model in Model 1 of Table 6.2." The

Interestingly, the full results for Model 6 in Table 6.1 do not reveal a statistically sig-
nificant relationship between level of democracy at the time of the survey and support for
social welfare, and in fact the coefficient here is positive and not negative. Of course, by this
point in time many countries that were not democratic in the 1970s and 1980s were now
democratic, including much of East-Central Europe. In a sense, this provides yet another
reason for looking at the importance of legacies as determinants of attitudes as opposed to
simply contemporaneous characteristics.

18 As previously, in an effort to avoid any contamination from post-treatment bias, our
baseline model includes only pre-communist control variables at the aggregate level along
with individual-level demographic controls, including age.

PThe predicted effects are obviously larger among residents of interwar Soviet repub-
lics, who could have up to 25 years of additional exposure.
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results are confirmed by the fixed-effects specification in Model 2, where
the size of the exposure coefficient is about 5% larger than in Model 1.2

Furthermore, in Model 1 the inclusion of the exposure variable re-
duces the size of the post-communist coefficient from that in the baseline
model (Model 4 in Table 6.1) by more than a third. However, it should
be noted that unlike in earlier chapters, the post-communist citizenship
effect continues to be large and statistically significant even after we con-
trol for individual exposure, which means that even citizens without any
personal exposure to communism were still much more likely to sup-
port stated-provided social welfare than their counterparts living in non-
communist countries.”! Formal mediation tests suggest that communist
exposure explains about 44% of the overall pro-welfare state effect of
living in a post-communist country.??

When we examine exposure by communist regime type in Models 3
and 4 of Table 6.3, we once again find that the analysis is not robust to
including country-fixed effects. Thus, in Model 3 we find very large and
substantively significant effects for exposure to communism under post-
totalitarian and reformist regimes, but small and statistically insignificant
effects for exposure to Stalinism and neo-Stalinism, which was the op-
posite of what we expected from the intensifying exposure perspective.?
However, in the fixed-effects specification in Model 4, as well as in the
HLM models (in the electronic appendix), the patterns are at least par-
tially reversed, with reform communist exposure having slightly smaller
effects, especially compared to exposure under Stalinist regimes; in ad-
dition, exposure under all four regime types is now statistically signifi-
cant. On balance, the inconsistent findings across specifications, combined
with the fact that in the fixed-effects model all subtypes of communist
exposure were associated with statistically significant socialization effects
and that the differences between the coefficients of different categories were
largely statistically insignificant, suggest that—as was the case in the previ-
ous chapters—it is difficult to conclude with much confidence that exposure
to different subtypes of communism had different effects.

In Models 5-8 of Table 6.3 we analyze another facet of the intensify-
ing exposure mechanism: the impact of the different timing of communist

20As previously, we do not include the post-communist dummy variable in the fixed-
effects models because it is a linear combination of the country dummy variables.

2'Based on our findings from the previous section, we might expect this to be so in part
because of communism’s non-democratic character.

22 As in previous chapters we used the medeff command in Stata 13.1 (Hicks and Tingley
2011) to run the tests. Full mediation results are available in the electronic appendix.

2From a nostalgia perspective, though, this makes more sense: post-totalitarian and
reformist communism are both associated with “gentler” communism (i.e., less political
persecution) in an era when the state still provided health care, education, etc.
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exposure. The findings are actually fairly consistent across all four mod-
els. Adult exposure seems to matter regardless of specification, and in-
deed the coefficient is very similar to the coefficient on exposure in Mod-
els 1 and 2. The coefficient for childhood exposure is always positive (i.e.,
in the predicted direction), but it achieves marginal statistical significance
at best and is of a smaller magnitude than adult socialization. We again
tested for the importance of an interaction effect across childhood and
adult exposure, but the small and statistically insignificant interaction-
effect coefficient suggests that, at least for welfare state preferences, this
was not the case. So on balance, the results actually look very similar to
those found in Chapter 4 and once again are at odds with what we would
expect from a resistance to socialization perspective: socialization mat-
ters, but it is adult and not childhood exposure that is associated with
greater support for state-sponsored social welfare.

6.4.1. Country-Level Moderators of Exposure Intensity and
Resistance on Attitudes toward Social Welfare

We next turn to our aggregate-level (this section) and individual-level
(next section) hypothesized intensifying and resistance factors to examine
the extent to which there are heterogeneous effects for exposure to com-
munism on attitudes toward state-provided social welfare. As in previous
chapters, we relegate the relevant tables to the electronic appendix and
include figures of estimated effects of an exposure to a year of commu-
nism across different theoretically relevant groups.?*

What should be immediately apparent from even a quick glance at
Figure 6.2 (and at the corresponding table in the electronic appendix)
is that there is much more homogeneity across the different intensifying
and resistance country-level categories than in the previous two chapters.
To begin with, the results in the first three pairs of categories reveal very
limited evidence that cross-country differences in pre-communist socio-
economic and political development moderated the effects of individual
communist exposure. The effects are practically identical for low-wealth
and high-wealth pre-communist countries (pair 2) and for low and high
levels of pre-communist democracy (pair 3), and not that far off for low
and high levels of literacy (pair 1).

The results are similarly homogenous when we examine countries with
low and high levels of overall growth, proportion of years spent under
hardline rule, and late-communist political liberalization; in all these

24As previously, we rely on data only from within post-communist countries for this
part of the analysis and consequently used constrained regression analysis; see Chapter 3
for more details.
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Low pre-communist literacy | ——
High pre-communist literacy | —e—
Low pre-communist GDP/capita - ——
High pre-communist GDP/capita | —e—
Low pre-communist democracy - ——
High pre-communist democracy | —_——
Low communist growth | ——
High communist growth - —_———
Imposed communism - —e—
Homegrown communism | ——
Low proportion hardline communism - ——
High proportion hardline communism | ——
Periphery patrimonial regime —| ——
Bureaucratic authoritarian regime - ——
Low late-communist growth - —_——
High late-communist growth | —e—
No late-communist political liberalization ——
Late-communist political liberalization | ' 0 |
T T
0.000 0.005 0.010

Communist exposure effects on welfare state support

Figure 6.2. Communist Exposure and Welfare State Support:

Country Moderators

This figure reports the marginal effects on welfare state support of a single year
of exposure to communism in different types of country contexts. The results
show remarkably consistent positive communist exposure effects on welfare
state support across most types of contexts. The only significant differences are
the stronger exposure effects in imposed communist regimes and in peripheral
patrimonial regimes. In interpreting the substantive size of these effects it is
important to keep in mind that the median number of years of exposure to com-
munism in the analyses that produced this figure was 28 years, while the 90th per-
centile was 55 years for a resident of the former Soviet Union and 45 years for

a resident of East-Central Europe.
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cases—despite some minor separation of the predicted effects—the stan-
dard errors of the interaction effects are larger than the coefficients on
the interaction effects (see the table in the electronic appendix), which
suggests that these cross-country differences had very limited moderating
effects.

As it turns out, there is only one variable where we can find a meaning-
ful statistically significant effect: the effect of a year of exposure to com-
munism on favorable state-supported social welfare attitudes is actually
more than a third larger in countries with externally imposed communism
than in countries with native communism. While this effect runs counter
to our theoretical expectation about the lower resistance to socialization
in more legitimate homegrown communist regimes, this pattern could be
consistent with an argument suggesting that in countries where commu-
nism was imposed by Soviet troops the communist elites may have re-
lied more heavily on the welfare-based social contract to compensate for
their lack of revolutionary legitimacy. A similar but somewhat weaker
pattern can be observed in the seventh pair in Figure 6.2, where the pro-
welfare effects of exposure appeared to be marginally stronger in what
Kitschelt (1999) called periphery patrimonial communist regimes than in
bureaucratic authoritarian regimes, arguably also reflecting the greater
centrality of welfare benefits in regimes with weaker alternative sources
of legitimacy.

Growth in the last decade of communism (eighth pair in Figure 6.2)
was the only instance where we see a moderately sized effect with some
degree of separation in the correctly predicted direction: exposure in
countries where the economy performed well in the 1980s has an 18%
larger impact than in post-communist countries with the lowest levels
of growth in the 1980s (although even in this case, the standard error is
only slightly smaller than the coefficient for the interaction variable—see
the related table in the electronic appendix—so this finding should be
interpreted very cautiously).

Thus, all told, there is very little evidence of any additional leverage
being gained in our understanding of the effect of exposure to commu-
nism on attitudes toward state responsibility for social welfare by consid-
ering aggregate level indicators of intensifying and resistance variables,
which stands in contrast to the previous two chapters.

6.4.2. Individual-Level Moderators of Exposure Intensity
and Resistance on Attitudes toward Social Welfare

There is, however, a little more of interest going on with the individual-
level moderators, although again not as much as in previous chapters,
as displayed in Figure 6.3. Turning first to religion, we find an interest-
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Catholic respondent - ——
Protestant respondent — ' & |
Orthodox respondent - —e—i
Muslim respondent - ——
Regular churchgoer | : —eo—i
No/irregular churchgoer | : ——i
Catholic churchgoer - : —_—
Protestant churchgoer - : ' <> 1
Orthodox churchgoer - : —_
Muslim mosquegoer | ————i
Catholic other - : —e—
Protestant other ' - i
Orthodox other 4 ——

Muslim other -

——i
Less than primary education | I <
Primary education - : —e—i
Secondary education | ! ——i
——i
—eo—

Post-secondary education

Rural
Urban - : ——i
Female —e—i
Male - —o—i
i T T T
0.000 0.005 0.010 0.015

Communist exposure effects on welfare state support

Figure 6.3. Communist Exposure and Welfare State Support: Individual Moderators
This figure reports the marginal effects on welfare state support of a single year
of exposure to communism in different types of individuals. The results indicate
stronger positive communist exposure effects on welfare state support among
Orthodox respondents and among more educated and urban post-communist
citizens. However, neither gender nor church attendance had a significant mod-
erating effect. In interpreting the substantive size of these effects it is important
to keep in mind that the median number of years of exposure to communism

in the analyses that produced this figure was 28 years, while the 90th percen-
tile was 535 years for a resident of the former Soviet Union and 435 years for a
resident of East-Central Europe.

ing amalgam of the previous two chapters when we examine just de-
nomination without considering religious attendance: both Catholics
and Muslims exhibit more resistance to communist socialization than
do Protestants or the Eastern Orthodox.?® So we once again find support
for the hypothesis that some religions fostered greater resistance to com-
munist socialization efforts. However, unlike in the previous chapters—and

2The distinctions are statistically significant between Catholics/Muslims and the East-
ern Orthodox with p=.01 and p=.02 levels, respectively, but not between Catholics/Muslims
and Protestants.
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especially unlike in the markets chapter—there is no meaningful distinction
at all between churchgoers (mosquegoers) and nonattenders. As a result,
when we combine the two in our eightfold grouping of effects in Figure 6.3,
there is nothing really of interest to report here other than perhaps the
somewhat counterintuitive finding that there was actually a larger so-
cialization effect for churchgoing Protestants than for non-churchgoing
Protestants.?

Moving on to education, we find largely homogeneous effects; even
the largest distinction between any pair of variables here (exposure ef-
fects for those with secondary education vs. less than primary education)
does not come close to achieving conventional levels of statistical signifi-
cance (p=.25). With this caveat in mind, to the extent that we can detect
any pattern here, it is in the opposite direction from what we would
expect to find: more education is association with a larger socialization
effect from each additional year of communist exposure.

In contrast, the urban versus rural distinction is very similar to what
we found in the previous two chapters, and the interaction effect is sta-
tistically significant (at .01). In line with the intensifying factors logic, we
continue to find larger socialization effects among urban residents: here,
an additional year of exposure to communism has an almost 30% larger
effect on pro-social welfare attitudes for urban residents than for rural
residents.

Finally, unlike in the previous two chapters we find no meaningful dis-
tinction between socialization effects on men and women. This suggests
that even though men were on average significantly less supportive of gen-
erous welfare states (see corresponding table in the electronic appendix),
the attitudinal effects of longer communist socialization were very similar
for both women and men.

If we take these findings in toto, it is worth raising the question of
whether there is something qualitatively different about attitudes toward
social welfare compared to democracy and markets. We started this chap-
ter by noting that support for state-provided social welfare—while being
a hallmark of communist regimes—was also widespread elsewhere in the
world, and was less distinctly “communist” than opposing democracy
and markets. Nonetheless, the post-communist differential was even more
pronounced vis-a-vis social welfare preferences, and while living though
communism clearly had an effect—support for state responsibility for so-
cial welfare increased with additional years of exposure to communist
rule—even individuals who had not personally experienced communist
rule continued to be more supportive of state responsibility for social wel-
fare than those living in non-post-communist countries. Moreover, the ex-

2p<.07.
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posure effects were remarkably consistent across different countries and
types of individuals: whereas in the previous two chapters the intensify-
ing and resistance approach to conceptualizing the effects of exposure to
communism brought additional nuance and understanding to our analysis
and at both the aggregate and individual levels, it almost completely failed
to do so in this chapter in the former case and only marginally so in the
latter case.””

6.5. EXTENSION: PARENTAL SOCIALIZATION AND
PANEL EVIDENCE FROM HUNGARY

Given that the analysis so far indicates that the higher propensity of post-
communist citizens to support social welfare affects even individuals who
had limited or no personal exposure to communist welfare states, one
obvious follow-up analysis is to test to what extent these patterns are due
to intergenerational transmission of political attitudes within families.
Therefore, as in the preceding chapter, we now turn to data from the
Hungarian Household Panel Survey (HHPS). As described in Chapters 3
and 5, the HHPS is a yearly panel survey that included over 8,000 re-
spondents from almost 2,700 households in Hungary from 1992 to 1997.

The dependent variable we use in this subsection is based on a survey
question that was included in the 1992, 1993, 1994, and 1997 waves and
asked respondents whether unemployment benefits should be reduced, kept
the same, or increased. While this question does not capture a communist-
era welfare policy, since unemployment benefits did not exist under the
full-employment command economies, it nevertheless captures the general
idea of the state taking care of its citizens. Not surprisingly, the overall
balance tilts in the direction of greater state-provided social welfare: thus,
44% thought that benefits should be increased compared to under 24%
who favored a reduction of benefits; about a third of respondents sup-
ported status quo levels.?®

As in the previous chapter, we code both the respondent’s own responses
in the current and previous year and, where applicable, the current and

2’The only exceptions were rural vs. urban residents and Catholics and Muslims vs.
Protestants and Eastern Orthodox.

20ne could make a case that unemployment is a natural outgrowth of market-based
economies and that therefore attitudes toward unemployment belong in the previous chap-
ter as opposed to this one. While this is certainly a legitimate point, we felt there was a
more direct connection between unemployment benefits and the idea of a social welfare
state. Nevertheless, the analysis should prove equally interesting and relevant regardless of
in which chapter it takes place, and anyone who feels particularly strongly about the matter
could just read these results as applicable to market attitudes as well.
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lagged responses of any parent living in the same household.?” In addition
our regressions control for the same set of household and individual char-
acteristics as in the analysis in Chapter 5 (age, gender, residence, and educa-
tion levels), and changes in logged per capita household income between
the current and the most recent survey.

Given the trichotomous nature of our dependent variable, we run or-
dered probit models. Once again all models include year-fixed effects, and
we report standard errors clustered at the household level.

The first step, illustrated in Model 1 of Table 6.4, simply establishes
that individual responses are fairly strongly correlated with contempo-
raneous parental attitudes on the same issue. Thus, particularly for indi-
viduals where both parents favor either lower or higher unemployment
benefits, the effects of parental attitudes are both statistically significant
and substantively large: thus, the predicted attitude difference between
two respondents with parents at the opposite ends of the spectrum in
terms of unemployment benefit levels is equivalent to 1.4 times a stan-
dard deviation in the dependent variable. When only one parent has a
clear opinion, the effect—compared to the baseline of two uncommitted
parents—is still in the expected direction but is considerably smaller and
falls short of statistical significance.

Since these estimates ignore the possibility of reverse causation and spu-
rious correlation, we run the same set of additional model specifications
as in Table 5.4 of Chapter 5. In Model 2 we address reverse causation by
using lagged parental responses. While the magnitude of the difference be-
tween the two extreme parental views constellations is somewhat smaller
in Model 2 than in Model 1, we still find large and statistically significant
effects for parental attitudes. However, using lagged indicators once again
has an asymmetric effect on the size of the coefficients: thus, whereas the
coefficient for having two parents who hold “countercurrent” views—that
is, who favor lower unemployment benefits—are virtually identical in the
lagged response specifications, the effects of having two parents holding
“majoritarian” views is noticeably lower though it continues to be large
and statistically significant even in Model 2. Also worth noting is that
unlike in Model 1 the real differences are no longer between households
with parental unanimity (i.e., the two extreme categories) but between
households leaning in one direction or the other.

The even more conservative specification in Model 3, which controls
for the respondent’s lagged answer to the dependent variable question
and thus largely captures whether parental attitudes “anchor” their chil-

2 As a result, our analysis is limited to respondents who still live in the same household
as their parents. For a discussion of the inferential problems this poses and our approach
for dealing with them, see the discussion in Section 5.6 in Chapter 5.
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dren’s responses, confirms the robustness of parental influence. However,
once again, the impact of parental socialization is asymmetrical, with the
effects of having parents who hold minority opinions mattering more
than those of having parents with mainstream opinions. In fact, the re-
sponses of individuals with conformist parents were statistically indistin-
guishable from those with neutral/mixed responses, whereas the effects
of antiestablishment views were statistically significant and substantively
similar to the earlier models.

To address questions related to the source of the original attitudes on
unemployment benefits, in Model 4 we focus once again on respondents
where we know the lagged responses of their parents but do not have a
prior response to the unemployment questions for the respondent him- or
herself, either because the respondent was under 16 the last time the ques-
tion was asked or because the respondent did not answer the question/
stated he or she did not know the answer. Compared to the full sample
in Model 2, we find somewhat smaller but still broadly comparable pa-
rental socialization effects. The main difference seems to be with respect
to having one parent holding the mainstream (i.e., higher unemployment
benefits) view, for which the effect is much smaller and no longer statisti-
cally significant from the baseline of having two uncommitted parents.

In Model 5§ we assess the impact of changes in parental attitudes to-
ward unemployment benefits on the corresponding attitudinal changes
among respondents. The results of this model suggest statistically signifi-
cant effects that are comparable in magnitude to the previous model speci-
fications and thus further reinforce our confidence in the importance of
parental socialization. However, it is worth noting that unlike the largely
symmetric effects for parental switches toward and away from the main-
stream (anti-unemployment) position in Model 5 of Table 5.4 in the pre-
ceding chapter, the results from Model 5 in Table 6.4 suggest that only
shifts toward a minority/dissenting view have a discernible impact on the
attitudes of offspring, which reinforces earlier findings about the impor-
tance of contrarian parental views in the socialization process.

To test how the effects of parental socialization are moderated by child
age, in Models 6 and 7 we compare the effects of lagged parental atti-
tudes for two age groups: respondents aged 16-18 and respondents aged
19-25. Comparing the effects of parental attitudes in Models 6 and 7 con-
firms that the role of parental socialization was lower for young adults
than for adolescents, particularly for the two extreme categories of paren-
tal attitude constellations. Indeed, for young adults (Model 6)—as opposed
to adolescents (Model 7)—the effect of having two parents supportive of
higher unemployment benefits was no longer statistically distinguishable
from the “uncommitted parents” baseline. Nonetheless, the difference be-
tween the two extreme constellations continued to be significant even for
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young adults, even though the magnitude of the effect was smaller than the
corresponding effect for 16-to-18-year-olds in Model 6.

The next model separately assesses the impact of paternal and mater-
nal attitudes vis-a-vis unemployment. According to Model 8, the overall
difference between having a parent favoring lower versus higher unem-
ployment benefits is almost identical for mothers and fathers. However, it
appears that fathers are more persuasive when they favor lower benefits
while mothers are more influential when favoring higher benefits.

In Model 9 we return to the question of how parental Communist Party
(CP) membership affects the likelihood of cross-generational attitudinal
transmission. We find that whereas in non-CP households parental atti-
tudes had a large impact in the expected direction, in CP households the
parental socialization effects were much weaker. Thus, looking at the sub-
stantively small and statistically insignificant conditional effects of lagged
parental attitudes in CP households, it appears that parents who had been
CP members were less capable of getting their children to adopt their po-
litical views. The only partial exception occurs in households where both
parents favor higher unemployment benefits: under such circumstances
children are also more likely to embrace similar preferences, though the
effect is only marginally statistically significant and is somewhat smaller
than the corresponding effect in non-CP households. Overall, these results
suggest that families with CP members were less effective than their non-
CP counterparts in transmitting their political attitudes to the next genera-
tion, except when both parents endorsed values that were broadly in line
with communist ideological commitment to generous welfare benefits. This
tracks nicely with prior findings showing stronger parental socialization ef-
fects on “countercurrent” attitudes.

As in the case of the analysis in the previous chapter, we also tested
whether parental socialization effects were stronger among Catholic re-
spondents (in order to explain the weaker communist exposure effects
among Catholics we have found in the cross-national tests). Once again
the interaction effects are imprecisely estimated (and are omitted for space
reasons), but they all point in the direction of Catholics having stronger
parental influence effects.

Opverall, these results confirm the importance of parental socialization
in shaping the attitudes toward unemployment benefits of young Hungar-
ians in the early years of the post-communist transition. In line with our
expectations, parental socialization is more influential among younger in-
dividuals, but we nevertheless still see significant effects well into the early
to mid-20s, at least among individuals who still live with their parents
(roughly 50% of the age cohort in our sample). Among moderating fac-
tors, it appears that former Communist Party members were less effective
in passing on their attitudes to the next generation. More broadly, we
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found stronger socialization effects among individuals embracing anti-
communist views, as was the case in the previous chapter as well.

6.6. CONCLUSIONS

In this chapter we have analyzed the mechanisms underlying the greater
support for an active welfare state among residents of post-communist
countries. We began with a post-communist differential of greater sup-
port for state responsibility for individual welfare, which, far from being
explained away by living in a post-communist country, was exacerbated
by taking account of pre-communist conditions and contemporaneous
demographic and economic conditions; taking account of the political
context reduced the gap somewhat, but it still remained substantial.

We then explored the role of aggregate-level conditions at the time of
communism’s collapse to see if the gap may have been caused by commu-
nism’s developmental, political, or ideological effects on society. While,
as in earlier chapters, accounting for developmental legacies seems to ac-
centuate the gap, we do find that much of the post-communist “surplus” in
welfare state support can be explained by the fact that citizens of countries
with non-democratic leftist regimes from 1975 to 1989 generally favored
greater state responsibility for social welfare.

We then turned to explore the effect of living through communism.
Overall, we found very strong evidence that additional years of exposure
to communist rule were correlated with greater support for state respon-
sibility for social welfare. Furthermore, and in line with the findings from
the preceding two chapters, we also show that adult communist exposure
has a greater impact on welfare state attitudes than childhood exposure.
However unlike in the previous two chapters, it appears that the attitudinal
imprint of communism affects not only individuals with long personal ex-
posures to communism but also post-communist citizens with very limited
personal exposures to communist regimes (and welfare states).

Also in contrast to the findings in Chapters 4 and 5, we found more
limited support for the role of various country- and individual-level fac-
tors affecting the resistance to and intensity of communist exposure. Thus,
we do not find significant socialization differences between different com-
munist regime subtypes, across countries with different pre-communist
political, economic, and developmental legacies, across churchgoers and
non-churchgoers, across those with different levels of education, or across
men and women. This is not to say we did not find any meaningful factors
that either intensified the effects of exposure in the way we expected—
for example communist exposure mattered more for urban than rural
residents—but it was in a much more limited number of categories, leading
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to the overall conclusion that exposure effects on attitudes toward social
welfare seem to be much more homogeneous than on attitudes toward
democracy and markets.

Finally, our supplementary analysis based on the Hungarian House-
hold Panel Survey may help us explain the remarkable cross-generational
persistence of pro—welfare state attitudes in post-communist countries.
Thus, the analysis in Section 6.5 shows a robust cross-generational cor-
relation between the attitudes toward unemployment benefits of parents
and children (even young adults). However, in line with the analysis in
Chapter 5, we find that parental socialization effects were once again
stronger when parents held “minority” views (i.e., supported lower ben-
efits), which may also explain why parents who had been members of
the CP were somewhat less likely to transmit attitudes to their children.



CHAPTER 7

Gender Equality

UESTION TO RADIO YEREVAN: “Is it possible for a woman to have three
p
children in one year?”
RADIO YEREVAN ANSWER: “Not unless they’re twins, Comrade Ceausescu!”
y 5

—Romanian joke, late 1980s

7.1. INTRODUCTION

In the previous three chapters, we examined the effect of communist lega-
cies on attitudes toward democracy, markets, and social welfare. In all
three cases, we found clear attitudinal differences—in line with commu-
nist ideology—that we could explore to see if living in a post-communist
country or living through communism could help provide an explanation
for these differences. But communism was more than simply a political
or economic project—it had an explicitly social component as well. Eco-
nomic equality was to usher in social equality, including in relationships
between the sexes. Nevertheless, as was briefly discussed in Section 1.4 of
Chapter 1, there are reasons to suspect that the effect of communist-era
legacies on gender equality might be more ambiguous than on attitudes
toward democracy, markets, and social welfare.

This ambiguity is due to at least three factors that we discuss briefly
in this introductory section. First, gender issues were more marginal to
the communist ideological project than issues like the dictatorship of the
proletariat or the role of the state in society, and for this reason there was
less emphasis and greater inconsistency in how gender questions were
addressed in official ideology. Second, to an even greater extent than for
other issues, there was a significant gap between the ideological emphasis
on gender equality and the reality of gender policies and gender relations,
which often reinforced traditional patriarchal patterns. Finally, there was
significant variation in the extent to which different communist institu-
tions promoted or undermined gender equality and, therefore, we could
expect very different—and potentially diametrically opposed—effects of
communist exposure on particular individuals depending on the extent
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to which they interacted with different institutions during the communist
period.!

