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Abstract

How does implementing harsh economic reforms influence voting behavior? And how do
the patterns of politicd support change over the course of trangtion? We andyze these issues
usng daa from a sequence of 11 opinion surveys conducted in the Czech Republic between
1990 and 1998. We find that while voters ideologica postion and some Socio-economic
characteridics, such as age and education, tend to have a dtable impact on voting behavior
over time, economic outcomes, such as employment datus, income and unemployment, only
affect political preferences in the later sages of the trangtion. This is consgent with the
predictions of the theoreticd literature on politicd condraints during trandtion — as the
uncertainty about reform’s outcomes disspates, condituencies of winners and losers emerge.
The winners are the young, educated, high-wage earners and workers employed in de novo
privaie firms. The losers, on the other hand, are the dderly, low-silled and low-wage
workers and the unemployed. The baance between these two condituencies then determines
the support for reform-minded and leftwing partiesat election time.
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1 Introduction

The breskdown of communist regimes throughout Eastern Europe and the former Soviet
Union in the late 1980s and early 1990s gave rise to a peiod of palitica, economic and socid
transformation during which unprecedented liberties and rights were bestowed on ther
citizens. The right to cast their votes in free and democrétic eections was the most notable of
them. In this respect, the experiences of the post-communist countries are unique. While
democretic eections are a routine and often mundane occurrence in developed countries, for
mog dtizens of the former communis countries the opportunity to influence palitica
outcomes through democratic and free eections was a brand new experience. Moreover, the
dekes during pos-communist dections are very high, as each dection could potentidly dter
the course of trangtion from Sate socidism to a market economy and have other far-reaching
economic and politicad implications. Indeed, the fird decade dfter the fdl of communism
brought about not only dramaic and turbulent economic deveopments but dso politica
ingability, bredeups of countries, coup déas resurgence of authoritarian regimes and
military conflicts. Many of these events were directly or indirectly shgped by the underlying
politica developments and outcomes of post-communist eectionsin particular.

The trandtion experience thus provides a rare opportunity to witness and andyze a new
political equilibrium. An important question in this context is how economic events affect
political ettitudes and voting behavior, and how this rdationship between economics and
politics changes in the course of the trangtion. In this pgper, we condder this quettion in the
specific case of the Czech Republic. In paticular, we andyze the economic background of
voting behavior and political atitudes usng a ssquence of 11 opinion surveys conducted in
the Czech Republic between 1990 and 1998. Each survey contains a betery of questions on
respondents  economic and politica attitudes, political preferences (vote intentions and actud
voting behavior in the mogt recent dection) as wdl as extendve informaion about ther
socio-economic background. Given that the surveys span the fird eight years of the trandtion
in the Czech Republic, we can utilize this data both to andyze the determinants of voting
behavior in a datiic manner and dso to observe changes in voting behavior and politicd

preferences as the trangtion progresses.

There are saverd reasons why voting behavior in the trandtion countries is likdy to
differ from that in developed countries. Firdlly, as dready argued above, the Stakes during
elections are very high, especidly during the first few years after the collgpse of communism.

2



At a time of extreordinary economic turbulence, one may expect economic variables to factor
highly in voting decisons Secondy, retrospective voting, i.e. voting based on past economic
performance and/or the parties economic record while in office, does not offer a viable
explanation of voting behavior when mos competing political parties are newly esablished or
have undergone dramatic trandformations. Attributing respongbility for the trangtion-induced
recesson is complicated — rather than being caused by the lack of competence of the reformist
government, it may have been caused by mismanagement under communigt rule. In addition,
economic reforms that are codly in the dort term may be necessary for better economic
performance in the future — rationd voters aware of this inter-tempord trade-off should not
punish the government for the interim hardship. Findly, the last reason for the differences
between voting behavior in postcommunist countries and developed economies is the
uncertainty inherent to the trandtion process. At the outst of the trangtion, there was high
aggregate and individud uncertainty about the eventud outcome of the reforms — the former
referring to uncertainty about the overdl outcome and the later about individud didtribution
of costs and bendfits of the trangtion. Both types of uncertainty diminish during the course of
the trandtion and this gradud resolution of uncetanty is likdy to affect voters preferences
and electora choices.

In the following section, we outline the man hypotheses about voting behavior derived
from previous empiricd sudies (however much of the exiging literature on economic voting
is concaned only with dections in Westerns democracies) and theoretical andyses of the
politicd economy of trangtion. In Section 3, we destribe the data used in our andyss and in
Section 4 we outline our methodology. Section 5 then presents our results. In this andyss, we
asxess the roe of individud socio-economic characteristics (such as age, gender and
education), individud economic experiences (income and economic datus), and regiond
economic performance (average wage and unemployment rae in the individud’'s digtrict of
resdence) in delermining respondents support for the various politicd paties Since our
dataset spans an eight-year period, we can compare how patterns of political support evolve
over time. We then discuss how these changes relae to the progress of trandtion and in
paticular to the gradud resolution of uncetainty about the aggregate and individua
outcomes of the reforms By andyzing both the rddive importance of individud and
agoregate outcomes, and the changing nature of political constraints, we take advantage of the
crosssectiond and the time-series dimengions of our deta The find Section then summarizes

our conclusons,



2 Economic Voting and Postcommunist Transition

Economic andysis of voting behavior originates in the semind sudy by Downs (1957),
who applied rationd choice theory to eectord choices. He podulated that voters, being
rationd, were motivated by their persond sdf-interest and thus supported parties (candidates)
from whose policies they expected to derive the highest utility in the future The formulation
of voting choices as an outcome of utility maximization hes lead to a plethora of subsequent
work, much of it empiricd, in both economics and politicd science® Yet the number of
dudies, which examine economic voting in post-communist countries, has been rather limited
to date.

Two basc dimensons of economic voting have been identified in the literature. Frdly,
voting can be prospective (i.e. motivated by expectations of future outcomes) or retrospective
(reflecting past economic conditions — a pattern referred to as the responsibility hypothesis as
the voters hold the government responsible for past economic performance). Secondly, voters
can be dther egocentric (concerned primarily with their own pocketbooks) or sociotropic
(making their voting decisions based on aggregate rather than individua economic outcomes).

Voting in Western democracies is typicdly found to be retrospective, while the evidence
on the second dimendon is generdly split (s2 Nannestad and Paldam, 1994).3 The backward
looking nature of voting behavior, nonethdess does not necessxrily violae the Downgan
rationd-voter assumption. In the readivedy dable economic and politicd environment of
Western democracies, voters can use past information in order to formulate expectations
about future outcomes and assess the competence of the current government. However, as
agued in the Introduction, retrospective voting may not be the optima draegy, or even a
feesible one, in the spedific conditions of the post-communist transtion. Following these
aguments, we therefore expect pos-communist voters to be prospective rather than
retropective (Fidrmuc, 2000ab, and Doyle and Wash, 2001, reech smilar findings), without
having aclear-cut expectation as to whether they should be egocentric or sociotropic.

! See Nannestad and Paldam (1994), Miller (1997), and Lewis-Beck and Paldam (2000) for surveys.

2 Tucker (2002) in his survey identified 101 academic articles on post-communist elections and voting, of
which 49 present quantitative (rather than descriptive) analysis. Furthermore, not al of those 49 ded with
economic voting, and 24 of them are concerned with asingle country —Russia

® Note that the two dimensions are orthogond, i.e retrogpective voters can be either egocentric or
sociotropic, and the same holds for prospective voters.

4 Again, this is 50 because of lack of a relevant track record for newly established parties, difficulties in
atributing responshbility for the trandtion-induced recesson, and because codly economic reforms may be
needed in order to secure better economic performancein the future
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The theoreticd literature on political condraints during trandtion (see Roland, 2000,
2002, for an overview) suggeds that voters politica preferences may change dramaticaly as
trandtion progresses, reflecting the resolution of uncertainty and, in tumn, the changing nature
of expectations about the reforms outcome. For example, Fernandez and Rodrik (1991) and
Rodrik (1995) show how individud uncertainty about the digtribution of gains and losses
from the reform can lead to conflicting preferences ex ante and ex post. Voters may support a
radica reform a the outset of trangtion if ther expected payoff from the reform is postive
Ex podt, however, those voters whose actual payoff is negative can turn againg the reform
and even support its reversd.’ Dewaripont and Roland (1995) similaly argue tha in
presence of aggregate uncertainty voters can update their expectations, and subsequently
recondder their support for the reform, when new information about the reform’s outcomes
becomes available.

