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POPULAR SUPPORT FOR 
PRIVATIZATION: D O POLITICAL 
ORIENTATIONS MATTER? 

Scholars from the fields of economics, pohtical science and sociology have 
analyzed, and continue to investigate, the prodigious problems associated 
with privatization of state owned enterprises in East Central Europe. 
Although economists and pohtical scientists address issues pertaining to 
institutional barriers to successful privatization, they neglect to study the 
necessary shift in ideology and social consciousness that is fundamental for 
an environment supportive of privately owned business. To date, much of 
the hterature written from an economic and pohtical science perspective 
focuses on property rights, the institution of banking, convertibility of 
money, credit options, property-transfer agreements, taxation, and capital 
market incentives.^ 

All economic and pohtical aspects of the privatization process are 
important to the course of the post-communist transformation. However, 
from the perspective of the new sociology of economic hfe, an embeddedness 
should be taken into account in studymg all aspects of economic behavior 

This chapter was written while the author was supported by a Faculty Development Grant 
provided by St. Mary's College of Maryland. 

^ For review of economic and political a^ects of privatization, see Brittan (1984); Cook 
and Kirkpatrick (1988); Kirkeri, NelKs and Sherley (1992); Steel and Heald (1984). For spedfic 
issues related to privatization of state owned enterprises in East Central Europe, see Hodjera 
(1991); EUerman et al. (1991); Estrin (1994); Koves (1992); Earie, Frydman and Rapaczynski 
(1993); and Stark and Bruszt (1998). 
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(Granovetter 1984). The notion of embeddedness refers to the social 
environment that provides an individual with socially constructed oppor
tunities and constraints. Thus, studying the process of privatization must 
incorporate structural determinants of individual attitudes interacting with 
institutional alterations. 

Who is in favor of privatization m Poland and why? In this chapter 
I focus on the location of individuals in the social structure and their pohtical 
orientations as predictors of support for privatization.^ The basic research 
questions are as follows: How much does social stratification position 
account for variation in opinions about privatization of state-owned 
enterprises? Do pohtical orientations matter for support for privatization 
above and beyond the influence of social stratification position? 

Historical and Theoretical Contexts 
Privatization entails the transfer of pubUcly held properties to the private 
sector for purposes of control of productive assets, mcludmg capital 
allocation, pridng, and the distribution of profits. In the capitalist countries 
that have attempted privatization of selected enterprises, the total pubhc 
sector typically ranges from 10 to 20 percent of the gross domestic product 
(GDP), In the 1980s in the sodahst countries, the pubhc sector was much 
larger: it produced between 60 and 85 percent of the GDP (NelUs 1991: 
21). Thus, privatization of the pubhc sector in East Central European 
countries has been a monumental task. Between 1980 and 1991, of the to
tal number of state-owned enterprises privatized m the less-developed world 
(2,167), thirty-seven percent (805) occurred in Eastern Europe (Kirkeri, 
NelUs and Sherley 1992). Furthermore, most of the privatization cases in 
this region occurred since 1989. This privatization process of the post-com
munist transformation demanded restructuring of inefficient enterprises, 
a re-definition of property rights, and creation of fmandal instruments 
(Lipton and Sachs 1991; Peng 1993; Stark and Bruszt 1998). 

^ A relationship between mass level politics and the privatization process has been seen as 
a crudal ingredient of democracy (Przeworski 1991). Bartlett (1992:74-75) refers to the importance 
of the public in the process of privatization by noting that "divestitures of state-owned enterprises 
in Great Britain, France, and Austria reinforced the linkage between representative democracy 
and private ownership, as political authorities in those countries were motivated in part by the 
dissatisfaction of their respective electorates with the poor economic performance of the state 
sector in the 1970s and early 1980s." He goes on to explain how both Turkey and Argentina had 
instances of privatization thwarted when they tried to "overcome opposition by local political 
patrons of state-owned enterprises, which have long served as media for patronage." 
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It became clear at the beginning of the 1990s that the newly chartered 
governments of East Central Europe were committed to establishmg 
reforms directed toward developmg democracy and market economies. 
Poland took measured steps toward these goals adapting a "shock therapy" 
for which privatization was seen as a key element.^ 

