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Abstract. The political support of citizens of new democracies reflects two sets of experi-
ences. Initially, people are socialized into an undemocratic regime; then, they must re-learn
political support in relation to a new regime. In an established democracy, it is difficult to
disentangle the effect of early socialization and current performance because both refer to
the same regime. However, this is both possible and necessary in countries where there has
been a change in regime. Critical questions then arise: When, whether and how do citizens
determine their support for their new regime? At the start of a new regime past socializa-
tion should be more important but, after a few years, current performance should become
more important. We draw on 47 Barometer surveys between 1991 and 1998 in ten more or
less democratic post-communist regimes of Central and Eastern Europe and the former
Soviet Union to test the relative importance of early socialization influences, the legacy of
the communist past, and the political and economic performance of new regimes. We find
that economic and political performance explains the most variance in support and, secon-
darily, the communist legacy. Early socialization is insignificant. However, contrary to eco-
nomic theories of voting, the impact of political performance is greater than the impact of
economic performance in post-communist countries – and its impact is increasing.

Introduction

Democratic regimes are especially dependent on public support. In estab-
lished democracies, maintaining public support for the regime poses a minimal
challenge. In established democracies few citizens can imagine living under
any other regime, for it is the only regime they have ever known. Theories
usually focus on how people learn to support a new regime.1 By contrast, cit-
izens in new democracies have spent most of their lives under an undemoc-
ratic regime; therefore, the new regime challenges people to re-learn political
attitudes and behaviour. In such circumstances, the theoretically important
questions are about re-learning regime support; that is, whether, when and how
citizens learn to respond to a regime radically different from that which had
governed their lives previously.



Learning theories differ in the way in which the process of learning regime
support is conceptualized. In David Easton’s (1965) classic model, support 
for a political system is generated by an ongoing process in which pre-adult
socialization comes first in time and is assumed to predispose citizens to view
their regime positively (Easton & Dennis 1969). Adult citizens input demands
and support to government, and the feedback of government response re-
enforces support learned through pre-adult socialization. In contrast, per-
formance theories emphasize the importance of an individual’s current
experience; citizens are expected to ask of governors ‘What have you done 
for me lately?’ or ‘What can you deliver tomorrow?’ (cf. Rogowski 1974;
Weatherford 1987). Citizens learn to evaluate regimes from the feedback of
government performance rather than from pre-adult socialization. Theories
differ in the relative emphasis placed on the performance of politicians per se
(e.g., do they behave in a trustworthy fashion?) as against the performance of
the economy.

New democracies are a good testing ground for competing theories of
learning and re-learning political support. In an established democracy, it is
very difficult to test the relative importance of socialization and performance
for regime support since both make the same empirical prediction: most citi-
zens will support an established democracy. In post-communist societies, citi-
zens have lived under two regimes, each of which has sought their support.
Communist Party states actively, even aggressively, sought to socialize subjects
to support – or at least overtly comply with – the regime (cf. Linz 2000; Keenan
1986; Jowitt 1992; Bahry 1999). The Soviet Interview Project found a substan-
tial degree of acceptance of Soviet norms, even among refugees (Millar 1987).
While resentment of Moscow domination was widespread in Central and
Eastern Europe, the monopolistic power of a one-party state controlling a
command economy forced people to learn to deal with the system under which
they lived (cf. Mason 1985; Wedel 1986).

When communist regimes collapsed abruptly a decade ago, a major 
discontinuity was introduced into the life histories of all their citizens.
Within the category of countries bracketed together under the heading 
‘post-communist’, both political and economic performance has varied 
substantially. Some new regimes are succeeding in becoming democracies,
while in others leaders are not even trying. There are big differences in the
economic performance of post-communist countries too. By examining
Barometer sample surveys in ten post-communist countries over seven years,
we can test under what circumstances and to what extent socialization influ-
ences have limited the capacity of citizens to adapt their political values as
well as who has learned what from the political and economic performance of
their new regime.
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A lifetime learning model of regime support

Insofar as pre-adult socialization predisposes individuals to accept their
regime (and Easton did not distinguish between support for democratic and
undemocratic regimes), then initially adults will withhold support when the
regime changes for, by definition, it is not what they had learned to think of
as the way the country ought to be or could be governed.

Theories of individual socialization stress the formative importance for
basic political attitudes of influences beginning in childhood. Many critical
influences on children’s political attitudes are exogenous to the political
system; they are ‘pre-political’ or ‘extra-political’, such as attitudes toward
political authority formed by children’s perceptions of authority structures in
the family or school (for a recent re-statement, see Eckstein 1998). Micro-level
socialization theories recognize differences in political socialization due to
gender, class or education within a society, implying that support for regimes
can vary within non-democratic as well as democratic political systems (see
Almond & Verba 1963; Mishler & Rose 2001).

Cultural theories emphasize the macro-context within which political
learning occurs. Everyone socialized into a culture is exposed to the same set
of values supporting the regime and its basic rules of the game. Political social-
ization is the process by which basic political values are transmitted to indi-
viduals. In an established democracy support is transmitted largely intact from
one generation to the next and the same may be true in an established unde-
mocratic regime. The literature of Soviet studies emphasized continuity
between communist values and authoritarian values that had been part of
Russian cultures for centuries before 1917 (cf. Keenan 1986). The persistence
of deep political values through extra-political socialization is also a central
theme in Putnam et al.’s (1993) interpretation of democratic and undemocra-
tic practices in Italy. Macro- and micro-level socialization theories agree in
emphasizing the durable, ‘once and for all’ determination of political values.

The abrupt introduction of democratic institutions into a society in which
most citizens have been socialized into undemocratic norms creates cognitive
dissonance. Individuals must either learn fresh norms and behaviour appro-
priate to a democratic political system or a new democracy cannot become
consolidated for a generation or longer, until after those socialized into an
undemocratic regime die off and are gradually being replaced by cohorts who
have been socialized into democratic institutions.

Whereas socialization theories tend to treat support as an exogenous given,
performance theories make support endogenous; it is a consequence of feed-
back, reflecting an evaluation of the regime’s performance in relation to citizen
demands (Kornberg & Clarke 1992). Performance theories emphasize the
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here and now: the outputs that matter are current. Discontinuity with a past
regime is not considered and future expectations, based on current or recent
performance, are often stressed as determinants of the net present value of 
a regime. Performance theories are consistent with a broad range of influ-
ences on support: economic conditions, public provision of social benefits,
the level of honesty or corruption in administration, and respect for civil 
liberties.

Macro-measures of regime performance, such as its rating on a Freedom
House score of political and civil liberties or growth rates in Gross Domestic
Product, imply that all citizens will evaluate regime performance similarly.
Political support will thus tend to be uniform within a society while varying
between societies as political performance varies. By contrast, micro-theories
emphasize that individuals will differ in the way the regime’s performance
affects them. Whatever the state of the national economy, some individuals
will enjoy rising prosperity while others will be worse off and a third group
will be unaffected by macro-level economic changes, thus leading to within-
society variations in regime support.