Despite a nominally consistent ideological commitment to gender equal-
ity, the treatment of gender in communist ideology underwent a few impor-
tant transformations. Following the initial influence of a few highly visible
proponents of radical gender equality (especially Alexandra Kollontai, see
Naiman [1997]), the issue played at best a secondary role in the official ideo-
logical discourse of most communist regimes after the 1920s. Thus, while
communist ideologues recognized the significant inequalities of traditional
gender relations and initially expected to enlist suppressed women as allies
for the revolutionary cause (Massell 1974), they largely regarded gender in-
equality as subordinated to the more fundamental problem of class inequal-
ity. Therefore, the expectation was that the “woman problem” would be
solved as a side benefit of the process of constructing communism through
the equalization of employment and education opportunities (Molyneux
1984; Kamp 2005). Not surprisingly, this approach undermined a clearer
focus on the gender-specific roots of gender inequality and provided a basis
for complacency about the status of women’s issues, which were repeat-
edly proclaimed to have been solved (Konstantinova 1992; Marsh 1996).
Moreover, this approach to gender meant that communist regimes had
little use for (and little patience with) Western feminist ideas, which made

Tn Section 1.4 of Chapter 1, we also note that the concept of gender equality may have
been less popular among the populations in the countries where communism took root
than other hallmarks of communist ideology, such as social welfare provision or state man-
agement of the economy. As we lack the data to rigorously assess whether that was indeed
the case, in the remainder of this section we instead focus on the three factors noted in this
paragraph. However, it is worth noting that in some cases, mistrust of the Communist Party
and its rationale for pursuing gender equality interfered with the populations’ willingness to
embrace the ideal. This was especially so in Central Asia, which consisted of predominantly
Muslim populations. The party saw Central Asian nations’ partial treatment of women to
be emblematic of their backwardness (Suny and Terry 2001). It pursued gender equality
forcefully through means such as public unveiling of women, which was at odds with local
religious customs (Kamp 2006), in order to fulfill its goal of modernizing these nations
(Northrop 2003). The populations regarded the party as a foreign agent and found the par-
ty’s motivations for their push for gender equality suspect. This in turn may have led these
populations to view feminism and nationalism as antagonistic to each other (Edgar 2008).
We are grateful for a particularly timely discussion on the PONARS e-mail list for helping
make us aware of these sources, as well as to Muthhukumar Palaniyapan, Tucker’s under-
graduate research assistant at NYU, for synthesizing the key findings from these sources.
However, as we will demonstrate later in the chapter, despite starting from a low baseline,
it does appear that in categories of countries that include the Central Asian states (e.g., low
pre-communist literacy and patrimonial peripheral regimes), exposure had a larger effect
on inculcating pro-gender equality attitudes than elsewhere, which runs counter to the idea
that resistance should have been higher in these countries if there was less original popular
support for such ideas.
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limited inroads in the largely state-controlled women’s movements in the
Soviet bloc. Finally, as some observers have argued, communist regimes
were less interested in female emancipation than in replacing the tradi-
tional hegemony of patriarchal institutions (like the church and the family)
with the hegemony of the Communist Party/state (Kukhterin 2000).

Second, there was also a significant gap between the theoretical empha-
sis on gender equality and the practical reality of “real and existing social-
ism.” While such gaps obviously also existed in the other issue areas dis-
cussed in previous chapters, in the case of gender the gap was exacerbated
by the fact that gender policies were largely subordinated to other eco-
nomic and political priorities. The first and most important reason for
the gap was the need to boost fertility rates, which was rooted initially
in the large population losses incurred by the Soviet Union in the 1920s
and 1930s (as a result of a combination of terror and famine) and by the
entire communist bloc in World War II, while in later years it was driven by
concerns about declining fertility rates. In rhetorical terms these pressures
drove the growing emphasis on the role of the woman as a mother, which
culminated in the image of the “heroine mother” (Coser 1951: 425), and
more broadly fueled an official rhetoric that reinforced the traditional view
of the family and childbearing as the primary responsibilities of women
(Sanborn 2003). In policy terms, these pronatalist pressures yielded a mix
of positive and negative consequences for gender equality: on the one hand,
the desire to boost fertility was an important driver in the expansion of
a range of welfare policies geared specifically at mothers (Einhorn 1993;
Harsch 2006), which not only relieved some of the everyday work pres-
sures on Eastern European women but also strengthened their bargaining
position within the household, thereby helping to reduce the continued
power imbalance within most marriages. On the other hand, however, the
quest for greater fertility was also at the root of more restrictive divorce
and abortion policies (Goldfarb 1997; Kligman 1998), which undermined
the exit options—and thus the empowerment—of women.

The other key political priority driving the gap between rhetoric and
reality in communist-era gender relations was the role of women in the
labor market. On the one hand, in their quest to boost industrial produc-
tion, communist regimes were eager to get women into the labor market,
and as a result female participation in the labor force increased dramati-
cally in all communist countries (Lapidus 1978). This trend arguably con-
tributed to women’s emancipation both because it integrated them more
fully into society and because it gave them sources of income independent
of their husbands, and thereby strengthened their power within the fam-
ily. On the other hand, however, the equalization of paid labor across the
sexes was not accompanied by a commensurate adjustment in domestic
work and child-rearing duties, which continued to fall overwhelmingly on
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the shoulders of women. The result was often known as the “double bur-
den” of wage and domestic labor, which made the everyday lives of women
in communist countries particularly difficult (Einhorn 1993; Wolchik and
Meyer 1985). To make matters worse, domestic work continued to be re-
garded as lower status than paid work in the public sphere, thereby rein-
forcing one of the key sources of gender inequality.?

The third key feature that shaped gender relations during the commu-
nist period, and should be reflected in post-communist legacies, was the
highly uneven mix of genuine progress and significant limitations in the
policies affecting the emancipation of women. By far the greatest commu-
nist achievement in terms of gender equality was in the sphere of educa-
tion: not only did the largely successful drives to achieve universal literacy
close the significant gender literacy gap that had existed in most Eastern
European countries, but at least by the early 1970s women had largely
equal access to all levels of education, including secondary and higher
education (Vasileva 1978; Gerber and Hout 1995). Moreover, while so-
cietal gender norms still permeated the practice inside the classrooms and
a certain amount of gender-based tracking continued (especially in higher
education, where women were underrepresented in some technical areas
and overrepresented in languages), communist education was nonetheless
the area that came closest to implementing the ideal of gender equality
espoused by the official communist rhetoric.

Labor markets represent another example of the “uneven mix” of prog-
ress and limitations for women under communism, although the balance
was less positive than in the educational sphere. As previously noted, com-
munist countries experienced significant increases in female labor partici-
pation, including in many areas traditionally reserved for men. However,
significant gender-based differences continued to exist in many industries
based on what was seen by the communist leadership—including early
feminists such as Kollontai (Naiman 1997: 83)—as natural differences in
abilities (Ashwin 2000: 11). In part because of this occupational/sectoral
sorting and in part because of a preferential system of bonuses, women
continued to be paid less than men during the communist period (Lapi-
dus 1978; Harsch 2006), though on balance the situation nevertheless im-
proved compared to the pre-communist period.

Perhaps the clearest communist-era gender disparities were in the
realm of leadership positions, which continued to be dominated to a large
extent by men. Despite the introduction of gender quotas for the leader-
ship of many institutions, the predominance of male leaders persisted

2For more on the role of women in the labor force in post-communist countries, see

Pollert 2003.
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at all levels, from economic leadership positions within state-owned en-
terprises all the way to the upper echelons of the Communist Party ap-
paratus. These differences were rooted in part in the aforementioned gap
between the theory and practice of gender equality, but in many ways
reflected the fact that even at the rhetorical level communist leaders con-
tinued to endorse the dominance of men in leadership positions in the
public sphere (Ashwin 2000: 12).

What are the implications of these factors for the expected impact of
communist legacies on post-communist gender attitudes? Three expecta-
tions seem particularly germane. First, given the tension between the (albeit
halfhearted and qualified) rhetorical commitment to gender equality and
the mixed and highly uneven institutional and experiential reality, we have
good reason to expect that there may be significantly weaker evidence of
a post-communist differential in attitudes toward gender equality in the
direction we would expect from communist ideology (i.e., more support
for gender equality) than we found in previous chapters.? Indeed, the ability
to even make such a prediction in the first place would depend on the ex-
tent to which the rhetoric and the progressive aspects of communist-era in-
stitutional changes (especially education, labor market access and women-
focused welfare benefits) outweigh the continued gender imbalance in the
real-life experience of many key aspects of life under communism, includ-
ing family relations and the exercise of power in the economic and political
leadership structures of communist regimes.

Second, it seems intuitively important to address the possibility of
gender-based differences in exposure effects on attitudes toward gender
equality, although even here two different sets of expectations can be de-
rived from the discussion so far. On the one hand, in line with the early
hopes of communist leaders, we may expect communism to have contrib-
uted to the greater attitudinal emancipation of women, armed with greater
educational access and reinforced by the independence of higher labor par-
ticipation and targeted welfare benefits (e.g., Haney 1999), whereas men
would have resisted the gender equality rhetoric of communism, instead
hanging on to pre-communist attitudes to justify their de facto privileges
in both the private and the public sphere. On the other hand, a number of
arguments suggest a very different scenario: from this perspective, in their
efforts to attain greater control over society, communist regimes stripped
men of the traditional sources of privilege of power and therefore destroyed
traditional patriarchy, but—unsurprisingly—this power did not benefit
women nearly as much as the state (Kukhterin 2000). Conversely, the
combination of genuine progress in education, employment, and welfare
benefits with a reproduction of traditional gender discourses and practices

3See as well the discussion in Section 1.4 of Chapter 1.
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in other areas appears to have undermined the appeal of feminist ideas in
the communist countries, and the problem was exacerbated by the institu-
tional dominance of the fairly traditionalist official women’s movement at
the expense of independent feminist civil society groups (Einhorn 1993).
To the extent that these phenomena were reflected in attitudinal patterns,
we could therefore expect the gender equality—promoting communist leg-
acies to be weaker among women than among men.

Finally, one fairly unambiguous prediction seems warranted, which is
in the realm of age of exposure. Given that the greatest and most consis-
tent progress toward gender equality occurred in education, we would
expect that early exposure to communism (as part of a relatively gender-
neutral educational system) to be more likely to promote pro-gender
equality attitudes, whereas the effects of adult exposure to the reality of
gender-based unequal power dynamics should have a more mixed effect.

The remainder of this chapter proceeds along a similar pattern to the
previous three chapters. In Section 7.2 we analyze the effects of living in a
post-communist country and find that on average citizens of ex-communist
countries exhibited a modest (and largely statistically insignificant) deficit
in support for gender equality (that is, the opposite of the prediction that
post-communist citizens would be more supportive of gender equality). A
similar picture emerges when we add our variables to measures conditions
at the time of communism’s collapse, although at least we do find that
once we control for regime type, we finally observe at least suggestive evi-
dence that post-communist citizens were more supportive of gender equal-
ity than countries with a similarly authoritarian experience in the 1970s
and 1980s, although other institutional legacies of communism (such as
left-wing ideology and socioeconomic development patterns) once again
point in the opposite direction. In Section 7.3 we analyze the attitudi-
nal impact of living through communism. Our most interesting finding in
this section—and one that runs counter to the patterns we found in ear-
lier chapters—is that while early communist exposure strengthened sup-
port for gender equality, adult exposure had the opposite effect, thereby
confirming our theoretical expectations (and running more in line with
the extant literature on political socialization from established democra-
cies). The other noteworthy finding is that communist exposure appears
to have promoted more progressive gender attitudes among men but to
have had the opposite effect on women. We explore this issue in greater
detail in Section 7.5, where we find that whereas childhood exposure is
associated with greater support for gender equality among both men and
women, for adult exposure the effects are reversed for women (but not for
men). Finally, in Section 7.6 we explore the impact of communist educa-
tion and find that while attending primary school under communist rule
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promoted greater support for gender equality—in line with expectations
based on communist ideology—this was not the case for secondary and
post-secondary education.

7.2. LIVING IN POST-COMMUNIST COUNTRIES AND
ATTITUDES TOWARD GENDER EQUALITY

We continue as in previous chapters by beginning our analysis with data
from four recent waves (1989-93, 1994-98, 1999-2004, and 2005-9)
of the World Values Survey, which in the case of attitudes toward gender
equality allows us to analyze 153 surveys from 77 countries (including 42
surveys from 23 post-communist countries).* Our dependent variable in this
chapter is an index composed of three questions: one on whether men make
better political leaders than women, one on whether university education is
more important for a boy than a girl, and one on whether men should be
more entitled to a job than women when jobs are scarce; a higher value on
the index reflects greater support for gender equality.’

Contrary to naive expectations based on official rhetoric, the average
support for gender equality is lower for post-communist respondents (-.05)
than it is for respondents living in non-post-communist countries (+.06).
When we examine the distribution of our gender equality index by country
(see Figure 7.1) an interesting pattern emerges. First, the post-communist
countries do not cluster at either the right or the left of the scale, as in pre-
vious chapters. Instead, post-communist countries are rather tightly grouped
around the center of the figure: there are few post-communist countries with
exceptionally pro—gender equality averages (other than East Germans or
Slovenians, there are no other post-communist countries in the top third
in terms of pro-gender equality), but then again there are not many on the
far left-hand side of the figure either, other than three countries from the
Caucasus (Armenia, Azerbaijan, and Georgia) plus Slovakia.®

#This number is lower than in previous chapters featuring the same number of waves be-
cause not all the surveys contained the gender equality questions we use to construct our de-
pendent variable in this chapter.

’In order to improve the Cronbach’s alpha of the index, the job question is entered
into the index as two dummy variables (those who agree and those who disagree with the
statement) while the questions about political leaders and university education are entered
as four-item continuous variables.

¢Inglehart and Norris (2003) similarly find post-communist countries to be grouped
somewhere around the middle in a large cross-national sample of attitudes toward gender
equality, also using data from the World Values Survey.
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Figure 7.1. Average Support for Gender Equality by Country: Post-communist vs.
Non-communist

This figure lists the country-level averages in gender equality support of post-
communist countries (dark-gray bars) compared to those of non-communist
countries (light-gray bars) based on the 2nd, 3rd, 4th, and 5th waves of the
World Values Survey (1990-2008). In calculating the averages we used any
individual-level weights, and we also applied equilibrated weights to adjust for
different sample sizes across surveys for different years in any given country.
The figure shows that ex-communist countries are largely clustered around the
middle of the gender equality support distribution, with very few of them in
either the upper or lower thirds of the global distribution. The main positive
outliers are East Germany and Slovenia, while three countries from the Cauca-
sus (Armenia, Azerbaijan, and Georgia) were relative underperformers. For the
full set of country codes, see the list of country code abbreviations on page xv.

With these raw data in mind, it should come as little surprise that for the
first time in the manuscript we do notf find a statistically significant post-
communist differential in the predicted direction in Model 1 of Table 7.1,
our most basic model featuring only the post-communist dummy variable
and year-fixed effects.
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In fact, not only do we not find a positive and statistically significant
coefficient for the post-communist dummy variable, but we actually find
a negative effect. While not surprising based on what we just reported
regarding the raw data, what is perhaps a little more surprising is the fact
that this negative coefficient persists throughout all the different models
in Table 7.1. Thus no matter what aspect of living in a post-communist
country we account for in our analyses, we still find a negative post-
communist differential: that is, that citizens in post-communist countries
are less supportive of gender equality than citizens in the non-communist
countries in the World Values Survey dataset, all else equal, albeit almost
always with weak levels of statistical confidence.

Of particular interest here are Models 2 and 3, our assessments of the
effects of controlling for pre-communist conditions. In both models, the
size of the post-communist dummy variable coefficient increases substan-
tially (roughly 3—4 times) relative to the simple bivariate base model. What
this means is that conditional on the nature of the countries in which com-
munism took hold, we would actually expect support for gender equality
to be higher in post-communist countries relative to the rest of the world.
Recall that in Model 2, we are controlling for colonial legacy (i.e., whether
countries were part of the Hapsburg empire, Prussian empire, Russian
empire, etc) as well as whether countries were Christian or Muslim major-
ity. So our findings cannot be attributed to Prussian, Russian, or Muslim
cultural legacies.

The remaining models in Table 7.1 further suggest that neither demo-
graphic differences nor the economic and political aspects of living in
post-communist countries change this broad conclusion. In fact the nega-
tive effect gets slightly larger and becomes marginally significant in the
models controlling for demographic and economic post-communist differ-
ences, and while accounting for political institutional differences in Model 6
erases the post-communist gender equality deficit, none of the models in-
dicate the possibility of a positive communist effect on gender equality
support.

To pursue this surprising nonfinding further, we investigated whether
any of the components of our gender equality index exhibited different
patterns. After all, given our discussion of the uneven rhetorical and policy
stance of communist regimes toward gender relations, it could have been
possible that the null findings for the index were simply masking counter-
vailing effects on particular dimensions of gender equality support.” How-
ever, once we replicated the models in Table 7.1 separately for the three
index components, we still found no evidence of any post-communist sur-

7We thank Natalia Forrat for suggesting this possibility.
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plus in gender equality support.® While the negative impact of commu-
nism was—unsurprisingly given the reality of male dominance of politi-
cal leadership positions under communist rule—the strongest (in terms
of both substantive and statistical significance) for believing that women
can be equally effective leaders as men, even support for gender equality
in the workplace and higher education was on balance weaker in post-
communist countries.

We pursued this idea of heterogeneous communist legacy effects for
different aspects of gender equality by analyzing data from the 1994 and
2002 waves of the International Social Survey Programme (ISSP), which fo-
cused on gender relations and thus had a broader range of survey ques-
tions tapping into different dimensions of gender attitudes. From these
questions we created two multiquestion indexes: one that tapped into
broad attitudes about marriage and family, and one that captured attitudes
toward women’s participation in the workplace. While a full replication
of our analyses of our WVS surveys was not feasible with the ISSP surveys
owing to the smaller number of countries,” we nevertheless found similar
patterns: post-communist citizens were somewhat less supportive of gen-
der equality/women’s emancipation in both the family and the workplace
(though the results fell short of statistical significance). The only exception
was for a third dimension, captured by a single survey question about sup-
port for paid maternity leave: here we found a significantly higher support
among post-communist respondents. However, this pattern is arguably
more reflective of the strong commitment of post-communist citizens for
state-provided social welfare (as discussed in Chapter 6) than of greater
support for gender equality.'

7.3. LIVING IN POST-COMMUNIST COUNTRIES:
UNPACKING THE EFFECTS OF COMMUNISM

Thus the overall takeaway from Table 7.1 is that there is no communist
legacy effect at all in terms of providing greater support for gender equal-
ity. Indeed, Models 2 and 3 even suggest that the communist experience
may have decreased support for gender equality among post-communist
citizens. Nevertheless, based on our earlier discussion we do want to at
least consider the possibility that this may be due to contradictory effects
from different aspects of the communist experience. Therefore, as in previous

8Full results available in the electronic appendix.

*The ISSP surveys in those two waves included eight Eastern European countries (in-
cluding East Germany) and only one former Soviet republic (Russia).

Results from our ISSP analysis are available in the supplemental appendixes.
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chapters, we unpack the effect of communism, here on attitudes toward
gender equality, and we begin by turning to our societal-level communist
legacies: development, the emphasis on inequality and redistribution, non-
democratic rule, and leftist ideology.

As in prior chapters, Model 1 is a replication of Model 2 in the previ-
ous table (year-fixed effects and pre-communist controls) and serves as
the base model for the remainder of the table. Given that we are starting
with what is essentially a null result, Table 7.2 reveals a number of un-
expectedly interesting findings. Setting aside regime type for a moment,
we find that most of the societal features that we have argued should
be associated with communism—development, redistribution, and leftist
ideology—should have made citizens in post-communist countries more
supportive of gender equality. Therefore, it is not surprising that control-
ling for these factors either increases the post-communist gender equality
deficit (in Models 2 and 5) or leaves it unchanged (Model 3). Left-wing
ideology is particularly striking in this regard: in general, citizens living
countries with left-wing governments in the late 1970s and 1980s were
more supportive of gender equality, thus increasing the post-communist
gender equality deficit in terms of both substantive size (>20% of a stan-
dard deviation of the index) and statistical significance (p<.01) compared
to Model 1. We find similar patterns in Model 2, where accounting for
the higher literacy of ex-communist countries yields a large and statisti-
cally significant gender equality support deficit.!!

Regime type, however, tells a very different story. Living in a more
democratic country in the late 1970s and 1980s is associated with a
strong and statistically significant positive effect on supporting gender
equality. Post-communist countries were of course not democratic in that
period of time, so when we control for regime type in the decade and a
half before the collapse of communism, we get for the first time a positive
coefficient on the post-communist dummy variable. The standard error
of this coefficient is quite large, though, suggesting that the most appro-
priate conclusion is that conditional on living in non-democratic regimes
in the 1970s and 1980s, post-communist citizens were not any more likely
to oppose gender equality than others living in non-democratic regimes.
Finally, Model 6 shows that conditional on living in a left-wing non-
democratic regime, the coefficient on the post-communist dummy vari-
able returns once again to being negative (although the effect is small and
statistically insignificant).

Tn Model 3, even though all the redistribution/state intervention variables are associated
with increased gender equality support, controlling for them leaves the post-communism
effect unchanged compared to Model 1.
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Table 7.2. Communist System Features and Gender Equality Attitudes
m @ G @65 (e
Post-communist -.223 -.389%* 227 121 -414%* -.149
(.151) (.146)  (.150) (.147) (.136)  (.165)
Urbanization 1989 -.319
(.205)
Primary school -.003
enrollment (.002)
Literacy 1989 .008**
(.003)
Energy intensity 17.40%**
(4.82)
Industry as % GDP -.008*
(.004)
Log GDP/capita 1989 .084
(.061)
Health & education .031#
spending 1989 (.016)
Income inequality 1989 -.010*
(.004)
State sector size .058#
late 1989 (.032)
Average regime score .027%* .022%*
1975-89 (.006) (.007)
Left gov’t share 1975-89 A444%*  363**
(.085)  (.096)
Average regime score -.005
1975-89 x Left gov’t (.012)
share 1975-89
Year dummies Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Pre-communist controls  Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Observations
R-squared

215,826 215,826
167 180

215,826 215,826 215,826 215,826

180 177 179

.184

Note: This table demonstrates that post-communist citizens are not more supportive of gender
equity than citizens in the rest of the world, despite what we might have expected from communist
ideology, even when controlling for conditions at the time of communism’s collapse, including
developmental legacies (Model 2), redistributive/egalitarian policies (Model 3), and the politi-
cal orientation of communist regimes (Models 4-6). The dependent variable is an index of three
questions—one on whether men make better political leaders than women, one on whether uni-
versity education is more important for a boy than a girl, and one on whether men should be more
entitled to a job than women when jobs are scarce—standardized to a mean of 0 and a standard
deviation of 1. The list of independent and control variables can be found in Table 3.1 of Chapter 3.
Full regression results are in the electronic appendix. The data utilized in these analyses are from
the 2nd, 3rd, 4th, and 5th waves of the World Values Survey. Robust standard errors in parentheses:

** p<.01, * p<.05, # p<.1.
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7.4. LIVING THROUGH COMMUNISM AND ATTITUDES
TOWARD GENDER EQUALITY

Having failed to find a meaningful distinction in attitudes toward gender
equality between post-communist citizens and citizens of countries in the
rest of the world, it seems unlikely that living through communism would
have a strong effect on increasing support for gender equality. The more in-
teresting question would seem to be whether there are particular subgroups
of post-communist citizens for which additional exposure to communism
indeed resulted in increased support for gender equality (i.e., whether there
is support for any of our intensifying or resistance hypotheses).

Models 1 and 2 of Table 7.3 reveal, for the first time in this manuscript, a
lack of robustness when we simply examine exposure to communism with-
out slicing it into mutually exclusive categories. So when we look at the effect
of exposure within and across countries (Model 1), we find an—albeit sta-
tistically insignificant—negative coefficient, suggesting that each additional
year of exposure to communism makes one less supportive of gender equal-
ity (even after controlling for an already strong age effect whereby older
people are less supportive of gender equality than younger people through-
out the entire sample). When we turn to the country-fixed-effects version of
the model (Model 2), that is, when we simply look at variation in length of
exposure to communism within countries, we actually find the opposite: a
marginally significant (p<.10) positive effect. So within countries, additional
exposure to communism results in more support for gender equality.

While this is indeed the predicted effect based on communist ideology
that we would expect from living through communism, we want to be
very cautious in our interpretation of this finding both because of the lack
of robustness across our two specifications (recalling that this estimate
was extremely robust across the two different specification in all three of
the previous chapters) and because of the high standard errors.?

The results from Model 3 are also interesting. Recall that we have argued
that among the issues examined in this manuscript gender equality is the
area with the greatest disconnect between communist rhetoric and commu-
nist reality, especially as time passed. If we then suspect that the people who
would be most likely to buy into communist rhetoric would be those “true
believers” from the early years (and note how this is the opposite of the
nostalgia argument), then this ought to be the case where we see the biggest
distinction between Stalinist exposure and all other types. Moreover, given
that communist regimes put more emphasis on gender equality in their early
(largely Stalinist) years, we might expect a stronger effect for greater gender
equality support for communist exposure under Stalinism. And indeed, this

2Note, however, that the HLM results reported in the electronic appendix also yield
positive and marginally significant communist exposure effects.
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is what we find in Model 3: when we allow for cross-country comparisons,
additional years of exposure to Stalinism are associated with significantly
greater support for gender equality, which is not the case for exposure to any
other type of communism."* Furthermore, exposure to both neo-Stalinism
and post-totalitarian communism has a negative effect on support for gen-
der equality, which would be expected if in these years either the rhetoric or
the reality of a commitment to gender equality diminished. When we look
within countries, however, these patterns are much weaker—all the regime
types have positive effects, none of them are statistically distinct from zero,
let alone from one another, but a year of Stalinist exposure still has a pre-
dicted effect that is two times larger than the predicted effect of exposure
from any of the other regime types—thus suggesting that a large part of the
results in Model 3 is being driven by differences across countries.'*

Turning to Models 5 and 6 we find one of the most interesting results
in the chapter. Recall that in previous chapters, to the extent that there was
a difference in the importance of adult versus childhood socialization, it
was always in favor of the former, in contrast to the extant US politics lit-
erature (although see Mishler and Rose 2007 on Russia). Here, however,
we find robust evidence (across both Models 5 and 6) that in the case of
gender equality, it is childhood socialization that has the relationship orig-
inally predicted: more years of early exposure to communism lead to
significantly higher levels of support for gender equality. This pattern sug-
gests that communist education may indeed have led citizens of commu-
nist countries to adopt more pro—gender equality views, while living in a
communist society did not.!'

This contrast between early and adult communist exposure effects, to
which we return in the supplementary analysis in Section 7.5, makes a lot
of sense from the vantage point of the aforementioned distinction between
communist rhetoric and reality on the issue of gender equality. Schools were
one place where the rhetoric was more pronounced but, even more im-
portantly, one place where reality also was in line with that rhetoric, given
the significant progress in ensuring equal access for both girls and boys.
Finally, the interaction models both suggest that early communist exposure

B3The coefficient for Stalinist exposure is statistically distinct from all three other coef-
ficients at a level of p<.01 (and from neo-Stalinist and post-totalitarian exposure at a level
of p<.001).

