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1 Introduction

As Joseph Schumpeter (1942: 12) has once argued, 'attitudes are coins that do not readily
melt'. This means that normative expectations, justice beliefs or welfare perceptions are very
hard to change. In this way, welfare attitudes can be associated with policy changes by
highlighting public sentiments, which are normative background assumptions or ideas that
constrain decision-making and institutional change by limiting the range of programme that
decision-making elites are likely to perceive as acceptable and legitimate to both their
constituents and themselves (Campbell, 2004: 96-100). On the other hand, ‘the worlds on
welfare' literature on welfare attitudes has in turn emphasised that type of welfare policy
affects public attitudes (Andress and Heien, 2001; Arts and Gelissen, 2001; Jaeger 2006;
Svallfors, 1997). In regard to public perceptions of the causes of poverty, selective welfare-
policy dominated liberal regimes explanations of poverty are more often based on individual
morality that they are in the Continental and Nordic welfare states i where external and
structural explanations prevail (Albrekt Larsen 2006: 47-56).

The focus of this study is on the public perceptions of the causes of poverty in European post
socialist countries. The development of post-socialist welfare state has received abundant
scholarly attention over last years (e.g. Cerami and Vanhuysse, 2009, Inglot 2008). As the
decades under socialist regime have had an undeniable influence on societies, these studies
have emphasized the role of institutional differences within region as well as pre-socialist
historical origins of the welfare states. Now after 20 years of transition, asthereh a s n 6 t
visible convergencet owar ds a eaimanoins ti prtenda haoshifted ekiee
more on various institutional and historical explanations (Szikra & Tomka, 2009, Tomka
2006, Cerami and Vanhuysse, 2009, Inglot 2008).

As the focus of this study is on the public perceptions of the causes of poverty we can assume
that recent events, or events people remember can have substantial effect. In this respect,
post-socialist countries share a similar recent history that differs from the Western

experience.

Between the 1960s and the 1980s, the standard of living of Soviet citizens improved and the
serious poverty was well hidden in prisons, labor camps, long-term care hospitals, and
residential institutions for children, the elderly, and the disabled. During the 1980s, however,
inflation and continuing consumer shortages forced Soviet citizens to rely more heavily on

extensive informal networks and the shadow economy to obtain necessary goods and
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services. Nevertheless, the state continued stating the strong ideological message that poverty
reflected individual rather than societal failure. Poverty as a social phenomenon was depicted

as a feature of capitalist rather than socialist societies. (Dudwick et all. 2003, p. 21-27.)

When the economic collapse occurred it spared no social group, with the exception of the top
political and economic elite, who were able to convert power over resource allocation into
ownership of important assets. Although the newly poor came from all walks of life, they had
in common the fact that they had been employed, housed, and socially integrated into their
communities before the collapse They also shared many ideological convictions: that the state
should provide full employment, free education and health care, and a wide array of social
supports, and that it should prevent the emergence of huge economic inequalities. ((Dudwick
etall. 2003, p. 21-27.)

In Soviet period poverty in large scale was a temporary occurrence, but as Dudwick et all
(2003, p.25) writes based on several qualitative regional studies, fiTen years later, however,
street children, "bag ladies,” beggars, and refugee camps, as well as the poverty that
manifests itself in the deterioration of dwellings and public buildings, in the spread of
contagious illness, and in crowded social assistance offices, had become commonplace. If, 10
years ago, the newly poor expected that the government would eventually restore their jobs
and benefits, by the end of the decade it had become clear that they could no longer depend
on the government for help. A significant underclass of poor has emerged, and reduced
access to good education, health care, and social services has created conditions for its

perpetuation.o

For the new poor themselves, being poor was hard to accept after decades of strong official
and public disapproval of poverty. As Dudwick (2003) reports, most respondents in the
studies reported in this volume resisted describing themselves as poor, instead saying they
were "living on the edge of poverty” or" just making ends meet." Even those living in the
direst conditions tried to identify others who were even worse off. Or they responded to
questions about who in their community was poor by asserting, "We are all poor.”
Occasionally, respondents acknowledged that they found it too painful to admit even to

themselves that they were indeed poor.o

Prior findings of the comparative studies have emphasised clear differences between Western

and Eastern European countries (Gallie and Paugam, 2002; Kallio and Niemeld, 2010;



Lepianka, 2007; van Oorschot and Halman, 2000). Eastern Europeans are more inclined to
blame either the individual behaviour or the flaws of the economic system of country than
their Western counterparts. However, there is a shortage of comparative studies on
attributions for poverty in particular focusing on the East Central European countries. There
is therefore a need for a detailed and more up-to-date analysis of the public perceptions of the
causes of poverty in European post socialist countries. Hence, utilising The Life in Transition
Survey (LiTS) conducted jointly by the European Bank for Reconstruction and Development
(EBRD) and the World Bank in 2006, the purpose of the article is to examine cross-country
differences in attributions for poverty and explore whether different explanations of poverty
can be attributed to specific socio-demographic characteristics, ethnicity, economic

circumstances and wider values and attitudes.