During the communist era very limited numbers of individuals were able 
to engage in private enterprise. In the 1970s the size of the entrepreneurial 
class in Poland was between two and three percent of the non-agricultural 
labor force (Misztal 1981; Lipowicz 1994). Most private busmess was 
conducted on a small scale. Many entrepreneurs simultaneously maintained 
a state position and managed their own business as part of the secondary 
economy. Removing administrative barriers facihtated quantitative expan
sion of the private sector since a growing proportion of the labor force 
became self-employed or estabhshed family firms. In the analysis of the 
privatization process, small privatization should be distinguished from 
privatization of state owned enterprises. 

In 1985, there existed about 418,000 private, unincorporated firms. In 
December 1988, the number increased to about 660,000 private units, 
employing a total of 1,181,000 people. In December 1990, this number had 
increased to 1,350,000 business units, employing about two milhon people. 
Three years later there were 1,783,900 bushiess units, and employment ui the 
private sector had almost doubled (Glowny Urzad Statystyczny 1994; 
Balcerowicz, Blaszczyk and Dabrowski 1997: 146-148). 

Thus, the Pohsh population was confronted with a rapid privatization 
process from the beginning of the economic transformation. Initially, this 
process was mainly hmited to small privatization. Only five large firms were 
privatized by the end of 1990. However, by December 1993 there were 3,934 
state enterprises in the process of ownership transformation. In 1993 the 
share of the private sector in the gross domestic product (GDP) increased to 
51.5% (Balcerowicz, Blaszczyk and Dabrowski 1997: 146, 158). Thus, the 
effects of the privatization process became concrete and substantial. 

Ideological Legacy 
The notion of privatization has been part of national pohcy in the West for 
more than three decades but in East Central Europe, even in the early 1980s, 
privatization went against the communist ideology. Faoro (1990: 124) 
recounts that during the communist era the subject of privatization was only 

^ For a discussion of shock therapy versus gradual change, see Koves (1992), Stark (1992); 
Murrell (1993), Balcerowicz (1995), and Balcerowicz, Blaszczyk and Dabrowski (1997). 
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discussed in private: "It was taboo. It was an ideological offense...." 
However, since 1989 national policy in East Central Europe obliged that 
pubUcly held property be transferred to the private sector. 

During the communist era the stress on national or cooperative 
ownership was important not only from an economic standpoint but also as 
an ideological framework. Ideology is, therefore, a more important factor 
for studying the privatization process in the post-communist countries than 
in well estabhshed democracies. Privatization within democratic capitahsm 
is motivated by an assessment of efficiency rather than strictly by pohtical 
criteria (Glade 1983). Under communism societal support of the national 
means of ownership prevailed. As it has been argued, this legacy is an 
important factor shaping people's attitude to privatization of state-owned 
enterprises during tiie post-communist transition (KLolarska-Bobinska 
1994). Generally, the contradiction between ideological legacy of the 
communist era and a spirit of free enterprise has been noted by a number of 
sociologists (Mokrzycki 1992). 

Legal Context of Privatization 
In Poland in October 1989, a document entitled An Outline of the Economic 
Program was issued by the government. The structural measures presented 
in this document included a "big bang" rather than a gradual approach to 
the transformation of the economic system and a two stage process: "first, 
stabihzation, then fundamental change." The "big bang" approach was 
hotly debated but at the end of 1989 it was determined that the transition to 
a market economy should be accomphshed as quickly as possible through 
radical action, thereby causing as httle hardship as possible on society. This 
approach was also based on the behef that the reforms of the 1980s failed 
because they were partial and superficial. 

