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After the Velvet Revolutions
Altered life-chances, fragile legitimacy, and split-consciousness in post-communist Eastern
Europe

Wil Arts',Z and Mérove Gijsberts'

This article deals with (1) changes in the objective and subjective life-chances of people in
Eastern Europe as affected by the transformation of their economic andpolitical systems, and
(2) the emergence of a new dominant meritocratic ideology of distributive justice and the
survival of a now old subordinate egalitarian one. We investigate whether, and if so, how and
to what degree changes in people's (perceived) life-chances influence their (de)legitimation of
the market economy and the pluralistic system of democracy as well as their (de~re)legitimation
of the ancien regime. Especially, the question of whether, and if so, how and under which
conditions a phenomenon, that has been called 'split-consciousness', will occur with respect
to people's choices between those opposing systems, is answered. Several hypotheses are
presented that deal with the above mentioned topics. Those hypotheses are tested empirically
by using cross-national data stemming from the InternationalSocial Justice Project.

KEY WORDS: Eastern Europe, post-communism, legitimacy, life-chances, split-
consciousness

When the velvet revolutions of 1989 in Eastern Europe appeared to be successful, most people
in both the East and the West were exhilarated, reasoning that one success would lead to
others. They expected that the post-communist countries would rapidly undergo a successful
transition into societies characterized by a properly performing market economy and a
genuinely pluralistic political system. An additional expectation that took root at that time was
that a political change of the guard would soon take place. Many believed that the communists
would then have to step down and would be replaced, both in political and economic spheres,
by former dissidents and by professionals. However, they had not reckoned with their host.
They soon were forced to conclude that the transformation did not work out as rapidly and as
neatly as they had originally anticipated (Arts et al., 1995: 1).

1 WORC, Tilburg University, Tilburg, The Netherlands.
2All correspondence should be sent to Wil Arts, Department of Sociology, Faculty of Social Sciences, Tilburg University,
P.O. Box 5000 LE Tilburg, The Netherlands.
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Why did people, both in the East and in the West, have such high expectations at the
beginning of the transition? Pejovich (1993: 76) argues persuasively that people in both the
East and the West at that time fostered some basic misunderstandings about the transition
process. Firstly, ordinary people in Eastern Europe became disappointed with the free market
economy, because they had a faulty image of capitalism. It will take time to clear up this
misunderstanding. People in Eastern Europe have to learn the hard way that capitalism is not
about getting rich but about individual liberty, self-responsibility, and self-determination in a
world where the role of government is primarily to enforce and maintain a stable set of rules.
Secondly, many free-market-oriented intellectuals in the West became disappointed because
they had not reckoned with the slow pace of the transition in Eastern Europe. Those
intellectuals tended to ignore ' the hand of the past' , the role of history and traditional values
in shaping people's reactions to the social problems created by the transition. Ordinarily,
people do not immediately and voluntarily adjust to new situations in a way consistent with the
requirements of the new market economy and pluralistic democracy. Western intellectuals will
have to recognize (though not as laboriously as the Eastern Europeans, but rather vicariously),
that in Eastern European countries, communist beliefs and practices are still firmly embedded
in the fabric of community life, and that the (post)communists and bureaucrats are exploiting
this ethos to their advantage (Pejovich, 1993: 76177).

What we will attempt to describe and explain in this article is the opinions Eastern
Europeans held regarding the legitimacy of both the new and the former political and economic
order in the period shortly after the velvet revolutions. The assumption is that we will find both
unrealistically optimistic attitudes about the reforms in addition to skeptical suspicion
(Sztompka, 1996). We presumably will also be able to trace signs of disappointment due to the
slow pace of the reform as well as the absence of promt desirable and expected results. If one
wants to gain insight regarding public opinion, both positive and negative, towards the
reforms, one method is to analyze those reactions from the perspective of changing life-
chances.' While a small minority of the Eastern European populations were doing very well
some years after the velvet revolutions as a result of the market oriented reforms, most people
were doing poorly, and, alarmingly large proportions of the respective populations fell into
absolute poverty (Mason et al., 1997: 15). These changed life-chances will, perhaps not
conclusively but at least to a significant degree, have influenced the attitudes of Eastern
Europeans with respect to the transformation.

In this paper we will offer an empirical-theoretical answer to the question whether the new
distribution of life-chances in the period immediately after the velvet revolutions has influenced
the propensity of Eastern-Europeans to legitimize either the old or the new economic and

4 This perspective is typicaf for (neo-)Weberian opinions regarding social inequality. From this perspective the unequal
distribution of life-chances in a society rests upon the unequal distribution of crucial resources or types of capital and manifests
itself in every day life in differences in living conditions. These can be judged from the standard of living, life styles and life
expectancy.
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political system. Furthermore, we address the question whether Eastern Europeans initially,
tended to synchretize the best elements of two ideological worlds in the sense that they
subscribed to different, conflicting ideologies at the same time. To highlight these questions
and to generate provisional answers to them, iirst of all we will examine the theoretical notions
and research findings that are relevant for our study.

SELF-INTEREST AND IDEOLOGY

In order to assess the influence of the changed distribution of life-chances on the public opinion
in post-communist societies in the period shortly after the velvet revolutions, we must take at
least two factors into account. First, we have to address the question of whether, and if so, to
what degree those opinions are rooted in the motives of self interest of the people concerned.
Second, we have to consider the role of culture, and more specifically, the influence of
ideological views on legitimacy judgments. In answering these questions we assume, for the
sake of brevity, that people in the formation of their public opinions are guided mainly by both
arguments of expediency and moral considerations (Lindenberg, 1983). Consequently, we
should not only consider alterations in people's life-chances and their self-serving reactions to
these changes, but also take into account that in Eastern Europe, the formerly dominant
egalitarian redistributive ideology is gradually being replaced by a meritocratic distributive
one. This process of cultural change, too, will have had repercussions on public opinion.

Winners and losers

As regards the first factor, that is the influence of people's (un)changed position in the
distribution of life-chances on their legitimacy judgments, we should identify the the initial
winners and the losers of the transition at that time. We may presume that winners will have
welcomed the new developments, while losers will have lamented the loss of the old system.

Common sense suggests that the communists would have been the biggest losers of the
transformation; however, large-scale cross-national empirical research (Mateju 8t Lim, 1995;
Mateju, 1996) revealed that communist party membership does not appear to be a significant
factor affecting people's life-chances after the fall of communism. This conclusion, though,
only holds true for rank-and-file members and not for the former nomenklatura. Contrary to
common sense beliefs, most of them seem to have experienced a significant improvement in
their relative life-chances during the post-communist transformation. One possible explanation
for this iinding is that in communist Eastern Europe, despite the official egalitarian ideology,
in reality, meritocratic principles were applied. Not only in the West, but also in Eastern
Europe people with more human capital (education, qualiiications, and skills) rose to the top.
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Because returns to human capital would have increased in the transition to a market economy,
the communist cadres who were previously advantaged now have become relatively even better
off (Headey et al. , 1995).

