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Abstract:  

This article analyzes the post-communist regime track record in comparative perspective and 
reevaluates the impact of modernization on the democratic prospects in developing countries. 
The analysis shows that ex-communist countries were less democratic than their socio-
economic development levels would have predicted, and that the development-democracy 
link was different than elsewhere, due to the distorted nature of communist development. The 
article then traces this democratic deficit to individual-level deficits in democratic attitudes 
and civic and political participation. Post-communist democratic prospects are further 
undermined by the fact that the participatory deficit is greater among the relatively pro-
democratic middle class, than among the lower class, which had experienced mobilization 
from above under communism, but was less likely to subscribe to democratic values than 
lower classes in non-communist countries.   
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After years of relative neglect,1 modernization theory has recently made an unexpected 

comeback as an explanation of cross-national regime patterns, as several statistically 

sophisticated approaches (e.g. Przeworski and Limongi 1997, Barro 1999, Boix and Stokes 

2003, Epstein et al 2006) have assessed the impact of socio-economic development on the 

initiation and survival of democracy. The post-communist regime transformations provide an 

interesting testing ground for modernization theory because the twenty-eight countries that 

emerged after the dissolution of the Soviet bloc shared important developmental legacies 

after almost five decades of communist rule but also displayed significant and consequential 

differences (Horowitz 2003, Pop-Eleches 2007). Moreover, the abrupt “Leninist extinction” 

(Jowitt 1992) meant that the timing of the transition away from communist one-party rule 

was fairly exogenous, in the sense that the threat of Soviet intervention to prop up 

Communist regimes was removed at roughly the same time for all the countries of the former 

Soviet bloc.  

However, so far this theoretical promise has not been sufficiently fulfilled. Much of the 

cross-national statistical research on the drivers of democratization either used pre-1990 data 

(Przeworski and Limongi 1997, Barro 1999, Boix and Stokes 2003) and therefore obviously 

ignores the post-communist experience, or includes ex-communist countries as part of a 

global sample but does not explore the potential causal heterogeneity due to the inclusion of a 

set of countries with such unique economic and political development trajectories (Epstein et 

al 2006). Meanwhile, much of the post-communist transition literature has tended to 

emphasize other aspects, such as initial elections and power balance (Fish 1998a, 1998b, 

McFaul 2002) or international factors (Whitehead 1996, Kopstein and Reilly 2000, 

Vachudova 2005), while largely treating socio-economic development as control 
                                                 
1 After its heyday in the 1960s, modernization theory was increasingly criticized for its lack of credible 
mechanisms and by the late 1980s much of the debate focused on the role of more proximate factors in 
explaining the Third Wave of democratization (O'Donnell et al 1986; Di Palma 1990; Karl and Schmitter 1991 
and Przeworski 1991). 
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variables/rival hypotheses. Nonetheless, modernization theory has received some theoretical 

attention in analyses of the collapse of Communism (Lewin 1991, Hosking 1991, Hough 

1997), and in a few studies of post-communist regime transformations (e.g. Vassilev 1999, 

Kurtz and Barnes 2002, Darden and Grzymala-Busse 2006, Pop-Eleches 2007). However, the 

focus of these studies has largely been to explain regime trajectories within the former Soviet 

bloc (Kopstein 2003), rather than to place the communist and post-communist experience in 

broader international perspective. 

This article uses evidence from cross-national regime trajectories and public opinion 

data to analyze the post-communist regime track record in comparative perspective and to 

reevaluate the impact of social and economic modernization on the democratic prospects in 

developing countries. This analysis raises two important challenges to modernization theory 

and to the implicit assumption of earlier studies of a uniform link between socio-economic 

modernization and democracy: first, considering their fairly high levels of socio-economic 

development in 1990, the democratic performance of the ex-communist countries was 

surprisingly modest after 1990, and second,  the relationship between traditional development 

indicators and democracy differs substantially between ex-communist and non-communist 

countries.2 These findings suggest that in order to understand the development-democracy 

link, we need to account not only for the extent but also for the nature of socio-economic 

development.  

To understand the reasons for the weaker-than-expected democratic impact of 

communist socio-economic modernization, I argue that we need to understand both the 

inherent distortions of such centrally planned development efforts and at the interaction 

between modernization and the political project of Communism. Thus, while communist 

                                                 
2 Interestingly, the surprising coexistence of high economic development and non-democracy among the 
Communist countries was noted by earlier analysts (e.g. Dahl 1971) but they generally expected that the 
communist regimes would not be able to maintain a “centrally dominated social order” in the long run and 
would therefore face inevitable political liberalization pressures (Dahl 1971:78). 
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countries achieved decent economic growth and made impressive progress in promoting 

education and income equality, these processes did not create democratic constituencies 

along the lines that modernization theorists would have predicted. Drawing on cross-national 

survey data, I show that even after more than a decade since the fall of Communism, post-

communist citizens display important deficits in democratic attitudes and in civic and 

political participation. Even more importantly, citizens of ex-communist countries exhibit a 

problematic pattern of democratic values and political participation, which can be traced to 

the communist political system: thus, compared to its non-communist counterparts, the post-

communist middle class is no less democratic in its outlook but its members are significantly 

less likely to participate in the civic or political sphere. Meanwhile, the lower class, which 

had experienced mobilization from above under the communist regime, exhibited no such 

participatory deficit but it was significantly less likely to subscribe to democratic values than 

lower classes in non-communist countries.   

The article is organized as follows: the next section provides a brief overview of the 

peculiarities of communist socio-economic development and places its achievements and 

limitations in comparative perspective. Next I present the findings of cross-national statistical 

tests of the drivers of democracy in the post-Cold War era to establish the magnitude of the 

post-communist democracy deficit and the extent to which this deficit can be explained by 

communist era developmental legacies. In the final section I analyze cross-national survey 

evidence for both ex-communist and non-communist countries to test several hypotheses 

about the causal mechanisms linking communist developmental legacies and post-communist 

regime trajectories. In particular I test the extent to which post-communist citizens differ 

systematically along three dimensions with important implications for the prospects and 

quality of democracy: democratic values, civic involvement and political participation.   

 



4  

Communist modernization – achievements and limitations 

Prior to the arrival of Communism, most Eurasian countries were hardly promising 

democratization candidates from a modernization standpoint: during the interwar period most 

of the region was poor, overwhelmingly rural (over 80%), on average half its population was 

illiterate and most East Europeans benefited from only the most rudimentary health and 

welfare benefits. Moreover, economic development was highly uneven within the region and 

these differences largely followed the familiar West-East/South gradient, from the fairly 

affluent, urbanized and highly educated Czech lands to the much poorer, illiterate and 

overwhelmingly rural Central Asia and Southern Balkans. 

Even the harshest anti-communist critics would have a hard time denying that under 

communist rule most of the Soviet bloc - and particularly the initially underprivileged 

countries and regions – experienced rapid economic growth and modernization, especially 

during the first quarter-century after World War II (Janos 2000). Even though the actual 

industrialization and modernization process entailed substantial short-term disruption and 

human suffering, it left behind a much more developed group of countries, which according 

to modernization theory should imply significantly improved post-communist 

democratization prospects compared to the prewar period.  Thus, by 1989 in the average 

communist country 56% of the population lived in urban settings, welfare benefits had been 

extended to large parts of the population, and poverty had been significantly reduced, largely 

due to the region’s low inequality levels. Educational achievements were even more 

impressive: by the late 1980s the Communists had virtually eradicated illiteracy throughout 

the former Soviet bloc and secondary education enrollments were significantly higher than in 

other developing countries. Therefore, from a straight-forward modernization theory 

perspective, Communist planners may have unwittingly paved the way for the collapse of 

Communism and subsequent democratization (Lewin 1991, Vassilev 1999). 
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On the other hand, even abstracting for now from the social and psychological 

implications of Communist-style coerced modernization, the developmental record of the 

Soviet bloc was far from ideal. Thus, the impressive economic growth rates of the 1950s and 

1960s were followed by slowdown in the 1970s and stagnation in the 1980s, which was 

marked by increasing shortages and economic bottlenecks (Kornai 1992). The exhaustion of 

communist developmental efforts is also illustrated by Figure 1, which compares the over-

time evolution of urbanization in prewar communist countries (the original Soviet republics 

and Mongolia), the post-war communist countries of Eastern Europe and the Latin American 

countries. 