Applying these theories to pos-communist voting behavior, we should be gble to obsarve
changes in the pattern of politica support for the reforms as trandtion progresses ad as the
payoffs to winners and losars become revedled. Indeed, post-communist eections often
digplay dramatic swings in politicd support for the proreform paties and parties less
enthusadic about implementing and continuing the reforms. Therefore, the effect of (some)
explanatory varigbles on political preferences may change over time in line with the gradud
resolution of uncertainty about the reforms outcome. In generd, we expect the patterns of
political support to become more cearly defined as the trangition progresses. The effect of
individud  sodo-demographic  characteristics (age, marital status, education etc) on political
preferences should be reativdy dable, as these vaiables have little rdaion to the reforms
outcome. On the other hand, the effect of past and/or contemporaneous economic experiences
such as individud income and employment datus can be dramdicdly different in the early
dages of the trandtion and laer on. In paticular, economic experiences early on in the
trargtion may not be informative about the eventud outcome of the reforms Subsequently,
once much of the trandtion-induced relocation of resources has unfolded and the individud
gans or loses have been redized, economic experiences should become more important
factors underlying political preferences and voting behavior.

5 The opposite case is possble as wdl (i.e. voters opposing the reform beforehand but accepting it once it
has been implemented) athough the former pattern corresponds better to the post-communist experience.

5



3 Daa

The andysis is based on a sequence of 11 surveys entitted Economic Expectations and
Attitudes (further on referred to as EEA) that were conducted semi-annudly (1990-1992) and
annudly (1993-1998) by the Sodo-economic team of the Inditute of Sociology of the Czech
Academy of Sciences Table 1 briefly describes the individud surveys The sampling
methodology involved two deps fird, dratification by settlement sze and region, and
second, quota sampling by age, gender and educetion. This procedure ensures the sample is
representetive of the Czech population. The surveys contain between 1113 and 2084
observetions (respondents) and gpproximatdy 130 questions per survey. The fird Sx surveys
were conducted in both parts of the former Czechodovekia Stating with EEA 7, however,
the surveys cover only the Czech Republic. Therefore, we focus only on politica
devdopments in the Czech Republic and thus use only the Czech sub-sample of the firg sx
urveys (gpproximately two thirds of observations).

Insert Table 1 about here.

The quedtions focus on attitudes towards economic transformation (peed of economic
reforms, poverty, socid judice role of date in the economy, privaizaion, etc) and politica
isues (voting preferences, politicad sdf-identification, trust in inditutions, satifaction with
the politicd regime, and so on. Many, though not dl, atitudind and vaue questions gppear in
multiple surveys. The surveys aso contain a battery of quesions on the respondents socio-
economic background including identification of his or her didrict of resdence We use this
information on resdency to pool our individud data with regiond data on average didrict

wages and unemployment rates.

The EEA surveys have remaned a largdy untgpped source of data, especidly with
repect to politicd preferences and voting behavior during trandtion. Earle and Gelbach
(2000) use EEA 9 (conducted in 1996) to sudy how privaization policies in the Czech
Republic affected support for economic reforms, markets and democratic ingtitutions. Maegu
and Rehdkova (1996) and Magu and Vlachova (1998) utilize severd of the early surveys to
dudy voters redignments aongsde the leftright politicadl spectrum, and impect of politica
vaues and respondents political salf-identification on their voting behavior, respectively.



4 Methodology

The dependent varigble for most surveys is the dated intention to vote for a particular
politicd party (the precise wording of the quegtion is the following: If the elections to the
Chamber of deputies of the Czech parliament were organized now, which political party
(movement) would you vote for?). In four surveys (EEA02 — 05), the question on voting
intentions was not actudly asked (and for a amilar question on most preferred party, a large
fraction of respondents answers were ether other or don’t know or refuse to answer). For
these surveys, we have used the actud vote in the most recent dection (1990 for EEAQ2-04
and 1992 for EEA0S). Obvioudy, the results obtained with these four surveys are not directly
comparable with those for the remaining surveys. In paticular, the dependent variable refers
to a pagt voting decison wheress the explanatory variables are contemporaneous. Changes in
the respondents socio-economic background since the dection cdealy may have caused
changes in ther political preferences. Nevertheess, for two of these surveys the time lag
between the dection and the survey is rddively short (6 months for EEAO2 and one month
for EEAQS).

Modds of dectord choice are typicdly etimated usng ether ordinary least squares
(OLS) or a binomid logit/probit technique. However, severd recent studies (Whitten and
Pdmer, 199%, Alvarez and Nagler, 1998, Tomz, Tucker and Wittenburg, 2002) have
suggested these techniques are ingppropriaie when edimating vote choices in multiparty
sysems, as daidicd modds should approximate the underlying causd process as closdy as
posshle. Therefore as our dependent variable condsts of choices over multiple parties, our
regressons are edimated with multinomia logit (MNL), which accurately represent voters
decisons in multipaty eection. In our MNL regressons, dl paties are anadyzed rddive to
voting for abase party, which istypicaly the largest (often incumbent) party.

Accordingly, the base category in the present paper is the Civic Forum (OF) for EEAQL-
04, and the Civic Democratic Party (ODS) for EEA05-11. The OF and the ODS dominated
Czech politics since 1990 and served in government until the Socid Democrats (CSSD) took
over in 1998° This spedific formulation of the dependent variable has to be taken into account

5 The OF, formed in November 1989 as a broad anttcommunist movement with dissident roots, won the
1990 dection and kad the first postcommunist government (in codition with the KDU-CSL). In early 1991, the
OF disntegrated into two right-wing parties, the ODS and the Civic Democratic Alliance (ODA), and a centrist
Civic Movement (OH). The ODS subsequently won the 1992 and 1996 eections and formed the next two
governmentsin coalition with ODA and KDU-CSL asjunior partners. See Mansfeldova (1998) for more details.
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when interpreting the results The estimated coefficients capture effects of the explanatory
vaiables on votes or support for the party in question, redive to the votes for the base party.
For example, a postive regresson coefficdent obtained for varigble i in regresson equetion
petaning to paty j indicates that variable i increases the probability that respondents will
support party j rather than the base party.

The regressons relae vote intention (or choice) to a number of socio-economic
characterigics of the respondents. They include demographic varigbles age and age squared,
gender, maitd datus, the number of dependent children in the household and the education
level. Other variables reflect economic outcomes. economic datus (employed in a date firm,
employed in a privatized gae firm, employed in a privete firm and economicdly inective, i.e
dudent, housewife, unemployed or pensoner) and net persond income (in thousands of
Czech Korund). To capture aggregate economic  conditions, we dso include the
unemployment rate and average wage in the respondent’s didtrict of resdence (as we estimate
a spaae regresson for each survey, we cannot include nationd economic variables).
Findly, we dso incdude the respondents sdf-dedlared ideologicd identification (postion
dongsde the left-right spectrum). The lig of regressors varies somewhat across the
regressions as nat dl the dependent variables are available for al surveys.

The andyss includes between two and five parties, in each survey, in addition to the base
party (OF or the ODS) and an additional category which aggregates smdler parties, refusas
to answer and don't know responses. The choice and number of parties is mandated by the
support they receive in the surveys. In the early surveys, for example, Civic Forum (OF)
enjoyed support of gpproximatdy 50% of respondents (either as voting intention or the actud
pest vote). Later, the Civic Democratic Party (ODS) routinely secured support of some 30%
of respondents. Typicdly, no paty other than the Socid Democrats in the later surveys
received more than 10-12% support, as Table 2 illustrates by reporting actud dection results
for the four eections that occurred during the period covered by our study (the support
enjoyed by the various paties in the individud surveys is reported in the lagt line of the
Tables with regresson results below). This high degree of fractiondization of the Czech
politicd sysem crestes problems. In paticular, given tha we can use aound 1,000
obsarvations per survey, the data often do not contan enough individud variation to meke
esimation feasble for parties with low support (for example, it may easly be the case that
among the supporters of a smdl paty, none has a universty degree or is employed in a
private firm).



Insert Table 2 about here.

5 Explaining Voting Behavior in the Czech Republic’

Edimation results are reported in Tables 513. As explained in the previous section, the
edimated coefficients identify the effect of the various explanaory varigbles on support for a
given paty relative to ther effect on support for the base party (the OF and subsequently the
ODS). Ovedl, the results suggest that voters socio-economic background is important in
determining ther voting behavior and politicad preferences. Neverthdess, information on
voters  ideologicd pogtion dso caries condderable explanaiory power. Omitting  ideology
does not dter the results obtained for the socio-economic characteristics much however,
dthough the overdl explanatory power of the regressons dedines (these results are avalable
upon request).

Insert Tables 5-13 about here (and on the following pages).

Ovedl, the determinants of voting behavior become more clearly defined over time
Ideology is the only characteridtic that appears to affect pditica preferences sgnificantly and
congdently in dl surveys. Its impact is draightforward. Not surprisingly, voters who consder
themsdves centrist or right-wing are dgnificantly less likdy to vote for the left-wing parties —
the socid democras (CSSD) and the communists (KSCM or LB) — than for the ODS. Those
who declare themsalves as right wing are a0 less likely to vote for the KDU, dthough this
effect is not dways sgnificant.