Whereas institutional characteristics of government (e.g., an elected pres-
ident) are usually constant, its performance is often variable. In many post-
communist countries, the record of the new regime is mixed. In Central and
Eastern Europe, new regimes have delivered greater freedom and civil liber-
ties than their communist predecessors but there has been turbulence as a non-
market economy has been replaced by a market economy. Moreover, some
post-communist regimes are not democratizing (e.g., Belarus). Where this is
the case, citizens valuing democracy should withhold support from an un-
democratic regime.

Although the distinction between socialization and performance theories
has fuelled a lively debate, it is often overdrawn. Both socialization and per-
formance theories view political support as learned; they differ principally in
the timing and agents of learning. Socialization theories emphasize early life
and extra-political influences, while performance theories place greater
emphasis on contemporary adult experience of what government does. More-
over, socialization research increasingly reports findings that adult learning 
is more important in shaping political attitudes than childhood learning
(Conover & Searing 1994).

Pre-adult socialization and government performance may be conceived as
complementary parts of a single experientially based ‘lifetime learning’ model
in which early political attitudes are continuously updated and adjusted as
initial beliefs are contradicted, tempered or reinforced by later experiences
(Mishler & Rose 1997). This formulation parallels Fiorina’s (1981) conception
of party identification as a ‘running tally of retrospective evaluations’. Specif-
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ically, political support at any point in time represents the cumulation of a
person’s evaluations of the regime, positive and negative, based on the expe-
riences of a lifetime. Expressed symbolically the lifetime learning model
assumes that:

(1)

where PSp is a person’s political support at the present moment; PSp-1 is the
previous level of political support and BpREp is the weighted impact of the
individual’s intervening evaluations of regime performance. Thus, support at
any moment is the legacy of past support updated by more recent experiences
and evaluations.

The lifetime learning model leaves open whether politics, economics or
social structure influences regime support the most – or whether their influ-
ences may be in opposing directions. In an established democracy it implies
continuity as current experiences reinforce what is learned earlier. However,
people are forced to re-learn political values when there is a discontinuity
between regimes. As James Gibson (1996: 982) concludes a study of public
opinion of Russians and Ukrainians just before and just after the break-up of
the Soviet Union: ‘What was true of attitudes in 1990 was not true in 1992.’

Learning in conditions of political discontinuity

To test alternative theories of learning regime support, we cannot draw on
data from established democracies; evidence is required from individuals who
have been socialized into one regime and now find themselves living in a very
different regime. The seven Central and East European countries examined
here – Bulgaria, the Czech Republic, Hungary, Poland, Romania, Slovakia and
Slovenia – were each governed by a Communist Party state for more than 40
years and Russia, Ukraine and Belarus had been part of the Soviet Union for
seven decades. The collapse of communist regimes thus created a great politi-
cal discontinuity in the lives of hundreds of millions of people. Since then,
people have had upwards of a decade to evaluate the performance of a new,
more or less democratic regime.

To test how citizens have responded to differences in the performance of
their new regime we need comparative data across a range of post-communist
societies. The collapse of communism involved the creation of six new states
– the Czech Republic, Slovakia, Slovenia, the Russian Federation, Belarus and
Ukraine. Thus, more than half of our respondents have lived in another
country for most of their lives and some older citizens have had their national
boundaries change three or even four times in their lifetimes. By contrast, the
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overwhelming majority of Hungarian, Polish, Bulgarian and Romanian
respondents have experienced continuity in the link between their nation and
the state. Even where noteworthy minorities exist, as in Russia, Ukraine and
Romania, one nationality is numerically and politically predominant (Roeder
1999: Table 1).2

While pre-communist government was usually undemocratic government,
there were differences between and within countries as well as in the way in
which communism was introduced under Moscow’s tutelage and the extent to
which citizens were repressed (cf. Berglund & Aarebrot 1997). In Central and
Eastern Europe, the collapse of communist rule could be welcomed on nation-
alist grounds as well as (or instead of) liberal democratic grounds.3 By contrast,
communism was the national form of government in Russia, Belarus and
Ukraine, the most ‘Russified’ parts of the Soviet Union. Months before the fall
of the Berlin Wall, Freedom House placed Bulgaria and Romania at the ex-
treme undemocratic endpoint of its seven-point freedom scale and Czechoslo-
vakia was almost as repressed. Poland, Hungary, and Yugoslavia were classified
as ‘partly free’, a category that also included countries such as Egypt, Indone-
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Table 1. Political support in post-communist countries 1991–1998

Q. Here is a scale for ranking how the government works. The top, plus 100, is the
best; at the bottom, minus 100, is the worst. Where on this scale would you put the
CURRENT regime?

New Democracies Barometer

(% positive)
I II III IV V Change

Poland 52 56 69 76 66 14

Romania 69 68 60 60 66 -3

Bulgaria 64 55 59 66 58 -6

Czech 71 71 78 77 56 -15

Hungary 57 43 51 50 53 -4

Slovenia 49 68 55 66 51 2

Slovakia 50 58 52 61 50 0

CEE mean 59 60 61 65 57 -1

Russia na 36 35 26 22 -14

Belarus na 35 29 35 48 13

Ukraine na 25 24 33 22 -3

Post-Soviet na 32 29 31 31 -1

Source: As in Appendix C.



sia and Mexico. Between the fall of communist regimes and 1998, the year of
the final surveys examined here, Freedom House reckoned the performance of
seven new regimes placed them in the category of ‘free’ or democratic.

Post-communist countries also differ in the extent to which democratic
practices have been adopted since (see Figure 1). The Czech Republic,
Hungary, Poland and Slovenia are now at the same point on the Freedom
House scale as France and Germany. However, Russia and Ukraine are rated
as only ‘partly free’ and, in Belarus, Alyaksandr Lukashenka has succeeded in
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Figure 1. Freedom in communist and post-communist regimes.
Source: http://www.freedomhouse.org. Score is the average Freedom House score for civil
and political liberties.



establishing a regime as undemocratic as that found in the last years of the
Soviet Union. Since the 1998 Barometer survey reported here, the perfor-
mance of new regimes has widened disparities between them. The freest post-
communist states are negotiating membership in the European Union, while
Soviet successor states are under international pressure because of their unde-
mocratic practices.4

In the era of the non-market command economy, all communist states were
directly responsible for managing their national economy (Kornai 1992). The
measures required to introduce the institutions of the market economy have
required new regimes to be as much involved in the economy as their prede-
cessors, albeit to different ends. At the start of the move toward a market
economy, the officially measured Gross Domestic Product of every country
contracted, but not to the same extent or for the same length of time. The dis-
location varied from Russia to the Ukraine, where two-fifths or more of the
official economy ‘disappeared’ to Poland where contraction was slight. The
extent of economic recovery has differed even more. As of 1998, the year of
the final survey examined here, the officially reported Gross National Product
was already higher than in communist times in Poland, Slovenia, Slovakia and
Hungary, and approaching that point in the Czech Republic. In Bulgaria and
Belarus official statistics showed recovery had started but had not yet re-
turned to earlier levels. In Romania, Russia and Ukraine the best that could
be said was that the downturn appeared to have been arrested after the per-
formance of the official economy had turned a long way down (EBRD 2001).