“Once again, the results for the hierarchical linear models in the electronic appendix are
much closer to the patterns in the fixed-effects models.

15 A supplementary analysis of the gender index subcomponents in the electronic appen-
dix suggests that the positive effects of early exposure primarily affected support for gender
equality in the workplace and (to a somewhat lesser extent) higher education, while adult
communist exposure undermined support for female political leaders and—somewhat more
surprisingly—for higher education gender equality.
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was particularly important in counteracting the negative (anti—gender equal-
ity) effects of adult communist exposure: thus, whereas adult exposure had
a negative and significant effect on those who had not lived under commu-
nism during childhood/adolescence, the effect disappeared completely for
those with the full dose (12 years) of early communist exposure.

Taken as a whole, Table 7.3 suggests that while exposure to commu-
nism writ large does not have the kind of systematic effect on attitudes
toward gender equality as it did in terms of attitudes toward democracy,
markets, or social welfare, there are still effects for particular types of
exposure, most notably exposure during one’s formative years. With this
observation in mind, then, we can move on to consider other sources of
potentially heterogeneous effects from living through communism, in-
cluding both our intensifying and resistance variables at both the aggre-
gate and individual levels.

7.4.1. Country-Level Moderators of Exposure Intensity and
Resistance on Attitudes toward Gender Equality

As in the previous chapters, we relegate the regression tables for our next
sets of analyses to the electronic appendix and include in the text figures
that illustrate the differential effect of an additional year of exposure to
communism at high (95th percentile) and low (5th percentile) levels of
the moderating variable in question.'®

What is immediately apparent from Figure 7.2, which illustrates the
effects of the country-level intensifying and resistance variables on the ef-
fect of communist exposure, is that there is much more separation in this
figure than in any of the earlier chapters. Whereas attitudes toward social
welfare told a story of largely homogenous effects for exposure on people
in different types of countries, attitudes toward gender equality suggests
almost the opposite. Indeed a quick glance at the corresponding table in
the electronic appendix reveals that all the interaction effects (save pro-
portion of hardliners and late-communist political liberalization) are ac-
tually statistically significant (p<.03).

Perhaps the most interesting set of results is found in the first three
pairs of rows containing pre-communist literacy, pre-communist wealth,
and pre-communist level of democracy. these factors would normally be
associated with more progressive outlooks on social issues, but in the
context of our analyses here, these factors were hypothesized to provide
“resistance” to communist socialization, which—in this case—would run
against the more progressive pro—-gender equality views promoted by

16 As previously, we continue at this stage of our analysis to rely only on intra-regional
comparisons and utilize constrained regression analysis with regard to respondent age for
the reasons described in Chapter 3.
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Figure 7.2. Communist Exposure and Gender Equality Support: Country
Moderators

This figure reports the marginal effects of a single year of exposure to commu-
nism in different types of country contexts. The results indicate that communist
exposure had significant negative effects on gender equality support in countries
with high pre-communist literacy, GDP/capita, and democracy, but weakly posi-
tive effects in countries where weaker pre-communist development reduced re-
sistance to communist socialization. The figure also reveals significantly negative
socialization effects in countries with weak overall and late-communist economic
growth and in countries with homegrown communism and with bureaucratic
authoritarian regimes. The only significantly positive communist socialization
regime was in peripheral patrimonial regimes. In interpreting the substantive
size of these effects it is important to keep in mind that the median number of
years of exposure to communism in the analyses that produced this figure was
28 years, while the 90th percentile was 55 years for a resident of the former
Soviet Union and 435 years for a resident of East-Central Europe.
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the communist official discourse. That is exactly what the data reveal
across all three of these variables: pre-communist literacy, pre-communist
wealth, and interwar exposure to democracy are all positively correlated
with gender equality support (see corresponding tables in the electronic
appendix). However, each additional year of exposure to communism for
residents of these countries actually leads to lower levels of support for
gender equality. So while inclined toward more equitable views, residents
of these countries “resisted” communist propaganda by reverting to less
equitable views over time. Put another way, our model suggests that in
a country with the lowest levels of pre-communist literacy (e.g., Albania
or Kyrgyzstan), citizens were unable to “resist” the communist rhetoric
in favor of gender equality—despite starting from a lower baseline—and
therefore each additional year of exposure is associated with increased
support for gender equality (p<.06), whereas in a high-literacy country
like Latvia or Poland, each additional year of exposure is associated with
decreased support for gender equality (p<.001). Taken together, these
patterns suggest that communist socialization led to a convergence in
gender attitudes among the former communist countries, in the sense that
it promoted gender equality in the initially more sexist countries while
undermining it in countries with greater initial gender equality support.
This may also explain why the ex-communist countries clustered toward
the middle of the gender equality distribution in Figure 7.1, with very few
outliers among either the best or the worst performers on the issue.
When we move outside the realm of pre-communist conditions, we con-
tinue to find similar patterns. To reiterate, we suggested that higher levels
of economic growth under communism (either over the entire communist
period or in the last decade of communist rule), late-communist liberaliza-
tion, and homegrown as opposed to imposed communism would all lower
the resistance toward communist socialization, and thus we should expect
more positive effects for a year of exposure in each of these categories.
However, we have also noted that late-communist liberalization might
weaken the effect of communist socialization because of lower levels of
propaganda, which in the context of gender equality could mean that an
additional year of exposure would have a smaller effect on gender equal-
ity support. We do indeed find some evidence supportive of our first hy-
pothesis for both overall and late-communist economic growth: whereas
exposure had a significant negative effect on support for gender equality
in countries with weak growth (and, hence, stronger resistance), for high-
growth countries the exposure effects were essentially nil. However, for
late-communist political liberalization, the effects are in the opposite di-
rection: exposure effects were more negative in countries that liberalized
in the 1980s (albeit only marginally significant at p=.14), which supports
the “weakened ideology” rather than the “positive nostalgia” argument
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with regard to late-communist liberalization. The one case in which our
findings are at odds with our theoretical expectations is imposed versus
homegrown communism, where we find greater resistance to pro-gender
equality socialization in countries with homegrown communism than in
countries where it was externally imposed (even though we would have
expected stronger resistance in the latter).

Interestingly, the largest socialization differential is found when we
compare bureaucratic authoritarian regimes with peripheral patrimo-
nial regimes, but it is in the opposite direction from what we expected.
Far from intensifying the effect of exposure, living in a bureaucratic au-
thoritarian regime is associated with an additional year of exposure to
communism having a strong statistically significant effect on decreasing
support for gender equality. Conversely, additional years of exposure are
associated with increasing support for gender equality in the peripheral
patrimonial regimes. While counter to our intensifying hypothesis, such
a pattern is perfectly consistent with the “equalization of gender equality
attitudes” explanation put forward earlier in regard to pre-communist lit-
eracy: people living in bureaucratic authoritarian states with no years of
exposure to communism have a much higher level of pro—gender equality
attitudes than people living in patrimonial peripheral regimes, but addi-
tional years of communist exposure serve to mitigate these differences.”

Taken together, the aggregate level interaction findings confirm our ob-
servation from the previous section regarding the heterogeneous effect of
exposure on attitudes toward gender equality: we have yet more evidence
that although exposure overall did not seem to have much of a systematic
effect on attitudes toward gender equality, exposure is strongly correlated
with different attitudes toward gender equality in subcategories of the
post-communist population. Moreover, for most of our moderating fac-
tors, this effect is as we expected: factors expected to trigger resistance
lead to additional years of exposure to communism being associated with
decreasing support for gender equality. Conversely, in countries scoring
high on intensifying factors, communist exposure is largely not associ-
ated with lower support for gender equality. To be clear, in only two cat-
egories do we actually find additional years of exposure to communism
associated with more of a pro—gender equality outlook—countries with
very low pre-communist literacy and patrimonial peripheral regimes (and
to a lesser extent low pre-communist wealth)—but the direction of the
heterogeneity is mostly in the expected direction.

7This should not be too surprising, as the two categories have a good deal of overlap
(as they do with pre-communist wealth, which also produces similar results in Figure 7.2).
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7.4.2. Individual-Level Moderators of Exposure Intensity and
Resistance and Attitudes toward Gender Equality

Turning to our individual level moderators in Figure 7.3, we again find a
number of expected effects, although with different patterns from the pre-
vious chapters.

Beginning with religion, we continue to observe statistically significant
evidence of Catholic resistance against exposure effects (p<.001), this
time accompanied by Protestants (albeit with less statistical confidence,
p<.10). But just to reiterate, more resistance here means that each ad-
ditional year of exposure to communism is accompanied by less sup-
port for gender equality. For Muslims and the Eastern Orthodox (who
start at lower levels of support for gender equality than Catholics or
Protestants),'® in contrast, an additional year of exposure to communism
has no real effect on attitudes toward gender equality. Church attendance
also appears to have provided some resistance against the communist
gender equality message, though the difference is just on the border of
conventional measures of statistical significance; moreover, there are no
significant exposure differences once we distinguished between religous
attendance by different denominations.

Moving to education, we see a new pattern: a very strong distinction
between less than primary education and everyone who received at least
a primary education. In a way mirroring the finding for highly illiterate
pre-communist countries, we find that individuals with the lowest levels
of education were the most likely to have increased support for gender
equality associated with each additional year of exposure for communism,
although like Muslims and Eastern Orthodox, the least educated start
with a much lower baseline level of support for gender equality (see elec-
tronic appendix).?’

When we look at the effect of residence, for the first time we do not see
the predicted more intense effect of exposure on urban residents. Indeed,
in this case it is rural residents for whom exposure is more in line with
regime ideology, although the difference is small and far from statistically
significant.

Perhaps the most surprising effect in the entire set of analyses, however,
can be found in the last pairing on Figure 7.3. Here we find two completely
different effects for men and women. Again, men—like the less educated,
Muslims, and Eastern Orthodox—with no exposure to communism have

18See the regression results in the corresponding table in the electronic appendix.

YThose who have not completed primary education and have no exposure to com-
munism start have a roughly 2/3, 1/2, and 1/3 of a standard deviation lower score on the
gender equality index than those with higher, secondary, and primary education completed,
respectively.
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Figure 7.3. Communist Exposure and Gender Equality Support: Individual
Moderators

This figure reports the marginal effects on gender equality support of a single
year of exposure to communism in different types of individuals. The results
indicate negative communist exposure effects among Catholics and Protestants
and among regular churchgoers as well as among post-communist citizens with
at least primary education. The most striking finding is that communist exposure
leads to stronger support for gender equality among men but to weaker support
among women in post-communist countries. In interpreting the substantive size
of these effects it is important to keep in mind that the median number of years
of exposure to communism in the analyses that produced this figure was 28 years,
while the 90th percentile was 55 years for a resident of the former Soviet Union
and 435 years for a resident of East-Central Europe.

much lower (by more than half a standard deviation of the index) sup-
port for gender equality than women do. However, for each additional
year of exposure to communism women become less supportive of gen-
der equality and men become more supportive. In other words, com-
munist exposure makes women less feminist but men less sexist. We can



238 CHAPTER 7

make some sense of this finding from within the rhetoric versus reality
framework. If men did indeed come into contact with more regime rheto-
ric than women, then we might expect them to be relatively more suscep-
tible to incorporating that rhetoric than women. Concurrently, women
might naturally be more supportive of gender equality than men, but years
of exposure to the reality of communism may have undermined that some-
what, perhaps because state controlled women’s movements in the com-
munist bloc largely steered clear of the more assertive feminism adopted
by women’s organizations in parts of the non-communist world. And to be
clear, the model still predicts that even with the full Eastern European dose
of exposure to communism (45 years), women would still on average have
a .17 higher score on the gender equality index than men.?

Overall, even though, unlike in the preceding three chapters, exposure to
communism did not have a clear average effect on attitudes toward gender
equality, we do find interesting patterns for the effect of exposure when
we interact it with the intensifying and resistance variables. Thus living
through communism—in some countries, and for some individuals—does
seem to have had an effect on attitudes toward gender equality, albeit in
a much less consistent way than doing so did in terms of attitudes toward
democracy, markets, or social welfare.

7.5. DIFFERENTIAL COMMUNIST EXPOSURE TIMING
EFFECTS FOR WOMEN VERSUS MEN

The two most striking findings in the preceding two sections have been the
differential effects of early versus adult communist exposure and the un-
even impact of exposure to communist rule on the gender equality support
of women versus men. While these results are interesting in and of them-
selves, they nevertheless raise a few additional questions about the sources
of this heterogeneity. What aspects of communist exposure triggered these
different effects on men and women? Did these differences originate in
early communist exposure, or did they only develop once communist citi-
zens entered adulthood?

To answer these questions, we present the results of an extension of
our analysis in the preceding two sections. The empirical setup is very
similar to the one in the last set of interactions from Figure 7.3—it uses
constrained regressions on data for the ex-communist countries from the
second through fifth waves of the World Values Survey to explain varia-

20 According to the model, 76 years of exposure would be needed to eliminate the differ-
ence altogether, which, ironically enough, is still more than the time from the 1917 Bolshe-
vik revolution until the dissolution of the Soviet Union at the end of 1991.
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Figure 7.4. Communist Exposure, Sex, and Gender Equality Support

This figure reports the effects of early and adult communist exposure on gender
equality support for women and men. Early exposure is measured as the number
of years between the ages of 6 and 17 that a respondent has lived in a communist
country and the reported effects correspond to a 12-year difference in exposure
(corresponding to a change from the 5th to the 95th percentile of respondents in
the sample). Adult exposure is measured as the number of years after the age of
18 that a respondent has lived in a communist country and the reported effects
correspond to a 44-year difference in exposure (corresponding to a change from
the 5th to the 95th percentile of respondents in the sample, and equivalent to the
full exposure to communism of a resident of an Eastern European ex-communist
country). The results in the top part of the figure suggest that early communist
exposure promoted greater support for gender equality among both women and
men, but the effects were stronger for men. The lower part of the figure suggests
that adult communist exposure moderately promoted gender equality among men
but significantly undermined it among women.

tions in the three-item gender equality index—but now we interact the
respondent’s sex with both his or her early and adult communist expo-
sure. This setup allows us to estimate separate early and adult communist
socialization effects for both men and women. The results are once again
presented in graphical form in Figure 7.4, while the full results are avail-
able in the electronic appendix. The one difference compared to Figures 7.2
and 7.3 is that the exposure effects are not the marginal effects of one
year, but instead represent the equivalent of the difference between the
Sth and the 95th percentile in early exposure (12 years) and adult expo-
sure (44 years).!

2'While this is a broader percentile range than typically used in presenting substantive ef-
fects, we chose it because these differences are substantively more meaningful than compar-
isons for the 10th and the 90th percentile. Thus, 12 years of early exposure is the difference
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The results in Figure 7.4 offer a more nuanced picture of the drivers of
the heterogeneous communist exposure effects on women and men from the
former Soviet bloc. The top part of the panel suggests that both boys and
girls became more supportive of gender equality as a result of being ex-
posed to communist regimes during childhood and adolescence, though
the effects were substantively larger and statistically stronger for boys/
young men than for girls/lyoung women.?> However, while the divergent
communist exposure effects may have started to develop during childhood/
adolescence, the real contrast occurs with respect to adult exposure. As
shown in the bottom part of Figure 7.4, while adult communist exposure
continued to have an (albeit somewhat weaker) pro—gender equality effect
on men, for women the effects were significantly negative and substantively
quite large (about one-quarter of a standard deviation in the DV for those
receiving the full dose of adult communist exposure in Eastern Europe).?

Taken together, these findings suggest two important qualifications to
our earlier findings in Table 7.3 and Figure 7.3. First, while the positive
effects of early communist exposure on gender equality support are fairly
similar for both sexes, the negative effects of adult communist exposure
are driven exclusively by the fact that such exposure weakened feminist
attitudes among women rather than by promoting sexist attitudes among
men. Second, the negative overall impact of socialization on the gender
equality support of Eastern European women is due to experiences dur-
ing adulthood, which implies that it should have limited effects among
the younger generations.

7.6. COMMUNIST EDUCATION AND ATTITUDES
TOWARD GENDER EQUALITY

Perhaps one of the most interesting differences between the findings in
the previous section and the trends from earlier chapters is that unlike for
other types of attitudes, support for gender equality was affected more
strongly by early rather than adult communist exposure. While this find-

between having lived all vs. none of one’s life between ages of 617 in a communist country,
while 44 years corresponds roughly to the maximum adult communist exposure for citizens
of post—World War II Eastern European communist regimes.

22The difference in female vs. male early exposure effects fell just short of being statisti-
cally significant (.11 two-tailed).

ZFurthermore, separate tests for the three components of the gender index (results avail-
able in the electronic appendix) indicate that the negative effects of adult communist expo-
sure on women were very similar with respect to support for female political leaders, gender
equality in labor markets, and higher education access.
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ing is in line with our theoretical discussion about the tension between
rhetoric and reality as well as the contrast between genuine communist
progress in educating girls and women and the persistence of significant
gender inequality in other areas of society, it nevertheless raises some
interesting questions about the mechanisms through which this seem-
ingly effective early socialization occurred. Therefore, in this section we
briefly address what is one of the most obvious candidates for explain-
ing this pattern: the nature of communist education.?* Given the earlier
socialization findings and the tension between egalitarian rhetoric and
the unequal reality of everyday life, we expect the effects of communist
education to be more egalitarian the further it is removed from that adult
reality, that is, we predict more egalitarian effects for primary and pos-
sibly secondary education than for higher education.

Of course, the question is what to use as a counterfactual for assessing
the effects of communist education. One possibility would be to judge it
against similar types of education in non-communist countries, that is, to
compare two people with otherwise similar demographic backgrounds
and from otherwise comparable countries with the only difference being
that one of them attended secondary school in a communist country, while
the other attended it in a non-communist country. However, to disentangle
the effects of education from those of other types of communist socializa-
tion, such tests would have to control for the length of communist expo-
sure of different individuals. The other option, which sidesteps the con-
cerns about cross-national comparisons, would be to compare individuals
from within the former Soviet bloc but to compare the impact of getting a
secondary education under communism to that of a secondary education
received during either the pre-communist or the post-communist periods.
Since once again we need to include communist exposure and age in our
models, we ran these tests using the same constrained regression approach
we employed for the tests in the previous sections.

In terms of data, we draw on the WVS surveys, but rather than coding
the highest educational achievement for any given respondent, we com-
bined the schooling data with information about the respondent’s age
and country of origin to create a different set of education measures that
capture the regime under which a respondent attended different levels of
schooling. More specifically, for each respondent from a post-communist
country we coded (dichotomously) whether he or she had attended each of
three types of education (primary, secondary, and post-secondary) in each
of three distinct periods (pre-communist, communist, and non-communist).
Note that the resulting nine dummy variables are neither mutually exclu-
sive (since an individual could have attended primary school under both

*4See as well the discussion of this point in Chapter 2, Section 2.3.4.
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Table 7.4. Communist Education and Gender Equality Support

(1) (2) (3) (4)
Pre-communist education -.044
(.043)
Communist education 219%* .308%**
(.028) (.038)
Post-communist education 0567
(.017)
Non-communist education 212%*
(.024)
Pre-communist primary education -.039
(.044)
Communist primary education JA26%* 217%*
(.028) (.036)
Post-communist primary .071*
education (.033)
Pre-communist secondary .128%
education (.061)
Communist secondary education 158%* Jd65%%
(.021) (.028)
Post-communist secondary .084%**
education (.020)
Pre-communist higher education 270%*
(.095)
Communist higher education 138%* 170%*
(.021) (.026)
Post-communist higher education J126%%
(.025)

Non-communist primary .148%*
education (.023)
Non-communist secondary 1457
education (.017)
Non-communist higher education Jd64%*

(.014)
Post-communist citizen -.361* -.364*
(.157) (.160)
Total communist exposure -.002* -.001 .001 -.000
(.001) (.001) (.001) (.001)
Age -.002 -.002 -.006**  -.004**
(.000) (.000) (.001) (.001)
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Table 7.4. (continued)

(1) (2) (3) (4)
Year dummies Yes Yes Yes Yes
Other demographic controls Yes Yes Yes Yes
Pre-communist controls Yes Yes Yes Yes
Sample PC PC All All
Observations 52,172 52,172 215,826 215,826

Note: This table demonstrates communist education is associated with greater support
for gender equity, and that this effect is for the most part concentrated in the lower educa-
tional tiers. The dependent variable is an index of three questions—one on whether men
make better political leaders than women, one on whether university education is more
important for a boy than a girl, and one on whether men should be more entitled to a job
than women when jobs are scarce—standardized to a mean of 0 and a standard deviation
of 1. The list of independent and control variables can be found in Table 3.1 of Chapter 3.
Full regression results are in the electronic appendix. The data utilized in these analyses are
from the 2nd, 3rd, 4th, and 5th waves of the World Values Survey. Robust standard errors
in parentheses: ** p<.01, * p<.03, # p<.1.

pre-communism and communism), nor collectively exhaustive (since indi-
viduals without any education would score 0 on all measures and thus rep-
resent the excluded category when interpreting the results). Based on these
indicators we also created different combinations of categories, to cap-
ture whether an individual had attended any schooling in a given regime,
and, for the regressions on the full set of communist and non-communist
countries, we combined pre-communist and post-communist education in
a non-communist category to allow for comparisons with non-communist
countries.

The results in Table 7.4 largely confirm that communist education had
a stronger pro—gender equality effect than non-communist education;
note that this comes out of both our intra-regional (Models 1 and 2) and
inter-regional (Models 3 and 4) analyses. The contrast is particularly clear
when we restrict our focus to the inter-temporal comparison of education
in the former Soviet bloc: thus, judging by the results in Model 1, while
respondents with at least some communist education received a signifi-
cant and reasonably large gender equality boost (equivalent to a quarter
of a standard deviation), the effects were only about a quarter as large for
post-communist education and had an insignificant anti-egalitarian ef-
fect for those with pre-communist education. The pattern is confirmed in
Model 3 (which includes all the respondents from both post-communist
and non-post-communist countries), where we find that while both com-
munist and non-communist education had a positive impact on support
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for gender equality (compared to the baseline of no education), the effects
were about 50% larger for those educated under communism, and the dif-
ference between the coefficients is statistically significant.?®

In Models 2 (only post-communist respondents) and 4 (all respondents)
we differentiate education by both regime and level of education. While
the results are somewhat noisier,® they do provide some support for our
expectation that the gender equality boost of communist education would
be largely concentrated in the lower educational tiers. Thus, according
to Model 2, the impact of communist primary education is substantively
larger and statistically stronger than for both pre-communist and post-
communist primary education, and the difference in coefficients is statisti-
cally significant (at .002 one-tailed) compared to the former and margin-
ally significant (at .09 one-tailed) compared to the latter. Model 2 also
suggests that communist secondary education had more egalitarian effects
than either pre- or post-communist secondary education, though in this
case the difference in coefficients was only significant vis-a-vis the latter.
By contrast, even though communist higher education had a positive and
significant effect (compared to the reference group of someone without
any education), this effect was no stronger than for non-communist higher
education.?” The global comparison in Model 4 confirms that communist
primary education was more conducive to gender equality than its non-
communist equivalent (and the difference was marginally significant at .05
one-tailed), but this boost did not extend to either secondary or higher
education.

Overall, the results of this additional analysis confirm the broad social-
ization patterns associated with living through communism that we iden-
tified in Section 7.4 whereby the ideological commitment of communist
regimes to greater gender equality was matched by reality only during
the early years of the lives of its citizens, during which the massive strides
toward ensuring gender equality in education were reflected in the attitu-

Bt is important to note that a post-communist citizen with no education, though,
would be over one-quarter of a standard deviation lower on the gender equality index than
a commensurate citizen of a non-post-communist country with no education (see the coef-
ficient on the post-communist citizen dummy variable in Model 3). So while the pro—gender
equality boost is larger from a communist than non-communist education, the difference
in the size of this boost only makes up about a quarter of the original gap in support for
gender equality.

26This may be due in part to there being relatively few respondents in some of the cate-
gories (such as respondents with pre-communist secondary and higher education or respon-
dents with post-communist primary education).

Y’Moreover, it was actually weaker than for those with pre-communist higher educa-
tion. That being said, people with pre-communist higher education make up less than 0.5%
of our respondents from post-communist countries.
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dinal effects of individuals exposed to the school system. However, these
gender-egalitarian effects of communist education were already somewhat
weaker during secondary education and disappeared completely for higher
education, a pattern that mirrors the weaker (and even reversed) impact of
adult communist exposure.

7.6. CONCLUSIONS

In this chapter, we examined attitudes toward gender equality as our
fourth issue area for assessing the effect of communist legacies. We did so
fully acknowledging that compared to the previous three areas—support
for democracy, markets, and the welfare state—there was a much greater
disconnect between rhetoric in favor of gender equality and reality, which
was quite a bit more complicated, as well as the fact that we were moving
into an area that was less central to communist ideology and (likely) less
popular among the citizenry (especially compared to welfare benefits).

Nevertheless, the baseline finding from our initial examinations of the
raw data, the bivariate analyses, and just about all our living in a post-
communist country analysis was still somewhat surprising: not only were
we unable to find any evidence of a “pro—gender equality” attitudinal dif-
ferential in post-communist countries, but we quite often found exactly
the opposite. To the extent that post-communist citizens held different
attitudes toward gender equality from those of citizens elsewhere, they
were likely to be less, not more, supportive of gender equality. This was
particularly the case when controlling for historical effects (such as where
communism took root), economic conditions, socioeconomic develop-
ment patterns, and the fact that communism featured rule by left-wing
governments.

At the same time, however, we did find some evidence that the effect of
communist education may have played a role in inculcating pro—gender
equality views in line with communist rhetoric. Two sets of findings point
in this direction. First, unlike in previous chapters, we found that early
communist exposure led to greater gender equality support, but adult ex-
posure did not. This was the first time we observed this pattern, which is
in line with the idea of schools shaping the development of a particular at-
titude. Second, in Section 7.5, we examined the direct effect of communist
education on pro—gender equality attitudes and did indeed find that com-
munist education had a larger effect on gender equality support than ei-
ther pre-communist or post-communist education (when looking within
post-communist countries) or than non-communist education (when com-
paring with non-communist countries). Moreover, when contrasting differ-
ent levels of communist education to their non-communist counterparts,
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it is primary education that seems to have the strongest pro—gender equal-
ity effect.