The view that the past winners are the present losers, and vice versa, may not hold true for
the (former) communists (and probably nor for former dissidents, either), but appears to be
true for different socio-economic categories (Mateju, 1992; Mateju 8c Lim, 1995). The former
winners of the redistributive practices of communism were primarily the less educated, large
segments of the working class, and agricultural workers. It is they who have experienced a
downward spiral by the dismantling of communism and were, at least initially, the losers of
the transformation. On the other hand, the market transition has opened up new opportunities,
particularly for those who were disadvantaged by communist redistributional practices: people
with tertiary education, professionals, large segments of the middle class, and people with
entrepreneurial spirit. They were, at the outset, the winners of the transformation. However,
a class analysis on its own is not sufficient to detect who are the winners and losers of the
transition. Unemployment and employability are vital factors, too. Open (contrary to hidden)
unemployment was essentially unknown in communist societies before the transformation.
After the change of system, unemployment not only became visible, but also increased
dramatically. However, the official figures concerning the unemployment rate do not reflect
the full picture with regard to the loss of jobs. A substantial number of the formerly employed
population retired, many before the normal retirement age, drawing partly on disability
pensions, while others simply withdrew from the labor market altogether (Andorka et al. ,
1995: 10). Among the losers were those households in which one or more members lost their
jobs (Headey et al. , 1995).

In times of rapid social change and high levels of uncertainty, not only objective but also
subjective aspects of the unequal distribution of life-chances will influence public opinion
significantly. Mateju (1995, 1998) has argued theoretically and empirically demonstrated that
subjective factors of social stratification (like perceived status and income mobility, feelings
of relative deprivation, perceptions of change in factors determining life-success) are more
important in the explanation of election outcomes in post-communist countries than objective
factors. The perception of downward status and income mobility appears to be a better
predictor of voting behavior, either left-wing or right-wing, than objective criteria such as class
position and intragenerational class mobility. Mateju shows that between 1989 and 1993, in
six Eastern European countries (Bulgaria, Hungary, Poland, Russia, Slovakia and the Czech
Republic), there was a high degree of intragenerational class stability. About 80~0 of the
Eastern Europeans did not experience any change in their objective class position over that
time period, with little variation between the different countries. Interestingly, subjective status
mobility was much higher than objective class mobility, with considerable variation between
the countries. Less than half (40 q) of the economically active respondents reported that they
had not experienced any mobility, while 44 q thought that they had endured downward
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mobility and 16 ~o believed that their status had improved. In the Czech Republic rates of

subjective downward and upward status mobility more or less balanced out. The rate of

perceived downward status mobility exceeded the rate of experienced upward mobility only

slightly. In the other countries, however, the relation of subjective downward to upward

mobility was disproportionate. In Hungary the disparity was greatest of all, with 60qo

signalling a downwardly slide, while lOqo thought thier status improved. If we look at

subjective income mobility we see a similar picture; again, the Czech Republic balanced

subjective upward and downward mobility more or less out, while now Poland shows the

largest disparity. It is not really surprising that people's perceptions are inconsistent with the

logic of the situation (in relative terms upwardly and downwardly mobile people must by

definition balance each other out), but what is remarkable, is the fact that objective class

mobility does not appear to be correlated with subjective status and income mobility.

People who believe that the transformation has led to a relative deterioration of their socio-

economic position are more likely to vote for the left than people who think that their position

did not change or that it has even improved. From this perspective, the so-called political

' left-turns' that occurred after the velvet revolutions in several Eastern European countries can

be interpreted both as a widespread and fundamental disaffection with reform processes as well

as a' delayed' punishment of right-wing governments for the negative social consequences

regarding the economic turbulence during the first years of the market transition (Mateju and

Rehakova, 1996: 6; Mason et al. , 1997: 15).
Which lesson can we learn from these observations in order to formulate our research

questions more precisely? To gain insight into the legitimacy judgments of Eastern Europeans

with respect to their old and new economic and political systems, we have to take into account

not only people's (un)changed position in the distribution of life-chances, but also or rather

especially, their subjective (often distorted) perceptions of this position.

Legitimation split-consciousness

Research findings suggest that the political sympathies and ideological opinions that Eastern

Europeans held in the period shortly after the velvet revolutions were not only rooted in social

stratification, or in other words, were not only related to their (un)changed position in the

distribution of life-chances, but were also influenced by ' the hand of the past' . Communist

institutional arrangements and cultural patterns have been retained more or less in Eastern

Europe today and therefore continue to influence public opinion. However, we have also

noticed that in the post-communist countries egalitarian attitudes of distributive justice are

gradually being replaced by a new distributive ideology that is rooted in an inegalitarian and

meritocratic interpretation of social justice. This leads to the prediction that the formerly

dominant and now subordinate egalitarian ideology will still be used as a weapon in political
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and economic life by which the new more or less dominant meritocratic ideology and its

adherents can be challenged.
With regard to the role and position of ideologies in political and economic life, the so-

called dominant ideology thesis occupies a central place in the literature (Abercrombie 8z

Turner, 1978; Abercrombie et al., 1980). This thesis states, in its iirst and rather crude

formulation, that every society has a relatively consistent ideology (shared by virtually all
members of this society) for evaluating the distribution of scarce goods. How can this value
consensus be explained? One possible expanantion is that this ideology serves the interest of

the dominant class. By means of straightforward indoctrination or more subtle socialization,

the dominant class succeeds in controlling the subordinate classes. According to this theory the

dominant class, as an agent of indoctrination and socialization, inculcates the subordinate

classes with the notion that the means of distributions of scarce goods is normatively correct.

For theoretical and historical reasons, however, the existence of such all-powerful

indoctrinating dominant classes and such all-embracing dominant ideologies is highly unlikely

(Wegener 8z Liebig, 1995). Therefore we have to look for a more realistic, modified version

of the dominant ideology thesis. In Parkin's more sophisticated rendering of this thesis, not one

but two ideologies or value systems are singled out: a dominant and a subordinate system

(Kluegel 8z Smith, 1986; Parkin, 1972: 92-93; Wegener, 1992). Besides these two systems,

a' negotiated' version of the dominant system can be discerned, that is, one in which the

dominant values are not so much rejected or disputed but are rather modified by the

subordinate classes in the light of, and as a result of, social conditions and the realm of

possibilities.
This is not, however, the end of the story. Kluegel and Smith (1986) have pointed out that

individuals often endorse more than one, even contradictory, ideologies at the same time.

Dominant and potentially challenging norms and beliefs about social and economic inequality

may coexist in a person's ' compartmentalized' consciousness. Many individuals

simultaneously affirm both egalitarian and inegalitarian beliefs about economic justice

(Hochschild 1981; Kluegel 8z Smith, 1986). Because these two types of norms or beliefs stem

from different sources, some people may rarely, if ever, consciously recall them together, thus

never activating a potential challenge (Kluegel and Mateju, 1995: 211) s
Hypotheses on ' split-consciousness' have already been tested in a number of countries and

results show that the structure of norms and beliefs about social and economic justice is at least

bi-dimensional. These beliefs are competing, but they are not mutually exclusive. Also, the

relation between people's life-chances and this duality of thinking has been examined.