The effect of education and age is dso dgnificat and condstent throughout severd
aurveys. Higher education is associated with lower support for the CSSD and KSCM, and
thus, higher support for the ODS. Moreover, the Sze of the coefficients (in absolute vaue)
increeses with level of education. The left wing paties dso derive dgnificantly grester
support from among the dderly. The impact of age gppears non-inear though. Moreover, it
levels off & a younger age for the socid democrats than for the communigts (for example, in
EEA10, the support for the socid democrats pesks & 33 years compared to 51 for the
KSCM). On the other hand, the impact of education and age on the support for right wing
parties (ODA, US, and KDU) does not seem to differ much from that for the ODS. In a few

7 An extensive description of the political developments during the transition process in the Czech Republic
is beyond the scope of this paper. See Mansfeldova (1998) and Doyle and Walsh (2001) for more details.
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urveys, nevertheess, educaion is inversdy reaed to support for the KDU. In 1998, the
newly founded Union of Freedom (US, a splinter party that broke away from the ODS) was
more successful in dtracting the support of middle aged voters (the effect of age leves off a
45 years), but the other variables do not have sgnificant effects.

The inverse corrdation between the level of education and the support for left-wing
parties reflects the differentiated impact of economic reforms on high-skilled and low-skilled
labor. The communist ideology favored the working class, which was reflected in rdatively
low premiums to educetion during the socidist period. This changed with the introduction of
the market economy. Brained (1998) and Chase (1998) find that the returns to education
increesed  dramatically in the course of trangtion. Moreover, educated individuds are
generdly in a better podtion to adjust to and benefit from change, such as the dramatic shocks
brought about by the reform process. Smilaly, older individuds are more likdy to possess
humen capitd tha may have been vduable under centrd planning but not in a market
environment (see Chase, 1998, and Campos and Dabusinskes, 2002).8 In addition, inflation
during the initid phese of trandtion eroded away the red vadue of savings and nomind
entittements such as pensons, which agan imposes a grester burden on the ddely.
Therefore, less educated and older voters quite naturdly turn to the parties that they expect to
dow down the pace of change and/or implement greater redistribution programs.

In contrast to ideology, education and age, the effect of economic outcomes (individud or
aggregate) on vating behavior changes over time. In the early surveys, essentidly none of the
economic variables (economic datus, income, didrict unemployment rate and didtrict wage) is
ggnificant. Then, gating with EEAQO7 (pertaining to November 1993), being employed in a
private firm dgnificantly lowers the probability of voting for the socd democrais This
patern then remains dgnificant in dl subsequent surveys except EEAQ9. The impact on
supporting the communigts is smilar but not sgnificant. Consequentidly, it is the de-novo
private firms that are important, as the impact of beng employed in a privatized formerly
state owned firm is not different from that of being employed in a sate-owned firm (this is
ds the finding of Jackson et d. (2001) in the case of Poland). A dmilar pettern over time

8 Older individuds adso have spent a grester portion of their lives under the communist regime and thus
may have become indoctrinated to a greeter extent. Different patterns of exposure dso may help account for the
hump-shaped impact of age on support for left-wing parties —those born before the mid 1930s have experienced
democracy during a pat of ther adult lives (in the interwar period and again between the end of the second
World War and the communist takeover in 1948) and, hence, support for the left wing parties declines beyond
catanage
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emerges for persond income, which is negaively corrdated with the support for the socid
democrats in the lagt three surveys, and didrict unemployment rate, which increases ther
support in the last two surveys. The same pattern obtains for the communists in EEA10 but
not in the other surveys.

This effect of persond income and regiond unemployment may be consstent with the
responghbility hypothess — voters with low incomes and living in aess with high
unemployment indeed tend to show greater support for the left-wing oppostion parties.
However, as only right-wing parties controlled the government during the andyzed period,
we cannot unambiguoudy conclude thet this suggests retrospective voting. Fdrmuc (2000ab)
finds that unemployment incresses support for left-wing paties even when they ae in
government, which in turn suggests progpective voting. The evidence is dso incondusve
with respect to the didinction between egocentric and sociotropic voting, as individud
income and regiond unemployment raie both affect voting behavior (regiond weage is only
gonificant in EEA10 and has opposte sgn as individud income). Hence, there is no clear
pettern of either individud or regiond variables prevailing.

The changes in the determinants of political preferences over time offer empirica support
to the literature on politicd condraints during trangtion. As discussed above, the theory
uggests that uncertainty about the reforms outcomes will be reatively high at the outset of
the reforms and will gradudly fdl over time Accordingly, contemporaneous individua
redizations a the outsat of reforms should have rdativey little predictive power with respect
to the find outcome — an individud who experienced low income or lived in a depressed
region in 1991 may eventudly bendfit from the reforms by 1998. On the other hand, someone
who is unemployed or has low income in 1998, when the bulk of reformrelated shocks have
dready been redized, faces a rather low probability of a dramatic improvement. This is
indeed the patern that we observe in our results economic variables do not appear to affect
voting behavior during the ealy trandtion but become important in the laer dages
Apparently, the time when the trandtionrelated uncertainty becomes resolved is between lae
1993 (EEAQ7) and early 1996 (EEA09). From this time on, the economic variables continue
to play an important role in determining voting behavior.

These reaults thus identify the winners and losers of the trandtion process. The Civic
Forum and subsequently the ODS and ODA (and, to a lesser extent, KDU) were associated
with (and blamed for) the radicd reforms initisted after 1989. The left-wing oppostion, on
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the other hand, largely built their dectord programs on citicizing (the socid democrats) or
opposng (the communigts) the reform process. Therefore, one may expect that those who
benefited from the reforms and who oppose ther reversd will naturaly support these parties.
In contrast, those who were made worse off as a consequence of the reforms are more likdy
to support the socid democrats or the communigts. The latter category clearly includes the
unemployed and those with low incomes. As argued above, older individuds and those with
low education are dso more likdy to have been made worse off by the reforms. Hence, the
condituency of winners comprises the young, educated and workers employed in privae
firms. On the other hand, the losars of reforms are the unemployed, low educated and the
ederly.

The gradud resolution of uncertainty and emergence of the congituencies of winners and
losers sheds light on the dramatic rise in support for the socid democrats. The CSSD darted
as a margind party in the 1990 and 1992 dections but nearly caught up with the ODS by the
time of the 1996 dection and eventudly surpassed it in 1998 (see Table 2). With the trangtion
progressing, the Czech politica environment thus changed from unimodd, with the OF and
subsequently the ODS being the only mgor party, to bimodd.

Findly, Table 14 goes beyond reporting only the daidicd sgnificance of the results and
cdculaes the red quantities of interest i.e the impact of sdected explanaiory varigbles on
vaoting intentions, through the use of smulations® In our MNL modes the probability of
intending to vote for a paticular paty is E(Yi) = pi , an intuitive quantity of interest.
Therefore we esimated this probability, and the uncertainty surrounding it, for different levels
of income, age and regiond unemployment, while holding the other varidbles a their means.
In each case we repeated the expected vaue dgorithm M=1000 times to obtain approximatey
a 95%-confidence intervad aound the probability of intention to vote For each survey, the
fird row reports the smulated probabilities that the mean voter (i.e. an individud with dl
varigbles set at their respective means) chooses each party. The subsequent rows then report
the percentage-point change in these probabilities resulting from increesng the varidble of
interest  (individud income, age, or regiond unemployment) from the 40" to the 60"
percentile, and from the 20" to the 80" percentile (while holding &l other variables constant).
The effect of age is sizesble For example, in EEA11, moving from the 40" to the 60"
percentile lowers the probability of voting for the ODS by 10 percentage points and, in turn,
with the main benefactor being the Freedom Union (US). In EEAQ9, the impact on the ODS is



gmilar but the gans accrue to the socid democras, communists and the other/don't-
know/refusedtto-ansver category. The effects of changes in individud income or regiond
unemployment are less dramétic but il not negligible in the later surveys.

Insert Table 14 about here.

6 Conclusions

During its post-communist trangtion, the Czech Republic went from being one of the few
remaning harddine communist countries to beng a champion of free-market liberdism and
then again reverting to socid democrdtic ideds We present empirica evidence based on
andyzing a sequence of 11 opinion surveys caried out between 1990 and 1998 that hdps us
undersand these pendulum-like swings in Czech voting behavior. We show that these
changes were not accidentd but rather that they reflected the evolution of voters preferences,
which in turn were shgped by the ongoing reform process. At the outset of the reforms, the
proreform parties benefited from the widdy-shared prospect of gains that would ensue from
economic liberdization and restructuring. Accordingly, we find that economic outcomes such
as individud income, economic datus and regiond economic vaiables do not affect voters
preferences during early dages of the trandgtion. Over time, as the reform-induced shocks
unfold, the identity of those who were going to gan or lose in the course of trandtion
becomes reveded and, not surprisingly, politicd preferences change. The winners of reform
continued to support the proreform parties. However, the risng condituency of the losers of
reform turned to left-wing parties, thus propdling the politica rebirth of the socid democrats
and ther eventud accesson to power in 1998. We thus find that economic variables become
important as determinants of voting behavior approximatdly a a mid-point of the period
covered by our survey data — between late 1993 and early 1996. Three emonomic variables
consgently emerge sgnificant during the laer pat of the trangtion. Beng employed in a
private firm and eaning a high income reduces the probability of voting for the left-wing
paties and increases the odds of being a proreform voter. Living in a digrict with high
unemployment rate increases the probability of voting for leftwing rather than proreform

parties.