Why is this important? We argued at the beginning of the chapter that
the one place where communist rhetoric in support of gender equality
matched reality was likely to be in the educational sphere, and, within the
educational sphere, probably most clearly at lower levels of education,
where girls were educated on a par with boys. In other words, while the
overall effects of communist socialization on gender equality were at odds
with the official discourse and less central to the communist project, com-
munism left the expected attitudinal imprint in the one area where reality
most closely reflected rhetorical commitments: primary education. While
far from the last word on the matter, these findings do suggest that actions
speak louder than words when it comes to communist-era legacies due to
living through communism. Simply being a tenet of communist ideology
may not be enough to create a legacy effect if that guiding principle is
not reflected in reality. Clearly, communist societies were less democratic,
featured more centralized economic planning, and more state-provided
social welfare than most of their non-communist counterparts. Whether
these societies were actually more hospitable toward women, however,
varied greatly across different societal spheres, and our findings do indeed
reflect this difference.



CHAPTER 8

Temporal Resilience and Change

AN AMERICAN, A RUSSIAN, AND A ROMANIAN ARE SITTING AT BREAKFAST
TALKING ABOUT THEIR DREAMS.

THE AMERICAN sAYs: “I had the worst nightmare last night. I dreamt that
it was 2030, I turned on NBC, and they had a report on the record
corn crop at some kolhoz in Indiana.”

THE RUSSIAN RESPONDS: “My dream was even worse. [ dreamt that it was
2030, and I turned on Russian TV, and I couldn’t even understand
anything because the whole news report was in Chinese.”

THE ROMANIAN CHIMES IN: “But I had the worst nightmare of all. I also
dreamt that it was 2030, and I turned on Romanian TV, and there
was Ceaugescu giving a speech to some guys in a factory!”

—Romanian joke, late 1980s

8.1. INTRODUCTION

The preceding four chapters have revealed significant attitudinal differ-
ences between citizens of post-communist and non-communist countries
on a number of crucial political and economic issues during the first two
decades after the collapse of Eastern European and Soviet communism.
Moreover, despite important variations across different types of countries
and individuals, we have consistently found substantively and statistically
significant effects of individual exposure to communist regimes on atti-
tudes toward democracy, markets, and social welfare (as well as a more
nuanced set of findings regarding gender equality). The relative stability
of this result reinforces the idea that despite its ultimate geopolitical and
ideological defeat, communism left a lasting legacy not only in institu-
tional terms but also in the hearts and minds of its former subjects.
Nonetheless, our analysis up to this point has largely identified aver-
age attitudinal effects over the first twenty years of transition without
addressing the temporal dynamics of public opinion during a particularly
tumultuous period of Eastern European and Eurasian history. This has
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followed from our decision to conduct primarily pooled analysis of all
our data, although we have always controlled for the year of the survey.
While there were good theoretical reasons to ground our analyses in this
manner, doing so leaves many interesting questions unanswered. There-
fore, in this final empirical chapter we address what is perhaps the most
important follow-up question raised by our analysis so far: how tempo-
rally resilient are the attitudinal effects of the communist socialization
project and of communist regimes more broadly? Put another way: are
the effects we have identified in the previous chapters largely constant
over time or do they vary in meaningful ways as time passes?

The answers to these questions are important from a number of dif-
ferent perspectives. Perhaps most obviously, they can contribute to the
ongoing debates in the literature about the end of the transition and the
continued theoretical relevance of the “post-communist” label and im-
plicitly about the raison d’étre of post-communist studies as a political
science subfield.! Along the lines of Shleifer and Treisman’s (2004, 2014)
argument about the normalization of ex-communist countries, for our
purposes we may ask at what point we can consider post-communist
citizens “normal,” not in some normative or clinical sense, but rather in
the sense of holding political attitudes that are indistinguishable from
those held by citizens of developmentally comparable countries.> From
this perspective our analysis has the advantage of offering an objective
criterion for judging whether normalization is occurring and if so how
quickly.

The analysis in this chapter also contributes to broader debates about
the dynamics of political socialization by bringing evidence from the post-
communist transition to bear on questions about the durability of par-
ticular socialization episodes and the interaction between prior social-
ization and subsequent political shocks/aging processes (Krosnick and
Alwin 1989; Visser and Krosnick 1998; Sears and Valentino 1997; Prior
2010; D. Osborne et al. 2011). By looking at the temporal evolution of
post-communist legacies in Eastern Europe and Eurasia, we can begin to
assess the extent to which the timing of socialization affects its durability,
thereby testing the importance of the “impressionable years” highlighted
by the literature on partisanship formation in the United States. Further-
more, our focus on a variety of different political attitudes lends itself to
testing the extent to which socialization is uniformly resilient across issue

1See, e.g., Nodia (2000); Bernhard and Jasiewicz (2015); Ekiert (2015); Hozi¢ (2015);
Kubik (2015), Pop-Eleches (2015); and Tucker (2015).

>To reiterate points made in the introductory chapter, this would not necessarily mean
that in the aggregate attitudes would be identical in post-communist countries to attitudes
elsewhere, but rather that attitudes would be a function of characteristics such as demo-
graphics, politics, and economics in the same way as elsewhere.
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areas, or whether certain attitudes remain more deeply ingrained than
others. For example, are attitudes toward more concrete issues affecting
everyday life (such as the availability of welfare services) more or less
malleable than more abstract questions about political regimes? Similarly,
are attitudes about areas in which there was a consistency across rheto-
ric and action (e.g., social welfare provision) more durable than those
where the rhetoric was more divorced from reality (e.g., gender equal-
ity)? Finally, the significant variation in post-communist economic and
political trajectories among the countries of the former Eastern bloc of-
fers a fascinating opportunity for testing how the resilience of communist
socialization patterns is affected by the nature and magnitude of subse-
quent attitudinal shocks. For example, are people more likely to hang on
to the anti-market ideology of communism in countries where the post-
communist transition to a market economy has been particularly pain-
ful? Conversely, do the effects of communist socialization disappear in
ex-communist countries with successful transitions to market economies?
The answers to these questions are not only interesting in their own right
for our understanding of post-communist politics, but also allow us to
test the scope conditions of our findings about the continued importance
of communist attitudinal legacies.

8.2. THEORETICAL EXPECTATIONS

While a full-fledged theory of the temporal evolution of communist at-
titudinal legacies and the durability of political socialization effects more
broadly would go far beyond the scope of the theoretical arguments laid
out in Chapters 1 and 2 of this book, we of course want to have some the-
oretical grounding for our discussion of the temporal evolution of post-
communist attitudes. We therefore introduce three heuristics for think-
ing about the different types of factors that we would expect to shape
the resilience of post-communist exceptionalism in political attitudes,
which we will call the “fleeting legacies,” “generational replacement,” and
“temporary divergence” models. Or, to put it more concretely, in the first
model there is a gap initially but it disappears fairly quickly, in the second
model it persists as long as there are people alive socialized under com-
munism, and in the final model the size of the gap may even increase in
size, at least initially.

Given our findings in earlier chapters, our starting point for this dis-
cussion is the fact that with the partial exception of gender equality at-
titudes, we have found that the political views of post-communist citizens
were visibly shaped by exposure to communist rule in the sense that—at
least on average—they were less supportive of markets and democracy
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and more supportive of welfare states than their non-communist counter-
parts, and these effects were more pronounced for individuals who had
lived longer under communist regimes.

Given that for much of the extant literature the primary question re-
lated to the temporal resilience of communist legacies has been when
rather than whether communist legacies would cease to matter (e.g., Shle-
ifer and Treisman 2004; Bernhard and Jasiewicz 2015; Pop-Eleches 2015)
we begin by discussing two stylized models of attitudinal convergence.
The first model, which we will call the fleeting legacies model, assumes
the half-life of individual communist socialization to be fairly short and
therefore predicts a fairly rapid convergence of both ex-communist coun-
tries to the rest of the world (i.e., the “normalization” hypothesis) and a
fairly quick attitudinal convergence across individuals with different de-
grees of communist exposure within ex-communist countries. The most
straightforward theoretical justification of such an expectation would be
the collapse of the communist ideological project in the last decade (or
more) of communist rule, which paved the way for the ideological domi-
nation of economic neoliberalism starting in the late 1980s (Williamson
1990) and the growing sense of liberal democracy as “the only game in
town” in the 1990s.3

Alternatively—and possibly in combination with the first view—we
may have expected to see a gradual weakening of the common Lenin-
ist legacies following from the significant and highly heterogeneous eco-
nomic political shocks experienced by post-communist citizens (at both
the individual and the country levels). Given that the trajectories of part
of the region—driven by the dynamics of Western integration—moved
fairly quickly in the direction of (albeit fragile and imperfect) market
economies, liberal democracies, and economic recovery while other ex-
communist countries struggled with new forms of authoritarianism, hy-
brid economic systems, and poor economic performance (Hellman 1998;
Frye 2002; Vachudova 2005; Pop-Eleches 2007), it seems reasonable to
expect economic and political attitudes to reflect increasingly these new
post-communist realities rather than an increasingly distant shared com-
munist past.* Note, however, that from this perspective, we may expect

3To be sure, both of these effects weaken as one moves from Central Europe further
east through the Caucasus region and Central Asia, especially in terms of liberal democ-
racy. Moreover, given recent events in the post—Great Recession era in terms of the rise of
populism throughout Europe and the United States, we might expect both of these effects
to now be weakening generally as well. This, of course, remains a subject for future research
requiring analysis of data beyond what we have collected for this book.

*Note that even though in Chapters 4-7 we have found post-communist economic con-
ditions and political institutions to have a fairly modest overall effect in explaining post-
communist exceptionalism, such average effects could theoretically mask heterogeneous
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to see greater heterogeneity in the half-life of communist legacies, and, in
particular, we should expect post-communist exceptionalism to persist
longer in countries whose post-communist economic and political per-
formance has been more disappointing.’

The second post-communist attitudinal convergence model, which we
will call the generational replacement model, relaxes the assumption of
diminishing individual socialization effects. According to this framework,
even if communist socialization efforts produced lasting effects on the
individuals subjected to them, we should expect former communist coun-
tries to converge gradually to the attitudinal patterns of non-communist
countries through a generational replacement process, whereby older gen-
erations with stronger communist mentalities are gradually replaced by
new generations born shortly before or even after the fall of communism.
While such a process should still be detectable with our data (especially
given the declining life expectancy in many ex-communist countries),
complete convergence would obviously take several decades, and could
be further delayed to the extent that the type of intergenerational attitude
transmission discussed in Chapters 5§ and 6 is sufficiently strong. More-
over, under such a scenario, we would expect to see very limited conver-
gence among different age cohorts within the countries of the former
communist bloc: whereas the older generations are “stuck” in their old
mentalities, the youngest generations with limited or no direct commu-
nist exposure should be very different from their parents and grandpar-
ents and at the same time be virtually indistinguishable from their non-
communist counterparts. Obviously these trends will also be attenuated
to the extent that intergenerational transmission is fairly effective.

The third (and final) model questions the very assumption of post-
communist “normalization” and allows for the possibility that (at least
for a while) the effects of communist socialization could increase over
time. We will refer to this scenario as the temporary divergence model
in order to highlight (a) that the gap is getting larger (i.e., attitudes are
diverging as opposed to converging) and that (b) we expect this effect to
eventually reverse (i.e., that is, it will be temporary in nature).®* While a
systematic theory (and empirical test) of the psychological and political

temporal effects, with communist legacies mattering greatly at the outset but vanishing after
a few years.

SRelatedly, we may expect individuals who have fared poorly during the post-communist
period, i.e., transitional losers, to be more likely to hang on to political preferences linked
to the communist regimes (e.g., Tucker 2006).

¢On one level, this is purely definitional: attitudes cannot diverge forever without hitting
some sort of ceiling effect. However, we intend this in a slightly stronger way—such that we
expect the dynamics of transition to result in the divergence coming to a close eventually—
for reasons we lay out in the rest of the paragraph.
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underpinnings of this phenomenon is beyond the scope of our efforts
here, we can test for observable implications of this framework. The logic
of this model can be summarized as follows: despite the shortcomings
of the ideological appeal of communism in the late-communist period,
the widespread disappointment with the economic trauma of the post-
communist transition, characterized by deep recessions, growing inequal-
ity, and collapsing welfare states, created the political context for an ideo-
logical reassessment of communism. To the extent that this reevaluation
happens fairly uniformly across different cohorts—perhaps because of
a strong elite-driven communist nostalgia discourse at the national level
(Ganev 2014)—then we should expect to see a significant growth in
country-level post-communist exceptionalism, combined with a relatively
constant difference across age cohorts (as a function of the length of per-
sonal communist exposure).

Alternatively, however, it is conceivable that this reevaluation could
be concentrated among particular groups, either because the communist
nostalgia discourse resonates more strongly with individuals who experi-
enced more extensive personal communist socialization, or because certain
groups suffered disproportionately during the post-communist transition
and therefore embraced communist values as part of a straightforward
“retrospective pocketbook” logic. Given that the individuals affected by
the latter scenario have tended to be disproportionately older, both of
these dynamics should be expected to have similar observable implica-
tions from the perspective of our analysis, in the sense that they should
lead to a rather sharp polarization of political attitudes across different
age cohorts within the former communist countries.

While our primary goal in this chapter is to establish empirically which
of these three models best describes the public opinion patterns during
the first two decades of the post-communist transition, it is nevertheless
worth noting that based on our discussion of particular attitudes in earlier
chapters, we can formulate some tentative hypotheses about which mod-
els we would expect to apply in particular issue areas. Thus, given our
discussion in Chapter 7 about the ambiguous communist legacy vis-a-vis
gender equality questions, combined with the fact that gender issues have
generally not figured prominently in the communist nostalgia discourse of
the last two decades, we should expect the rapid convergence patterns of
the fleeting legacies model to apply most clearly to post-communist gender
equality attitudes.

At the other extreme, given the much greater consistency between
communist rhetoric and reality vis-a-vis welfare state services, we expect
communist socialization to have been much more effective—and there-
fore more resilient—in this area, which should translate into a longer
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half-life of post-communist exceptionalism. The strong effects of personal
exposure in Chapter 6 (Table 6.3) imply that pro—welfare state attitudes
should be more pronounced among the older cohorts, and these differ-
ences were probably exacerbated by the lack of economic opportunities—
and hence the higher reliance on welfare state support—among the older
post-communist cohorts. What is less clear is to what extent younger
generations would still be affected by the communist attitudinal imprint:
on the one hand, the analysis in Chapter 6 suggests that the higher post-
communist support for welfare states also applied to younger individuals
with more limited personal experiences with communist welfare states.
Furthermore, the analysis of unemployment attitudes in Hungary in Chap-
ter 6 revealed significant cross-generational transmission of welfare state
preferences, which is likely to reduce cross-generational differences and
to extend the half-life of communist-era pro—welfare state preferences.
On the other hand, pro—welfare state socialization may have been shal-
lower among the younger cohorts, which, combined with the greater eco-
nomic opportunities during the post-communist transition, could lead to
a shorter half-life of communist legacies.

Based on our earlier analysis, we expect attitudes toward markets to
be characterized by fairly significant cohort differences within the former
communist countries: thus, given the strong anti-market effect of personal
communist exposure, older generations should be considerably more
hostile toward markets than post-communist citizens born shortly be-
fore (or even after) the fall of communism. Moreover, as in the case of
welfare state preferences, these differences are likely to be exacerbated by
the fact that in general younger individuals were more likely to benefit
from the opportunities created by capitalism and less likely to suffer from
its downsides than their parents and grandparents, particularly during
the steep economic decline of the early post-communist period. From
this perspective, the temporary divergence model seems to be a promis-
ing candidate for capturing the temporal dynamics of attitudes toward
markets, especially with respect to attitudinal differences across cohorts.
On the other hand, the abject failure of communist command economies
during their final two decades (Kornai 1992) arguably meant that the
communist ideological dictums about the inherent inferiority of market
economies were probably less persuasive and therefore anti-market con-
victions should be less ideologically resilient than welfare state prefer-
ences. As a result, as the post-communist capitalist systems started to sta-
bilize and even grow, their (albeit unevenly distributed) benefits may have
started to reverse the anti-market ideological shock of the early transi-
tion years and should therefore contribute to a gradual convergence of
market attitudes among post-communist citizens (along the lines of the
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fleeting legacies model). However, the strength of this rebound should
vary considerably across both countries and individuals, depending on
the strength of the recovery and how widely its benefits are distributed.

Finally, we expect the temporal dynamics of democratic attitudes to
be fairly similar to those vis-a-vis markets. This expectation is based
on the fact that—as in the case of markets—the ideological appeal of
communist “people’s democracies” was not particularly strong but the
region’s largely disappointing early post-communist political trajectory,
marked by growing corruption, considerable political instability (in-
cluding violent conflict), and weak democratic representation, may have
provided—at least in the early transition years—additional ideological
credibility to communist nostalgia arguments about the putative political
advantages of communist regimes over Western-style democracies. More-
over, to the extent that for many post-communist citizens the concepts of
markets and democracy were closely intertwined for a variety of reasons
(see, e.g., Bunce 1998; Fish 1997; Kitschelt 1992), democratic attitudes
were likely also affected by some of the same generational dynamics dis-
cussed above with respect to markets, with older cohorts turning more
anti-democratic than their younger compatriots as a result of their disaf-
fection with the post-communist transition and the resonance between
this experience and their prior communist political socialization. How-
ever, by the same token, we expect this initial divergence in democratic
attitudes (across both cohorts and countries) to give way to a gradual con-
vergence in subsequent years, owing to a combination of generational re-
placement and—possibly—some degree of pro-democratic “updating” as
at least some of the region’s economies and political systems started to
function more effectively.”

Before proceeding to our findings, one final methodological point is in
order. To the extent that we are tracing the evolution of a gap in attitudes
between post-communist citizens and those in other countries over time
(e.g., Figures 8.1, 8.4)—as opposed to the change over time in our estimate
of the effect of exposure to communism on post-communist citizens (e.g.,
Figures 8.2, 8.3)—it remains possible that the change is coming from the
comparison category as opposed to post-communist citizens; that is, we
could see the democracy gap shrink because people elsewhere are becom-

70f course, this also implies that post 2008 there could be a similar anti-democratic up-
dating as the region reacts to economic shocks associated with the Great Recession. How-
ever, any such analysis trying to test hypotheses related to this expectation would need to
wrestle carefully with the question of whether such an updating represented a communist
era legacy or, alternatively, represents a convergence with other non-post-communist coun-
tries having a similar reaction to a similar economic shock. While a very interesting—and
important—subject for future research, it is again beyond the analysis of the current book.
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ing less enamored with democracy, not because post-communist citizens
are becoming more supportive.® Such a scenario would not invalidate our
analysis in this chapter—since post-communist countries are no longer
isolated from global political and economic trends, the fact that they es-
chew broader global attitudinal trends would still be worth investigating
and could well be rooted in communist legacies—but it would affect our
interpretation of the temporal evolution of the attitudinal gaps between
ex-communist and non-communist countries. Therefore, we analyzed the
temporal patterns of attitudes in the non-communist countries in our
WWS sample. For two of the four attitudes—democracy and gender
equality support—we found no clear temporal trend, so any temporal
differences in the post-communist gap can be interpreted as being largely
driven by attitudinal change in the ex-communist countries. For the
other two attitudes, the temporal trends suggest a decline in market sup-
port and an increase in welfare state support among the citizens of non-
communist countries, which means that our estimates of the persistence
of communist anti-market and pro—welfare state attitudes in this chapter
are—if anything—likely to be conservative.’

8.3. EMPIRICAL RESULTS

As a first step toward understanding the resilience of post-communist
attitudinal legacies we employ the empirical setup from the baseline
analyses used in Model 4 of the first table in Chapters 4-7—a cross-
national sample using WVS data from 1989 to 2009 and controlling for
pre-communist conditions and individual demographic indicators—but
in addition to the dichotomous post-communist country indicator, we
also included interaction terms between this variable and the year of the
survey (as well as year squared, to capture nonlinear time trends).!° While
the full regression results are available in the electronic appendix, given
the difficulty of interpreting quadratic interaction terms on the basis of
regression coefficients, in our discussion of these (and subsequent) results
we rely almost exclusively on the graphical illustration of the predicted

$We thank Timothy Frye for raising this point.

*Time will tell if these patterns hold post—Great Recession, but for now it is sufficient
to note that any such changes should not effect the interpretation of the results presented
in this chapter.

10Recall that the democracy questions were not asked in Wave 2 of the WVS, and there-
fore our democracy analysis begins in 1995. Readers will also note that none of the figures
in this chapter contain estimates for 2008 and 2009; this is simply because there were too
few surveys in these years to reliably calculate year-specific estimates.
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(a) Temporal evolution of post-communist democracy (b) Temporal evolution of post-communist market
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Figure 8.1. (a) Temporal Evolution of Post-communist Democracy Deficit;

(b) Temporal Evolution of Post-communist Market Support Deficit; (c) Temporal
Evolution of Post-communist Welfare State Support; (d) Temporal Evolution of
Post-communist Gender Equality Support

The four panels in this figure show the temporal evolution of the difference be-
tween post-communist and non-communist countries for the four types of political
attitudes discussed in Chapters 4-7. The first two panels show that for democracy
and market support, the size and statistical significance of the post-communist
exceptionalism increased until the late 1990s but then declined noticeably and was
no longer significant by 2007. The third panel shows a virtually unchanged and
substantively large post-communist surplus in support for the welfare state. The
fourth panel shows an initially significant post-communist deficit in support for
gender equality in the early 1990s, which gradually declined in substantive and
statistical significance over the first transition decade. For comparability, all depen-
dent variables are standardized to have a mean of 0 and a standard deviation of 1.
All statistical models control for pre-communist country differences and individual
demographic characteristics. For full regression results, see the electronic appendix.

values of the four political attitude indicators we used in our earlier em-
pirical chapters.

Figure 8.1 illustrates the size of the gap between attitudes in post-
communist countries and non-communist countries by year (controlling
for pre-communist conditions and individual demographic indicators) on
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our standardized scale where all indexes/indicators have a mean of 0 and
a standard deviation of 1. The overall temporal patterns in the four fig-
ures are broadly in line with our theoretical expectations in the preceding
section. Most strikingly, Figure 8.1¢ reveals that both the magnitude and
the statistical significance of the pro—welfare state post-communist effect
are virtually unchanged from 1990 to 2007. These findings confirm that
at least on average the demand of post-communist citizens for a paternal-
ist welfare state has been largely unaffected by the almost two decades of
tumultuous post-communist transformations and highlight the resilience
of the communist legacy in this respect.

By contrast, Figure 8.1d suggests that attitudes toward gender equal-
ity are compatible with either the fleeting legacies or the generational
replacement model: an initially significant post-communist sexist bias in
the early 1990s declines by roughly 60% over the course of the first tran-
sition decade and is no longer even close to statistical significance by the
end of the 1990s. While this pattern confirms the more inconsistent com-
munist stance on gender issues discussed in Chapter 7, it is worth noting
briefly that the convergence trend seems to have largely stopped after
2000, and there is even some (admittedly weak) evidence of a renewed
move in the direction of divergence by 2007. Moreover, the gender equal-
ity patterns show that rather than being completely irrelevant—as we may
have concluded from the analysis in Table 7.1 in Chapter 7—communist
legacies also affected gender equality attitudes, but the effects were more
fleeting than for other indicators and are therefore washed out in the
pooled analysis. Again, though, it is worth reiterating that the direction
of this effect—while it lasted—was the opposite of what we originally
expected based on communist rhetoric regarding gender equality, if not
actual practices on the ground.

Finally, according to Figures 8.1a and 8.1b post-communist support
for democracy and markets initially exhibited the type of pattern associ-
ated with the temporary divergence model discussed in the previous sec-
tion. However, after bottoming out in the late 1990s, we notice a fairly
significant convergence after 2000 for both democratic and market sup-
port, and by 2007 the post-communist exceptionalism was no longer sig-
nificant at conventional levels. However, we should note that whereas
for market support the post-communist effect had (at least on average)
disappeared completely in 2007, the anti-democratic legacy of commu-
nism was somewhat more resilient, in the sense that by 2007 the deficit
was only about a third smaller than in 1995, and was at least marginally
significant at .10 (one-tailed). Nonetheless, for these two indicators of at-
titudes toward the two central elements of the post-communist economic
and political transition, the cross-national survey evidence suggests that
rather than experiencing a more or less rapid convergence to “normality,”
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the political attitudes of former communist subjects initially underwent
a radicalization process, before exhibiting the type of convergence pre-
dicted (implicitly or explicitly) by the transition paradigm.

Overall, the analysis so far suggests that post-communism—to the ex-
tent that we conceptualize it in terms of divergent average political and
economic attitudes—seemed to be “over” with respect to market support,!!
and to a somewhat lesser extent for attitudes toward democracy and
gender equality, but that the communist legacy of welfare state reliance
had been largely unaffected by the first two decades of the post-communist
transition. To understand the micro-dynamics of these aggregate patterns
in greater detail, our next two sets of figures turn to the question of how
the impact of personal communist exposure has changed over time since
1990. This approach can help us begin to understand the nature of the
initial divergence process in support for markets and democracy. More-
over, it allows us to test whether the aggregate convergence trends with
respect to gender equality in the 1990s and vis-a-vis markets and democ-
racy after 2000 were driven primarily by generational replacement (as
predicted by the generational replacement model) or reflect a weakening
of communist socialization effects, and if so, whether these changes af-
fected post-communist publics uniformly or were concentrated among
particular age cohorts.

Figures 8.2a—d illustrate the results of Models 1-4 in related tables in
the electronic appendix, which are based on the specifications of Model 1
in Tables 4.3-7.3 respectively, but in addition to the demographic and pre-
communist controls also include an interaction term between the years
of communist exposure (after age six) and survey year and year squared
(to allow for nonlinear temporal effects). The results confirm patterns
from the earlier country-level comparisons, in that they once again show
different temporal evolutions for different political attitudes.