2 Types of explanations

Pioneering empirical studies on lay explanations of poverty emerged at the early 1970s when
Joe R. Feagin (1972; 1975) examined Americans perceptions of the causes of poverty. He
found eleven reasons that Americans often gave to explain the causes of poverty and
categorized these reasons into three basic categories: individualistic, structural and fatalistic.
In the individualistic approach, poverty is seen as a result of internal factors, such as
undesirable behaviour of the poor, moral looseness, laziness or living an indecent way of life.
While the individualistic approach emphasises individual reasons as an explanation for
poverty, the structural approach focuses on the external societal and economic factors.
Structural approach emphasises that the poor are in an unfavourable position in structural
hierarchies or they are victims of social structures. Finally, the fatalistic approach adds the
fate factor to the explanations of poverty. Poverty can be caused by uncontrollable and
inescapable factors operating beyond the agency of any type of social actor. These are factors
such as illness or just bad luck.

Later, many factor analytic studies have gi
(e.g. Abouchedid and Nasser 2002; Feather 1974; Furnham 1982; Hunt 1996; Mor¢dl 1997,
Nasser et al. 2002; Niemeld 2008). Yet some of the recent studies have expanded our
understanding by incorporating more contemporary beliefs into the attributional scales. These
recent works emphasise especially the relevance of cultural attributions for poverty (Bullock
et al. 2003; Cozzarelli et al. 2001). In addition, there have also been theoretical contributions
regarding the types of explanations. For instance, van Oorschot and Halman (2000) have
suggested a four-tier typology (Table 1) in order to take into account individual/societal
agencies in theoretical considerations for explanations of poverty. First, they separate the
individual and the societal explanations from each other. Second, both explanations
incorporate fate and blame as sub-explanations. While individual blame explains poverty as a
shortcoming of the poor themselves, individual fate emphasizes that poverty can be caused by
personal misfortune or bad luck. The social explanations basically share the same idea as the
above-mentioned structural approach and can be divided by blame and fate factors as well.
Social fate points out that poverty is caused by societal factors, but these factors are due to
impersonal and unavoidable processes such as economic recessions. Social blame, on the
other hand, sees poverty as the result of processes induced and controlled by the actions of
certain groups and parties in society. Therefore, these groups and parties can be blamed for

poverty.



Table 1 Dimensions and types of explanations of poverty

Individual Social
Individual blame Social blame
Blame (agency) The poor are lazy, lack thrift, good The poor are victims of the actions of
morals others, are victims of social injustice
Individual fate Social fate
Fate (non-agency) The poor are unlucky The poor are victims of uncontrollable
societal and global developments

Source: van Oorschot & Halman 2000, 7.

Prior empirical findings on attributions for poverty in Europe have shown that there are some
differences between the West and the East of Europe. Western Europeans are more inclined
to support structural explanations for poverty than their Eastern counterparts. On the other
hand, individual blame type of explanation is generally more popular in the East than in the
West of Europe (Kallio and Niemeld, 2010; Kreidl, 2000; Lepianka, 2007; Lepianka et al.,
2010; van Oorschot and Halman, 2000). In addition Kallio and Niemel& (2010) found in their
examination of the support to individual blame type of explanation across Europe that there
are not only differences between the West and the East of Europe, but also between the South
and the North of Europe. On the one hand, citizens in the Nordic and Continental European
countries support individualistic explanation less than others. On the other hand, citizens in
Mediterranean countries and East Central Europe blame the poor themselves most.

Earlier results suggest, however, that there are variations both within and across countries.
Interestingly enough, the variation is highest within the East Central European family (Kallio
and Niemeld, 2010). Also Lepianka et al. (2010) come to the conclusion that further
investigation is required due to rather large variation across countries. They showed that
individual fate type of explanation is supported relatively less frequently in the East of
Europe than in Western European countries. Regarding the variation within the Eastern
European countries, they found that in some countries individual blame is strongly endorsed:
especially the citizens of Czech Republic attribute poverty in internal terms (see also
Lepianka, 2007). On the other hand, there are countries like Lithuania, Poland, Romania and
Croatia in which social blame type of explanation is strongly supported. Finally, social fate
type of explanation 1 living in poverty is explained as simply being part of modern progress i

is endorsed especially in Russia.