In August 1990, two Acts were decreed: The Office of the Minister of 
Ownership Changes Act and the Act on the Privatization of State-Owned 
Enterprises. These acts together with related legislation were designated to 
be a part of an overall economic and pohtical reform oriented toward 
introducing market structure and institutions characteristic of developed 
Western countries. They were geared toward an ownership structure similar 
to that of industrially developed countries, greater autonomy of state-
owned enterprises, market mechanisms for settmg prices, domestic competi
tion through anti-monopoly policies and new regulations for estabhshing 
new enterprises, introduction of convertibihty of the Pohsh currency, tax
ation reform, reform of the banking system and monetary pohcy, launching 
of capital market institutions and estabhshment of a labor market. 
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What did these measures mean for the Pohsh people? When the steps 
toward a market economy are taken boldly, as they were in Poland, 
individuals suffer and for the short term the situation is quite painful. For 
people who did not know the perils of unemployment and were losing 
previously guaranteed pensions, the experience was alarming. For others, 
the beginning of entrepreneurial freedom provided great opportunities. 

People accepted privatization because of the potential for better pros
pects. Employees of state-owned enterprises were to be given some voice as 
to the direction of firms, especially with regard to a specific program of 
privatization. Early plans called for employees of the privatized industry to 
be potential buyers and for Pohsh citizens to be made share holders. In some 
instances workers' councils did gain strength but m others they remained 
weak. State managers invested httle but still maneuvered to the position of 
owners. The extent to which people from the party and the nomenklatura 
were privileged and were the ones who benefited from the systemic 
transformation has been debated (see, Lipton and Sachs 1991; but also 
Mach in this volume). 

Public's Reaction to the Privatization Process 
According to data from the Research Center of Pubhc Opinion during 1990 
and the first half of 1991 around 45% of the adult Pohsh population saw 
privatization as advantageous for the Pohsh economy. However, by 1993 
this proportion dropped to 29-36%. Kolarska-Bobmska (1994: 109) com
ments on these results as follows: "Later, as the hardship of the reform 
increased, privatization started to be associated not only with progress, 
efficiency, profits and catching up with Europe, but also with unem
ployment, loss of benefits and other negative consequences for workers, 
the group privileged under communism." 

Grzegorz Jedrzejczak, Undersecretary of State in the Ministry of Owner
ship Changes, was one of the few who addressed "the human factor" m 
relation to the hnplementation of the privatization program. He pointed to 
a lack of necessary skills in Pohsh society that might cause delays m the 
process and called for engaging foreign firms to estabhsh training programs. 
He also understood that popular support for privatization of state-owned 
enterprises is a necessary condition for the successful buildhig of a new 
economic system. Without a considerable degree of legitimation, one could 
not expect that people would be productive employees in newly privatized 
enterprises (Jedrzejczak 1991). 
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Impact of Political Orientations on Popular Support for Privatization 
Recent studies of popular support for privatization in Poland have focused 
on two types of determinants: location of uidividuals in the social structure 
and pohtical attitudes toward the transition from communism to dem
ocratic capitalism (e.g. Adamski 1993; Kolarska-Bobmska 1994; Osborn 
1998; Gardawski and Gilejko 1997; Czapmski and Wojciszke 1997). It was 
found that an "increase m acceptance of privatization is parallel to an 
increase in education. Privatization is also more popular among younger 
than older people.... Attitudes toward privatization depend on place of 
hving - they are more positive among dty mhabitants than among people 
from the countryside - and on income - the higher the income the stronger 
the support for privatization" (Gardawski and Gilejko 1997:14-15). It was 
also demonstrated that popular support for privatization was "correlated 
with attitudes toward economic transition, entrepreneurship, a free market 
economy, and a diminishing role of the state.... In relative terms, attitudes 
toward economic and political hfe proved to be better predictors of support 
for privatization than variables characterizing individuals' location in the 
social structure" (Osborn 1998: 16). 

In this chapter, my analyses take into account not only the location of 
individuals m the social structure but also pohtical orientations, measured by 
party preferences. Following Shabad and Slomczynski (1999), I assume that 
political orientations are formed through time as a result of individuals' direct 
experiences and through political learning m response to the repeated signahng 
cues provided by political elites over the course of several elections. When 
pohtical identity is conceptualized in a dynamic maimer, the majority of the 
Pohsh electorate exhibit voting patterns that conform to interpretable types of 
pohtical orientations. I focus on pohtical orientations since they are closely 
connected to uidividuals' assessments of socialism, stances toward state 
patemahsm, approval of systemic change, and support for a market economy. 