However, the temporal trends in individual exposure also add a num-
ber of interesting nuances to the earlier analysis. Perhaps the most strik-
ing difference is with respect to the comparison between democracy and
market support: whereas in Figures 8.1a and 8.1b we had found that the
average (negative) post-communist country effect had been somewhat
more resilient for democratic support, the situation is reversed for indi-
vidual exposure effects. Thus, even though for both indicators the effects
of exposure declined by about 50% from around 1997 to 2007, for mar-
ket support exposure continues to be statistically significant even by the
end of our study period, whereas for democracy the effect is both substan-

1Or at least was over prior to the advent of the 2007-8 global economic crisis. Whether
it returned following the crisis is an important subject for future research.
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Figure 8.2. (a) Over-Time Change in Communist Exposure Effects on Democ-
racy; (b) Over-Time Change in Communist Exposure Effects on Market Sup-
port; (c) Over-Time Change in Communist Exposure Effects on Welfare State
Support; (d) Over-Time Change in Communist Exposure Effects on Gender
Equality Support

The four panels in this figure show the temporal evolution of a year of personal
communist exposure for the four types of political attitudes discussed in Chap-
ters 4—7. The top left panel shows that for democracy support, the size and sta-
tistical significance of the communist exposure effects declined gradually after
the mind-1990s and were no longer significant by 2008. According to the top
right panel exposure effects on market support increased until the late 1990s
but then declined noticeably, though they were still significant by 2008. The
bottom left panel shows an initially increasing and then largely stable positive
exposure effect on support for the welfare state. The bottom right panel shows
an initially noticeable but statistically insignificant negative exposure effect on
support for gender equality in the early 1990s, which completely disappeared
by 2000. For comparability, all dependent variables are standardized to have a
mean of 0 and a standard deviation of 1. All statistical models control for pre-
communist country differences and individual demographic characteristics. For
full regression results, see the electronic appendix.
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tively weaker!? and statistically insignificant by 2007. In other words, it
appears that exposure effects on market attitudes, which had been stron-
ger than for democracy even at the height of divergence around 1996-98,
continued to be more pronounced a decade later. Moreover, the effects
of the initial divergence/radicalization are much clearer in Figure 8.2b,
where we can see that the overall growth in the post-communist anti-
market bias in Figure 8.1b was accompanied by a roughly twofold in-
crease in the effects of communist socialization.!®> However, Figures 8.2a
and 8.2b also reflect an important commonality in that they suggest that
the post-1997 country-level convergence was driven not only by gen-
erational replacement but also by a significant attenuation of individual
communist exposure effects. What is less clear—and represents an inter-
esting area of future research—is whether this decline in socialization ef-
fects represents part of a longer-term process of legacy decline or merely a
return to the “steady-state” level from the early 1990s as post-communist
citizens recovered from the shock of the early transition period.'

By comparison, it appears that at least on average post-communist
welfare state preferences were much less affected by the vagaries of the
transition. According to Figure 8.1c, the effects of communist exposure
increased moderately during the crisis of the 1990s!* and then broadly
stabilized after 2000. Combined with the steady country-level post-
communist exceptionalism effect in Figure 8.1c, these findings suggest
that the aggregate stability was a result of two parallel and opposite pro-
cesses—a slight strengthening of communist exposure effects and the
gradual generational replacement process—cancelling each other out.
While extrapolating beyond the current data is obviously risky, especially
given the unpredictable effects of the shock of the global financial crisis
after 2008, these patterns suggest that in the next decades welfare state
attitudes may evolve along the lines of the generational replacement
model in our theoretical discussion.

2Thus, based on Figure 8.2b, an additional 40 years of communist exposure in 2007
(i.e., the effect of having been exposed to 40 years of communism as opposed to zero years
on someone taking a survey in 2007) was equivalent to .26 of a standard deviation in the
market support index, whereas for democracy in Figure 8.2a the effect of a similar 40 years
of exposure in 2007 was about .14 of a standard deviation.

3For democratic attitudes the patterns are less clear, but this is due largely to the fact
that the democracy questions were not asked in WVS before 1995, and we did not feel com-
fortable extrapolating from the post-1995 data.

“Indeed it is worth noting that in Figure 8.2b the exposure effects on market support
are almost identical at the starting and end point of our study period (1990 and 2007).

5The increase during the first post-communist decade was nontrivial (about 50%),
but the magnitude of the increase was less than half the corresponding increase for market
support in Figure 8.2b.
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Finally, Figure 8.2d nicely complements the earlier aggregate-level pat-
terns of fairly rapid convergence in gender equality attitudes. Whereas in
the early 1990s we can detect an (albeit only marginally significant) nega-
tive communist exposure effect, the legacy of communism appears to de-
cline quite rapidly in the first transition decade and the effect disappears
completely by the end of the 1990s. This finding suggests that the rapid
aggregate-level convergence reflected in Figure 8.1d was not simply the
result of generational replacement but rather reflects genuine attitudinal
change along the lines of the fleeting legacies model (though it should be
noted again that the starting point was in the opposite direction of what
we would have expected from the perspective of the communist rhetori-
cal commitment to gender equality).

As a next step, mirroring our analysis in Chapters 4-7, we address the
corollary question of whether the resilience of communist socialization
depends not only on the particular issue area but also on the timing of so-
cialization. While in the earlier analysis we saw that on average adult so-
cialization left a larger attitudinal footprint on attitudes toward democ-
racy, markets, and welfare states—only gender equality was an exception
with a stronger effect for childhood socialization—we now turn to the
question whether these average effects over the first two decades of post-
communism were driven primarily by differences in starting points at the
outset of the transition or by the greater resilience of adult socialization
to the attitudinal shocks of the transition process. To do so, we use the
same setup as in the regressions underlying Figures 8.2a—d, but instead
of overall exposure we interact early and adult exposure separately with
survey year (and year squared).

While largely confirming the findings from Chapters 4-6 about the
greater importance of adult communist socialization and the broad tem-
poral trends discussed above in the context of overall communist expo-
sure, the patterns in Figures 8.3a—d nevertheless provide a more nuanced
and dynamic picture of the temporal dimension of communist legacies in
the post-communist period. Thus, whereas in Figure 8.2d we saw that the
impact of total communist exposure on attitudes toward gender equal-
ity disappeared over the course of the first post-communist decade, Fig-
ure 8.3d shows a more interesting mix of trends. More specifically for
adult exposure we see a very similar pattern of the gradual disappearance
of an initial sexist bias. However, for early exposure the roughly paral-
lel temporal trend means that while in the early 1990s early communist
exposure (between ages 6 and 17) had no effect on gender equality pref-
erences, over the course of transition we can detect a growing positive
effect, which achieves statistical significance after 2000. This suggests
that the relative gender equality of communist education systems is re-
flected in the longer-term gender attitudes of individuals who have gone
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Figure 8.3. (a) Over-Time Change in Communist Exposure Effects on Democ-
racy Support; (b) Over-Time Change in Communist Exposure Effects on Market
Support; (c) Over-Time Change in Communist Exposure Effects on Welfare
State Support; (d) Over-Time Change in Communist Exposure Effects on Gen-
der Equality Support

The four panels in this figure show the temporal evolution of a year of early vs.
adult personal communist exposure for the four types of political attitudes dis-
cussed in Chapters 4-7. The first three panels show that adult exposure had
consistently negative effects on democracy and market support and positive ef-
fects on welfare state support, and even though the size of the effect diminished
after 2000 for all three attitudes, it nevertheless continued to be significant. By
contrast, early socialization had smaller, less significant, and more temporary
effects on economic and regime attitudes. The bottom right panel shows a grad-
ually declining negative adult exposure effect and a growing positive early expo-
sure effect on support for gender equality, which achieved statistical significance
around 2000. For comparability, all dependent variables are standardized to
have a mean of 0 and a standard deviation of 1. Early exposure measures the
years lived under communist regimes between the ages of 6 and 17, while adult
exposure captures years under communism experienced at ages 18 and above.
All statistical models control for pre-communist country differences and indi-
vidual demographic characteristics. For full regression results, see the electronic
appendix.
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to school under communism, which may bode well for the generations
that experienced only early communist socialization but were spared the
more sexist reality of adult life under communism.

A roughly comparable picture emerges with respect to democratic at-
titudes: as illustrated in Figure 8.3a, the negative impact of adult social-
ization gradually declined after the mid-1990s, though its effect was still
at least marginally significant (at .06 one-tailed) in 2007. Meanwhile,
the impact of early communist socialization switched (from negative to
positive) over the course of the transition, but its effects were far from
achieving statistical significance at any point during the 1995-2007 pe-
riod. Nonetheless, given that the anti-democratic effects of communist
socialization seem to be limited to individuals with adult communist
exposure, these findings suggest that the post-communist convergence
in democratic norms is likely to continue because of a combination of
gradually declining socialization effects and a slow but steady process of
generational replacement. An important caveat here is that we are again
discussing only an attitude gap between post-communist citizens and
non-post-communist citizens: should later data reveal a general global
trend away from support of democracy in the era following the global
economic crisis, these data suggest little reason to expect that the post-
communist countries would be an exception to such a trend.

The temporal evolution of early versus adult communist exposure ef-
fects was somewhat more heterogeneous for market and welfare state
attitudes. As we can see in Figures 8.3b and 8.3c, adult exposure roughly
replicates the earlier temporal patterns, whereby the communist social-
ization effects doubled during the first decade and declined subsequently.
However, the decline was more significant with respect to anti-market
attitudes, where the exposure effect in 2007 declined to 1990 levels, as
opposed to the much more modest fall-off in adult exposure effects on
welfare state preferences, providing yet again further evidence of the re-
silience of post-communist attitudes toward social welfare.

The more interesting dynamics are with respect to early socialization,
where we discover reversed temporal trends for market versus welfare
state attitudes. Thus, as illustrated in Figure 8.3b, the anti-market effects
of early communist exposure increased sharply during the early 1990s;
by the late 1990s they were statistically significant and of comparable
magnitude to those of adult exposure. However, these effects proved to
be much more transitory, and by 2007 the early exposure effects had once
again vanished completely, while the adult exposure effects continued to
be negative and statistically significant. Meanwhile, the early communist
exposure effects on welfare state attitudes not only failed to achieve sta-
tistical significance during the entire 1990-2007 period, but they actually
weakened slightly during the crisis in the 1990s. However, Figure 8.3¢
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also reveals an (albeit modest and imprecisely estimated) uptick in early
exposure effects on welfare state attitudes and hints at a growing conver-
gence of communist exposure effects irrespective of its timing.

8.4. AGE COHORT ANALYSIS

The next set of figures addresses the same set of questions through a
slightly different methodological approach by analyzing the temporal
evolution of attitudes among different age cohorts in post-communist
and non-post-communist countries. In this analysis, we divided respon-
dents into nine different ten-year age cohorts based on their year of birth
and then analyzed the interaction between the post-communism dummy
variable, the survey year and year squared, and these nine age cohorts
(analyzed as a nominal rather than a continuous variable to allow for
maximum flexibility in analyzing cohort differences). As in the previ-
ous analyses, the regressions on which the figures were based include
our standard demographic and pre-communist developmental controls.
While such an approach is not without its drawbacks,!¢ it does have the
advantage of allowing us to synthesize in a single set of figures informa-
tion about both the differences between citizens of post-communist coun-
tries and those living elsewhere in the world, and the within-country dif-
ferences between cohorts with different degrees of communist exposure.

Since including all nine age cohorts on a single figure would have made
the figure practically impossible to read (especially without color illustra-
tions), we have chosen to focus on three cohorts (separated by 30-year
intervals) that can be seen as representing three different generations af-
fected in different ways by the communist experience. Individuals from
the first cohort, who were born between 1915 and 1924, experienced the
full dose of adult communist exposure but—at least in the case of the
post-WWII communist regimes of Eastern Europe—were not subjected
to early communist exposure. Members of the second cohort were born
between 1945 and 1954 and thus had all their early socialization under
communism while also experiencing communism as adults for between
two and three decades. The final cohort, born between 1975 and 1984,

*In addition to the perennial question about how to define the length and start/end
years of particular cohorts, for our analysis such an approach has the added disadvantage
that the different start and end dates of the communist regimes across the former Soviet
bloc means that for some cohorts the actual exposure to communism for individuals from
a given cohort might vary significantly across different post-communist countries.
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Figure 8.4. (a) Cohort Differences in Post-communist Democracy Support;

(b) Cohort Differences in Post-communist Market Support; (c) Cohort
Differences in Post-communist Welfare State Support; (d) Cohort Differences

in Post-communist Gender Equality Support

The four panels in this figure show the temporal evolution of the difference
between three post-communist and non-communist age cohorts for the four
types of political attitudes discussed in Chapters 4-7. The top left panel suggests
that the initial post-communist democratic deficit was primarily driven by the
significantly less democratic older cohorts, but by 2007 the age differences had
been reduced and even partially reversed for the oldest cohort. The top right
and bottom left panels show that the increase in post-communist anti-market
and pro—welfare state attitudes in the 1990s was driven by the older cohorts,
while the youngest cohort actually turned more pro-market. However, in both
panels we see significant attitudinal convergence between different age cohorts
by the end of the time periods. The bottom right panel shows a gradually declin-
ing negative effect among the older cohorts, while the youngest cohort showed
rapid relative increases in gender equality support until 2002 followed by a
noticeable decline. For comparability, all dependent variables are standardized
to have a mean of 0 and a standard deviation of 1. All statistical models control
for pre-communist country differences and individual demographic characteris-
tics. For full regression results, see the electronic appendix.
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typically had at least a few years (but not the full dose) of early communist
socialization but did not experience communist regimes as adults.!”

The most striking findings are with respect to the relative cohort evo-
lution of attitudes toward markets and welfare states. For these attitudes,
which are most closely connected to the economic trauma of the early
transition period, Figures 8.4b and 8.4¢ indicate that the growing post-
communist exceptionalism of the 1990s was driven by a radicalization
of the oldest cohorts, rather than by a uniform societal rejection of capi-
talism.'® Indeed, for both indicators, the youngest cohort in our figure
moved in the opposite direction in response to this crisis, thereby further
exacerbating the generational divergence in economic preferences by the
end of the 1990s. However, it should be noted that while in the case of
welfare state preferences this shift merely amounted to a relatively mod-
est reduction in the cohort’s enduring pro—welfare state bias (that con-
tinued to be statistically significant throughout this period), in the case
of attitudes toward markets, the 1975-84 cohort actually developed a
statistically significant pro-market bias after 1998.

The temporal evolution of democratic support in Figure 8.4a also re-
veals a fair bit of convergence between different age cohorts after the
mid- to late 1990s, but this convergence has a darker side in the sense
that it was driven not only by the reduction in the anti-democratic bias
in the older cohorts but also by a significant worsening of the democratic
deficit of the younger cohort. This pattern helps explain why despite the
declining impact of communist exposure revealed in Figures 8.2a and
8.3a, the country-level democratic deficit of post-communist countries
did not completely disappear during the first two transition decades. And
while the democratic attitude reversal of the oldest cohort is impressive—
and may reflect the anti-communist effects of pre-communist early social-
ization discussed in Chapter 4—its implications for the future of demo-
cratic support in the ex-communist countries is modest because it means
that in this case generational replacement is starting to be at odds with at-
titudinal convergence given the deteriorating democratic support among
the younger cohorts.

The cohort trajectories in Figure 8.4d further reinforce the earlier find-
ings about the complicated and uneven dynamics of communist lega-
cies with respect to gender equality support. First, even though the two
older generations broadly follow the overall trend of a diminishing post-

17Note that since the oldest individuals from this cohort turned 18 only in 1993, we did
not have enough respondents from the cohorts in the WVS before 1995 to make us feel con-
fident about presenting estimates for this cohort in these figures prior to 1995.

8This result of a particularly large gap in support for social welfare among the older
cohort is consistent with Alesina and Fuchs-Schiindeln (2007)’s findings regarding differ-
ences being especially pronounced between the older cohorts of East and West Germans.
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communist sexist bias, it is worth noting that the oldest cohort in the
figure (born in 1915-24) actually exhibited a consistently weaker sexist
bias that the generation of their children. This difference, which is con-
sistent with the findings in Chapter 7 about the greater gender equality
effects of Stalinist exposure compared to other subtypes of communism,
also means that—in the short term—the positive impact of weakening
negative exposure effects are likely to be counteracted by generational
replacement dynamics. Finally, the evolution of the youngest cohort in
Figure 8.4d is somewhat puzzling in the sense that the initial sexist bias
of the cohort in the mid-1990s was reversed by the early 2000s, only to
dip back into significantly negative territory by 2007. While we need to
be careful about extrapolating from the evolution of this cohort over the
course of just a bit more than a decade, the continuation of this down-
ward trend would undermine the prospects for more progressive attitudes
on gender equality in the post-communist world.

8.5. INDIVIDUAL-LEVEL ATTITUDE CHANGE:
PANEL EVIDENCE FROM GERMANY

In the analysis so far, we have analyzed the temporal evolution of post-
communist political and economic attitudes using cross-national data
from successive waves of the World Values Survey. As discussed in Chap-
ter 3, this approach has the advantage of drawing on a broad range of
countries and thereby expanding the external validity of our analysis.
However, this data source also has certain limitations due to the chang-
ing mix of countries in different waves and survey years, and these limi-
tations may be particularly relevant when studying temporal change.?”
Moreover, even if we were to focus on successive surveys from the same
set of countries, we may be concerned that temporal changes in attitudes
could be affected by differences in samples across successive waves,

YThus, we may worry that what we interpret as over-time attitudinal change is simply
an artifact of the fact that different countries make up both the post-communist and the
non-communist groups of countries in different years. Of course, these concerns should
be at least partially alleviated by our individual and country-level controls, and we are
reassured by the fact that we find very similar results using fixed-effects specifications for
Figures 8.2a-d and 8.3a-d, which suggests that our findings are not driven primarily by
changing sample compositions. However, fixed-effects specifications are not really feasible
for the models involving the post-communist dummy variable (which varies only across but
not within countries); as Figures 8.1 and 8.4 are measuring the gap in attitudes between
post-communist and non-post-communist countries/cohorts, the analysis by definition in-
cludes the post-communist dummy variable.
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thereby limiting our ability to isolate genuine attitudinal changes from
other confounding factors.?

Therefore, in this section we analyze data from the three-wave Ger-
man Election Panel Study (GEPS) around three successive national elec-
tions in 1994, 1998, and 2002.2! As discussed in Chapter 3, these within-
Germany comparisons have the additional advantage of minimizing
cultural/linguistic sources of survey response heterogeneity. At the same
time, however, it is also important to bear in mind some of the external
validity limitations of analyzing intra-German variation, both because
East German communism differed in some respects from communism
elsewhere in Eastern Europe, and because Germany’s pre- and especially
post-communist experience differed from the rest of the region.

While the German election surveys did not use the same survey ques-
tions as the ones we used in our WVS analyses in the preceding sections,
they nevertheless included useful questions for two of the attitudes ana-
lyzed in this book. Thus, we used a survey question that asked respon-
dents to agree or disagree (on a five-point scale) with the statement that
dictatorship is better than democracy in some circumstances, which we
coded so that higher values indicate stronger disagreement and therefore
stronger support for democracy. To capture attitudes toward markets, we
used another five-point agree-disagree question focused on the statement
that the most important companies need to be nationalized, and similarly
coded it so that higher values indicate greater market support.

To capture the dynamics of post-communist attitudinal change for
individuals with different levels of communist exposure, our statistical
models use a very similar cohort variable as the one used in the WVS
analysis, with individuals placed into 10-year cohorts based on their birth
year.?2 We then interact this eight-category cohort variable with the post-
communism dummy and focus on the attitudinal differences between
post-communist and non-communist (i.e., East and West German) co-
horts. All the regressions include a standard set of demographic control
variables including education, age, residence, occupational status, income,

20Such changes could be driven by the use of different sampling frames by the survey
firms running successive surveys, but they may also reflect certain demographic changes
(e.g., migration or mortality patterns) that could be correlated with political attitudes. Thus,
if many young people leave the country and pro-market young people are more likely to
seek work abroad, then even with well-designed national samples we may find an artificial
decline in pro-market attitudes in certain age cohorts even if individual-level attitudes re-
main unchanged.

#1See Chapter 3, Section 3.4.1.3 for details on this survey.

22The only difference is that since the German data stopped in 2002 we did not include
the youngest cohort we had used in the WVS data (post-19835 births), since such individuals
were not represented in the German panel surveys.
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Figure 8.5. (a) Cohort Differences in Democracy Support (1994); (b) Cohort
Differences in Market Economy Support (1994)

The two figures illustrate the differences in democratic attitudes (Figure 8.5a)
and market attitudes (Figure 8.5b) between East and West Germans for different
age cohorts. The first figure does not show any clear patterns of cross-cohort
democratic support differences, except for an imprecisely estimated democratic
surplus among East Germans born pre-1915. The second panel shows that East
German anti-market attitudes were somewhat stronger among respondents born
between 1915 and 1934, but there were once again no clear patterns for those
born in the post-1945 period. The data utilized in these analyses are from the
1994 wave of the German Election Panel Study. All statistical models control

for individual demographic characteristics. For full regression results, see the
electronic appendix.

sex, and religious denomination and attendance (see the electronic appen-
dix for complete details).

As a first step in Figures 8.5a and 8.5b, we establish an attitudinal
baseline reflecting the degree to which the democratic and market prefer-
ences of different cohorts from post-communist East Germany differed
from their West German counterparts in the first survey wave of 1994.
The two figures represent the predicted value and the 95% confidence
intervals of the difference between East and West German respondents
for the different age cohorts. As expected based on the within-Germany
analysis in Chapters 4 and 5, East German respondents were overall more
anti-democratic and anti-market than their West German compatriots.

In terms of cohort differences, Figure 8.5a does not reveal very sig-
nificant cross-cohort differences that can be obviously traced to differ-
ences in communist exposure. The most striking difference is between
the two oldest cohorts—FEast Germans born between 1915 and 1924
appear to be significantly less democratic than their West German coun-
terparts while their compatriots born a decade earlier (pre-1915) exhibit
a democracy surplus—albeit a statistically insignificant one—but given
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Figures 8.6. (a) Cohort Changes in Democracy Support (1994-98); (b) Cohort
Changes in Market Economy Support (1994-98); (c)

(a) Cohort changes in democracy support (1998-2002)  (b) Cohort changes in market economy support
(1998-2002)
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Figures 8.7. (a) Cohort Changes in Democracy Support (1998-2002);

(b) Cohort Changes in Market Economy Support (1998-2002)

The four panels in figures 8.6 and 8.7 illustrate the relative changes in demo-
cratic attitudes (Figures 8.6a and 8.7a) and market attitudes (Figures 8.6b and
8.7b) between East and West Germans from different age cohorts. The estimates
show the change in the East-West attitudinal differences 1994-98 (Figures 8.6a
and 8.6b) and 1998-2002 (Figures 8.7a and 8.7b). The first two figures confirm
the growing anti-democratic and anti-market gap among post-communist re-
spondents during the mid-1990s while the second two figures indicate that the
trend continued into the late 1990s and early 2000s in Germany. The only ex-
ceptions to this trend were the oldest (pre-19135) and oldest (post-1975) cohorts,
for which the negative effects were weaker in terms of both substantive and
statistical significance 1994-98. The data utilized in these analyses are from the
1994, 1998, and 2002 waves of the German Election Panel Study. All statistical
models control for individual demographic characteristics. For full regression
results, see the electronic appendix.
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that both these cohorts had identical communist exposure, the difference
cannot be readily traced to communist socialization differences. Instead,
the difference may be due to the fact that the older cohort came of age
in Weimar Germany (they were 18 or older in 1933) and so the experi-
ence of Germany’s democratic interlude may have inoculated this cohort
against the anti-democratic influence of communist socialization, whereas
the slightly younger (1915-24) cohort spent its early adulthood in Nazi
Germany and thus did not get the same democratic education. Beyond
that, the only partially significant difference is the greater democratic
deficit of the 1955-64 cohort, though again it is unclear how this dif-
ference can be explained from a straightforward communist exposure
perspective given that the two adjacent cohorts had significantly smaller
democratic deficits.

Judging by Figure 8.5b, cohort differences in market attitudes exhib-
ited some important similarities, including the pronounced difference
between the two oldest cohorts and the clear “dip” for the 1955-64 co-
hort, which appears to have been more deeply affected by communist
socialization than the two adjacent age cohorts. However, the monotonic
decline in the anti-market communist bias between the 1915-24 and
1945-54 cohorts is consistent with the importance of adult communist
socialization in driving anti-market attitudes. But given that this trend
does not continue for the three youngest cohorts, we need to be careful
about placing too much weight on this explanation.

We now turn to analyzing the temporal change patterns that are our
core theoretical interest in this chapter. For these models, we take advan-
tage of the study’s panel structure and regress an individual’s attitude at
time ¢ on that same respondent’s attitude at time -1 and on the inter-
action between cohorts and the post-communism dummy variable dis-
cussed above.? Therefore, the estimated effects in Figures 8.6a and 8.6b
capture the change in the post-communist attitudinal difference between
1994 and 1998 (while Figures 8.7a and 8.7b repeat the analysis for the
1998-2002 period). Thus, a negative value in Figures 8.6a and 8.6b
means that between 1994 and 1998 post-communist respondents from a
given cohort have become more anti-democratic/anti-market than West
German respondents from that same cohort, while positive values indi-
cate a reduction in the post-communist democracy/market support deficit
for that cohort from 1994 to 1998.

Overall, Figures 8.6a and 8.6b confirm our cross-national findings that
the post-communist democracy and market deficits became more pro-
nounced during the mid-1990s. Moreover, given that these changes are
measured at the individual level, we have greater confidence that these

23As in the regression analysis used to generate Figures 8.5a and 8.5b, these models
include demographic controls and the year of the survey.



272 CHAPTER 8§

trends capture genuine radicalization rather than the changing composi-
tion of different cohorts across successive survey waves. According to
Figures 8.7a and 8.7b, this divergent trend seems to have continued at
roughly comparable rates from 1998 to 2002, which suggests that post-
communist divergence lasted somewhat longer in Germany than else-
where in the Eastern bloc, where an albeit slow convergence had started
around 2000 (see Figures 8.1a and 8.1b).

The other broad pattern worth noting in the four figures is that as
long as we ignore the oldest cohort (pre-1915) we can identify some in-
teresting differences between democracy and market support in the atti-
tudinal changes by cohort. Thus, in both Figure 8.6b (1994-98) and Fig-
ure 8.7b (1998-2002) the anti-market turn of East Germans was more
pronounced in the older cohorts, which is consistent with the broader
regional patterns we identified in Figure 8.4b and suggests the role of
longer adult communist exposure in driving anti-market radicalization.
In contrast, Figure 8.6a reveals that the anti-democratic turn was more
pronounced for the younger cohorts from 1994 to 1998.%* While this
finding is in line with the broader regional patterns in Figure 8.4a about
the weakening democratic support among the younger post-communist
cohorts in the mid-1990s, it is at odds with our theoretical expectation
that individuals with longer communist exposure would be more likely
to radicalize in response to the crisis of the 1990s. However, Figure 8.7a
suggests that this pattern was reversed from 1998 to 2002, when, in line
with our theoretical expectations, the post-communist anti-democratic
bias grew faster among the older cohorts.