Figure 1 here 

 The graph confirms that during the initial communist developmental push, 

characterized by massive collectivization and industrialization campaigns, communist 

countries experienced significant urbanization increases in both absolute and relative terms: 

thus, urbanization rates in the pre-war communist countries almost tripled between 1930-50 

and in the process surpassed the urbanization levels of their East European neighbors and 

almost caught up with the Latin American average. Similarly, East European urbanization 

took off during the first three decades of Communism and by 1980 the newly communist 

countries had virtually closed the urbanization gap that had separated them from Latin 

America after the devastation of World War II. However, the pace of urbanization slowed 

down starting in the 1970s in the interwar Soviet republics and in the 1980s in Eastern 

Europe, and as a result the two regions fell behind Latin America, where urban growth 

continued steadily throughout the 1980s and 1990s.  

Beyond the question about the extent of socio-economic progress, which will be 

analyzed in greater detail below, we need to consider the possibility that the coercive, 

centrally planned communist approach to development produced a different type of 
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modernity, whose implications for democracy may differ substantially not only from early 

developers but also from non-communist late development in other parts of the developing 

world. Thus, the heavy emphasis on ideological indoctrination and technical subjects in 

communist education arguably affected its democratizing impact, while the coercive dual 

process of collectivization and industrialization created towns and cities whose inhabitants 

arguably had a different urban experience than their non-communist counterparts. 

Unfortunately, such qualitative developmental differences are difficult to capture statistically, 

and will be analyzed indirectly through their impact on individual attitudes and behavior in 

the final section of the article.  

The one clear exception in this respect is the nature of communist economic 

development, whose most distinctive feature was the Stalinist emphasis on heavy industry as 

the economic backbone for Soviet geopolitical ambitions. Combined with the heavily 

subsidized supply of Russian energy and raw materials, and an inherent bias of central 

planning towards quantity over quality (since the former was easier to assess) this 

developmental strategy resulted in the proliferation of energy-intensive, low productivity 

industrial enterprises. This economic profile, which created significant economic and political 

problems after the collapse of Communism, is reflected in the notoriously weak performance 

of Communist countries with respect to the amount of commercial energy use required per $ 

of GDP (see below.)  

Since the rest of the world also developed during the second half of the twentieth 

century, a proper assessment of the Communist developmental record requires a comparative 

benchmark, which raises the question about the relevant counterfactuals. East Europeans 

tended to look at West Germany, Austria, Spain and Greece as possible examples of non-

communist development but one may of course ask whether Turkey or Latin America are not 

the more appropriate comparisons. For the purpose of this analysis I use a simple cross-
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sectional regression approach, which tests the impact of Communist bloc membership on 

several key developmental indicators at the outset of the transition (around 1990.) In addition 

to the dummy variable indicating Communist bloc membership, the regressions in Table 2 

include two indicators of interwar development, which control for pre-communist differences 

and provide a baseline for assessing communist-era performance. Since GDP/capita statistics 

for the pre-war era are notoriously difficult to compare cross-nationally, I collected data on 

urbanization3 and literacy4 in the mid 1920s.5  In addition, the regressions included a series of 

regional dummies. 

Table 2 here 

The results of the (admittedly reduced form) regressions in Table 2 paint a highly uneven 

picture of communist modernization achievements. On one hand, the substantively large and 

statistically significant positive effects in models 1 & 2 confirm the significant comparative 

advantage of communist states in educating their citizens, which were more likely to be 

literate and have access to secondary education. Moreover, model 6 confirms another crucial 

developmental achievement of Communism, namely its much more egalitarian income 

distribution, especially compared to Latin America. On the other hand, the marginally 

significant negative effect of Soviet bloc membership in model 3 confirms the modest 

urbanization progress of communist regimes despite (or perhaps because of) their activist and 

at times coercive approach to modernization. The communist record is even worse for 

economic development: while the large deficit with respect to overall output levels (model 4) 

is at least partially due to the region’s lower pre-communist economic starting points (which 

                                                 
3 The data is based on the temporally closest census for the given country. I measure urbanization as the 
proportion of a country’s population living in towns with at least 50,000 inhabitants, which allows me to get 
around some of the problems connected to cross-national differences in urbanization definitions. I obtained very 
similar results using different town size cutoffs (e.g. 20k, 100k). 
4 Since many of the estimates were imprecise, I used a five-point scale to measure literacy (see Table 1). 
5 The timing of these statistical snapshot is justified by the fact that prior to World War I very little data is 
available for Eastern Europe (since most countries were not yet independent) but at the same time the it largely 
precedes the first significant Soviet modernization push. 
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are only imperfectly captured by the urbanization and literacy controls), the much greater 

energy intensity of Soviet-style economies (model 5) cannot be blamed as readily on pre-

communist legacies.  

 Overall, the analysis in this section has presented a mixed and highly uneven picture 

of communist modernization performance: the countries of the former Soviet bloc entered the 

post-Cold War era with a significant advantage in terms of education and economic equality, 

which from a modernization theory standpoint should facilitate democratization through 

greater civil society involvement and political participation. At the same time, however, 

Communism did not help these countries overcome their deficit in terms of urbanization and 

wealth, which weakened their democratic prospects from a modernization theory perspective.  

Beyond the standard question about how much development occurred under 

Communism (or any other system), I argue that we need to understand better what kind of 

development it was. Therefore, the question to be addressed in the following section is not 

just whether the regime trajectories of ex-communist countries differed because they were 

more or less developed than other countries at the outset of the transition but also whether the 

link between development and regime type differed for the ex-communist countries, given 

the particularities of their modernization paths and methods over five or more decades.  

   

Non-democratizing development: assessing the regime legacies of Communism 

Even though the ex-communist countries faced significant challenges at the outset of 

their simultaneous economic and political transitions, they nevertheless benefited from 

several favorable conditions, which explain the democratic optimism of the early 1990s. 

Since Communism had been imposed by Soviet troops for most countries in the region, the 

removal of the Soviet threat combined with the ideological dominance of Western liberalism 

produced a widely shared assumption (embodied in the very notion of transition) that the 
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endpoint of the post-communist transformations would be some form of democratic politics 

and market-based economics. While not everybody shared this initial optimism (Jowitt 1992), 

even observers concerned with domestic preconditions had at least some reasons to be 

optimistic, given the significant advantages with respect to education and inequality, which 

were discussed in the previous section. Indeed, several prominent explanations of the decline 

and collapse of Soviet communism (Remington 1990, Lewin 1991, Bahry 1993, Hough 

1997) confirmed earlier predictions by modernization theorists that Soviet totalitarianism 

would ultimately be undermined by the very socio-economic transformations it had triggered 

(Deutsch 1953, Parsons 1967). This argument was extended to post-communist 

democratization by Vassilev’s (1999) analysis of the Bulgarian experience. 

However, the actual regime trajectories of post-communist countries have not been 

nearly as democratic or as uniform as predicted by these initial accounts. The non-Baltic 

former Soviet republics have largely experienced either hybrid or fully authoritarian regimes, 

much of the Balkans had a bumpy and delayed democratization path, and liberal democracy 

is still far from the only game in town. While the broad democratic parameters of the East-

Central European countries have probably been sealed by their accession to the EU, some 

observers are worried about the possibility of democratic backsliding due to the post-

accession weakening of external monitoring and conditionality. Nor is there a clear positive 

regional trend towards democracy, as the euphoria of the colored revolutions has subsided 

(Beissinger 2006) and several countries (especially Belarus and Russia) experienced 

authoritarian backsliding.  