Czapinski and Wojciszke (1997) show that in Poland there are sig
nificant differences in attitudes toward privatization between those who 
vote for specific pohtical parties. Specifically, the most frequent support for 
privatization was found among voters of Realpohtik Union (83%), Con
federation of Independent Poland (83%) and Freedom Union (81%). The 
next group included individuals affiliated with Movement for Reconstruc
tion of Poland (74%), Union of Labor (67%), Democratic Left Alhance 
(61%), and Solidarity (60%). Fmally, among voters for Christian National 
Union and the Pohsh Peasantry Party support for privatization was 
particularly weak, not exceeding 55%. 
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However, as evidenced by various studies, in Poland party preferences 
are closely related to location of individuals in the social structure 
(Raciborski 1997; Shabad and Slomczynski 1999). Thus, the research 
question involving party preferences should be phrased as follows: Is 
there a significant impact of pohtical orientations on support for priva
tization above and beyond the impact of other relevant variables? Neither 
Czapinski and Wojciszke (1997) nor other researchers have answered this 
question. This is the first attempt to mvestigate a relationship between 
pohtical orientations and support for privatization usmg the 1988-1993 
panel-survey data. These data allow me to model this relationship in a causal 
framework in which an appropriate time-order of variables is estabhshed 
- that is, political experience lags with respect to psychological outcomes. 

Two Pairs of Hypotheses 
My first pair of basic hypotheses is taken from recent sociological hterature. In 
this pair, the tested hypothesis is as follows: "Differentiation in attitudes 
toward privatization of tiie Pohsh economy is of a structural nature" (Adamski 
1993: 237). The null hypothesis is that the structural markers, in particular 
those related to social stratification, cannot be considered statistically 
significant determinants of attitudes toward privatization in Poland. This null 
hypothesis is grounded m theorizhig about chaos produced by a change of the 
pohtical and economic regime. It has been argued that in a new situation, 
structural variables become less and less relevant (Pakulski and Waters 1996). 

The second pair of hypotheses deal directiy with political orientations. 
In this pair, the tested hypothesis states that attitudes toward privatization 
are determined, in a statistical sense, by people's aflfihations with pohtical 
parties. The null hypothesis is expressed as a tabula rasa hypothesis (Shabad 
and Slomczynski 1999). At the beginnmg of the 1990s empirical research 
demonstrated that, at the mass-level, relationships among attitudes toward 
various pohtical and economic issues were relatively weak. It has been 
argued that the nature of the last decade of the communist system 
contributed to the lack of attitudinal cohesion at tiie begmning of the 
post-communist period. At that period political "parties without platforms, 
with animosities based on personahty rather than program or doctrine, 
...have combined to puzzle the citizenry and to produce high levels of 
pohtical apathy" (Bialecki and Heyns 1993: 266). Under these conditions, 
one would expect a weak relationship between political orientations and 
support for social change m crucial economic domains (Cirtautus 1994; 
Evans and Whitefield 1993). 
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Privatization of What? 
In the initial phase of the post-cx)mmunist transformation m Poland, 
support for privatization was diversified according to sectors and branches 
of the economy. In one of the most extensive surveys on this topic, 
respondents were asked to tell if they thought that certain activities should 
be mainly run by the state or a cooperative or mainly run privately. 
Respondents differentiated their answers with respect to three economic 
domains: consumer economy - farming, food stores, manufacture of con
sumer goods, shops, and restaurants; service economy - banks, health care, 
newspapers, the phone system, and radio and television; and producer econ
omy - mining, heavy industry, and trains and buses. In Poland support for 
privatization of activities m sectors and branches of the consumer economy 
was about 90% and service economy above 75%. However, support for pri
vatization for the producer domain was less than 50% among those sur
veyed. This result has an important imphcation for my analysis in this 
chapter. I chose to analyze only attitudes to state owned enterprises since 
they are large and form a core of the producer economy. In this regard, one 
can expect much larger inter-group differentiation than m the case of opm-
ions about private sectors and branches of consumer and service economy. 