Reflecting the influence of common socialization, support for inequality in capitalist societies

5 Relying on cognitive-balance theories, a tendency to eliminate these kinds of cognitive inconsistencies should be expected.
However, split-consciousness theory suggests that this tendency does not necessarily appear if the different cognitions are
present at different places in a person's consciousness.
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appears to be weakly affected by stratification-related experiences. However, support for

equality is more strongly shaped by such experiences, with challenging beliefs more strongly

held by the less privileged (Kluegel and Mateju, 1995).
These findings apply to the West, but does this theory fit the situation in Eastern Europe?

Kluegel and Mateju (1995) hypothesize that the combination of two competing ideologies and

poor economic conditions implies that the duality in beliefs and norms about equality and

inequality will be more pronounced in post-communist societies than in capitalist ones. Because

a general lack of experience with the market system, comparatively fewer people in

post-communist societies would view these ideas as inconsistent with egalitarian beliefs and

norms. Consequently, egalitarian and inegalitarian orientations of distributive justice are less

likely to be opposed in post-communist societies than in Western ones and the evidence

supporting split-consciousness theory may be stronger in the East than in the West.

RESEARCH QUESTIONS

Based on the considerations discussed above we can now render a more detailed deiinition of

our problem. First of all, we will address the question of whether, and if so, to what degree,

people's objective as well as subjective positions in the new distribution of life-chances have

a signifccant influence on thejudgments they make regarding the legitimacy of both the old and

the new economic and political order. Next, we ask whether, and if so, to what degree,

people's ideological beliefs and political sympathies have a significant influence on their

legitimacy judgments, independent of their position in the system of social stratification.

Finally, we examine whether, and if so, to what degree people show signs of legitimation split-

consciousness, that is to what degree do they show a propensity to combine the best of two

worlds in the sense that they simultaneously legitimize both thefree market economy and the

former state-socialist system.

HYPOTHESES

In order to give a preliminary answer to these questions we have to go back to the theoretical

considerations and the empirical findings previously discussed. First of all, we formulate

several expectations with regard to the combined influence of people's objective and subjective

position in the distribution of life-chances and their considerations of self-interest on the one

hand and their ideological beliefs on the other, on their legitimacy judgments regarding both

the old and the new economic and political system.

We may suppose that Eastern Europeans who can be regarded as winners before the velvet

revolutions and losers afterwards, prefer the old system rather than the new one. Conversely,
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those who more recently became winners can be expected to prefer the new system. We expect

both people's objective position and subjective perception of it play a role in their preference

formation. Moreover ideological beliefs will have not only a dependent, but also an

independent effect on people's judgments. We assume that in the period shortly after the velvet

revolutions, the support for the new system was more pronounced than for the old system. And
this support would be fairly high right across the socio-economic and ideological spectrum, if

one controls for winners and losers, meritocrats and egalitarians, and left and right leanings.

The reason for this is that the communist system in Eastern Europe has declined and fallen due

to its own inherent flaws. Even the nomenklatura and apparatchiks at a certain point no longer

believed in the virtues of the old system. As a solution they were looking towards the

introduction of market forces in the economy and pluralism in politics; for example

Gorbatsjov's campaign for the introduction of glasnost and perestrojka. This means that

support for the free market economy will only be influenced to a relatively small degree by

experiences related to the changed distribution of life-chances. These stratification-related

experiences to a much larger degree will have influenced the support for the old state-socialist

system; those who subjectively imagine themselves to be winners andlor are objectively

winners of the transition process will react strongly against the old system. We can now

formulate the following hypothesis:

H 1: For each post-communist Eastern European country that seems to be in transition

towards a market economy and a pluralistic democratic system, the following holds true:

a) the better people's objective and subjective life-chances compared to the time before

the transition, the more they will be in favor of a market economy and a pluralistic

democracy, and the less they will be in favor of a state-socialist economic and political

system; and,
b) people's ideological beliefs will not only have an effect on the extent of support for

both economic and political systems dependent on their position in the distribution of

life-chances, but will also have an independent effect insofar that people, who place

themselves to the left of the political spectrum and hold egalitarian beliefs, will show

less support for the free market economy, than people who place themselves to the right

and hold inegalitarian, meritocratic beliefs, and vice versa; and,

c) popular support for a market economy and pluralistic democracy will be larger

across the socio-economic and ideological spectrum, than for a state-socialist economic

and political system, and the degree of support for the new system will be less

dependent on factors related to the distribution of life-chances, than is the case for the

state-socialist system. ~

The aforementioned arguments concerning split-consciousness can be elaborated by identifying

the societal situation of the Eastern European countries shortly after the velvet revolutions as
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one of anomie. Several Eastern European sociologists have identiiied this situation more

precisely as one of 'transformation anomie' (cf. Srubar, 1994). In such circumstances -

characterized by institutional, ideological and existential uncertainty - the degree of value

consensus will be much lower than in that of relative certainty. Owing to the sudden and

drastic economic and political changes in Eastern Europe not only norms and values have been

subject to change, but also people's perceptions of the situation have been in a state of flux.

Just as the new inegalitarian, meritocratic value pattern has yet to become fully crystallized,

so too Eastern Europeans have yet to form an accurate assesment of the new situation (Arts et

al., 1995). The consequence of this anomic societal situation is that the contradiction between

and the mutual exclusion of the two competing political-economic systems is not immediately

clear to people because they still have a relatively diffuse image of at least the market economy

and of pluralistic democracy. Furthermore because they live in a fundamentally uncertain

societal situation, these people are extra sensitive in the formation of their opinions to a host

of relatively random influences. Therefore, as Kluegel and Mateju (1995) have shown, in such

a situation the chance that a considerable segment of the population will show signs of split-

consciousness will be greater in Eastern Europe than in the West.

However, the odds of legitimation split-consciousness in Eastern Europe will not be the

same for all segments of the population. Because the ideals of the market economy and the

pluralistic democracy are supported by both winners and losers, the right and left, and

meritocrats and egalitarians, and because the ideals of state-socialism are to a much larger

extent supported by the losers, the egalitarians and people who place themselves to the left,

especially the latter categories will show legitimation split-consciousness. Furthermore, elderly

people, who for a longer period have been subjected to the indoctrination and socialization by

state-socialism, will have a higher chance of exhibiting legitimation split-consciousness than

the young, whose imersion in state-socialism has been shorter. These considerations lead to

a second hypothesis:

H 2: For each post-communist Eastern European country that seems to be in transition

towards a market economy and pluralistic democracy, the following holds true:

a) the ideals people cherish with regard to a market economy and a pluralistic

democracy on the one hand and the ideals of state socialism on the other hand will not

mutually exclude each other or will even be perceived as highly compatible. This also

applies to people's support for the meritocratic and egalitarian distributive beliefs that

underlie these legitimation judgments; and,

b) the better people's objective and subjective life-chances are compared to the period

before the velvet revolutions, the shorter the time they have been exposed to the

influence of state-socialism, the more they place themselves to the right of the political

spectrum, and the more they support an inegalitarian, meritocratic ideology, the less

the probability of legitimation split-consciousness, and vice versa.
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Sztompka (1996) has observed that the communist ethos which many Eastern Europeans still

nurture is the product of both indoctrination and the former survival strategies regarding the

existing institutional conditions. Because societies differ in the length of experience with the

state-socialist ideology and the habituation to the communist institutions on the one hand and

the congeniality of their national culture with the egalitarian ideology on the other, Sztompka

expects that post-communist societies will depart from the communist ethos at different speeds.