Finally it is worth noting that the pre-1915 generation, which already
stood out in terms of its baseline market and democratic support patterns
in Figures 8.5a and 8.5b, also exhibited distinctive change patterns as
compared to their slightly younger counterparts. Thus during the 1994—
98 period, the pre-1915 cohort defied the general radicalization trend of
other East German cohorts, while in 1998-2002 they experienced greater
democratic backsliding, although these effects were very imprecisely esti-
mated (and not statistically significant from zero). While a more detailed
analysis of the mechanisms underlying this greater immunity to com-
munist socialization among the “Weimar” cohort is beyond the scope of
the current analysis, it nevertheless echoes our earlier findings about the

24The youngest cohort is a partial exception from this trend, but this estimate needs to
be treated with caution because most individuals from that cohort were too young to be
included in the 1994 survey, so we have few observations for that cohort in the 1994-98
analysis.

ZNote, however, that in Figure 8.4a the democracy deficit for the older cohorts was
already gradually improving by the mid-1990s, whereas in Germany it was merely growing
more slowly than for the younger cohorts.
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greater resistance to communist socialization in regard to both democracy
and markets (see Figures 4.2 and 5.3 in Chapters 4 and 35, respectively)
in countries with pre-communist democratic experiences.

Overall, our analysis of the German panel data confirms our earlier
findings about the growth in anti-democratic and anti-market communist
socialization effects in the mid-1990s and suggests that in Germany this
divergence process continued until at least part of the 1998-2002 period.
Moreover, our panel analysis suggests that for market attitudes this radi-
calization was much more pronounced for older cohorts than for their
younger compatriots. Taken together, these findings confirm that com-
munist socialization affected the temporal evolution of attitudes towards
democracy and markets during the first decade of transition.

8.6. ECONOMIC PERFORMANCE AND THE RESILIENCE
OF COMMUNIST SOCIALIZATION EFFECTS

In this final empirical section we analyze the moderating influence of eco-
nomic performance on the resilience of communist socialization effects.
In particular, we examine the extent to which the anti-market and pro-
welfare state attitudes of post-communist citizens, and particularly those
with extensive personal exposures to communism, were shaped by the
differential economic trajectories of their countries during the post-
communist transition. Such an analysis is warranted for a number of rea-
sons. First, it permits us to get a clearer understanding of the mechanisms
underlying the radicalization phenomena during the first decade of the
transition revealed by the analysis in Section 8.3 of this chapter. Was the
growing anti-market and pro-welfare state sentiment of the older co-
horts primarily driven by the catastrophic economic performance of new
(at least semi)capitalist institutions in some ex-communist countries, and
if so, which aspects were particularly salient? Or was the disenchantment
with markets and the even stronger embrace of the welfare state part of
a broader regional phenomenon affecting even citizens of countries that
had enjoyed fairly successful post-communist economic trajectories?
Second, understanding the extent to which post-communist attitudi-
nal exceptionalism and the resilience of communist exposure effects are
driven by the vagaries of economic performance could have important
implications for the future prospects of attitudinal “normalization” in the
ex-communist countries. To the extent that the radicalization of the 1990s
was driven by the post-communist economic decline, then we may expect
subsequent crises—including the post-2008 global financial crisis—to
trigger a revival of communist legacies. If, however, the initial decline was
not affected by economic conditions—perhaps because it reflected a more
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generalized realization of the limitations of new economic and political
institutions to bring about rapid progress—then we might expect the
gradual decline of communist attitudinal legacies to continue and eventu-
ally produce the long-expected normalization of post-communist politics.

Finally, this analysis can help us establish another set of scope condi-
tions for arguments about the importance of communist exposure. In par-
ticular, we can test whether the strength and resilience of exposure ef-
fects in our earlier analyses were primarily driven by the disappointing
economic performance of most post-communist countries, particularly
during the first decade of the transition. If we are able to observe a much
quicker normalization of political attitudes in countries with more favor-
able economic trajectories, then we would need to be more careful in our
assessment of the strength of communist socialization effects. Instead, it
might be more warranted to conclude that the resilience of a communist
imprint was driven by a “perfect storm” of long-term communist social-
ization efforts combined with very disappointing post-communist eco-
nomic reform results that reinforced the (initially compromised) credibil-
ity of communist ideological teachings.?

To test the moderating effects of post-communist economic perfor-
mance, we return to the empirical setup from Section 8.3 using data from
the World Values Survey for 1989-2009 and analyzing the temporal evo-
lution of age cohort differences between post-communist and non-post-
communist countries. However, in line with our theoretical interests, for
the analysis in this section we included an additional interaction effect
with one of two economic performance indicators: the size of GDP as a
percentage of 1989 levels and the level of economic inequality (both mea-
sured in the year preceding the survey). While other indicators of economic
performance could obviously be important, these two indicators capture
two of the most important aspects of the post-communist crisis—the
deep and lasting economic decline and the rapid growth of inequality—
while at the same time offering significant contrasts between countries
that recovered quickly and experienced limited inequality growth (such
as Poland) and others stuck in the high-inequality low-growth trap of
the transition J-curve for much of the first two post-communist decades
(Hellman 1998). Given our focus on economic conditions, we limit our
analysis to the two indicators that we would expect to be affected most
directly by economic performance: attitudes toward the market and the
welfare state.

2Note that this analysis supplements our earlier findings in Chapters 4, 5, and 6
that merely controlling for economic conditions does not explain away the various post-
communist attitudinal gaps. Our analysis here should therefore be construed as an attempt
to dig deeper into this question to see if there is other evidence consistent with such our
earlier findings that we can illustrate with a somewhat less blunt statistical tool.
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The results of these tests are once again presented graphically in Fig-
ures 8.8a—d, while the full regression results are available in the electronic
appendix. Note that given the complicated nature of the interaction ef-
fects*” in this analysis, we limit our simulations to two values for the
interacted variables in each model. Thus we focus on two age cohorts,
1935-44 and 1965-74, separated by three decades and, more impor-
tantly, by large differences in adult communist socialization. For the eco-
nomic indicators we also choose two values, representing the lower and
higher range of economic output change (+25% vs. -25% compared to
1989 levels) and economic inequality (Gini coefficient of 30 vs. 44).2

The most important pattern that emerges from the four figures is that
even though economic conditions played a moderating role in the ex-
pected direction—that is, anti-market/pro-welfare state views were more
pronounced in countries experiencing economic decline and high income
inequality—the differences between age cohorts in countries with similar
economic performances are much larger and have higher levels of statisti-
cal significance than the differences between well-performing and poorly
performing countries for any given age cohort. Moreover, members of the
older post-communist cohort (who had extensive adult exposure to com-
munism) displayed a significant anti-market and pro-welfare state bias
compared to their non-communist peers of the same age for most of the
transition period, even in countries with solid post-communist growth
and modest inequality increases. In other words, the older cohorts of
post-communist citizens differed in how they reacted not only when they
faced particularly severe crises, but even when they experienced relatively
benign economic environments. Given that the differences between the
older and the younger post-communist cohorts were also mostly signifi-
cant in these economic star performers,” we interpret these findings as
providing additional evidence about the robustness of the communist ex-
posure effects during the post-communist period.

*"To properly test our theory, we had to run what amounted to a quadruple interaction
(post-communist x age cohort x economic performance (GDP as % of 1989 or economic
inequality) x year) with a quadratic function for year.

2 Note that for both economic indicators we were somewhat constrained by the fact
that there was fairly limited overlap in the distribution of values between early and late
years (e.g., very few countries in the early 1990s were as unequal as even the most equal
countries in the mid-2000s). As a result, we had to choose values that balanced the need
for getting significant variation in economic performance with avoiding to present simula-
tions based on out-of-sample values. Nonetheless, given that there were no post-communist
countries in our sample with a Gini coefficient of 44 or higher before the 1997 surveys,
we do not report standard errors for the pre-1997 estimates for the high inequality cases.

The only partial exceptions were the insignificant (though correctly signed) differences
for high economic growth countries in the 1990s in Figures 8.8a and 8.8b.
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Figure 8.8. (a) Growth and Post-communist Cohort Differences in Market Sup-
port; (b) Growth and Post-communist Cohort Differences in Welfare State Sup-
port; (c) Inequality and Post-communist Cohort Differences in Market Support;
(d) Inequality and Post-communist Cohort Differences in Welfare State Support
The four panels in this figure show the temporal evolution of the difference

in market and welfare state attitudes between two post-communist and non-
communist age cohorts in countries with varying post-communist economic
growth and income inequality. The top left panel suggests that differences in mar-
ket support were driven primarily by attitudinal differences between age cohorts
while economic growth differentials had a negligible effect, especially toward the
end of the period. The top right panel suggests that while welfare state support
was initially stronger in countries with steeper economic declines, after 2000
cross-country economic differences were once again less important than differ-
ences across age cohorts. The bottom left panel also shows greater cross-cohort
differences in market support than cross-country differences rooted in economic
inequality differences, though high inequality mattered at least marginally in

the late 1990s for the older cohorts. The bottom right panel suggests that both
socialization-based cohort differences and economic conditions drove welfare
state support in the 2000s: the post-communist pro-welfare state differential
declined sharply among the younger cohorts in low-inequality countries but was
largely unchanged in high-inequality contexts. The values for the moderating
variables are as follows: -25% cumulative economic GDP change from 1989

for economic decline, +25% cumulative economic GDP change from 1989 for
economic growth, an income Gini coefficient of 30 for low inequality, an income
Gini coefficient of 44 for high inequality. To reflect that not all these values were
represented in all years, we do not report standard errors for years where the mod-
erating variable was out of sample. For comparability, all dependent variables are
standardized to have a mean of 0 and a standard deviation of 1. All statistical mod-
els control for pre-communist country differences and individual demographic
characteristics. For full regression results, see the electronic appendix.
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While most of these findings were in general remarkably consistent
across different types of economic indicators and different types of eco-
nomic attitudes, it is still worth highlighting some interesting temporal
differences we did identify in the moderating role of different economic
indicators. Thus, as illustrated most strikingly in Figure 8.8b, the differ-
ences in post-communist output trajectories initially mattered a great deal
in shaping preferences for welfare state protection: at least in the early
to mid-1990s, the primary differences in welfare state attitudes were be-
tween countries with good versus bad GDP trajectories, whereas the dif-
ferences between cohorts in economically similar countries were substan-
tively small and statistically insignificant. However, over the course of
the next decade we observe a striking pattern change: the welfare state
preferences converge for members of the same age cohort irrespective of
their countries’ output performance, while diverging within countries for
different cohorts. As a result, by the mid- to late 2000s output trajecto-
ries no longer predict welfare state support, but there are large and sta-
tistically significant attitudinal differences across age cohorts. The older
cohorts converge on large and significant pro—welfare state biases. How-
ever, for the younger cohorts the differences diminished over time and are
no longer statistically significant at conventional levels by 2007.

A similar if somewhat more muted pattern can also be seen in Fig-
ure 8.8a: whereas cohort differences were substantively smaller and only
partially statistically significant during the mid to late-1990s, these dif-
ferences became much clearer after 2000. At the same time, cross-country
differences due to economic performance differentials, which had been
at least partially visible (but statistically insignificant) in the mid-1990s,
disappeared altogether. Taken together, the findings in Figures 8.8a and
8.8b suggest that the political salience of economic output differentials
declined over the course of the post-communist transition and that once
the dust settled, what mattered were cohort differences rooted in differ-
ent levels of personal communist exposure.

Turning to the political fallout of the region’s growing economic in-
equality, Figures 8.8c and 8.8d confirm that cohort differences were more
important than inequality in driving attitudes toward both markets and
welfare states. The growth in the initially negligible impact of inequality
differences at first affected primarily market attitudes, as illustrated by
the sharper growth of anti-market attitudes in the older cohorts of more
unequal countries in Figure 8.8c, but these differences never achieved sta-
tistical significance, and the effect had disappeared completely by 2007.
For welfare state attitudes, inequality differences started to matter only
after 2000, but by 2007 they had resulted in substantial attitudinal dif-
ferences in the expected direction for both the older and the younger
post-communist cohorts. While these inequality-based differences were
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significant only for the younger cohort and their magnitude was still
somewhat smaller than differences between cohorts, it nevertheless re-
veals a growing salience for inequality in driving post-communist atti-
tudes. While this growing importance of inequality is compatible with its
greater resonance with communist ideology—capitalism had been pri-
marily been criticized for being unjust rather than inefficient—the con-
trast between Figures 8.8c and 8.8d suggests that, at least before 2008,
growing post-communist inequality primarily promoted calls for a gen-
tler form of capitalism with more generous welfare benefits rather than a
rejection of capitalism altogether.

8.7. CONCLUSIONS

In this final empirical chapter of the book we have addressed the question
of the temporal resilience of communist socialization effects. To do so, we
first developed three stylized models of attitudinal change, which carry
very different implications for the temporal evolution of both aggregate-
level post-communist exceptionalism and within-country attitudinal dif-
ferences between different age cohorts.

The first model, fleeting legacies, based on theories about the ideo-
logical bankruptcy of communism at the time of its collapse, predicted
a fairly rapid attitudinal convergence of post-communist citizens toward
the views of their non-communist counterparts, while at the same time
suggesting a quick reduction in the large generational differences based
on the large communist exposure effects revealed in the earlier chapters.
Not surprisingly, the issue area that most closely conformed to this model
was support for gender equality, where, as discussed in greater detail in
Chapter 7, communist regimes had left the weakest overall legacy. As a
result, we observed a fairly rapid reduction of an initially significant gen-
der equality deficit, along with the disappearance of the early negative
communist exposure effect (which had been concentrated among those
exposed to communism as adults).

The second model, generational replacement, entails a much slower
process of attitudinal convergence based on the gradual dying-off of the
older and more heavily exposed age cohorts and the coming of age of
new cohorts with shorter or no direct communist exposure. In contrast
to the fleeting legacies approach, under this scenario individual attitudes
are quite sticky, and as a result exposure-based differences across cohorts
are very persistent. Judging by the results of this chapter, it appears that
support for the welfare state most closely approximates this scenario: the
significant post-communist bias in support for the welfare state barely
declined over the first two decades of the transition, and the effects of
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communist exposure also seem quite resilient. Taken together, these two
patterns confirm that the communist attitudinal imprint was the stron-
gest in an issue area (support for state-provided welfare) where com-
munist ideology was fairly appealing and where the reality of socialist
societies (fairly generous welfare benefits) matched the official rhetoric to
a greater extent than in other areas.

The third model, temporary divergence, allowed for the possibility
that the attitudinal legacies of communism could actually increase, at
least temporarily, over the course of the post-communist transition. We
expected these patterns to apply primarily in areas where communism
was not particularly popular at the outset of the transition, but where the
disappointing economic and political performance of much of the first
transition decade may have triggered an updating process that reinforced
(at least temporarily) some of the communist socialization effects that
had been obscured in the revolutionary euphoria of 1989-90. This chap-
ter reveals that these patterns indeed applied to support for both democ-
racy and markets, areas in which communist regimes were unpopular by
1989—hence the lack of a post-communist deficit in 1990—but where
the economic costs and political disappointments of early reform ef-
forts led to a significant spike in nostalgia for the economic and political
institutions of the old regime. These divergence patterns based on data
from the World Values Survey are also confirmed at the individual level
using panel data comparisons of East and West Germans’ attitudes to-
ward markets and democracy in the German Election Panel Study sur-
veys from 1994 to 2002. However, this chapter also confirms that this
initial divergence was indeed temporary, and in the context of gradually
improving economic and political performance after 2000 we observe
not only a significant reduction in the overall post-communist exception-
alism (which disappears entirely for market attitudes by 2007), but also a
significant weakening of exposure effects, which suggests a gradual ero-
sion of individual-level communist socialization legacies.

The comparative analysis of the temporal evolution of different post-
communist age cohorts in this chapter provides a number of additional
nuances to our understanding of communist legacies in the first two
post-communist decades, as well as about the likely future trajectory of
these legacies. In terms of future trajectories, we found fairly significant
differences in the extent to which the younger post-communist cohorts,
who were children or adolescents when communism fell, still exhibited
different attitudes than their counterparts in non-post-communist coun-
tries. Thus, whereas these younger cohorts were not affected by the anti-
market bias of their older post-communist compatriots—and in fact
appear to have developed a pro-market bias by the mid- to late 2000s—
with respect to democracy and welfare state support, they still exhibited
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significant and temporally resilient post-communist “signature” patterns,
which suggest that in these areas not even generational replacement will
be sufficient to eliminate the distinctive public opinion patterns in the
countries of the former Eastern bloc. Our analysis in Chapter 6 (Sec-
tion 6.5) suggests that at least with respect to welfare state support this
extended half-life of communist legacies is due to strong intergenera-
tional transmission, and these mechanisms are likely reinforced by the
nostalgic way in which the communist era is described in the political
discourse of many ex-communist countries (Ganev 2014).

Nostalgia arguably played an even more important role for the older
age cohorts in the post-communist countries. These cohorts, who were
disproportionately affected by the economic downturn and upheavals
of the 1990s, exhibited much steeper declines in democracy and market
support and much sharper increases in welfare state support in the early
years of the transition than their younger compatriots. However, in all
three areas, these trends were reversed starting in the late 1990s, and by
the end of our period of analysis we observe a pronounced convergence
pattern across different age cohorts in the context of the improving eco-
nomic and political conditions in much of the region. Of course, our anal-
ysis stops in 2008, which raises the obvious question as to whether the
renewed economic and political malaise of the post-2008 period would
once again reopen this cross-generational gap.

While the period of attitudinal divergence broadly coincided with the
trough of the J-curve of post-communist economic output, simply focus-
ing on the temporal evolution of post-communist attitudinal exception-
alism does not necessarily prove that these patterns were indeed driven
by the economic disappointments of the early transition period. To test
this link more directly, in the final part of this chapter we take advan-
tage of the wide variation in economic performance between different
ex-communist countries to analyze the interplay between economic per-
formance, time, and different age cohorts more explicitly. When doing
so we confirm that both weaker economic output and higher inequality
exacerbate the post-communist bias against markets and in favor of wel-
fare states, and that these effects tend to be somewhat stronger for the
older cohorts (with more extensive communist exposure). However, as
time passes, the cross-country differences in market and welfare state at-
titudes between low- and high-performing transition countries are both
substantively and statistically weaker than the differences between co-
horts, which further reinforces our findings in Chapters 4-7 that the post-
communist attitudinal differences are better explained by living through
communism than living in post-communist countries.

Overall, the analysis in this chapter has shown that while the resilience
of communist attitudinal legacies varies significantly across issue areas, in
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a number of important areas, including democratic support and welfare
state preferences, the effects of communist socialization are still clearly
visible even 20 years after the collapse of communism. Furthermore,
these differences are visible even among individuals with short personal
exposures to communist regimes, which means that we have reason to
expect communism to continue to cast its shadow on the political prefer-
ences of post-communist citizens for many years to come.



CHAPTER 9

Legacies and Communism

NEWS REPORT ON RoMANIAN TV IN THE LATE 1980sS.

FIRST ANNOUNCER: “Capitalist countries have reached the edge of the abyss!”
SECOND ANNOUNCER CHIMES IN: “Meanwhile, communist countries are,
as usual, two steps ahead of them!”

—Romanian joke, late 1980s

9.1. INTRODUCTION

Soviet communism was arguably history’s greatest experiment in trying
to reorganize the fundamental tenets of political, economic, and social
life in a radical fashion. Moreover, the “treatment” was of a long and
continuous duration: over 40 years in East-Central Europe, and close
to 70 years in most of the republics of the former Soviet Union. At the
time of this writing, we are witnessing perhaps the dawn of a new Cold
War between the West and Russia, as well as erstwhile poster children
of successful democratic transitions in Eastern Europe wrestling with
challenges to democracy from right-wing national-populist parties (e.g.,
Hungary and Poland), while at the same time over 600,000 Romanians
have taken to the streets and succeeded in forcing the government to back
down from efforts to weaken anticorruption legislation. All of which
leads to the question: how much does this communist “treatment” still af-
fect the manner in which people approach politics in the post-communist
years?

In the earliest days after the collapse of communism, the idea of com-
munist society as a tabula rasa seemed tantalizing, one in which the rules
of communism could be replaced by different laws reflecting different
ideological predispositions with the belief that changes in behavior and
outcomes would surely follow. In more recent years, however, the tabula
rasa idea has gradually given way to an almost uniform belief (at least
among political scientists who study post-communist politics) that lega-
cies need to be taken into account in an attempt to understand the re-
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alities of post-communist politics and political behavior.! Prior to our
own work, though, the vast majority of scholarly research on the topic
of legacies has focused on institutional outcomes: democracy, corruption,
bureaucratic procedures, and so on.

In this book, we extend the study of communist-era legacies to the
realm of political behavior by examining the effect of these legacies on
fundamental attitudes toward politics, economics, and social relations.
More specifically, we examine the effect of legacies on attitudes toward
democracy, markets, social welfare, and gender equality. We did not pick
these topics randomly: in addition to representing fundamental compo-
nents of modern public opinion, they also allow us tap into a great deal
of what we would have expected to be a communist legacy: a distrust of
multiparty democracy; a belief in the superiority of central planning as
opposed to markets for allocating economic production; a sense that the
state was responsible for providing for the welfare of the people; and a
desire to eradicate inequality, which included sexism and gender inequal-
ity. Furthermore, these categories also present us with issue areas that
varied in terms of ideological centrality to the communist project, gaps
between rhetoric and reality, and popularity with the mass public.

In order to explore the extent to which differences in opinions in these
areas between post-communist citizens and those in the rest of the world
(a) exist and (b) are the result of communist-era legacies, we developed both
a theoretical approach and a methodological framework. Theoretically, we
have argued that there are two—quite different—types of explanations for
why we might find divergent attitudes between post-communist citizens
and non-post-communist citizens. First, it could be the case that differences
in opinions are due to conditions in the countries in which people are liv-
ing, or, to use the language of this book, to the fact that they are living in
post-communist countries. To put another way, it is not that living through
communism changed people’s attitudes, but rather than when exposed to
condition A (e.g., high unemployment), people are more likely to hold at-
titude B (e.g., distrust of the market), and there is simply more of condi-
tion A in post-communist countries than elsewhere.

We investigate a number of different types of living in post-communist
countries variables, some of which are clearly not legacies of commu-
nism, some of which largely are legacies of communism, and some of
which are likely legacies both of communism and post-communism (and
maybe even pre-communism as well). To begin with, we explore whether

1See for example Kitschelt et al. 1999; Grzymata-Busse 2002, 2006; Howard 2002,
2003; Ekiert and Hanson 2003; Tucker 2006; Wittenberg 2006; Pop-Eleches 2007; Nalepa
2010; Pop-Eleches and Tucker 2012; Ekiert and Kubik 2015; and Rosenfeld 2016.
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pre-communist conditions might explain the differences between attitudes
(e.g., if condition A was literacy before the advent of communism); any
effects due to pre-communist conditions would clearly not be legacies of
communism. Next, we examine whether contemporary conditions (defined
as conditions at the time respondents were queried about their attitudes)
could explain attitudinal divergence; here we focused on sociodemographic
characteristics, economic conditions, and political institutions. To the extent
that any of these factors could explain differences in attitudes, they would
reflect some combination of communist-era legacies and post-communist
developments depending on the particular variable in question.? Finally, in
an attempt to pin down more clearly the effect of communism independent
of post-communist developments, we also consider the effect of conditions
at the end of the communist era while controlling forpre-communist condi-
tions. Furthermore, we identify variables for the end-of-communism mea-
sures that are most closely associated with major characteristics of commu-
nist rule: development, redistribution/egalitarianism, non-democratic rule,
and leftist ideology. To the extent that these factors might explain diver-
gence in attitudes (while controlling for pre-communist conditions), they
would represent the strongest evidence of a direct legacy effect of com-
munism from within our living in post-communist countries framework.
Our theoretical approach, however, also accounts for an alternative
pathway by which legacies of communism could affect post-communist
political attitudes by focusing on the actual experience of living through
communism. This approach builds on the existing literature on politi-
cal socialization to suggest that when regimes attempt to inculcate a set
of views among the citizenry, greater exposure to the regime ought to
lead to more congruence with the regime’s position. We argue that the
simplest observable implication of this proposition is that people with
more years of exposure to the regime ought to be more likely to hold the
attitude congruent with the regime’s position than those with fewer years
of exposure. Of course, such a blunt measure would miss the possibility
that all years of exposure might not have the same effect. Some years of
exposure might be more intense in terms of socialization effects, and we
might also expect variation in resistance to the regime’s message in differ-
ent years of exposure; further, these intensity and resistance effects could
vary at both the country and individual levels. Recall that in Chapter 1
we invoked the analogy of exposure to the sun and sunburn: exposure to

2For example, given the relatively slow change in sociodemographic characteristics,
these would lean more toward communist-era legacies; conversely, political institutions
adopted during the post-communist period such as electoral rules would be correspondingly
less likely to be considered legacies of communism. In contrast, economic conditions in the
post-communist years might be said to be more of a combination of communist legacies
and post-communist policies.
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the sun in summer is more likely to cause sunburn than in the winter, but
regardless of the time of year, wearing sunscreen makes one less likely to
be burned as well.

Both the living in post-communist countries and living through commu-
nism theoretical arguments were laid out in much greater detail in Chap-
ters 1 and 2. In Chapter 3, we explained the methodological approaches
we used to test the empirical support for each of these arguments as well
as, crucially, the set of results that would falsify both of these arguments.
(For reasons of space we are not going to revisit these methodological con-
siderations here, but we invite interested readers to return to Chapter 3
for details.) In Chapters 4-7, we then considered in detail the extent to
which each of these theoretical approaches could explain differences in at-
titudes between post-communist citizens and non-post-communist citizens.
This analysis was organized by the attitude in question (e.g., Chapter 4 ex-
amined attitudes toward democracy, Chapter 5 toward markets, etc.); each
chapter also presented some supplementary analysis drawing on different
data and/or new specification of models specific to that particular topic. For
readers interested in what we learned on a topic-by-topic basis, we recom-
mend the conclusions of each chapter where we attempted to summarize
concisely what we had learned in that chapter about the issue in question.