What are the implications of these rather mixed post-communist regime trajectories 

for our understanding of the link between socio-economic development and democracy? To 
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address this question, I ran a series of time-series cross-sectional regressions,6 which analyze 

the drivers of global democracy patterns from 1990-2004. The dependent variable for the 

regressions in Table 3 is the combined level of civil liberties and political rights according to 

Freedom House in a given country and year.7 The main independent variables of interest are a 

series of dummy indicators capturing different types of ex-communist regimes, and several 

socio-economic development indicators, which will be discussed in greater detail below. In 

addition, the regression models include indicators intended to capture several classical 

explanations of regime patterns, including ethnic fractionalization, natural resource 

dependence, the presence of violent conflict, as well as a series of standard controls such as 

population size, regional dummies and a year variable intended to capture temporal 

democracy trends.8  

Table 3 here 

The first two models in Table 3 represent baseline regressions against which 

subsequent models can be compared: model 1 only includes regional dummies and the year 

variable, and identifies a substantively large and statistically significant democracy deficit 

among the 28 Eurasian transition countries if we ignore any alternative drivers of democracy 

except for regional effects. By contrast, model 2 presents a more completely specified model 

of regime outcomes but in line with the standard approach used in cross-national regression 

analyses of democratization, it does not include an indicator for whether a country was ex-

communist. Overall, the regression provides solid support for the main modernization theory 

predictions, given that richer, more urbanized countries with more educated populations were 

significantly more likely to be democratic in the post-Cold War period. The results also 

confirm the negative effects of ethnic fractionalization and violent conflict, which emerged as 
                                                 
6 I used Prais-Winsten regressions with panel-corrected standard errors and correct for serial autocorrelation and 
heteroskedasticity. 
7 I obtained similar results using Polity regime scores and Vanhanen’s polyarchy indicator, but the results are 
omitted here due to space considerations. 
8 For a more detailed description of the variables used in the regressions, see Table 1 in the Appendix. 
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statistically significant negative predictors of democracy. The only unexpected result was the 

statistically significant positive effect of income inequality. 

Model 3 simply adds the Eurasian transition country dummy from model 1 to the 

battery of traditional democracy correlates from model 2. While the overall explanatory 

power of the model does not increase dramatically, the results in model 3 confirm the large 

and statistically significant democracy handicap of ex-communist countries even after the 

collapse of Communism: thus, once we control for developmental differences, transition 

countries had a 3.3 point deficit on the 12 point FH democracy scale compared to their non-

communist counterparts, and this effect was actually somewhat larger than in model 1.9 Even 

more importantly, the inclusion of the post-communism dummy significantly affected the 

size, significance and even the direction of several developmental and structural variables, 

which suggests that that its omission in most democratization studies arguably leads to biased 

estimates. For example, compared to the baseline in model 2, the magnitude of the 

GDP/capita effect was reduced by almost 80% (and was no longer statistically significant), 

the impact of secondary education enrollment increased by a third, the income inequality 

effect was reversed and now pointed in the expected direction, whereas ethnic 

fractionalization was a substantively larger and marginally statistically significant 

impediment to democracy.  

The causal heterogeneity suggested by the difference between models 2 and 3 is 

explored in greater detail in model 4, which adds interaction terms between the post-

communism dummy and several developmental indicators. This approach allows us to test 

not only whether ex-communist countries underperformed relative to their developmental 

legacies but also whether the impact of different aspects of modernization varies between ex-
                                                 
9 To test whether these estimates are affected by the choice of time period and whether the post-communist 
democracy deficit declines over time as the Communist legacy fades into the past, I re-ran the analysis in model 
3 on three different sub-periods (1990-1994, 1995-1999, and 2000-2004). However, the post-communist deficit 
was highly significant for all periods, while its magnitude declined slightly in the mid 1990s but then increased 
again after 2000 and in fact surpassed the deficit from the early 1990s (see Table C in the appendix). 
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communist and non-communist countries. The interaction effects in model 4 provide strong 

evidence that this is indeed the case: thus, GDP/capita had a large and significant positive 

effect on non-communist countries, but the effect was completely erased among the transition 

countries, perhaps due to the problematic nature of communist output statistics (Aslund 

2001). On the other hand, urbanization had a strong positive effect on post-communist 

democracy but was weakly negative elsewhere, a finding that is somewhat surprising given 

the problematic nature of communist urbanization.10 With respect to the greatest 

developmental achievement of Communism – the widespread educational progress – the 

results in model 4 suggest that more widespread secondary education enrollment was 

associated with greater democracy only among non-communist countries. In other words, it 

appears that despite its quantitative achievements, something about the nature of communist 

education prevented its citizens from using this empowerment for democratic purposes after 

the collapse of Communism.  

While the analysis so far has focused on the twenty-eight ex-communist countries of 

Eastern Europe and Eurasia,11 which started their political transition in 1989-91 and are 

typically grouped together by analyses of post-communism, such a classification ignores 

significant differences within this group. Therefore, in model 5 I differentiate between 

countries, which belonged to the pre-WWII Soviet Union, and East European countries that 

came under Communist after World War II, and were therefore spared the harrowing 

experience of the first two decades of Stalinism. The results in model 5 confirm the analytical 

utility of this distinction, given that the democracy deficit of the original Soviet republics was 

much larger in both substantive and statistical terms. Thus, in line with theoretical 

expectations, it appears that the countries that received the longest and strongest “dose” of 
                                                 
10 One possible explanation is that Communist cities may have integrated its inhabitants to a greater extent in 
urban life that the large slums of many developing country metropolitan areas – however, this is merely a 
conjecture and deserves greater attention in future research. 
11 This group includes 12 East European countries (but not newly independent Montenegro, for which little data 
is available), the 15 former Soviet republics and Mongolia. 
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communist modernization also suffered the greatest post-communist democratization 

obstacles. On the other hand, it is worthwhile noting that even their more fortunate East 

European neighbors still under-performed in democratic terms after the collapse of 

communism, which suggests that the developmental legacies of communism were not 

immediately overcome by the hopes of returning to Europe.  

Since the universe of (ex)communist regimes obviously extends beyond Eastern 

Europe and the former Soviet Union, the next two models test the regime impact of 

communism beyond the Eurasian core countries.  Thus, the communist regime indicator in 

model 6 also includes other countries ruled by Communist regimes for at least 30 years, and 

therefore includes Cuba, China and a number of other Asian countries. Not surprisingly, the 

inclusion of these long-term communist regimes produces results that are broadly comparable 

to model 3, arguably because the limited democratic progress in these countries was partially 

balanced by their greater relative socio-economic backwardness. Finally, in line with recent 

discussions about the need to expand the universe of ex-communist countries (Chen and Sil 

2007), model 7 uses an even broader definition by including other developing countries (such 

as Tanzania, Angola and Afghanistan) which were ruled by Marxist one-party regimes at 

some point before 1990. While still substantively important and statistically significant, the 

democracy deficit for this maximalist definition of communist regimes is somewhat smaller 

than for longer-term communist dictatorships, arguably reflecting the weaker intensity and 

shorter duration of communist modernization efforts in these countries.   

 

Explaining non-democratic communist development   

How can we explain the remarkable democratic deficit of the former communist 

countries, which has been revealed by the analysis so far? What are the theoretical 

implications of this post-communist exceptionalism for our understanding of the 
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development-democracy link? In the final section of the article I will turn to cross-national 

survey evidence in order to explore some of the potential mechanisms that account for the 

relative disconnect between the respectable “quantitative” developmental record of 

communism and the disappointing democratic performance of ex-communist countries. 