The more that large segments of the populations become integrated into the operation of new

institutions through the process of democratization, marketization, and privatization, the more

they will fall under their culture-shaping experience. These arguments lead to the following

hypothesis with regard to differences between post-communist countries:

H 3: For each post-communist Eastern European country that seems to experience a

transition towards a market economy and pluralistic democracy, the following holds true:

a) the larger the extent to which the institutional reforms move toward a market

economy and pluralistic democracy, and the weaker the congruity between the national

culture and the egalitarian ideology, the greater the support for the market economy and

pluralistic democracy will be, and vice versa; and,

b) the longer the time since the communist party seized power and the more recent the

collapse of communism, the greater the support for the state-socialist system, and vice

versa; and,
c) the deeper the economic crisis, the stronger the economic anomie and the more

pronounced the deterioration of life-chances, the more frequently legitimation split-

consciousness will occur, and vice versa.

DATA, MEASURES AND METHODS

Data set

We tested the hypotheses using data from a large-scale, cross-national survey fielded in 1991

by the International Social Justice Project Group (ISJP). The research population consisted of

a representative sample (all countries N-1000 or more except Japan N-777) of the adult

populations aged 18 years and older (Russia 16 ~, Japan 20 f) for each of the 12 countries

participating in the project (N-17.386). The countries were Bulgaria, Czechoslovakia,

Estonia, East and West Germany, Great Britain, Hungary, Japan, the Netherlands, Poland,

Russia, Slovenia and the United States. For obvious reasons we will confine ourselves in this

paper to the Eastern European countries in the data set. Because some of the variables needed

to test our hypotheses were not available for either East Germany or Hungary we had to

exclude them from our sub-set, which consists of Bulgaria, Czechoslovakia, Estonia, Poland,
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Russia and Slovenia. The observational method involved was a combination of questionnaires
handed out to respondents and face-to-face standardized interviews (more elaborate details may
be found in ISJP, 1993 and Kluegel, Mason 8z Wegener, 1995).

Measures

The legitimacy judgments, the most important dependent variables in our hypotheses, have
been operationalized by means of questions about the legitimacy of the two distinctive
economic and political systems. The question about the legitimacy of the market economy
reads: 'A free market economy is essential to our economic development' (five point scale
ranging from strongly agree to strongly disagree). The question about the legitimacy of the
socialist system reads: ' People have different views about socialism. Based on your experience
in [COUNTRY NAME] of socialism, would you say that you are very much in favor,
somewhat in favor, neither for nor against, somewhat against, or totally against socialism?'
(five points scale).

To measure legitimation split-consciousness we looked at the relation between the
legitimacy judgments. The assumption was that when split-consciousness does not occur, the
judgements would be mirror images. In that case both judgments would be negatively
correlated to a high degree. The odds of legitimation split-consciousness are operationalized
by means of a dummy in which split-consciousness is defined as simultaneous support for both
the free market and the socialist system (1), as opposed to support for only one of the systems
or for none of them (0). To get a more precise indication of legitimation split-consciousness
we also used a question about the preferredfuture of one's own sociery. This question was
phrased thusly: ' There are many views about the future development of [COUNTRY NAME]
society. Which one of these alternatives comes closest to your own preference? (1) a socialist
society along the lines of what we have already experienced in [COUNTRY NAME]; (2) a
more democratic type of socialism as found in some countries in the West; (3) a free-market
economy that is essentially non-socialist as found in other countries in the West; (4) a specific
(COUNTRY NAME] solution unique to the country.'

The independent variables at the individual level were operationalized as follows. As
indicators for the objective relative position in the distribution of life-chances we used, first of
all ' income', more specifically relative family earnings (computed in country specific deciles).
Next, we used the human capital variable ' education' as an indicator. Education is
operationalized in CASMIN levels of schooling (seven categories). To measure someone's
class we used his or her occupation. We applied Goldthorpe's nominal class schema and
classified the occupations by constructing the following dummies: agricultural laborers and
farmers; unskilled and skilled workers; self-employed and supervisory functions; and
professionals (the category of routine clerical workers functioned as the reference category).
Finally, we constructed two dummies pertaining to ' being employed' :(1) unemployed; (2) old-
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age pensioner.
With regard to the subjective relative position in the distribution of life-chances we first

used ' subjective social status' as an indicator (respondents were asked to place themselves
between top and bottom on a ten points scale). Next, we measured by means of scale
construction the degree (from low to high) of ' relative deprivation' . We computed the mean
value of three relative deprivation indicators: ' Has your income increased or decreased
compared to (1) other people in your country; (2) people in similar jobs; (3) people with the
same level of education or training' .6

To measure ideological beliefs two measurement instruments are applied. First of all, we
use an index developed by Mason (1995) consisting of six items that measure ' egalitarian
beliefs' (by Mason called ' support for socialist principles' ). Secondly, we use an index
consisting of three items tapping ' inegalitarian (meritocratic) beliefs' . Both measurement
instruments are constructed by taking the mean value of the z-scores of the separate items
(because not all items have the same number of categories). A factor analysis clearly identifies
the same two (egalitarian and meritocratic) factors in all six countries.' Also, as mentioned
before, because place in the political spectrum will be related to the legitimacy judgments
people pass, this variable (measured by means of a question that asks respondents to place
themselves on a ten points scale from left to right) is included in the analyses. Furthermore,
two demographic control variables -' age' (measured in years from 18 years of age on) and
'sex' (female-0, male-l) - are included in the analyses. Finally, not only the influence of
the ' hand of the past' , but also that of the ' hand of the future' is taken into account. We expect
that pessimism concerning the near future will result in a yearning for the past. Expectations
concerning the future are measured by means of a question about whether people expected that
the percentage of poor will increase or decrease over the next five years.

The independent variables at the country level are operationalized as follows. Both the
length of time a communist regime has been in power and the time lapsed since the collapse of
communism are measured in years. How far-reaching and encompassing the reforms have
been, the depth of the economic crisis and the objective deterioration of the standardof living
are determined by indicators derived from the World Development Report 1996. The degree
of anomie in a country is established by means of the aggregate answers to the ISJP-survey

6 In all six countries these three items measure one underlying dimension. The ccefficient of reliability of the constructed scale
(Cronbach's alpha) is .74.
7 The six items measuring equality beliefs are: 1. The level of pay for an employee should be based on the size of the family
the employee supports; 2. The government should guarantee everyone a minimum standard of living; 3. The government
should place an upper limit on the amount of money any one person can make; 4. The government should provide a job for
everyone who wants one; 5. The fairest way of distributing wealth and income would be to give everyone equal shares; 6. The
most important thing is that people get what they need, even if this means allocating money from those who have earned more
than they need. Cronbach's alpha of the constructed scale is .60. The three items measuring inequality beliefs are: 1. There
is an incentive for individual effort only if differences in income are large enough; 2. It is all right if businessmen make good
profits because everyone benefits in the end; 3. People would not want to take extra responsibility at work unless they were
paid extra for it. Cronbach's alpha of the constructed scale is .42.
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question: ' the way things are these days, it is hard to know what is just anymore' . The
respondents indicated on a five points scale to what degree they (dis)agreed with this statement.
The subjective deterioration of the standardof living is measured by looking at the aggregate
answers to several ISJP questions about the degree of (dis)satisfaction with both income and
standard of living and an assessment of whether household incomes were either more or less
than what was needed. For the measurement of the congruity of national culture and
communism we applied the results from several cultural-historical treatises in addition to
several ' school briefs' and ' surveys' of The Economist weekly concerning the developments
in post-communist Eastern Europe.