In this final concluding chapter, however, we want to return to the type
of cross-topic analysis that we began in the previous chapter. Chapter 8
is the only chapter in the book so far to consider simultaneously findings
across attitudes toward democracy, markets, social welfare, and gender
equality, but it was focused a specific topic: how did these attitudes—and
the “gap” in attitudes between post-communist citizens and non-post-
communist citizens—change over the two decades covered by our sur-
veys? In this chapter, however, we want to broaden the scope even further
and examine what we have learned from our results in toto. With that
in mind, the remainder of the chapter is organized along the following
lines. First, in Section 9.2, we summarize our key results not by topic but
by theoretical approach: what are the findings across the different com-
ponents of the living in a post-communist country overall? What support
is there for the living through communism model, and are there consis-
tent results across the different intensity and resistance hypotheses? With
these overall findings in hand, in Section 9.3 we consider what lessons the
results offer for the study of comparative political behavior generally,
that is, what have we learned about regime legacies that may not be spe-
cific to the post-communist context? Finally, in Section 9.4, we return to
the question with which we began this manuscript: what have we learned
about the legacies of communism on post-communist political, economic,
and social attitudes, and what can this (potentially) tell us about the na-
ture of post-communist politics today?
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9.2. SUMMARY OF FINDINGS BY
THEORETICAL APPROACHES

The major finding of this manuscript is that we find much stronger em-
pirical support for the living through communism model than we do for
the living in a post-communist country model.> Accounting for all our
different living in a post-communist country characteristics does not
eliminate the gap in attitudes between post-communist citizens and non-
post-communist citizens (conditional on a gap existing); if anything,
accounting for these conditions generally increases the size of the gap.*
Moreover, with the exception of gender equality—which differs from the
other three issue areas across many of our findings—there is consistently
strong support for the living through communism model. Simply report-
ing these headline results, though, misses the insight from the numerous
ways in which we probed these findings and came to these conclusions,
which we therefore now systematically summarize in the remainder of
this section.” To aid in this process, we have prepared a visual summary
of our findings in Table 9.1.

9.2.1. Living in a Post-communist Country

As mentioned in the previous section, there are three primary components
of the living in a post-communist country analysis: accounting for pre-
communist conditions; contemporaneous conditions (which are in turn
divided into sociodemographic, economic, and political conditions), and
conditions at the end of the communist era that are most closely associ-
ated with the communist project. We consider our findings from each set
of factors in turn, drawing on the results presented in the first and second
tables in Chapters 4-7. As we do so, however, it is important to reiterate
that we did not originally find a gender equality “gap,” and, to the extent
that one appears after we account for particular blocks of variables, it is
in the opposite direction from what we expected to find based on com-
munist ideology: there is less support for gender equality among post-
communist citizens than non-post-communist citizens. For this reason,

3Again in the spirit of research transparency, we do want to note that this was not
necessarily our expectation going into the project: at least one of us fully expected to find
stronger empirical support for the living in a post-communist country model than for the
living through communism model.

“The only exception is with respect to the HLM tests of democracy support in the elec-
tronic appendix, where the post-communist deficit is reduced, though not fully eliminated,
by controlling for living in a post-communist country.

sSee Chapter 1, Section 1.7 for a less systematic summary of what we found to be the
most interesting findings across all the different results.
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in the remainder of this particular part of the discussion we focus our
remarks on comparative findings between the democracy, markets, and
social welfare results.®

Somewhat surprisingly, in all three issue areas where there is a gap—
democracy, markets, social welfare—controlling for pre-communist condi-
tions increases the size of the communist deficit, and sometimes dramat-
ically so. In the case of attitudes toward democracy and markets, the size
of the gaps approximately doubles; for social welfare, the gap increases by
a third.” So, rather than pre-communist conditions explaining why post-
communist citizens were less supportive of democracy and markets, and
more supportive of social welfare, it turns out that conditional on pre-
communist conditions post-communist citizens should have been more
supportive of democracy and markets, and less supportive of social welfare!
Thus, for example, once we take account of the “favorable for democracy”
pre-communist characteristics in the societies that would become commu-
nist countries, the deficit in support for democracy in the post-communist
era appears even larger.

Turning to contemporary conditions, our findings here are a bit more
issue dependent. In some cases (democracy, markets), the attitudinal dif-
ferences that appear when we add the contemporaneous variables are
smaller than those that appear when we control simply for pre-communist
conditions—suggesting they do account for some of the existing gap. In
other cases (social welfare), the contemporary variables tend to increase
the size of the gap relative even to the pre-communist control variables.
But in not a single model do we find that accounting for contemporane-
ous conditions eliminates the gap entirely. Furthermore, we have very
similar findings when we replicate our analysis using only citizens from
Germany.®

¢As there is no gap in gender equality to explain away, we leave it out of the current
discussion (and label it not applicable (n/a) on Table 9.1); we do return to discussing gender
equality comparatively when discussing the living through communism model.

7Although the size of the gender equality gap did increase substantially (again in the
wrong direction), it is important to note that neither the bivariate nor the pre-communist
models produced statistically significant effects (see Table 7.1 for details). However, because
of the double negative here (increasing the gap in the wrong way), one way to interpret this
finding is to say that communism did indeed mitigate the amount of anti-gender equality
sentiment one would have expected to find in post-communist societies on the basis of pre-
communist conditions alone.

$Gender equality is again a bit of an exception, as there is not statistically significant
gap to eliminate, although most model specifications do result in an increase in the size of
the (still statistically insignificant) gap. In two cases—including contemporary demographic
indicators and including contemporary economic conditions—the gap actually approaches
statistical significance (p<.10), albeit again in the wrong direction (i.e., less support for
gender equality).
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Looking across the different contemporary factors, for the most part
there are no particular patterns that stand out. Taking account of demo-
graphic characteristics reduces the size of the deficit by about a third for
attitudes toward democracy and a quarter for attitudes toward markets
but increases it for social welfare. Taking account of economic conditions
surprisingly has no effect on the gap in support for markets and actually
increases the gap in support for social welfare.

There is one interesting exception in this regard, which is that adding
political institutions into the analysis reduces the size of the gap relative
to the pre-communist models for both markets and social welfare. More-
over, these reductions are substantively meaningful: the gap decreases by
about a third for markets, by close to half for social welfare, and even
decreases the gap for democracy a bit too. Thus it seems safe to say that
part of the difference in attitudes between citizens in post-communist
countries and non-post-communist countries is due to political institu-
tions, though the extent to which these institutions should be considered
communist legacies, the result of post-communist policy (or constitutional)
decisions, or even “accidents of chance” varies greatly across institu-
tions and is beyond the scope of this discussion.” Of course, it is possible
that some of these institutional choices could be endogenous to levels of
support for democracy; this would be an interesting subject for future
research.!?

Our final set of living in a post-communist country variables measures
conditions at the end of the communist period, and specifically condi-
tions designed to tap into communism’s most prevalent policies and char-
acteristics: development, redistribution, non-democratic rule, and leftist
political orientation. The conclusions from these analyses are fairly simi-
lar to those from the contemporaneous variables—most of these vari-
ables have no effect on the post-communist attitudinal gap—with one
noticeable exception. In the case of markets and social welfare (but not
democracy), adding the average Polity scores (i.e., level of democracy) in
the country in the decade and a half leading up to the collapse of com-
munism to the model did systematically reduce the size of the attitudinal
gap. This was particularly striking in the case of attitudes toward social
welfare. In that case, simply controlling for the level of democracy in the
country in the last fifteen years of communist rule dropped the size of the

*Thus, differences in Freedom House democracy scores may well be (at least in part) a
communist legacy (Pop-Eleches 2014), but for other institutions the answer is less obvious.
For example, should we think of the decision to have a presidential as opposed to parliamen-
tary system of government as a legacy of communism? Similar questions could be posed
regarding corruption. For more, see Pop-Eleches and Tucker (2012).

19For example, if people do not care about democracy, then perhaps they would be more
willing to accept strong presidencies or violations of political rights or civil liberties.
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social welfare attitude gap by two-thirds (and below conventional levels
of statistical significance). One way to think of this is that conditional on
having lived in a less democratic regime in the last years of the Cold War,
post-communist citizens did not have all that different attitudes toward
belief in the appropriate level of state responsibility for providing for the
social welfare of its citizens; this was especially true for non-democratic
leftist regimes. Gender equality is also very interesting in this regard: con-
trolling for level of democracy, we see the only post-communist pro—
gender equality gap (although not statistically significant) in any of our
living in a post-communist country models. What this suggests is that
conditional on having lived in non-democratic regimes in the 1970s and
1980s, post-communist citizens were no less likely to have harbored anti-
gender equality attitudes than citizens living in other non-democratic, but
non-post-communist, countries.

9.2.2. Living through Communism

In contrast, the primary empirical results regarding the living through com-
munism model are supportive of the model’s predictions. Controlling
for age, attitudes toward democracy, markets, and social welfare are all
affected by additional exposure to communist rule in the direction we
would expect: additional years of exposure to communist rule leads to
less support for democracy, less support for markets, and more support
for state responsibility for social welfare. To be clear, these effects are all
present in even the most naive models that essentially assume each year of
exposure is equal to any other year of exposure (see Models 1-2 in Table 3
of Chapters 4-7). The one exception in this case is in terms of gender
equality, although here it is important to remember that there is no “gap”
in attitudes to explain away in the first place. Further, we do find results
consistent with the model’s predictions in terms of gender equality once
we begin to take account of intensifying and resistance factors. Finally, it is
important to note that all the baseline exposure estimateswere essentially
the same when we reestimated the models with country-fixed effects, as
well as using hierarchical linear models (see electronic appendix).

In the remainder of this section, we summarize the findings regarding
our intensifying and resistance hypotheses. Recall that we have essen-
tially carried out three types of tests for both of these categories of hy-
potheses: individual-level effects that we tested across all four chapters
using the World Values Survey (WVS) data; country-level effects that we
tested across all four chapters using the WVS data; and individual-level
effects we tested only in particular chapters using supplementary data. In
the individual chapters, we considered these hypotheses sequentially by
the type of test; here we instead examine the intensifying and resistance
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hypotheses in turn. Note that summaries of the results we discuss from
the WVS analyses can be found in Table 9.1.

Among the intensifying variables, perhaps the theoretically most inter-
esting one—and certainly so when judged by the number of questions we
received during presentations of earlier versions of this research—is com-
munist regime type (Stalinism, neo-Stalinism, post-totalitarian, and reform-
ist). Somewhat surprisingly, the results regarding type of communist regime
are much less informative than we expected. First, unlike our baseline over-
all exposure (and our adult vs. child exposure) estimates, these communist
regime type findings are generally not robust to using country-fixed-effects
models. While the direction of the effects remains the same, the magnitude
and significance of the coefficients frequently change. This makes report-
ing general patterns trickier. That being said, it is safe to note that we do
not find strong evidence in support of the general hypothesis that effects of
exposure decrease from Stalinist to neo-Stalinist to post-totalitarian to re-
formist exposure. However, there are some instances that fit this model: the
country-fixed-effects models for attitudes toward democracy and attitudes
toward social welfare do show this general pattern (see Tables 4.3 and 6.3,
Model 4), although the differences in most of the pairs of coefficients were
fairly small.! Perhaps the most interesting finding in this regard, however,
comes from the gender equality analyses which—for the non-fixed-effects
model—does reveal that years of exposure to Stalinism led to an increase in
support for gender equality, thus being consistent with the idea of Stalinism
being a time of true believers adopting the rhetoric of the party'? and cut-
ting against the grain of our general finding that post-communist citizens
are less supportive of gender equality. Nevertheless, even this finding is not
particularly robust to adding country-fixed effects to the model.

While none of our intensifying hypotheses that we test with WVS data
generate empirical support across all four issue areas, both late-communist
growth and living in an urban area are associated with a stronger effect
for exposure in three out of our four issues areas. Being a male also results
in a stronger exposure effect in two of the four areas, suggesting at least
some support for the idea that increased exposure to regime messages
could be enhancing the effect of exposure. Interestingly, we also find a
stronger exposure effect on attitudes toward markets for people living in
families where at least one parent was a member of the Communist Party.

On the other hand, there are a number of hypothesized intensifier
variables where the predicted effects fail to materialize. Most strikingly,

"These patterns were also confirmed in the corresponding HLM tests; see the electronic
appendix for details.

12 Alternatively, it might reflect that the rhetoric of gender equality more closely matched
actual policy in the earlier days of communism.
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having bureaucratic authoritarian regimes under communism is associ-
ated with weaker exposure effects, as opposed to intensified effects, in
three of the four issue areas. Additionally having a higher proportion of
communist rule occur under Stalinist or neo-Stalinist communist regimes
only seems to intensify the effect of exposure in terms of attitudes toward
democracy, but not any of the other variables. That being said, with the
exception of bureaucracy type, when we do find significant intensifying
effects, they are almost always in the correctly predicted direction.

Turning to our resistance variables, we begin with our estimates of the
effects of time of life exposure.’® In contrast to our measure of exposure by
regime type, the estimates for time of life exposure are quite robust across
the two different forms of model specification and lead to very interesting
cross-issue patterns. In contrast to the extant literature on political social-
ization from the United States discussed in Section 1.2 of Chapter 1, we find
that adult communist exposure has a stronger effect on attitudes toward
democracy, markets, and social welfare than early exposure. Indeed, for at-
titudes toward democracy, childhood exposure has no effect on increasing
the democracy gap, and for markets and social welfare the effect of a year of
childhood exposure appears to have about half the effect of a year of adult
exposure. Interestingly, though, the pattern reverses (again robust to model
specification) for gender equality, with only childhood exposure having an
effect on pro—gender equality views, which is the direction in which we
originally expected the regime socialization to occur. As we have mentioned
throughout this chapter, we actually find a gap in the opposite direction
(less support for gender equality) among post-communist citizens in many
of our model specifications. However, as we note in Chapter 7, the one place
that this gap is either nonexistent, or at least significantly smaller, is in the
schools. Thus, to the extent that the rhetoric of gender equity matched the
reality of childhood experiences under communist rule, perhaps we should
not be surprised to see a socialization effect for childhood exposure.

There are number of other instances of relatively strong resistance ef-
fects at the individual level. Two of these are related to religion: we find
both Catholics and those who attend religious services more frequently
to have had higher resistance to the effects of an additional year of com-
munist socialization across three of the four issue areas. Additional years
of education also provide resistance largely as predicted in two of the
four issue areas. Moreover, in our supplemental analysis in Chapter 5, we
find two additional education effects consistent with our resistance hy-
potheses: individuals who received a communist education had a stronger

13The period of life (adult vs. childhood) in which one is exposed to communist rule is
classified as a resistance effect because it is based on the idea that resistance to communist
socialization should be lower among school-aged children.
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exposure effect than those not educated under communism; and individ-
uals with a parent educated under communism had a stronger exposure
effect.!*

At the country level, we find relatively strong support for the idea that
pre-communist development provided resistance to communist socializa-
tion. Both higher pre-communist literacy and higher pre-communist GDP
per capital are associated with reduced exposure effects on attitudes to-
ward democracy and gender equality, and higher levels of pre-communist
political pluralism are associated with smaller exposure effects on democ-
racy, gender equality, and attitudes toward markets. Having a commu-
nist system imposed from abroad also provides additional resistance to
communist exposure on attitudes toward markets and social welfare. Fi-
nally, living in countries with higher levels of overall economic growth
under communist rule is associated with a strong reduction in resistance
(i.e., a stronger exposure effect) for attitudes toward markets and gender
equality.

Taken together, three conclusions seem important with respect to the
resistance and intensifying hypotheses component of the living through
communism model. First, we can definitely find many instances where in-
tensifier or resistance variables moderate the extent to which communist
exposure promote political attitudes in line with communist ideology.
Further, when these effects are present, they are usually—although not
always—in the direction that we expected. Indeed, perhaps the strongest
finding from these analyses is—with the exception of bureaucratic gov-
erning type—just how infrequently we find effects that are in the wrong
direction.” So conditional on finding an intensifying or resistance effect,
it is almost always in the correct direction. Thus, by taking account of
these factors, one can get a more nuanced picture of the manner in which
exposure affects any of the attitudes we have examined in this manuscript.
To put it another way, if the goal is a more accurate account of the effects
of exposure on any particular attitude, then these intensifier and resis-
tance variables are the way to go.

The second conclusion, however, is that in terms of general findings
across issue areas, the approach did not yield a clear set of “silver bul-
let” factors that consistently amplified or diminished the socialization ef-

*Moreover, individuals who had a parent who was educated in a pre-communist school
setting were more likely support markets, thus showing support for the parent socialization
hypothesis. However, to be clear, this was a direct effect and 7ot an interaction effect with
exposure.

15Setting aside the effects in the wrong direction of the three bureaucratic governing
types, of the remaining effects that we identified as strong enough to warrant inclusion in
Table 9.1, only 2 out of 32 are in the wrong direction; including bureaucratic type brings
this ratio to § out of 35.
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fects of communist exposure. None of the variables that we examined had
strongly consistent results in the expected direction across all four issues.
While a few variables—late-communist economic growth and urban resi-
dence increasing intensity, Catholicism and interwar democracy increasing
resistance—generally have the predicted moderating role (i.e., are correct
in most issue areas and not wrong in the others), many other moderating
factors either produced weak results or yielded different effects across issue
areas (as in the case of homegrown versus native communism).

Another way to interpret these results, is that while our tests confirm
that certain subsets of communist citizens were indeed noticeably more/
less affected by communist exposure, it is also true that the effects of
exposure were strikingly similar across a surprisingly large number of
individual-level and country-level differences that we might have expected
to have moderated the effects of exposure. This phenomenon was most
obvious in the case of welfare state support, which appears to have been
uniformly high among most post-communist citizens. But even for atti-
tudes toward democracy and markets, where there was greater intensity/
resistance-induced heterogeneity in exposure effects, across the many
tests we conducted we found virtually no subgroup of ex-communist citi-
zens whose attitudes were completely unaffected by having lived under
communism. Indeed, except for the market support effects for Muslims
who attend mosque frequently in Figure 5.3, all the other conditional ex-
posure effects in Figures 4.2, 4.3, 5.2, 5.3, 6.2, and 6.3 were significantly
different from 0 in the direction predicted by communist ideology. In
other words, except for gender equality, it appears that communist re-
gimes were overall remarkably effective in shaping the political attitudes
of their subjects.

Finally, as Table 9.1 visually demonstrates, it is interesting that it is the
issue of gender equality—the one issue area where we do not find a sta-
tistically significant effect for exposure writ large—that we find the most
support for the intensity and resistance hypotheses. Two lessons seem
germane from this finding. First, simply finding an insignificant effect for
years of exposure in a living through legacy framework should not be
taken as sufficient evidence to close the books on whether there are rel-
evant legacy effects due to living through that regime: it may be the case
that there are legacy effects of this type, but that they are relevant only
among certain subsections of the population or that they act in opposite
directions for different sets of individuals or countries. Second, it is pos-
sible that because gender equality was less central to communist ideology,
socialization effects related to gender equality were more likely to be con-
centrated in certain subsections of the population (or in particular coun-
tries). If this is correct—and this remains nothing more than speculation
at the moment—then it might suggest that it is particularly important to
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look for heterogeneous evidence of living through exposure effects on
attitudes related to more peripheral components of a regime’s ideology.

9.3. CONTRIBUTIONS TO THE STUDY OF
LEGACIES AND ATTITUDES

With these findings in hand, we can now turn to the task of discussing
the broader implications of what we have learned. In the following sec-
tion (9.4), we will return to the question that originally motivated this
book by assessing the implications of our results for understanding the
effect of communist legacies on post-communist attitudes specifically and
post-communist politics more generally. Before doing so, though, we wish
to pause briefly to address the implications of our work for scholars and
students of comparative political behavior more generally who may be
less interested in the peculiarities of the post-communist case. We focus
on three main conclusions here: the implications of greater empirical sup-
port for our living through communism versus living in post-communist
countries models; our findings regarding child versus adult socialization;
and the fact that we get such different findings in one issue area (attitudes
toward gender equality).

The first finding with broader importance is the fact that post-
communist attitudinal exceptionalism is consistently better explained by
living through communism than by living in a post-communist country.
Thus to the extent that communist legacies have shaped attitudes in post-
communist countries, it is more through the experiences of the people
who lived through communism than it is through reshaping the society
in which those people are currently living. This suggests that the length
of time a regime has been in power is an important determinant of the
legacy effects that regime will have on the attitudes of its citizenry once
the regime itself is gone. While hardly an earth-shattering conclusion, it
does point to reasons why, for example, we might expect that it would
take Russians after 1991 longer to shed attitudes associated with com-
munism than it took Germans post-1945 to shed attitudes inculcated by
the Nazis, even if the “societal transformation” brought out by Nazism
was similar to that brought about by communism.'¢ Similarly, based on
our findings in this book we might expect that in countries where military
regimes and democratic regimes alternated in office (e.g., Turkey, Paki-
stan, and parts of Latin America) we will find weaker legacy effects than

16To be clear, we are not claiming that it was but instead simply highlighting the conse-
quences of finding more support for a model based on time of exposure.
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in countries where regimes remained in power continuously for longer
periods of time (e.g., Spain, Taiwan or Mexico).

Perhaps even more importantly, our findings suggest that skepticism
may be warranted regarding claims that simply changing institutional ar-
rangements may change underlying beliefs in the efficacy of those institu-
tions. Recent events in Egypt may prove illustrative: despite the euphoria
that initially seemed to greet the fall of Mubarak, many Egyptians seemed
comfortable with the idea of returning to military rule shortly thereafter
when the ascent of the Muslim Brotherhood threatened stability. While
we have obviously not studied attitudes in Egypt in this book, it seems
consistent with what we have found here that for people who had lived
many years of their lives under military rule, the military in Egypt could
have come to be seen as a force for stability.!” This is not to say the fail-
ure of democracy in Egypt was in any way preordained by the previous
experience of military rule (indeed, Tunisia for now provides contrary
evidence), but only that it might have been wrong to assume that once
democratic elections were in place the mass populace would have shed
their affinity for authoritarian rule. To put this another way, we do not
in any way want to claim that citizens who have lived under a particular
non-democratic regime type for an extended period of time are somehow
“unsuited” for democratic rule—indeed, the post-1989 history of much
of East-Central Europe shows the fallacy of such a view—but rather that
we need to take a realistic view of the underlying support that is likely to
be present for new institutions that are at odds with those found under
the old regime. Further, our findings suggest that these attitudes are likely
to be a function of the number of years individuals spent living under the
previous regime, which points again to the importance of the longevity
of the regime.

The second general point we want to highlight, in particular for schol-
ars of political socialization, is our findings regarding the effects of ex-
posure among children as opposed to adults. To the best of our under-
standing, the extant literature—especially but not exclusively in the United
Sates—has focused primarily on the question of whether political social-
ization occurs exclusively in childhood or occurs throughout one’s life-
time (Krosnick and Alwin 1989; Visser and Krosnick 1998; Sears and
Valentino 1997; D. Osborne et al. 2011). We have not, however, seen any
studies suggesting that socialization might occur only in adulthood and
not in childhood, or even that the effect might be stronger in adulthood
than in childhood. And yet, that is exactly what we found in three of our

17See, for example, the following two Pew Global reports: http://www.pewglobal
.org/2013/05/16/egyptians-increasingly-glum/ and http://www.pewglobal.org/2014/05/22
/chapter-3-democratic-values-in-egypt/.
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issue areas: an effect only in adulthood in the case of attitudes toward
democracy, and an effect that was roughly twice as strong in adulthood
than in childhood for attitudes toward markets and social welfare. Only
in the case of gender equality was the effect stronger in childhood. Why
might this be the case?

The first answer to this question lies in our theoretical distinction be-
tween intensifying and resistance factors that moderate the impact of
political socialization. Thus, as laid out in Chapter 2, we interpret the
“impressionable years” explanation for the importance of early social-
ization as based on the idea that children and adolescents have weaker
resistance to political indoctrination efforts than adults, and are there-
fore more likely to internalize these messages and incorporate them into
their political attitudes. However, our empirical results are clearly at odds
with such an interpretation, and it seems hard to come up with a persua-
sive resistance-based explanation for why adults would be affected to a
greater extent than children. By contrast, these patterns may be easier to
explain if instead we focus on variation in the intensity of political so-
cialization to which communist citizens were exposed at various stages
of their lives. Thus, it could be the case that even though most children
were exposed for years to ideologically infused curricula in communist
education systems, communist socialization on topics such as political
regimes, markets versus central planning, and welfare services may have
been much more intense—and perhaps more intelligible—once commu-
nist citizens turned 18 and entered the work force, began to take part in
the political process, and began to appreciate the importance of state-
provided welfare in the context of starting their own families.

Such an intensity-based explanation may also be helpful in accounting
for the difference between the socialization patterns of gender equality and
the other three types of attitudes discussed in this book: by focusing on
variation in the nature and intensity of the message rather than the recep-
tiveness of the recipient, such an account may also explain why we find dif-
ferent adult versus childhood exposure effects across issue areas. Thus, ar-
guably the gender-egalitarian facets of communist ideology may have been
more prominent in primary and secondary schools (given that the majority
of teachers were women) than in universities and factories, where those in
charge were more likely to be men. Of course, since we arrived at this argu-
ment inductively in order to explain the unexpected socialization patterns
in Chapters 4-6, it cannot be tested with the same data but will require
some “out-of-sample” confirmation in future work. Nevertheless, this expla-
nation suggests that our intensity-resistance framework for understanding
the effects of communist exposure may be fruitfully applied to a broader
range of research questions about political socialization processes.
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A second possible answer to the puzzle raised by our unexpected adult
versus childhood socialization results—and here too we are largely enter-
ing tentative hypothesis-building territory that will hopefully be explored
in greater detail in future work—focuses on the role of education in driv-
ing political socialization in authoritarian regimes. Our speculation is that
the key factor here may be the role of primary and secondary education
in non-democratic regimes. Suppose it is the case that the purpose of this
education is not actually to teach children a set of complex political val-
ues, but rather simply to break down any resistance to the very idea that
it is possible to challenge the position of the state. Simply receiving this
type of an education might not, for example, build up a belief that mar-
kets are inherently bad, but they would decrease the capacity of an in-
dividual as an adult to question state proclamations regarding markets.
Thus, if an individual is educated under communism and then lives most
of her life under communist rule, over time she will be more likely to
adopt an anti-market position as an adult. Conversely if she is educated
under communism but then lives in a post-communist world where mar-
kets are no longer reviled by the new post-communist state, she will be
less likely to develop an anti-market viewpoint. To be clear, we are sug-
gesting this possibility—that non-democratic ideologically oriented states
may use primary and secondary education not to indoctrinate so much as
to create citizens willing to accept the dictates of the state as an adult—
based not on any evaluation of educational practices under communist
rule (or any other non-democratic regime for that matter), but rather as
a conjecture based on our surprising findings regarding adult and child-
hood exposure effects in our analysis. Nevertheless, we intend to investi-
gate this in our own research in the future.