The recent colored revolutions in Serbia, Ukraine, Georgia and Kyrgyzstan provide a 

useful starting point for this discussion, since they have once more focused public and 

scholarly attention on the crucial role of civil society organizations in challenging 

authoritarian regimes. Whereas earlier studies of post-communist civil society had noted a 

significant participatory deficit (Howard 2002, 2003), this perspective was questioned by the 

central role played by civic youth organizations such as Otpor in Serbia, Kmara in Georgia, 

Pora in the Ukraine, and (to a lesser extent) KelKel in Kyrgyzstan in launching a second 

wave of post-communist revolutions. Combined with the spectacle of tens or hundreds of 

thousands of protesters challenging authoritarian regimes in successive days of largely 

peaceful demonstrations, these groups served as a vivid reminder of the remarkable political 

power, which can be wielded by even a small network of determined civil society activists if 

they manage to mobilize a critical mass of ordinary citizens against the authoritarian regime.  

However, following the initial euphoria, the enthusiasm for civil society promotion 

has significantly abated for a number of reasons: first, the subsequent failure of similar 

mobilization efforts in Uzbekistan, Azerbaijan, Belarus and Russia has shown that such 

activist networks are limited in their ability to promote political change unless they can 

mobilize a more substantial part of the population, especially when facing harsher 

authoritarian regimes. Second, Putin’s ability to “hijack” the idea and set up a very effective 

counter-revolutionary youth movement, Nashi, serves as an important reminder that civil 

society and political mobilization are not inherently democratizing if participants are 
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mobilized for non-democratic purposes.12 Finally, the fairly disappointing democratization 

progress in the “successful” revolutionary cases, especially Kyrgyzstan and Ukraine 

(Beissinger 2006) suggests that while popular mobilization spikes may be necessary for 

overthrowing authoritarian rulers, they are not necessarily sufficient for ensuring the longer-

term success of democracy.  

Therefore, my analysis in this section will focus on the question of how communist 

legacies have affected three crucial dimensions of political attitudes and behavior – civil 

society involvement, political participation and democratic attitudes. While earlier work has 

focused on the impact of communist legacies on civil society (Green 2002, Howard 2002), 

political protest activity (Anderson and Mendes 2005) and democratic values (Whitefield 

1995, Mishler and Rose 1996, Rohrschneider 1999), the present analysis goes beyond earlier 

research in three ways. First, whereas most existing studies used a single cross-sectional 

snapshot at a certain point in time,13 I analyze three successive waves of the World Values 

Survey (see below), which allows me to capture the important temporal dimension of the 

post-communist change in political attitudes and behavior. Second, while earlier works have 

generally focused on one of the three dimensions, I jointly analyze civil society involvement, 

political participation and democratic attitudes, which allows for a more comprehensive 

assessment of the communist legacy. Finally, and most importantly, the present analysis is 

not limited to a separate assessment of communist developmental legacies on the three 

factors but it looks at the important interaction between civil and political participation on 

one hand and democratic values on the other. In other words, I am interested not only in 

whether ex-communists are more or less democratically inclined or politically involved but 

                                                 
12 For a more extensive discussion of these issues see e.g. Berman 1997, Chambers and Kopstein 2001, 
Varshney 2001 
13 For example, Howard (2002) uses the second wave (1994-6) of the WVS, while Bernhard and Karakoc (2007) 
rely on the third wave (1999-2002). 
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also whether civil and political participation rates of democrats vs. non-democrats differ 

between ex-communist and non-communist countries.  

In the following analysis I rely on survey data from the integrated data file of the 

European and World Values Surveys. Since the first wave (1981) only included one 

communist country (Hungary) and one Russian region (Tambov), the present analysis uses 

data from the second, third and fourth survey waves covering the time period 1989-2004. 

While EVS/WVS does not cover all the countries in the world, its inclusion of over 80 

countries from all five continents makes it the broadest collection of cross-nationally 

comparable public opinion surveys and is more appropriate for placing the post-communist 

countries in a broader international context than alternative cross-country surveys such as the 

Euro-Barometer series. A particular advantage of EVS/WVS for the present article is that 23 

of the 28 ex-communist transition countries have at least one survey in the series, with 

several of them having three or more surveys (usually in the early, mid and late 1990s), 

thereby facilitating analyses of cross-temporal trends. For a full listing of survey countries 

and years, see Table B in the appendix. 

 For the regressions presented in this version of the article I present robust standard 

errors clustered at the country-year level. This approach adjusts standard errors in order to 

account for the fact that the macro-variables, such as economic performance and governance 

differ across country-years but are constant for all respondents in a given survey.14 Moreover, 

all the regressions and summary statistics use equilibrated WVS survey weights, which 

combine any within-country survey weights with a cross-country component that adjusts for 

sample size differences across countries.  

 As a first step, let us examine the impact of communist legacies on the four 

dimensions of political attitudes and behavior. Following Bernhard and Karakoc (2007), as an 
                                                 
14 I get very similar results using hierarchical linear models in HLM 6.0 to account for the multi-level nature of 
the data. However, HLM does not allow for negative binomial regressions, and has difficulties running ordered 
probit models with large numbers of categories, which is why I opted for the present approach.  
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indicator of civic participation, in model 1 I used a count variable of the number of different 

types of voluntary organizations (ranging from sports to churches and human rights groups) 

to which a given respondent claimed to belong.15 To measure political activity, I used an 

index, which, following Dalton and Vansickle (2006) and Bernhard and Karakoc (2007), 

assigns a score of 1 for demonstrations, 2 for boycotts and strikes and 3 for occupying 

buildings, resulting in a 0-8 political participation score.16 To assess democratic attitudes, I 

created a standardized democracy index based on seven WVS survey questions,17 which 

asked respondents to evaluate different statements about democracy and alternative ways of 

ruling the country (see appendix for question wording). Finally, to measure the salience of 

democracy I used two WVS questions which asked respondents to identify priorities for their 

countries, and created a six-point scale based on how highly individuals ranked democracy-

related objectives such as free speech and greater input. 

The regressions in Table 4 include several relevant individual-level characteristics, 

including dummies for tertiary and secondary education, age, gender, religion and income.18 

In line with the earlier discussion about the impact of modernization, I collected two 

development indicators (GDP/capita and income inequality) for each of the almost 180 

country-year pairings in which a WVS survey occurred. To account for the possibility that 

post-communist political attitudes and mobilization may have been shaped by the depth of 

the economic crises experienced by many transition countries, I included controls for short-

term economic conditions (inflation and growth in the preceding two years). To avoid reverse 

causation concerns, these indicators are lagged by one year.  
                                                 
15 I also considered alternative measures such as a simple dichotomous indicator denoting whether or not a given 
individual belonged to any of the fifteen types of organizations, or an indicator of whether or not an individual 
performed unpaid work for any voluntary organization, but the results were broadly comparable and are omitted 
here due to space considerations. 
16 I obtained similar results when using a dichotomous indicator denoting whether or not a respondent had 
participated in any of the following five political actions: signing a petition, participating in a lawful 
demonstration, joining a boycott, participating in unofficial strikes and occupying buildings/factories. 
17 Cronbach’s alpha for the index was .73, which is quite reasonable for this type of survey questions. 
18 Since town size was missing for a surprisingly large number of surveys and did not produce strong results it is 
omitted from the current specifications. 
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Most importantly for the theoretical concerns of this article, the regressions include an 

indicator denoting whether the respondent lives in an East European country19 or in an 

interwar former Soviet Republic. Given Bernhard and Karakoc’s (2007) discussion of civic 

and political participation in ex-authoritarian and ex-totalitarian regimes, I also coded 

countries which experienced at least one year of authoritarian rule after 1970 according to 

Polity regime scores. Finally, I created a non-communist ex-totalitarian category, which 

following Bernhard and Karakoc (2007) includes citizens of Austria, Italy and West 

Germany. Unlike them, however, I do not include these countries in the same “post-

totalitarian” category with ex-communist countries, both because communist and fascist 

regimes differed in their developmental and repressive strategies, and – more importantly – 

because the totalitarian experience of the former was significantly shorter and lies almost two 

generations behind, which should affect its present-day implications. 