Comparative trends in support

In order to analyze how people learn about the new regimes of post-commu-
nist Europe, we combined the New Democracy Barometer (NDB) organized
by the Paul Lazarsfeld Society in Vienna from 1991–1998 and the New Russia
Barometer (NRB) surveys organized since 1992 by the Centre for the Study
of Public Policy at the University of Strathclyde. Five NDB surveys were con-
ducted between autumn 1991 and 1998. In each country a national research
institute interviewed face-to-face a stratified, national probability sample of
approximately 1,000 citizens. Samples were checked for representativeness 
on the basis of age, sex, education, region, and urban-rural residence (for
details, see Rose & Haerpfer 1998: 64ff; Appendix C to this article; and
www.cspp.strath.ac.uk). The Russian data comes from New Russia Barometer
surveys conducted by VCIOM, the All-Russian Centre for Public Opinion
Research, which uses a stratified national probability sample of approximately
2,000 adults in each survey (see Rose 1999 and Appendix C). In all ten coun-
tries at least two free elections and usually one change of government had
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occurred by the time the latest survey was completed, and there was time for
people to experience both costs and benefits of the move from a command to
a market economy. Altogether, a total of 47 surveys are analyzed here.

Asking people what they think about democracy poses both theoretical
and practical problems. Collier and Levitsky (1996) have coined the term
‘democracy with adjectives’ to classify the 500+ ways in which the word
‘democracy’ is used. In communist societies, the word was often qualified by
the term ‘socialist’ or appropriated to describe such institutions as the repres-
sive German Democratic Republic. In a questionnaire administered to the
cross-section of a population, the word ‘democracy’ is a symbol to which dif-
ferent individuals can impute different meanings. Janos Simon’s (1998: 101)
statistical analysis of survey responses to questions about the meaning of
democracy in 12 post-communist countries has identified three different and
commonly cited meanings: ‘institutional’, ‘socio-economic’, or ‘liberal-
individualist’ democracy. None of these meanings is dominant within a
country, let alone across the region.

Barometer questionnaires do not ask people whether they support a demo-
cratic regime, since in some countries the regime is incompletely democratic
in achievement and intent (Rose & Shin 2001). Instead, people are asked to
evaluate two regimes that they have experienced for many years: a commu-
nist regime up to the beginning of the 1990s and a post-communist regime.
The holistic approach reflects the fact that the move from a communist to a
post-communist regime is a change in kind since it involves the repudiation of
the Communist Party’s role as the coordinator of all institutions of governance
and civil society. Questions about approval of specific political institutions
(e.g., the electoral system or federal structures) which might be relevant in an
established democracy are unsuitable in societies where tectonic shifts have
occurred in the fundamentals of governance. The abruptness of regime
changes in Eastern Europe, occurring within a few months or less, avoids the
problem that can arise in protracted changes of Latin American regimes
(Eisenstadt 2000) where there may be differences of opinion about when,
specifically, liberalizing reforms led to a change in regime kind. The standard
Barometer measure of political support in every survey in Central and Eastern
Europe and the former Soviet Union asks:

Here is a scale for ranking systems of government; the top, +100, is the best,
and the bottom, -100, is the worst. Where would you put: (Show card with
scale):

a) the former Communist regime?
b) the present system with free elections and many parties?
c) our system of governing in five years time?
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Although popular support is vital to the maintenance of a regime, theories do
not stipulate a specific level of support as necessary or sufficient for a demo-
cratic regime to flourish. Following Robert Dahl (e.g., 1998), theories are
usually concerned with the ‘completeness’ of democracy: the closer a regime
approaches the democratic ideal the better it is. However, this approach says
nothing about how imperfectly democratic a new regime can be and still
survive. Nor does it consider the fact that support may also be given to 
non-democratic regimes (cf. Mishler & Rose 2001). By contrast, the realistic
approach of Winston Churchill argues that a regime, however undemocratic it
is, can survive as long as it is viewed as the lesser evil compared to all the other
regimes that its citizens have known. This point is particularly relevant when
respondents include people who have experienced Stalin’s Russia, Hitler’s
Reich or Ceausescu’s Romania (see Rose et al. 1998).

If socialization into a national political culture was uniformly effective, then
we would expect nearly every citizen to agree in terms of showing approval
or disapproval; and if citizens responded uniformly to the performance of their
regime, we likewise would expect very little variation in regime support within
a country. The only differences within a country would be differences in the
degree of approval or disapproval of the current regime. In fact, Barometer
surveys consistently show that citizens disagree about their new regime within
a country, with a majority usually positive and a minority neutral or negative
(see Table 1). The same pattern occurs in the way that the old regime is evalu-
ated (see Rose & Haerpfer 1998: 27).

Consistent with cross-national differences in regime performance under
communism and since, there are substantial differences between countries in
the average level of support for the current regime. In 1992, the first year for
which data is available for all ten countries, support ranged from 71 per cent
in the Czech Republic to 25 per cent in Ukraine, a difference of 46 per cent.
In 1998, the difference in support between the two countries was 44 per cent.
Predictably, support for new regimes is substantially lower in the former Soviet
republics than in the Central and East European regimes. In Central and East
European countries across all surveys, an average of 60 per cent show support
as against 31 per cent in post-Soviet countries. The large and consistent vari-
ations reflect important historical differences justifying the separate analysis
of attitudes in former Soviet countries and Central and East European coun-
tries. This is also consistent with political practice. For example, the European
Union is negotiating membership with all of the Central and East European
countries but not with any successor states of the Soviet Union.

When people have experienced two radically different regimes, socializa-
tion theories postulate little change in the period covered here because the
major influences on support have been learned before the new regime was
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launched. Performance theories predict the opposite: political judgements are
deemed to reflect current assessments of what government does.

Aggregate political support for new post-communist regimes has been
remarkably stable (see Table 1). In Slovakia, where the macro-political climate
has involved the break up of the state and undemocratic leaders twice gaining
and being evicted from office democratically, the proportion supporting the
regime in 1998 was exactly the same as seven years earlier. In five other coun-
tries the change from the first to the latest Barometer survey was six per-
centage points or less. Changes of more than ten per cent have occurred in
four countries. Support for the regime has risen in democratic Poland and
undemocratic Belarus, whereas in the democratic Czech Republic support has
fallen. The relative stability of national support for the regime, whether at a
high or a low level, casts doubt on assuming that macro-economic performance
is a good indicator of popular support for a regime, old or new. In post-
communist countries, macro-economic data shows much greater fluctuations
both down and up than does political support.

Within each survey in each of ten countries, there are substantial differ-
ences in the way its citizens have responded to past socialization and the
current performance of the regime. Since people are asked to rate their regime
on a 201-point scale, the extent of variation is expressed statistically as the
standard deviation around the mean level of support on the lengthy Barom-
eter scale (see Appendix B).5 In Central and Eastern Europe, the mean score
for regime support across each of five years is positive, ranging from +8 to +13.
But the standard deviations are substantial, ranging from 44 to 50 percentage
points, as a substantial minority does not approve of their new regime. In the
former Soviet Union, the mean rating of new regimes is consistently negative.
Yet even here, there are big differences of opinion within each country with
standard deviations of between 49 and 53 percentage points, and a substantial
portion being very negative about their new partly democratic regime while
others are positive. What accounts for these differences?