National case studies from Estonia and Russia have given support to findings of cross-
national studies. There is strong support for the idea that the poor have only themselves to
blame for their poverty. In addition, both of these countries have strong support for social
blame as well. Estonians are as likely to blame the flaws of the economic system as the
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individualistic reasons. In Russia, on the other hand, the economic system is blamed even
more the individuals themselves (Gorshkov and Tikhonova, 2006; Stephenson, 2000). These
results are consistent with Lepianka's (2007: 127-135) comparative analysis of Hungary,
Russia, Czech Republic and Estonia. Interesting result is that social blame coincides strongly
with individual blame. This illustrates the split-consciousness of public perceptions, which
means the coexistence of both dominant and potentially challenging beliefs, where the former
represents dominant stratification ideology or value structure of a given country and the latter
everyday stratification-related experience of an individual (Kluegel et al., 1995).

Based on qualitative poverty studies in Central Asia, Caucasus and Ukraine and Moldova
Dudwick et all (2003, p.23) states that, generally, people blamed their own poverty on the
failure of the Soviet state and the corruption, indifference, and incompetence of their new
leaders At the same time, however, they often attributed the poverty of others to individual
failure, such as laziness, alcoholism, having too many children to support, or having too few
children to provide for their old age. They also reported that many of the respondents had
become very distrustful of government officials and many suspected that government
officials of exploiting the political and economic turmoil for their own gain, at the expense of

ordinary citizens. (ibid.)



3 Determinants of perceptions

Traditionally, studies on attributions for poverty have focused on how the characteristics of
individuals determinate perceptions of the causes of poverty. These individual level
characteristics have been commonly viewed as indicators of self-interest. Most of the
previous studies on individual level determinants of poverty perceptions have focused on
individual's socio-demographic characteristics. These have included determinants such as
gender, age, race/ethnicity, education and occupational status (e.g. Bullock, 1999; Cozzarelli
et al., 2001; Furnham, 1982; Morcdl, 1997; Niemeld, 2008). Apart from race and ethnicity in
the United States (Gilens, 1999; Hunt, 1996; 2002, 2004), results have shown that socio-
demographic variables explain very little and they do not reveal clear or consistent patterns.
They can, however, explain attributions for poverty indirectly by shaping people's perception
of their interest in various beliefs. We agree with Lepianka (2007: 35) that equivocal results
and the indirectness of effects of socio-demographic variables make them particularly
difficult to test and it is difficult to form any solid hypotheses as to whether they are

associated with perceptions of the causes of poverty.

From a self-interest perspective, there are studies which support the assumption that those
who perceive themselves to be poor are more likely to agree with the external cause of
poverty than people well above the poverty line (Niemeld, 2008; Saunders, 2002: 155-156).
Yet, there are also contradictory findings indicating that personal experience of poverty might
lead to individualistic explanations. For instance, claimants of public welfare seem to hold
negative views about other recipients (Bullock, 1999; 2004; Golding and Middleton, 1982:
178). In addition, differences between income groups have shown that the individualistic
perception of the cause of poverty is not most prevalent among the highest income groups,

but rather among people with average income (Feagin, 1972; Morc6l, 1997).

The association between attributions for poverty and race and ethnicity has interested
scholars especially in the United States (Gilens, 1999; Hunt, 1996; 2002; 2004; Kluegel and
Smith, 1986; Nilson 1981; Wilson, 1996). The results indicate that the race/ethnic minorities
are more structuralist than natives in their thinking about poverty. In addition, interesting
result is that racial minorities may be simultaneously more structuralist and more
individualistic than whites on the issue of poverty. This can be explained by the split-
consciousness thesis 1 structuralist perceptions may be layered onto an existing

individualistic base. Some scholars (Alesina et al., 2003; Alesina and Glaeser, 2004) have



also emphasised the importance of ethnic fractionalisation, which takes into account race,
language and religion related cleavages. Empirical findings have, however, shown that ethnic
fractionalisation does not have an impact on public perceptions of the causes of poverty
(Albrekt Larsen, 2006: 74i 75).

Another line of research on attributions for poverty have emphasised the role of other beliefs,
attitudes and values rather than interest. These studies have indeed found that wider beliefs,
values and attitudes are associated with attributions for poverty more than socio-demographic
characteristics. These have included, for example, religion and religiosity (Hunt, 2002), belief
in the Protestant work ethic (Cozzarelli et al., 2001) and belief in a just world (Furnham and
Gunter, 1984; Harper and Manasse, 2001). Finally, attitudes towards the welfare state and
social equality have been proved to be linked to the attributions for poverty. Pro-welfare
attitudes are positively associated with structural reasons and negatively correlated with
individualistic perceptions of the causes of poverty (Kluegel and Smith, 1986; Niemeld,
2008). In a similar vein, structuralism is positively correlated with social legitimacy, whereas

individualism is positively correlated with perceived dishonesty (Bullock, 1999).