Table 4 here 

The first two models in Table 4 suggest that ex-communist countries had a significant 

deficit with respect to both civic involvement and political participation not only compared to 

older democracies (the excluded category) but even compared to their non-communist ex-

authoritarian/totalitarian counterparts. These differences confirm the fact that the 

demobilizing experience of communism was deeper than that of other non-democratic 

regimes, and justify the separate treatment of communist and non-communist ex-totalitarian 

regimes. Moreover, there seems to be little evidence that this organizational deficit has 

declined over the course of the post-communist transition despite the removal (or at least 

weakening) of state restrictions on civic and political participation.20 

 The civic and political participation differences between East European and ex-Soviet 

citizens tell a somewhat more complicated picture. On the one hand, the civic participation 
                                                 
19 Respondents from the former East Germany (DDR) were also coded as ex-communist citizens. 
20 I ran separate tests that included an interaction between the post-communism indicator and the year of the 
survey and found no evidence of a declining temporal trend (results available from author). 
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deficit was substantively larger in the Soviet republics that had experienced an additional 

three decades of Communism compared to their East European “comrades.” On the other 

hand, the patterns are somewhat more surprising for political activism, where the 

participatory deficit was both substantively larger and statistically stronger than in the former 

Soviet republics.  

The citizens of ex-communist countries were not only more passive than their non-

communist counterparts but they had a much more ambivalent relationship towards 

democracy. Thus, ex-communists – and particularly respondents from the interwar former 

Soviet republics – expressed significantly weaker support for democratic values (model 3) 

and were less likely to consider free speech and greater input into the political process as an 

important priority for their country (model 4). While the democratic value deficit between 

East Europeans and citizens of old democracies was not statistically significant, the contrast 

becomes much clearer (and statistically significant) compared to the opinions of citizens in 

countries with recent authoritarian or totalitarian experiences. The difference is particularly 

clear with respect to democratic values in non-communist ex-totalitarian countries, whose 

citizens appeared to compensate for these experiences by being more committed to 

democracy not only than ex-communists but even than citizens of old democracies. 

The analysis so far suggests that citizens of ex-communist countries suffer not only 

from a mobilizational deficit but also from a short supply of democratic values compared to 

old democracies and even relative to other ex-authoritarian regimes. With respect to 

differences among the ex-communist countries, inter-war Soviet republics suffered from a 

much greater deficit in their support for and emphasis on democratic values, whereas East 

Europeans were less likely to engage in political activities even compared to their post-Soviet 

counterparts. 
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 However, the impact of mobilization and democratic values on democracy depends 

not only on their overall supply in a given society but also on an aspect that has been largely 

ignored by earlier work, namely on the particular ways in which civic and political 

mobilization and democratic values overlap among a given country’s citizens. Thus, two 

countries with comparable levels of democratic support and political mobilization could 

actually experience very different political dynamics if in one country mobilization occurs 

primarily among democrats while in the other non-democrats have the organizational and 

participatory upper hand. 

To establish whether the relative mix of democrats and non-democrats among 

politically mobilized citizens differs in ex-communist countries, model 5 in table 4 includes 

an interaction term between the democratic values index and the post-communism indicator. 

The substantively large and statistically significant negative interaction effect in model 5 

confirms that the post-communist democracy deficit is due not only to lower mobilization 

and democratic values but due to the fact that the “wrong” people are mobilized. As 

illustrated in Figure 2, which plots the predicted levels of political activity for different levels 

of democratic support based on the regression finding in model 5, in non-communist 

countries democrats tend to be much more politically active than non-democrats, but the 

effect is much weaker in ex-communist countries.  

Figure 2 here 

Conversely, when analyzing the extent of the post-communist political action deficit, 

we find that among strong democrats (with democratic index scores above the 90th percentile) 

the deficit is large and statistically significant, whereas for anti-democrats (with democratic 

index scores below the 10th percentile) the deficit completely disappears. In other words, in 

ex-communist countries it is only the democrats but not the anti-democrats who are less 

politically active than elsewhere in the world, which means that the mix of democratic values 
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among politically mobilized citizens in post-communist countries is even more unfavorable 

compared to the rest of the world than in the population at large.  

To make sure that these results were not driven by a few outlier countries, I followed 

the method proposed by Jusko and Shively (2005) and ran separate regressions for each 

country-year survey included in the analysis in model 5 of Table 4. The coefficients of these 

ordered probit regressions, which included the same individual-level controls as the 

regression in model 5, are plotted in Figure 3 by survey year. As Figure 3 illustrates, the 

coefficients for the ex-communist countries consistently cluster in the lower range of the 

graph, and there is no evidence that the results are driven by a few outliers with particularly 

skewed patterns of political mobilization and democratic values.21  

Figure 3 here 

 

Communist developmental legacies and differences in democratic mobilization 

The final part of the analysis focuses on the link between the nature of communist 

development and the mobilizational and democratic value patterns among different types of 

citizens. These models provide a link between the survey evidence about the weaker civic 

and political mobilization among post-communist citizens (especially among post-communist 

democrats) and the cross-national findings about the weaker democratic impact of education 

and wealth in ex-communist countries. While this question requires much greater historical 

attention in future research, there are two aspects of communist development, which deserve 

particular attention in this context.  First, in line with the ideological requirements of class 

warfare, repression in communist countries focused to a greater extent on the pre-communist 

elites and middle classes than in other authoritarian regimes (such as much of Latin America 

                                                 
21 It is worth noting that the two post-communist surveys with the highest positive correlations between 
democratic values and political participation are somewhat atypical cases: East Germany-1996 (which at that 
point had ceased to be an independent country for seven years) and Serbia-2001 (fairly soon after the Bulldozer 
revolution, in which popular mobilization brought down the Milosevic regime.) 
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and Southern Europe). While communist regimes eventually produced their own 

intelligentsia and middle classes, these social groups arguably had much fewer opportunities 

for independent civic and political participation. Therefore, we would expect post-communist 

elite and middle class to suffer from a greater mobilizational disadvantage than other social 

groups.  

The second relevant aspect of communist developmental strategies is the fact that 

even though they fell short of achieving Marx’s ideal of the dictatorship of the proletariat, 

communist regimes nevertheless engaged in significant efforts to mobilize the lower classes. 

Even if much of that mobilization was controlled from above and therefore usually 

represented a limited challenge to the regime, it may have mitigated the paralyzing effects of 

political repression in which communist regimes engaged with varying intensity over several 

decades. At the same time, the dramatic expansion of welfare benefits to large segments of 

the lower classes in the communist countries (Haggard and Kaufman 2008), combined with 

the greater social mobility and lower inequality compared to most other authoritarian 

regimes, may have given lower class East Europeans fewer reasons to clamor for democracy 

as a solution to their socio-economic grievances than the poor in other authoritarian systems. 

While a more detailed analysis of the different evaluations of the past in ex-communist vs. 

other ex-authoritarian countries is beyond the scope of the current discussion, this claim is 

strongly supported by survey evidence. Thus, I compared the answers of poor vs. rich 

respondents to a survey question that asked them to rate the old regime on a scale from 1-10: 

in ex-communist countries the average evaluation for poor respondents was 5.24 while for 

rich respondents it was 4.29, whereas in non-communist ex-authoritarian countries the pattern 

was reversed (4.74 for the poor and 5.28 for the rich). Therefore, we may expect a weaker 

support for democracy among lower-class post-communist citizens compared to low-income, 

low-education groups elsewhere in the world.  
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To test these hypotheses empirically, models 6-9 in table 4 focus on the same four 

dependent variables as models 1-4 but include interaction terms between the post-

communism indicator and the two aspects of development – wealth and education – which 

the earlier cross-national statistical analysis had identified as areas of development from 

which ex-communist countries received a weaker “democracy dividend” than other countries. 

All the other control variables are the same as in the earlier analysis. Given the presence of 

interaction terms, the coefficient for ex-communist countries now only reflects the behavior 

and attitudes of low-income and low-education citizens in ex-communist countries, whereas 

the effects for other groups have to be calculated on the basis of both the main coefficient and 

the interaction terms. 