Individual support: putting theories to the test

Multiple theories

The lifetime learning model identifies two major socialization influences: the
social structure and the communist legacy, and two sets of performance influ-
ences: economic and political.

Social structure differences in established democracies also occur in post-
communist societies, although implications differ because context differs.
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There are radical differences between generations in early socialization; the
youngest adult cohort, born as recently as 1980, knew neither war nor Stalin-
ism; the oldest cohort knew both. Instead of treating age as a linear variable,
the youngest and oldest cohorts are each examined separately. In communist
societies gender did not divide the population into workers and housewives;
female participation in the labour force was almost as high as that of men,
except in the ruling organs of the Communist Party state which tended to be
almost exclusively male. Education played a similar role in differentiating cit-
izens in communist as in non-communist societies. Communist societies gave
individuals strong incentives to develop strong face-to-face informal ties anal-
ogous to those that Putnam (1993) has claimed ‘make democracy work’.
However, the ties were often used to frustrate totalitarian aims of the party =
the state (see e.g., Shlapentokh 1989; Rose 2000b). Barometer surveys provide
two indicators of social capital: church attendance and town size. In commu-
nist societies, church attendance was likely to create strong associational ties
and demonstrate rejection of the communist regime’s atheistic propaganda.
Town size can be a rough indicator of dense horizontal networks, as people
who live in villages are likely to know more about the people they meet 
than are the residents of large cities. (For details of the construction of vari-
ables, see Appendix A; Appendix B reports their means and standard 
deviations.)

Although the old regime is gone, it leaves a legacy in the minds of citizens
socialized into it. ‘The power of the past’ is most likely to be important in the
early 1990s, when the shock of change was greatest and people had virtually
no experience of their new regime (Barany & Volgyes 1995). Three indicators
of the legacy of communist rule are regularly included in Barometer surveys:
(1) an individual’s evaluation of the old communist regime; (2) whether an
individual or immediate family member had been a member of the Commu-
nist Party; and (3) whether the family’s economic situation today is the same,
better or worse than under the former regime. Those supporting the old
regime, belonging to the Party and suffering a decline in their personal living
standards can be expected to be most likely to reject the new regime.

As the decade rolled on, post-communist regimes have been able to replace
the uncertain hopes and fears of transformation with a record of performance.
Political sociologists have emphasized the importance of material conditions
for creating popular support for a democratic regime (see e.g., Lipset 1994;
Burkhart & Lewis-Beck 1994; Leblang 1997; Feng 1997). Given the profound
shocks of economic transformation and because people have been socialized
by a state-run economy to hold government responsible for their economic
welfare, in post-communist societies economic performance can be even more
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important (Przeworski 1991). Scholars disagree, however, as to whether citi-
zens evaluate the regime according to their individual financial situation or
the performance of the macro-economy (see, e.g., Kinder & Kiewiet 1979).
They also disagree about whether citizens evaluate the economy more like
peasants, who reward or punish the regime based on its past economic record,
or more like bankers, whose economic judgements are future-oriented (cf.
MacKuen et al. 1992; Fiorina 1981). In the post-communist context, the 
contrast between retrospective and prospective judgements is not about mar-
ginal changes but about the categorical difference between the non-market
command economy of the communist era and the future that a market
economy promises – or threatens.

Regime change focuses attention on political performance too. Given the
repressive practices of the old regimes, new regimes may quickly secure polit-
ical support by granting individual liberty that allows freedom from the state.
While Western liberals take freedom from the state for granted, East Euro-
peans cannot (cf. Berlin 1969). Promoting freedom involves administrative
‘deconstruction’ – disbanding the network of political informers and police
and closing censorship offices – within the power of the new regime. Hence,
an increased freedom from the state can be measured by the change in the
Freedom House indicator of civil and political liberties since 1989 (see Figure
1).6 The use of a contextual variable that is constant within a country but varies
between countries is desirable in that it not only captures differences in politi-
cal legacies between countries but also does so in terms of a generic concept,
‘freedom’, rather than by single-nation dummy variables or ill-defined (and
often over-deterministic) references to national histories and events.

In the early years of a new democracy, citizens can evaluate their new
regime by comparison with undemocratic alternatives for which their own
national twentieth-century history offers multiple examples. The Barometer
surveys offered four alternative choices. The most obvious, a return to com-
munist rule, is usually favoured by a fifth or less of respondents in Central and
Eastern Europe, and by a third or more in the former Soviet Union. Other
alternatives are military rule (favoured by less than a tenth of respondents),
the suspension of parliament and elimination of free elections (favoured by
about a fifth) and the return to a monarchy or tsar (favoured by small minori-
ties varying with national context) (cf. Rose et al. 1998: Chapter 5). Since those
who think their new regime is the worst possible are likely to support more
than one undemocratic alternative, we created an additive measure of support
for four undemocratic alternatives. In the 1998 NDB survey, 61 per cent of
Central and Eastern Europeans rejected all four alternatives. In the former
Soviet Union, 36 per cent rejected all four undemocratic alternatives.
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Table 2. OLS estimates of a lifetime learning model of popular support for seven post-communist regimes in Europe, 1992–1998

1992 1993 1994 1996 1998

b b b b b
Variables: (se) BETA (se) BETA (se) BETA (se) BETA (se) BETA

Communist legacy
bloc R2 = 4.1% 6.8% 3.3% 4.4% 5.3%

Communist regime -.07 -.08 -.12 -.14 -.04 -.05 -.04 -.05 -.05 -.06
support .01 .01 .01 .01 .01

Communist living -.14 -.12 .05 -.08 -.07
standards better .05 .05 .04 .04 .04

Former Communist na .12 .21 -.01 .50 .05

Party member .28 .12 .09 .11

Social structure
bloc R2 = 0.6% 1.2% 0.7% 1.4% 1.5%

Education level .03 .09 .01 .03 -.05

.04 .04 .04 .04 .04

Age cohort: -.05 -.21 .27 .08 .17
18–25 years .13 .14 .16 .13 .15

Age cohort: .09 .21 -.05 -.04 -.29
65+ years .13 .14 .15 .14 .15

Gender: female -.07 -.14 -.11 -.16 .01
.09 .10 .10 .09 .09

Town size -.02 .05 .05 .11 -.01
.04 .04 .04 .04 .04
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Table 2. (continued)

1992 1993 1994 1996 1998

b b b b b
Variables: (se) BETA (se) BETA (se) BETA (se) BETA (se) BETA

Church attendance .16 .05 .10 .18 .06 .12 .13
.04 .04 .04 .04 .04

Economic performance
bloc R2 = 23.3% 21.9% 20.3% 22.0% 30.0%

Evaluation of current .28 .29 .26 .25 .26 .27 .25 .26 .31 .31
economy .01 .01 .01 .01 .01

Evaluation of future .21 .20 .20 .19 .18 .18 .18 .18 .21 .21
economy .01 .01 .01 .01 .01

Future living standards .30 .06 .32 .07 .09 .17 .25 .05
better .05 .06 .06 .06 .06