The r osdcielistorfsofi et |l egacyo in peopled percept

here. Murthi & Tiongson (2008) reviewed large body of literature on East-West differences
in preferences for redistribution of which vast majority supported the fisocialist legacyo . By
socialist legacy they meant that fiowing to the legacy of the past there is a strong preference
for income equality and redistributive state spending in post-socialist countriesd. Our data
consists only of post-socialist countries, which allow only comparison within the socialist
regime. We will study the differences in perceptions between FSU (Former Soviet Union)

andnon-FSUcount r i es as fAsoviet | egacyo.

As for demographic variables, age is interesting fromfi s oci al i st | egMtcyo
time of data collection in 2006, 15 years after collapse of Soviet Union, the majority of the
people were brought up, educated and they also had worked under socialist regimes, where
poverty was under strong official and public disapproval. Therefore, it Gmerth considering
whether it still influences the perception of older people age classes.

po



4 Purpose of the study

Prior findings indicate that European post socialist countries are interesting group of nations.
Earlier studies have shown that their attributions for poverty differ in general with Western
European attributions but the variation between East Central European countries is relatively
large. There is, however, a shortage of comparative studies which have focused particularly
on European post socialist countries. In addition, most of the prior research is based on
attitude surveys from the 1990s and most of them have restricted country selection.
Therefore, as previous studies have suggested (Kallio and Niemeld, 2010; Lepianka et al.,
2010), there is a need for detailed and more up-to-date analysis which would focus on the
attributions for poverty in European post-socialist countries.

Hence, the purpose of the study is to analyse public perceptions of the causes of poverty in
European post socialist nations and to examine cross-country differences in attributions for
poverty. Moreover, following analysis will explore whether different explanations of poverty
can be attributed to i s o v i et spdciBcgs@io-germographic characteristics, ethnicity,
economic circumstances and wider values and attitudes, such as attitudes towards the income

redistribution.

Based on the findings of previous studies, we assume that in general individual blame and
social blame types of explanations are endorsed stronger than individual and social fate types
of explanations. However, we hypothesise also that findings indicate relatively large variation
between countries. In regard to the determinants of poverty attributions, earlier research
suggest that perceptions of poverty are influenced by and associated with certain socio-
demographic characteristics, economic circumstances, ethnicity as well as other values and
attitudes. However, the results regarding the socio-demographic variables have not revealed
clear and consistent patterns. Therefore, it is difficult to form any solid hypotheses as to what
extent they are associated with attr.i
experience of poverty and financial circumstances suggest more clearly that these factors are
associated with support for structural and fatalistic explanations. Finally, regarding wider
values and welfare state attitudes, we can assume that there is a strong link between

perceptions of poverty and attitudes towards the income redistribution.
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5 Data and methods

This study focuses on 12 European post socialist countries. The examined countries are
grouped as (1) FSU-countries (Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania, Russia, Ukraine and Moldova) and
(2) non-FSU 7 countries (Czech Republic, Hungary, Poland, Slovakia, Bulgaria and

Romania). Data for Belarus was inaccurate for the key variables.

The data used in thisstudy isfromid L f e i n Tr ansi tTheeurveyiShasedwoe y 0 ( L i T
face-to-face interviews using a representative sample of 1,000 individuals in each of 28 post-
communist countries conducted in the fall of 2006. In all countries, the most recent available
sample frame of Primary Sampling Units (PSUs) was selected as the starting point. In
Estonia, Hungary, Lithuania, Poland and Slovakia, Eur ost at Ockssifibhlibf S ar e
system was used. In Bulgaria, the Czech Republic, Moldova and Romania, the electoral
registers were used as the basis for the PSU sample frame. In the other countries, the PSU
sample frame was chosen using either local geographical or administrative and territorial
classification systems. From among these, 50 PSUs were selected, with probability of
selection proportional to size, where the measure of size was either the population or the

number of households in the area.

The respondents were asked the following question which measures public perceptions of the
causes of poverty: 'In your opinion, what is the main reason why there are some people in

need in our country today?'

1) Because they have been unlucky

2) Because of laziness and lack of willpower
3) Because of injustice in our society

4) Itis an inevitable part of modern life

5) Other

Thus, the question is a standard forced-choice question which is used also in other
comparative surveys such as in European Values Study and in Eurobarometer. According to
van Oorschot and Halman (2000) different statements represent a four-tier typology of
poverty explanations as follows: While the unlucky refers to individual fate, the laziness and
lack of willpower represents individual blame. In addition, injustice in a society indicates
social blame, whereas the view that poverty is simply part of modern life refers to social fate.
The option 'other' was treated as missing data.

11



The independent variables in the analyses are country-grouping presented above, respondent'’s
socio-demographic characteristics (gender, age and education), household's economic
circumstances (perceived household income class and main source of household income),
ethnicity status of the respondent (member of ethnic minority and member of language
minority), and other values and attitudes (views on reducing income inequality, views on
state involvement in reducing income inequality and views on factors related to success in

life). More detailed description of the independent variables is summarised in Appendix 1.