The Differences Among Basic Groups 
Support for privatization of state owned enterprises, the dependent variable 
in my analyses, is measured on the basis of two questionnaire items: 
Discussions about privatization are continuously going on in our country. 
Do you think that a profitable state enterprise should be privatized or should 
not! and Should unprofitable state enterprises be privatized! From these 
items, three categories of respondents' reactions were distiaguished: (1) no 
support for privatizing state enterprises, (2) support for privatizmg only 
non-profitable state enterprises, and (3) support for privatizmg even 
profitable state enterprises. In the total population, the majority belongs to 
the middle category (64.5%). Only 16.5% of the population does not 
support any kind of privatization while 19.0%o supports privatizing even 
profitable state enterprises. The mean value for this scale is 1.22, with the 
standard deviation 0.94. 

The basic set of uidependent variables includes gender and age as 
distinctive demographic markers. In the 1988 wave of the panel study the 
adult population was represented by men and women aged 21 to 65. In the 
second phase of the panel study, in 1993, respondents were randomly se-
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lected from the 1988 sample. The youngest had reached the age of 26 and the 
oldest were restricted to age 65. In the 1993 sample there are 47% men and 
53% women. 

The first column of Table 7.1 shows proportions of those who dem
onstrate no support for privatization and those who demonstrate strong 
Table 7.1. Support for Privatization Among Basic Groups According to Gender, 

Age, Formal Education, Occupational Rank, and Household Income 
Variables Support Mean Standard N 

Absent- Strong^ ^^^^^^^ 
Percent 

Gender̂  
Male 12.7 20.1 1.27 0.92 1100 
Female 20.0 18.1 1.16 0.94 1168 

Age cohort* 
Young 13.0 20.1 1.27 0.93 762 
Middle 15.3 18.3 1.21 0.91 758 
Old 21.2 18.7 1.16 0.97 744 

Fomal education' 
Less than elementary 42.4 11.9 0.81 0.93 59 
Elementary 25.6 16.7 1.08 0.93 425 
Some high school 13.5 16.7 1.19 0.87 498 
High school 10.4 21.9 1.33 0.93 511 
Some college 10.0 24.4 1.38 0.97 90 
College 7.6 25.9 1.44 0.96 27 

Occupational rank̂  
Very low 22.5 14.4 1.06 0.89 355 Low 15.2 15.4 1.16 0.86 382 
Middle 22.0 20.1 1.18 0.99 378 
High 8.2 25.7 1.43 0.96 404 
Very high 9.0 22.4 1.35 0.93 343 

Household income* 
Very low 21.5 14.6 1.08 0.89 405 
Low 18.0 17.1 1.16 0.91 410 
Middle 18.1 19.1 1.20 0.95 398 
High 15.2 19.1 1.23 0.93 409 
Very high 7.6 26.3 1.45 0.96 407 

* Absent = "unprofitable state enterprises should not be privatized." 
^ Strong == "profitable state enterprises should be privatized." 

Analysis of variance ratio F = 8.32, p<0.05; eta = 0.061 
^ Analysis of variance ratio F = 2.61, p<0.05; eta = 0.048 
^ Analysis of variance ratio F = 9.43, p<0.05; eta = 0.156 
^ Analysis of variance ratio F = 10.1, p<0.05; eta = 0.146 
» Analysis of variance ratio F = 8.84, p<0.05; eta = 0.136 
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support for privatization. We observe that females more frequently oppose 
privatization than do males (20.0% and 12.7%, respectively). Among 
younger respondents opposition toward privatization is less pronounced 
than among older respondents (13% and 21.2%, respectively). However, 
the difference m the mean value of the scale is statistically significant for 
gender (F = 8.32, p<0.05) but not for age. 