Method of analysis

In order to test the first hypothesis about the influence of (un)changed life-chances and
ideological beliefs on the legitimacy judgments, we apply Ordinary Least Square regression
analysis. We estimate the same models for each country separately as well as for all Eastern
European countries together. As far as the test of the fírst hypothesis is concerned, we

reproduce and discuss, for the sake of brevity, only the results of the analysis of the combined
data. However, to control for differences between countries we include five country dummies
in the analysis, with Czechoslovakia as the reference category.

Testing the second hypothesis about legitimation split-consciousness, we combine OLS

regression and simple correlations with logistic regression. The dependent variable in this latter
case is a nominal one, the odds of legitimation split-consciousness. The same independent
variables are included in the analysis as has been the case with testing Hypothesis 1; to inquire
whether legitimation split-consciousness is influenced by people's objective and subjective
position in the distribution of life-chances as well as by their ideological beliefs. Again, in
order to be brief, only the results of the analysis of the combined data will be reproduced and
discussed. As before, to control for country differences, iive country dummies are included
in the analysis.

The validity and reliability of the measurements of the independent variables on the level
of countries are considerably lower than on the level of individuals. That is explained inter alia

by the limited quality of international statistics. When we apply country characteristics as
independent variables in the analysis, we will therefore use them only tentatively. The test of
the third hypothesis regarding country-specific legitimacy judgments and legitimation split-
consciousness will only take place in a rather impressionistic manner, due to the tentative
nature of the operationalization of the country variables and the small number of units of
analysis (countries). Given these constraints our conclusions concerning the tenability of the
third hypothesis can only be very provisional.
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RESULTS

Life-chances, ideology, and legitimacy judgments

The fïrst research question deals with the differential influence of people's (un)changed

objective and subjective positions in the new distribution of life-chances on their legitimacy

judgments in terms of the new versus the old economic and political orders. Before we discuss

the differences between social categories with respect to legitimacy judgments, in Table 1 we

offer an overview of the overall judgments regarding both systems in the six Eastern European

countries. Table 1 indicates that in every country, a large majority of the population supports

the transformation to a market economy. This support is highest in Slovenia (94.4q) and

lowest, but still quite substantial, in Bulgaria (68.7 q) and Russia (70.5 q). Only a minority

of the population in all countries favors the former socialist system. The highest proportion of

support for the former socialist system can be found in Bulgaria and Russia, where a quarter

of the population is either somewhat or very much in favor of the previous regime. Coversely,

Poland (10 qo ) and Czechoslovakia (15 qo ) registered the weakest levels of support for the

former socialist system.

G Table 1 about here ~

Results of bivariate analyses indicate that, whatever their characteristics and thus to whatever

social category they belong, the majority of respondents surveyed favor the market economy

over the previous socialist system. Even those who place themselves at the far left of the

political spectrum lean somewhat more towards the market economy rather than the former

socialist system. Interestingly, only extreme leftists and people with lower levels of education

are the one's who tend to support the former socialist system. But in this case the support for

state-socialism goes hand in hand with support for the market economy. The bivariate analyses

suggest that the younger someone is, the higher one's education, the higher one's objective and

subjective position in the social hierarchy, the more one places oneself to the right of the

political spectrum, the more one favors the market economy and the less one tends to support

the former socialist system.
What can be deduced if one controls for the other characteristics? Table 2 presents results

of multiple regression analysis. The different models have been partially standardized in order

to enable us to compare both the effects of the independent variables on the two different

legitimacy judgments as well as the coefficients within each model. For each legitimacy

judgment three models are presented. First, we look at the influence of people's objective

position in the distribution of life-chances (Model A). Second, we add variables pertaining to

people's subjective position (Model B). Finally, we look at the influence of people's

ideological beliefs (Model C).
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G Table 2 about here 1

The first three columns of Table 2 show the combined effects of the independent variables on
the judgments on the legitimacy of the market economy. Model A shows that, as predicted,
several indicators of people's objective position have a significant effect in the expected
direction. People with higher education levels and higher incomes are more supportive of the
market economy, whereas people with an agricultural occupation are markedly less
enthusiastic. It is interesting that those in other occupations do not differ significantly from
others in this respect. The same observation applies a fortiori for being a pensioner or
unemployed. These latter findings are contrary to what we expected and quite puzzling too.

Younger people and men appear to be more favorably disposed to the market economy
when compared older people and women. Another significant variable is the the country of
esidence. Controlling for all individual characteristics, Slovenians are most supportive of the
market economy, followed in rank order by the Czechoslovakians, the Estonians, the Polish
and the Bulgarians; Russians were least inclined towards the market economy.

Model B indicates that not only objective, but also subjective position has a significant
effect in the predicted direction. The higher people ranked themselves on the status hierarchy,
the better off they believed themselves to be vis à vis their reference group, and the more
optimistic they were about the future, the stronger their propensity to support the market
system.

As expected, Model C indicates that people's political self-placement and ideological
beliefs also played a significant role in determining their leanings. People who placed
themselves to the right of the political spectrum, cherishing meritocratic, inegalitarian beliefs,
were more supportive of the market economy than people who placed themselves to the left
and harbored egalitarian beliefs. When we add subjective and ideological factors to the
analysis, the result is that the effect of people's objective position diminishes (education) or
even becomes statistically insignificant (income). Gender as a predeterminant factor also loses
its effect in this latter case.

In the last three columns of Table 2, the effects of the independent variables on the
legitimacy judgments regarding the former socialist system are presented. As predicted, the
findings are almost the mirror-images of the judgments on the market economy. Women, older
people, and people with only primary education tended to assess the former socialist system
somewhat less negatively. The self-employed were markedly less supportive of socialism than
people belonging to other occupational groups (Model A). With regard to subjective factors,
only pessimism about the future has a notable effect in the expected direction. People who had
a dreary view of the future (expecting an upturn in the poverty levels in their country) tend to
judge the former socialist system less severely (Model B). The other subjective factors had no
significant effects whatsoever. However, this was not the case with ideological beliefs (Model
C). Not only those with only primary education, the elderly and females, but also people who
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placed themselves to the left of the political spectrum and harbored egalitarian beliefs, tended

to evaluate the former socialist system more favorably. People's country of residence, hardly

matters statistically.e
The presented results above are, to a large degree, in accordance with the expectations

formulated in Hypothesis la and lb. What remains to be done in this section is testing

Hypothesis lc. That broad popular support exists for the market economy and only limited

support for the former socialist system, is already demonstrated in Table 1. The second part

of Hypothesis lc, in which we hypothesized that the support for the market economy would

be less dependent on people's position in the distribution of life-chances than the support for

the former socialist system, has been disproved. First of all, it appears that objective factors

related to people's position in the distribution of life-chances play a greater part in the

explanation of the support for the free market than for the former socialist system (an explained

variance of 13 qo against 7 q in Models A in Table 2). Secondly, the evidence suggests that

subjective factors related to people's position in the distribution of life-chances play a greater

part in explaining support for the free-market system (all three subjective factors are

significant), than for the former socialist system (only ~pessimism about the future' is

significant, see Model B). However, ideological beliefs seem to be more important in

explaining differences in support regarding support for socialism, rather than differences

concerning support for the market economy (see Table 2, Model C). After adding ideological

factors to the analysis, the explained variance in the regression model of support for the former

socialist system becomes almost three times larger (an increase from 7 ~ to 20 qo ), whereas the

explained variance in the regression model of support for the free market increases by only one

half (from 14q to 21 qo).