The empirical section starts by presenting the results of descriptive analysis. The main
method used in this study is multinomial logistic regression analysis, which is the extension
for the binary logistic regression when the categorical dependent variable has more than two
levels. For the current analysis we follow Lepianka's and her colleagues' (Lepianka 2007;
Lepianka et al. 2010) approach by choosing 'part of modern life' as the reference category.

12



6 Results

6.1 Descriptive results

Figure 1 shows the proportion of the total number of respondents in a country which chose a particular

explanation of p

overty.

Figure 1a. Laziness and lack of willpow:
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Regarding the popularity of poverty explanations we assumed that individual blame and social blame types
of explanations are endorsed stronger than individual and social fate types of explanations. Results support
our expectations with some exceptions. For the most of the countries, social blame type of explanation, i.e.
injustice in a society, is the most popular poverty attribution. The highest support for social blame is found
in Ukraine, Russia, Hungary and Moldova in which majority of respondents chose the explanation as a
reason for living in need. Totally, in 9 of 12 examined countries injustice in a society receives highest
support, and in remaining three countries (Estonia, Lithuania and Czech Republic) social blame is the
second most popular explanation. In Estonia and Lithuania the most popular explanation is individual blame
while in Czech Republic it is social fate. Yet, in Czech Republic all explanations of poverty receives public
support quite evenly. Analysis also indicates that there are some variations across and within countries.
Variations between countries of support of individual and social blame types of explanation are considerable
(standard deviation between countries in support of individual blame is 8.0 and in support of social blame it
is 11.4). Hence, the results are in line with our assumptions and prior research (Lepianka et al. 2010)
regarding the general support for different explanations of poverty in the European post socialist countries.
The next section will focus on determinants of poverty attributions.

Differences between FSU- and non-FSU -countries are rather minor. Means for individual blame and social
blame are slightly higher in FSU, whereas individual fate and social fate gain relatively more support in non-

FSU countries.

Overall, the results indicate also that for the most of the countries two most popular explanations are
individual and social blame types of explanations (with the exception Ukraine, Bulgaria, Poland, and Czech
Republic). Yet, the differences between social fate and individual blame types of explanations are in some
countries very small. Results also clearly emphasise that the idea that poverty is caused by just individual
bad luck is the least popular perception in European post socialist countries (also Lepianka et al. 2010).

6.2 Multivariate analysis

Table 2 and 3 shows the findings of the multinominal logistic regression analysis in which the effects of
independent variables are estimated simultaneously. Model A explores the effects of country groupings
based on FSU/non-FSU membership while Model B adds socio-demographic and Model C the economic
circumstances of the household to the analysis. In Model D the variables related to ethnic fractionalisation
are added to the analysis. Finally Model E adds the attitudes and values to the analysis, and hence combines
all of the independent variables into a single model. Table of bivariate analysis of the effects of independent

variables can be found in appendix.
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Table 2 Multinominal logistic regression analysis with independent variables. Odds rations, statistical significance levels
and standard errors in parentheses. Model A, B, C.

Forms of popular poverty explanations (Ref. inevitable part of mode

Model A Model B
laziness and
laziness and lack injustice in lack of injustice in
unlucky of willpower society unlucky willpower society
Independent
variable OR (stderr) OR (stderr) OR (stderr) OR (stderr) OR (stderr) OR (stderr) (
FSU Ref: Non-FSU
country)
FSUcountry J14% (074 1,469** (,057) 13770+  (,050) ,741%** (075) | 1,516** (057) 1434 (051)| 7
Gender (Ref: mal¢
female 1,131 (,074) 1,099 (,057)| 1,169** (,051) 1
Age (Ref: 60 and
older)
29 or Younger 1,051 (,114) ,686*** (,089): ,586*** (,082) 1
30to 44 ,882 (L,107) |,648**  (,081)| ,694*** (,073) 1
4510 59 ,993 (,104) ,626** (,081): ,858** (,072) ]
Education (Ref:
university degree or
higher)
no or compulsory
education 2,562%*  (,120) | 2,005%** (,094) 2,070*** (,085)| 2,4(
secondary or
vocational education 1,347** (,094) | 1,262** (,069): 1,352*** (,061)| 1,3

Perceived income
(Ref: low

high

middle

Income source (Ref:

Income from
employmen}
Income from social
benefits

Income from private
transfers
Incomefrom other
sources

Pseudo R-square -
Nagelkerke

,014

,039

N =11357
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As for the pr es g tabdeeonfonis (MddelAythe eedults hlready ahowedd
in the descriptive statistics above. We can see that the citizens of FSU countries and non-FSU
countries differ significantly in their opinions on poverty reason. FSU citizens are more likely
to rank individual blame and social blame ahead of social fate, and less likely to emphasize
individual fate when compared to citizens of Bulgaria, Romania, Hungary, Czech and Slovak

republics and Poland.