Table 7.1 also provides data about support for privatization according 
to three indicators of social stratification position: formal education, 
occupational rank, and household income. These basic mdicators of 
social stratification position have been intensively tested in Poland 
through rigorous research (Danilowicz and Sztabmski, 1977; Slomczynski 
and Kacprowicz, 1979; Kohn and Slomczynski, 1990). I use levels of 
schooling, the occupational socioeconomic scale, and the per capita 
household income from all sources. In Table 7.1, both the socioeconomic 
scale and household mcome are expressed in five conventionally dehn-
eated groups. 

Persons with incomplete elementary education oppose privatization 
almost six times more frequently than those who completed coUege. The 
large differences between extreme groups are also evident for occupational 
rank and household mcome. Generally, as location of uidividuals m the 
main dimensions of social stratification increases, theh support for pri
vatization rises. Analysis of variance shows that the differences in support 
for privatization between groups are significantly larger than correspondmg 
differences withm groups. 
TaWe 7.2. Regression of Support for Privatization on Gender, Age, Formal Educa

tion, Occupational Rank, and Household Income 
Variables B Standard error Beta 

Demographic variables 
Gender (male = 1) 0.084 0.046 0.045* 
Age (years) -0.002 0.002 -0.025 
Social stratification variables 
Formal education* 0.023 0.011 0.068** 
Occupational rank^ 0.050 0.021 0.074** 
Household income'' 0.054 0.019 0.082** 
Constant 0,746 0.154 
Adjusted = 0.031 
^ Years of schooling 
^ Socio-economic scale 

Family income p ^ capita 
p<0.05 *p<0.01 
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Table 7.2 presents the results of regressmg support for privatization on 
gender, age, formal education, occupational rank, and household mcome. 
This simple model predicts that those who are younger, male, with a higher 
formal education, higher occupational ranks, and a higher household 
income support privatization to a greater extent than those who are older, 
female, with a lower formal education, lower occupational ranks, and 
a lower household income. The model explains a httle more than 3% 
of the variance of the dependent variables, indicating that opmions about 
privatization of state enterprises are weakly determined by socio-dem-
ographic and stratification characteristic of individuals. However, the 
impact of all three stratification variables - formal education, occupational 
rank, and household income - is statisticaUy significant. 

The null hypothesis stating that the structural markers cannot be 
considered statisticaUy significant determinants of attitudes toward priva
tization in Poland must be rejected. With some confidence we can claim that 
differentiation in attitudes toward privatization of the Pohsh economy is of 
a structural nature. 

The Impact of Political Orientations 
Shabad and Slomczynski (1999) have argued that in Poland partisan 
preferences hi an environment of political instabihty are insufficient 
indicators of people's political identities. Rather than self-placement, 
pohtical identity is measured with regard to decisions that individuals make 
duruig meaningful pohtical events, in particular, their voting behavior. 
Specifically, political identity is operationahzed through the par icular 
pattern or combination of successive pohtical choices made duri g the 
period 1989-1993. 

With respect to the distribution of voting choices among respond nts in 
the 1991 and 1993 parhamentary elections, declarations of partisan prefer
ence were aggregated to one of the foUowmg political families: 

- liberal/social democratic, including Democratic Union (UD), Liberal-
Democratic Congress (KL-D), and Union of Labor (UP); 

- popuhst, mcluding Pohsh Peasant Party (PSL) and all other agrarian 
parties, Solidarity, Solidarity 80, Non-Party Block for Reforms (BBWR), 
and Self-defense; 

- Christian/nationalist, includmg all Christian parties. Center Alhance 
(PC), Confederation of Independent Poland (KPN), and National Party (SN); 

- post-communists, including Democratic Left Alhance (SLD), es
pecially Social Democrats of the Pohsh Repubhc (SdRP). 
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Among all respondents, about 55% percent belong to these categories. 
The proportion of respondents who indicated support for parties apart from 
these four pohtical famihes is very small (less than 5% of all those who 
expressed a party preference in the 1991 or 1993 elections) and includes 
minority parties (e.g.. Party of Belarus Mmority) or small, single issue 
parties (e.g., Ecological Party). Thus about 40% do not identify with 
pohtical parties through the electoral process. For us this would be 
a reference category. 