° All smulations were produced using Clarify, as described in King, Tomz and Wittenburg (2000).
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By andyzing a sequence of surveys spread over the firg eight years of trangtion in the
Czech Republic, we offer, to our knowledge, the fird timeseries evidence supporting the
predictions of theoreticd modds of politicd condraints during the post-communigt trangtion
(see Roland, 2000, 2002). Utilizing the time dimendon entaled in our data, we obtan
evidence not only on datic paterns of politicd preferences but dso their evolution in the

course of trandtion.

Our results thus further our undergtanding of the dynamics of politicd atitudes and
voting behavior during the turbulent trangtion period. The swings in political preferences
reflect the baance of power between the condituencies of winners and losers of reform.
Economic repercussons of the reforms therefore have important implications on sustaining
the support for further continuation of the trangtion and preventing its reversd. Avoiding
excessve unemployment and declines in red incomes, ensuring credible insurance agangt
adverse outcomes of the reforms and encouraging the emergence of de novo private firms
drengthens the pro-reform condituency and will thus make the reforms more acceptable both
ex post and ex ante.
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Table 1 Overview of Surveys

Survey | Sample Size | Survey Date Election Dates Question Used
EEAOL 1651 May, 1990 8-9 June 1990 Voting Intention
EEAQ2 1744 December, 1990 PreviousVote
EEAQ3 1689 June 1991 PreviousVote
EEAM4 1718 December 1991 PreviousVote
EEAQ5 2084 July, 1992 15-16 June 1992 PreviousVote
EEA06 1972 January, 1993 Voting Intention
EEAQ7 1113 November, 1993 Voting Intention
EEAQ03 1307 November, 1994 Vating Intention
EEA09 1459 January, 1996 Vating Intention
EEA10 1421 January 1997 31 May —1 June 1996 Vating Intention
EEA1L 1380 April, 1998 19-20 June 1998 Voating Intention

Notes: Previous vote reports on actua vote choice in the latest nationd eection. Voting intention is the answer
to question “If the dections to the Chamber of deputies of the Czech parliament were organized now, which
political party (movement) would you vote for?’.

Table 2 Actual Election Results

1990 1992
Communist Party (KSCM)L 13.8 |(Communist) Left Block (LB)L 14.05
Christian Democrats (KDU) RW 8.8 |[Social Democrats (CSSD) - 6.53
Civic Forum (OF)®W 495 |Liberal Social Union (LSU)" 6.52
Moravian Movement (HSD-SMS) & 9.1 |Civic Movement (OH) Rl 4.59
Other 18.4 |Christian Democrats (KDU-CcSL) ©" 6.28
Civic Democratic Party (ODS-KDS)®"W 29.73
Civic Democratic Aliance (ODA) ®" 5.93
Republicans (SPR-RSC)" 5.98
Moravian Movement (HSD-SMS) © 5.87
Other 14.52
1996 1998
Communist Party (KSCM)L 10.33 [Communist Party (KSCM) - 11.03
Social Democrats (CSSD) - 26.44 |Social Democrats (CSSD) LW 3231
Free Democrats (SD-LSNS)® 2.05 |Christian Democrats (KDU-CSL) ' 9.00
Democratic Union (DEU) ® 2.80 |Civic Democratic Party (ODS) ™' 27.74
Christian Democrats (KDU-CSL) ® "W 8.08 |Union of Freedom ' 8.6
Civic Democratic Party (ODS) "W 29.62 |Republicans (SPR-RSC)" 39
Civic Democratic Aliance (ODA) RLW 6.36 |[Other 7.42
Republicans (SPR-RSC) " 8.01
Moravian Movement (HSMS)E 0.42
Other 5.89

Notes: Paties are denoted with abbreviated names as wel as commonly used acronyms. Election results for
1990 and 1992 are for the Czech Nationa Council, those for 1996 and 1998 are for the Chamber of Deputies.

Superscripts  denoting  political  orientation: L left wing, R pro+eform (right wing), N nationdist, E ethnic
minority or regiond party. Superscripts denoting incumbency: | member of government prior to the dection; W
member of government &fter the election
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Table 3 Multinomial Logit Deter minants of Voting I ntentions, EEA 01: May 1990

EEAOL CSsD St.Error KDU S. Error KSCM <. Error O/R/DK <. Error
Age 0.004 0.060 0.020 0047 0.276** 0.097 -0.048 0.030
Age squared 0.000 0.001 0.000 0.001 -0.003** 0.001 0.000 0.000
No. of children 0.060 0.246 -0.057 0.145 0.031 0.144 -0.047 0.066
Female 0.172 0.318 -0.021 024 -0.368 0.305 -0030 0.146
Vocational Education’ 0.256 0.362 -0.253 0278 -0.556 0.359 -0.168 0.180
Secondary Education’ {0.898 0.544 -0.427 0.342 -0.511 0.421 -0187 0.206
University Education® 0.463 0.746 0.030 0473 -0.746 0.5%4 0.0M™ 0.279
Centre® -1.451%* 0.352 -0.684 0.380 -3.284** 0.357 -0.622** 0.214
Right® -2.395%* 0.506 -0.193 0371 -5.472%* 1.020 -1.461** 0.238
Income [thousands] * {0.069 0.081 -0.075 0.098 0.031 0.095 0028 0.044
Digtrict UE Rate® 0.314 0.435 0.049 030 0.345 0.386 0.39%6 0.209
Digrict Wage [thg] 5 1.602 0.847 -1.797* 0870 0.711 0.946 -0.272 0434
Constant -5.706 3.038 4.346 2910 -8.691* 3.914 2161 1564
Log likelihood -1199.08

Pseudo R? 0.1075

c? statistic of overall 212.8**

model

Votelntention [%] 460 7.90 6.89 3438

Notes 1075 observations. The dependent variable is intention to vote for a specific party, with Civic Forum being the base party (% vote intention 46.23). The Civic Forum
coefficients have been st to zero, o the first four columns represent a complete set of MNL coefficients. * Number of children living in household. 2 Highest completed
education, primary is the omitted category. 3 Ideologicd identification, left wing is the omitted category. * Persond monthly income excluding benefits. ° Unemployment
rate and average wage in didtrict of resdence. O/R/DK stands for others, refused to answer, and don't know responses combined.  Significance levdl  *p < 0.05, ** p <
001
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Table 4 Multinomial Logit Deter minants of Vote Choice, EEA 02: December 1990

EEAQ2 CSSD St Error KDU St Error CSL St Error KSCM S. Error O/R/DK S. Error
Age 0.035 0076 0.137 0078 0.070 0.055 0.095 0.061 -0.017 0041
Age squared 0.000 0.001 -0.001 0.001 0.000 0.001 -0.001 0.001 0.000 0.000
Married/remarried® 0.483 0825 -1.134 1024 -0.608 0571 -0.224 0571 -0.608 0312
Divor ced/widowed* 1.218 0982 -0.908 1162 -1.081 0.737 -0.092 0646 -0.465 0.399
No. of children? 0.078 0182 0.167 0.239 0.235 0178 -0.030 0151 0084 0.09%
Female -0.322 0351 0.768 0696 0.331 0282 -0.494* 0.228 0.084 0.158
Vocational Education® -0.166 0411 0.391 0.793 -0.293 0.297 0.097 0.266 -0.051 0.191
Secondary Education”’ -0.287 0465 -0.743 1161 -0.853* 0424 -0.035 0314 -0.113 0.220
University Education® -0.549 0678 0.370 1314 -1.975 1033 -0.121 0430 -0.302 0314
Economically | nactive® -0.522 0.788 1.232 0679 0.759* 0376 0.205 0.338 0.327 0.274
Income [thousands] 5 -0.015 0064 0.049 0041 -0.107 0088 -0.044 004 0.022 0033
Digtrict UE Rate® 0.284 0438 -0.670 1044 -0.192 0.367 0.403 0.265 0.428* 0204
Digtrict Wage [ths] 6 -0.117 0.773 0.690 1788 -1.096 0851 -0.345 0735 -0.177 0438
Constant -3.286 2709 -9.443 6.878 0.302 3001 -3.368 2772 -0.056 1580
Log likelihood -1260.66

Pseudo R? 0.0411

c? gatigtic of overall 19354**

model

Reported 1990 vote [%] 4,00 1.07 6.23 9.97 22.60

Notes 1080 observations. The dependent variable is respondent’s reported vote for a specific party in the 1990 eection, with Civic Forum being the base party (56.32% of

the past vote according to the survey). The Civic Forum coefficients have been set to zero, s0 the firgt five columns represent a complete set of MNL coefficients.