As we add gender, age and education in model B remains picture in regard to FSU the same.
In regard to socio-economic characteristics women are more inclined to rank social blame
ahead of social fate than men. In addition, the oldest age group is more likely to emphasize
individual and social blame than younger age groups. Furthermore, we see that people with
higher educational level are less likely to perceive individual fate or to blame society or
individual for poverty than those on lower educational levels.

When adding the measures of economic circumstances in model C, perceived income class
and main income source, the picture of model B changes in regard to effects of age class and
injustice in society. Now only the youngest age group (<29) is significantly less likely blame
society than the oldest age group. The effects of gender and education remain the same. In
regard to perceived income class, those who perceive their economic situation as well-off are
less inclined to support individual blame explanation than people with lower level of income.
As for the effectsof r e s p o nmdie imcome source, compared to people with employment
as a main income source, people living on social benefits are more inclined to support for

individual fate explanations than for social fate.
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Table 3 Multinominal logistic regression analysis with independent variables. Odds rations, statistical significance levels
and standard errors in parentheses. Model D and E.

Forms of popular poverty explanations (Ref. inevitable part of modern life)

Model D Model E

laziness and laziness and

lack of injustice in lack injustice

unlucky willpower society unlucky of willpower in society

Independent variable OR (stderr) OR (stderr) OR (stderr) OR (stderr) OR (stderr) OR (stderr)
FSU (Ref: NorRFSU
country)
FSUcountry ,807%  (,080) 1,677**  (,061) 1,459**  (,055) ,804**  (,083) 1,627***  (,064) 1,394**  (,058)
Gender (Ref: mal¢
female 1,111  (,076) 1,073  (059) 1,124* (,053) 1,103 (,078) 1,068  (061) 1,130*  (,055)
Age (Ref: 60 and oldéer
29 or Younger 1,325% (,143) ,674%** (L112) ,725%* (,102) 1,367* (,147) ,677** (L,115) ,756%* (,106)
30 to 44 1,203 (,137) ,686**  (,106) 871 (,095) 1,215  (,141) ,685*  (,110) 941 (,099)
45 to 59 1,109 (,123)| ,652%** (,098) ,950 (,087) 1,113 (,127)| ,647*** (,100) ,946 (,090)
Education (Ref:
university degree or
higher)
no or compulsory 21054  (128) 2,180%*  (,100) 1,873**  (,092)| 2,259  (,133) 2,029%*  (,104) 1,730%*  (,096)
education
secondaryorvocatlonal 1,323 (,099) 1,269**  (,072) 1,276**  (064) 1,262*  (,101) 1,224*  (,074) 1,191**  (,067)
education
Perceived income
(Ref: low
high ,851  (,180) ,594**  (,148) 1,151  (,132) ,848  (,187)  ,615**  (,155) 841 (,139)
middle 841 (,171) ,920  (,139) 794 (,126) ,760  (,177) 970  (,145) ,679**  (,132)
Income source (Ref:
Income from
employmen}
Ibnecr:)ergfsfrom social 1,410  (,113) 1,127  (,091) 1,229*  (,080) 1,406* (116} 1,133  (,094) 1,229*  (,083)
Income from private 1,583*  (,218) 1,100  (,185) 1,449*  (,162) 1,398  (,226) 1,099  (,187) 1,250  (,167)
transfers
Income from other 984  (327) 727 (278) 937  (228) 028 (339) 717 (295}  ,890  (,240)
sources
Ethnic minority (Ref:
Membey)
Not member ,928  (,146) 915 (111) 736" (,970) ,957  (,151) 906 (,115) ,698**  (,102)
Official language (Ref:
Non-speake)
Speaker 1,401*  (,134) 1,517**  (,980) 1,325**  (,085) 1,338* (,136) 1,544  (,101) 1,295*  (,089)
Income gap reduced
(Ref: Agreg
disagree or neither nor 1,159  (097) 1,106  (,076) ,962***  (,073)
State involvement
(Ref: Strongly involved
moderately or not 929 (082) 915  (064) 567**  (,058)
involved
Reason for success
(Ref: Income from
employmen}
intelligence and skills 74 (091)  ,822*  (,070) ,764**  (,067)
political connections 677* (121)  ,486™*  (099) 1,201*  (,082)
criminal/corrupt ties 787 (131) ,638**  (,107) 1,753***  (,089)
Pseudo R-square -
Nagelkerke 066 122
N =11357
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The last two models are presented in table 3. In model D the measures of ethnicity (member
of a ethnic minority and native speaker of the official language) are added. The picture of
previous model C remains somewhat intact. Nonetheless, persons belonging to ethnic
minorities emphasize the social blame more than majority. Native speakers of official
language do blame individuals for their being in need more than native speakers. Same

applies, in lesser extent, to social blame and individual fate, too.