Legitimation split-consciousness

In Hypothesis 2 we assumed that the legitimacy judgments on the two systems would not be

each other's opposite. Although we expected a certain degree of symmetry, we supposed that

it would be far from perfect. How does this hypothesis hold when we test it with research

findings? A provisional answer to this question can be derived from Table 1. In the third

column of this table we present the percentages of the populations of the Eastern European

countries that are in favor of both the market system and the former socialist system. In

Slovenia, 20qo of the population support both systems simultaneously. In the other countries,

this proportion is much lower, but hovers around 10 qo . Only in Poland the percentage is as

lower, at 7~o . In the fourth column of Table 1, we present correlations between the legitimacy

8 Country differences are, however, statistically significant in Models A and B. It appears that differences within countries
regarding ideological beliefs help to explain these differences.
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judgments for each of the countries separately. If in people's consciousness those systems
function as mutually exclusive, the legitimacy judgments will show a very high negative
correlation.9 We do find a negative correlation, but this correlation is not very high. In
Bulgaria (-.43) and Russia (-.46) this negative correlation is neither high nor low, but in
Slovenia the correlation is very low (-.15). Poland, Czechoslovakia and Estonia are somewhere
in between (with correlations of -.24, -.33, and -.33). These results could be an indication for
legitimacy split-consciousness. Although the ideals of the free-market economy and the former

socialist system are competing (a negative correlation), they do not exclude each other
completely since the negative correlation is not very high.

Other indications that support this interpretation can be found in Table 2. The effect of
egalitarian beliefs in support for the market economy and the effect of ineritocratic beliefs on
support for the socialist system are signiiicant and in the expected direction, but they are not

particularly strong. The stronger people's egalitarian beliefs, the less likely that they will be
in favor of the market economy (-.127); conversely, the stronger people's meritocratic beliefs,
the smaller the likelihood that they will support the former socialist system (-.112). These
effects have a negative correlation, as expected, but are not especially strong. There are still

other indicators to consider. When people were asked what they would prefer the future state

of their countries to be, only a small percentage of them chose as a first option the former

socialist system (see Table 3). Only in Russia the percentage of those in favor of the former
socialist system exceeded the lOqo threshold (15qo).

c Table 3 about here 1

However, in none of the Eastern European countries a majority is in favor of the market
economy. In most countries, the support is around 30qa; only in Russia and Estonia were these
percentages considerably lower at around 15 ~o . On average, about 38 qo prefer democratic
socialism. This suggests that respondents want to combine the best of both worlds. Also, a

specific and unique solution for their own country is preferred by many; for example, in
Estonia and Russia, this is even the largest response category, with somewhat more and just
under 40~o respectively. Perhaps these are the people who are confused most profoundly by
the rapid changes and therefore opt for a national or even nationalistic solution. Taken
together, these findings seem to indicate that after the velvet revolutions initially a certain

degree of legitimation split-consciousness could be observed in the Eastern European countries.
That is understandable if one recognizes that in most countries, the velvet revolutions happened
less than two years earlier (Bulgaria, Poland, Czechoslovakia) and the transitions in Estonia

and Russia were only just beginning. Only Slovenia loosened the shackles of the Yugoslav

9 The correlation will never reach -1.00, because the measurements of both legitimation judgments are not completely
symmetrical.
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federation somewhat earlier and had not been subjected to Soviet domination for decades.
To what degree can we discern differences between social categories as far as legitimation

split-consciousness is concerned? To answer this question we have to look at the individual
level to determine the extent to which split-consciousness is influenced by someone's life-
chances and ideological beliefs (Hypothesis 2b). In Table 4 we present logistic regressions with
the odds of legitimation split-consciousness - defined as simultaneously supporting both the
free-market system and the former socialist system - as the dependent variable. We will
examine iirst the role of people's objective position in the distribution of life-chances (Model
A). Next, we will add variables pertaining to subjective position (Model B). Finally, we
analyse the influence of people's ideological beliefs (Model C).

G Table 4 about here 1

Model A shows that respondents' objective position in the distribution of life-chances had little
effect. Only the self-employed and the professionals had a slightly smaller chance of
legitimation split-consciousness than people in other occupational groups. Other factors such
as education and income are not signiiicant. Model B shows that neither subjective factors
(subjective social status, relative deprivation, and pessimism about the future) played a role in
predicting legitimation split-consciousness. However, political self-placement and ideological
beliefs did have the expected effects. People locating themselves to the left of the political
spectrum, cherishing egalitarian beliefs, preferred to a greater extent, both (and
simultaneously) the free-market system and the former socialist system (Model C). Controlling
for individual factors, only people in Slovenia and Estonia had a higher probability of
legitimation split-consciousness than people in the other Eastern European countries included
in this study.

Lastly, we turn to the aspect of age. Table 4 shows that the older people are, the higher the
incidence of legitimation split-consciousness, i. e. the chance that they will support both the
new market economy and the former socialist system (simultaneously). The evidence from
Table 2 suggests that the older people are, the more they tend to favor the former state-socialist
system and the less they are inclined to support the free-market economy. Table 5 demonstrates
the degree of support for: (1) the free market; (2) the former socialist system; and, (3) for both
systems simultaneously, split up by birth cohorts. From this table we observe that in all
countries, except Czechoslovakia, older cohorts are less supportive of the market economy
when compared to younger cohorts. The differences are even more striking when we look at
the support for the former socialist system; older cohorts still embrace the former system to
a much higher degree than younger cohorts. People who were born longer ago and
consequently have been immersed for longer periods in socialist norms and values, favor that
system more than younger people do. Of the younger cohorts in Poland and Czechoslovakia,
fewer than five percent are in favor of the former system. In all countries older cohorts show
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a higher degree of legitimation split-consciousness than younger birth cohorts. The young
appear to be the main vehicles of (value) change, whereas the old segments of the population,
to a larger extent, cling to socialist old norms and values. We can conclude that the shorter the
duration that people have been exposed to socialism and the less they have become habituated
to it, the less chances are that legitimation split-consciousness will occur and the weaker the
support for the former socialist system.