daus, single is the omitted category. 2 Number of children living in household. 3 Highest completed education, primary is the omitted category. 4Economic status,

economically active is the omitted category. ° Persona monthly income excluding benfits
for others, refused to answer, and don’t know responses combined.
Significancelevel *p <0.05, ** p<0.01
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Table5 Multinomial Logit Determinants of Vote Choice, EEA 03: May 1991

EEA® CSSD St Error CSL St. Error KSCM <. Error O/R/DK <. Error
Age 0.160 0.088 0.106 0.067 0.010 0.064 0036 0.041
Age squared 0.002% 0.001 -0.001 0.001 0.000 0.001 0.000 0.000
Married/remarried® 0474 0.908 -0.459 0.666 -1.310% 0.574 -1.002%* 0.314
Divor ced/widowed* 0.022 0.989 -0.155 0.739 -1.116 0.696 -0673 0.395
No. of children? 0.034 0.264 0.062 0.188 0.154 0.199 0.211* 0.097
Female 0.167 0.426 0.130 0342 -0.243 0.2%4 -0.463* 0.189
Vocational Education® 0572 0.526 -0.536 03% 0.188 0.345 0123 0.206
Secondary Education”’ 0132 0.639 -0.547 0434 0.275 0.3% -0.00 0.241
University Education® 1.681* 0.690 -1.723 1114 0.480 0.708 0284 0.330
Economically | nactive® 0.504 0.525 0.630 0399 -0.132 0.400 -0290 0.261
Centre® -2.445* 0.4%4 0.628 0.763 -4.318** 0.385 -1.110** 0.253
Ri ght5 -2.788** 0.529 0.605 0.779 -6.763** 1.039 -1.877*%* 0.271
Income [thousands] 6 0.019 0.036 -0.024 0075 0.047 0.035 -0.306** 0.092
Didrict UE Rate’ 0.170 0.127 0.031 0071 0.061 0.077 0.035 0.041
District Wage [thg] 7 -1.186 0.832 -1.208 0.686 0.374 0.533 -0204 0.307
Constant 7.234* 3.506 -0.890 3171 -1.162 2.625 1718 1.436
Log likelihood -952.979
Pseudo R? 0.207
c? gatigtic of overall 208.710**
model
Reported 1990 Vote [%] 2.9 531 10.91 2123

Notes 1012 observaions. The dependent varidble is respondent’s reported vote for a specific party in the 1990 dection, with Civic Forum being the base party (53.61% of
the past vote according to the survey). The Civic Forum coefficients have been set to zero, so the first four columns represent a complete set of MNL coefficients. * Marital
datus, single is the omitted category. 2 Number of children living in household.  Highest completed education, primary is the omitted etegory. *Economic status,
economicdly active is the omitted category. ° Ideological identification, left wing is the omitted category. ® Persond monthly income excluding benefits. 7 Unemployment
rate and average wage in didtrict of resdence. O/R/DK stands for others, refused to answer, and don’t know responses combined.

Sgnificancelevd *p<0.05,** p<0.01
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Table 6 Multinomial Logit Determinants of Vote Choice, EEA 04: December 1991

EEAM4 CSSD <. Error KSCM St Error O/R/DK St Error
Age -0.080 0.085 0.001* 0.109 0.092* 0.045
Age squared 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.001* 0.001
Married/remarried® -0.315 0.709 0.618 0942 -0.374 0.318
Divor ced/widowed* -0103 0.879 0.251 1.002 -0.397 0.400
No. of children? 0.286 0211 0.130 0.248 0.282* 0.111
Female -0.216 0.468 -0.020 0331 0.090 0.173
Vocational Education® 0.141 0.498 0.213 0429 0.163 0.227
Secondary Education”’ 0.731 0.502 -0.835 0568 0.364 0.246
University Education® 0.808 0.743 0.578 0559 -0.097 0.342
Centre* -2.016** 0.445 -3.765* 0405 -0.927+* 0.273
F{ight4 -3.130** 0.602 6.227+* 1058 -1.609** 0.282
Income [thousands] 5 -0.781* 0.309 0.018 0035 -0.004 0.032
Digrict UE Rate® -0101 0.123 0.106 0084 0.061 0.040
District Wage [th] ® 0.280 0.702 0421 0770 0.179 0.353
Constant 1.169 3.182 -3.136 3818 1.092 1.652
Log likelihood -694.440

Pseudo R? 0177

c? gtatistic of overall model 212.730%*

Reported 1990 Vote[%] 3.6 9.87 34.04

Notes 828 observations. The dependent variable is respondent’s reported vote for a specific party in the 1990 dection, with Civic Forum being the base paty (5249% of
the actua vote according to the survey). The Civic Forum coefficients have been set to zero, so the first three columns represent a complete set of MNL coefficients. *
Marital status, single is the omitted category. 2 Number of children living in household. ® Highest completed education, primary is the omitted category. “ldeologica
identification, left wing is the omitted category. ° Persond monthly income exduding bendfits ®Unemployment rate and average wage in district of resdence O/R/DK
stands for others, refused to answer, and don’t know responses combined.

Significancelevdl *p<0.05,** p<0.01
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Table 7 Multinomial Logit Deter minantsof Vote Choice, EEA 05: July 1992

EEAQG CSSD &. Error KDU <. Error LB <. Error ODA  S.Error LSU <. Error | O/R/IDK  &. Error
Age 0.032 0.069 0.180* 0.073 0.161* 0.073 -0.011 0.055 -0.011 0.056 0.012 0.042
Age squared 0.000 0.001 -0.001 0.001 -0.002* 0.001 0.000 0.001 0.000 0.001 0.000 0.000
Married/remarried® -0.625 0.693 -1.581** 0.527 0.170 0.883 0.086 0.456 -0.677 0514 0.006 0.372
Divor ced/widowed* -0.565 0.851 0.886 0.624 0.649 0.983 0771 0.545 -0.509 0616 0.641 0.433
No. of children? -0.288 0.217 0.422% 0.202 -0.372 0231 -0031 0.162 0.114 0.1%4 -0.028 0.116
Female -0.534 0.370 0.181 0.358 -0.539 0.375 -0230 0.250 -0.311 0.309 -0.313 0.215
Vocational Education” 0.314 0472 0.265 0.424 0.587 0.437 0527 0.416 -0.668 0404 -0.155 0.281
Secondary Education® 0.361 0.484 0.236 0.428 0.055 0.469 0528 0.415 -0.312 0414 -0321 0.286
University Education® 0.464 0.690 0.246 0.603 -0.486 0.628 0.842 0473 -0.248 0536 -0.051 0.364
Economically | nactive® -0.220 0.531 0321 0.522 0.167 0.481 0284 0.409 -0.176 0513 0.082 0.314
Centre® -2.233** 0.551 0.759 1141 4417+ 0.560 1021 1125 -1.080 0569 -0543 0.534
Right5 -6.030%* 0.730 0.556 1119 |-43350** 0488 0.065 1.106 -3.863** 0602 -2.434** 0.521
Income [thousands] 6 -0.238 0.154 0.010 0.049 -0.034 0.032 0017 0.021 0.007 0025 -0.061 0.049
Digrict UE Rate’ -0.005 0.117 0.059 0.113 0.102 0.125 -0.212* 0.089 0.045 0.093 0.012 0.066
District Wage[ths] 7 -0.149 0.421 0.116 0.375 0.756 0.427 -0.246 0.267 -0.890* 0.39%5 -0.380 0.241
Constant 3.265 2.556 -5.724* 2.788 -4.524 2.609 0.080 1.957 5.931* 2329 3.563* 1.530
Log likelihood -1277.74
Pseudo R? 0.2328
c? gatistic of overall 65058.8*
model *
Votelntention [%] 6.15 488 11.32 9.95 722 24.78

Notes 976 observetions. The dependent varidble is reported vote for a specific party in the 1992 eection, with the ODS being the base party (% vote intention 35.71). The
ODS coefficients have been set to zero, so the first six columns represent a complete set of MNL coefficients. * Marital status, single is the omitted category. 2 Number of
children living in household. ® Highest completed education, primary is the omitted category. * Economic status, economicaly active is the omitted category and the

economically inactive category includes students, housewives and pensioners. ° Ideological identification, left wing is the omitted category. ° Persona monthly income

5

exduding benefits. “Unemployment rate and average wage in district of residence. O/R/DK stands for others, refused to answer, and don’t know responses combined.
Sonificancelevd *p<0.05,** p<0.01
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Table8 Multinomial Logit Deter minants of Voting I ntentions, EEA06: January 1993