In our final model E we include also the variables on values and attitudes. Still, the effect of
FSU remains the same, as does gender. Age becomes slightly less significant in explaining,
as does education and income source. Effect of official language vanishes, whereas ethic
minority gets more significant. One peculiar thing is that middle income class stresses
suddenly significantly less weight on social blame than people with low incomes, a relations
that hadn't shown up yet. As for the new variables, those who have more egalitarian attitudes
towards the income redistribution are more likely to blame injustice in society for poverty
than others. However, those on more egalitarian attitudes are more likely to endorse also
individual blame explanation than others. Yet, the difference between the two groups is quite
small. Finally, those who emphasize individual skills and political connections as important
factors related to success of life are less likely to emphasize individual fate over social fate.
Furthermore, quite expected result is that those who emphasize effort and hard work are more
likely to endorse individualistic explanation of poverty than others. However, a those who
emphasis criminal and corrupt ties as important factors for success of life are the most

inclined to blame society for poverty.
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7 Conclusions
The figures presented in previous chapter are only preliminary and should be handled with

care. Nevertheless some conclusions can be drawn.

To sum up the results of descriptive statistics, they indicate that in general social blame type
of explanation is clearly the most popular explanation in European post-socialist countries.
Social blame is followed by individual blame, social fate and individual fate types of
explanations. Social blame explanation is highly emphasized in Ukraine, Moldova, Russia
and Hungary. Our analysis does not support the earlier findings (Lepianka et all 2010,
Lepianka 2007) on high support for individual blame in Czech Republic. Differences
between FSU- and non-FSU -countries are clear i blame type of explanations gain more

support in FSU-countries, whereas fate is supported more in non-FSU countries.

The figures from first model of multivariate analysis support the findings of descriptive
analysis. People tend to blame society and the poor people themselves for their situation more
in FSU countries. These connections remain through every model. Differences between age
classes could be tracked down to socialist legacy as the oldest age group (>60), who has lived
and worked longest under socialist regime tend to blame individual and the society for
poverty more than younger age classes. As in Western countries, well-off people with highest
education tend to blame society more and individual less for the poverty.

The claim for ethnic minorities being more structuralist in their thinking about poverty gains
support in our analysis. Ethnic minorities support the social blame more and non-native
speakers of official language support the individuals blame less than the majority. As for
succeeding in life, those who see effort and hard work as a main key for success are more
likely to endorse individualistic explanations. Interesting and expectable results is that
people, who consider criminal and corrupt ties as important factors for success blame the
society most for the poverty. This can be linked to low trust on government and legal system
widely shared by post-s oci al i st countries. As Dudwi
suspected that government officials of exploiting the political and economic turmoil for their
own gain, at the expense of ordinary citizenso.This finding can be interpret in a way, that in
conditions where criminal and corrupt ties are key for wealth and success the society is not

equal to its duties and thus can be blamed for the poverty.
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The conclusions here are very tentative by nature and should be considered carefully. The
model applied here draws a distinct picture of post-socialist system, but at the same time,
could be developed into more tailored version for better emphasis of the nature of post-
socialist societies. In addition, the data used here contains figures from all FSU- and socialist
countries allowing comparing countries with socialist background, but very different origins,

eg. Tajikistan or non-socialist countries Turkey and Mongolia.
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Appendix

Appendix 1 Description of variables

Variable

Description

Socio-demographic characteristics

Gender
Age
Education

Economic circumstances

Perceived household incom
class

Main source of household
income

Ethnicity

Member of & ethnic
minority

Member of a language
minority

Values and attitudes
Views on reducing income
inequality

Views on state involvement
in reducing income
inequality

Views on factorselated to
success in life

1=female, 2=male

1=18-29, 2=30-44, 3=45-59, 4=60+

1=no or compulsory education, 2=secondary or vocational education, 3=university
degree or higher

Respondent's perception of the household economic situation. 10-point scale ranging
from the poorest people to the richest: 1=high (1-3), 2=middle (4-7), 3=low (8-10)
(don't know = missing data)

1=income from social benefits, 2=income from private transfers, 3=income from other
sources, 4=income from employment

1=not member, 2=member

Is your native language(s) one of the official language of this country? 1=yes, 2=no

The gap between the rich and the poor today in this country should be reduced.
1=disagree or strongly disagree or neither nor, 2=agree or strongly agree

Do you think the state should be involved in reducing the gap between the rich and the
poor? 1=moderately or not involved, 2=strongly involved

1=intelligence and skills, 2=political connections, 3= criminal/corrupt ties, 4=effort and
hard work (other = missing data)
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Appendix 2 Descriptive statistics of independent variables