Table 7.3 presents distribution values of support for privatization 
according to political orientations. Low support for privatization is more 
frequent among uidividuals identifymg with popuhst and post-communist 
orientations than with hberal/sodal democratic or Christian/nationahst 
orientations. On average, popuhsts do not differ from the reference 
group made up of those who do not identify with political parties 
through electoral process (F = 0.03, nonsignificant). The mean value for 
post-communists (1.07) is significantly lower than for the total pop
ulation (1.23). The distance between post communists and the group 
that supports privatization the most, liberal/social democrats, is large 
since it accounts for almost half the standard deviation. Consequently, 
one must reject the hypothesis that there is no difference between these 
groups. 

TaWe 7.3. Support for Privatization Among Pohtical Famihes 
Political Families Support Mean Standard N 

Absent* Strong^ deviation 
Percent 

Liberal/social democratic'' 5.8 25.2 1.45 0.95 417 
Christian/nationaHst^ 9.6 26.1 1.43 0.98 157 
Populist̂  14.0 18.2 1.22 0.91 385 Post-communist^ 16.0 11.8 1.07 0.80 170 
* Absent = "unprofitable state enterprises should not be privatized." 
^ Strong = "profitable state enterprises should be privatized." 

The test of mean difference with the reference category, F = 31.1, 
p<0.05; eta = 0.116 

^ The test of mean difference with the reference category, F = 7.53, 
p< 0.05; eta = 0.061 
The test of mean difference with the reference category, F = 0.03, 
p> 0.05; eta = 0.004 

^ The test of mean difference with the reference category, F = 4.42, 
p<0.05; eta = 0.044 

The reference category = lack of political identity. 
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Generally, these results contradict the notion of pohtical confusion at the 
mass-level. People support or oppose privatization of state owned enter
prises consistently with pohtical platforms of parties for which they vote. 
Undoubtedly, since September 1989 when Leszek Balcerowicz was appomt-
ed chief manager of the Pohsh economy, hberal and social democrats 
considered privatization as a priority, on equal footage with stabihzation of 
inflation. Christian/nationahsts supported privatization on moral grounds. 
In contrast, popuhsts and post-communists considered privatization as 
a process that could wait until major consequences of a falling standard of 
hvmg were resolved. Table 7.3 demonstrates that ideological differences 
among major blocks of parties regarding privatization are reflected ia 
people's reaction to the same issue during the interview. However, do 
pohtical orientations matter above and beyond the location of mdividuals m 
the social structure? 

A FuU Model 
In Table 7.4,1 included both types of mdependent variables, those from 
analyses presented m Tables 7.1 and 7.2 - gender, age, formal education. 
Table 7.4. Regression of Support for Privatization on Gender, Age, Formal 

Education, Occupational Rank, Household Income, and Political 
Orientation 

Variables B Standard error Beta 
Demographic variables 
Gender 0.071 0.046 0.038 Age -0.035 0.031 -0.029 
Social stratification variables 
Formal education' 0.020 0.011 0.061* 
Occupational rank*" 0.046 0.021 0.068** 
Household income' 0.052 0.019 0.079" 
Political orientation variables 
Liberal/social democratic 0.135 0.067 0.057** 
Christian/nationalistic 0.246 0.091 0.067** 
Populist 0.074 0.065 0.029 
Post-communist -0.224 0.091 -0.063** 
Constant 0.719 0.125 
Adjusted = 0.041 
" Years of schooling 
^ Socio-economic scale 

Family income per capita 
•p<0.05 "p<0.01 
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occupational rank, household income - and those presented in Table 7.3, 
that is political orientations. Demographic variables, when used for control 
purposes, exercise no significant impact on support for privatization. Three 
sodal stratification variables - formal education, occupational rank, and 
job income - have a statistically significant positive influence: the higher 
people are located in these dimensions, the higher their support for 
privatization of state-owned enterprises. The effect of pohtical orientation is 
statistically significant in the case of hberal and social democrats, Chris
tian/nationalists and post-communists. Bemg hberal, social democrat or 
Christian/nationalist is conducive for support of privatization. However, 
beiug post-communist has an opposite outcome. Populists do not differ 
from those who avoid participation in national parhamentarian elections. 