EEAOG CSSD St Error KDU St Error ODA S. Error KSCM . Error O/R/DK <. Error
Age -0.084 0.108 -0.300** 0.117 0.008 0.080 0057 0.151 -0.065 0.066
Age squared 0.001 0.001 0.004** 0.001 0.000 0.001 0.000 0.002 0.001 0.001
Married/remarried® 0.330 0.673 0.322 0.683 0669 0.474 0653 0.861 -0.082 0.355
Divor ced/widowed* -0.970 0.995 0.674 1.003 0.008 0.623 0.390 0.983 0.159 0.463
No. of children? 0.325 0.203 0.071 0.266 0.077 0.141 0047 0.243 0.276* 0.130
Female 0.006 0.349 0.200 0.453 0.201 0.248 -0547 0.410 -0.239 0.227
Vocational Education® -0.194 0.522 0.231 0.567 -0.086 0.398 -0.061 0572 0.058 0.310
Secondary Education”’ -0.512 0.510 0.314 0.589 0.077 0.404 -0414 0.579 -0638 0.339
University Education® 0.276 0.589 0.046 0.781 0.867 0.448 -0034 0.829 -0.167 0.405
Economical I)/ Active: 0.107 0.467 0.789 0.565 0047 0.274 0052 0.533 0.260 0.247
privatefirm
Economically | nactive® -0.870 0.765 -2.066* 0.875 0542 0.428 -0.792 0.858 0.223 0.390
Centre® -3.100** 0.646 -1.692 0.951 0970 1.161 -4,.852** 0.6%4 -1.522* 0.604
Right5 -6.576* 0.779 -1.936* 0.909 0.042 1.155 -44.633** 0.602 -3.934** 0.595
Income [thousands] 6 0.043 0.037 -0.326* 0.139 -0.030 0.033 0041 0.055 -0.017 0.041
Didrict UE Rate’ 0.012 0.092 0.013 0.094 0.004 0.060 0079 0.099 0.056 0.054
District Wage[thg 7 -0.073 0.302 0.031 0.345 0184 0.202 0053 0.329 -0.429* 0.205
Constant 3.128 2.897 5.828 3.024 -2.566 2.118 -0.445 3.738 6.255%* 1.819
Log likelihood -945518
Pseudo R? 0.2506
c? statitic of overall model | 56932.97**
Votelntention [%] 807 502 1274 1067 3247

Notes 817 observations. The dependent varigble is intention to vote for a specific party, with the ODS being the base party (% vote intention 31.03). The ODS coefficients
have been set to zero, o the first five columns represent a complete set of MNL coefficients. ! Marital status, single is the omitted category. 2 Number of children living in
household. ® Highest completed education, primary is the omitted category. 4 Economic status, economicdly active in a state firm is the omitted category and the

economically inactive category includes students, housewives and pensioners. ° Ideological identification, left wing is the omitted category. ° Persona monthly income

5

exduding benefits. “Unemployment rate and average wage in district of residence. O/R/DK stands for others, refused to answer, and don't know responses combined.
Sonificancelevd *p<0.05,** p<0.01

24




Table9 Multinomial Logit Determinants of Voting Intentions, EEA 07: November 1993

EEAQ7 CSSsD S. Error KDU St Error ODA <. Error KSCM . Error O/R/DK <. Error
Age 0.052 0.052 0.149 0.082 0.030 0.056 0.000 0.073 0.036 0.045
Age squared -0.001 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.000 0.001 0.000 0.001 -0.001 0.000
Married/remarried® 0.392 0.455 0.861 0.676 0530 0.464 1.090 0.751 0.012 0.353
Divor ced/widowed* 0.669 0.560 0478 0.733 0917 0.546 1022 0.830 0.355 0.437
No. of children? 0.101 0.148 0.007 0.230 0.079 0.142 -0.116 0.260 0.091 0122
Female -0.796** 0.247 0.208 0.379 -0.199 0.237 0.057 0.324 -0.550% 0.223
Vocational Education® 0.068 0.327 0.247 0.395 0173 0.383 -0.245 0.415 -0.590% 0.280
Secondary Education”’ -0.038 0.340 0.484 0.428 0552 0.368 -0540 0.481 -0.904** 0.298
Universty Education® -0.300 0.449 2422 1.048 0.804 0.413 -0.734 0.593 -0.962* 0.377
Economically Active: 0.221 0.353 0.301 0.712 0518 0.311 0.659 0.496 0.336 0.308
privatised state firm 4
Economical IX Active: 0.919* 0.392 0.014 0.616 0074 0.306 -0.825 0.552 -0.190 0304
privatefirm
Economically | nactive® 0.163 0.383 1.054* 0.503 -0.105 0.386 -004 0.528 0.180 0.316
Centre® -2411** 0.499 -1.227* 0.629 -0.189 0.694 -4.800%* 0.569 -1.396** 0.509
Ri ght5 -5567+* 0.562 -2472%* 0.646 -1.344 0.689 -7.249** 0.781 -3.636** 0519
Income [thousands] 6 -0.013 0.047 -0.006 0.051 0.011 0.026 0045 0.036 -0064 0.041
Digtrict UE Rate’ 0.057 0.057 0111 0.082 0.032 0.055 0.116 0.079 -0.001 0.051
Digrict Wage [thg] 7 0.107 0.192 -0.933** 0.283 -0.119 0.189 0.347 0.274 0.054 0171
Constant 0.823 1.663 2.704 2.729 -0.653 1.740 -0.640 2.384 2.247 1.495
Log likelihood -1322.19
Pseudo R? 0.2239
c? gatitic of overall model 520.16**
\/ote I ntention [%] 17.03 504 1245 9.62 22.89

Notes 1036 observations. The dependent variable is intention to vote for a specific paty, with the ODS being the base paty (% vote intention 32.97). The ODS
coefficients have been st to zero, so the first five columns represent a complete set of MNL coefficients. ' Marital status, single is e omitted category. 2 Number of
children living in household. 3 Highest completed education, primary is the omitted categéo
and the economicdly inactive category includes students, housewives and pensioners.

income exduding benefits. *

combined.

Significancelevel *p <0.05, ** p<0.01
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Table 10 Multinomial Logit Deter minants of Voting I ntentions, EEA 08: November 1994

EEAQ8 CSSsD S.Error. KDU St Error ODA <. Error KSCM . Error O/R/DK <. Error
Age 0.092 0.055 0.073 0.069 0.065 0.050 0071 0.078 0.071 0.044
Age squared -0.001 0.001 0.000 0.001 -0.001 0.001 -0.001 0.001 -0.001 0.000
Married/remarried® -0.543 0.430 0.798 0.718 -0.167 0.375 0051 0.713 -0479 0.323
Divor ced/widowed* -0.271 0.502 -0.465 0.739 -0.289 0.468 014 0.763 -0.061 0.401
No. of children? -0.046 0.138 0.141 0.210 0.020 0.132 -0138 0.212 -0.033 0.110
Female -1.012** 0.232 0.144 0.285 -0.088 0.229 -0.682* 0.328 -0.508** 0.190
Vocational Education® -0.287 0.306 0432 0.345 -0.293 0.332 -0488 0.383 -0.282 0.265
Secondary Education”’ -0.416 0.314 0.539 0.386 0.152 0.331 -0.657 0.430 -0439 0.272
University Education® 0.997* 0.397 -1.646** 0.619 0.070 0.384 -1.486* 0.582 -1.105** 0.320
Economically Active: -0.071 0.288 0.552 0.457 0332 0.311 -0.034 0.423 -0422 0.264
privatised statefirm 4
Economical I}/ Active: -1.018** 0.361 0.687 0.448 0454 0.297 -0919 0.564 -0.152 0.262
privatefirm
Economically | nactive® -0.314 0.359 0.754 0.487 0227 0.360 -0.198 0.515 0.448 0.293
Centre® -2171** 0.493 1.017 0.845 0.148 0.755 -4.979* 0.585 -1.648** 0.493
Ri ght5 -5.013** 0.531 -1.150 0.859 0.630 0.748 -7472%* 0.868 -3.232** 0.49%
Income [thousands] 6 -0.048 0.026 0.026 0.036 0.025 0.018 -0.047 0.056 0.003 0.016
District UE Rate’ 0.067 0.058 0.138 0.074 0093 0.059 0076 0.079 0.014 0.051
Digrict Wage [thg] 7 -0.013 0.162 0.324 0.219 0.136 0.156 -0117 0.210 -0.155 0.139
Congtant 2.351 1597 -1.407 2.274 -2.556 1.690 2841 2.227 3112 1.398
Log likelihood -1605.09
Pseudo R? 0.2097
c? gatitic of overall model 532.03**
\/ote I ntention [%] 18.84 6.28 1.32 9.77 26.51

Notes 1211 obsarvatiions. The dependent variable is intention to vote for a specific paty, with the ODS being the base paty (% vote intention 26.74). The ODS
coefficients have been st to zero, so the first five columns represent a complete set of MNL coefficients. ' Maital status, single is the omitted category. 2 Number of
children living in household. 3 Highest completed education, primary is the omitted categéo
and the economicdly inactive category includes students, housewives and pensoners.

income exduding benefits ’ Unemployment rate and average wage in district of residence O/R/DK stands for others, refused to answer, and don't know responses

combined.