Political performance
bloc R2 = 3/0% 3.3% 6.8% 8.3% 7.8%

Increased freedom .16 .04 .31 .05 .68 .13 .69 .11 .44 .06
since 1989 .04 .06 .06 .08

Favour alternative -.25 -.08 -.22 -.08 -.59 -.11 -.64 -.12 -.62 -.11
regimes .03 .03 .06 .06 .06

Total R2 25.4 25.2 23.9 25.9 32.9

F 183.6 169.5 157.1 174.1 244.6

P £ 0.0001; N = ~7,000.
Source: As in Appendix C. Pooled survey data for Bulgaria, Czech Republic, Slovakia, Hungary, Poland, Romania and Slovenia.
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Multiple but unequal influences

Given major differences in national context between Central and Eastern
Europe and the former Soviet Union reflected in individual support for
regimes, we can test influences through OLS regression analysis of two pooled
data sets. To ascertain the importance of social structure, the communist legacy,
economic performance and political performance, separate regressions were
run for each of the four blocs of variables. To assess the net effect of all the
influences in all the blocs, a final regression analysis includes all variables from
all the blocs. Tables 2 and 3 give the variance explained by each bloc and the
model as a whole, unstandardized regression coefficients and associated stan-
dard errors. Given the very large sample size, with each national survey
weighted equally as 1,000 respondents, the 0.001 level is the cutting point for
statistical significance.

The lifetime learning model consistently explains a large amount of vari-
ance in regime support in Central and Eastern Europe; in the first NDB survey
the inclusive model explains a quarter of the variance, and in the fifth round
almost a third of the variance (see Table 2). In the former Soviet Union, the
model shows a good though not so consistent fit, explaining on average of a
quarter of the variance and, in the Spring 1998 survey, explaining two-fifths of
the variance in regime support (see Table 3). Separate regressions were also
run for each of the ten countries for each year. While these inevitably show
some variations between countries, they confirm the fundamental structure of
the model reported here. The lifetime learning model explains about 25 per
cent of variance in support; performance considerations consistently domi-
nate. (Further details available on request from the authors.)

Notwithstanding the emphasis given socialization in survey studies of
established democracies, in post-communist countries it shows little influence.
As a bloc, the six socialization measures never explain as much as two per cent
of the variance in regime support in Central and Eastern Europe and the
former Soviet Union. Neither generational cohort, education nor gender is sta-
tistically significant in either set of countries. Of the two crude indicators of
social capital, town size is insignificant in all but one analysis; and church atten-
dance, which had political as well as sociological significance in communist
times, lacks statistical significance in six of the nine analyses (for similar ne-
gative findings in Western Europe, see Newton 1999). The effects of ‘extra-
political’ early life experiences are very slight.

The legacy left by specific experiences of the communist regime influences
support in predictable directions. Individuals whose experience of communism
was negative are significantly more likely to support a post-communist regime
and those positive about the old regime are less supportive of the new. This is
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true both in Central and Eastern Europe, where the majority view the old
regime negatively, and in the former Soviet Union, where the old regime tends
to be viewed positively. In Central and Eastern Europe, the judgement on the
old regime is an exclusively political judgement; those who say their living
standards were better under communism are no more likely to reject the new
regime than those who say their standards were worse are to support it. Ret-
rospective economic judgements of ex-Soviet citizens are sometimes signifi-
cant along with political evaluations of the old regime. The socializing effect
of membership in the Communist Party is normally without significance, as
the broad-based membership of the Party limited ideological tests and many
people joined the Party for opportunistic rather than ideological reasons. Alto-
gether, the three legacy variables account for almost five per cent of the vari-
ance in regime support for the seven Central and Eastern European regimes
and about three per cent in the former Soviet countries.

Both political and economic performance has a major influence on regime
support, with economic performance explaining a much greater proportion of
the variance. It consistently accounts for more than a fifth of the variance in
regime support in Central and Eastern Europe, and sometimes for even more
in the former Soviet Union. Within this bloc, the most consistently important
influences are evaluations of current macro-economic conditions and expec-
tations of what the national economy will be like in the future. This is consis-
tent with the collectivist past of planned economies and with sociotropic
models of voting in established democracies. It also questions the emphasis on
micro-economic motivations, whether such things as a political ‘feel good’
factor or an individualistic ‘get rich quick’ desire often presupposed in models
of post-communist behaviour derived from individualistic neo-classical 
economic theories. Independent of macro-economic evaluations, those who
believe in the future improvement of their household living standard are inter-
mittently more likely to support Central and East European regimes; they are
no longer significant in the former Soviet Union.7

The political performance of new democracies can be differentiated from
their predecessors by increasing freedom from the state. Consistently, doing
so significantly increases support for the new regime in Central and East Euro-
pean countries, and changes in freedom are usually significant in the former
Soviet Union too. Moreover, the longer Central and East Europeans have
lived in a freer, post-communist regime, the stronger the influence of freedom.
In the former Soviet Union, however, there is a reversal from plus to minus
in the sign of the Beta coefficient, because the change in freedom turned nega-
tive in Belarus. Analysis of individual-level data from the 1994 New Democ-
racies Barometer confirms this finding. The extent to which people see their
new regime as granting more freedom than the old influences regime support
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Table 3. OLS estimates of a lifetime learning model of popular support for three post-Soviet regimes 1992–1998

1992 1993 1994 1996 1998

b b b b
Variables: na (se) BETA (se) BETA (se) BETA (se) BETA

Communist legacy
bloc R2 = 1.3% 2.1% 5.6% 3.2%

Communist regime -.06 -.07 -.06 -.07 -.07 -.09 -.03
support .01 .02 .01 .01

Communist living .23 .06 -.09 .24 .07 -.11
standards better .07 .07 .05 .07

Former Communist na -.02 -.12 -.12
Party member .19 .15 .15

Social structure
bloc R2 = 1.6% 1.3% 1.3% 1.0%

Education level .01 .14 .01 .01
.07 .09 .06 .06

Age cohort: .03 .25 .01 -.09
18–25 years .21 .28 .28 .21

Age cohort: -.23 .87 -.21 -.29
65+ years .27 .40 .26 .23

Gender: female -.11 -.42 .02 -.04
.16 .18 .15 .15

Town size -.27 -.06 -.10 .01 .02
.07 .07 .07 .06
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Table 3. (continued)

1992 1993 1994 1996 1998

b b b b
Variables: na (se) BETA (se) BETA (se) BETA (se) BETA

Church attendance .16 .28 .05 -.10 .12
.09 .10 .10 .07

Economic performance
bloc R2 = 21.5% 8.4% 25.4% 37.7%

Evaluation of current .33 .21 .25 .19 .41 .39 .51 .48
economy .02 .02 .02 .02

Evaluation of future .19 .19 .15 .14 .11 .10 .12 .12
economy .02 .02 .02 .02

Future living standards .39 .08 .16 .19 .08
better .09 .10 .08 .08

Political performance
bloc R2 = 2.9% 2.7% 6.4% 9.5%

Increased freedom 1.06 .05 .84 .07 -.16 -.46 -.10
since 1989 .37 .26 .11 .09

Favour alternative -.49 -.13 -.51 -.09 -.55 -.13 -.31 -.06
regimes .06 .09 .07 .07

Total R2 24.9 11.8 29.3 40.1

F 76.2 28.7 88.5 138.7

P £ 0.001; N = ~3,000.
Source: As in Appendix C. Pooled survey data for Russia, Belarus and Ukraine.



as much as or more than the evaluation of the current economy (Rose et al.
1998; Chapters 7–8).