In a supplementary analysis, I uicluded additional control variables: 
whether the respondent works in the state owned enterprise, whether his or 
her family owns a private busmess, and whether he or she traveled to the 
West in the last five years. Although these variables have some effect on 
support for privatization, they do not duninish the impact that is exercised 
by either the main stratification variables or pohtical orientations. Thus, 
I conclude that pohtical orientations matter above and beyond the location 
of individuals in the social structure. 

Conclusion and Discussion 
Since abandoning the communist regune hi 1989, the countries of East 
Central Europe have embraced a shared goal of democratization and 
development of a market economy. Privatization might be considered an 
integral element of both processes (Przeworski 1991). Considering privati
zation in this context extends our understanding of the mdividual as an 
actor of social change. That actor may be engaged in social change directly, 
through participation m privatization programs, or mdirectly, through 
supporting this kind of action."* 

On the basis of data presented in this chapter we can reject the null 
hypothesis that the structural markers, m particular those related to social 
stratification, cannot be considered statistically significant determinants of 
attitudes toward privatization hi Poland. To the contrary, we can claim that 

* In transitional economies a link between privatization and the emergence of the 
entrepreneurial class is an important a^ect of the development of social structure. On the 
entrepreneurial aspects of privatization in transitional economies, see Dubravcic (1995); on the 
emergence of entrepreneurial class in Poland, see Wesolowski (1996), and Osborn and Slomczyn
ski (1997). 
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differentiation in attitudes toward privatization of the Pohsh economy 
is of a structural nature. In this study, younger males, persons with more 
formal education, higher occupational rank and higher household mcome 
revealed more support for privatization than older females, persons with 
less education, lower occupational rank, and lower household income. This 
is m agreement with past research (Adamski 1993; Kolarska-Bobmska 1994; 
Osborn 1998; Gardawski and Gilejko 1997; Czapmski and Wojciszke 1997). 

One has also to reject the null hypothesis expressed as the so-called 
tabula rasa hypothesis - that there is no statistically significant relationship 
between political orientations and support for social change m crucial 
economic domains. I demonstrated that attitudes toward privatization are 
determined by people's affihations with political parties. Liberal and social 
democrats, together with Christian/nationalists, support privatization to 
a greater extent than do populists and post-communists. For liberal and 
social democrats privatization is a necessary condition for a successful 
transition since they beheve in a market economy based on mdividuals' 
rights to engage m private contracts. In contrast, one would expect 
post-communists to be against privatization because of their ideological 
background; for forty years state-socialist propaganda portrayed private 
property as the pubhc's enemy. Those who identify with hberal and social 
democrats belong to a different "ideological camp" than those who identify 
with postcommunists. Ideology matters above and beyond an mdividual's 
location m the social structure. 

In addition to basic structural variables, pohtical orientations seem to be 
important determinants of support for privatization. Those who oppose the 
dhninishing role of the state and cling to the egalitarian ideology might do 
so for ideological reasons. However, people's perceptions of what is best for 
the economy and the nation can be different from and m conflict with what 
is best for them as individuals. Their goal is to simultaneously achieve the 
high standard of hving associated with a market economy without rehn-
quishing the economic security of the socialist system. StiU, m research 
regarding support for privatization, it is imperative to include political 
orientations of individuals and to distinguish them from the unmediate 
interests of mdividuals. In the context of the initial phase of transition m 
Poland, pohtical orientations are forged by social group membership and 
through mdividuals' political experiences during the communist and post-
communist periods. 

Privatization offers new opportunities and new control over one's 
destmy but it also shifts responsibihty from the state to the mdividual. 

This research begms to fill a gap as to the categorizing of groups 
supporting privatization with regard to thek location m the social structure 
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and their pohtical orientations. Ideological options at the mass level are 
important. The maia message from this chapter is that pohtical orientations 
do matter above and beyond then: correlates. 