Significancelevd *p<0.05,** p<0.0L
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Table 11 Multinomial L ogit Deter minants of Voting I ntentions, EEA 09: January 1996

EEAQO CSSsD S. Error KDU St Error ODA <. Error KSCM . Error O/R/DK <. Error
Age 0.079 0.050 0.013 0.054 0079 0.062 0.086 0.077 0.065 0.044
Age squared -0.001 0.001 0.000 0.001 -0.001 0.001 -0.001 0.001 -0.001 0.001
Married/remarried® -0.261 0.353 0.303 0512 0529 0.359 -09%4 0.600 -0.303 0.290
Divor ced/widowed! -0.121 0.421 0.480 0.5%4 -0.348 0471 -1.117 0.684 0.171 0.364
No. of children? 0.130** 0.046 0.159** 0.047 0.109* 0.049 0.091 0.075 0.103* 0.043
Female -0.313 0.202 0.088 0.261 0.169 0.239 0.200 0.319 -0.059 0.184
Vocational Education® -0.389 0.281 -0.818** 0.319 0.328 0.405 -0.369 0.372 -0510* 0.254
Secondary Education® -0.243 0.291 -1.209** 0339 -0.005 0.396 -0.723 0.432 -0.821** 0.265
Universty Education® 0.187 0.356 -1.061* 0.444 0283 0.429 -0.347 0.583 -0.908** 0.341
Economically Active: 0.087 0.270 -0.832* 0.402 0313 0.305 -0.750 0.535 -0.014 0.242
privatised gtatefirm 4
Economically Active: -0.102 0.297 0.467 0.423 0028 0.334 0132 0535 0.229 0.252
private firm*
Economically | nactive® -0.006 0.331 0.009 0.380 0.120 0.435 0588 0.515 -0.087 0.306
Centre® -2.092* 0.444 0.399 0.738 0519 0.637 -5.210** 0.579 -1.645+* 0.450
Righ t° -5.755* 0.517 0.618 0.737 -1.585* 0.632 -8.189** 1.120 -3.305** 0452
Income [thousands] 6 -0.104** 0.029 0.082 0.042 0017 0.015 0.005 0.045 -0.045* 0.023
Didrict UE Rate’ 0.044 0.049 0.120 0.068 0022 0.060 0.009 0.076 -0.037 0.045
Digrict Wage[ths] ! 0.066 0.079 0.161 0.108 0.164 0.093 -0.080 0.126 -0021 0.071
Congtant 1.382 1314 1.993 1.749 -3.236 1.712 1560 2.049 2.186 1211
Log likelihood -1734.53
Pseudo R? 0.2192
c? statistic of overall model | 557.33+*
VoteIntention [%] 2225 767 795 7.88 2455

Notes 1350 observations. The dependent variable is intention to vote for a specific paty, with the ODS being the base paty (% vote intention 29.71). The ODS
coefficients have been set to zero, o the fret five columns represent a complete set of MNL coefficients. ' Maritd status, single is the omitted category. 2 Number of
children living in household. 3 Highest completed education, primary is the omitted category. *Economic status, economicely active in a state firm is the omitted category
and the economicdly inactive category includes students, housewives and pensoners. > Ideologicd identification, left wing is the omitted category. ® Persond monthly
income exduding benefits ’ Unemployment rate and average wage in district of residence. O/R/DK stands for others, refused to answer, and dom't know responses

combined.

Significanceleve *p < 0.05, ** p< 0.01
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Table 12 Multinomial Logit Determinants of Voting Intentions, EEA10: January 1997

EEA10 CSSD  S.Error KDU  &.Error ODA  S.Error KSCM & Error O/R/IDK  S.Error
Age 0.065 0.054 0.088 0074 0.007 0.052 0.236** 0.084 0.046 0.050
Age squared -0001 0.001 -0.001 0.001 0.000 0.001 -0.002* 0.001 -0.001 0.001
Married/remarried* -0.318 0448 -0.899* 0439 -0.659 0.469 -1.173 0.763 -0.556 0.381
Divor ced/widowed" 0.076 0.528 -0.763 0570 -0.130 0.551 0.209 0.824 0.139 0.460
No. of children? 0.080 0.148 0.061 0.159 0.298 0.161 0.150 0.245 0.159 0.135
Female -0.186 0.253 0.287 0276 -0.080 0.270 -0.818* 0.368 -0.564* 0232
Vocational Education® -0041 0.332 0.028 0442 0.087 0.378 0.392 0.426 -0.100 0.306
Secondary Education® -0622 0.352 -0.052 0439 0.055 0.381 -1.393** 0.501 -0.830* 0.326
Universty Education® -0612 0.465 0.433 0483 -0.166 0.475 0.833 0.681 -1.092¢ 0431
Economically Active: -0117 0.323 -0.176 0341 -0.282 0.408 0510 0.547 -0475 0.320
privatised gtatefirm 4

Economically Active: -0624 0.353 -0.714* 0.3%9 0.103 0.388 0277 0.607 -0146 0.309
privatefirm®

Economically | nactive® -0685 0.385 -0.517 0454 0.613 0.404 0422 0.610 0.015 0.353
Centre® -2.713** 0.613 0.351 1178 -1.039 0.681 -5.119** 0.712 -2.090** 0.625
Right® -6.192** 0.673 -0.442 1173 -2.834** 0.690 -8.186** 1179 -3.910** 0.629
Income [thousandg © -0.095** 0.034 -0.001 0.019 -0.031 0.026 -0.151* 0.071 -0.049* 0.023
Digtrict UE Rate’ 0.132** 0.049 0.089 004 0.041 0.056 0.182** 0.066 0.050 0.047
District Wage [ths] 7 0.220* 0.105 0.161 0.116 0.018 0.116 0.321* 0.148 0.164 0.097
Constant 0.398 1.698 -3.850 2264 0.327 1.827 -4.401 2581 1.279 1.602
Log likelihood -1330.61

Pseudo R? 02317

c? gatistic of overall model 802.62%*

Votelntention [%] 2481 10.46 881 853 21.10

Notes 1026 observations. The dependent variable is intention to vote for a specific party, with the ODS being the base paty (% vote intention 26.97). The ODS
coefficients have been st to zero, s0 the firgt five columns represent a complete set of MNL coefficients.
children living in household. * Highest completed education, primary is the omitted category. *Economic status, economicaly active in a state firm is the omitted category
and the economicdly inactive category includes students, housewives and pensioners. ° Ideologicd identification, left wing is the omitted category. ® Persond monthly
income exduding benefits ' Unemployment rate and average wage in district of residence. O/R/DK stands for others, refused to answer, and dom't know responses

combined.

Significanceleve *p < 0.05, ** p< 0.01
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Table 13 Multinomial Logit Deter minants of Voting Intentions, EEA 11: April 1998

EEA11 CSSD S. Error KDU <. Error KSCM St Error us . Error O/R/DK <. Error
Age 0.102* 0052 0.005 0.061 0.058 0.062 0.178** 0.067 0.076 0.052
Agesquared -0.001* 0.001 0.000 0.001 0.000 0.001 -0.002** 0.001 -0.001 0.001
Married/remarriedt 0.414 0.368 -0.370 0495 0.809 0.626 -0.812* 0.357 -0548 0.349
Divor ced/widowed* 0.977* 0438 0.209 0609 1.146 0.697 -0591 0.489 0.230 0418
No. of children? -0.004 0.126 0.191 0.161 0.333 0.177 0043 0.136 0.048 0.129
Female -0.160 0.205 0.143 0.278 0.033 0.281 -0.103 0.226 -0.206 0.208
Vocational Education® -0.298 0301 -0.616 0.367 0.391 0.349 -0.308 0.3% -0.468 0.306
Secondary Education® -1.024** 0316 -0.649 0374 -0.854* 0.392 0214 0.382 -0.949** 0.320
University Education® -1.062** 0370 -1.181* 0472 -1.972** 0571 0.068 0.423 -1.245+* 0.386
Economically Active: -0.398 02%4 -0.427 0.39%6 0.110 0.409 -0.643 0.349 -0.383 0.306
privatised sate firm*

Economically Active: -0.698* 0283 -0.696 0.388 -0.566 0.428 -0.319 0.305 -0.715* 0.299
privatefirm*

Economically | nactive® -0.276 0352 -0.831 0467 0.339 0.488 0037 0.403 -0504 0.358
Income [thousands] 5 -0.071** 0026 -0.087** 0032 0.095 0.060 -0.017 0.015 -0.103** 0.026
Didrict UE Rate® 0.085** 0030 0.010 0.040 0.023 0.040 -0.011 0.035 0.037 0.032
District Wage [ths] ® 0.018 0.061 -0.125 0082 -0.002 0.079 -0.038 0.072 0.047 0.062
Congtant -1.252 1.349 1.892 1640 -1.552 1.647 -2132 1.761 -0021 1344
Log likelihood -1959.049

Pseudo R? 00703

c? gatigtic of overall model 255.870**

Vote I ntention [%] 27.68 8.45 10.86 1380 2315

Notes 1230 observations. The dependent variable is the intention to vote for a specific paty, with the ODS being the base paty (% vote intention 16.06%). The ODS
coefficients have been set to zero, 0 the first five columns represent a complete set of MNL coefficients  Marital status, single is the omitted category. “ Number of
children living in household. *® Highest completed education, primary is the omitted category. *Economic status, economicaly active in a state firm is the omitted category
and the economicadly inactive category indudes students, housewives and pensioners. - Persond monthly income exduding benefits © Unemployment rate and average
wagein didtrict of residence. O/R/DK stands for others, refused to answer, and don’t know responses combined.