Political preferences for the future are important too. In a new regime, its
repudiation and replacement by an undemocratic alternative cannot be dis-
missed as inconceivable. Popular attitudes toward alternative regimes indicate
the demand for ‘de-democratizing’ a new democracy. In both Central and
Eastern Europe and the former Soviet Union, Barometer surveys have a four-
item scale of support for undemocratic alternatives. The more consistently an
individual rejects undemocratic alternatives, the more likely she or he is to
support the current regime. Rejecting undemocratic alternatives is inde-
pendent of the extent to which the regime supported has actually increased
freedom.

In post-communist states, the lifetime learning model is very much a polit-
ical economy model of regime support. The starting point is the experience of
a party-state. In retrospect, citizens divide in their evaluation of the old regime,
and the new regime benefits in support from those who disapprove of the com-
munist system as it was and from those who appreciate the greater freedom
they have gained in the new regime. The economic transformation following
the loss of power of the ‘commanders’ of the command economy has imposed
immediate costs on many, but has brought immediate benefits to some and
raised substantial hopes for the future, encouraging regime support too.
Although ex-Soviet citizens have learned different lessons than citizens in
Central and Eastern Europe, the process of learning appears the same.
Support is substantially influenced by the legacy of the old regime and the eco-
nomic and political performance of the new regime.

The dynamic impact of learning

The longer a new regime is in place the more important performance should
become, for, as Anderson and O’Connor (2000: 153) argue, ‘Experience should
change citizens’ perception over time’, and studies of the Federal Republic of
Germany from 1949 onwards and post-Franco Spain support this proposition
(cf. Weil 1989). However, this general proposition leaves open which experi-
ences in a political economy are most likely to change – and in which direc-
tion. Political theories assume that changes in new democracies will increase
support as sceptical or negative citizens experience the satisfaction of living in
a free society. But from an economic determinist perspective, downward
movements in the economic cycle may cancel out or overwhelm once-and-
for-all gains from political change. However, aggregate survey evidence about
post-communist regimes is inconsistent with theories of growing support, for
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in a period in which government performance has been important and pub-
licly prominent, the aggregate level of support has been very stable in each of
ten countries.8

When Barometer surveys first started asking people to evaluate their new
regime, only the communist legacy offered a basis in experience for making
political judgements. Since then, citizens have had a ‘crash’ course in learning
how to live with their new regime. Learning involves a subjective as well as a
temporal distancing from the old regime as fresh experiences crowd out what
had happened before and expectations of the future can become more impor-
tant than the closed book of the past. However, this has not happened in post-
communist societies.

To calculate the impact of learning experiences, we must take into account
both the level and the salience of independent variables in the lifetime learn-
ing model. A change in the mean level of a significant independent variable
should, ceteris paribus, alter regime support.9 If the chief influence on regime
support was pre-adult socialization, changes in the mean level of important
independent variables would take a decade or more to become substantial.
However, big changes in macro-economic conditions can alter individual per-
ceptions, and thus regime support, at short notice. Individual support can also
alter as a consequence of the changing salience of independent variables. In
regression terms, the regression coefficient (b) indicates a variable’s salience
– that is, how much it alters regime support net of other influences. As time
passes people can forget about the old regime, even though they may not
forgive it, thinking that however bad the old regime was, there is no longer a
reason to worry about its return. Concurrently, it may gain in salience if
current economic performance changes for the worse or better. Insofar as this
happens, then even if the levels of variables remain unchanged, an influence
with declining salience will alter support less and an influence with increasing
salience influence support more.

The impact of each variable on support can be calculated by multiplying
the mean level of a variable (given in Appendix B) by its unstandardized
regression coefficient (b) (given in Tables 2 and 3) (cf. Achen 1982). For
example, in 1992 the mean level of support for the former communist regime
across the seven Central and East European countries was -19.9; its salience,
as shown by the unstandardized regression coefficient, b, was -0.07. Multiply-
ing the two (-19.9 ¥ -0.07) shows that positive attitudes toward the old regime
reduce support for the new regime by 1.4 points in the lengthy 201-point scale.

In Central and East European countries, post-communist learning has had
increasing positive impact on popular support for new democratic regimes
(see Figure 2). Altogether, in the first NDB survey the net impact of 
significant economic and political variables increased net support for the new
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regime by 1.23 points on the collapsed 21-point version of the thermometer
scale. As citizens learned more about their new regime, the same variables
have had a much bigger net impact, increasing support by as much as 4.01
points in 1995 and retaining almost double the impact of 1991 in 1998.

The greater the length of time that Central and Eastern European citizens
have experienced freedom, the greater its impact on regime support. In 1991
the impact of freedom on political support was slightly less than the impact 
of hopes for the future economy (0.54 as against 0.61). However, by 1992
freedom had gained double the impact of beliefs about the future economy
and by 1995 its impact (2.7 points) was five times as great as in 1991. The fifth
NDB survey in 1998 shows the impact of freedom is not so high as before, but
it still remains more than three times as high as in the first NDB survey (for
additional evidence about freedom from individual-level data, see Rose et al.
1998: 193). The impact on political support of individuals rejecting authori-
tarian alternatives has also increased with experience. In the first two NDB
surveys its impact was fourth in size and less than the impact of macro-
economic variables. However, since 1993 rejection of authoritarian options has
consistently increased regime support by three-quarters of a point on the 
21-point scale, the second largest impact of all the significant influences. The
third political variable, attitudes toward the communist regime, has very little
impact. The total impact of political performance has increased as people have
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Figure 2. Impact of significant variables on regime support in central and eastern Europe.
Sources: Mean values in Appendix B; unstandardized regression coefficients in Table 2.



learned more about their new democracy. In the first NDB survey, it raised
political support by a total of 0.95 points; in the fourth round by 3.58 points;
and by 2.50 points in the fifth round of the NDB surveys.

Even though a bloc of measures of economic performance explain more
variance (i.e., they improve the fit between attitudes and support), in Central
and Eastern Europe it has less impact on the actual level of support for a new
regime (i.e., the slope of the regression line). In post-communist countries it
is empirically more accurate to say ‘it’s political performance, stupid’ than to
claim, as President Clinton’s staff did, that economic performance is all that
influences citizens.10 Across five NDB surveys, the impact of the current
economy averages only a third of a point on the 21-point support scale, the
impact of the future economy averages 0.47, and the impact of future living
standards averages 0.07 points. Contrary to the assumption that economic per-
formance would grow in importance for regime support, the impact of the
future economy on support has fallen by more than half across five NDB
surveys; the lesser impact of future living standards has also fallen while that
of the current macro-economy has remained virtually the same.