Frequency Percent Valid Percent Mean Std. Dev.  Min - Max
Part of Soviet Union ,50 ,50 0z1
Soviet Union 6000 50,0 50,0
Not-Soviet Union 6000 50,0 50,0
Total 12000 100,0 100,0
Gender of principal respondent 47 ,49 0z1
female 6397 53,3 53,3
male 5603 46,7 46,7
Total 12000 100,0 100,0
Principal respondents Age class 2,67 1,05 174
29 or Younger 2010 16,7 16,7
30to 44 3169 26,4 26,4
45 to 59 3481 29,0 29,0
60 and older 3341 27,8 27,8
Total 12000 100,0 100,0
highest educational degree obtained (1-3) 2,00 64 13
no or compulsory education 2516 21,0 21,0
secondary or vocational education 6950 57,9 57,9
university degreeor higher 2531 21,1 21,1
Total 11998 100,0 100,0
Missing 2 ,0
subj. hh's income ranking on THREE-step ladder 1,68 ,54 1z3
today
high 4222 35,2 35,6
middle 7135 59,5 60,1
low 511 4,3 4,3
Total 11868 98,9 100,0
Missing 132 1,1
most important income source 2,90 1,41 124
Income from social benefits 3891 32,4 339
Income from private transfers 356 3,0 31
Income from other sources 141 1,2 1,2
Income from employment 7099 59,2 61,8
Total 11487 95,7 100,0
Missing 513 4,3
member of an ethnic minority 11 31 071
no 10700 89,2 89,2
yes 1293 10,8 10,8
Total 11993 99,9 100,0
Missing 7 1
native language being an official language 1,1376 ,34 172
native language official 10346 86,2 86,2
native language NOT official 1651 13,8 13,8
Total 11997 100,0 100,0
Missing 3 ,0
The gap between the rich and the poor today in this country should be reduced ,8220 ,38 0z1
disagree or neither nor 2071 17,3 17,8
Agree 9562 79,7 82,2
Total 11633 96,9 100,0
Missing 367 3,1
perception of state involv. in reducing income inequality ,60 48 0z1
moderately or not involved 4735 39,5 39,5
Strongly involved 7264 60,5 60,5
Total 11999 100,0 100,0
Missing 1 ,0
most important factor to succeed in life now 2,46 1,28 124
intelligence and skills 4251 35,4 36,2
political connections 1812 15,1 15,4
criminal/corrupt ties 1658 13,8 14,1
effort and hard work 4010 33,4 34,2
Total 11732 97,8 100,0
Missing 268 2,2
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Appendix 3 Multinominal logistic regression analysis. Bivariate analysis with all independent variables. Odds ratios, statistical significance levels and standard errors

Forms of popular poverty explanations (Ref. inevitable part of modern life)

unlucky laziness and lack of injustice in society
willpower
Model Independent variable OR Std error OR Std error OR Std error

A. Soviet Union Part of Soviet Union 0,71%** 0,74 1,47*%* 0,57 1,38%%* 0,5
Ref: Not Soviet Union

B. Gender female 1,160 0,73 1,165%* 0,56 1,232%** 0,5
Ref: male

C.Age 29 or Younger ,848 0,11 0,602%** 0,86 0,5171%** 0,08
30to 44 0,699%** 0,1 0,551%** 0,78 0,590%** 0,07
45 to 59 ,780 0,1 0,549%** 0,78 0,753%** 0,07
Ref: 60 and older

D. Education no or compulsory education 2,743 012 2,220% 009 22527 0,08
secondary or vocational education 1,387+ 0,09 1,205* 007 1304* 0,06
Ref: university degree or higher

E. Perceived income high 1,076 017 885 014  1,635%* 013
middle ,805 0,17 1,101 0,14 ,946 0,12
Ref: low

F. Income source Income from social benefits 1,599%* 008  1,520% 006 1710% 0,06
Income from private transfers 1,759* 021 1,305 0,18 1,736 0,16
Income from other sources 1,075 032 715 027 1,037 022
Ref: Income from employment

G. Ethnic minority Not member 1,030 013 1950 01 0,703 0,08
Ref: Member

H. Official language Speaker 1,275 011 1194 0,08 1930 0,07
Ref. Norspeaker

I. income gap reduced disagree or neither nor 1112 0,09 1996 007 0559 0,07
Ref: Agree

J. State should be involved in moderately or not involved 911 0.07 0.858* 0.06 04537 0.05

reducing inequality Ref: Strongly involved

K. Reason for success intelligence and skills 0,656 0,09 0,776™ 0,07 0,690™* 0,06
political connections 0,627*** 0,11 0,424*** 0,1 1,079 0,08

, 763 0,13 0,607*** 0,1 1,704*** 0,08

criminal/corrupt ties
Ref: effort and hard work
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