Combining the two findings, though, leads to an interesting and poten-
tially new way to think about indoctrination/socialization under authori-
tarian regimes: the real value of having access to children (i.e., controlling
education) is that the state can teach students not necessarily a specific
doctrine, but rather the more basic fact that the state is always right. This
is potentially even more valuable to the state that inculcating any par-
ticular doctrine, because it gives the state flexibility in the future. If the
state is always correct, then the state can change its message in the future
without contradicting the core tenet of regime ideology (i.e., the state is
correct). Thus the actual attitudinal indoctrination—for example, oppo-
sition to markets, democracy—takes place only later in one’s adult life,
but the early childhood exposure plays a crucial role in setting the stage
for this process. Again, this is not a theory we have tested, but rather a
conjecture based on our results that we think is an interesting avenue for
study in the future.
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But what of the findings regarding gender equality, which do not fit the
patterns described in the preceding paragraphs? In addition to our earlier
points about variation in the intensity of socialization efforts across dif-
ferent issue areas, this puzzle can also be addressed from a different per-
spective, which also may be of interest for future studies of political so-
cialization: for a wide variety of regimes (including liberal democracies)
there are some aspects of regime ideology that are matched by reality,
and then there are aspects of ideology to which the regime pays lip ser-
vice but that may not be reflected in reality. There are also aspects of
regime ideology that are more and less central to any given regime. As
we have mentioned previously, it would be hard to deny that communist
regimes featured single-party political rule, central planning over much
of the economy, and generous social welfare benefits, or that any of these
characteristics of communist rule—and in particular single-party rule
and state management of the economy—were more central to commu-
nist ideology than gender equality. Meanwhile, gender equality may have
been part of official communist dogma, but it was not matched—at least
not thoroughly—by reality for the wide variety of reasons we describe in
Chapter 7. We suspect that there are many non-democratic regimes that
have particular policies stressed as part of the ideological justification
for the regime but where related promises are not met in reality, and
where there is variation in how prominent these ideas feature even in
regime ideology. Our research here would suggest that unless the rhetoric
is matched by actual policies and outcomes, attitudinal legacy effects in
that particular issue area are likely to be weaker following the collapse of
the regime. The same holds for ideas that are less prominently featured
in—or central to—regime ideology and for ideological aspects that are
less popular in a given society.

Combining the last two points, then, one reason we might not see
adult gender equality socialization effects is precisely because the societies
in which adults lived in communist countries did not—for the most part—
reflect gender equality, regardless of what communist ideology might
suggest. Thus, while education might have made people more receptive
to state policy in terms of gender equality, these effects were undermined
by the lack of gender equity in many other parts of communist socie-
ties. In school, by contrast, children were arguably exposed to a more
gender-equal context, thus leading to the observed childhood socialization
effect.

Before moving on to our conclusions regarding legacies and post-
communist politics specifically, we do want to mention one more general
contribution of this manuscript, namely the theoretical and methodologi-
cal approach we have developed to the study of legacies on political be-
havior. There is nothing in either the living in or living through model
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that is specific to the post-communist context as opposed to any other
“post-X regime type” context. Of course, the variables we use for some
parts of our analysis are driven by the nature of communism—especially
in “unpacking communism” and in terms of the particular intensity and
resistance hypotheses—but the basic setup could be exported to other
contexts. The same is true for the statistical methods we have proposed
for testing these models. While the particular intensifying and resistance
factors are specific to communism, the general approach of identifying
factors that could intensify exposure or provide resistance to exposure in
the case of regime X is itself generalizable. Further, while we have looked
at the effects of legacies on attitudes, there is no reason the method could
not be applied to other aspects of political behavior including evaluation
and participation (e.g., Pop-Eleches and Tucker 2013) or other attitudes
beyond the four considered in this manuscript (e.g., Pop-Eleches and
Tucker 2010). Thus we very much hope that not just our findings, but
our methods as well, will inspire research on legacy effects on political
behavior broadly outside of the specific attitudes and context featured in
this manuscript.

9.4. CONTRIBUTIONS TO THE STUDY OF
POST-COMMUNIST POLITICS

In this final section we discuss how the findings in our manuscript con-
tribute to debates about the role of historical legacies in explaining the
politics of post-communist Eastern Europe and Eurasia. We will start by
placing our book in the broader context of scholarly debates about the na-
ture, mechanisms, and scope conditions of historical legacy effects. Next,
we take a brief empirical detour to discuss in greater detail how our
analysis helps explain one of the more puzzling empirical regularities of
the post-communist transition: the gap between the countries emerging
from the republics of the pre-WWII Soviet Union and the countries where
communist regimes came to power only at the end of WWIL Finally, we
briefly discuss the implications of our findings for the debates about the
“end of the post-communist transition” and for understanding some of
the recent political developments in the region, including concerns about
authoritarian backsliding.

9.4.1. Varieties of Legacy Arguments and Different Contributions

As mentioned previously, in this book we have been focused primarily on
developing a theoretical framework for understanding the effects of com-
munism on political attitudes, proposing a methodological approach for
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testing the theoretical predictions of this model, and then applying this
method to establish the extent and the nature of communist legacy effects
on four important dimensions of post-communist political attitudes. As
such, we hope that this book will provide an impetus for future work on
these important and surprisingly understudied questions by encouraging
research that would apply the framework to other questions related to
post-communist political behavior.!®

Given that the literature on communist attitudinal legacies is still in its
infancy, we now also discuss how our findings speak to two separate but
related strands of the literature on historical legacies in Eastern Europe
(and beyond). The first strand is a group of studies that have analyzed the
effects of “deeper” pre-communist historical legacies in explaining indi-
vidual political attitudes and behavior in post-communist Eastern Europe
(Darden and Grzymata-Busse 2006; Wittenberg 2006; Darden 2011; Pei-
sakhin 2015).” While there is an obvious tension between the emphasis
in these works on the survival of important pre-communist differences
and our focus on the common legacies of the shared communist experi-
ence, we agree with Ekiert and Ziblatt (2013) that the two approaches
are best seen as complementary, not as alternatives. In part this comple-
mentarity is rooted in the very logic of the two types of arguments, given
that they both take the role of historical legacies seriously and rely on
similar transmission mechanisms. But the findings in our book suggest an
additional interesting source of complementarity, rooted in the interac-
tion between pre-communist and communist legacies in shaping post-
communist attitudes. Thus, we find significant evidence that country-level
pre-communist socioeconomic and political development, and individual-
level pre-communist education (and religious denomination) played an
important role in helping us understand the varying degrees of resistance
toward communist political socialization efforts. In other words, even
though pre-communist differences do not account for post-communist
attitudinal exceptionalism, our understanding of communist legacies is
enriched by accounting for the significant pre-communist differences be-
tween the countries that ended up behind the Iron Curtain. Conversely, we
would argue that our focus on communist-era socialization can help elu-
cidate the mechanisms through which pre-communist legacy differences

¥One important extension, for example, would be to expand the scope of analysis to
contribute to the small but growing literature on the post-communist deficit in civic and po-
litical participation (Howard 2002, 2003; Pop-Eleches and Tucker 2013; Ekiert and Kubik
2014; Rosenfeld 2016).

YTechnically, both Darden and Grzymata-Busse (2006) and Wittenberg (2006) focus on
aggregate outcomes, but the logic of the argument is largely rooted in individual attitudes
and behavior, which is why we reference them as part of this discussion here.
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were able to survive the sustained and often violent efforts of communist
regimes to erase all vestiges of the pre-communist past.?’

The second comparison set consists of studies of post-communist pol-
itics that use historical legacy arguments to explain a broad range of
macro-level (typically country-level) economic and political outcomes. As
in the case of individual-level legacy work, we can make a further distinc-
tion between works emphasizing post-communist diversity rooted in pre-
communist legacies (e.g., Janos 2000) and those emphasizing the distinc-
tive and fairly uniform post-communist imprint of Leninist legacies (e.g.,
Jowitt 1992, Tismaneanu et al. 2006). Given our emphasis on shared
communist legacies, our book obviously speaks more directly to the sec-
ond set of studies, especially those concerned with the continued exis-
tence of a post-communist democratic deficit (Pop-Eleches 2014) or with
the nature of Eastern European welfare states (Haggard and Kaufman
2008). For such studies our manuscript potentially provides some of the
micro-foundations underlying variation in macro-level outcomes. While
even in democracies the translation of individual political preferences
into policy and institutional outcomes is by no means straightforward
(Gilens 2012), public opinion can nevertheless create varying political
opportunities and constraints for political elites and thereby influence
political outcomes even in non-democracies.?! Similarly, the growing re-
sistance to market economics in the mid-1990s (discussed in Chapter 8)
may help explain why the initially rapid privatization progress of the
first transition years slowed down considerably by the mid- to late 1990s
despite the fact that state sectors in most ex-communist countries are still
significantly larger than in much of the rest of the world (Pop-Eleches
2015). While the congruence of macro- and micro-level patterns is reas-
suring, our understanding of these linkages between the two levels would
undoubtedly be improved if future work on the topic would analyze in
a more integrated fashion how historical legacies affect both individual
attitudes and aggregate institutional outcomes and the processes through
which macro- and micro-level factors shape each other.

While the second subtype of macro-level historical legacy work,
which emphasizes variation in institutional outcomes across different ex-
communist countries, is somewhat further removed from the focus of
the present book, there are nevertheless a number of areas in which the
findings in this book can help clarify some of the mechanisms underly-
ing the differences in macro-institutional outcomes highlighted by ear-
lier studies. For example, our finding in Chapter 4 regarding the greater

20See, for example, Wittenberg 2006.
2'For example, Rosenfeld (2016) shows that countries with larger shares of democrats
tended to be more democratic even among post-Soviet non-democratic regimes.
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resistance among Catholics to the anti-democratic socialization effects
of communist exposure may help explain why at the aggregate level sev-
eral studies have found better democratic outcomes in countries with
Western Christian majorities (Fish 1998; Pop-Eleches 2007). Moreover,
our finding about the greater resistance among Catholics than Protes-
tants suggests that aggregate studies should differentiate between Catho-
lics and Protestants, at least when analyzing post-communist democracy
and authoritarianism.

In the following subsection we address how our findings in this book
can help illuminate one of the more striking (but largely undertheorized)
findings in the literature on historical legacies in post-communist poli-
tics: the divergence between the successor states of the pre-WWII Soviet

republics and the countries that became communist only in the wake of
World War 1II.

9.4.2. Reassessing the Differences between Eastern
Europe and the Pre-WWII Soviet Republics

Even a cursory look at the economic and political trajectories of the for-
mer communist countries during the first decade of the transition reveals
a stark contrast between the significant (albeit uneven) progress toward
democracy and market economies among the former Eastern European
Soviet satellite states (plus the Baltic states) and the greater resilience of
authoritarianism and statist economics in the “core” pre-WWII Soviet
republics. These patterns were confirmed by a number of studies that re-
vealed significant democratic reform deficits among the pre-WWII Soviet
republics (Pop-Eleches 2007, 2014). This contrast raises an interesting
challenge to our analytical approach in this book, where we lump to-
gether as post-communist citizens any resident of a country of the former
Soviet bloc, irrespective of the timing of the onset of communist rule in a
particular country. This raises an important question: does it really make
sense to talk about “post-communist” citizens, or should we differentiate
between the two types of countries based on the length of their commu-
nist regime spells?

While in the preceding chapters of this book we opted for the lumping
approach for both theoretical reasons—we were interested in testing the
extent to which various pre-communist and communist country charac-
teristics moderated the attitudinal impact of communism—and practical
reasons—the presentation of results would have been much more com-
plicated had we used two different types of communist countries—in this
section we will nevertheless briefly present for each of our four types of
political attitudes a series of statistical models that differentiate between
pre- and post-WWII communist countries. The first set of models simply
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includes the two communist regime indicators along with a series of
survey-year dummies to establish the bivariate attitudinal differences be-
tween the two types of ex-communist citizens (along the lines of the re-
sults presented in Model 1 of the first tables in Chapters 4-7). The second
set of models presents the fully saturated specifications used in Model 7
of these tables, and thus controls for the full set of pre-communist con-
trols, demographic controls, and post-communist economic and political
performance indicators. These living in a post-communist country con-
trol variables are important to help us disentangle the effects of longer
communist regime durations in the pre-WWII Soviet republics from the
significant developmental differences that separated them from many of
the Eastern European satellite states (Pop-Eleches 2007). Finally, in the
third set of models we simply add the individual-level personal commu-
nist exposure to the previous model specification. Doing so allows us
to test to what extent any remaining differences in average political at-
titudes between pre- and post-WWII communist countries (and between
them and non-post-communist countries) can be explained by the differ-
ences in the length in communist individual exposure (which was capped
at about 45 years in Eastern Europe and over 70 years in the pre-WWII
Soviet Union).

In Table 9.2 we present the coefficients for the two types of communist
regimes (compared to the baseline of non-communist countries) and—for
ease of interpretation—the difference between the two coefficients. For the
bivariate models, the results suggest that the extent of the post-communist
exceptionalism was indeed stronger in the pre-WWII Soviet republics
across all four attitude types (and the differences were significant at p<.1
in Model 1 and p<.01 or better in Models 4, 7 and 10). By comparison,
the average effects in post-WWII communist regimes, while still pointing
in the same direction, were substantively smaller and fell short of reaching
statistical significance for market and gender equality support.

However, once we turn to the fully specified models that account for
pre-communist structural differences and post-communist economic and
political conditions, a very different picture emerges. Along all dimensions,
the magnitude of the coefficients for post-WWII communist countries in-
creases, and it is now significant at .05 or better for democracy, markets,
and welfare states and at .1 (two-tailed) for gender equality compared
to the non-communist country baseline. Just as importantly, once we
control for their pre-and post-communist developmental disadvantages,
the pre-WWII Soviet republics no longer stand out as the key drivers
of post-communist exceptionalism. In fact, for two of the dimensions—
democracy and gender support (Models 2 and 11 respectively) the differ-
ence is now greater for the Eastern European countries, although these
differences are at best marginally significant (at .1 in Model 11). For
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welfare state support, Model 8 reveals a much larger post-communist bias
once we control for pre- and post-communist conditions but the dif-
ference between different types of ex-communist countries disappears
completely. The only area where the post-communist “signature” effect
was still stronger for pre-WWII Soviet republics was for the anti-market
bias in Model 5. This suggests that once we account for the significant
developmental differences between the older and newer communist re-
gimes, the attitudinal contrast between the two sets of countries is much
less pronounced than in the bivariate models. This pattern is in line with
the aggregate-level findings from prior work by one of us (Pop-Eleches
2007), where the negative effects of prewar Soviet Union membership on
post-communist regime outcomes were highly sensitive to the inclusion
of other historical legacy indicators.

Arguably the most interesting finding comes from the last set of mod-
els. Once we control for individual-level differences in personal com-
munist exposure, both groups of ex-communist countries are no longer
statistically distinguishable at conventional significance levels from their
non-communist counterparts for three of the four types of attitudes we
analyzed in this book: democracy, markets, and gender equality.?> The
only area where we continue to see a clear post-communist bias even net
of personal exposure differences is in support for state provided social
welfare, but even here the magnitude of the effect was reduced by 50%
and there were essentially no differences between pre- and post-WWII com-
munist regimes.

Opverall, this analysis indicates that once we account for developmen-
tal differences, the attitudinal differences between Eastern Europeans and
citizens of pre-WWII Soviet republics are noticeably reduced (and even
partially reversed), which suggests that our decision to analyze them jointly
in the preceding chapters was justified. Just as importantly, the fact that
neither pre- nor post-WWII communist countries were statistically distin-
guishable from their non-communist counterparts once we account for ex-
posure to communism (in addition to residence in a post-communist state)
further confirms the importance of communist exposure for explaining at-
titudes toward democracy, markets, and welfare state support. However,
it appears that the length of communist exposure is more important in
explaining differences between post-communist and non-communist coun-
tries than between the pre- and post-WWII communist regimes.

21t should be noted that even in Model 6, which controls for communist exposure and
thus for the different lengths of living under command economies, citizens of pre-WWII
communist countries were still significantly more anti-market than their Eastern European
counterparts, but, interestingly, neither of them were significantly different from the non-
communist baseline.
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9.4.3. What Next?

While prediction in the social sciences is a notoriously risky endeavor, in
this final section we speculate at least briefly on a few of the implications
of our findings both for the analytical utility of “post-communism” as a
category for understanding political phenomena in Eastern Europe and
the former Soviet Union and, more broadly, for the political prospects of
the post-communist region.

From the perspective of the ongoing debates about the end of the tran-
sition/end of post-communism/end of Eastern Europe (e.g., Bernhard and
Jasiewicz 2015), the obvious starting point is our analysis of temporal
trends in Chapter 8. At least as far as the era before the global financial
crisis is concerned, our analysis suggests that the answer to the question
about the end of the post-communist transition depends to a large extent
on the issue area under consideration. Thus, for democratic commitments
and especially for welfare state support, post-communist citizens still dif-
fer markedly from their non-communist counterparts in the time period
under consideration (1989-2009). Given that in both issue areas these
differences are also visible for the younger cohorts with limited personal
communist exposure, this suggests that cross-generational transmission
of these attitudes is sufficiently strong that we should expect to see a rec-
ognizable communist legacy for at least the short-to-medium term, a find-
ing that is further supported by the evidence about parental transmis-
sion effects with regard to social welfare in our supplemental analysis
in Chapter 6. By contrast, for market and gender equality support the
ex-communist countries had largely converged by 2008—at least on av-
erage—to the “normality” of non-communist countries, which could be
interpreted as marking the end of the transition (Shleifer and Treisman
2004).%

However, given that the WVS surveys analyzed above end in 2009, we
may need to be cautious about interpreting the partial convergence in
terms of democratic support and the almost complete convergence with
respect to market attitudes as irreversible trends. Given our findings in
Chapter 8 about the growing deficit in democracy and market support
in the context of the economic and political malaise of the early to mid-
1990s, it is conceivable that the renewed recessions combined with the
often disappointing political response by Eastern European governments
could have already triggered a renewed widening of the post-communist

ZWe also find evidence of some parental socialization effects in attitudes toward mar-
kets, but these are either in terms of strengthening exposure effect for parents with com-
munist education or who were members of the Communist Party—and thus would not be
relevant for people with no exposure to communism—or are in the pro-market direction
(for people who had a parent with pre-communist education).
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gap. Thus, it is not hard to imagine that in the context of increasingly in-
fluential critiques about the inequities of capitalist systems (Piketty 2014)
and parallel concerns about the abilities of Western liberal democracies
to cope with the global economic crisis (Bermeo and Bartels 2013)—and
the more recent refugee crisis—these attitudes would resonate with the
ideological priors of individuals who had been socialized by communist
regimes to distrust Western capitalism and liberal democracy. However,
it is important to keep in mind that during the 1990s the bulk of the di-
vergence in post-communist democracy and market support was driven
by the older cohorts with extensive personal exposures to communism.
Given that these cohorts account for a smaller and rapidly shrinking share
of post-communist populations two decades later, the findings in our
book suggest that the magnitude of any such renewed divergence could
be significantly smaller in the post-2008 period. While these are inter-
esting questions that could be fruitfully analyzed within our theoretical
framework, answering them in a systematic fashion is beyond the scope
of the present book and should be the subject of future research.

Another interesting question is how the attitudinal gaps we have iden-
tified in this book can shed light on a number of worrisome political de-
velopments that have questioned not only the prospects of further democ-
ratization in the largely non-democratic former Soviet republics, but also
the stability and even survival of liberal democratic institutions among
some of the region’s erstwhile democratic frontrunners (especially Hun-
gary but more recently also Poland). While the democratic backsliding in
Putin’s Russia and several other pre-WWII former Soviet republics was ob-
viously driven to a large extent by elite politics (Taylor 2011; Petrov et al.
2014), the weak popular commitment to democracy combined with a
broader communist nostalgia in many of these countries has undoubtedly
facilitated such backsliding.

Among the post-WWII communist countries, many of which have
been democratic since the early to mid-1990s, the recent democratic chal-
lenges raise a different set of questions. At a basic level, the fact that our
analysis in the preceding section shows that the post-communist deficit in
democratic support also affected these relative democratic frontrunners
suggests that the real puzzle may not be the recent fragility of democracy
in Eastern Europe, but rather its resilience during the crises of the 1990s.
In a sense the spread of democracy to most of East-Central Europe and
the Baltics in the early 1990s and then to a growing number of Balkan
countries can be interpreted as approximating Di Palma’s (1990) model
of “democracy without democrats.” While this model worked reasonably
well in the 1990s owing in large part to the strong incentives of Euro-
pean integration at both the mass and the elite level (Vachudova 2005),
the lack of strong normative commitments to democracy among a large
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part of the Eastern European publics could potentially undermine the
resilience of these democracies in the face of subsequent anti-democratic
challenges.

Even though the extent and the reasons for this democratic backsliding
continue to be debated (Levitz and Pop-Eleches 2009; Sedelmeier 2014;
Orenstein 2015) what is striking is the weak societal reaction toward
the anti-democratic moves in several Eastern European countries. Thus,
neither Orban’s power grab in Hungary nor the attempted constitutional
coup in Romania were met by significant popular protests, and while it
may be tempting to blame this weak response on the general weakness
of post-communist civil society (Howard 2003; Pop-Eleches and Tucker
2013), the validity of this explanation could be called into question by the
fact that in recent years we have seen an uptick of protests on different
topics, ranging from anti-mining protests in Romania to protests against a
proposed Internet tax in Hungary. In other words, perhaps the problem is
not the lack of mobilization in general, but rather the fact that in neither
country did the desire to defend constitutional checks and balances evoke
sufficiently strong passions among citizens, which, in turn, may be rooted
at least in part in the lukewarm democratic support revealed by the analy-
sis in our manuscript. None of this is to say that weak democratic commit-
ments are either necessary or sufficient explanations of post-communist
democratic backsliding,?* but they nevertheless provide potentially impor-
tant constraints on the actions of political leaders, especially in the context
of the weaker external democratic conditionality of the post-EU accession
period. From this perspective, the massive recent anti-corruption protests
in Romania may be an important turning point because of their emphasis
on defending the rule of law against encroachments by the ruling elites.

Compared to the continued democratic support deficit, the greater con-
vergence of post-communist market attitudes may help explain why in the
wake of the global economic crisis we have not seen a radical shift in the
economic policies of most post-communist countries despite the high eco-
nomic costs of the austerity measures adopted in response to this crisis. In
fact, it appears that many post-communist governments actually adopted
tougher adjustment measures than their Western European counterparts,
and while many of the governments were subsequently punished at the

24Thus, Hungarian politics would have arguably looked quite different without Orban’s
particular personality and leadership style and the “perfect storm” of the implosion of the
Hungarian Socialist Party after 2006. Similarly, the ultimate failure of the Romanian con-
stitutional coup attempt of 2012 was due primarily to external pressures from the United
States and EU rather than the democratic commitments of either Romanian elites or the gen-
eral public. Nevertheless, events in Poland—long considered the bedrock of post-communist
democracy—in the months preceding the completion of this book make it increasingly chal-
lenging to sustain a narrative of idiosyncratic explanations.
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polls in post-crisis elections, it did not produce a rise in the vote shares
of radical left parties (especially compared to Greece and Spain). In fact,
quite possibly the greatest challenge against neoliberal economic policies
came from the strongly anti-communist Hungarian Fidesz, and more re-
cently from the equally anti-communist Polish Law and Justice (PiS) party,
which suggests that the legacy of communist anti-market appeals may
have either faded or morphed into a very different phenomenon.

Perhaps the biggest outstanding “real-world” puzzle raised by the find-
ings in our book concerns the political reverberations of the large and resil-
ient post-communist bias in favor of welfare states providing for individual
needs. This question is particularly salient in the context of the significant
decline in welfare provision in much of the post-communist world, which
has led to a large and growing gap between the communist legacy-based
expectations and the stark reality of actual provision in most ex-communist
countries. This gap is arguably one of the underlying reasons for the wide-
spread dissatisfaction of most Eastern Europeans with successive post-
communist governments and in the long run has the potential to undermine
support both for democracy, to the extent that democratic regimes prove
unable to fulfill these demands, and for markets, whose uncertainties and
inherent inequalities heighten the demand for a more generous welfare state.

9.5. LAST THOUGHTS

In 1989 a series of (largely) unexpected changes ushered in a remarkably
fast and (mostly) peaceful end to perhaps the longest and most ambitious
experiment in reordering the political, economic, and social rules of society.
Affecting hundreds of millions of people, Soviet-style communism created
a particular political and economic order that was based on the idea of
fundamentally reorienting social relations in line with theoretical works
by Marx, Engels, Lenin, and others. By the end of 1990, single-party rule
in Eastern Europe was largely over, replaced by (often chaotic) multiparty
democratic elections in country after country. By the start of 1993, the
Soviet Union had ceased to exist, replaced by 15 new independent states.
Within a decade and a half, NATO and the EU would expand to encompass
most of Eastern Europe. Communism in Europe was dead. And yet . ..
Scholars of post-communist politics have recognized for many years
now that communism may be dead, but its legacy lives on. Most of the
prior research on this topic, however, has focused on the effects of lega-
cies on post-communist institutions. While institutional legacies are un-
questionably theoretically interesting and practically important, in this
book we have tried to broaden the focus of the historical legacy debates
to include a more systematic discussion of how communism has shaped—
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and continues to shape—a broad range of political attitudes and pref-
erences for hundreds of millions of citizens from the countries of the
former Soviet bloc. To paraphrase Max Weber, our intention here is not
to replace an (almost) exclusive focus on institutional legacies with an ex-
clusive focus on mass political attitudes, but instead to bridge the divide
between scholars studying communist legacies (and historical legacies
more broadly) and those interested in understanding political attitudes
in post-communist countries (and elsewhere). We think that in addition
to offering interesting insights into the dynamics of attitude formation
and change, such an “attitudinal turn” in the study of historical legacies
can contribute to a better understanding of post-communist politics in
the last quarter century and arguably for years to come. Of course, politi-
cal attitudes are only one part of the much larger and more complicated
equation of post-communist politics, and their impact on political out-
comes is circumscribed by a variety of factors, including poorly function-
ing democratic representation mechanisms, external policy constraints,
and significant collective action problems. Nonetheless, political attitudes,
and the historical legacies that shape them, play at the very minimum
a “parameter-setting” role in constraining the actions of political elites
(Beissinger and Kotkin 2014), and during periods of popular mobiliza-
tion—be they protests or elections—they can shape political outcomes in
much more consequential ways. Therefore, we hope that the theoretical
framework and the empirical results we have discussed in this book can
be a starting point for a broader discussion about how the past shapes
contemporary politics through its impact not just on institutions, but on
political attitudes and behavior as well.
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