G Table 5 about here ~

Cross-national differences

Whe next turn our attention to testing Hypothesis 3 about differences between countries.
Hypothesis 3a assumes that support for both systems would depend inter alia on how far-

reaching and encompassing the reforms that took place were along with the compatability of
the national culture to the egalitarian ideology. As far as the first factor is concerned, we can
loosely cluster the countries into two groups. In 1991, the reforms had proceeded most rapidly
and thoroughly in Poland, Czechoslovakia and Slovenia, whereas the reforms in Bulgaria and

Russia were still in their infancy. In Estonia the survey was not fielded until 1992; when, at

that time, reforms were getting into their stride there. It seems prudent to consider Estonia as

in the middle of a reform continuum, with the other two groups at opposite ends of the
spectrum.

Regarding the second factor - congenialiry - we can again differentiate between two groups

of countries. From an historical point of view, Europe shows a cultural divide, at least from
the middle ages onwards, between countries belonging to Western (Roman Catholic and
Protestant) Christianity and Orthodox Christianity (Bartlett, 1993). According to Huntington
(1997: 138), after the cold war came to an end with the velvet revolutions, culture took the
place of ideology as the dominant factor that binds countries together or splits them apart. If

this observation is correct, then the afore mentioned dividing line has become significant again.
Especially Eastern European authors emphasize the importance of this cultural division.
Bulgaria and Russia are obviously on one side of this divide and apparently fit this hypothesis.
The national cultures of these countries are, from an historical vantage point, probably more
compatible with the former authoritarian and egalitarian socialist system, when compared to
those countries at the other side of the cultural division (cf. Pipes, 1974). Czechoslovakia and
Slovenia would then appear to belong to the other group. Not only do the populations of these
countries adhere to Western Christianity, but they also belonged for a long time to the
Habsburg empire. Estonia and Poland also belong to this second group of countries, but their
cultures show at least some affinity with the first group identified. In spite of their adherence

to Western Christianity both countries were part of the Russian empire for a considerable
period of time. Estonia's cultural orientation, however, has been more direcly influenced by
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Finland and Germany, while Poland leaned more toward Western Europe generally. Part of
Poland even belonged to the Habsburg empire for considerable time.

If we combine the influence of both factors, we can predict from the operationalized
Hypothesis 3a, that Bulgaria and Russia will support the market economy to a lesser extent and
the former socialist system to a greater extent than the other countries surveyed. This
prediction holds, as we have seen earlier. But if we control this correlation for individual
factors, it appears that there is hardly any significant correlation between country
characteristics and support for the free-market economy; Russia and Bulgaria are still favorably
inclined, but Poland takes a position between them two. A plausible explanation of this finding
could be that Poland, who in 1990 applied a shock therapy with respect to the transformation
to a market economy, learned by trial and error, fuelling the population suspicions about the
merits of the free market. Taken together, however, we can not fully determine whether
Hypothesis 3a has been refuted or corroborated.

As far as Hypothesis 3b is concerned, the classification of countries is quite
straightforward. It states that the longer the time passed since the communist party seized
power, and the more recent the collapse of communism, the greater the support for the state-
socialist system and vice versa. Because the communist party in Russia was in power for a
much longer period than in the other countries, it must, at least in this respect, be an anomaly.
As we can see, Russia's position is indeed different from that of the other countries, but the
differences - especially compared to Bulgaria - are not that pronounced that we could argue that
there is a definite contrast between Russia and the rest of the countries. Again, we can not fully
determine whether or not the hypothesis is refuted.

Hypothesis 3c has been formulated as follows: the deeper the economic crisis, the greater
the economic anomie and the more far-reaching the deterioration of life-chances, the more
often legitimation split-consciousness will arise and vice versa. As to the depth of the economic
crisis in the different countries in 1991, we can not draw clear conclusions when relying on
the literature and the international statistics. This is in contrast to the deterioration of life-
chances. Both the objective and the subjective life-chances were at that time the worst in both
Estonia and Russia. In Estonia the economic anomie was also relatively strong. Do these
differences express themselves regarding the extent of split-consciousness? The answer is
negative, since Slovenia is the country in which split-consciousness occurs most frequently.
However, one has to recognize the fact that Slovenia has been the most prosperous and
Habsburgian republic of Yugoslavia, and that the Yugoslavian economic system approximated
the market economy to a higher degree than the state-socialist systems in the other Eastern
European countries. For that reason, the contradiction between the two systems for the
Slovenians was less clear and more nebulous. Therefore, this hypothesis has to be refuted.
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CONCLUSION

In conclusion we should reiterate our findings regarding the three research questions initially
posed. To begin with, we can conclude that the new distribution of life-chances, especially
people's positions after the velvet revolutions, have a significant effect on their legitimacy
judgments regarding the new market economy, but little effect on their judgments about the
former state-socialist system. Moreover, we have noticed that ideological factors have a strong
effect on the legitimacy judgments, an effect that is independent from people's position in the
distribution of life-chances. People who cherished egalitarian ideological beliefs, who placed
themselves to the left in the political spectrum, and who were in danger of becoming the losers
of the transformation (primarily because they had only acquired a primary education) showed
a propensity to legitimize the old socialist system and followed a' wait and see' policy with
regard to the results of the new market economy. People who propagated the new meritocratic
ideology, who placed themselves to the right of the political spectrum, and (objectively andlor
subjectively) belonged to the winners of the transformation, tended to embrace the new market
economy. Moral considerations and self-interest seem, as we expected, to have directed their
choices. These findings provide the basis for the affirmative answers to the first two questions.

Finally, the answer to the third question will be examined. We can conclude that substantial
numbers of people in the surveyed countries showed, shortly after the velvet revolutions, signs
of split-consciousness. Wishful-thinking, or more specifically, an unrealistically optimistic
view of the market, as well as fear of the unknown, seem to have played a role here. Being
poised between hope and fear, quite a few Eastern Europeans tried to cope with the
uncertainties by combining - at least in their minds - the best of both worlds. Split-
consciousness can be found in each of the Eastern European countries, but particularly in
Slovenia. In this country, however, split-consciousness probably has not been caused so much
by economic anomie, as by the experiences of a mixed type of economic system. They were
more or less familiar with a combination of both systems, whereas for the inhabitants of the
other Eastern European countries, such a combination resembled a kind of utopia.

Perhaps the most noticeable finding is that in every Eastern European country we found
that: the older that people are and therefore, the longer they have been socialized in the pre-
reform socialist culture, the more they are in favor of the former socialist system. Older birth
cohorts also show a higher degree of legitimation split-consciousness, than younger ones do.
Young people obviously are the main vehicles of value changes, while older people in larger
numbers, continue to embrace the former status quo. The consequence of this would be that
ceteris paribus support for the market economy will increase in the future, whereas support
for the former socialist system will decrease and may eventually die out altogether, due to the
replacement of the elderly by the next generation. After the velvet revolutions of 1989, we
therefore should anticipate silent revolutions to complete - with inevitable ups and downs - the
transition.
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Table 1. Judgments on the legitimacy of the economic and political system per country

B Socialist qo in favor of Correlation
Country A Free market8 systemb A as well as B A and B N

Bulgaria 68.7 24.2 10.3 -.43 1229

Poland 72.5 10.9 6.7 -.24 1343

Russia 70.5 26.6 10.3 -.46 1283

Slovenia 94.4 21.0 19.1 -.15 1249

Czechoslovakia 82.9 14.8 9.7 -.33 1087

Estonia 73.0 20.8 13.3 -.33 875

" Percentage agreeing with the statement-. "A free market economy is essential to our economic development." ( measured with
a f-ive points scale from strongly agree to strongly disagree).
" Percentage in favor of the socialist system. The question wording was: "People have different views about socialism. Based
on your experience in (COUNTRY NAME], would you say that you are very much in favor, somewhat in favor, neither for
nor against, somewhat against, or [otally against socialism?" (measured with a five points scale).