The statistical results in models 6-9 broadly confirm the hypotheses derived above on 

the basis of the political logic of communist development, but they also provide some 

interesting nuances about the different facets of mobilization and democratic values. Thus, 

models 6&7 reveal different socio-economic patterns of mobilization depending on whether 

we focus on civic or political engagement. In line with the predictions of the “different 

developmental trajectories” theory discussed above, model 7 suggests that poor and 

uneducated ex-communists do not suffer from a political activity deficit compared to their 

non-communist counterparts. However, the negative and statistically significant interactions 

effects between the post-communism indicator and the income and higher education 

variables, suggests that this deficit was much greater among highly educated and relatively 

well-off individuals. Conversely, while higher education and income were associated with 

greater political activism in all countries, the effect was weaker in ex-communist countries 

than elsewhere, especially with respect to income.  

By comparison, the large negative effect of the main ex-communist indicator in model 

6, combined with the weak statistical significance of the interaction effects, suggests that the 
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civic participation deficit of ex-communist citizens seems to apply fairly uniformly across 

different social groups. Meanwhile, given that the effects of higher education and income are 

large and comparable across ex-communist and non-communist countries, this finding 

suggests that ex-communist middle classes derived similar civic participation boosts as their 

counterparts elsewhere.22 

In terms of professed support for democratic values, model 8 confirms that the most 

pronounced post-communist deficit occurred for the least educated citizens, which were 

significantly less supportive of democracy than their non-communist counterparts. 

Meanwhile, the positive and statistically significant effect of the interaction terms with 

secondary and tertiary education suggests that this democracy gap is reduced by greater 

education, and virtually disappears for the most educated groups.23  

This apparent convergence of post-communist elites to the democratic values of the 

rest of the world is qualified, however, by the results in model 9. The negative interaction 

effects between the post-communist dummy and the indicators for secondary education and 

income suggest that the lower salience of freedom among the political priorities of post-

communist citizens is particularly prominent among wealthier and at least moderately well-

educated individuals.  

Overall, the findings in this section offer an attitudinal and behavioral basis for the 

democratic ineffectiveness of communist developmental progress revealed by the cross-

national country-level analysis, and they provide a mechanism for the weaker correlation 

between mobilization and democratic values in ex-communist countries. The problem 

appears to be two-fold: first, even though post-communist middle classes professed 

democratic values roughly in line with international standards, their low willingness to make 
                                                 
22 However, when using OLS instead of negative binomial regression, I find strong negative interactions 
between education and the post-communism dummy, which is in line with the hypothesis that the civic 
participation deficit should be greater for more educated ex-communists.  
23 Notice, however, that the effect points in the opposite direction for income, with an (albeit modest) increase in 
the democratic support gap among the wealthier ex-communists. 
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further democratization a high political priority and their low relative political involvement 

made them much more ineffective promoters of democracy than their non-communist 

counterparts. Second, poorer and less educated ex- communists were as politically mobilized 

as the lower classes in other countries, but their significantly weaker endorsement of 

democratic values arguably meant that they were as likely to be mobilized for non-

democratic as for democratic purposes. As a result ex-communist countries seem to be 

characterized by a combination of a vaguely democratic but passive middle class and a lower 

class whose democratic ambivalence and greater relative mobilization can be – and has been 

– used by would-be authoritarian leaders.    

 

Conclusion and implications 

This article has started from the empirical puzzle and theoretical challenge posed by 

the disappointing post-communist regime trajectories of the countries of the former Soviet 

bloc. From a modernization theory perspective, this surprisingly weak performance is at odds 

with the widespread (and at least partially justified) perception that despite their problematic 

“methods,” communists were actually quite effective in modernizing the societies over which 

they ruled. The comparative evaluation of communist developmental achievements in the 

first part of the article revealed a highly uneven track record, whereby strong achievements in 

education and income equality were balanced by more modest progress in economic 

development and considerably higher economic distortions. 

The analysis of cross-national regime patterns in the second part of the article 

suggests that ex-communist countries stood out not only with respect to their peculiar mix of 

developmental strengths and weaknesses but in the nature of the link between various 

development aspects and democracy. In particular, the much weaker democratizing effects of 

education and wealth in ex-communist countries question the implicit assumption of causal 
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homogeneity of many earlier studies of the development-democracy link and emphasize the 

need to pay closer attention to the nature of development not only to the “amount of 

development.”  

Finally, this post-communist exceptionalism reinforces the need for a more careful 

discussion of the mechanisms through which socio-economic modernization can bring about 

democratic change. Therefore, the last part of this article has analyzed the political attitudes 

and behavior of ex-communist citizens in comparative perspective, and has identified 

significant participatory and democratic value deficits. Even more importantly, I have shown 

that post-communist countries seem to suffer from a more problematic alignment between 

democratic values and mobilization in the sense that the proportion of non-democrats among 

the politically mobilized population is higher in former communist countries than elsewhere. 

The final part of the analysis has suggested that these peculiarities can be traced to the 

developmental legacies of communist regimes, which demobilized the middle class while at 

the same time engaging in top-down mobilization of parts of the lower classes in the name of 

class war. As a result, ex-communist countries have ended up with a combination of a pro-

democratic but passive middle class and a relatively more mobilized lower class but with 

questionable democratic commitments, neither of which are very effective as a social basis 

for challenging authoritarian leaders. 

Future research should focus in greater detail on the question of the mechanisms 

through which the communist political experience produced these lasting patterns in political 

attitudes and behavior. Similarly, we need to get a clearer understanding of the processes 

through which such individual values and behavior are aggregated into collective political 

action (or lack thereof) and thereby shapes regime outcomes. 
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Figure 1: Comparative Urbanization Patterns 
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Figure 2: Democratic values and political participation 
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Note: Based on predicted values from the regression results in Model 5 of Table 4. Shaded 
area indicates that difference in political activity between non-communist and post-
communist countries is statistically significant at .05. 
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Fig 3: Democratic values vs. participation – cross-country patterns 

Note: Vertical axis reports coefficients of ordered probit regressions of political participation index 
on democratic values index run separately for each country-year (with individual-level controls). 
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Table 1. Variable overview – country level indicators 

Variable name Coding/measurement Source(s) 
% Urban 1920 population in towns over 50K/total 

population (in %) 
Author using data from 
Lahmeyer (1999) 

% Urban 1990 Urban population in % World Development 
Indicators (WDI) 

Literacy 1920s Literate population as % of total 
population (five categories in 20% 
increments) 

UNESCO (1953), League of 
Nations (1938), Yugoslav 
census (1931) 

Literacy 1990 Literate population as % of total 
population 

UNESCO (2005) 

Energy intensity GDP per unit of energy use WDI 
Interwar Soviet 
Republic 

1 = Country belonged to SU pre-1940 0 
=otherwise  

Author  

Income inequality Income share of top 20% USAID (2006) 
Ethnic 
fragmentation 

0 (min) – 1 (max) USAID (2006) based on 
Annett (2001) and Fearon 
(2003) 

Population size 
(log) 

Log total population World Development 
Indicators 

FH Democracy  0 (least free) to 12(most free)a Freedom House (2005) 

Income inequality 
Ratio between income shares of top and 
bottom quintile 

WDI and WIDER database 

GDP/capita GDP/capita in const. $ (logged) WDI 
Inflation Log of inflation in previous year WDI 
GDP change Cumulative change in past two years 

(%) 
WDI 

a. Obtained by adding the scores for political and civil liberties, and then subtracting the sum from 14 

 
 
Table 2: Communist modernization and its limitations 
 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 
 Secondary 

education 
enrollment 
1990 

Literacy 
1990 

%Urban 
1990 

GDP/capita 
1990 

GDP/unit of 
energy use 
1995 

Income 
inequality 
1990 

19.489** 13.355** -5.783# -8.115** -2.272** -11.704** Communist 
(Eurasia) (4.732) (2.655) (3.180) (1.675) (.324) (1.552) 