The lesser impact of economic influences on support is of fundamental
political importance for stabilizing the new regime, since evaluation of the
current macro-economy reduces support. In 1991 it produced a net reduction
of 0.43 points and in 1998 a reduction of 0.44 points on the 21-point support
scale. However, hopes for future improvements in the national economy and
in living standards increase support. The net effect is that economic influences
on regime support tend to cancel each other out. In 1991 the three economic
influences altogether increased regime support by 0.29 points on the 21-point
support scale. In 1998 the net impact had become negative but was even less
– a change of -0.08 point (calculated from Figure 2).

In the former Soviet Union, the reactions of citizens to their new regimes
have been negative, and the impact of significant influences has differed from
Central and Eastern Europe (see Figure 3). The state of the current economy
is the one economic influence with a substantial impact and this impact has
been negative – and increasingly so. In the first round of post-Soviet surveys,
current economic conditions reduced an already low level of regime support
by 1.37 points on the 21-point scale. By the 1998 round, the negative impact
has increased to 1.64 points, almost four times that in Central and Eastern
Europe. In economies that have contracted drastically and (unlike Central and
East European countries such as Poland) failed to reverse their decline, the
future has much less impact than the intense difficulties of the present.11 An
inclination to reject authoritarian alternatives does increase support for
current post-Soviet regimes, but the positive impact is far less than negative
evaluations of the current economy.
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In post-Soviet countries citizens have learned that a new regime can move
away from democracy instead of toward it.12 Given an undemocratic USSR as
the starting point, post-Soviet regimes initially appeared more democratic or
at least less undemocratic than their Soviet predecessor. However, the estab-
lishment of an authoritarian dictatorship under Lukashenka in Belarus and
the infirmities of new regimes in the Russian Federation and Ukraine (classi-
fied by Freedom House as ‘partly free’) have meant that the aggregate score
for freedom was lower by 1998 than in the first round of surveys (cf. Figure
1). Since the Soviet regime allowed even less freedom from the state than its
post-Soviet successors, there remains a positive gain in freedom in the ‘partly
free’ new regimes of Russia, Ukraine and Belarus, but by 1998 the advance
had been almost halved by comparison with 1992 (see Appendix B). More-
over, the ‘unfree’ Belarus regime has registered a higher level of popular
support than the ‘partly free’ but much more corrupt and economically unsta-
ble systems of Ukraine and the Russian Federation – a reminder that com-
petitive elections are not the only political performance indicator by which an
incomplete democracy can be evaluated (cf. Rose & Shin 2001). Whereas
among post-Soviet citizens in 1992 increased freedom initially had a bigger
positive impact on political support (+2.30) than the negative state of the
current economy (-0.137), by 1995 both had a negative impact and this was
also true in the next post-Soviet Barometer round. The negative impact of
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Figure 3. Impact of significant variables on regime support: post-soviet countries.
Sources: Mean values in Appendix B; unstandardized regression coefficients in Table 3.



increased freedom – due to widespread dissatisfaction with the regime in
Russia and Ukraine – remains two-thirds less than that of the current
economy.

Given the experience of a consistently poor current economy and of the
poor political performance of new regimes, post-Soviet citizens have learned
to give less support to their current regime. Whereas in 1992 and 1994 the net
impact of learning boosted political support by at least three-fifths of a point,
in 1995 and 1998 it has decreased political support by almost two points.

Although the process by which citizens learn democracy is fundamentally
the same, the content of what is learned has differed with the context (Mishler
& Rose 2001). For former Soviet citizens the break between the old and new
regimes was neither as abrupt nor as complete as in Central and Eastern
Europe. When former communists have returned to office in countries such
as Hungary and Poland, they have done so by repudiating their communist
past and accepting democratic institutions as the only game in town. In the
former Soviet Union, the old Soviet state is part of the past but it has not been
repudiated by political elites or by the mass public, and the corrupt and some-
times authoritarian behaviour of new regimes is inconsistent with democrati-
zation. Moreover, while all post-communist economies initially contracted
when converting to a market economy, the extent of contraction has been far
greater in the former Soviet Union and, at the time of the final survey reported
here, the costs of contraction had led to stagnation rather than hopes for a
rapid economic upturn.

The logic of the Easton model – the level of political support is affected by
feedback from political performance – is endorsed by this analysis of political
learning in post-communist regimes. But what people learn depends on what
types of performance they value, what they learn about their new regime and
what the legacy of the past is. If a regime is repressive, disregards the rights
and liberties of citizens and is incompetent in managing the economy, citizens
draw very different conclusions than their counterparts in a regime that pro-
motes freedom and rejects authoritarian alternatives.
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Appendix A: Coding of variables

Current regime support 21-point scale (-10 to +10) registering satisfaction/
dissatisfaction with the current political system

Communist regime support 21-point scale (-10 to +10) registering
satisfaction/dissatisfaction with the old communist
political system

Communist living standards 2 = ‘much better than current’; 1 = ‘somewhat 
better better’; 0 = ‘same’; -1 = ‘somewhat worse’; -2 =

‘much worse than current’

Former Communist Party 1 = self or family member previously member of 
member Communist Party; 0 = never a Communist Party

member

Education level 1 = elementary; 2 = secondary; 3 = vocational;
4 = university

Age cohort: 18–25 years 1 = 18–25 years; 0 = 26+ years

Age cohort: 65+ years 1 = 65+ years; 0 = 18–64 years

Gender: female 1 = female; 0 = male

Town size 1 = 1–5,000; 2 = 5,001–20,000; 3 = 20,001–100,000; 4 =
100,001+

Church attendance 1 = never; 2 = seldom; 3 = several times per year; 4 =
monthly; 5 = weekly

Evaluation of current economy 21-point scale (-10 to +10) registering
satisfaction/dissatisfaction with current economic
system

Evaluation of future economy 21-point scale (-10 to +10) registering satisfaction/
dissatisfaction with economic system in five years’
time

Future living standards better 2 = ‘much better than current’; 1 = ‘somewhat
better’; 0 = ‘same’; -1 = ‘somewhat worse’; -2 =
‘much worse than current’

Increased freedom since 1989 Calculated as the difference between the 7-point
1992 Freedom House index of civil and political
liberties and the 7-point index in years1992 through
1998 respectively

Favour alternative regimes Mean level of support for ‘return to communist
rule’, ‘rule by strong man’, ‘rule by army’ and
‘suspension of parliament’ of 5-point (-2 to +2) scale
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Appendix B: Means and (standard deviations) for all variables in analyses (former Soviet Union (FSU) 
and non former Soviet Union (Non FSU))

1992 1993 1994 1996 1998

FSU Non FSU FSU Non FSU FSU Non FSU FSU Non FSU FSU Non FSU

Current regime support na 1.33 -1.62 1.35 -2.06 1.37 -2.04 1.74 -1.95 .82
(4.66) (5.03) (4.92) (5.27) (4.77) (4.99) (4.41) (5.27) (4.99)

Communist regime support na -1.99 1.27 -.83 1.39 -1.14 2.93 -.99 2.92 -.87
(5.84) (5.74) (6.02) (5.99) (6.03) (5.84) (5.89) (5.47) (5.83)

Communist living standards na .72 .51 .64 .61 .65 .61 .54 .70 .54
better (1.07) (1.29) (1.12) (1.41) (1.11) (1.44) (1.07) (1.40) (1.20)