Table 2. OLS Coefficients of multiple regression models with legitimacy judgments on the free- market economy and
the socialist system as dependent variables, all countries (N-8237), standard errors between parentheses'

Age

Male

Education

Income

Retired

Unemployed

Lower non-manual

Farmer or farm worker

Skilled or unskilled worker

Self-employed

Professional

Subjective social class

Rela[ive deprivation

qo Poor increase

Political self-placement

Equality norms

Inequality norms

Czechoslovakia

Bulgaria

Poland

Russia

Slovenia

Estonia

conscant

FREE MARKET SOCIALIST SYSTEM

Model A Model B Model C Model A Model B Model C

(.024) (.024) (:823)

(.8~~) (.~~5) (:8~~)
~ ~2~s) (.á~5;~ (.~~~;.
t 1036). (.0306) , (.034)

- 107"' - 104"' o77"
(.025) (.025) (.024)

~:8~~, ~:8~~) (' )~~
~:8~~) ~:8~~) ~:8~~)
~:8~~) ~:8~8) (:8~~)

(~Ó17), (.016)

(:b43; ~
- 127"'
(.017)

(4~62).

(4ó~9).
~4t~59).

Z3o~gi).

-t2t~~s;.

Z 1062)

-~ 0~2;~ ~:~6a;..
t3058), t3056).

t 059), t4058).

(~060) (5059)

~?065). (063)

(.0562) (1060)

Rz 12.9oIo 14.4"!0 20.7q 6.7oIo 7.4Io 19.8010



'p G .05,.'p G .01,'.'p G .001

' The models have been par[ly standardized to enable comparisons between coefficients. The dependent variables have been
transformed into z-scores (to correct for differences in standard deviations between both dependent variables). Also, the
independent variables have been transformed into z-scores, except for the dummy variables.



Table 3. Preferred future development of the own society per country (in qo)'

Former Democratic Free market Unique
Country socialist system socialism economy national solution

Bulgaria 5.5 37.6 32.6 24.3

Poland 2.8 38.3 35.4 23.5

Russia 15.3 33.8 14.9 36.1

Slovenia 4.0 46.4 34.6 15.0

Czechoslovakia 2.8 35.5 35.6 26.1

Estonia 2.3 37.0 17.4 43.3

~ Question wording: "There are many views about the future development of [COUNTRY NAME] society. Which one of
these alternatives comes closest to your own preference? 1. A socialist society along the lines of what we have already
experienced in [COUNTRY NAME]; 2. A more democratic type of socialism as found in some countries in the West; 3. A
free market economy which is essentially non-socialist as found in some other countries in the West; 4. A specific [COUNTRY
NAME] solu[ion unique to the country."



Table 4. Results of a logistic regression analysis to explain the odds of legitimation split-
consciousness, all countries (N-8237), standard errors between parentheses

Age

Model A Model B Model C

Male

Education

Income

Retired

Lower non-manual

Farmer or farm worker

Skilled or unskilled worker

Self-employed

Professional

Subjective social class

Relative deprivation

q Poor increase

Political self-placement

Equality norms

Inequality norms

Czechoslovakia

Bulgaria

Poland

Russia

Slovenia

Estonia

.024"' .024"' .022"
(.007) (.007) (.007)

-.134 -.132 -.060
(. I51) (.151) (.155)

054 053 078
(.063) (.064) (.066)

-.044 -.050 -.051
(.029) (.031) (.031)

.302 .317 .445
(.673) (.677) (.694)

-.645 -.664 -.728
(.427) (.429) (.434)

-.314 -.307 -.344
(.226) (.227) (.230)

-.843' -.851' -.524`
(.400) (.401) (.235)

-.530' -.521' -.747
(.230) (.231) (.405)

-.021 -.004
(.052) (.053)

-.119 -.132
(.103) (.106)

.204 .116
(.120) (.123)

-.272"'
(.040)

.313'
(.145)

.024
(.110)

397 362 045
(.239) (.243) (.251)

-.280 -.301 -.343
(.256) (.256) (.259)

-.127 -.179 -.564
(.410) (.412) (.421)

1.347"' 1.327"' 1.070"'
(.220) (.221) (.227)

.554' .588' .656'
(.247) (.248) (.255)

Constant -3.269' -4.092" -3.205'
(1.474) (1.541) (1.566)

xza 89.35 93.85 149.50



'p C .05, "p c .01, "'p G .001

" This is the improvement in the x2 as compared to the base model with only the constant.



Table 5. Judgments on the legitimacy of the economic and political system per cohort and per
country

Free market economy ( q in favor)

Bulgaria Poland Russia Slovenia Czechoslovakia Estonia

Cohort:

1900-1919 -a 69.1 -- -- 74.6 70.2

1920-1929 51.1 66.5 58.1 92.0 79.0 70.6

1930-1939 58.0 72.9 62.7 92.6 88.1 70.3

1940-1949 70.3 70.5 68.0 94.3 81.7 66.7

1950-1959 77.5 73.7 69.8 94.6 83.5 80.7

1960-1969 77.9 76.0 79.2 95.7 87.2 71.3

1970-1979 72.3 79.0 83.7 96.6 77.6 83.1

Socialist system ( q in favor)

Bulgaria Poland Russia Slovenia Czechoslovakia Estonia

Cohort:

1900-1919 -- 16.2 -- -- 30.0 19. 3

1920-1929 38.8 15.2 49.7 33.1 17.4 20.0

1930-1939 35.7 12.1 38.8 27.1 19.6 22.8

1940-1949 26.3 11.4 29.9 24.8 15.0 21.6

1950-1959 15.7 7.9 21.7 20.3 14.1 21.6

1960-1969 9.8 9.6 14.7 11. 8 8.2 22.7

1970-1979 16.4 4.6 7.8 7.6 1.4 8.6

Legitimation split-consciousness ( q in favor of both systems)

Bulgaria Poland Russia Slovenia Czechoslovakia Estonia

Cohort:
1900-1919 -- 11. 8 -- -- 18.5 11.5

1920-1929 9.9 10.0 16.7 31.5 13.0 15.1

1930-1939 12.8 8.5 15.1 23.9 16.4 13.6

1940-1949 14.3 5.6 12.1 23.3 7.1 10.3

1950-1959 8.9 4.0 9.3 19.0 8.9 16.3

1960-1969 5.4 6.6 6.5 10.0 6.1 15.0

1970-1979 9.4 3.3 3.2 7.9 1.5 5.4

' Percentages based on smalt cell contents (less than 20 cases) have been excluded from the table.
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