.103 -.076 .052 -.064 -.006 .003 Urbanization 1920s 
(.178) (.102) (.122) (.064) (.012) (.059) 
1.240** 6.851** 7.383** 4.924** .686** -2.282** Literacy 1920s 
(1.422) (.837) (.972) (.511) (.101) (.483) 
35.309** 64.524** 39.282** -3.093# 1.338** 53.262** Constant 
(4.760) (2.876) (3.264) (1.714) (.354) (1.632) 

Observations 85 82 88 89 79 85 
R-squared .50 .55 .46 .58 .57 .51 
Note: OLS regression coefficients with standard errors in parentheses # significant at 10%; * significant at 5%; 
** significant at 1% 
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Table 3: Modernization and the post-communist democracy deficit 
 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) 
 FH 

democ 
FH 
democ 

FH 
democ 

FH 
democ 

FH 
democ 

FH 
democ 

FH 
democ 

-3.159**  -3.286** -8.502**    Post-Comm 
(Eurasia) (.347)  (.421) (1.756)    

    -5.500**   Pre-war Soviet 
Rep.     (.586)   

    -2.334**   EE Post-Comm 
    (.441)   
     -3.637**  Long-term Comm 

(30yrs+)      (.310)  
      -2.141** All Comm regimes 
      (.333) 
 .056** .008 .037* .018 .002 .026# GDP/capita 
 (.014) (.016) (.017) (.015) (.015) (.015) 
   -.036    GDP/capita*  

Post-Comm    (.036)    
 -.012* -.013* -.031** -.019** -.013* -.013* %Urban 
 (.006) (.006) (.006) (.006) (.006) (.006) 
   .157**    %Urban*  

Post-Comm    (.025)    
 .024** .032** .042** .040** .033** .026** Secondary educ 

enrollment  (.005) (.005) (.005) (.005) (.005) (.005) 
   -.035*    Secondary educ* 

Post-Comm    (.017)    
 .033* -.010 -.006 -.008 -.013 .000 Income inequality 
 (.015) (.017) (.017) (.017) (.016) (.016) 
 .360 .881# 1.051* 1.024# .994* 1.335** Ethnic 

fractionalization  (.516) (.515) (.513) (.527) (.486) (.492) 
 .645** .421** .428** .321** .411** .536** GDP/energy unit 
 (.071) (.080) (.081) (.079) (.080) (.083) 
 -.349** -.360** -.360** -.354** -.361** -.348** Violent conflict 
 (.089) (.087) (.086) (.086) (.087) (.087) 
 -.024 -.023 -.020 -.022 -.023 -.022 Raw material 

dependence  (.025) (.025) (.024) (.024) (.025) (.025) 
Observations 2752 2271 2271 2267 2271 2331 2331 
R-sq .38 .46 .47 .48 .48 .48 .47 
Prais-Winsten regression coefficients with standard errors in parentheses # significant at 10%; * significant at 
5%; ** significant at 1% 
Note: Also included but not reported were region dummies, a year variable, population size and dummies 
indicating missing values for independent variables.       
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Table 4: Post-communist political attitudes and behavior in comparative perspective 
 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) 
VARIABLES Civ part 

index 
Pol act 
index 

Dem 
Values 

Dem 
salience 

Pol act 
index 

Civ part 
index 

Pol act 
index 

Dem 
Values 

Dem 
salience 

EE Post-Comm -.823** -.168* -.095 -.088      
 (3.86) (1.97) (1.29) (1.09)      

-1.068** -.051 -.230* -.226#      Pre-war Soviet 
Rep (4.18) (.45) (2.06) (1.70)      
Ex-Communist     -.164 -.872** -.054 -.154# -.031 
     (1.63) (3.67) (.53) (1.83) (.28) 
Ex-Communist*     -.179**     
Dem values     (4.03)     
Dem Value      .246**     
Index     (7.74)     
Ex-Communist*      .032 -.107 .140** -.029 
Tertiary educ      (.28) (1.53) (3.01) (.41) 
Ex-Communist*      -.009 -.019 .071# -.097* 
Secondary educ      (.10) (.37) (1.89) (2.16) 
Ex-Communist*      .004 -.017# -.005 -.016# 
Income      (.29) (1.92) (.66) (1.68) 
Ex-authoritarian -.549** -.021 .034 .032 -.076 -.541** -.028 .046 .056 
 (2.93) (.30) (.67) (.37) (.89) (2.86) (.40) (.91) (.54) 
Non-Communist  -.368* -.049 .242** .068 -.075 -.379* -.038 .230** .072 
ex-totalitarian (2.21) (.40) (3.97) (.67) (.59) (2.28) (.31) (3.85) (.53) 
GDP/capita -.060 .127** .036 .249** .082 -.059 .124** .039 .293** 
 (.63) (3.22) (1.08) (6.55) (1.60) (.62) (3.10) (1.14) (6.51) 
Income inequality .010 .002 -.018** .009 .004 .009 .003 -.019** .010 
 (.52) (.40) (3.31) (1.41) (.50) (.49) (.50) (3.43) (1.34) 

-.035 .042 -.184 .111 -.007 -.077 .048 -.187 .132 Ethnic 
fractionalization (.11) (.31) (1.54) (.88) (.05) (.25) (.36) (1.55) (.88) 
Inflation -.096 -.025 -.022 -.009 -.034 -.093 -.021 -.030 -.020 
 (1.26) (1.07) (.99) (.36) (.98) (1.26) (.93) (1.44) (.71) 
GDP chg. -.002 .000 .001* -.002* -.000 -.001 .000 .002* -.002* 
 (.24) (.34) (2.00) (2.18) (.25) (.14) (.03) (2.61) (2.03) 
Year .006 -.008 -.001 -.025** -.004 .006 -.008 -.001 -.035** 
 (.46) (1.24) (.09) (3.80) (.22) (.51) (1.23) (.07) (4.32) 
Income .056** .024** .023** .013** .017** .055** .028** .026** .021** 
 (8.82) (5.95) (6.69) (3.01) (3.62) (7.34) (5.76) (6.49) (2.92) 
Tertiary educ .610** .508** .244** .268** .451** .595** .540** .188** .316** 
 (11.97) (15.29) (1.09) (9.42) (12.12) (9.47) (12.57) (6.14) (6.78) 
Secondary educ .301** .206** .102** .146** .162** .300** .213** .070** .199** 
 (7.33) (8.41) (5.53) (6.99) (5.38) (5.77) (6.53) (3.07) (6.02) 
Male .130** .243** .038** .028** .213** .132** .241** .041** .031** 
 (5.25) (15.83) (6.36) (3.17) (12.17) (5.36) (15.80) (6.76) (2.82) 
Age -.000 -.002* .000 -.007** -.000 -.000 -.002* .000 -.009** 
 (.06) (2.33) (.54) (14.72) (.48) (.07) (2.44) (.45) (13.85) 
Muslim .437# -.087 -.005 -.125# -.130 .415 -.081 -.012 -.129 
 (1.71) (.90) (.08) (1.71) (1.39) (1.60) (.84) (.19) (1.58) 
Orthodox Chr -.049 .136# -.048 -.091* .139# -.052 .136# -.045 -.095# 
 (.49) (1.83) (1.21) (2.01) (1.73) (.51) (1.79) (1.08) (1.70) 
Western Chr .168** -.100** .006 .039 -.118** .176** -.108** .014 .042 
 (2.62) (2.77) (.19) (1.23) (2.78) (2.74) (3.01) (.49) (1.05) 
Observations 99384 154118 141321 175978 114310 99384 154118 141321 175978 

Note: Robust standard errors in parentheses  *** p<.01, ** p<.05, * p<.1 
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Electronic appendix 
 
Table A Summary statistics of key survey variables 
Variable  Mean Std. 