Former Communist Party na na na .34 .39 .34 .41 .34 .39 .29
member (.47) (.49) (.47) (.49) (.47) (.49) (.46)

Education level na 2.72 3.07 2.91 3.21 2.84 3.27 3.04 3.01 2.99
(1.43) (1.27) (1.38) (1.09) (1.38) (1.39) (1.36) (1.44) (1.37)

Age cohort: 18–25 years na .12 .18 .15 .18 .13 .14 .15 .17 .15
(.33) (.39) (.35) (.39) (.33) (.34) (.36) (.36) (.37)

Age cohort: 65+ years na .16 .10 .15 .09 .16 .11 .15 .12 .17
(.37) (.30) (.35) (.29) (.37) (.38) (.36) (.35) (.38)

Gender: female na .52 .56 .52 .54 .54 .57 .53 .55 .53
(.50) (.50) (.50) (.50) (.50) (.49) (.50) (.50) (.50)

Town size na 2.39 2.61 2.44 2.81 2.34 2.50 2.40 2.59 2.36
(1.23) (1.24) (1.22) (1.21) (1.24) (1.11) (1.20) (1.26) (1.25)

Church attendance na 2.90 2.23 2.82 2.11 2.70 2.54 2.92 2.12 2.76
(1.38) (1.06) (1.46) (1.12) (1.53) (1.08) (1.38) (1.14) (1.47)

Evaluation of current economy na -1.55 -4.14 -1.38 -4.28 -1.20 -4.10 -.52 -3.20 -1.41
(4.69) (4.67) (4.76) (4.09) (4.91) (4.69) (4.77) (4.99) (4.99)

Evaluation of future economy na 2.89 .11 2.53 .27 2.42 -.19 2.78 .35 1.34
(4.57) (5.01) (4.76) (5.29) (4.71) (5.18) (4.41) (5.19) (5.01)

Future living standards better na .38 .05 .32 .21 .31 -.09 .32 .21 .32
(.99) (1.08) (1.02) (1.06) (.96) (1.06) (.90) (1.00) (.91)

Increased freedom since 1989 na 3.35 2.17 3.57 1.50 3.64 1.50 2.93 1.17 3.86
(1.02) (.24) (.82) (.41) (.87) (.71) (.73) (1.18) (.64)

Favour alternative regimes na -1.08 -.61 -.97 -.83 -1.26 -.63 -1.31 -.75 -1.24
(1.68) (1.90) (1.65) (1.00) (.92) (1.14) (.86) (1.09) (.92)



Appendix C: Democracy barometers: dates and sample sizes 
(N respondents)

1991 1992 1994 1995 1998

Central and Eastern Europe

Bulgaria Dec Dec Dec** Nov Apr

1,002 1,164 1,067 1,184 1,007

Czech Republic Nov Nov/Mar* Mar Dec Apr

1,034 1,408 1,000 978 1,017

Hungary Nov Nov Nov** Nov Mar

1,019 970 1,060 1,067 1,017

Poland Oct Nov Nov** Oct Feb

1,193 1,113 1,057 1,057 1,141

Romania Dec Dec Jan Dec Apr

1,000 1,000 1,000 1,008 1,241

Slovakia Nov Nov/Mar* Mar Nov Mar

1,034 625 574 1,117 1,011

Slovenia Feb* Feb* Mar Nov Apr

1,049 1,013 1,023 1,000 1,000

Former Soviet Union

Belarus na Nov Nov** Nov Feb

1,225 1,000 1,000 1,000

Ukraine na Dec Jan Nov Mar

1,000 1,000 1,000 1,161

Russia na Mar* Mar Jan* Mar

1,975 3,535 2,426 2,002

*Month given is for the year following that in the column caption.
**Month given is for the year before that in the column caption.
Sources: Rose & Haerpfer (1998: 64ff); Rose (1999: 59ff). See also www.cspp.strath.ac.uk

Notes

1. The most common threats to established democracies are not about overthrowing the
regime but about modifying its territorial boundaries. Quebec and Scottish nationalists
seek independence from a multinational state but are committed to maintaining demo-
cratic regimes when they achieve independence.

2. Because ethnic minorities are a small proportion of the population in the countries
examined here and may yield only a few dozen respondents in a representative nation-
wide sample, ethnic differences in regime support are not analyzed here. For the link
between regime support and ethnicity in the Baltic states, see Rose (2000a).
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3. While communism in Yugoslavia was not Moscow-dominated, Slovenes could reject the
Yugoslav state on the grounds that it was Belgrade- or Serb-dominated.

4. The following changes had occurred since 1998 in Freedom House (annual) ratings: Slo-
vakia, up from 3 to 1.5 following an election that turned out Vladimir Meciar; Romania,
down from 1.5 to 2; Ukraine, down from 3.5 to 4; and Russia, after the second Chechen
War broke out, down from 3.5 to 5.

5. When standard deviations are calculated separately for each year in a country, a similar
dispersion of opinions is found.

6. An individual-level measure of freedom cannot be used since freedom questions were
not introduced until the third round of Barometer surveys.

7. Income is not analyzed here because non-monetized resources and ‘second economy’
incomes are each significant for living standards; trend comparisons are handicapped by
weak and unstable measures of inflation; and meaningful cross-national exchange rates
are lacking. When individuals are grouped in income quartiles within their country and
this variable is included in a multiple regression analysis of the third NBD Barometer,
it is not statistically significant (see Rose et al. 1998: 193).

8. Stability in aggregate attitudes masks changes in individual attitudes that cancel each
other out. The phenomenon is found in American public opinion (Page & Shapiro 1992)
and in the Russian panel data of James L. Gibson (personal communication to the
author). However, from the perspective of this article, the aggregate level of support is
of primary importance because it maintains a new regime. Insofar as individuals move
in opposite directions, then a stable 7-year average of three-fifths of the population sup-
porting the regime implies that more than four-fifths are likely to support the regime
some of the time. If a stable three-fifths supported the regime, this would imply polari-
zation with a stable two-fifths consistently opposed to it.

9. It is possible for a novel event such as the break up of Czechoslovakia or the war in
Chechnya to emerge suddenly and be significant; this is the equivalent of a variable with
no salience at one point in time (i.e., b = 0) manifesting a statistically significant coeffi-
cient at another. Our 10-nation comparative data base makes it inappropriate to include
nation-specific events that may influence politicians’ popularity, election results, and, but
to a lesser degree, regime support.

10. One reason why this finding is not reported more often in survey studies is that gains
in freedom and the rejection of authoritarian alternatives are often not measured in
surveys fielded in new democracies because questionnaires narrowly focus on topics
comparable with surveys in already established democracies where freedom is taken for
granted and there is no alternative to the existing regime.

11. In his Millennium message to the Russian people, Vladimir Putin (2000: 213) expressed
the hope (sic) that by the year 2015 the Russian Gross Domestic Product per capita
might catch up with Portugal – as was in 1999!

12. This point is critical for any study of Soviet, as distinct from Central and East European,
successor states. Of the 15 successor states of the Soviet Union, only Estonia, Latvia and
Lithuania, each an independent state forcibly incorporated into the USSR during World
War II, are today classified as ‘free’ by Freedom House.
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