Sgnificancelevd *p<0.05,** p<0.01
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Table 14 Simulated I mpact of Changesin Selected Explanatory Variables

Palitical Parties KSCM CSSD ODS ODA KDU us O/R/DK
Changein Per centile’ 40™60" 20"80" [ 40™-60" 20M80" | 40™-60" 207-80" | 40™-60" 207-80" | 40™60" 20™-80" | 40"-60" 20-80" 40d"-60" 20M-80"
EEA 11: Benchmark® 9.30%* 20.72%* 1547%* 9.18%* 11.38%* 24.95%*
Impact of DinIncome -0.53%* -1.62%* [ -022%  -0.89% | 1.88%*  5.92%* -0.36%* -1.13%* | 1.06%* 3.25%* -1.84%* -5.55%*
Impact of Din Age -142%* -3.89%* | 6.86%  17.25% |-10.44%* -35.28%6* -5.72%* -18.07%* | 10.56%* 40.04%* 016%  -0.05%
Impact of Din Regional UE -0.26%* -0.68%* | 3.12%* 7.96%* | -118% -2.99% -053%* -1.36%* | -1.18%* -2.98%* 003% 0.04%
EEA10: Benchmark 2.2%* 237%* 20.8%* 6.9%* 14.5%* 3L9%*
Impact of DinIncome -05%*  -15%* | -23% -6.6% 1.8%* 5.3%* 0.6%* 1.8%* 0.5% 13% 0.1% -0.3%
Impact of DinAge 32%*  28.7%* | 45% 8.6% -14%  -26.7% | 2.5%* 6.7%* | -4.0%* -14.7%* 1.2% -2.6%
Impact of Din Regional UE 0.5%* 1.006* 2.8%0* 6.5% -2.3%*  5.2%* | 0.3%* 0.7%* | -06%* -13% 079 -1.7%
EEA 09: Benchmark 1.60%* 19.96%* 26.05%* 8.9906* 7.26%* 36.15%*
Impact of DinIncome 0.11%*  0.39%* | -1.94%* -6.72%* | 1.61%* 5.68%* | 0.75%* 2.71%* | -044%* -1.57%* -009%  -0.50%*
Impact of DinAge 049%*  1.80%* | 511%* 18.07%* | -9.74%* -3457%*| 220%  9.32% | -3.5200* -12.93%* 545%* 18.30%*
Impact of Din Regiond UE 0.03%*  0.11%* | 1.02%* 3.95%* | 0.27% 1.01% 0.28% 1.06% | -0.74%* -2.82%* -0.87%* -3.31%*
EEA 08: Benchmark 2.86%* 19.94%* 2.30%* 1046%* 5.20%* 30.24%*
Impact of DinIncome -0.15%* -0.49%* | -1.04%* -3.42%* | 047%* 1.56%* | -0.17%  -0.58% [ -0.10%* -0.3290* 0.98%*  3.25%*
Impact of DinAge 03200  1.15%* | 536%* 20.29%* | -10.95%* -40.37%* | 0.49% 174% | 0.64%*  2.30%* 4.14%* 14.89%*
Impact of Din Regiond UE 0.11%*  0.37%* | 0.57%* 1.99%* | -0.83% -288% | 0.57% 198% | 052%*  1.82%* -0.94%* -3.28%*
EEA 07: Benchmark 3.95%* 17.63%* 30.82%0* 1347%* 461%* 20.52%*
Impact of DinIncome 0.25%*  0.80%* | 0.11%* 0.32%* | 0.61%* 1.89%* [ 0.41% 128% | 0.06%* 0.19%* -1.44%*  -4.48%*
Impact of Din Age -0.73%*  -3.78%* | 237%*  8.48%* | -559% -29.15%*| -013% -1.83%* | 290%* 25.36%* 117%  0.92%*
Impact of Din Regionad UE 0.39%*  1.69%* | 0.83%* 3.50%* | -0.14% -063% | -045% -1.88% | -0.49%* -2.01%* -0.15%* -0.67%*
EEA 06: Benchmark 3.95%* 17.63%* 30.82%0* 1347%* 4.61%* 29.52%*
Impact of DinIncome 0.25%*  0.80%* | 0.11%* 0.329%* | 0.61%* 1.89%* | 0.41% 128% | 0.06%* 0.19%* -1.44%* -4.48%*
Impact of DinAge -0.73%* -3.78%* | 2.37%*  8.48%* | -559% -2915%*| -0.13%  -1.83% | 2.90%* 25.369%6* 117% 0.92%
Impact of Din Regiond UE 0.39%*  1.69%* | 0.83%* 3.50%* | -014% -0.63% | -045% -1.88% | -0.49%* -2.01%* -0.15%* -0.67%*




Table 14 Simulated I mpact of Changesin Selected Explanatory Variables (continued)

Political Parties KSCM CSSD ODS(EEA05) ODA KDU LSU(EEACS) O/RIDK
OF(EEAM4, 02, 01) CSP(EEAG2-03)
EEA 05. Benchmark 0.00%* 4.00%* 37.98%* 1037%* 4.82%* 8.21%" 34.61%*
Impact of DinIncome 0.00%*  0.00%" | -0.68%" -2.21%" | 0.79%"  2.66%" | 0.34%* 117%" | 007%" 0.23% | 021% 0.73%" -0.74% -2.58%"
Impact of Din Age 0.00%* 0.00%* | 0.64%  08%%6 | -346% -2113% | -195% -091% | 612%* 4584%* | -146%* -6.74%* 011%  -8.94%"
Impact of Din Regional UE 0.00%* 0.00%* | 002% 007 | 040%  117% |-181%* -543%* | 029%* 0.88%* | 03%%* 120%* 0.71%* 2.13%"
EEAO4 Benchmark 187%* 212%* 60.26%* 35.75%*
Impact of Din Income 004%  015% | -091%* -3.76%" | 059%"  2.44%" 029%*  117%"
Impact of DinAge 025%  24% | -067%* -2.08%* | 14.92%* 445096+ -14.50%" -44.85%"
Impact of Din Regional UE 016%  068% | -027%* -101%* |-1.36%* -5.35%" 147%*  5.68%*
EEA 03: Benchmark 2.20%* 257%* 60.46%* 4.37%* 30.38%*
Impact of Din Income 0.19%* 050% | 0.18%* 046%" | 348%"  9.15%" 020%  053% -4.04%* -10.63%"
Impact of Din Age 002%  000% | -457%* -2647%*| -456% -1452% 28M%  2045% 6250+ 2054%*
Impact of Din Regjonal UE 0.09%*  0.43%* | -037%* -168%* | -039%  -1.97% 006%  031% 061%* 291%*
EEAO2 Benchmark 8.46%* 350%* 50.16%* 0.72%* 4.60%* 2347%*
Impact of Din Income -0.35%" -1.03%" | -0.04%* -0.12%* | 024%  0.72% 0.04%* 0.11%* | -048% -146% 059%" 1.78%"
Impact of Din Age 6.70%* 20.72%* | 091%* 194%* | -4.95% -17.42% 0.84%* 3.42%* | 25  826% -6.07%* -16.91%*
Impact of Din Regional UE 0229+ 120%* | 005%* 0.31%* | -0.72%* -4.30%* -006%* -0.33%* | -015% -086% 0.66%* 3.89%"
EEAOL Benchmark 1.83%* 4.03%* 29.02%* 7.74%* 37.38%*
Impact of DinIncome 004%  013% | -029%* -0.86%* | -012% -0.37% -0.60%"  -1.80%" 0.96%*  2.89%"
Impact of Din Age 561%* 50.50%* | 0.60%* -035% | 531%  6.62% 220%  179% -13.819%* -45.31%*
Impact of Din Regiond UE 003%  023% |-015%* -104%* | -057%* -4.02%" -006%+  -0.41%* 0.75%*  5.25%"

Notes: * indicates that the sign of the change is significant at tre 5% leve.
! Changein percentiles: We examine the effect of increasing the variables of interest (Income, Age and Regional Unemployment) from their 4d" to 60" percentile and from
their 20" to 80™ percentilewhen all other variables are held constant at their means.
2 The benchmark figures are the simulated probabilities that an observation will take on any of the values of the dependent variable when all variables are set at their

respective means.
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