Dev. 
Min Max 

Civic participation 
index 

# of different types of civil society orgs that 
respondent claimed to belong to 

1.14  1.67  0 15 

Political activity 
index 

9 point index (see p. 17) 0.53  1.24  0 8 

Democratic values 
index 

Standardized index based on 7 WVS survey 
questions (see p.17 and Table D) 

‐0.03  0.65  -3.2 1.8 

Democratic 
salience index 

6-point index (see p.18) 0=low, 5=high (see 
p.17 and Table D) 

1.84  1.34  0 5 

Ex-communist Respondents from Eastern Europe and post-
war Soviet republics 

0.32  0.46  0 1 

EE Post-Comm Respondents from Eastern Europe 0.23  0.42  0 1 
Pre-war Soviet 
Rep 

Respondents from countries that belonged to 
Soviet Union before 1939 

0.08  0.28  0 1 

Ex-authoritarian Respondents from countries with at least a 
year of authoritarian rule after 1970 

0.35  0.48  0 1 

Non-communist 
ex-totalitarian 

Respondents from Austria, West Germany and 
Italy (see Bernhard and Karakoc 2007) 

0.05  0.21  0 1 

Year Year of survey 7.34  4.16  0 15 
Income level 10 country-specific income bands 3.59  2.44  0 9 
Tertiary educ 1= at least some post-secondary education 

0=otherwise 
0.17  0.38  0 1 

Secondary educ 1=completed secondary educ (but not higher) 
0 =otherwise 

0.45  0.50  0 1 

Male 1=male, 0=female 0.48  0.50  0 1 
Age Age (in years) 41.23  16.19  15 101 
Muslim Respondent identifies as Muslim 0.14  0.35  0 1 
Eastern orthodox Respondent identifies as Eastern Orthodox 0.09  0.29  0 1 
Western Christian Respondent identifies as Western Christian 0.46  0.50  0 1 
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Table B: Survey countries and years – WVS/EVS 1989-2004 
Country Survey 1 Survey 2 Survey 3 Survey 4 
Albania  1998 2002   
Algeria  2002   
Argentina  1991 1995 1999  
Armenia  1997   
Australia  1995   
Austria  1990 1999   
Azerbaijan  1997   
Bangladesh  1996 2002   
Belarus  1990 1996 2000  
Belgium  1990 1999   
Bosnia and 
Herzegovina  1998 2001   
Brazil  1991 1997   
Bulgaria  1990 1997 1999  
Canada  1990 2000   
Chile  1990 1996 2000  
China  1990 1995 2001  
Colombia  1997 1998   
Croatia  1996 1999   
Czech Republic 1990 1991 1998 1999
Denmark  1990 1999   
Egypt, Arab Rep. 2000   
El Salvador  1999   
Estonia  1990 1996 1999  
Finland  1990 1996 2000  
France  1990 1999   
Georgia  1996   
Germany  1990 1997 1999  
United Kingdom  1990 1998 1999  
Greece  1999   
Hungary  1991 1998 1999  
Iceland  1990 1999   
India  1990 1995 2001  
Indonesia  2001   
Iran, Islamic Rep. 2000 2004   
Iraq  2004   
Ireland  1990 1999 2001  
Israel  2001   
Italy  1990 1999   
Japan  1990 1995 2000  
Jordan  2001 2003   
Kyrgyz Republic 2003   
Latvia  1990 1996 1999  
Lithuania  1990 1997 1999  
Luxembourg  1999   
Macedonia, FYR 1998 2001   
Malta 1991 1999   
Mexico  1990 1996 2000  
Morocco  2001   
Netherlands  1990 1999   
New Zealand  1998   
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Nigeria  1990 1995 2000  
Norway  1990 1996 1997  
Pakistan  1997 2001   
Peru 1996 2001   
Philippines  1996 2001   
Poland  1989 1990 1997 1999
Portugal  1990 1999   
Korea, Rep. 1990 1996 2001  
Moldova  1996 2002   
Romania  1993 1998 1999  
Russian Federation  1990 1995 1999  
Saudi Arabia  2003   
Serbia and Montenegro 1996 2001 2002  
Singapore  2002   
Slovak Republic 1990 1991 1998 1999
Slovenia  1992 1995 1999  
South Africa  1990 1996 2001  
Spain  1990 1995 1999 2000
Sweden  1990 1996 1999  
Switzerland  1989 1996   
Taiwan  1994 2001   
Tanzania  2001   
Turkey  1990 1996 2001  
Uganda  2001   
Ukraine  1996 1999   
United States  1990 1995 1999  
Uruguay  1996   
Venezuela, RB 1996 2000 2001  
Vietnam  2001   
Zimbabwe  2001   
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Table C: Moving time windows analysis of post-communist democracy deficit 
 (1) (2) (3) (4) 
 FH democracy FH democracy FH democracy FH democracy 
Time period 1990-2004 1990-1994 1995-1999 2000-2004 

-3.286** -2.941** -2.544** -3.173** Ex-Comm (Eurasia) 
(.421) (.651) (.529) (.539) 
.008 .025 .034# -.013 GDP/capita 
(.016) (.026) (.020) (.026) 
-.013* -.012 -.016* -.009 %Urban 
(.006) (.009) (.007) (.008) 
.032** .028** .023** .027** Secondary education 

enrollment (.005) (.009) (.007) (.006) 
-.010 -.012 .006 -.008 Income inequality 
(.017) (.026) (.020) (.020) 
.881# .513 1.435** 2.060** Ethnic 

fractionalization (.515) (.759) (.554) (.614) 
.421** .270* .319** .540** GDP/energy unit 
(.080) (.116) (.098) (.115) 
-.360** -.577** -.537** -.170 Violent conflict 
(.087) (.155) (.188) (.184) 
-.023 -.146 -.086* -.073 Raw material 

dependence (.025) (.092) (.039) (.045) 
-.643** -.459** -.456** -.675** Population size (log) 
(.066) (.102) (.080) (.088) 

Observations 2271 741 765 765 
Number of countries  157 157 153 153 
R-sq .47 .61 .70 .70 
Prais-Winsten regression coefficients with standard errors in parentheses # significant at 10%; * significant at 
5%; ** significant at 1% 
Note: Also included but not reported were region dummies, a year variable, and dummies indicating missing 
values for independent variables. 
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Table D – WVS question wording 
Indicator Survey question wording 

I'm going to describe various types of political systems and ask what you 
think about each as a way of governing this country. For each one, would you 
say it is a very good, fairly good, fairly bad or very bad way of governing this 
country? Having a democratic political system (4 point scale) 
Having a strong leader who does not have to bother with parliament and 
elections.  (4 point scale) 
Having the army rule (4 point scale) 
I'm going to read off some things that people sometimes say about a 
democratic political system. Could you please tell me if you agree strongly, 
agree, disagree or disagree strongly, after I read each one of them?  In 
democracy, the economic system runs badly (4 point agree-disagree scale) 
Democracies aren't good at maintaining order (4 point agree-disagree scale) 
Democracies are indecisive and have too much quibbling (4 point agree-
disagree scale) 

Democratic 
values index 

Democracy may have problems but it's better than any other form of 
government (4 point agree-disagree scale) 
If you had to choose, which one of the things on this card would you say is 
most important? And which would be the next most important?  
1 'Maintaining order in the nation' 
2 'Give people more say ' 
3 'Fighting rising prices' 
4 'Protecting freedom of speech' 

Democratic 
salience index 
(2-points for 
each democracy 
related item 
rated as “most 
important” and 
1 point for each 
item rated 
second most 
important) 

E001-E002 People sometimes talk about what the aims of this country should 
be for the next ten years. On this card are listed some of the goals which 
different people would give top priority. Would you please say which one of 
these you, yourself, consider the most important? 
1 'A high level of economic growth' 
2 'Strong defence forces' 
3 'People have more say about how things are done' 
4 'Trying to make our cities and countryside more beautiful' 

 
 
 
 


